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But for millions of Americans this 

cold snap is just the beginning of a 
long cold winter. Why? Because while 
the mercury drops outside, inside home 
heating bills are getting a little too 
hot to handle. In fact, on Tuesday the 
Energy Department reported that the 
average homeowner’s home heating bill 
will increase by nearly 26 percent, the 
largest increase in 5 years. Those who 
heat their homes with natural gas, 
nearly half of all Americans, can ex-
pect their home heating bills to in-
crease by 38 percent; but taxpayers and 
seniors cannot expect any help from 
this Congress. 

In fact, the Republican Congress is 
cutting, cutting home heating assist-
ance to our elderly; and the energy bill 
we passed this summer will do nothing 
to lower the cost of energy or gas at 
the pump, in fact, despite having hand-
ed out $14.5 billion to the energy com-
panies in taxpayer subsidies. 

Mr. Speaker, these are the wrong pri-
orities. You cannot hand out money to 
energy companies while cutting assist-
ance to seniors. It is time to return the 
people’s House to the American people. 
It is time for a change. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4297, TAX RELIEF EXTEN-
SION RECONCILIATION ACT OF 
2005 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 588 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 588 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 4297) to provide for 
reconciliation pursuant to section 201(b) of 
the concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006. The bill shall be considered 
as read. The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute recommended by the Committee 
on Ways and Means now printed in the bill 
shall be considered as adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill, as amended, to final passage with-
out intervening motion except: (1) one hour 
of debate on the bill, as amended, equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means; (2) the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, if offered by Rep-
resentative Rangel of New York or his des-
ignee, which shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order, shall be con-
sidered as read, and shall be separately de-
batable for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent; 
and (3) one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. PUTNAM) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Rochester, New York (Ms. 

SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

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

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, in April 
Congress passed a responsible budget 
that called for spending restraint, re-
duction of the deficit; and by slowing 
the unsustainable and automatic 
growth of mandatory spending pro-
grams and extending tax relief to fami-
lies and small businesses, we have suc-
cessfully accomplished the first two. 
Now, this rule will provide for consid-
eration of our final commitment to 
American taxpayers, extending numer-
ous important tax relief provisions. 

In 2001, 2003 and 2004, Congress en-
acted responsible tax relief to help cre-
ate new jobs, grow America’s economy, 
and put more money in the hands of 
workers, families, small businesses, 
farms, and ranches. Following this tax 
relief, unemployment dropped a full 
percentage point to 5 percent, and we 
have experienced 10 uninterrupted 
quarters of real growth in our econ-
omy, above 3 percent, the longest 
stretch since the 1980s. As was proven 
by the tax cuts during the Kennedy and 
Reagan administrations, Federal reve-
nues actually increase after taxes are 
lowered. 

Our expanding economy is led by con-
sumer spending, job growth, and busi-
ness investment. This is a result of al-
lowing workers to keep more of their 
hard-earned money, decreasing the tax 
burden on small businesses so they can 
expand and hire more workers, and pro-
viding incentives for families to save 
and invest. 

Unless we take action today, many of 
the important tax provisions that have 
helped our economy grow strong will 
expire. Without passage of this legisla-
tion, workers, families, and small busi-
nesses will have less of their paycheck 
to take home each week. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4297, the Tax Re-
lief Extension Reconciliation Act, not 
the most eloquent of names but an im-
portant one, will continue to build on 
the economic progress we have already 
made. 

A key part of the American Jobs Cre-
ation Act of 2004 was a return to fair-
ness for those who live, work, and raise 
families in States with no State in-
come tax. The State and local sales tax 
deduction is particularly important to 
those in my home State of Florida and 
nine other States because it gives 
every taxpayer the opportunity to de-
duct State sales tax from his Federal 
tax bill, something that other higher- 
tax States have enjoyed for some time. 
This provision is set to expire in 3 
weeks. While I will continue to work to 
make the State and local sales tax de-
duction permanent, this bill extends 
the provision for an additional year, 
which is an important step forward for 
fairness. 

The bill also extends several tax in-
centives to enhance the affordability of 
higher education, including tax-de-
ferred education savings accounts and 
tax credits for post-secondary edu-
cation. It allows all taxpayers to de-
duct up to $4,000 of higher education 
expenses, which will help more stu-
dents go to college. 

For teachers, the tax bill extends an 
important above-the-line deduction to 
help them contain the costs of out-of- 
pocket classroom expenses such as 
books, supplies, and computer equip-
ment. We all know that our hard-
working educators are covering for 
some of our neediest students, and this 
bill lets them keep the tax deduct-
ibility of their generosity. 

In an effort to encourage savings and 
stable retirement security, this tax bill 
allows lower-income families that con-
tribute to individual retirement ac-
counts and pension plans to continue 
receiving a Federal match in the form 
of an income tax credit for the first 
$2,000 of annual contributions. This en-
courages families to save and plan for 
their own retirement. While we were 
unable as a body to settle on a Social 
Security reform plan, surely we can all 
agree that encouraging low-income 
families to save for retirement and giv-
ing them the tools to do so is a sound 
economic policy. 

Our bill freezes the rate on capital 
gains and dividends and prevents an in-
crease of the tax burden on 24 million 
families. It is imperative that we ex-
tend this tax relief so our economy will 
continue on its upward track. 

New data released at the start of De-
cember show that our economy con-
tinues to strengthen and grow. The 
Labor Department reported that em-
ployers added 215,000 jobs in November, 
after adding 44,000 in October and 17,000 
in September in the wake of dev-
astating hurricanes. 

The jobless rate remains unchanged 
at 5 percent. The economy grew at an 
annual rate of 4.3 percent in the third 
quarter, much stronger than expected. 

Forecasters’ outlooks for coming 
months are upbeat as well. November’s 
increase in payroll, the largest since 
July, was broad-based. Construction 
employment rose by 37,000. Employ-
ment in professional and technical 
services rose by 22,000. Health care em-
ployment rose by 20,000 jobs. Manufac-
turers added 11,000 jobs last month fol-
lowing an increase of 15,000 in October. 

The most recent Commerce Depart-
ment report shows overall consumer 
spending increased at a 4.2 percent an-
nual rate, exceeding expectations. Pur-
chases of nondurable goods surged 3.6 
percent, exceeding expectations. Hous-
ing spending came in at 8.4 percent. 
Business investment spending rose at 
8.8 percent, exceeding expectations. 

Obviously, the current tax policy of 
this Congress has encouraged economic 
growth, and to raise taxes now would 
close the door of opportunity that is 
open for so many today. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for 
consideration of a substitute bill. 
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While we often hear Democrats decry 
tax relief, they have decided to offer a 
substitute that extends many of the 
same tax provisions as this underlying 
bill does, but let us look at who they 
left out. 

The Democratic substitute does not 
extend an income tax credit for low-in-
come families who contribute to indi-
vidual retirement accounts, IRAs, and 
pension plans. This hurts low-income 
families who are struggling to save for 
retirement, people who are doing the 
right things to prepare for their future 
rather than solely depending on the 
government to do it for them. 

The Democratic substitute does not 
extend enhanced small business depre-
ciation expensing, so it increases taxes 
on small businesses, the very engines 
of innovation and growth and employ-
ment in this country. 

The Democratic substitute does not 
include an extension of the reduced 
rates on capital gains and dividends. 
Without this extension, 24 million fam-
ilies will see a tax increase, including 7 
million seniors who have benefited an 
average of $1,200 annually from that 
change. At a time when concern is 
growing about foreign investment in 
the United States, the Democratic sub-
stitute throws up barriers to Ameri-
cans investing in America. 

The Democratic substitute does in-
clude a tax increase on families and 
small businesses to pay for the bill. 
Many of these individuals are small 
businesses who do much of the hiring 
and buying in this economy. 

The Democratic substitute bill leaves 
behind small businesses, omits low-in-
come savers, and hurts families and 
seniors. At a time when home heating 
bills are rising and local property taxes 
are growing, why would the Demo-
cratic substitute take even more from 
the wallets and purses and piggy banks 
of the American taxpayer? 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican tax re-
forms of 2001, 2003 and 2004 have created 
jobs, strengthened our economy, and 
increased Federal revenues in the proc-
ess. They quantifiably aided in short-
ening and curtailing the severity of the 
recession of 2000 and 2001. They buoyed 
the economy through major terrorist 
attacks, devastating natural disasters, 
and a global war on terrorism. Now is 
not the time to increase taxes on the 
American people. Failure to pass this 
bill would result in higher taxes on 
seniors, savers, small businesses, and 
farmers. We must continue the policies 
that grow our economy and keep our 
tax bills from rising. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution and the underlying bill, the 
Tax Relief Extension Reconciliation 
Act. 

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, just 
2 weeks ago, the majority forced a 
budget vote by two votes to cut $50 bil-
lion from education, from health care, 
from foster care, child support, and a 
host of other vital programs. They 
claimed that they were simply elimi-
nating waste and promoting fiscal re-
sponsibility and, most importantly, 
curbing our national debt. 

But today, they want us to agree to 
a tax cut for $56 billion. If we take 
away the $50 billion in the budget tax 
cuts, but we add $56 billion in tax give-
aways, we end up with more debt, not 
less. In fact, we end up adding $6 billion 
to the largest deficit in our country’s 
history, the one created by this Repub-
lican Congress. 

Now, if reducing the deficit is not a 
priority, what has made the majority’s 
agenda? How we control the purse 
strings in our hands reveals who we 
work for. Of the proposed $56 billion in 
cuts, 50 percent, that is, $28 billion, 
will go to the superrich, those among 
us who need it the least. This bill is for 
them, the men and women among us 
who earn more than $1 million a year, 
a mere fraction of 1 percent of Ameri-
cans. 

At the same time, the middle class 
will continue to be squeezed, while 
workers who make $40,000 or less, in 
other words, those who need help the 
most, will receive 1 percent of today’s 
cuts. 

That is what this is about. Does the 
Republican Party really think the 
American people do not see what is 
going on here? 

What this bill shows us today is that 
Republicans care about entrenching 
privilege, the work of a corrupt and in-
efficient government, all while talking 
about tough choices and cutting gov-
ernment waste; but their rhetoric does 
not add up. 

If they were serious about making 
government work better, they would 
fulfill their responsibility to conduct 
proper congressional oversight and en-
sure that the money we do spend is 
spent efficiently. 

They would look for the $9 billion 
misplaced during Iraq reconstruction, 
and we have tried time and time again 
to have amendments approved that 
would do just that. Now, the loss of $9 
billion in Iraq is what I call govern-
ment waste, but there is not a court in 
this country which could find Repub-
licans guilty of enforcing account-
ability in government. There would not 
be the evidence to convict them. In-
stead, they cut social services for the 
needy and send the savings to the rich. 

Have tax cuts for the rich become the 
sole agenda of the majority party? 
Sadly, in the face of numerous chal-
lenges from both abroad and home, this 
increasingly seems to be the case. 

Their solution to rehabilitating the 
lives of those devastated by natural 
disasters? Cut taxes for the rich. Their 
solution to curbing an out-of-control 
national debt? Cut taxes for the rich. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle talk about the agenda of reform, 

but they have controlled the Congress 
for over 10 years, and now they are the 
status quo. As much as they may want 
to say they are the solution, we know 
that they have become the problem. 

If they were committed to solutions, 
they would not funnel money to the 
rich while they leave the working mid-
dle class to fend for themselves, all 
while cutting education and health 
care programs and adding billions to 
the massive debt that is crushing this 
Nation. Let me point out that the 
400,000 persons who lost their food 
stamps in the budget cuts and over 
300,000 children who lost their break-
fast programs, that money is being 
used today to finance these tax cuts. 

The pursuit of such an agenda vio-
lates the trust our constituents have 
invested in their elected representa-
tives, and it is an abdication of the 
most fundamental responsibilities of 
this Congress. 

America can be better than this. We 
can do better than selling out the vast 
majority of our citizens so that Con-
gress can give another tax cut to a tiny 
minority. We can do better than in-
creasing our staggering national debt 
and calling it fiscal responsibility. 

This leadership has forgotten what 
made America great. It has forgotten 
what made the 20th century the Amer-
ican century, which was investment in 
the middle class, investment in soci-
ety, investment in education, invest-
ment in opportunity, investment in the 
future, not investment in the rich. 

It is time for a new direction. To-
gether, America can do better than 
what this leadership is proposing here 
today. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat this 
bill and defeat this rule. 

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

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. GINGREY). 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank my friend and colleague 
on the Rules Committee for allowing 
me this opportunity to speak on behalf 
of this rule and the underlying bill, 
H.R. 4297, the Tax Relief Extension 
Reconciliation Act. 

Today, each and every Member of 
this House is taking a test before the 
American people. This test has one 
question, and simply enough, it is even 
multiple choice. The question is: Who 
do you trust more to spend your hard- 
earned money? Is it, A, the Federal 
Government and its bloated bureauc-
racy; or is it, B, the American people? 
Well, Mr. Speaker, the correct answer, 
obviously, is, B, the American people. 

b 1045 
However, those who vote against this 

rule and vote against this tax relief bill 
are choosing to trust the Federal Gov-
ernment and its bloated bureaucracy 
over the people who pay the taxes and 
are the engine of a job-creating econ-
omy. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the opponents of 
this tax relief will try to obscure and 
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confuse this debate by mischaracteriz-
ing this House’s previous vote on budg-
et reform and reduction with claims of, 
and I have already heard it, robbing 
the poor to pay the rich. Well, Mr. 
Speaker, these claims are simply un-
true. 

In fact, today’s reconciliation pack-
age includes extensions of tax incen-
tives that provide work for many low- 
income Americans, such as the Welfare 
to Work Tax Credit and the Work Op-
portunity Tax Credit that encourages 
businesses to hire and pay people and 
families on public assistance, high-risk 
youths, qualified veterans, and people 
who receive food stamps. 

So a vote against this tax relief pack-
age is tantamount to a vote for an 
economy under which it is acceptable 
and even preferred to give the poorest 
individuals only one option, govern-
ment dependency, a dependency that 
empowers bureaucrats and politicians 
over people and places political power 
before economic liberty and oppor-
tunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to add 
that since this tax relief package in-
cludes mostly extensions of current tax 
cuts and credits, a vote against this 
bill is a vote simply to raise taxes. No 
ifs, ands, or buts, those who vote 
against this bill are voting in front of 
the American people to raise taxes. 
The opponents of this bill would raise 
taxes on middle-income Americans, 
rich Americans, poor Americans, inves-
tors, savers, entrepreneurs, small busi-
ness owners, universities, veterans, and 
even people who are trying to clean up 
the environment. All of these people 
will receive a tax increase if this bill is 
not passed and signed into law. 

So, Mr. Speaker, each and every 
Member of this House has an oppor-
tunity today to go on record and tell 
the American people where they stand 
on raising taxes and whether they trust 
the American people with their own 
money. 

In conclusion, I would like to encour-
age my colleagues to support this rule 
and the underlying tax relief extension 
package for the sake of economic 
growth and for the sake of the Amer-
ican taxpayer. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. It is extraordinary. If 
you assert something that is not true, 
it is true on the floor of the House. 
There is no truth test here. Cut taxes 
for the rich, it will stimulate the econ-
omy. Put the little people to work who 
will pay taxes for their job cutting the 
lawns or washing their yachts. That is 
the argument we are hearing from that 
side of the aisle. Trickle down econom-
ics works, they tell us. 

Unfortunately, that is not what most 
Americans find with their real incomes 
stalled out over the last 5 years. No, 
trickle down economics does one sim-
ple thing: It rewards the benefactors of 
the Republican Party. 

Let us just look at one of the ele-
ments of the ‘‘not raising taxes today.’’ 

It would be let the tax cuts in divi-
dends on stocks. Now, I go to my town 
meetings and I say, everybody who has 
dividend paying stocks, raise your 
hand. And I have a lot of people coming 
to my town meetings, but usually it is 
one, maybe two. And I think that is 
pretty much the same across America. 
But the millionaires and, yeah, the bil-
lionaires, they have a lot of dividend 
paying stocks. In fact, their tax cuts 
average $127,000, while the average fam-
ily averaged $800. 

Now, that is not even talking about 
the dividend tax. Let us talk about the 
dividend tax. This bill will extend the 
cut in dividend taxes. Now, the Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute, no liberal 
bastion there, they just issued a report 
and it says the dividend tax break has 
not generated more business invest-
ment or jobs or productive economic 
activity but it has enhanced investor 
wealth. That is what this is about. This 
bill is to enhance investor wealth. 

Now, they have a newfound concern 
about the sea of red ink they have cre-
ated, the 60 percent increase in our 
debt in the last 5 years. So a couple of 
weeks ago we jammed through a bill at 
2 a.m. in the morning that cut things 
like student financial aid, Medicaid, 
health care to poor people, dumping 
that burden on the States; foster care, 
long-term care, the school lunch pro-
gram. Those little kids are just eating 
too much. They are chowing down. 
They are going to help the obesity 
problem on this side of the aisle by 
starving kids. 

Now, what are we buying with those 
cuts? Well, the student loan cuts, they 
say, oh, we are not cutting student 
loans, we are just charging them more 
for the loans. Right, you are not cut-
ting student loans, you are just in-
creasing their debt burden. You are not 
cutting the loans, you are just jacking 
up the interest rate, charging them 
twice as much to take out a loan, and 
charging them a special new fee to get 
a very high fixed interest rate, some-
thing they can get now for free at a 
lower rate. 

But they are not whacking the stu-
dents too hard, only $14 billion. And 
what do we get for that $14 billion? An 
extension of the dividend tax cut. That 
is great. So now the wealthy will be 
able to buy more yachts to float on the 
sea of red ink that the Republicans 
have created. They will be able to hire 
more help around the mansion. That is 
trickle down economics. 

They talk about how great the econ-
omy is doing. Here is a few facts. Un-
employment rate, yes, it is recently 
down, but it is up eight-tenths of a per-
cent over when the Republican admin-
istration took charge. There is 1.6 mil-
lion more unemployed workers than 
when George Bush took office. There is 
the slowest private sector job growth 
of any administration since Herbert 
Hoover. He is doing better than Her-
bert Hoover. That is great. The largest 
projected surpluses turned into the 
largest projected deficits, with $4.2 tril-
lion more debt in 2008. 

Now, that is the grand success of 
trickle down. And they come out here 
and assert baldly that giving tax cuts 
to rich people will not only stimulate 
the economy, put people to work, but 
that it will reduce the deficit. Sure. 
You really believe that? I do not think 
so. The American people do not believe 
it. 

What you are doing here is giving 
very generous tax cuts to the people 
who give you very generous campaign 
contributions. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the distinguished 
chairman of the Rules Committee. 

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule, and I thank 
and congratulate my great friend from 
Florida, such a hardworking member of 
the Rules Committee, and I thank all 
those involved in this effort, which I 
hope at the end of the day will be bi-
partisan. Because we all know that of 
that proverbial saying that everyone is 
entitled to their own opinion but not 
their own facts. 

As I listened to the pathetic, and 
that is really the only way you can de-
scribe it, the pathetic old class war-
fare, us versus them argument, clean-
ing yachts and mowing lawns and all 
this stuff. The facts are 56.9 million 
American families, 56.9 million Amer-
ican families, nearly 60 percent of 
American families are members of the 
investor class. The investor class, peo-
ple who have some kind of investment. 
And, Mr. Speaker, 30 percent, 30 per-
cent of the members of the investor 
class earn less than $50,000 a year. Now, 
those are the ultra rich we continue to 
hear about who might benefit from job 
creations. 

I will tell you that if you look at the 
arguments that were made, and I lis-
tened to my good friend from Roch-
ester, Ms. SLAUGHTER, in her opening 
statement in which she talked about 
investing in all these important things, 
of course we all want to invest in the 
future. But she said, do not invest in 
the rich. Well, the fact of the matter is 
we are encouraging investment with 
this because we want to do everything 
we possibly can to make sure that 
those people who are out there creating 
jobs have the incentive to do that. 

And we also need to look at long- 
term planning. People can stand up and 
malign the dividend cuts and the cap-
ital gains cuts, but I actually believe 
we should have no tax on capital gains 
at all. It is a double tax and, frankly, 
it discourages growth. 

I will never forget a few years ago 
visiting New Zealand, which is cer-
tainly a left of center government. The 
prime minister there, Prime Minister 
Clark, well, let us just say she is not 
what you would call center right. But I 
met with a number of people in New 
Zealand, and I raised with them the 
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prospect of establishing a capital gains. 
They have zero capital gains there. 
They said that they did a study in New 
Zealand and found that the mere estab-
lishment of a capital gains tax would 
be devastating to the economy of New 
Zealand. And all we are saying is we 
should allow people for another couple 
of years to plan at a 15 percent capital 
gains rate. 

Mr. Speaker, we know, as we look at 
the arguments that were provided in 
2001, 2002, 2003, that our wonderful col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
regularly said the following things: 
Number one, if you put into place these 
tax cuts, the economy is going to head 
straight into the tank. 

And I listened to my friend from Or-
egon go through the Herbert Hoover ar-
gument, and I thought we had sort of 
beaten that one back in the 2004 cam-
paign when in the last 3 years we have 
seen the creation of 41⁄2 million jobs 
under the payroll survey guideline and 
5 million jobs under the household sur-
vey guideline. I thought we had pretty 
much beaten that argument back, but 
obviously, they are continuing to try 
and dredge this up. 

They said that if we put into place 
this tax cut that the economy would go 
into the tank and the deficit would go 
sky high. We know the exact opposite 
has been the case. We, in fact, have had 
a reduction of $94 billion in the deficit 
simply because of economic growth, 
simply because of the enhanced flow of 
revenues to come into the Federal 
Treasury. 

Now, obviously, we are not going to 
see probably the best improvement in 
the deficit number next year because of 
Hurricane Katrina and other costs that 
we have faced, and we are doing every-
thing we can, so many of us, to try to 
rein in mandatory spending with the 
reconciliation process we have gone 
through, and to try to do what we can 
on both discretionary as well as man-
datory, as I said. But the fact of the 
matter is, Mr. Speaker, the single most 
important thing that we can do to deal 
with the challenges of investing in all 
those things that Ms. SLAUGHTER men-
tioned, is to make sure that the econ-
omy continues to grow. 

I can think of nothing, nothing worse 
for the potential future growth of our 
economy than to not pass this meas-
ure. So if you believe in bringing unem-
ployment down even further, if you be-
lieve in seeing the already record level 
of minority home ownership go even 
higher, if you believe in enhanced pro-
ductivity and incentives for that, it is 
absolutely essential that this rule and 
this legislation be passed. 

So I commend it to my colleagues. 
The tired old arguments of the past are 
not carrying any weight at all with the 
American people, I am happy to say. 
They get it. They understand it. So 
that is why we should have Democrats 
join with Republicans in doing the 
right thing here. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the gentlewoman from 
New York for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, once again, I rise in dis-
belief about what the House is about to 
do today. It is my belief that we are 
moving down the wrong road. 

Before we left for Thanksgiving, the 
Republican leadership twisted arms to 
pass a bill slashing funding for vital 
programs that benefit the neediest 
Americans. Some might say that the 
bill was callous. I say that the bill was 
immoral. Today, it is still immoral, 
uncaring, and without compassion. 

But now, to add insult to injury, we 
have returned to Washington so that 
the Republican majority can line the 
pockets of those at the very top. That 
is right, they cut vital programs and 
services that benefit hardworking, low- 
and middle-income Americans, and 
with the money saved they are giving 
more tax cuts to the wealthiest of the 
wealthy. And in the process of robbing 
working families to give to the rich, we 
are ballooning the debt, saddling our 
children and grandchildren with the 
bill. 

Everybody loses under this bill. Ev-
erybody. That is except the top one- 
fifth of 1 percent. Some might call 
them the super rich; apparently the 
majority calls them donors. 

It is unbelievable. It is unbelievable 
that we are doing this during this sea-
son. The holy season. It is unreal. This 
season, of all seasons, you would think 
they would not have the audacity, the 
gall to pass such a disgraceful and 
shameful piece of legislation. Oh, but 
they do. 

Where is our compassion? All of the 
great religions of the world speak to 
the issue of taking care of basic human 
needs. During this season, the question 
must be asked: What would the great 
teacher do? What would Jesus do? 

We are saying we are people of faith, 
and yet during this most holy season 
we do this? Have we lost our way? How 
long, but oh, how long will we continue 
to take care of those at the very top 
and not those in the middle and those 
at the very bottom? How long, but oh, 
how long? 

This bill is not fair. It is not right. It 
is not just. As a Nation and as a people, 
as a Congress, we can do better. Mr. 
Speaker, I appeal to my colleagues to 
reject this shameful bill. 

b 1100 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this very modest tax 
relief proposal and the rule that brings 
it to the floor, and especially in sup-
port of the deduction for State and 
local sales taxes which is so very im-
portant to my home State of Tennessee 
and many millions of people through-
out this Nation. 

Every day we read stories about how 
wasteful the Federal Government is, 
and certainly it has been proven over 

and over again how the least efficient, 
most wasteful way to spend money is 
to turn it over to the Federal Govern-
ment. Every dollar we can keep in the 
private sector helps to create jobs and 
lower prices. And who benefits the 
most from job creation and lower 
prices: the poor and the lower-income 
and the working people. The wealthy 
are always going to be all right, but 
this is a bill that helps the poor and 
the lower-income and the working peo-
ple more than anybody else. 

It contains breaks for the rich like 
tax deductions for teacher classroom 
expenses, expenses that classroom 
teachers pay out of their own pockets. 
It contains another deduction for the 
rich for deducting tuition expenses. 
That is certainly a deduction for the 
wealthy; and, of course, I am saying 
that sarcastically. 

It contains expensing for brownfield 
environmental cleanups, something 
that is very good for the environment. 
It contains breaks for our veterans and 
those who have been and are in combat 
at this time. It contains increases for 
small businesses, and certainly that is 
something that is very, very important 
to millions of people throughout this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very modest 
proposal. I think it is about a 2 percent 
tax break. I urge passage of this bill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

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

What the majority is seeking to ac-
complish here is another transfer of 
wealth from the great mass of Ameri-
cans to a privileged few. This bill 
would raise taxes on 17 million Amer-
ican middle-class families by as much 
as $640. Millionaires get tax cuts as 
much as $32,000. People who bet on the 
market are going to see their taxes cut 
or reduced, while workers are not going 
to see that kind of relief because this 
bill is about a transfer of wealth up-
wards, a transfer of wealth from the 
poor and the middle class to the 
wealthy. More than half of the Amer-
ican taxpayers will get less than $30 
out of this so-called tax cut; yet that is 
what this administration’s strategy 
has been all about. 

There has been no trickle-down bene-
fits from their previous tax cuts of over 
a trillion dollars. Americans’ savings 
have disappeared, credit cards are 
maxed out, home equity is exhausted, 
foreclosures have increased, pension 
funds are disappearing, health care 
benefits for many have been cut or 
eliminated. There are 45 million Amer-
icans without health insurance. The 
wealth in this country is being trans-
ferred upward, and as wealth acceler-
ates upward, the quality of our democ-
racy is deteriorating. This bill con-
tinues that trend with spending cuts 
suffered by college students, suffered 
by senior citizens and children and 
family farmers. 
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My colleague Congressman LEWIS 

asked what would Jesus do. We know 
his teachings. He said whatever you do 
for the least of the brethren, you do for 
the Lord. This bill does not do for the 
least. It does for those who have the 
most. There is a transfer of wealth to 
the great mass of Americans to a few 
as a matter of policy here. It is tax 
cuts, it is the war, it is all of the spend-
ing that is accomplished by our major-
ity brothers and sisters goes to help 
those who are wealthy become wealthi-
er. That is not how you can maintain a 
democracy. 

The tax system is central to making 
sure that we stay a democracy, and yet 
what we see here is the beginning of a 
plutocracy by continuing the accelera-
tion of wealth upwards. We need to 
take stock and assessment of what 
these tax policies are doing to under-
mine people in this country, of what 
these tax policies are doing to make it 
impossible for a middle class to sur-
vive, of what these tax policies are ig-
noring in terms of trying to protect 
America’s manufacturers. There are 
auto workers and steel workers who 
are looking for a way for businesses, 
their industries, to survive; and instead 
we are worrying about accelerating the 
wealth upward. 

We need to take stock of this. This is 
not only a fiscal question. It is a moral 
question, and the arc of our moral fiber 
here is going to be determined on 
whether or not we can stand up to this 
challenge about accelerating the 
wealth upwards. 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, un-
less we enact H.R. 4297, Americans will 
receive a most unwelcomed Christmas 
gift from the Democrats: a huge auto-
matic tax increase. This will cost fami-
lies billions of their dollars and jeop-
ardize millions of their jobs. We cannot 
sit idly by and let the Democrats do 
this. 

Tax relief has already created more 
than 4.4 million new jobs; but if you 
raise taxes, you start taking these jobs 
away. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you about a 
few of the jobs from my east Texas dis-
trict that could be lost if the Demo-
crats succeed in their tax increase plan 
today. Let me tell you about Hugh 
Dublin who owns East Texas Right of 
Way in Tennessee Colony, Texas. He 
specializes in the land-leasing business. 
Due to tax relief, his company has 
grown from two full-time employees to 
four full-time employees and four part- 
timers. His two new full-time employ-
ees are named Dan and David. They 
were unemployed, but now they are 
able to start new careers in a growing 
business. 

The Democrats want to raise taxes 
on Hugh Dublin and his small business. 
They want to jeopardize Dan’s and Da-
vid’s paychecks and replace them with 
welfare checks, and they call that com-
passion. 

Eddie Alexander owns Triple S Elec-
tric in Henderson County, Texas. They 
are an electrical contracting business. 
For the first 31⁄2 years he was in busi-
ness, it was just him and one part-time 
helper. Since the passage of the Presi-
dent’s economic growth plan, he has 
been able to hire two more additional 
employees named Jarad and John, both 
of whom were out of work but both of 
whom now provide homes for their 
families. 

The Democrats now want to raise 
taxes on Eddie Alexander and his small 
business. They want to jeopardize 
Jarad’s and John’s paychecks and re-
place them with welfare checks; and 
this they call compassion. 

Gill Travers owns Travers & Com-
pany. They are a home building com-
pany in Athens, Texas. Thanks to the 
housing boom created by President 
Bush’s tax relief plan, Travers & Com-
pany has had to hire three new work-
ers. Jan, who was previously unem-
ployed, was hired to help clean up the 
job sites. Business is so good she had to 
turn around and hire Calvin and 
Christy. They were unemployed, too. 
The Democrats now want to raise taxes 
on Gill Travers and his small business. 
They want to jeopardize Jan, Calvin, 
and Christy’s paychecks and replace 
them with welfare checks; and this 
they call compassion. 

Mr. Speaker, tax relief has created 
over 4.4 million new tax-paying jobs of 
the future; 4.4 million hard-working 
Americans can now provide for their 
families this Christmas. More than just 
providing food and shelter, these jobs 
are providing newfound hope and op-
portunity. The Democrats would take 
all of this away. 

We cannot go back. We must prevent 
this massive Democrat tax increase. 
We must support jobs and support the 
rule for H.R. 4297. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. BAIRD). 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, since I first 
came to Congress, I made it a priority 
to restore sales tax deductibility for 
my constituents in Washington State. 
Last year, working with a bipartisan 
coalition lead by Mr. KEVIN BRADY and 
myself, we did successfully do that. 
This deduction saved Washington State 
taxpayers over $500 million last year 
alone. 

Unfortunately, the sales tax deduc-
tion will expire at the end of this year, 
and we must extend that deduction. 
Accordingly, I applaud both the Demo-
crats and the Republicans for including 
in their packages a 1-year extension. 
Frankly, I would like to have made it 
a permanent extension. 

Nevertheless, I am concerned at a 
time of war in the aftermath of this 
country’s most devastating natural 
disaster how we can in good conscience 
support a tax bill that will add at least 
$20 billion to our national debt to pro-
vide a tax break that goes predomi-
nantly to the wealthy, and by that I 
mean the capital gains and dividend 
tax cut. 

Earlier, the distinguished chairman 
of the Rules Committee said the Amer-
ican people get it. I have to say, I just 
had five town halls in my district; the 
American people do get it. They get 
that this bill, the Republican majority 
bill, is passing on enormous deficits to 
our children. Debt to our children, that 
is what we are doing. 

The Democratic substitute, by com-
parison, is revenue neutral. It extends 
the tax breaks that benefit small indi-
vidual taxpayers and small businesses, 
and it extends sales tax deductibility 
without increasing the deficit. What is 
more, the Democratic substitute pro-
tects taxpayers against the AMT hit as 
people’s income brings them into the 
AMT category. 

If my friends on the other side of the 
aisle want to say if we do not extend 
the dividend and capital gains tax cut, 
we have an automatic tax increase, 
why not say the same about the AMT 
fix? You have not chosen to put the 
AMT fix in your bill. Does that not 
constitute an automatic tax increase? I 
believe it does. The Democrats have 
prevented that. 

The difference is this: when Repub-
licans talk about choices, the choices 
they are talking about is whether the 
most wealthy people in this country 
will choose to take their earnings, or 
winnings, from capital gains or divi-
dends. The poor people in this country 
have to choose between heating their 
houses and providing food for their 
children. 

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

I would remind the gentleman that 
AMT relief is not in our package be-
cause it passed yesterday in the House 
by a vote of 414–4. That is why it is not 
in this package, because it passed yes-
terday. 

We all talk about what we do here in 
Washington as it relates to the econ-
omy. The bottom line is that the econ-
omy is doing quite well because Ameri-
cans are out there working hard every 
day. A lot of them are getting up be-
fore the sun comes up and not getting 
home until the sun goes down, bringing 
in food and fiber from our fields, manu-
facturing the devices that we take for 
granted each and every day in our 
manufacturing facilities, and working 
hard in an expanding and robust serv-
ices economy, going into classrooms, 
going into hospitals, building houses 
that are part of the American Dream 
for more and more Americans. In fact, 
a record number of Americans now 
have achieved that piece of the Amer-
ican Dream through homeownership. 

So it is ordinary Americans doing 
every day what they do best that is al-
lowing this economy to move forward, 
and our role in that is to create the cli-
mate that allows them to maximize 
that opportunity, to put in place poli-
cies that keep inflation in check, keep 
interest rates low, and reduce the tax 
burden in their lives. 

Today, more corporations pay divi-
dends than at any other time. In fact, 
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there has been a 69 percent increase in 
S&P 500 companies that pay dividends. 
It is not only wealthy people that are 
benefiting from dividend taxes being 
cut and the corresponding increase in 
companies paying dividends. In fact, it 
typically is your retirees who are own-
ing those stocks that they have in-
vested in their whole lives that are 
paying the dividends to supplement 
their retirement income. 

Prior to us changing that policy, the 
number of companies paying dividends 
over the last several years had actually 
gone down by 45 percent; and since the 
change in the tax that lowered the div-
idend tax, it went up almost 70 percent. 
That is a clear indication that what we 
did here in that small policy changed 
behavior in the business world to the 
benefit of all Americans: poor Ameri-
cans, seniors, middle class, profes-
sionals, people who make six figures, 
people who make five figures. Every-
body benefited from that. In fact, dis-
proportionately, seniors benefited from 
that. 

Everybody benefits from the fact 
that unemployment is now at 5 per-
cent. That is indisputable. Would we 
like to see it go lower? Of course. 
Would we like to put policies in place 
that do that? Of course. Does raising 
taxes on the American people help 
lower the unemployment rate? I do not 
think so. Perhaps some on the other 
side of the aisle would disagree. 

More Americans own stock today 
than ever before. This is not a class- 
warfare argument: 91 million individ-
uals own stock in America. This bill 
puts in place a policy that encourages 
more Americans to invest in America. 
That, I believe, is sound economic pol-
icy. 

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. BAIRD) to explain 
AMT. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I am well 
aware of the issues with AMT. The 
issue with me is this: you have not paid 
for it; the Democrats have. What you 
are not talking about is you are pass-
ing deficit on to our kids. You are pass-
ing debt on to our kids. 

I visited with high schools and had 
town halls last weekend, and people 
said they are desperately concerned 
about the size of the Nation’s deficit 
and the size of the Nation’s debt. The 
Democratic package is paid for; the Re-
publican package is not. The Demo-
cratic package does support small busi-
nesses and low-income folks and sup-
ports the middle class. The Republican 
package, the bulk of the economic ben-
efits from these tax cuts go to the peo-
ple who need it least at a time when we 
are fighting a war and trying to re-
cover from a disaster. I think that is a 
mistake. 

We support tax cuts, but we would 
target them to the people who most 
need it; and you target them to the 
people who most want it, but least 

need it. That is the fundamental dif-
ference, and I think the American peo-
ple see that difference. 

b 1115 

Mr. PUTNAM. Addressing the gentle-
man’s concerns, yesterday 414 Members 
of the House voted for AMT relief. I am 
unclear which piece of that the gen-
tleman is referring to that the Demo-
crats had that paid for that as it re-
lates to that. And the gentleman, in 
reference to his concern about the def-
icit, which is legitimate and shared by 
all of us about the growth of the def-
icit, failed to point out that the deficit 
has gone down over $100 billion in the 
last year. The size of the U.S. deficit 
dropped $100 billion based on the 
strength of the economy. 

And finally, to the gentleman’s 
point, he illustrated and spoke very 
clearly and directly about the Demo-
cratic intentions with regard to tax 
policy. They want to pick and choose 
the winners in American society, and 
we want everyone, everyone on equal 
footing to have the opportunity to 
achieve their piece of the American 
dream. We do not propose to pick win-
ners and losers in economic policy and 
tax policy. We say everybody has got a 
shot at making the most of their op-
portunities in this country. Everybody 
has got a shot at paying less in taxes 
on capital gains. Everybody has got a 
shot at paying less in taxes on divi-
dends that are paid by companies that 
support all Americans. Everybody has 
got an opportunity to go to college 
through the tax incentives that are in 
there for higher education opportuni-
ties. Everybody has got an opportunity 
to achieve home ownership through 
economic policies that keep interest 
rates low and inflation in check. That 
is the difference, an opportunity for 
each and every individual, according to 
their own merits and their own hard 
work, and their own character and 
their own ability to get out there every 
day to do it. And the other side’s pro-
posal to pick and choose the winners in 
our society. 

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this $56 billion tax 
break, mostly for millionaires in our 
country. Forty-five percent of this tax 
break goes to the ultra rich in our 
country, the top 1 percent average get-
ting $32,000 apiece in tax breaks out of 
this bill. So how do they get the 
money? Well, last month, the Repub-
licans lectured us on the need to have 
fiscal discipline. They had to cut Med-
icaid for the poorest seniors and kids. 
They had to cut student loans for chil-
dren across our country. They had to 
cut the food stamp program for kids. 
But guess what? The amount of money 
that they were cutting on food stamps 
and Medicaid and health care services 
and student loans is exactly equal to 

the amount of money they are giving 
in tax breaks to millionaires. In other 
words, every dollar that is cut out of 
the Medicaid program is going to be 
put over here into tax breaks for mil-
lionaires. $50 billion. $50 billion cut in 
Medicaid and student loans, $50 billion 
in tax cuts for the rich. For health care 
programs, as they cut the health care 
programs, it goes over here today on a 
tax cut for millionaires. 

When they cut student loans the 
money comes from kids and it is going 
over here to millionaires. And by the 
way, they are $6 billion short, so they 
are just going to increase the deficit. 
Why? So they can give more tax breaks 
over here to millionaires. More tax 
breaks for millionaires. Cut poor peo-
ple, cut children, cut Medicaid bene-
fits, cut the money that we are going 
to be giving to seniors, to keep them in 
nursing homes with Alzheimer’s and 
with Parkinson’s disease, just keep 
cutting it. Give more tax breaks to the 
millionaires. Something is going to 
have to be cut. 

They cut the poorest. They cut the 
most vulnerable. They cut the young-
est. And where does the money go? The 
money goes to millionaires. That is 
what this whole thing is about. It is 
one big scam. You know, there is an 
old joke. The priest goes up into the 
pulpit on Sunday and he says, on 
Wednesday, Father O’Brien will lecture 
on the evils of gambling in the church 
hall. On Thursday in the church hall, 
bingo. 

Last month the Republicans lectured 
us on the need for them to cut poor 
people to do something about the def-
icit. Today, bingo. Tax cuts for the 
millionaires. Every millionaire is a 
winner in America under the Repub-
licans’ plan. But the money is all com-
ing from the poorest people in our 
country and it is going over into the 
hands of those who need it least. Vote 
no on this Republican atrocity in our 
country at a time when the poor need 
it the most and the rich need it the 
least. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The Chair will remind all 
persons in the gallery that they are 
here as guests of the House and that 
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval of proceedings or other audi-
ble conversation is in violation of the 
rules of the House. 

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

Recognizing that volume does not al-
ways make up for sound policy, I would 
just pose the question as to why the 
Democratic substitute leaves out many 
of the people that the gentleman pur-
ported to speak for. The Democratic 
substitute does not include the savers 
credit for low income families, those 
low income families who are contrib-
uting to IRAs and pension plans, 
scrimping and saving every day, every 
week, every month to put aside money 
to prepare for their own retirement, to 
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prepare for their own retirement secu-
rity so that they are not solely depend-
ent on the government. Their sub-
stitute is silent on that point. 

Why are they silent on the point of 
assistance for small businesses, allow-
ing them to increase section 179 ex-
pensing so that they can get that new 
piece of equipment, add the new line, 
which means more employees, more 
growth, more purchasing and a better 
economic ripple effect in the commu-
nity? Why do you leave out small busi-
nesses along with your low income sav-
ers? 

Why do you leave out the part that 
impacts domestic manufacturers who 
finance sales of large equipment to for-
eign customers? 

We hear an awful lot of concern 
about outsourcing. Here you have 
American-based companies doing ev-
erything they can to trade in an in-
creasingly complex globalized econ-
omy, and you leave them out of your 
substitute. 

Why do you leave out the parts that 
deal with capital gains and dividends? 
Why is it only about the wealthy and 
not about every one of those 91 million 
Americans who own stock, who are try-
ing to invest in America, who under-
stand that markets offer them an op-
portunity to grow and create opportu-
nities that they may not have had oth-
erwise? 

Why are all of those 91 million Amer-
icans who participate in our capital 
market so bad? Why are they such 
awful people that they ought to be sin-
gled out and excluded from the tax pol-
icy that you have created? 

Why do you leave out the tax credits 
for cleaning up brownfield sites? That 
is something that I have always 
thought was the cornerstone of the 
Democratic Party, cleaning up our en-
vironment. It is certainly something 
that we are proud of our record on with 
Teddy Roosevelt and our conservation 
effort. We believe that you can use the 
Tax Code to encourage businesses to go 
into areas that formerly were environ-
mentally damaged sites and clean 
them up and create jobs and oppor-
tunity in otherwise blighted areas. 
This is an issue that impacts dispropor-
tionately urban areas. Why would we 
leave them out? The Democratic sub-
stitute is silent on these points. 

It is important that we move forward 
together with sound economic policies 
that encourage people to invest and 
save and be a part of this ever com-
plicated globalized economy, not pick 
and choose the winners and single out 
individual cases of success to be pun-
ished, which is what their bill seeks to 
do. 

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have one remaining speaker. May I in-
quire if my colleague is about ready to 
close? 

Mr. PUTNAM. I have one remaining 
speaker as well. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY). 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, much 
of the rhetoric coming from the major-
ity in defense of this sinful package is 
pure fiction. So let us discuss it in 
those terms. You know, Charles Dick-
ens has written perhaps one of the 
most famous pieces of fiction discussed 
at this time of year, the holiday sea-
son, A Christmas Carol. The lesson of 
Christmas Carol, Scrooge, this miserly 
man, very, very well fixed financially 
that chose not to give to others. And 
we know that in the course of this 
beautiful story the ghosts of Christmas 
past help him reflect upon the paucity 
of his life, and in the end he has a new 
spirit of community, helping others, 
including the Cratchett family, with 
the crippled son, Tiny Tim. 

Well, I think that what the majority 
wants to do is rewrite the Christmas 
Carol. It is probably going to be titled 
‘‘A Christmas Carol II, Revenge of the 
Scrooge.’’ And in this Christmas Carol, 
Scrooge, sitting in his mansion, con-
templating his wealth, wants more. 
And rather than be challenged as to 
the paucity of his inclination, we have 
a Republican majority, bought and 
paid for, that is all too eager to placate 
the most selfish whim of Mr. Scrooge. 

And so, as the story unfolds, there is 
more and more for Scrooge, and tak-
ing, from the very beginning, a low 
base, less and less for Mr. Cratchett 
who loses his job when it is outsourced 
overseas, tries to find something at 
minimum wage which has not been 
raised since 1997, and Tiny Tim, Tiny 
Tim is left out all together. 

Let us ask ourselves some basic ques-
tions about this. After passing a $31 
billion tax reduction yesterday out of 
this House, do we really want to add an 
additional $56 billion without having it 
paid for? 

Look at this. This shows that we are 
north of $8 trillion in accumulated 
debt, that the average share is $27,000 
of debt per American. 

You know, another Christmas story 
talks about naughty children getting a 
lump of coal in their stocking. Well, 
this majority gives every child $27,000 
of debt, debt that will fall on their 
shoulders when the baby boomers re-
tire with this debt woefully unpaid. 

The second question, do we need it? 
You know about half of this package 
today, for all the talk about how des-
perately it is needed, does not take ef-
fect until 2009 and 2010. Existing Tax 
Code makes the very provision that 
they are talking about in 2006, in 2007 
and in 2008. It is there for the next 3 
years. They are talking about driving 
us deeper in debt today, cutting pro-
grams that help people today so that 
we can deal with something that hap-
pens in 2009 and 2010. 

Next question. Is it fair? Well, in 
looking at who gets what under this 
bill, you know, most of the people in 
this country, 55 percent, earn less than 
$40,000. They will come out on average 
$7, $7 per under this dividend and tax 
cut provision. One out of 500, one out of 
500 taxpayers, the most affluent of the 

500, one out of 500 get nearly half of 
this bill. And they will average, per 
taxpayer, more than $30,000 back. So in 
this Christmas season, we are ham-
mering on programs that help those 
who need help. 

We are passing a tax package that 
gives nothing, virtually, to most under 
this capital gains dividend tax cut pro-
vision, and we are absolutely loading it 
up for the wealthiest few in this coun-
try. This is Christmas Carol II. This is 
Revenge of the Scrooge. This is totally 
bad policy, and it must be stopped. 

I urge a no vote on this rule. 
Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the Ways and Means Committee, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS). 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Well, I guess we are 
going to be telling Christmas stories. 
Rather than fiction, I would rather 
deal with fact. Yesterday 414 Members 
of the House voted to assist a group 
who, on average, are far richer than 
those who receive dividends and cap 
gains. There were four no votes. All 
four of them were on the Democratic 
side of the aisle. And I respect those 
people for casting what I believe was a 
sincere vote. But out of the 188 Demo-
crats who voted aye, I just have to 
point out that my friend who just fin-
ished speaking, who is on the Ways and 
Means Committee, protesting the 
amount in this vote, voted aye. Some 
of the other folks, just let me run down 
the list alphabetically, which tends to 
touch on LOWEY, LYNCH, MALONEY, 
MARKEY, you heard him, MARSHALL, 
MATHESON, MATSUI, MCCARTHY, MCCOL-
LUM, MCDERMOTT, all of them voted to 
assist those individuals in this society 
that are far richer, on average, than 
many of those seniors who, investing 
prudently over the years, receive divi-
dends and capital gains on their invest-
ment in deferred consumption that 
they need, in their senior years. 

b 1130 
So as we listen to the rhetoric and 

the term ‘‘millionaire’’ is repeated over 
and over again by my friends on the 
other side of the aisle, it begins to be a 
question of whose millionaire are they 
talking about. If one is a millionaire in 
Massachusetts, it seems, we want to 
protect them. If one is a millionaire in 
New York, we want to protect them. 

At some point the rhetoric, the fic-
tion, has to be compared to the truth. 
The truth is 188 Democrats, every Dem-
ocrat member of the Ways and Means 
Committee, voted to assist people yes-
terday that are far richer on average 
than the individuals who receive divi-
dends and cap gains. That is not a 
Christmas story. That is the truth. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman picked a heck of a time to lose 
his voice here now. 
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
I thought the gentlewoman from New 

York indicated she had one final speak-
er, and that final speaker spoke, Mr. 
POMEROY. 

Mr. RANGEL. I am terribly sorry. I 
will take it up then when we have the 
opportunity. 

Mr. THOMAS. I was asking the gen-
tlewoman from New York. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. As it happens, I 
have extra time, and I yielded to Mr. 
RANGEL to respond to your comments. 

Mr. THOMAS. Notwithstanding the 
equal time, Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
woman says it is a final speaker, we 
normally honor that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from New 
York is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
want to get technical about this. I just 
want to set the record straight, and 
that is that we all agree that the alter-
native minimum tax is an unfair tax on 
people because it was not planned by 
the Ways and Means Committee and by 
the Congress. So, of course, we thought 
yesterday and we think today that 
these people, who through inflation 
were thrown into this category, should 
be protected. And that is why we were 
so disappointed that the Republicans, 
by party line, rejected the Democrats 
when we were doing the bill in the 
committee from not being included in 
the reconciliation bill. 

Now, we all know that the bill that 
we passed yesterday on the suspension 
calendar is not protected like this $56 
billion is protected today. As a matter 
of fact, people should know that it may 
appear to be a technicality, but the 
only way that this alternative min-
imum release bill that we passed yes-
terday in the suspension calendar is 
that not one of the 100 Senators over 
there objects. We need the consent of 
every Senator to provide the AMT bill 
with protection. That is not so. If the 
Republicans were so concerned about 
these people who got caught into this 
trap in getting the alternative min-
imum tax treatment, it would be 
placed in the reconciliation bill. 

So I do not think you ought to bring 
up things when the facts are against 
you. It is true that you have decided 
that those people who want relief on 
capital gains taxes and corporate divi-
dends, even though they do not get hit 
until 2009, that you are prepared to 
have the people who get by the AMT 
this year or next year, rather, in their 
tax burden to get hit at the expense of 
those people that are much richer and 
much smaller in number. 

So I really think that in this holiday 
season, we are doing enough damage 
without distorting the truth. You have 
had your priorities in terms of pro-
tecting the AMT people or protecting 
the group that is going to be allegedly 
protected today, even though they do 
not need any, not today, not next year, 
and not the year after. 

So those are the facts, and I thank 
the gentlewoman from New York for 

affording us the opportunity to at 
least, in this holiday season, whether 
we like the bill or not, let truth pre-
vail. 

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

I would like to urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the rule, a ‘‘no’’ vote on the bill, and 
say to every Member of the House of 
Representatives if they want the AMT 
fix protected, the only way in the 
world they can do it today is to vote 
for the Democrat substitute. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the debate here has 
been consumed by the discussion of 
capital gains and dividends, and that is 
a big part of this and that is appro-
priate. 

But the AMT relief component, 
which has been the source of much re-
cent debate, we dealt with yesterday. 
We dealt with it on a vote of 414–4, 
overwhelming, bipartisan, on the sus-
pension calendar, which I will remind 
Members under the rule, requires a 
two-thirds vote to pass. It is out of 
here. The AMT relief bill moved 
through here in an expeditious manner 
on a bipartisan basis. 

What this bill does is provide contin-
ued assistance for those people who are 
saving to go to college. Middle- and 
low-income students, this is their shot 
at going to college. Assistance for 
those who are saving for retirement, 
seniors, low income, saving through an 
IRA and a pension plan for retirement. 
Ten States that do not have a State in-
come tax that want the same tax treat-
ment that high-tax States have, this 
expires in 3 weeks unless we pass the 
bill. Just one of several important 
components in this tax relief package. 

It is vitally important that we pass 
this and not allow taxes to go up 3 
weeks from now on those 10 States, not 
allow teachers to lose their deduct-
ibility on classroom supplies, not allow 
low-income seniors and savers to be 
punished under the Democratic plan. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to 
support the rule and support the under-
lying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I 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. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to House Resolution 588, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 4297) to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 201(b) of the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for 
fiscal year 2006, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

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

ant to House Resolution 588, the bill is 
considered read and the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill is adopted. 

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

H.R. 4297 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Tax Relief Extension Reconciliation Act of 
2005’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as oth-
erwise expressly provided, whenever in this Act 
an amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be consid-
ered to be made to a section or other provision 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title, etc. 

TITLE I—EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS THROUGH 2006 

Sec. 101. Allowance of nonrefundable personal 
credits against regular and min-
imum tax liability. 

Sec. 102. Tax incentives for business activities 
on Indian reservations. 

Sec. 103. Work opportunity credit. 
Sec. 104. Welfare-to-work credit. 
Sec. 105. Deduction for corporate donations of 

computer technology and equip-
ment. 

Sec. 106. Availability of medical savings ac-
counts. 

Sec. 107. 15-year cost recovery for leasehold im-
provements. 

Sec. 108. 15-year cost recovery for restaurant 
improvements. 

Sec. 109. Taxable income limit on percentage de-
pletion for oil and natural gas 
produced from marginal prop-
erties. 

Sec. 110. District of Columbia Enterprise Zone. 
Sec. 111. Possession tax credit with respect to 

American Samoa. 
Sec. 112. Parity in the application of certain 

limits to mental health benefits. 
Sec. 113. Research credit. 
Sec. 114. Qualified Zone Academy Bonds. 
Sec. 115. Certain expenses of elementary and 

secondary school teachers. 
Sec. 116. Qualified tuition and related expenses. 
Sec. 117. State and local general sales taxes. 
TITLE II—EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN PRO-

VISIONS FOR 2 ADDITIONAL YEARS AND 
OTHER MODIFICATIONS 

Sec. 201. Expensing of environmental remedi-
ation costs. 

Sec. 202. Controlled foreign corporations. 
Sec. 203. Capital gains and dividends rates. 
Sec. 204. Saver’s credit. 
Sec. 205. Increased expensing for small busi-

ness. 
TITLE III—OTHER PROVISIONS 

Sec. 301. Clarification of taxation of certain set-
tlement funds. 

Sec. 302. Modification of active business defini-
tion under section 355. 

Sec. 303. Veterans’ mortgage bonds. 
Sec. 304. Capital gains treatment for certain 

self-created musical works. 
Sec. 305. Vessel tonnage limit. 
Sec. 306. Modification of special arbitrage rule 

for certain funds. 
TITLE I—EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN 

PROVISIONS THROUGH 2006 
SEC. 101. ALLOWANCE OF NONREFUNDABLE PER-

SONAL CREDITS AGAINST REGULAR 
AND MINIMUM TAX LIABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
26(a) (relating to special rule for taxable years 
2000 through 2005) is amended— 

(1) in the text by striking ‘‘or 2005’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2005, or 2006’’, and 

(2) in the heading by striking ‘‘2005’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2006’’. 
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(b) CONFORMING PROVISIONS.— 
(1) Subsection (i) of section 904 (relating to co-

ordination with nonrefundable personal credits) 
is amended by striking ‘‘or 2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘2005, or 2006’’. 

(2) The amendments made by sections 201(b), 
202(f), and 618(b) of the Economic Growth and 
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 shall not 
apply to taxable years beginning during 2006. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 102. TAX INCENTIVES FOR BUSINESS ACTIVI-

TIES ON INDIAN RESERVATIONS. 
(a) INDIAN EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 45A 

(relating to termination) is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘December 
31, 2006’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2005. 

(b) ACCELERATED DEPRECIATION FOR BUSINESS 
PROPERTY ON INDIAN RESERVATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section 
168(j) (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2006’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by paragraph (1) shall apply with respect to 
property placed in service after December 31, 
2005. 
SEC. 103. WORK OPPORTUNITY CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of section 
51(c)(4) (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2006’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN AGE LIMIT FOR FOOD STAMP 
RECIPIENTS.—Clause (i) of section 51(d)(8)(A) 
(relating to qualified food stamp recipient) is 
amended by striking ‘‘25’’ and inserting ‘‘35’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to individuals who 
begin work for the employer after December 31, 
2005. 
SEC. 104. WELFARE-TO-WORK CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 51A 
(relating to termination) is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘December 
31, 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to individuals who 
begin work for the employer after December 31, 
2005. 
SEC. 105. DEDUCTION FOR CORPORATE DONA-

TIONS OF COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY 
AND EQUIPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (G) of section 
170(e)(6) (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to contributions 
made in taxable years beginning after December 
31, 2005. 
SEC. 106. AVAILABILITY OF MEDICAL SAVINGS AC-

COUNTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (2) and (3)(B) of 

section 220(i) (defining cut-off year) are each 
amended by striking ‘‘2005’’ each place it ap-
pears in the text and headings and inserting 
‘‘2006’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Paragraph (2) of section 220(j) is amend-

ed— 
(A) in the text by striking ‘‘or 2004’’ each 

place it appears and inserting ‘‘2004, or 2005’’, 
and 

(B) in the heading by striking ‘‘OR 2004’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2004, OR 2005’’. 

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 220(j)(4) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and 2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘2004, and 2005’’. 

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

(d) TIME FOR FILING REPORTS, ETC.— 

(1) The report required by section 220(j)(4) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to be made on 
August 1, 2005, shall be treated as timely if made 
before the close of the 90-day period beginning 
on the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) The determination and publication re-
quired by section 220(j)(5) of such Code with re-
spect to calendar year 2005 shall be treated as 
timely if made before the close of the 120-day pe-
riod beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. If the determination under the pre-
ceding sentence is that 2005 is a cut-off year 
under section 220(i) of such Code, the cut-off 
date under such section 220(i) shall be the last 
day of such 120-day period. 
SEC. 107. 15-YEAR COST RECOVERY FOR LEASE-

HOLD IMPROVEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (iv) of section 

168(e)(3)(E) (relating to 15-year property) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to property placed 
in service after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 108. 15-YEAR COST RECOVERY FOR RES-

TAURANT IMPROVEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (v) of section 

168(e)(3)(E) (relating to 15-year property) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to property placed 
in service after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 109. TAXABLE INCOME LIMIT ON PERCENT-

AGE DEPLETION FOR OIL AND NAT-
URAL GAS PRODUCED FROM MAR-
GINAL PROPERTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (H) of section 
613A(c)(6) (relating to oil and natural gas pro-
duced from marginal properties) is amended by 
striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and inserting ‘‘Janu-
ary 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 110. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ENTERPRISE 

ZONE. 
(a) PERIOD FOR WHICH DESIGNATION APPLICA-

BLE.—Subsection (f) of section 1400 (relating to 
time for which designation applicable) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ both places 
it appears and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) TAX-EXEMPT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
BONDS.—Subsection (b) of section 1400A (relat-
ing to period of applicability) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2006’’. 

(c) ZERO PERCENT CAPITAL GAINS RATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 

1400B (relating to DC Zone Asset) is amended by 
striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Paragraph (2) of section 1400B(e) (relating 

to gain before 1998 and after 2010 not qualified) 
is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘December 31, 2010’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2011’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2010’’ in the heading and in-
serting ‘‘2011’’. 

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 1400B(g) (relating 
to sales and exchanges of interests in partner-
ships and S corporations which are DC Zone 
businesses) is amended by striking ‘‘December 
31, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2011’’. 

(C) Subsection (d) of section 1400F (relating to 
certain rules to apply) is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘December 
31, 2011’’. 

(d) FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER CREDIT FOR DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA.—Subsection (i) of section 
1400C (relating to application of section) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section 
shall take effect on January 1, 2006. 

(2) TAX-EXEMPT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
BONDS.—The amendment made by subsection (b) 
shall apply to obligations issued after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 111. POSSESSION TAX CREDIT WITH RE-

SPECT TO AMERICAN SAMOA. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of section 

936(j)(8) (relating to special rules for certain 
possessions) is amended by inserting before the 
period at the end the following: ‘‘(before Janu-
ary 1, 2007, in the case of American Samoa)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 112. PARITY IN THE APPLICATION OF CER-

TAIN LIMITS TO MENTAL HEALTH 
BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section 
9812(f) (relating to application of section) is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 113. RESEARCH CREDIT. 

(a) EXTENSION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of section 

41(h)(1) (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2006’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph 
(D) of section 45C(b)(1) (relating to special rule) 
is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall apply to amounts paid 
or incurred after December 31, 2005. 

(b) INCREASE IN RATES OF ALTERNATIVE INCRE-
MENTAL CREDIT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
41(c)(4) (relating to election of alternative incre-
mental credit) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2.65 percent’’ and inserting 
‘‘3 percent’’, 

(B) by striking ‘‘3.2 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘4 
percent’’, and 

(C) by striking ‘‘3.75 percent’’ and inserting 
‘‘5 percent’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall apply to taxable years 
ending after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(c) ALTERNATIVE SIMPLIFIED CREDIT FOR 
QUALIFIED RESEARCH EXPENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 41 
(relating to base amount) is amended by redesig-
nating paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs (6) 
and (7), respectively, and by inserting after 
paragraph (4) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) ELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE SIMPLIFIED 
CREDIT.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—At the election of the tax-
payer, the credit determined under subsection 
(a)(1) shall be equal to 12 percent of so much of 
the qualified research expenses for the taxable 
year as exceeds 50 percent of the average quali-
fied research expenses for the 3 taxable years 
preceding the taxable year for which the credit 
is being determined. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE IN CASE OF NO QUALIFIED 
RESEARCH EXPENSES IN ANY OF 3 PRECEDING TAX-
ABLE YEARS.— 

‘‘(i) TAXPAYERS TO WHICH SUBPARAGRAPH AP-
PLIES.—The credit under this paragraph shall be 
determined under this subparagraph if the tax-
payer has no qualified research expenses in any 
one of the 3 taxable years preceding the taxable 
year for which the credit is being determined. 

‘‘(ii) CREDIT RATE.—The credit determined 
under this subparagraph shall be equal to 6 per-
cent of the qualified research expenses for the 
taxable year. 

‘‘(C) ELECTION.—An election under this para-
graph shall apply to the taxable year for which 
made and all succeeding taxable years unless re-
voked with the consent of the Secretary. An 
election under this paragraph may not be made 
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for any taxable year to which an election under 
paragraph (4) applies.’’. 

(2) COORDINATION WITH ELECTION OF ALTER-
NATIVE INCREMENTAL CREDIT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 41(c)(4)(B) (relating 
to election) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ‘‘An election under this paragraph 
may not be made for any taxable year to which 
an election under paragraph (5) applies.’’. 

(B) TRANSITION RULE.—In the case of an elec-
tion under section 41(c)(4) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 which applies to the taxable 
year which includes the date of the enactment 
of this Act, such election shall be treated as re-
voked with the consent of the Secretary of the 
Treasury if the taxpayer makes an election 
under section 41(c)(5) of such Code (as added by 
subsection (a)) for such year. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall apply to taxable years 
ending after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 114. QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY BONDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
1397E(e) (relating to national limit) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘2005, and 
2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to obligations 
issued after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 115. CERTAIN EXPENSES OF ELEMENTARY 

AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACH-
ERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of section 
62(a)(2) (relating to certain expenses of elemen-
tary and secondary school teachers) is amended 
by striking ‘‘or 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘2005, or 
2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to expenses paid or 
incurred in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2005. 
SEC. 116. QUALIFIED TUITION AND RELATED EX-

PENSES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 222 

(relating to termination) is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘December 
31, 2006’’. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—Paragraph (2) of section 
222(b) (relating to applicable dollar limit) is 
amended by striking subparagraphs (A) and (B), 
by redesignating subparagraph (C) as subpara-
graph (B), and by inserting before subpara-
graph (B) (as so redesignated) the following: 

‘‘(A) 2006.—In the case of a taxable year be-
ginning in 2006, the applicable dollar amount 
shall be equal to— 

‘‘(i) in the case of a taxpayer whose adjusted 
gross income for the taxable year does not ex-
ceed $65,000 ($130,000 in the case of a joint re-
turn), $4,000, 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a taxpayer not described in 
clause (i) whose adjusted gross income for the 
taxable year does not exceed $80,000 ($160,000 in 
the case of a joint return), $2,000, and 

‘‘(iii) in the case of any other taxpayer, 
zero.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to payments made in 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 117. STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL SALES 

TAXES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (I) of section 

164(b)(5) (relating to application of paragraph) 
is amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2005. 
TITLE II—EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN PRO-

VISIONS FOR 2 ADDITIONAL YEARS AND 
OTHER MODIFICATIONS 

SEC. 201. EXPENSING OF ENVIRONMENTAL REME-
DIATION COSTS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATE.—Sub-
section (h) of section 198 (relating to termi-
nation) is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
2005’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2007’’. 

(b) PETROLEUM PRODUCTS TREATED AS HAZ-
ARDOUS SUBSTANCE.—Paragraph (1) of section 
198(d) (relating to hazardous substance) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by striking the period at the end 
of subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
paragraph: 

‘‘(C) any petroleum product (as defined in sec-
tion 4612(a)(3)).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to expenditures paid 
or incurred after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 202. CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPORA-

TIONS. 
(a) SUBPART F EXCEPTION FOR ACTIVE FI-

NANCING.— 
(1) EXEMPT INSURANCE INCOME.—Paragraph 

(10) of section 953(e) (relating to application) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘January 1, 2007’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘January 1, 2009’’, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘December 31, 2006’’ and in-
serting ‘‘December 31, 2008’’. 

(2) EXCEPTION TO TREATMENT AS FOREIGN PER-
SONAL HOLDING COMPANY INCOME.—Paragraph 
(9) of section 954(h) (relating to application) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2007’’ and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2009’’. 

(b) LOOK-THROUGH TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS 
BETWEEN RELATED CONTROLLED FOREIGN COR-
PORATIONS UNDER THE FOREIGN PERSONAL 
HOLDING COMPANY RULES.—Subsection (c) of 
section 954 (relating to foreign personal holding 
company income) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(6) LOOK-THRU RULE FOR RELATED CON-
TROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, dividends, interest, rents, and royalties 
received or accrued from a controlled foreign 
corporation which is a related person shall not 
be treated as foreign personal holding company 
income to the extent attributable or properly al-
locable (determined under rules similar to the 
rules of subparagraphs (C) and (D) of section 
904(d)(3)) to income of the related person which 
is not subpart F income. For purposes of this 
subparagraph, interest shall include factoring 
income which is treated as income equivalent to 
interest for purposes of paragraph (1)(E). The 
Secretary shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be appropriate to prevent the abuse of the 
purposes of this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
apply to taxable years of foreign corporations 
beginning after December 31, 2005, and before 
January 1, 2009, and to taxable years of United 
States shareholders with or within which such 
taxable years of foreign corporations end.’’. 
SEC. 203. CAPITAL GAINS AND DIVIDENDS RATES. 

Section 303 of the Jobs and Growth Tax Relief 
Reconciliation Act of 2003 is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2010’’. 
SEC. 204. SAVER’S CREDIT. 

Subsection (h) of section 25B (relating to elec-
tive deferrals and IRA contributions by certain 
individuals) is amended by striking ‘‘December 
31, 2006’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2008’’. 
SEC. 205. INCREASED EXPENSING FOR SMALL 

BUSINESS. 
Subsections (b)(1), (b)(2), (b)(5), (c)(2), and 

(d)(1)(A)(ii) of section 179(b) (relating to election 
to expense certain depreciable business assets) 
are each amended by striking ‘‘2008’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2010’’. 

TITLE III—OTHER PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. CLARIFICATION OF TAXATION OF CER-

TAIN SETTLEMENT FUNDS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (g) of section 

468B (relating to clarification of taxation of cer-
tain funds) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(g) CLARIFICATION OF TAXATION OF CERTAIN 
FUNDS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), nothing in any provision of law shall 

be construed as providing that an escrow ac-
count, settlement fund, or similar fund is not 
subject to current income tax. The Secretary 
shall prescribe regulations providing for the tax-
ation of any such account or fund whether as a 
grantor trust or otherwise. 

‘‘(2) EXEMPTION FROM TAX FOR CERTAIN SET-
TLEMENT FUNDS.—An escrow account, settlement 
fund, or similar fund shall be treated as bene-
ficially owned by the United States and shall be 
exempt from taxation under this subtitle if— 

‘‘(A) it is established pursuant to a consent 
decree entered by a judge of a United States 
District Court, 

‘‘(B) it is created for the receipt of settlement 
payments as directed by a government entity for 
the sole purpose of resolving or satisfying one or 
more claims asserting liability under the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980, 

‘‘(C) the authority and control over the ex-
penditure of funds therein (including the ex-
penditure of contributions thereto and any net 
earnings thereon) is with such government enti-
ty, and 

‘‘(D) upon termination, any remaining funds 
will be disbursed to such government entity for 
use in accordance with applicable law. 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘gov-
ernment entity’ means the United States, any 
State or political subdivision thereof, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, any possession of the United 
States, and any agency or instrumentality of 
any of the foregoing. 

‘‘(3) TERMINATION.—Paragraph (2) shall not 
apply to accounts and funds established after 
December 31, 2010.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to accounts and 
funds established after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 302. MODIFICATION OF ACTIVE BUSINESS 

DEFINITION UNDER SECTION 355. 
Subsection (b) of section 355 (defining active 

conduct of a trade or business) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE RELATING TO ACTIVE BUSI-
NESS REQUIREMENT.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any distribu-
tion made after the date of the enactment of this 
paragraph and before December 31, 2010, a cor-
poration shall be treated as meeting the require-
ment of paragraph (2)(A) if and only if such 
corporation is engaged in the active conduct of 
a trade or business. 

‘‘(B) AFFILIATED GROUP RULE.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), all members of such cor-
poration’s separate affiliated group shall be 
treated as one corporation. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, a corporation’s separate af-
filiated group is the affiliated group which 
would be determined under section 1504(a) if 
such corporation were the common parent and 
section 1504(b) did not apply. 

‘‘(C) TRANSITION RULE.—Subparagraph (A) 
shall not apply to any distribution pursuant to 
a transaction which is— 

‘‘(i) made pursuant to an agreement which 
was binding on the date of the enactment of this 
paragraph and at all times thereafter, 

‘‘(ii) described in a ruling request submitted to 
the Internal Revenue Service on or before such 
date, or 

‘‘(iii) described on or before such date in a 
public announcement or in a filing with the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission. 
The preceding sentence shall not apply if the 
distributing corporation elects not to have such 
sentence apply to distributions of such corpora-
tion. Any such election, once made, shall be ir-
revocable. 

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN PRE-ENACT-
MENT DISTRIBUTIONS.—For purposes of deter-
mining the continued qualification under para-
graph (2)(A) of distributions made before the 
date of the enactment of this paragraph as a re-
sult of an acquisition, disposition, or other re-
structuring after such date and before December 
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31, 2010, such distribution shall be treated as 
made after the date of the enactment of this 
paragraph for purposes of applying subpara-
graphs (A) through (C) of this paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 303. VETERANS’ MORTGAGE BONDS. 

(a) ALL VETERANS ELIGIBLE FOR STATE HOME 
LOAN PROGRAMS FUNDED BY QUALIFIED VET-
ERANS’ MORTGAGE BONDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 
143(l) (defining qualified veteran) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘at some time before January 
1, 1977’’ in subparagraph (A), and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(B) who applied for the financing before the 
date 25 years after the last date on which such 
veteran left active service.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall apply to financing pro-
vided after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(b) REVISION OF STATE VETERANS LIMIT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of section 

143(l)(3) (relating to volume limitation) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) STATE VETERANS LIMIT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A State veterans limit for 

any calendar year is the amount equal to— 
‘‘(I) $53,750,000 for the State of Texas, 
‘‘(II) $66,250,000 for the State of California, 
‘‘(III) $25,000,000 for the State of Oregon, 
‘‘(IV) $25,000,000 for the State of Wisconsin, 

and 
‘‘(V) $25,000,000 for the State of Alaska. 
‘‘(ii) PHASEIN.—In the case of calendar years 

beginning before 2010, clause (i) shall be applied 
by substituting for each of the dollar amounts 
therein by the applicable percentage. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the applicable 
percentage shall be determined in accordance 
with the following table: 

Applicable 
‘‘Calendar Year: percentage is: 

2006 ............................................ 20 percent
2007 ............................................ 40 percent
2008 ............................................ 60 percent
2009 ............................................ 80 percent. 
‘‘(iii) TERMINATION.—The State veterans limit 

for any calendar year after 2010 is zero.’’. 
(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 

by this subsection shall apply to bonds issued 
after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 304. CAPITAL GAINS TREATMENT FOR CER-

TAIN SELF-CREATED MUSICAL 
WORKS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 
1221 (relating to capital asset defined) is amend-
ed by redesignating paragraph (3) as paragraph 
(4) and by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SALE OR EXCHANGE OF SELF-CREATED MU-
SICAL WORKS.—At the election of the taxpayer, 
paragraphs (1) and (3) of subsection (a) shall 
not apply with respect to any sale or exchange 
before January 1, 2011, of musical compositions 
or copyrights in musical works by a taxpayer 
described in subsection (a)(3).’’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON CHARITABLE CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Subparagraph (A) of section 170(e)(1) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘(determined without re-
gard to section 1221(b)(3))’’ after ‘‘long-term 
capital gain’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to sales and ex-
changes in taxable years beginning after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 305. VESSEL TONNAGE LIMIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 
1355(a) (relating to qualifying vessel) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘(6,000, in the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2005, and ending 
before January 1, 2011)’’ after ‘‘10,000’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 306. MODIFICATION OF SPECIAL ARBITRAGE 

RULE FOR CERTAIN FUNDS. 
In the case of bonds issued after the date of 

the enactment of this Act and before August 31, 
2009— 

(1) the requirement of paragraph (1) of section 
648 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 (98 Stat. 
941) shall be treated as met with respect to the 
securities or obligations referred to in such sec-
tion if such securities or obligations are held in 
a fund the annual distributions from which 
cannot exceed 7 percent of the average fair mar-
ket value of the assets held in such fund except 
to the extent distributions are necessary to pay 
debt service on the bond issue, and 

(2) paragraph (3) of such section shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘‘distributions from’’ for 
‘‘the investment earnings of’’ both places it ap-
pears. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1 
hour of debate on the bill, as amended, 
it shall be in order to consider the fur-
ther amendment printed in House Re-
port 109–330, if offered by the gen-
tleman 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 California (Mr. 
THOMAS) and the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) each will control 30 
minutes of debate on the bill. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

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

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
bill that does not deserve the kind of 
rhetoric that is being delivered so far, 
at least that which I have heard on the 
rule. This bill consists of extending 
current tax provisions. It virtually 
breaks no new ground. It merely re-
tains those structures supported in 
committee, for example, in a bipar-
tisan way, to allow people to continue 
to utilize current tax privileges. 

I have a hard time when I listen to 
the rhetoric associated with the de-
scription of this bill when one of the 
provisions, for example, is the author-
ity to issue qualified zone academy 
bonds for school modernization, equip-
ment in high-poverty areas. I cannot 
believe my colleagues on the other side 
of the line are opposed to that. Above- 
the-line deduction for higher education 
expenses, in opposing this bill, I guess 
they are opposed to that. Continue the 
deduction for State and local sales 
taxes due to expire, I guess they are op-
posed to that. 

I could go through and point out a 
number of items. For example, the 
work opportunity tax credits for hiring 
individuals who face barriers to em-
ployment, in addition to the extension. 
The age limit for eligible food stamp 
recipients is increased from 25 to 35. 
Maybe they are opposed to that. 

I guess when we go through and ex-
amine these various provisions, if those 
are items that are reserved for the 
rich, the millionaires and the privi-
leged, I guess I just do not understand 
it. 

But they are required to attack any 
bill that allows Americans to hang on 
to their own hard-earned money. That 
is just kind of fundamental, I guess. 

My concern is if they are going to 
produce the kind of rhetoric they are 
producing on a piece of tax legislation 
which simply extends current law, 
what are they going to do when we 
have to rethink the way in which we 
tax people today to make sure that we 
do not destroy the economic engine in 
this country that produces the quality 
of life-style for each and every Amer-
ican? 

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

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

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I wel-
come the opportunity to join with the 
Republicans to send this holiday mes-
sage to millions of Americans that will 
be affected by this bill, especially to 
the fraction of 1 percent that would be 
the beneficiaries of a substantial re-
duction in capital gains and corporate 
dividends. It is true, while this only 
represents 20 to 25 percent of the bill, it 
should be made abundantly clear that 
these benefits would not be effective 
until sometime in 2009 and 2010. 

Now, I am here on the floor to try to 
get people to understand that this tax 
cut for the rich is really to grow the 
economy, and I want to make it clear 
to those people who have lost their jobs 
and not counted among the unem-
ployed, those that are looking at auto-
mobile plants closing and airlines 
going bankrupt, that basically the 
economy is good, and it is good because 
the President told us so. And if they do 
not think that we are moving forward 
fast enough, then they ought to really 
listen to the President as he shares 
with us the great economic recovery 
that has happened in Iraq, and if they 
are just a little patient, things will get 
better here in the United States. 

Now, we all know that whenever we 
give this type of tax cut that there is 
going to be a tremendous revenue loss, 
and in the last few days, that revenue 
loss has been something like $100 bil-
lion. But fear not, because we are not 
charging all of this to the deficit. It is 
true that as the deficit increases more 
than history ever expected under this 
administration, that soon 40 percent of 
the tax revenues that we get will be 
going just to pay the interest on this 
outstanding debt, and that is why our 
Republican friends believe that we just 
cannot expand the deficit, that we have 
to cut spending. 

Now, they have looked all over to the 
to decide where to do the cutting. And 
in this holiday season, I just want to 
join them in letting people know where 
these cuts are going to take place. But 
I do not want people to worry about it 
because the President says that the 
economy is booming and the Repub-
licans here say that the tax cuts for 
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the rich is for economic growth. So 
how can one be against that formula? 

First of all, if one is a mother trying 
to raise her children and she got sup-
port from the local and State govern-
ment to go after the father, or what-
ever the case may be, to get that 
money to take care of her and her fam-
ily, not to worry, that this is going to 
be cut and she will not be able to get 
the money because under this bill, 
whether people know it or not, it is for 
economic growth. 

b 1145 

Say you are considering using food 
stamps for your Christmas meal. You 
find out that the food stamps are going 
to be cut. Not to worry, because soon 
there will be economic growth. 

Maybe you are just a student trying 
to get a student loan, and you really 
think that you should get some help 
from your government because, after 
all, we want you to be productive and 
make a contribution to society. Not to 
worry, these tax cuts are for economic 
growth. 

What I do not understand, with all of 
the opportunity that we have had to 
take care of economic growth, why do 
we wait until this time of the season 
and target the least among us in order 
to do the budget cuts? 

It is not as though we do not have $2 
or $3 billion in terms of expenses in 
Iraq, which if you did not know lately, 
you should know that victory is in 
sight and we are winning that too. So 
we do not want you to lose confidence 
in all of government. If you find out 
that this bill rewards the richest of the 
people in the United States whose in-
come is not going to be adversely af-
fected, or their tax is adversely af-
fected for 3 or 4 years, but we have to 
do something to target the poor today, 
then you have to have some trust in 
the Republicans, because they say we 
have got to have victory in war, we 
have got to grow the economy, and this 
is the best thing that ever happened to 
you. 

Now, the Democrats are not just say-
ing vote ‘‘no.’’ We will have an oppor-
tunity for Members to vote ‘‘yes.’’ And 
unlike the Republicans, we thought 
enough of the alternative minimum tax 
to include it in reconciliation. What 
does that mean? It means it is pro-
tected when it gets over to the other 
side, so we did not have to depend on 
100 Senators sitting down and not ob-
jecting. It is in our bill. All of the good 
things that can come out of a bill, we 
have included, including relief for 
those people that have State taxes. 

And so, my friends in this holiday 
season, you may find it very difficult if 
you are unemployed, if you are con-
cerned about the economy, or the cuts 
that we have, including Medicaid, 
which is only a $10 billion cut, but you 
must trust the majority and the Re-
publicans in this House, because they, 
like the President of the United States, 
say the economy is booming. We are 
going to have victory in the Middle 

East, and this is going to make it easi-
er for you, if not today, if not tomor-
row, then sometime in the future. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) is not 
aware that the Senate has included the 
alternative minimum tax in their rec-
onciliation tax package. They have al-
ready voted on it. So there is no need 
to provide any assurance from the 
House side, because the Senate has al-
ready included it. But, again, that is 
reality. 

The economy is not good because the 
President told us so. Leading economic 
indicators tell us so: the unemploy-
ment numbers, the productivity num-
bers. The real problem with my friends 
on the other side of the aisle is that if 
reality does not coincide with their 
rhetoric, they choose rhetoric rather 
than reality. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Mrs. JOHNSON). 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
Tax Relief Extension Act. Let me make 
absolutely clear what this bill does. 
The bill will prevent automatic tax in-
creases on millions of Americans and 
their families. 

Unless Congress acts, individuals will 
pay higher taxes on their savings; busi-
nesses will lose valuable incentives to 
provide research in the United States; 
small businesses will lose the ability to 
expense new equipment, essential to 
the support of new employees. 

These are all benefits taxpayers have 
today, and our bill simply preserves 
them. The bill does not increase taxes. 
The bill does not reduce taxes. The bill 
merely preserves the current tax policy 
that has driven 4.3 percent growth and 
is creating millions of new jobs. 

According to the IRS in my home 
State of Connecticut, there are 550,000 
taxpayers who receive dividend in-
come; 153,000 of those have incomes 
below $30,000 a year. Right now they 
pay 5 percent taxes on dividend in-
comes. In 2008 low-income taxpayers 
will pay zero taxes on dividend income. 
If we fail to act, however, they will pay 
taxes as high as 25 percent. 

A widow living on $30,000 a year could 
see her tax bill increase by $1,200 a 
year. That would be wrong. This bill 
needs to be passed. It deserves to be 
passed. It also needs to be passed and 
deserves to be passed because it ex-
tends and enhances the R&D tax credit. 
At a time when other nations are pro-
viding or have provided permanent and 
richer incentives for research, we need 
to recognize the job-producing benefits 
of this tax credit. 

Mr. Speaker, we remain a world lead-
er in patents and discoveries, but other 
nations are closing in. Advances in 
technology and innovation are what 
drive growth and ultimately create 
higher standards of living for all of us. 

We need to ask ourselves, do we want 
the next major scientific breakthrough 
to happen in Germany or China? Do we 
want other countries to be the leaders 
in the patents for the next generation 
of technology? 

Finally, I would be remiss if I failed 
to mention incentives for small busi-
ness expensing. Small business is the 
engine of our economy. Our bill allows 
small businesses to immediately ex-
pense up to $100,000 of equipment. When 
we first adopted this provision, we saw 
investment in equipment skyrocket, go 
right straight up. Lowering the cost of 
capital encourages small businesses to 
invest in machines, trucks, and other 
equipment and hire new people. With 25 
million small businesses accounting for 
two of three new jobs created, expens-
ing supports these small businesses. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this 
legislation. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to say 
briefly, if the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee is saying that 
the alternative minimum tax is in the 
other body’s bill, then he must be say-
ing that the tax cuts that we are talk-
ing about today are not in the other 
body’s bill. 

So it is 3-card Molly. The House Re-
publicans passed both of them, one on 
the Suspension Calendar that is not 
protected here, but is protected in the 
other body; and this bill which provides 
for relief for the taxes for corporate 
dividends and capital gains, which is 
protected in our bill, but is not in their 
bill. 

And so what we are doing is shooting 
dice to see which one will prevail. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT). 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I got 
up this morning and here is the Wash-
ington Post’s eminent columnist, 
David Broder. He begins his story: ‘‘If 
the House of Representatives were a 
person, it would be blushing these 
days. Unfortunately, the House is be-
yond embarrassment.’’ 

Now, I used this before, but I wanted 
to bring it out here again because I 
think we need to demonstrate to people 
what is going on. We have Christmas-
time, and we have socks. We have poor 
people’s socks and rich people’s socks. 
And the rich people need $100 billion in 
tax cuts. 

The Republicans, for whatever rea-
son, have decided that it is $100 billion 
yesterday and today, $100 billion. Now 
where do you get the money for that? 
Well you have to cut somebody to get 
it. You have got to cut something, or 
else you are going to drive up the def-
icit. 

So the first thing you do is take child 
care away from 300,000 children. And 
you put that in the sock, the stocking 
of the rich. And then you have Social 
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Security, SSI benefits for the disabled 
and the elderly. And you take $700 mil-
lion away from them and put it into 
the rich folks’ stocking. 

And then you come to child support 
enforcement. We do not want children 
who are in divorced families to get 
money from those deadbeat dads. That 
is not what the Republicans say. They 
say, let us save $21 billion. We will take 
it away from the children in divorces 
and put it in the rich people’s stocking. 

And Medicaid. Oh, well, they do not 
need health care. Why, there is $10 bil-
lion we can take away from poor peo-
ple’s health care and put it in the rich 
people’s stocking. 

And then there is student loans, $14 
billion from college students. We are 
going to load it on them. That is the 
middle class. That is the lower-class 
people who are trying to get through 
on loans. We take their loans and we 
say, no, no, no, no, the rich people need 
it. 

And then we have one of the best 
ones of all: food stamps. Let us take 
food stamps away from 300,000 people; 
300,000 people getting food stamps. Oh, 
these are the rich. Oh, but we have to 
cut them. We have to take this away 
from them. 

You cannot have food stamps, poor 
people or ordinary people; we got to 
give a tax break to the rich people. And 
then finally we have foster children. 
Way down here in the bottom of the 
sock. We have $600 million taken away 
from the program that we took those 
children out of another family and 
took responsibility for. We have taken 
these children away from a family we 
have accepted responsibility for in this 
foster care payment, and we cut it and 
we give it to the rich folks. 

Now, you kind of wonder what might 
be left down here for the poor people. 
Well, look at that. A lump of coal. The 
poor people better save that lump of 
coal, because there is nothing in here 
for their heating bills, the LIHEAP 
program has not been expanded, and all 
they are going to have to heat their 
house is the lump of coal that the Re-
publicans put in the poor people’s sock. 

Merry Christmas. I certainly hope 
you enjoy all the festivities. This is a 
bad bill. Vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) to explain to the 
gentleman from Washington that it is 
not a zero sum game that is what has 
made the American standard of living. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate the gentleman yielding me 
time. 

I also appreciate the fact that the 
gentleman from Washington is willing 
to acknowledge Christmas here on the 
House floor. That is a nice step in the 
right direction. 

Mr. Speaker, let us look at the facts. 
To hear the other side, you would 
think we were taking a chain saw to 
the budget. What we are proposing in 
the budget is that we increase entitle-
ment spending 6.3 percent instead of 6.4 

percent, saving $50 billion out of a $14 
trillion budget, by rooting out waste, 
fraud and abuse by reforming govern-
ment. 

But let us talk about these tax cuts. 
You would think when we cut taxes in 
2003 we would have lost revenues. 
Right? That is the intuitive thing to 
say. Wrong. That is not what happened. 
Since the enactment of the 2003 tax 
cuts, job losses went away. The unem-
ployment rate was 6.1 percent when we 
cut taxes. The unemployment rate is 5 
percent. 

Since we cut taxes, we have averaged 
a job creation every month of 148,000 
jobs. Just last month alone we added 
215,000 jobs to the economy. What hap-
pened before we cut taxes? Before we 
cut taxes, the 2 years before the tax 
cut, our economy grew at an average of 
1.1 percent. How fast is the economy 
growing since the tax cuts? 4.1 percent. 
How fast did the economy grow last 
quarter? 4.3 percent. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what has hap-
pened since we cut taxes is we have re-
versed the job loss, we have reversed 
the decline in jobs, and we have added 
4.4 million jobs to the American econ-
omy since the 2003 tax cuts. 

What happened to revenues? Reve-
nues increased. Yes, that is right. At 
these lower tax rates, at these lower 
taxes, we increased revenues to the 
Federal Government. Last year reve-
nues went up 14 percent. Just this year 
individual income tax receipts are up 
14 percent. Corporate income tax re-
ceipts are up 47 percent. 

What happened to the deficit, Mr. 
Speaker? The deficit projection in 2004 
was $521 billion. What is the deficit 
now? The deficit projection now is $319 
billion. We dropped the deficit 23 per-
cent last year. We dropped the deficit 
25 percent last year. The deficit is 
down because tax revenues are up. 

Do not defeat this bill and raise 
taxes. Let’s stop tax increases. 

b 1200 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to ask the gentleman just one 
question on my time. 

These very important tax cuts or ex-
tension of tax cuts you are talking 
about, could you share with me as sim-
ply as possible as to when they expire, 
what year? 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Each of 
these tax cuts expire between this year 
and the next 2 years. It depends on the 
tax cut you are talking about. 

Mr. RANGEL. The tax cut that we 
are talking about is the $20 billion in 
capital gains and corporate dividends. 
Does that not expire in 2009? 

Don’t get rattled. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Not at all. 
Mr. RANGEL. It is just a simple 

question. Because there seems to be 
some degree of urgency in this and un-
less it is a projected gift, then these 
things don’t expire this year or next 
year. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. If the gen-
tleman will allow me to respond to his 
question. 

Mr. RANGEL. Please. 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Why is it 

important that we continue the tax re-
lief progress that would expire in 2008 
on dividends and capital gains? Be-
cause those are job creators. 

Mr. RANGEL. I think the gentleman 
has answered the question. There is no 
urgency in this. You just want to give 
a projected Christmas gift to the very 
wealthy. So I need some help on this. If 
I can’t get answers from you, I will get 
someone that can give answers. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
NEAL) to answer some of these impor-
tant questions, a distinguished and ac-
knowledged expert in this on the Ways 
and Means Committee. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I just heard the gentleman 
from Wisconsin talk about job cre-
ation. He singled out one month. 22 
million jobs created during the Clinton 
years. 22 million. Economic growth has 
been paltry and everybody knows it. In 
addition to which he talked about the 
deficit—with a straight face. They have 
rolled up the national deficit, $2.2 tril-
lion we are in the hole. On their time 
this has happened. 

Let me say this and I think it is very 
important to point out, Mr. Speaker, 
the Republican majority now says, as 
they did yesterday with a straight face, 
incidentally, well, the Democrats did 
not do anything about the alternative 
minimum tax when they were in the 
majority. In 1994, and I hope that any-
body who is listening to this will write 
this number down, when the Repub-
licans took control of the House of 
Representatives there were approxi-
mately 200,000 people paying AMT, 
200,000 people. Next year 19.3 million 
people are kicked into AMT. 

I would like to think, as the gen-
tleman from New York has indicated, 
that I have had some consistency on 
the issue of alternative minimum tax, 
not only in the committee, but here on 
the House floor. We did a big nothing 
yesterday about AMT and everybody 
knows it. 19.3 million people next year 
are kicked into AMT. But the House of 
Representatives had time to repeal the 
estate tax and now to address the divi-
dend and capital gains tax, but they 
really never have time to do anything 
about AMT. And the reason they do not 
have time to do anything about AMT is 
pretty simple, it goes to middle income 
Americans to bear that burden. 

So if we do not have time here to do 
something for the wealthy, we really 
do not have time to do anything. We 
are rich and we are not going to take it 
anymore. We watch these numbers as 
they are presented to us. The Repub-
lican party, at one time, stood for anti- 
Communism and balanced budgets. 
Well, Communism is gone and the defi-
cits have really soared, all from a 
party that preaches fiscal discipline. 
They have rolled those deficits up for 
one reason, after, by the way, robbing 
the Social Security trust fund to pay 
for tax cuts for the wealthiest. 
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In this institution we hear, well, the 

Social Security trust fund is going 
broke. It is going broke because they 
took $2 trillion out of it in tax cuts 
during the next 10 years. There is no 
pressure to do what we have to do 
today. They are contributing to the na-
tional deficit, contributing to the debt, 
all under the guise of paying for tax 
cuts for the wealthiest among us. 

Lastly, I defy anybody here to not 
acknowledge this static. The dividend 
relief bill that we are entertaining here 
overwhelmingly 53 percent of that ben-
efit goes to people who made more than 
$1 million last year. That is where we 
find ourselves now. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
ask a rhetorical question. 

If the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. NEAL) voted yes on this alter-
native minimum tax bill yesterday he 
either was protecting the very rich in 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. No, it is a rhetorical 
question. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. I am 
happy to participate. 

Mr. THOMAS. Whose time is it, Mr. 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GINGREY). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) has the time. 

Mr. THOMAS. Either he was voting 
to protect the incomes of the very rich 
in Massachusetts or he exercised a fu-
tile procedure. 

There were four Members of his party 
who voted no. He had an opportunity, if 
he believed it was not real to vote no. 
He voted yes. The problem is they al-
ways want it both ways. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Pennsylvania 
(Ms. HART), a member of the com-
mittee. 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
4297 because this legislation will ensure 
that our economy will continue to ex-
pand. That is right, expand. 

If you would listen to those on the 
other side of the aisle, you would think 
that we are in a shrinking economy. 
However, since the capital gains and 
dividend taxes were reduced in 2003, we 
have seen ten straight quarters of what 
is it? Growth. 

Now, what does growth mean? It 
means more jobs. It means more oppor-
tunity. I spoke recently with an entre-
preneur group back home, women who 
started businesses in their homes. Most 
of them have children and did not want 
to be out of the house all the time, 
very small businesses. And you know 
what they said to me their top priority 
is? Make sure you extend the capital 
gains cuts. Make sure you make sure 
you pass legislation that will prevent a 
tax increase. 

That is what we are doing today. Pre-
venting a tax increase on these entre-
preneurs who, one by one, are creating 

new jobs in our economy. The national 
economy has produced impressive 
growth. Our pro-growth policy will 
continue only if we do not increase 
taxes. In the 10 quarters prior to the 
passage of this legislation, we averaged 
just 1.2 percent of growth, never ex-
ceeded 2.9. In the 10 quarters since, we 
have averaged 3.3 percent of growth 
and have averaged over 4 percent. Now, 
I think 4 percent growth is better than 
1 percent growth. And if we do not con-
tinue this tax situation and increase 
taxes, we will see our growth go away. 

What does this mean, this business 
investment that happens because of the 
capital gains reduction, the dividends 
reduction? It means new jobs. In a dis-
trict like mine where we need new jobs, 
and I know some Members on the other 
side of the aisle apparently have more 
jobs than they need, we need jobs. This 
climate is the climate we need for 
growth. We have seen, in fact, unem-
ployment go from 6.1 percent down 
over 1 point to 5 percent. 

Despite challenges that this country 
has faced over the last couple of years, 
including terrorist attacks and natural 
disasters, we have still seen an increase 
of job creation. 

Now, if anybody at the end of August 
and the beginning of September ex-
pected that we would see 215,000 jobs 
created in the United States in the last 
month, I do not think you are telling 
me the truth. But the good climate 
that was created by those cuts made it 
happen. 

We need to continue good policy. We 
need to realize what good policy is. 
Good policy is allowing the people to 
invest their money, create jobs, create 
a strong economy and create job 
growth. I urge my colleagues to con-
tinue this situation and not allow a tax 
increase on the American public. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the gen-
tleman from Michigan, the chairman of 
the Select Revenue Subcommittee, and 
ask unanimous consent that Mr. CAMP 
control the remainder of my time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 

seconds to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL) to give a rhetor-
ical response to the chairman’s ques-
tion. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL) for yielding me 
time. 

The chairman did raise a rhetorical 
question. Let me give a rhetorical an-
swer. 

We are all so desperate here after 
these 10 years of Republican rule to do 
something about AMT we are prepared 
to vote for any procedure that comes 
before this institution just to hopefully 
move it along. 

Remember, when the Republicans 
took control, 200,000 people were pay-
ing AMT. Next year 19.3 million people 

will be paying alternative minimum 
tax. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota (Mr. POMEROY), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The preceding speaker on the Repub-
lican side said we have got to pass this, 
we have got to continue the pro-growth 
policies. She was talking specifically 
as she referenced capital gains and 
dividends. Well, the fact is the very tax 
cuts that she is talking about remain 
in place. They are in existing law for 
2006, for 2007, for 2008. Doing nothing 
keeps the very provisions she was 
hyperventilating about just a moment 
ago. 

But what is the matter then? If we 
got them and we got them through 
2008, why not kick them out through 
2009 and 2010? This is the reason. This 
is the national debt. This fall it went 
north of $8 trillion. 

I brought this chart to illustrate 
what a huge burden we are racking up 
for our children. This averages out to 
$27,000 of debt per person. And in this 
environment, the majority in bringing 
this bill to the floor today after yester-
day’s vote will be passing $87 billion in 
additional tax cuts that are not paid 
for. 

Alan Greenspan has got some words 
of caution on this. He was quoted in 
November saying, We should not be 
cutting taxes by borrowing. Well, when 
they do not pay for their tax cuts, they 
are basically borrowing, leaving the 
debt to our children to offset the fund-
ing of these tax cuts, just what Green-
span warns against. 

Earlier in the month of December, 
just last week, he says, An expected 
deficit casts an ever larger shadow over 
the growth of living standards. In the 
end, the consequences for the U.S. 
economy could be severe. 

The dirty little secret in this budget 
reconciliation plan is that it increases 
borrowing authority for this country 
nearly $1 trillion, from 750 to $780 bil-
lion of additional debt they will be au-
thorizing to fund the tax cuts that they 
want to commence. 

As they talk about growth, don’t be-
lieve it. They would not have to in-
crease the borrowing limit to this 
country if this all worked. They are 
adding to the debt to pass tax cuts dis-
proportionately for the wealthiest. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. CHOCOLA), a distinguished member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, imagine 
if we could bring a piece of legislation 
to the floor of this House that would, 
over the next 30-month period of time, 
result in benefits that every American 
could share in. Things like increasing 
business investments by 25 percent, 
growing the value of the stock market 
by over $4 trillion. Creating 4.4 million 
new jobs. Reducing the unemployment 
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from 6.3 to 5 percent. Having quarterly 
GDP grow at an average of 4.1 percent. 
Increase tax receipts by $274 billion 
over a 12-month period of time, a 15 
percent increase, the largest in 25 
years. And decrease the deficit over 
that same 12-month period of time by 
over $100 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, it would be hard to 
imagine that we would not all support 
that, but I guess it is not hard to imag-
ine, given the conversation here today, 
but that is exactly what this body did 
when we passed tax relief in 2003. And 
today we are simply extending these 
pro-growth tax policies that have led 
to this historic economic growth. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, we all under-
stand the benefit of hindsight and his-
tory is full of valuable lessons. I en-
courage my colleagues to use the bene-
fits of hindsight and the facts of his-
tory to support this tax relief exten-
sion today and the policies that led un-
deniably to opportunities of growth 
and prosperity for every single Amer-
ican. Because not to do so, Mr. Speak-
er, is the thing that would be truly 
hard to imagine. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT), a distinguished member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, when 
this administration took over the 
White House, the United States en-
joyed a multi-billion dollar budget sur-
plus. But a Republican-controlled Con-
gress proved unable to stay the course. 
Instead, our public surplus has been 
surrendered—surrendered to special in-
terests and their corrupt coterie of cro-
nies. 

Every time Big Oil or Halliburton or 
some other corporation that shifts its 
jobs and its profits offshore comes up 
here and asks for another tax break, 
this Congress waves the white flag of 
surrender. The commitment to any fis-
cal discipline is in full retreat. Now we 
have huge deficits as far as the eye can 
see. 

b 1215 

At a time of war, Republicans de-
mand no sacrifice from those at the 
top, no sacrifice from multinational 
corporations; and they demand that 
those at the bottom sacrifice their all. 

Under this bill, the few individuals 
making over $1 million per year are re-
warded, on the average, with over 
$50,000 in tax breaks. So those at the 
top, they can add another fancy foreign 
car to their fleet. But for the many 
who are earning up to $40,000 a year, 
that is over half of the people of the 
United States, they get an average of 
$30, maybe enough for a full tank of 
gas. 

Once again, America sees that a true 
Republican Christmas is one where 
only the silk stockings get stuffed. And 
when the bill for this lavish Christmas 
give-away comes due, who is going to 
pay? Our children will pick up the tab 
in the form of endless national debt 
and with cuts to child care, cuts to as-

sistance to abused and neglected chil-
dren, cuts to child support enforce-
ment, and cuts to student financial as-
sistance. 

The tax-writing body in this Cham-
ber has truly become the ‘‘Committee 
on Greedy Ways and Shifty Means.’’ 
And this will be remembered as the 
‘‘Cut-and-Run’’ Congress, cutting taxes 
greatly for the few, while running tril-
lion-dollar deficits for the rest of us. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, today we have the oppor-
tunity to pass a bill that I believe will 
provide a powerful tonic for continued 
economic growth as a precedent for so-
cial justice. 

Since 2003, when much of the current 
tax policies were enacted, our GDP has 
seen its fastest growth in 20 years, 
averaging a robust 4.4 percent growth 
per quarter. This growth, Mr. Speaker, 
is attributable in part to reduced rates 
on capital gains and dividends. 

I would like to highlight who in the 
real world is receiving these reduced 
rates and, therefore, whose taxes we 
will be raising if we fail to extend these 
existing policies. 

Mr. Speaker, 54 percent of those fam-
ilies receiving dividend income had in-
comes of less than $75,000, and they re-
ceived an average of $1,400 in dividends. 
Today, families with incomes under 
$100,000 have more than $20 billion in 
dividend income. In 2005, an estimated 
10.3 million families in the 10 and 15 
percent tax brackets will save on their 
taxes because of the existing tax poli-
cies. 

So the rhetoric that this tax relief 
only benefits the wealthy is vacant, 
ideological posturing. 

To let these rates expire would sim-
ply be a tax increase on the productive 
sector of the American economy. Not 
only would the lapse of the reduced 
rates impose a tax increase; it would 
particularly discourage equity owner-
ship among working families, among 
whom we have seen a 91 percent in-
crease in stock ownership. 

To turn back the clock on our tax 
policies that have benefited American 
workers and encourage more American 
workers to own a stake in their future 
is simply the wrong thing to do. 

Mr. Speaker, those who oppose this 
legislation are asking for a perverse 
tax increase on the seed corn of our 
economy and are suggesting that we 
impose a drag on economic growth at a 
time when we need it the most. We 
cannot afford not to pass this legisla-
tion today if we are serious about 
growing our economy. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, just 2 weeks ago, the 
majority came down to the floor and 
cut $50 billion from services for middle- 
class workers, students, hungry chil-
dren, farmers, and single moms. Today, 
they are back with part two, pushing 
almost $60 billion in tax breaks for 
Americans who need help the least. 
Sadly, they are trying to peddle this as 
deficit reduction. 

Mr. Speaker, you cannot spend $10 
billion more than you cut and call it 
deficit reduction. Our constituents 
know that these numbers do not add 
up, and they also know that these pri-
orities do not add up. 

This bill grows the deficit, and it 
turns a blind eye to the tax increase 
the middle class will face in just an-
other 23 days. That is when the relief 
for the alternative minimum tax, or 
the AMT, expires. If AMT expires, 16 
million new families will start paying 
this tax next year. That is a tax in-
crease. 

This is an issue that hits home for 
my constituents. California is hit hard-
er by AMT than any other State in the 
country. Almost a quarter of the reve-
nues that come from the Treasury from 
AMT come directly from California. If 
AMT relief is not extended, that num-
ber will increase. 

This legislation extends tax cuts that 
are not even close to expiring, cuts 
that are on the books for another 3 
years. It changes more than 25 dif-
ferent tax provisions; but somehow, 
our friends in the majority could not 
find room for AMT relief: 16 million 
new families impacted, 23 days until 
expiration, zero regard for the middle 
class. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this irresponsible legislation and sup-
port the Rangel substitute. The sub-
stitute extends immediately-expiring 
tax provisions, and it protects our mid-
dle-class families from AMT. 

Mr. CAMP of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. SHAW), a distin-
guished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee and chairman of the 
Trade Subcommittee. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Michigan for yielding 
me this time. 

I have been listening to the debate 
here on the floor. I have yet to hear 
anybody from the other side say that 
the reduction in capital gains does not 
stimulate the economy or say that any 
of these items are bad for the economy. 

All we have heard from the other side 
is class warfare, who is getting what. 
Well, I can tell you who is getting 
what, and we can go down this thing. 

My folks in Florida want to be able 
to deduct State and local sales taxes. 
What is wrong with that? People in 
New York, they can deduct their in-
come tax. So why can Floridians not 
deduct their sales tax and other 
States? 

Research and experiment tax credit, 
who can be against that? It keeps us 
sharp and competitive in the world 
market. 
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Above-the-line deduction for higher 

education expenses. Are we against al-
lowing people to deduct their education 
expenses? 

How about an above-the-line deduc-
tion for out-of-pocket teacher class-
room expenses, are you against that? 

All we are hearing about is, well, why 
are you doing it for capital gains and 
how this is going to affect the top peo-
ple, the people right at the top of the 
income level. I would like to point out 
who is going to benefit from the re-
duced rate on dividends. 

Nearly 60 percent of the Americans 
receiving capital gains or dividend in-
come have incomes of less than 
$100,000; and believe me, that is not 
millionaires, and you can even take it 
down to $50,000 and find one in five will 
benefit from the capital gains deduc-
tion because of incomes under $50,000. 
Those are not millionaires, but let us 
get down to talk about why we are 
doing it now. 

If we were to allow the capital gains 
rate to expire and jump back up and in-
crease, what we are simply doing is 
pushing back the increase so they do 
not increase. This is very important, 
and it is important for capital forma-
tion. It is important for planning your 
life and future and what you are going 
to be able to do; and also, I think that 
it is just good sense. It is good for our 
economy. Our economy has grown 
under this structure, and let us let the 
economy continue to grow. 

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

I am so glad to hear my friend from 
Florida talk about the economic 
growth that we can expect by making 
certain that the capital gains tax cut 
and the corporate dividend tax cut do 
not expire. What bewilders most people 
is that this does not expire until 2008. 
Nobody would be adversely affected 
until 2009, and unless the gentleman 
does not believe he will be in the ma-
jority in the next few years, I do not 
see why he would have to say that peo-
ple who are out of work, who are look-
ing for work, who have lost their pen-
sion should believe that this tax cut 
that will continue to 2009 is going to 
help them. 

But maybe the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi, who understands that not 
many of his constituents are going to 
understand this, might clarify some of 
the problems we have. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR), who really 
knows what economic growth should 
be. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me time. 

Last night, about 12,000 Mississip-
pians went to bed in somebody else’s 
house or in their carport or in their car 
or in their tent. They are waiting on a 
FEMA trailer. I did not promise them a 
FEMA trailer. The President of the 
United States did. He has not fulfilled 
that promise yet. It is over 102 days 
past the storm. 

As we speak, there are tens of thou-
sands of Mississippians, average Joes, 
who are about to lose their house. See, 
they lived outside the flood plain. They 
had wind insurance, and a storm of 
magnitude that has not occurred in 300 
years either destroyed or flooded their 
homes. 

Now they have no home. They have a 
mortgage to pay, and their insurance 
company, which contributes heavily to 
the folks over there, says you are not 
getting a dime because that was water 
and not wind, but they will use any ex-
cuse they can. 

I have introduced legislation to try 
to help those folks, and it is expensive. 
It is going to cost about $5 billion to 
help those folks hang on to their homes 
and hang on to their mortgage; and in 
102 days we have not had a hearing or 
a vote on it. But if you are a member 
of the political contributor class, the 
guys who write the big checks to the 
RNC, guys who write a big check to a 
Congressman here, Senator there, we 
have got a vote on your tax cut that 
does not even expire for 3 years. 

You want to know what this House’s 
priorities are? It is not with the aver-
age Joes. It is with the political con-
tributor class. You call them what you 
want. You can call them rich, but we 
all know it comes down to who writes 
the checks. 

By the way, the guy on Coleman Ave-
nue whose house washed away, he does 
not write big checks. So maybe that is 
why you do not listen to him. It has 
been 102 days, and you have done noth-
ing. There is no talk of doing anything. 

There are 12,000 Mississippians wait-
ing on a FEMA trailer. So what do you 
bring to the floor? Is it hurricane re-
lief? Is it something to help the aver-
age Joes? It is a tax break for the 
wealthiest 1 percent of America who, 
by the way, write the big checks to the 
political parties. Tell me your prior-
ities are not screwed up, because I am 
going to tell you they are. 

Mr. CAMP of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I just want to point out to the Mem-
bers that yesterday the House passed 
the Gulf Opportunities Zone Act 415–4 
which dealt with many items to help 
gulf coast area residents who had been 
hurt by the hurricane, incentives to 
help rebuild housing, investment to 
provide depreciation and expensing for 
small businesses, bonding authority so 
that tax-exempt bond authority could 
help rebuild devastated infrastructure 
in the hurricane zone. 

So this House has acted to help hur-
ricane victims. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
HAYWORTH), a distinguished member of 
the Ways and Means Committee. 

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the legislation pre-
cisely because of the challenges out-
lined by my friend from Mississippi. 

As my friend from Michigan just 
pointed out, yesterday this House took 
steps to reignite the engines of eco-
nomic opportunity, to deal with job 
creation and getting help to the people 
of the gulf coast. I would assure this 
House, Mr. Speaker, this is not some 
sort of abstraction. 

As my friend from Mississippi knows, 
Brother Rex Yancey, the pastor of 
First Baptist Church in Pascagoula, is 
my wife’s uncle. This is not some sort 
of statistic or abstraction. Just as 
Brother Rex and everyone in Mis-
sissippi and on the gulf coast are facing 
challenges, we need to work together 
to make sure the climate of economic 
opportunity exists for all. 

Just as heartfelt as his concern is for 
his constituents, Mr. Speaker, I must 
correct the record. It does this House 
no service to come to this well, no mat-
ter the challenges confronted, and try 
to claim either class warfare or crass 
political opportunism in a quid pro 
quo. It is beneath the dignity of every 
Member of this House to suggest that 
somehow this has to do with contribu-
tions. 

As my friend from Mississippi knows, 
the most philanthropic State in the 
Union where people step up to help 
neighbors in need, that example does 
not fall on deaf ears. I will say eco-
nomic opportunity is important, not 
only for Wall Street, not only for Main 
Street but for your street, Mr. Speak-
er, for every street because we under-
stand economic opportunity is not ex-
clusive. 

There may be some who believe that 
this modern economy is some sort of 
caste system. There may be some who 
always want to fill in the blank as fol-
lows: tax breaks for the blank, tax 
breaks for the rich. That is their story 
and they are sticking to it. No hope, no 
opportunity when the facts are other-
wise. 

We have had solid economic growth. 
Revenues to the government have actu-
ally increased. 
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And not only has there been some $69 
billion in immediate hurricane relief 
given by this Congress and this govern-
ment to the storm victims, but the 
promise of future help and economic 
prosperity as the people of the gulf 
coast get back on their feet. 

Stand up for growth and opportunity. 
Pass this legislation. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I had an 
old law professor, and he once told me, 
if you don’t have the facts going for 
you, raise your voice. I never under-
stood it, but I do now. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR) to share with us what economic 
growth means to him under this bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to remind the gen-
tleman that when your house is washed 
away, your job is washed away. You are 
not looking for a tax break. You are 
looking for your fellow Americans to 
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help you out while your kids are serv-
ing in the Mississippi National Guard 
over in Iraq. 

You have not done that for 102 days. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EMANUEL), a distinguished 
Member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong opposition to this Re-
publican plan for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans. 

President Kennedy once said, ‘‘To 
govern is to choose.’’ So let us look at 
the choices. This tax cut falls on the 
heels of a deficit reduction plan passed 
before Thanksgiving that cut chil-
dren’s health care, child care assist-
ance, college aid, child support, and 
will actually increase the deficit by $20 
billion. That is what they refer to as 
new math in America. 

What kind of Congress calls this fis-
cal responsibility? A Republican Con-
gress, but of course. 

With all the problems facing middle- 
class Americans, soaring energy costs, 
coupled on top of skyrocketing health 
care costs, educational expenses, and 
flat incomes 5 years in a row, what is 
the solution offered by this Republican 
Congress? Cut capital gains and divi-
dend taxes for millionaires. 

It is time for a change in new prior-
ities rather than that same old tired 
failed policies that got America to 
where it is today. 

This budget cuts $9.5 billion, ad-
versely affecting $6 million children’s 
health care. It cuts 40,000 children from 
nutritional assistance. It cuts child 
care assistance leaving 330,000 children 
without child care assistance. It cuts 
$14.5 billion from student aid and col-
lege assistance. It cuts child support 
collections $4.5 billion. 

This budget gives a whole new mean-
ing to women and children first. And 
what do they do in return? Fifty-three 
percent of the benefits of this tax cut 
on dividends and capital gains goes to 
people earning $1 million or more, and 
62 percent of the benefits go to those 
earning $500,000 or more. 

What kind of Congress would throw 
children over the side to pay for more 
tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans? 
A Republican Congress, but of course. 

These are the wrong priorities for 
America. We can do better. It is time 
for a change and for a new direction. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. BEAUPREZ), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. BEAUPREZ. Mr. Speaker, this 
has been an interesting debate, as it al-
ways seems like it is these days in this 
House. In 2003, I actually thought we 
did some very good things with the tax 
cuts we implemented, and I thought we 
did them for families back home in all 
of our districts. So on August 2, 2005, I 
joined with a colleague of mine from 
Colorado, Congresswoman MUSGRAVE, a 
member of the Small Business Com-

mittee, and we explored the effect of at 
least one of those tax cuts that we are 
talking about extending today, section 
17, which increases the allowable ex-
pensing limits from $25,000 on depre-
ciable assets to $100,000. 

Now, I think Linda Jones, the owner 
of Area Rentals back in Westminster, 
Colorado, will be delighted to under-
stand that she is a member of a special 
interest and must surely be rich, by 
definition, because she got a tax break. 
What she did with that was, in 2003, she 
used $57,000 of the allowable expensing 
limits to purchase some additional 
equipment that she rents in her store. 
And because she saved a little over 
$7,300 in tax expense, and that came 
the same year she got a 30 percent in-
crease in her employees’ health care 
costs, she was able to maintain cov-
erage for health care for her employ-
ees. The very next year she used an ad-
ditional $64,000 of the expensing allow-
ance to purchase even more equipment 
to expand her store, keep jobs, and, in 
fact, increase jobs. 

Ron Lautzenheiser must be among 
the rich and the special interests, too, 
except he runs a big old tire center 
back in Fort Collins. When he did his 
calculations, wanting to expand, the 
increase in expensing limits contained 
in section 179 allowed him to figure out 
how to do that. He added two new 
stores and went from one big old tire 
center employing but a handful of peo-
ple to now employing 50 people in three 
stores. 

This is commonsense legislation for 
the real people back home, and I urge 
its adoption. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time, having only 
one speaker remaining, until the other 
side reaches that point. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee and chairman of the Human Re-
sources Subcommittee. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, today’s 
legislation contains a number of im-
portant tax relief provisions, including 
an expanded research and development 
credit to keep American innovation 
competitive; and one supported by my 
friend from Wisconsin, Paul Ryan, 
which would adjust the qualified vet-
erans mortgage bond program and ex-
pand access to affordable home loans 
for California veterans who served 
after 1977. 

In addition, the bill before us in-
cludes a measure that I have long sup-
ported to facilitate greater small busi-
ness growth. Small businesses are the 
backbone of our economy, representing 
over half of all jobs and economic out-
put. The section 17 extension in this 
bill will enable small businesses to 
write off new capital investment up to 
$100,000 per year, spurring further eco-
nomic growth and helping to generate 
new jobs. 

In 2003 alone, 4.6 million small busi-
nesses used $44.1 billion of section 179 

expensing. According to the National 
Federation of Independent Businesses’ 
November report, 61 percent of small 
business owners reported capital out-
lays over the past 6 months, including 
new equipment and vehicle purchases, 
furniture purchases, existing facility 
expansion, and improvement in new fa-
cility construction. 

Small business expensing works and 
it helps drive job creation in areas like 
my own northern California Congres-
sional District. Unfortunately, the cur-
rent expensing limits are set to return 
to significantly lower levels if we do 
not extend this provision. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
Chairman THOMAS and the members of 
the committee for their support of 
small businesses, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote for the legislation be-
fore us today. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. WELLER), a distinguished member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and for his leadership on this 
issue as well as many others. 

It is good to be in the House doing 
something that is pretty basic. I sup-
port this legislation. I would note that 
if you vote ‘‘no,’’ you are actually vot-
ing to increase taxes because this is 
legislation simply extending current 
law that expires in the coming year. 

I also want to point out a provision 
that is very, very important in dis-
tricts like mine, in areas like the Chi-
cago suburban area, because it is legis-
lation that addresses the need to revi-
talize old urban areas, to recycle, and 
to use old abandoned industrial sites. 
That is the brownfields provision. 

I have worked over a number of years 
with Chairman THOMAS and others, and 
we have worked in a bipartisan way, to 
find ways to encourage reinvestment in 
old abandoned industrial sites. You 
will find, in many cases, that these old 
industrial sites have environmental 
contamination, and because of that in-
vestors would much rather go out and 
buy a cornfield, a greenfield site, and 
create an industrial park, which con-
sumes five to six times as much land, 
creates urban sprawl, and also costs 
the taxpayers more because you have 
to replace the water and the sewer and 
the infrastructure and the roads. 

Well, in the coming year, the envi-
ronmental cleanup provision for 
brownfields, that tax incentive, ex-
pires. So we extend that. But we also 
do something more, which I think is 
very, very important. And, really, the 
recent occurrence of Katrina highlights 
it, because we have often heard about 
the petroleum contamination in the 
New Orleans area and the need for 
cleanup. Well, if you think of your own 
communities and the south suburbs of 
Chicago and rural areas that I rep-
resent, we can always think of that gas 
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And if you ask the local real estate 

people or the local economic develop-
ment people why, they say, well, they 
had some petroleum contamination 
there. If somebody buys it, they have 
to pick up the cost. It does not qualify 
for the LUST program. So the investor 
who purchases that old abandoned gas 
station has to pick up the cost. 

With this legislation, we expand the 
brownfields tax incentive to include pe-
troleum. So whether it is oil factories, 
gas stations, transportation hubs, or 
rail yards, we give that opportunity to 
recycle, renew, and revitalize. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to rise today in 
support of this bill and the resilient 
American economy. This act will build 
on our legacy of tax relief that is fuel-
ing our economy, and will extend some 
very important tax provisions that will 
keep America’s economy moving for-
ward. 

Freedom and free enterprise go hand- 
in-hand. And keeping tax rates low so 
people have more of their hard-earned 
money in their pockets is the right 
way to go. 

Texans want, need, and deserve to 
have their sales tax deduction ex-
tended. It is vitally important for 
Texas. In Texas, we like to say ‘‘no new 
taxes.’’ We finance our spending 
through a sales tax. In 2004, we made 
sales taxes deductible from Federal 
taxes again, but that deduction expires 
in just a few weeks. My constituents 
want to keep the sales tax deduction. 
This bill will allow any American to 
choose to deduct either State sales tax 
or their State income tax through 2006. 
That is a great idea. 

Next, this bill extends the popular re-
search and experiment tax credit. 
Luckily, we fine-tuned it to make it 
work even better. Many companies in 
our districts will be able to use this 
new alternative simplified credit. They 
will be able to add good research and 
create new jobs because of it. This ex-
tension and expansion of the credit are 
great for American jobs and our econ-
omy. 

Finally, we must extend the tax rate 
reduction on capital gains and divi-
dends. This pro-growth policy helped 
spark the economy that we are seeing 
today. People and companies need to 
have some certainty for making deci-
sions about long-term capital gains and 
dividend policy. Forcing folks to work 
with short-sighted tax policy just does 
not make sense. We have to change 
that if we want to see our economy 
stay the course. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to support 
this bill and urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TURNER). 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I support 
H.R. 4297, the Tax Relief Extension 

Reconciliation Act, which provides ex-
tensions for incentives for brownfields 
remediation, a vital tool for national 
economic growth and for our Nation’s 
cities. I want to echo the comments of 
my colleague, JERRY WELLER, and ap-
plaud his efforts for supporting the re-
mediation of brownfields. 

Brownfields are found in every State 
and in every Congressional District. 
Estimates range from 500,000 to 1 mil-
lion brownfields sites across the Na-
tion, covering roughly 400,000 acres. 

Private investment is essential for 
urban growth. The expensing extension 
is a tool businesses can use to invest in 
urban redevelopment. In fact, it is esti-
mated that brownfields redevelopment 
could generate as much as $1.2 billion 
annually in new tax revenue for Amer-
ican cities. 
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Brownfields are a major concern to 

America’s cities, and we must provide 
as many incentives as necessary to 
clean up these contaminated sites, 
bring businesses back into our cities, 
and continue strong economic growth. 
This extension is an important first 
step toward redeveloping our Nation’s 
brownfields, but much work is yet to 
be done. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important issue and vote in 
favor of H.R. 4297. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for a unanimous consent request to the 
gentleman from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA). 

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I include my remarks on deliberations 
on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, as a matter of public record, I 
wish to thank the Honorable WILLIAM THOMAS, 
Chairman of the House Committee on Ways 
and Means, for his unwavering support in sav-
ing the jobs of more than 5,000 tuna cannery 
workers and the economy of American Samoa 
for future generations. Chairman THOMAS is a 
true friend of our people. He stood with us 
during the Andean Trade debate and he is 
standing with us again on an extension of 936 
tax credits for American Samoa until such time 
as a more long-term solution can be put in 
place once the GAO and Joint Committee on 
Taxation complete their reports regarding the 
impact of Federal tax policy in the insular pos-
sessions. 

I also thank the Honorable CHARLES RAN-
GEL, Ranking Member of the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. Congressman 
RANGEL is also a friend of American Samoa 
and has championed our cause on each and 
every trade agreement that has come before 
the U.S. Congress. He also supports our ex-
tension of 936 tax credits for an additional 
year. 

At a time when our Nation is faced with pay-
ing for the war in Iraq and helping the victims 
of Hurricane Katrina, I know the inclusion of 
American Samoa in H.R. 4297 was no easy 
task. I also know it was no easy task for my 
Democratic friends to allow this amendment to 
be included when on principle there is dis-
agreement about tax cuts and government 
spending. 

While I appreciate the concerns we share 
and respect the fundamental differences be-
tween us, the possession tax credit offered by 
section 936 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 has encouraged two U.S. tuna canneries 
which employ more than 5,150 people or 74 
percent of the workforce to remain and invest 
in American Samoa. More than 80% of Amer-
ican Samoa’s private sector economy is de-
pendent either directly or indirectly on these 
canneries and a decrease in production or de-
parture of one or both of the two canneries in 
American Samoa could devastate the local 
economy resulting in massive layoffs and in-
surmountable financial difficulties. 

For this reason, I again thank the Chairman 
and Ranking Member and my Republican and 
Democratic friends for working with me to in-
clude an extension of 936 tax credits for 
American Samoa in H.R. 4297. Only 27 provi-
sions were included and most tax credits were 
only extended for a year due to budgetary 
concerns and, in the case of the possession 
tax credit, pending reports which will guide the 
Committee next year. 

Again, given how serious this issue is for 
American Samoa, I urge support of H.R. 4297 
and I thank the Chairman for supporting my 
request to include language in the conference 
report to provide for the development of a 
comprehensive long-term policy for American 
Samoa once the GAO and the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation complete their reports. 

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

Mr. Speaker, we have now come to 
the conclusion of this debate, and I 
want my colleagues to know that if 
you are looking for some of the things 
that are worthwhile that are in the 
majority’s bill, we have an opportunity 
in the substitute to take care of it. But 
if you really believe this is the time for 
America to give a $20 billion tax cut to 
these people who will not be affected 
until 2009, why would they want to give 
this incentive to less than 5 percent, 1 
percent of the richest people that we 
have in our country, and do it in this 
Christmas season? 

So you have an alternative. You can 
take care of the wealthy in years 
ahead, since this does not expire this 
year, or you can do what they have not 
done and that is to take care of those 
people who find themselves subjected 
to an alternative minimum tax only 
because the majority has not seen fit 
to give them relief in a decade. And so 
as this number has increased, instead 
of taking care of them in the bill that 
is before us, they have decided to just 
send a message over there to tell the 
Senate if you would like, by unanimous 
consent, and if no one objects, then you 
can take care of the AMT problem. 

We do not do this as Democrats. We 
take care of it up front. We take care 
of the military, we take care of those 
people from Hurricane Katrina, and we 
take care of the job credits that are 
important. We take care of those 
things that are important in our sub-
stitute. 

In this holiday season, we really do 
not believe that you ought to take $10 
billion out of health care for the poor-
est people in this country. We do not 
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believe that you should, in order to pay 
for this bill, that you should cut food 
stamps. We do not believe that stu-
dents that have been getting help from 
this great government of ours should 
be adversely affected to pay for this 
tax cut. 

So we ask you to really consider in 
this holiday season these families that 
have kids in foster care, these families 
that are having their benefits not being 
received because we are letting them 
down. You just weigh this and ask, is 
there any equity involved in this? If 
you want to give these tax cuts, why do 
you not wait until the thing expires? 
Perhaps we will have a new Congress. 
Perhaps there will be new equity. Per-
haps it can be discussed. Perhaps the 
committee members, Democrats and 
Republicans, would come together and 
find out not what is just good for the 
wealthy, but what is good for the 
strength of this great Nation of ours. 

One of the greatest threats to our na-
tional security is poverty. One of the 
greatest threats to our national secu-
rity is the inability to get an edu-
cation. The people who died in Hurri-
cane Katrina did not die because of 
their color. The hurricane was color 
blind. But they died because they were 
poor. Why can we not invest and make 
certain that all Americans, black and 
white, Republicans and Democrats, can 
this holiday season say Congress did 
the right thing and not the political 
thing? 

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

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today 
extends important tax relief for fami-
lies and small businesses all across this 
country. Much of the relief in this bill 
is already in current law and will ex-
pire next month. If we do not pass this 
bill, Americans will be hit with tax in-
creases. 

The tax relief in this bill goes di-
rectly to the issues of poverty and edu-
cation that the gentleman from New 
York mentioned. This bill will allow 
America’s teachers to receive tax de-
ductions on out-of-pocket classroom 
expenses. Students will be able to use 
tax incentives to enhance the afford-
ability of higher education. Employers 
will be eligible for incentives for hiring 
low-income Americans transitioning 
from welfare to work, getting on that 
first rung of the economic ladder, and 
States and local governments will con-
tinue to be able to qualify for tax cred-
it bonds to help repair schools, pur-
chase school equipment and train 
teachers in economically distressed 
areas. 

These are just a handful of the im-
portant tax benefits this bill will pro-
vide to low- and middle-income Ameri-
cans and small business owners. 

This bill is also a big win for our Na-
tion’s economy; and without a strong 
economy, we will not see families 
achieve the kind of economic independ-
ence they need to realize the American 
Dream. This bill reauthorizes and 
strengthens the research and develop-

ment tax credit amendment which 
passed the committee with a unani-
mous vote. It is a valuable tool in pro-
moting U.S. businesses to innovate. 

When I hear about distressed manu-
facturers in Michigan, one of the main 
issues they are competing on is to in-
novate and find the newest technology 
to remain competitive in a global econ-
omy. Michigan’s economy, my home 
State, is closely tied to the ability of 
Michigan companies to make a sus-
tained commitment to long-term, high- 
cost research. The manufacturing sec-
tor in the United States is the highest 
user of the research and development 
tax credit. Michigan, for example, is 
one of the top 10 States in reported re-
search and development activity with 
more than 1,300 companies performing 
research and development in that 
State. 

This bill is a positive piece of legisla-
tion across the board. It helps small 
and low-income businesses and working 
families, as well as helps our manufac-
turers to rebound, and also our high- 
tech community to stay competitive in 
a global economy. I urge my colleagues 
to support this legislation and vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the bill. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Democratic alternative to 
H.R. 4297, Tax Relief Extension Reconciliation 
Act that would provide real tax relief to work-
ing families and help the economy grow. 

The underlying bill is more of the same— 
more fiscally irresponsible policy. The Presi-
dent’s policy of ‘‘stay the course’’ is not work-
ing; it’s not working in our foreign policy, do-
mestic policy, budget policy or tax policy. More 
of the same is just not working and now is the 
time for a new direction. 

Unlike the reckless tax bill on the floor, the 
Democratic alternative would help more Amer-
icans help themselves and ensure that as a 
country, we move forward together. Among 
other things, the Democratic measure would 
exempt every family making less that 
$200,000 from the Alternative Minimum Tax 
(AMT). The Democratic measure would also 
provide $42 billion in targeted tax cuts includ-
ing, deductions for state and local retail sales 
taxes, deductions for college tuitions ex-
penses, a research and development tax cred-
it, a small business expensing tax credit, and 
a larger earned income tax credit for the fami-
lies of those serving in Iraq. Most importantly, 
the Democratic alternative would be fully offset 
instead of pushing the country further into debt 
like the Republican bill. 

The truth is that more than one-half of all 
taxpayers would get less than $30 in tax relief 
from this bill, while those who make over a 
million dollars a year would get an average tax 
break of $32,000. Supporters of the capital 
gains and dividends tax cuts have tried to 
characterize them as offering benefits that are 
more broad-based than AMT relief. However, 
in reality, households with incomes between 
$100,000 and $500,000 would receive 87% of 
the benefit of AMT relief, compared to 62% of 
the benefit for capital gains and dividends tax 
cuts. 

Where are the priorities of this House? 
What message are we sending to the Amer-
ican people? It’s time for a new direction be-
cause more of the same failed policies aren’t 

working. Americans deserve better. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in rejecting the under-
lying bill and supporting the Democratic alter-
native that would provide real tax relief and 
strengthen our country. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong opposition to H.R. 4297, yet another 
tax break for the richest among us at the ex-
pense of those who have the least. 

The Republicans want to cut taxes by $94.5 
billion. How do they pay for these cuts? Be-
fore Thanksgiving they voted to cut $50 billion 
from programs that help the poorest Ameri-
cans. The conclusion is obvious: They are 
paying for the tax cuts for wealthy Americans 
by cutting programs for working Americans. 

Under the tax break package presented 
today, a family of four surviving on $30,000 a 
year will get an average of $50 extra in their 
tax return next April. Meanwhile, a millionaire 
will gain an extra $51,000. 

Lets just see what kind of lifestyle enhance-
ment these tax cuts can buy: 

The $30,000 working family of four can use 
the extra $4.16 they receive each month to 
buy any one of the following: 1.75 gallons of 
gas; a half-pound of cheese; one gallon of or-
ange juice; two loaves of white bread; three 
grapefruits; or for those indebted to the NRA, 
6 bullets for a .44 Magnum. 

People making over $1 million get a tax 
break of $4,250 a month, that they could use 
to purchase one of the following: leases on 
four BMW 750i sedans; 17 iPod nano’s; a 50 
inch flat screen plasma TV; a five karat dia-
mond tennis bracelet; or a 10-day European 
cruise. Or, if they wanted to, they could pay 
the monthly health insurance premiums for 
four families. 

If the Republicans want to cut taxes, they 
should pay for it. We could save billions by 
pulling our troops out of Iraq. That could pay 
for Katrina relief and stop cuts to important 
programs for working families. Instead of 
handing out holiday tax breaks to rich Repub-
lican campaign donors, we should be rolling 
back Bush’s tax breaks for millionaires to bet-
ter fund important programs like Medicaid and 
student loans. 

Also, Republicans need to drop the ‘‘fiscal 
conservative’’ moniker. These tax breaks com-
bined with last month’s cuts on programs for 
those in need will rack up $44 billion in new 
debt. The fiscal disciplines of the Republican 
party apparently means we drive our nation 
into debt and send the bill to our children and 
grandchildren. 

The numbers don’t lie. The Republican pri-
ority is tax breaks for the rich, nothing more. 
They will cut programs for the poor and in-
crease the deficit by billions of dollars to get 
their way. I urge all my colleagues to stop this 
insane fiscal policy by voting ‘‘no’’ on this bill. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
we have before us a very important piece of 
legislation, H.R. 4297, the Tax Reconciliation 
Act. It is very important to understand this 
piece of legislation within the big picture the 
Republicans are painting here. Just last 
month, the Republicans passed a bill called 
‘‘The Deficit Reduction Act.’’ This was a 
spending cut bill that slashed funding to many 
vital programs my constituents depend on, in-
cluding to Medicaid, student loans, food 
stamps, and child support programs. The Re-
publicans lectured us on the need to make 
sacrifices to control the national debt. By 
passing the spending cut bill, the Republicans 
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actually asked the poor, the downtrodden, the 
disabled and the young to sacrifice on behalf 
of the rest of the country. 

Now we are faced with the Tax Reconcili-
ation Act, which will actually add $86 billion 
dollars to the deficit over the next 5 years. 
This proposed tax cut will not help the poor 
and middle class, either. An estimated forty 
percent of the tax cuts will go to families with 
incomes of $1 million or more, and 84 percent 
of the major tax cuts in this bill will go to the 
richest 20 percent of families. 

In fact, under this bill, over 17 million middle 
class Americans will face a tax increase next 
year from the Alternative Minimum Tax (the 
AMT)! An important aspect of this bill is the 
House’s failure to adequately address the 
AMT. The Alternative Minimum Tax was en-
acted over 35 years ago to ensure that the 
richest Americans would pay their fair share of 
income tax. Unfortunately, when the AMT was 
enacted, Congress neglected to index the tax 
rates to inflation. The AMT has now begun to 
add an extra burden to middle class taxpayers 
at an alarming rate. The senate bill provides 
$30 billion for AMT relief to the middle class, 
while the House Republican leadership could 
only find $2.8 billion for this cause. 

Republicans couldn’t find the money to ade-
quately pay for AMT relief for the middle class. 
They can’t find any money for tax relief for 
those affected by hurricane Katrina in the Gulf 
Coast. Last month, the Republicans couldn’t 
find the money to spare the elderly from Med-
icaid cuts, to spare the students from loan in-
creases, or spare our children from child care 
cuts. They couldn’t find the money because 
they are choosing to extend the dividend and 
capital gains tax cuts for the richest in our 
country. 

This is not how we take care of our own in 
Texas, and this is not how we do things in the 
United States. The Republicans are launching 
an unabashed attack on the American way by 
ignoring the neediest in our country to give tax 
cuts to the richest. 

Mr. Speaker, the decision to vote up or 
down on this legislation isn’t a blurry line in-
volving political ideology; it isn’t a debate of 
Republican vs. Democratic philosophy. The 
priorities in this bill are misguided. Congress 
should not be providing additional tax breaks 
for the rich less than a month after huge 
spending cuts aimed at the most vulnerable. 
Congress should not be providing tax cuts for 
the rich in a time of war! In the end, this tax 
bill will either exacerbate our already large 
federal deficits, or will force even deeper cuts 
in critically important domestic programs. I am 
strongly opposed to this legislation, and I im-
plore my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
to vote against these unreasonable cuts and 
instead consider the revenue neutral Demo-
cratic alternative. 

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

Mr. Speaker, this bill is easy to describe— 
tax cuts for millionaires and tax increases for 
the middle class. This bill misses the biggest 
tax cut priority of this Congress—the alter-
native minimum tax, or AMT. 

The AMT was designed to prevent the 
wealthy from avoiding Federal taxes by taking 
too many exemptions, but it was never ad-
justed for inflation. Therefore, many middle- 
class American families are being affected and 
penalized. 

Yet, instead of solving the problem of the 
AMT and helping middle class families, this bill 

only focuses on helping the rich get richer by 
extending capital gains and dividend tax cuts 
that don’t expire until 2009! 

This tax cut means that taxpayers with in-
comes below $40,000—the majority of tax-
payers—will get about one percent of those 
cuts, an average of $3 a year. Those with in-
comes above $1 million—one in 500 house-
holds will get 53 percent of the cuts, an aver-
age of $38,000 per year. 

Mr. Speaker, even by this Republican Con-
gress’ standards, this tax cut legislation is in-
sulting. And because this bill will add $1.9 tril-
lion to the deficit it is doubly so. 

That is why I support the Democratic alter-
native that would instead fix the AMT for cou-
ples making less than $200,000 per year, re-
ducing middle class taxes instead of increas-
ing them. Further, the Democratic alternative 
would be fully paid for by slightly reducing re-
cent tax cuts for those making more than $1 
million per year. America needs fiscal dis-
cipline like we had during the Clinton years. 
The $5.6 trillion surplus projection from 2001 
is now a $3.5 trillion deficit—a swing of $9.1 
trillion! 

Tax cuts to millionaires have dropped reve-
nues from 20.9 percent of the GDP in 2000 to 
just 16.3 percent, while spending has in-
creased 1.4 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, the Blue Dog Coalition has the 
message right—we need to restore fiscal dis-
cipline. Defeating this bill would be a good first 
step. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, as we begin de-
bate on additional tax cuts—H.R. 4297—we 
must consider them in the larger context of the 
challenges this nation is facing and the impact 
these tax cuts will have, on our ability to face 
these challenges as well as future challenges. 
Our decisions must always prioritize protecting 
the future of this nation for our children and 
their children. 

Over the Thanksgiving recess, I participated 
in a program in my district that sought to in-
crease early literacy by incorporating reading 
into doctors’ visits. During my visit, I read to 
these children—who are about my grand-
daughter Anna’s age—about ‘‘Clifford the Big 
Red Dog.’’ 

It is truly a wonderful program, and as I re-
call the joy and animation on each child’s face 
with every turn of the page, I am reminded 
just how important the decisions we make 
today are . . . because we are merely stew-
ards of this nation for them—and we must act 
as such. Are we being wise stewards in 
choosing to pass another tax cut—on top of 
the nearly $2 trillion in cuts we have already 
passed? 

Congress has already transformed a $5.6 
trillion surplus into a more than $3 trillion debt. 

Yet, we are still financing the war in Iraq 
and the reconstruction from the war in Afghan-
istan. Regardless of your view on our nation’s 
military policy over the past five years—we 
must pay for the wars and their subsequent 
cleanup, yet to date they have been financed 
by deficit spending. And we have only just 
begun the rebuilding efforts in New Orleans, 
Gulfport and other Gulf Coast cities struck by 
Hurricane Katrina. 

Which brings us back to the legislation we 
are considering today. There are many posi-
tive provisions in this bill. They would create 
an even better future for our children and 
grandchildren, like my granddaughter Anna— 
particularly the provision to strengthen and ex-

tend the research and development tax credit. 
I am a strong supporter of this investment. 

Unfortunately, the centerpiece of this bill— 
the dividends and capital gains tax cut exten-
sions—is unnecessary at this time. Not only 
do these cuts not expire until 2008, they pri-
marily help the same individuals who have al-
ready benefited lavishly from the previous 
rounds of tax cuts. 

So we are at war, we are in debt and yet 
again we are cutting taxes without fully paying 
for it. The path we are beginning to turn down, 
as begun by this budget package, may ulti-
mately include tax cuts that will far outstrip the 
some $50 billion worth of unwise spending 
cuts. Just the tax cuts in this bill will add at 
least $6 billion to the deficit and it seems more 
may be added outside this reconciliation proc-
ess. 

Sadly, it seems the only Americans asked to 
sacrifice are the brave men and women in uni-
form fighting in the Middle East and our chil-
dren and grandchildren, like my Anna, who will 
bear the burden of our massive debt. This de-
fies historical precedent and common sense. 

We do, however, have an opportunity to 
make a decision that will return us to the path 
of fiscal responsibility. Ranking member RAN-
GEL has offered a pragmatic and effective sub-
stitute bill and I am glad today’s rule will allow 
a vote on it. 

This alternative will extend the tax cuts that 
expire at the end ofthe year and provide a 
muchneeded AMT patch. And the Democratic 
alternative will be paid for by taking back a 
small portion of the tax cuts that benefit fami-
lies earning more than $500,000. Simply, we 
extend only what is necessary and we pay for 
it—Anna and other future generations deserve 
no less. 

I urge my colleagues to embrace the prin-
ciple of shared sacrifice and reject this tax rec-
onciliation package in favor of the responsible 
Democratic substitute. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, today we 
are presented with Act II of the Republican 
majority’s ongoing and tragically misguided 
reconciliation saga. 

In Act I, we learned who the majority felt 
most deserved to bear the brunt of their 
spending cuts: poor citizens who rely on Med-
icaid, hungry people who turn to food stamps 
and families trying to afford college. 

Now in Act II we are learning where they 
propose that money go: for tax breaks, that 
are targeted primarily to benefit the top 1% of 
the wealthiest Americans. And what is the net 
result? An even bigger deficit that will have to 
be paid for by our children. 

Let me be clear: In a properly prioritized 
budget, I believe there is room for targeted, 
fiscally responsible tax relief. And that’s pre-
cisely the kind of tax relief Democrats are of-
fering in our substitute today. 

The Democratic alternative extends all of 
the tax cuts set to expire next year—including 
such items as the deduction for college tuition 
expenses, incentives for brownfields cleanup 
and the 15-year depreciation schedule for cer-
tain small business expenses. Moreover, un-
like the Republican package, Democrats pro-
vide guaranteed alternative minimum tax re-
lief—so that 16 million middle-class taxpayers 
won’t be unfairly ensnared by the AMT. Fi-
nally, and importantly, the Democratic sub-
stitute is completely paid for—and won’t add a 
dime to the Federal deficit. 

By contrast, when considered in its entirety, 
the Republican reconciliation package will ac-
tually increase the deficit—at a time when the 
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nation’s debt is already running over $8 trillion. 
Additionally, when faced with the choice of 
whether to use the reconciliation process to 
protect AMT relief for middle-class taxpayers 
or tax breaks for the wealthiest investors, the 
Republicans chose to leave AMT relief unpro-
tected while extending tax -breaks on capital 
gains and dividends that don’t even expire 
until 2008—tax breaks over half of whose ben-
efits flow to those who made over $1 million 
last year. 

Mr. Speaker, during a time of war, in the 
aftermath of a catastrophic hurricane, with 45 
million Americans lacking health insurance 
and skyrocketing home heating costs pro-
jected this winter, this majority is proposing to 
take from those with the least, give to those 
with the most—and tell our children they will 
have to pay for it all later. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. In fact, I 
would submit that—in this season above all 
seasons—we are required to do better. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this bill and 
support the fiscally responsible Democratic 
substitute. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, as we 
debate this bill, we must remember it is only 
part of a brew based on the Republican lead-
ership’s budget recipe. 

Just before Thanksgiving, they twisted 
enough arms to put the first ingredients into 
the mixing bowl by passing a bill to cut more 
than $50 billion over five years from Medicaid, 
student loans, and many other programs of 
great importance to millions of Americans. 

Today, they want to continue by adding 
some good things—including extensions of 
well-targeted tax cuts like the research and 
development tax credit and small business ex-
pensing tainted by some unwholesome provi-
sions, especially the premature extension of 
preferential rates for dividends and capital 
gains. 

The result, just in time for holiday parties, 
will be a full-bodied one-two punch. 

And while some may find it intoxicating, it 
will have a nasty aftertaste for many, will leave 
everyone with a bad budgetary headache— 
because it will actually increase the deficit— 
and will stick future generations with paying 
the tab. 

So, Mr. Speaker, count me out. I thought 
the original recipe was wrong. I did not vote 
for the first part of the mixture. And I will not 
vote for this bill. 

That doesn’t mean I am opposed to tax 
cuts. As I said, there are good things in this 
bill, and I support them. That’s why I voted for 
the substitute. 

The substitute would have exempted every 
family making less than $200,000 from the al-
ternative minimum tax—something that should 
be a priority but that is not included in the bill 
before us. Adoption of the motion to recommit 
would have had the same effect. 

The substitute also included $42 billion in 
tax cuts over five years targeted to spur eco-
nomic growth by extending the most pressing 
tax provisions that are now scheduled to ex-
pire this year. 

However, unlike this bill, the substitute did 
not include extension of things that will not ex-
pire this year—including the preferential rates 
for dividends and capital gains—or the 
changes to international tax rules. 

Unfortunately, the Republican leadership 
was not willing to follow that more reasonable 
approach, and is insisting on sticking with their 
own recipe. 

But the Senate has passed a quite different 
tax measure, and differences between that bill 
and this one will have to be resolved in con-
ference. So, while I cannot support this bill I 
am hopeful that the conferees will insist on a 
new and better mixture that will deserve sup-
port. 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this latest wasteful Re-
publican tax bill and in strong support of the 
Rangel substitute. The Rangel bill is a respon-
sible effort to extend needed tax relief and 
protect middle class Americans from the Alter-
native Minimum Tax (AMT), but the underlying 
legislation is the latest installment of the failed 
Republican budget policies that have dev-
astated this country’s finances and much of 
our economy. 

I strongly believe that Congress must return 
to the values of balanced budgets to restore 
growth and opportunity to our Nation’s econ-
omy. I am tremendously proud that in my first 
term in the U.S. House, Congress and the 
White House worked together in a bipartisan 
manner to balance the budget for the first time 
in a generation. That responsible budget 
helped usher in a period of robust, broad- 
based economic growth and produced record 
budget surpluses. 

Unfortunately, the current White House and 
Republican Leaders in Congress replaced that 
budget discipline with record deficits, explod-
ing national debt and unbalanced budgets in 
perpetuity. This bill represents more of the 
same. The current Republican tax cuts will 
cost our budget $81 billion over ten years, 
while at the same time, Republican Leaders 
have proposed devastating cuts to the Farm 
Bill, food stamps, child support enforcement 
and Medicaid. Furthermore, H.R. 4297, the 
Tax Reconciliation Bill, raises the taxes of 
nearly 17 million middle class families in 
America, by leaving out a provision to extend 
the higher AMT exemptions that expire in a 
few weeks. 

In contrast, the Rangel substitute would ex-
empt from AMT increases every family with 
taxable income under $200,000 per year. It in-
cludes $42 billion in tax cuts over five years 
targeted to spur economic growth through the 
Research and Development tax credit, small 
business expensing and other initiatives. The 
Rangel bill maintains budget discipline by par-
ing back the President’s tax cuts for those with 
annual taxable income above $1 Million. Fi-
nally, the Rangel bill keeps our word to the 
families of our soldiers in Iraq and Afghanistan 
by maintaining their eligibility for the Earned 
Income Tax Credit. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Rangel 
substitute and vote against H.R. 4297. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, today we return for 
part two of the budget reconciliation bill. Just 
before Thanksgiving, the Republican majority 
cut investments in education, American com-
petitiveness, and programs for the needy. 
Today, they will give a tax cut to the top 1%. 
It is a reverse-Robin Hood value system. Ap-
parently, the Republican leadership thinks that 
the middle class is not working hard enough. 
They believe that the middle class needs to 
work harder so that the top 1% can take home 
more money. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, we have a moral deci-
sion to make. I believe it is immoral to cut $50 
billion from Medicaid, food stamps, student 
loans, child care payment enforcement, and 
foster care in order to pay for a $56 billion tax 
cut for capital gains and dividends. 

People with income of more then one million 
dollars—the top two-tenths of one percent of 
the population would get $32,000 dollars. Most 
tax filers, those with income below $40,000, 
would get $7. Those with income above $1 
million—not just those worth more than a mil-
lion, but those who have income and stock 
market earnings of more then $1 million each 
year—would receive about half of this $56 bil-
lion tax cut. Worse yet, you may have noticed 
that if we cut taxes by $56 billion and cut 
spending by $50 billion, we have increased 
the debt. We have gone from a projected 10- 
year surplus of $5.6 trillion to a projected def-
icit of $3.5 trillion. With the deficit projected to 
rise to $640 billion by 2015, this is no time to 
pile on even more. This bill will force us to 
borrow more from China. This is more debt we 
will force our children and grandchildren to 
pay interest on. And for what? So the wealthi-
est 1% can get an even larger tax break. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe there are problems 
with our tax system. I have supported tax cuts 
in the past and I have worked with Members 
on both sides of the aisle to achieve them. 
However, today we are ignoring a tax problem 
that affects my constituents greatly. Many of 
my middle class constituents are forced to pay 
the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT). This year, 
3.5 million taxpayers will owe AMT. Yester-
day’s AMT tax bill was just a sham, and is 
likely to go nowhere. With this package, Re-
publicans knowingly and deliberately have re-
moved the AMT correction and thereby will in-
crease the taxes on more than 17 million mid-
dle-class working families next year by failing 
to extend the higher exemptions for the Alter-
native Minimum Tax (AMT) that expire in sev-
eral weeks. If we fail to include this in budget 
reconciliation, it will grow to 19 million tax-
payers next year. More than half of all couples 
with two children and income between 
$75,000 and $100,000 will have to pay AMT 
next year. This is wrong and should be ad-
dressed. 

We could solve this problem today by slight-
ly reducing the recent tax cut for those making 
more then $1 million a year. Republicans are 
so determined to extend tax cuts for the 
wealthy that they are willing to deny relief to 
the middle class. 

Mr. Speaker, these votes ae about our prior-
ities and values. I ask my colleagues to 
change the priorities of this Congress. 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express 
my opposition to the irresponsible tax rec-
onciliation bill the House passed earlier today. 
I strongly support tax relief, but I oppose this 
bill because it does not target tax relief to mid-
dle class families, because it is paid for by 
slashing health care and education programs 
and because it will needlessly increase our 
national debt. 

Mr. Speaker, this tax bill is the second half 
of a misguided budget reconciliation package 
that raids the wallets of my Western New York 
constituents and gives their money to those 
making over a million dollars. The first half of 
the budget reconciliation occurred last month, 
when the Majority passed a series of dev-
astating spending cuts to health and education 
programs in order to free up funding for these 
tax cuts. That means that these tax cuts are 
paid for by cutting $11 billion from Medicaid at 
a time when over 45 million Americans are 
without health insurance. They are paid for by 
throwing 300,000 people off food stamps 
when hunger in this country is on the rise. 
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They are paid for by slashing $14 billion from 
student loan programs when the cost of col-
lege tuition is skyrocketing. And they are paid 
for by cutting child support enforcement and 
foster care programs. 

Mr. Speaker, the tax reconciliation bill is 
paid for out of the pockets of the middle class, 
yet working families receive little of its bene-
fits. If this bill were a serious attempt to pro-
vide real tax relief to the middle class it would 
include an extension of the alternative min-
imum tax (AMT) fix. The AMT fix is set to ex-
pire at the end of the year, and without an ex-
tension taxes will increase on the 17 million 
middle class families who will be snared by 
the AMT. Yet this legislation does not include 
AMT relief. Instead, the centerpiece of this bill 
is a reduction of tax rates for capital gains and 
corporate dividends. Mr. Speaker, taxing in-
vestment income at a lower rate than earned 
income is rewarding wealth, not work. A fairer 
bill would have reduced taxes on the pay-
checks of the middle class working families 
who most need and deserve it. 

Mr. Speaker, not only does this reconcili-
ation package slash programs for working 
families and fail to target tax relief at the mid-
dle class, but it does nothing at all to reduce 
the federal budget deficit or the national debt. 
In fact, this package increases the deficit be-
cause it reduces spending by $50 billion and 
cuts taxes by $56 billion. In other words, this 
so-called ‘‘deficit reduction’’ package actually 
increases the deficit to the tune of $6 billion! 
Maybe this fiscal approach explains why the 
Chairman of the President’s own Commission 
on Tax Reform said recently that he was not 
worried by tax policies that increase the na-
tional debt because we can always borrow 
some more from China. But I refuse to pass 
this bill and saddle the elementary school chil-
dren in Jamestown and Buffalo with that debt. 

Mr. Speaker, I support tax cuts. I supported 
the AMT stand-alone bill because the bulk of 
that relief goes to middle class families, and I 
will continue to support tax cuts for working 
Americans. I am not philosophically opposed 
to tax cuts for upper income Americans. But 
there is a proper time for everything, and at 
this juncture—when we are running record 
budget deficits, when we are funding our 
troops in Iraq, and when we are incurring 
huge costs to recover from Hurricane 
Katrina—at this juncture, we cannot cut taxes 
to the rich and increase the burden on the 
middle class. Buffalo won’t hear it and neither 
will I. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, like many of 
my colleagues, I spent much of the Thanks-
giving recess holding office hours throughout 
my congressional district to listen to the con-
cerns of my constituents. Understandably, I 
heard how worried they are about sky-
rocketing energy prices, our lack of progress 
in Iraq, rising health care costs, and the re-
cently passed budget cuts that predominately 
hurt the poor. 

One need look no further than the tax bill on 
the floor today to see why many Americans 
are frustrated and disappointed with the work 
of this Congress. Republicans just don’t seem 
to get it. Instead of trying to make progress on 
the pressing issues facing American families, 
House Republican’s top priority is passing this 
$56 billion tax bill that primarily benefits 
wealthy investors. H.R. 4297 is truly shameful 
as it clearly puts enriching the wealthiest 
Americans before the biggest concerns of 
working Americans. 

The centerpiece of the Republican’s tax bill 
today is a $20 billion provision that would ex-
tend tax rate cuts for investors who receive 
capital gains or corporate dividends. According 
to Citizens for Tax Justice, the vast majority of 
Americans would receive no benefit at all from 
this tax provision. 

Specifically, 78 percent of Americans would 
get no tax benefit from the capital gains and 
dividends provision, while an additional 10 
percent would get less than $100. In my home 
State of Wisconsin, the wealthiest 1 percent of 
taxpayers (those with an average income of 
more than $1.3 million) would receive 43 per-
cent of the tax benefits, or an average tax cut 
of $18,523 in 2009 and 2010 combined. 

This bill does contain a number of tax 
measures I strongly support, such as the ex-
tension of the important research and develop-
ment tax credit, the state sales tax deduction, 
and the college tuition tax credit. These provi-
sions are good for our Nation and working 
families, but they should not be simply used 
as ‘‘sweeteners’’ to garner more support for 
the underlying bill and more tax cuts for inves-
tors. 

I find it heartless that Republicans would 
bring this bill to the House floor right after they 
I passed a Budget Reconciliation bill that 
makes harmful cuts to health care for children 
and the elderly, food stamps for needy fami-
lies, student loans, and child support enforce-
ment. Let us be clear: these $50 billion in 
budget cuts were made solely to pay for these 
tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans. How 
can any Member of this Congress who has an 
ounce of compassion—justify making college 
students, the poor, children, and the elderly 
shoulder the cost of providing more tax cuts 
for the wealthy? I certainly cannot. 

In Wisconsin, 91,000 children lack health in-
surance, up over 7% in just the last year. 
American families are struggling with soaring 
costs for fuel, housing, health care, child care, 
and college. Yet today, this Congress again 
turns a deaf ear to those concerns—not to re-
duce the deficit, not to pay for the war in Iraq, 
not to help the hurricane and tornado victims 
of 2005, but simply to satisfy those whose 
greed has no bounds. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4297 is a sad indication 
of who House Republicans are fighting for in 
this Congress. It should come as no surprise 
as we have seen the very wealthiest Ameri-
cans receive special tax breaks every year 
since President Bush took office. The question 
today is whether this House will ever stand up 
for the many, not just the few, with budget and 
tax policies focused on need, not greed? I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote against 
this bill. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in 
strong support of the Rangel Substitute to 
H.R. 4297, the Tax Reconciliation Act and in 
opposition to the underlying bill. Instead of 
stopping a tax increase for the middle class in 
2006, Republicans have chosen to keep taxes 
low for the wealthiest Americans in 2009. 
What kind of priorities favor the wealthy in the 
future over working families today? We can ill 
afford the continued ‘‘tax cut and spend’’ men-
tality that has marked the House during the 
last few years. Without a change in fiscal pol-
icy, future generations will be buried under a 
mountain of debt created by Congress. 

The bill before us today has many provi-
sions I support, including the extension of the 
research and development tax credit, small 

business expensing, the deduction of higher 
education expenses, and brownfield sites ex-
pensing. In fact, I am a cosponsor of a bill to 
make the Research and Development Tax 
Credit permanent, as it keeps American com-
panies competitive and provides a strong in-
centive for businesses to invest in the future 
and create jobs. I also support other provi-
sions in this bill that help make college more 
affordable to millions of students and allow 
teachers to deduct out-of-pocket expenses. 

Unfortunately, the Republicans did not stop 
there. H.R. 4297 also includes a two year ex-
tension of the capital gains and dividend tax 
cuts, which are not scheduled to expire until 
2008. Nearly half of these tax cuts will go di-
rectly into the pockets of the 1 in 500 tax-
payers who earn more than $1 million per 
year. The contrast is stark: those who earn 
less than $40,000 will see an average tax cut 
of $7, while those earning more than a million 
will save an average of $32,000 in taxes. 

While Republicans claim that the dividend 
tax cut boosts the economy, the facts are not 
on their side. The Federal Reserve Board re-
cently released a report declaring that the divi-
dend tax cuts of 2003 have not boosted the 
stock market. To quote the report, ‘‘We fail to 
find much, if any, imprint of the dividend tax 
cut news on the value of the aggregate stock 
market.’’ There you have it: the Nation’s top 
economists have determined that dividend tax 
reduction does not boost the stock market or 
increase wealth for shareholders. 

Most disingenuous is the fact that just three 
weeks ago, the House voted to cut Medicaid, 
student loans, foster care assistance, and food 
stamps under the guise of deficit reduction. 
However, today, we are voting for tax cuts that 
cost more than the money saved from the 
spending cuts. The Republicans have exposed 
their real agenda: they are robbing the poor to 
pay the rich. 

This year, we have a projected deficit of 
more than $300 billion. In addition, we will 
spend billions more in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
as well as rebuilding the Gulf Coast in the 
wake of Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma. 
We simply cannot afford all of these emer-
gency expenses while cutting taxes for the 
richest Americans. 

Thankfully, there is an alternative. The Ran-
gel Substitute includes all the noncontroversial 
tax extensions I mentioned earlier and also 
contains three important provisions not found 
in H.R. 4297. First, the substitute drops the 
capital gains and dividend tax cuts in order to 
fix the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT). The 
substitute would eliminate AMT liability for in-
dividuals who earn less than $100,000 and 
joint filers with incomes below $200,000, cut-
ting taxes for 16 million families. Without this 
provision, more than half of all families with 
two children and incomes between $75,000 
and $100,000 will be saddled with the AMT. 
This tax increase hits the middle class, and 
the Republicans are content to sit idly and let 
it happen. The Democratic AMT fix is similar 
to the Senate-passed tax reconciliation legisla-
tion, which would ensure a speedy conference 
and protect taxpayers before the provision ex-
pires at the end of the year. 

In addition, the substitute extends the tax- 
free status of combat pay. While our military 
personnel are risking their lives abroad to 
keep us safe, the least we can do is prevent 
burdening them and their families with a huge 
tax increase. 
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Best of all, the substitute is fully offset, and 

will not add a dime to the national debt. The 
Rangel substitute will revive the economy, re-
lieve the tax burden on working families, en-
courage companies to invest in the future, and 
create jobs. The Republican bill will hand out 
money to rich people and increase the deficit. 

The Rangel Substitute is a common-sense 
alternative that prevents a tax increase on 
working families, honors our troops, and does 
not cost a dime. We need responsible tax poli-
cies instead of the reverse Robin Hood ap-
proach taken by Republicans. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting the Rangel 
Substitute and opposing the underlying bill. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise day in 
opposition to H.R. 4297, the Tax Relief Exten-
sion Reconciliation Act. I do so because I do 
not believe we should be cutting taxes for the 
wealthiest Americans while we are at war and 
at the same time cutting programs for our 
most vulnerable populations and adding to the 
staggering debt load of our children and 
grandchildren. This bill is not fiscally respon-
sible, and we neglect the ramifications of the 
budget priorities of the majority party to the 
detriment of the country. 

Governments on every level—from local to 
Federal—are running record deficits; the num-
ber of uninsured Americans is on the rise; 
people continue to go without heat, food or 
shelter as an abnormally cold winter persists; 
and the cost of health care and education con-
tinue to rise. The tax cuts contained in H.R. 
4297 overwhelmingly benefit affluent investors 
in the wake of the House cutting programs for 
the poor by $50 billion in the name of deficit 
reduction. We continue to spend over $6 bil-
lion per month in Iraq and cut taxes while ask-
ing the least well off to pay for it. It’s reverse 
Robin Hood—taking from the poor and giving 
to the rich—and this is something I cannot and 
will not support. 

We must take stock and look at the reality 
of our fiscal situation—deficits are rising with 
no end in sight—while the poor, the sick and 
the elderly pay the price. I believe tax cuts can 
be part of a reasonable approach to the Fed-
eral budget, but that we have reached a point 
with our deficit and debt where we must exer-
cise extreme caution in using them. As Robert 
Bixby of the nonpartisan Concord Coalition 
was quoted in today’s Washington Post, ‘‘If 
they (Republicans) want to cut taxes, fine, but 
they are going to have to cut spending by at 
least that much to help the deficit, and clearly 
they are not willing to do that. They (Repub-
licans ) have to start looking reality in the 
face.’’ The $5.6 trillion surplus that existed in 
2000 has been squandered. Future genera-
tions will pick up the tab. 

The Republican tax cut bill is bad policy and 
I urge my colleagues to join me in voting no 
on H.R. 4297. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong opposition to H.R. 4297, the 
Tax Reconciliation bill. Cutting taxes for the 
super rich, and ignoring the needs of the poor 
and middle class, as this bill does, is a dan-
gerous deviation from fiscal and moral respon-
sibility. 

As with every American, I too would like to 
see my taxes cut. Therefore my opposition to 
this bill does not stem from a deep-seated 
hostility toward the concept of tax cuts. Rath-
er, my opposition is a plain and simple rec-
ognition that these proposed tax cuts are the 
wrong kind of cuts at precisely the wrong time. 

Why are they wrong kind of tax cuts? Be-
cause they primarily benefit the super rich with 
little tax relief to middle class and poor Ameri-
cans who need tax relief the most. 

Why do they come at the wrong time? Be-
cause today our Federal Government is un-
able to meet the most essential needs of the 
majority of Americans. For example, 45 million 
Americans are without health insurance, too 
many American families cannot afford to send 
their children to college, and our American 
communities continue to be vulnerable to ter-
rorist attacks here at home due to the under- 
funding of many essential homeland security 
programs. 

Instead of investing in American families, 
this bill condones massive cuts to essential 
health, education, and programs designed to 
help women and children. And instead of fully 
funding programs such as those designed to 
support our emergency first responders in the 
case of a terrorist attack, we are using that 
money to pay for tax cuts for the super rich. 

Add to this reality a costly war in Iraq, un-
precedented spending for hurricane relief in 
the Gulf, and the escalating budget deficit, and 
it is very clear that now is the wrong time for 
these kinds of cut taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, the Democrats have a fair and 
responsible solution. It is fair because, instead 
of cutting taxes for the super rich, our sub-
stitute bill is designed to put hardworking mid-
dle-class Americans first in line for tax relief. 
For example, our substitute bill protects the 
majority of American families who will nega-
tively be affected by the Alternative Minimum 
Tax. It is responsible because it avoids further 
reckless spending by eliminating the extension 
of capital gains and dividend tax cuts that will 
add to the enormous deficit that will have to 
be paid by future generations. 

As a grandmother myself, I believe it is mor-
ally reprehensible to leave my grandchildren to 
bear the burden of debt-relief because we 
spent our money on more tax cuts for the 
wealthy today. 

To set the right course for future genera-
tions, we must make it our priority to improve 
the quality of life for all Americans; not just the 
lives of the privileged few. This tax-cut bill be-
fore us is needless, reckless spending and 
should be rejected. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GINGREY). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
printed in House Report 109–330 offered by 
Mr. RANGEL: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Tax Relief Extension Reconciliation 
Act of 2005’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title, etc. 

TITLE I—EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS THROUGH 2006 

Sec. 101. Allowance of nonrefundable per-
sonal credits against regular 
and minimum tax liability. 

Sec. 102. State and local general sales taxes. 
Sec. 103. Research credit. 
Sec. 104. Qualified tuition and related ex-

penses. 
Sec. 105. Certain expenses of elementary and 

secondary school teachers. 
Sec. 106. Qualified Zone Academy Bonds. 
Sec. 107. Tax incentives for business activi-

ties on Indian reservations. 
Sec. 108. Deduction for corporate donations 

of computer technology and 
equipment. 

Sec. 109. Availability of medical savings ac-
counts. 

Sec. 110. 15-year cost recovery for leasehold 
improvements. 

Sec. 111. 15-year cost recovery for restaurant 
improvements. 

Sec. 112. Taxable income limit on percent-
age depletion for oil and nat-
ural gas produced from mar-
ginal properties. 

Sec. 113. District of Columbia Enterprise 
Zone. 

Sec. 114. Possession tax credit with respect 
to American Samoa. 

Sec. 115. Parity in the application of certain 
limits to mental health bene-
fits. 

Sec. 116. Election to include combat pay 
under earned income credit. 

Sec. 117. Work opportunity credit. 
Sec. 118. Welfare-to-work credit. 
Sec. 119. Extension of expensing of environ-

mental remediation costs. 
Sec. 120. Temporary relief from the alter-

native minimum tax. 

TITLE II—REDUCTION IN BENEFIT OF 
RATE REDUCTION FOR FAMILIES WITH 
INCOMES OVER $1,000,000 

Sec. 201. Reduction in benefit of rate reduc-
tion for families with incomes 
over $1,000,000. 

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 301. Modification of active business def-
inition under section 355. 

Sec. 302. Veterans’ mortgage bonds. 
Sec. 303. Capital gains treatment for certain 

self-created musical works. 
Sec. 304. Vessel tonnage limit. 
Sec. 305. Clarification of taxation of certain 

settlement funds. 

TITLE I—EXTENSIONS OF CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS THROUGH 2006 

SECTION 101. ALLOWANCE OF NONREFUNDABLE 
PERSONAL CREDITS AGAINST REG-
ULAR AND MINIMUM TAX LIABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
26(a) (relating to special rule for taxable 
years 2000 through 2005) is amended— 

(1) in the text by striking ‘‘or 2005’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2005, or 2006’’, and 

(2) in the heading by striking ‘‘2005’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2006’’. 

(b) CONFORMING PROVISIONS.— 
(1) Subsection (i) of section 904 (relating to 

coordination with nonrefundable personal 
credits) is amended by striking ‘‘or 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2005, or 2006’’. 

(2) The amendments made by sections 
201(b), 202(f), and 618(b) of the Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001 shall not apply to taxable years begin-
ning during 2006. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
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SEC. 102. STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL SALES 

TAXES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (I) of sec-

tion 164(b)(5) (relating to application of para-
graph) is amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 
2006’’ and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 103. RESEARCH CREDIT. 

(a) EXTENSION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-

tion 41(h)(1) (relating to termination) is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (D) of section 45C(b)(1) (relating to 
special rule) is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2006’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to 
amounts paid or incurred after December 31, 
2005. 

(b) INCREASE IN RATES OF ALTERNATIVE IN-
CREMENTAL CREDIT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 41(c)(4) (relating to election of alter-
native incremental credit) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2.65 percent’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘3 percent’’, 

(B) by striking ‘‘3.2 percent’’ and inserting 
‘‘4 percent’’, and 

(C) by striking ‘‘3.75 percent’’ and inserting 
‘‘5 percent’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years ending after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(c) ALTERNATIVE SIMPLIFIED CREDIT FOR 
QUALIFIED RESEARCH EXPENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 
41 (relating to base amount) is amended by 
redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as para-
graphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by in-
serting after paragraph (4) the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) ELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE SIMPLIFIED 
CREDIT.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—At the election of the 
taxpayer, the credit determined under sub-
section (a)(1) shall be equal to 12 percent of 
so much of the qualified research expenses 
for the taxable year as exceeds 50 percent of 
the average qualified research expenses for 
the 3 taxable years preceding the taxable 
year for which the credit is being deter-
mined. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE IN CASE OF NO QUALIFIED 
RESEARCH EXPENSES IN ANY OF 3 PRECEDING 
TAXABLE YEARS.— 

‘‘(i) TAXPAYERS TO WHICH SUBPARAGRAPH 
APPLIES.—The credit under this paragraph 
shall be determined under this subparagraph 
if the taxpayer has no qualified research ex-
penses in any one of the 3 taxable years pre-
ceding the taxable year for which the credit 
is being determined. 

‘‘(ii) CREDIT RATE.—The credit determined 
under this subparagraph shall be equal to 6 
percent of the qualified research expenses for 
the taxable year. 

‘‘(C) ELECTION.—An election under this 
paragraph shall apply to the taxable year for 
which made and all succeeding taxable years 
unless revoked with the consent of the Sec-
retary. An election under this paragraph 
may not be made for any taxable year to 
which an election under paragraph (4) ap-
plies.’’. 

(2) COORDINATION WITH ELECTION OF ALTER-
NATIVE INCREMENTAL CREDIT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 41(c)(4)(B) (relat-
ing to election) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘An election under this 
paragraph may not be made for any taxable 
year to which an election under paragraph 
(5) applies.’’. 

(B) TRANSITION RULE.—In the case of an 
election under section 41(c)(4) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 which applies to the 
taxable year which includes the date of the 
enactment of this Act, such election shall be 
treated as revoked with the consent of the 
Secretary of the Treasury if the taxpayer 
makes an election under section 41(c)(5) of 
such Code (as added by subsection (a)) for 
such year. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years ending after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 104. QUALIFIED TUITION AND RELATED EX-
PENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 
222 (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—Paragraph (2) of section 
222(b) (relating to applicable dollar limit) is 
amended by striking subparagraphs (A) and 
(B), by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (B), and by inserting before 
subparagraph (B) (as so redesignated) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(A) 2006.—In the case of a taxable year be-
ginning in 2006, the applicable dollar amount 
shall be equal to— 

‘‘(i) in the case of a taxpayer whose ad-
justed gross income for the taxable year does 
not exceed $65,000 ($130,000 in the case of a 
joint return), $4,000, 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a taxpayer not described 
in clause (i) whose adjusted gross income for 
the taxable year does not exceed $80,000 
($160,000 in the case of a joint return), $2,000, 
and 

‘‘(iii) in the case of any other taxpayer, 
zero.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to payments 
made in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2005. 

SEC. 105. CERTAIN EXPENSES OF ELEMENTARY 
AND SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACH-
ERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of sec-
tion 62(a)(2) (relating to certain expenses of 
elementary and secondary school teachers) is 
amended by striking ‘‘or 2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘2005, or 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to ex-
penses paid or incurred in taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2005. 

SEC. 106. QUALIFIED ZONE ACADEMY BONDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
1397E(e) (relating to national limit) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and 2005’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2005, and 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after December 31, 2005. 

SEC. 107. TAX INCENTIVES FOR BUSINESS ACTIVI-
TIES ON INDIAN RESERVATIONS. 

(a) INDIAN EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 

45A (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 

(b) ACCELERATED DEPRECIATION FOR BUSI-
NESS PROPERTY ON INDIAN RESERVATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section 
168(j) (relating to termination) is amended 
by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall apply with re-
spect to property placed in service after De-
cember 31, 2005. 

SEC. 108. DEDUCTION FOR CORPORATE DONA-
TIONS OF COMPUTER TECHNOLOGY 
AND EQUIPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (G) of sec-
tion 170(e)(6) (relating to termination) is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to con-
tributions made in taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 109. AVAILABILITY OF MEDICAL SAVINGS 

ACCOUNTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs (2) and (3)(B) 

of section 220(i) (defining cut-off year) are 
each amended by striking ‘‘2005’’ each place 
it appears in the text and headings and in-
serting ‘‘2006’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Paragraph (2) of section 220(j) is amend-

ed— 
(A) in the text by striking ‘‘or 2004’’ each 

place it appears and inserting ‘‘2004, or 2005’’, 
and 

(B) in the heading by striking ‘‘OR 2004’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2004, OR 2005’’. 

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 220(j)(4) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and 2004’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2004, and 2005’’. 

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

(d) TIME FOR FILING REPORTS, ETC.— 
(1) The report required by section 220(j)(4) 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to be 
made on August 1, 2005, shall be treated as 
timely if made before the close of the 90-day 
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(2) The determination and publication re-
quired by section 220(j)(5) of such Code with 
respect to calendar year 2005 shall be treated 
as timely if made before the close of the 120- 
day period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of this Act. If the determination 
under the preceding sentence is that 2005 is a 
cut-off year under section 220(i) of such Code, 
the cut-off date under such section 220(i) 
shall be the last day of such 120-day period. 
SEC. 110. 15-YEAR COST RECOVERY FOR LEASE-

HOLD IMPROVEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (iv) of section 

168(e)(3)(E) (relating to 15-year property) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to prop-
erty placed in service after December 31, 
2005. 
SEC. 111. 15-YEAR COST RECOVERY FOR RES-

TAURANT IMPROVEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (v) of section 

168(e)(3)(E) (relating to 15-year property) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to prop-
erty placed in service after December 31, 
2005. 
SEC. 112. TAXABLE INCOME LIMIT ON PERCENT-

AGE DEPLETION FOR OIL AND NAT-
URAL GAS PRODUCED FROM MAR-
GINAL PROPERTIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (H) of sec-
tion 613A(c)(6) (relating to oil and natural 
gas produced from marginal properties) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 113. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ENTERPRISE 

ZONE. 
(a) PERIOD FOR WHICH DESIGNATION APPLI-

CABLE.—Subsection (f) of section 1400 (relat-
ing to time for which designation applicable) 
is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ 
both places it appears and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2006’’. 
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(b) TAX-EXEMPT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

BONDS.—Subsection (b) of section 1400A (re-
lating to period of applicability) is amended 
by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(c) ZERO PERCENT CAPITAL GAINS RATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 

1400B (relating to DC Zone Asset) is amended 
by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Paragraph (2) of section 1400B(e) (relat-

ing to gain before 1998 and after 2010 not 
qualified) is amended— 

(i) by striking ‘‘December 31, 2010’’ and in-
serting ‘‘December 31, 2011’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2010’’ in the heading and 
inserting ‘‘2011’’. 

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 1400B(g) (relat-
ing to sales and exchanges of interests in 
partnerships and S corporations which are 
DC Zone businesses) is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2011’’. 

(C) Subsection (d) of section 1400F (relating 
to certain rules to apply) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2010’’ and inserting 
‘‘December 31, 2011’’. 

(d) FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER CREDIT FOR DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA.—Subsection (i) of section 
1400C (relating to application of section) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall take effect on January 1, 2006. 

(2) TAX-EXEMPT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
BONDS.—The amendment made by subsection 
(b) shall apply to obligations issued after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 114. POSSESSION TAX CREDIT WITH RE-

SPECT TO AMERICAN SAMOA. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-

tion 936(j)(8) (relating to special rules for 
certain possessions) is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end the following: 
‘‘(before January 1, 2007, in the case of Amer-
ican Samoa)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 115. PARITY IN THE APPLICATION OF CER-

TAIN LIMITS TO MENTAL HEALTH 
BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section 
9812(f) (relating to application of section) is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 116. ELECTION TO INCLUDE COMBAT PAY 

UNDER EARNED INCOME CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subclause (II) of section 

32(c)(2)(B)(vi) (defining earned income) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—The amount of any re-
fund to which an individual is entitled by 
reason of amendment made by subsection (a) 
shall not exceed the aggregate liability re-
flected in the individual’s tax account (de-
termined by taking into account the taxable 
year and all prior taxable years). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 117. WORK OPPORTUNITY CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 51(c)(4) (relating to termination) is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN AGE LIMIT FOR FOOD STAMP 
RECIPIENTS.—Clause (i) of section 51(d)(8)(A) 
(relating to qualified food stamp recipient) is 
amended by striking ‘‘25’’ and inserting ‘‘35’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after 
December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 118. WELFARE-TO-WORK CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 
51A (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to indi-
viduals who begin work for the employer 
after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 119. EXTENSION OF EXPENSING OF ENVI-

RONMENTAL REMEDIATION COSTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h) of section 

198 (relating to termination) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘December 31, 2006’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to expend-
itures paid or incurred after December 31, 
2005. 
SEC. 120. TEMPORARY RELIEF FROM THE ALTER-

NATIVE MINIMUM TAX. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 55 (relating to al-

ternative minimum tax imposed) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(f) EXEMPTION FOR INDIVIDUALS FOR TAX-
ABLE YEARS BEGINNING IN 2006.—For any tax-
able year beginning in 2006, in the case of an 
individual— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The tentative minimum 
tax of the taxpayer shall be zero if the ad-
justed gross income of the taxpayer (as de-
termined for purposes of the regular tax) is 
equal to or less than the threshold amount. 

‘‘(2) PHASEIN OF LIABILITY ABOVE EXEMPTION 
LEVEL.—In the case of a taxpayer whose ad-
justed gross income exceeds the threshold 
amount but does not exceed $112,500 ($225,000 
in the case of a joint return), the tax im-
posed by subsection (a) shall be the amount 
which bears the same ratio to such tax (de-
termined without regard to this subsection) 
as— 

‘‘(A) the excess of— 
‘‘(i) the adjusted gross income of the tax-

payer (as determined for purposes of the reg-
ular tax), over 

‘‘(ii) the threshold amount, bears to 
‘‘(B) $12,500 ($25,000 in the case of a joint re-

turn). 
‘‘(3) THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—For purposes of 

this paragraph, the term ‘threshold amount’ 
means $100,000 ($200,000 in the case of a joint 
return). 

‘‘(4) ESTATES AND TRUSTS.—This subsection 
shall not apply to any estate or trust.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
TITLE II—REDUCTION IN BENEFIT OF 

RATE REDUCTION FOR FAMILIES WITH 
INCOMES OVER $1,000,000 

SEC. 201. REDUCTION IN BENEFIT OF RATE RE-
DUCTION FOR FAMILIES WITH IN-
COMES OVER $1,000,000. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 1 (relating to 
imposition of tax on individuals) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(j) REDUCTION IN BENEFIT OF RATE REDUC-
TION FOR FAMILIES WITH INCOMES OVER 
$1,000,000.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the adjusted gross in-
come of a taxpayer exceeds the threshold 
amount, the tax imposed by this section (de-
termined without regard to this subsection) 
shall be increased by an amount equal to 1.45 
percent of so much of the adjusted gross in-
come as exceeds the threshold amount. 

‘‘(2) THRESHOLD AMOUNTS.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘threshold amount’ 
means— 

‘‘(A) $1,000,000 in the case of a joint return, 
and 

‘‘(B) $500,000 in the case of any other re-
turn. 

‘‘(3) TAX NOT TO APPLY TO ESTATES AND 
TRUSTS.—This subsection shall not apply to 
an estate or trust. 

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULE.—For purposes of sec-
tion 55, the amount of the regular tax shall 
be determined without regard to this sub-
section. 

‘‘(5) TERMINATION.—This subsection shall 
not apply to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 2010.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 

(c) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (a) shall not be 
treated as a change in a rate of tax for pur-
poses of section 15 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. MODIFICATION OF ACTIVE BUSINESS 

DEFINITION UNDER SECTION 355. 

Subsection (b) of section 355 (defining ac-
tive conduct of a trade or business) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE RELATING TO ACTIVE 
BUSINESS REQUIREMENT.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any dis-
tribution made after the date of the enact-
ment of this paragraph and before December 
31, 2010, a corporation shall be treated as 
meeting the requirement of paragraph (2)(A) 
if and only if such corporation is engaged in 
the active conduct of a trade or business. 

‘‘(B) AFFILIATED GROUP RULE.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), all members of 
such corporation’s separate affiliated group 
shall be treated as one corporation. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, a corpora-
tion’s separate affiliated group is the affili-
ated group which would be determined under 
section 1504(a) if such corporation were the 
common parent and section 1504(b) did not 
apply. 

‘‘(C) TRANSITION RULE.—Subparagraph (A) 
shall not apply to any distribution pursuant 
to a transaction which is— 

‘‘(i) made pursuant to an agreement which 
was binding on the date of the enactment of 
this paragraph and at all times thereafter, 

‘‘(ii) described in a ruling request sub-
mitted to the Internal Revenue Service on or 
before such date, or 

‘‘(iii) described on or before such date in a 
public announcement or in a filing with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. 

The preceding sentence shall not apply if the 
distributing corporation elects not to have 
such sentence apply to distributions of such 
corporation. Any such election, once made, 
shall be irrevocable. 

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN PRE-ENACT-
MENT DISTRIBUTIONS.—For purposes of deter-
mining the continued qualification under 
paragraph (2)(A) of distributions made before 
the date of the enactment of this paragraph 
as a result of an acquisition, disposition, or 
other restructuring after such date and be-
fore December 31, 2010, such distribution 
shall be treated as made after the date of the 
enactment of this paragraph for purposes of 
applying subparagraphs (A) through (C) of 
this paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 302. VETERANS’ MORTGAGE BONDS. 

(a) ALL VETERANS ELIGIBLE FOR STATE 
HOME LOAN PROGRAMS FUNDED BY QUALIFIED 
VETERANS’ MORTGAGE BONDS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 
143(l) (defining qualified veteran) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by striking ‘‘at some time before Janu-
ary 1, 1977’’ in subparagraph (A), and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in-
serting the following: 
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‘‘(B) who applied for the financing before 

the date 25 years after the last on which such 
veteran left active service.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to fi-
nancing provided after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) REVISION OF STATE VETERANS LIMIT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-

tion 143(l)(3) (relating to volume limitation) 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) STATE VETERANS LIMIT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A State veterans limit 

for any calendar year is the amount equal 
to— 

‘‘(I) $53,750,000 for the State of Texas, 
‘‘(II) $66,250,000 for the State of California, 
‘‘(III) $25,000,000 for the State of Oregon, 
‘‘(IV) $25,000,000 for the State of Wisconsin, 

and 
‘‘(V) $25,000,000 for the State of Alaska. 
‘‘(ii) PHASEIN.—In the case of calendar 

years beginning before 2010, clause (i) shall 
be applied by substituting for each of the 
dollar amounts therein by the applicable per-
centage. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, the applicable percentage shall be de-
termined in accordance with the following 
table: 
Calendar Year: Applicable 

percentage is: 
2006 .................................... 20 percent 
2007 .................................... 40 percent 
2008 .................................... 60 percent 
2009 .................................... 80 percent. 

‘‘(iii) TERMINATION.—The State veterans 
limit for any calendar year after 2010 is 
zero.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this subsection shall apply to bonds 
issued after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 303. CAPITAL GAINS TREATMENT FOR CER-

TAIN SELF-CREATED MUSICAL 
WORKS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 
1221 (relating to capital asset defined) is 
amended by redesignating paragraph (3) as 
paragraph (4) and by inserting after para-
graph (2) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SALE OR EXCHANGE OF SELF-CREATED 
MUSICAL WORKS.—At the election of the tax-
payer, paragraphs (1) and (3) of subsection (a) 
shall not apply with respect to any sale or 
exchange before January 1, 2011, of musical 
compositions or copyrights in musical works 
by a taxpayer described in subsection 
(a)(3).’’. 

(b) LIMITATION ON CHARITABLE CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Subparagraph (A) of section 170(e)(1) 
is amended by inserting ‘‘(determined with-
out regard to section 1221(b)(3))’’ after ‘‘long- 
term capital gain’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to sales and 
exchanges in taxable years beginning after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 304. VESSEL TONNAGE LIMIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 
1355(a) (relating to qualifying vessel) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘(6,000, in the case of 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
2005, and ending before January 1, 2011)’’ 
after ‘‘10,000’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 
SEC. 305. CLARIFICATION OF TAXATION OF CER-

TAIN SETTLEMENT FUNDS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (g) of section 

468B (relating to clarification of taxation of 
certain funds) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(g) CLARIFICATION OF TAXATION OF CER-
TAIN FUNDS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), nothing in any provision of 
law shall be construed as providing that an 
escrow account, settlement fund, or similar 

fund is not subject to current income tax. 
The Secretary shall prescribe regulations 
providing for the taxation of any such ac-
count or fund whether as a grantor trust or 
otherwise. 

‘‘(2) EXEMPTION FROM TAX FOR CERTAIN SET-
TLEMENT FUNDS.—An escrow account, settle-
ment fund, or similar fund shall be treated 
as beneficially owned by the United States 
and shall be exempt from taxation under this 
subtitle if— 

‘‘(A) it is established pursuant to a consent 
decree entered by a judge of a United States 
District Court, 

‘‘(B) it is created for the receipt of settle-
ment payments as directed by a government 
entity for the sole purpose of resolving or 
satisfying one or more claims asserting li-
ability under the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980, 

‘‘(C) the authority and control over the ex-
penditure of funds therein (including the ex-
penditure of contributions thereto and any 
net earnings thereon) is with such govern-
ment entity, and 

‘‘(D) upon termination, any remaining 
funds will be disbursed to such government 
entity for use in accordance with applicable 
law. 

For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘government entity’ means the United 
States, any State or political subdivision 
thereof, the District of Columbia, any pos-
session of the United States, and any agency 
or instrumentality of any of the foregoing. 

‘‘(3) TERMINATION.—This subsection shall 
not apply to accounts and funds established 
after December 31, 2010.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to ac-
counts and funds established after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 588, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CAMP) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

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

Mr. Speaker, we have a Democrat 
substitute that really is not in sharp 
conflict with the Republican bill. Many 
things we tried and include and did 
suggest in the brief time we had to 
work on this bill. Basically, what we 
have done, though, is to pay more at-
tention to the middle class that really 
are the victims of the alternative min-
imum tax than we pay attention to the 
richest of America who do not find 
their Republican tax cuts being threat-
ened until 2009. Why did we do this? Is 
it merely a technicality? It is a very 
important difference. 

Yes, we voted on the Suspension Cal-
endar to provide relief for these people, 
not as much as we do in our substitute; 
but people have to understand the Sus-
pension Calendar in the House is not 
protected under the other body’s rules. 
They protected those people that they 
wanted to protect, those enjoying cap-
ital gains and will continue to enjoy 
capital gains and corporate dividend 
tax cuts until 2009. Why would they not 
include right in this bill, that would be 
protected on the other side, I do not 
know their political reasons. 

But I do know this: what we refuse to 
do is to give tax cuts that would extend 

the deficit. We do not do that to gen-
erations that follow. Nor do we hit the 
poor who are sick or the kids that want 
to go to school or the foster kids or 
those kids that are dependent on 
money from their fathers who have 
abandoned their mothers. We do not do 
it in this season, nor do we do it any-
time, because there is a difference in 
what we believe in. 

I am suggesting this: if Members sup-
port the substitute, you are supporting 
deductions for State and local taxes, 
real estate taxes, the deduction for col-
lege tuition, the research credit they 
talk about that we agree is so impor-
tant, the work opportunity tax credit, 
tax incentives for the District of Co-
lumbia and for Indian reservations, 15- 
year depreciation period for leasehold 
improvements and restaurant improve-
ments, qualified zone academic bonds, 
the brownfields cleanups, and several 
other important, but minor, provisions. 

What I am suggesting is that the 
major decision of those of you who will 
have to vote is whether or not you 
want to give $20 billion of tax relief to 
people who would not need it until 2009 
at the expense not only of the deficit 
but at the expense of the poorest 
among us; or whether you want to take 
the good things that we could find in 
this bill, not increase the deficit and 
not cut the programs for the poor, and 
have a Democratic substitute that 
makes sense to the American people 
and, hopefully, to the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my 
friend from New York that we have 
dealt with the AMT issue. In our legis-
lation, we did not choose to raise taxes, 
as the gentleman’s substitute does, to 
the tune of $40 billion. So because of 
that, the AMT is done outside of the 
reconciliation process. 

When I hear so many on the other 
side of the aisle talk about high-in-
come earners, I remind Members that 
many small businesses in the United 
States file as individuals. So when they 
have this $40 billion tax increase, that 
is really on small businesses and the 
families that those small businesses 
support. According to the Treasury De-
partment, 80 percent of the people af-
fected by the $40 billion tax increase in 
their substitute are small and entre-
preneurial businesses. That is the en-
gine of job creation in America, and 
that is why our economy has recov-
ered, because we have helped those 
small businesses. 

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN), a distinguished mem-
ber 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, the issue 

here is priorities and choices. There are 
some similarities, but the differences 
are vast. Let us look at the whole pic-
ture here, the whole picture. 

You have an alternative minimum 
tax that is going to hit millions of peo-
ple if we do not act. We have $45 billion 
in extenders on which there is basic 
agreement. We have a reduction in the 
capital gains and dividends tax which 
continues for the next few years. We 
have proposed budget cuts. We also 
have the alleged, by the Republicans, 
need for fiscal discipline. 

So what are their choices, because 
you cannot really do everything. So 
here is their choice: extend the divi-
dends and capital gains reduction that 
continues in any event, extend it to 
2009 and 2010 even though over 50 per-
cent goes to people making $1 million a 
year. That is their first choice. 

Their second choice is budget cuts: 
cuts in student loans, cuts in child sup-
port. And I want to say to my col-
league from Michigan, administrative 
money for child support goes to raise 
money for children, not for bureau-
crats. It is 4 to 5 dollars for every dol-
lar we provide in administrative sup-
port. Essentially, what the Republicans 
do is to reduce the amount of money 
going to kids over the next 10 years by 
$24 billion. 

Their choice also was to leave out 
the AMT from this bill, but then they 
bring up a bill yesterday, do not pay 
for it, and it can be objected to in the 
Senate and may not happen at all. So 
their choice is clear: tax relief that 
goes to people making a million bucks 
or more and cutting student loans, cut-
ting food support for people who need 
it, and cutting child support which will 
mean reductions of $24 billion over the 
next 10 years. That is what the choices 
are here. 

Mr. Speaker, they do not even main-
tain fiscal discipline, because if the 
AMT thing were to happen, it would be 
unpaid for and would add to the deficit. 
Our substitute has very different prior-
ities. I urge its adoption. 

b 1300 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Pennsylvania (Ms. HART), a distin-
guished Member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the Democrat substitute. 
This proposal actually does not con-
tinue some very important provisions 
for low income Americans. It does not 
extend a savers credit which actually 
allows a match for savings for poorer 
people by the government. Their sub-
stitute does not include an expensing 
provision for small businesses that al-
lows them to use more of their money 
instead of sending it to the government 
so that they can grow their business 
and create jobs. It does not allow a pro-
vision that provides tax benefits to 
those who clean up brownfield sites to 
encourage new job creation in some of 

our older towns. It does not include the 
most important provision, which is the 
reduced rate on capital gains and divi-
dends that has created all of these new 
jobs. 

Now, you do not have to be an econo-
mist to understand these lines. On the 
left-hand side, you see all the bars 
below the line. On the right-hand side, 
all the bars are above the line. And 
what do those bars represent? Well, on 
the first half it is from January 2001 
until we passed the capital gains and 
dividends tax reductions. 

Interestingly enough, taxes were 
high, investment was low. These bars 
show job losses. All of the bars under-
neath the line are job losses. We passed 
the capital gains cut, the dividends 
cut, what happens? Businesses save 
more of their money, reinvest, create 
jobs. All the bars above the line, they 
show an average job gain, per month, 
since we passed the capital gains and 
dividends cuts of 148,700 jobs. That is 
just an average. As you can see, some 
months were higher than others, but 
across the board we created almost 
150,000 jobs a month as a result of a 
provision that the Democrat substitute 
would cancel. 

I urge my colleagues to cancel the 
Democrat substitute. 

Mr. RANGEL. There must be some 
chart around to show how many people 
were pushed into poverty during that 
same period of time and our wages 
have been reduced, but we have it in 
the back if any of our Members would 
like to use it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN), a distinguished Member of our 
Ways and Means Committee. 

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentleman from New York 
for yielding me this time, and thank 
him for putting together a substitute 
that makes sense, that is an important 
bill. Yes, it is important to extend the 
expiring tax provisions, and the Rangel 
substitute does that. Research and de-
velopment, the work opportunity tax 
credit, all the important tax provisions 
that will expire, the substitute extends 
those provisions. That is important. 

The Rangel substitute does another 
thing that is extremely important. It 
deals with the alternative minimum 
tax affecting 16 million of our tax-
payers of the 19 million that are under 
the alternative minimum tax. That is 
very important to get done. And the 
Rangel substitute deals with that. The 
Rangel substitute deals with other in-
equities in the Tax Code, correcting 
them and getting them done right. But 
the substitute does one more thing 
that is very important to be done, and 
that is it is fiscally responsible. It does 
not add to the national debt. We have 
huge deficits, and where do you think 
we get our money in order to pay the 
bills? Money is coming, not from for-
eign investors or U.S. investors, it is 

coming primarily from foreign-owned 
banks who are buying our currency not 
because it is a good investment, they 
are buying it in order to have a favor-
able exchange rate with the U.S. dollar 
so that they can send more products 
here into the United States. 

It is important that we be fiscally re-
sponsible, that we do not add to the 
deficit. The Concord Coalition, a non-
partisan group that is only interested 
in trying to deal with the national 
debt, said that tax cuts need at a min-
imum to be offset, that we should not 
add to the deficit through the tax bills. 

The Rangel substitute pays for these 
tax reliefs. It is fiscally responsible. It 
not only provides relief in the Tax Code 
that we need to provide for the tax-
payers of this country, it does not bur-
den this Nation and the future genera-
tions. And by the way, it is also good 
for growth. Our deficit hurts growth in 
this country. The Rangel substitute is 
sensitive to the need for us to make 
sure that we are on the right glide path 
to create jobs in our economy. Mr. 
Speaker, this is the right thing to do. 
We want to provide tax relief, but we 
should do it in a way that does not bur-
den our children and grandchildren. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Rangel substitute. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BRADY), a distinguished Member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I appreciate 
my colleague from Michigan, his lead-
ership in helping boost our economy, 
extend this tax relief. I strongly sup-
port the original bill over the sub-
stitute. The substitute takes a step 
backward in how we treat our soldiers 
and how we treat our families, small 
businesses that are affected by the al-
ternative minimum tax, compared to 
legislation that this House passed just 
yesterday, we treated soldiers better, 
by providing them immediate cash re-
funds on their tax treatment. I do not 
want to step back from that today in 
the substitute. We help 21⁄2 million 
more families and small businesses 
with their alternative minimum tax 
yesterday, again, almost nearly unani-
mously. 

I do not want to step back from that 
with this substitute. And the original 
bill provides three provisions that are 
really helpful for a lot of families in 
this country. It extends for 1 year the 
sales tax deduction, which provides 
every family in the country a choice to 
deduct either their state and local in-
come taxes or their State and local 
sales taxes. What it means is sales 
taxes, as you know, add up a great 
deal, add up fast for families. This tax 
relief just stretches the family pay-
check a little farther and prevents hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of tax in-
creases on families that would start 
right after this Christmas holiday. 
That would be unfair. The original bill 
extends this. This also provides help to 
universities that receive dollars, high-
er education from the public higher 
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education utility fund that extends a 
provision that helps provide more high-
er education dollars for certain univer-
sities. And then it also, for 10 states, 
allows more veterans to get low inter-
est home loans in order when they 
come back from the war in Iraq and the 
war on terrorism to get an opportunity 
to get that first home. That is very im-
portant to a state like Texas. I strong-
ly support the underlying bill as very 
important tax relief for this country. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER), an out-
standing member of this committee 
who truly understands the problem of 
the deficit. 

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

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the American people just want to hear 
us try to get along and give them the 
level, be on the level with them, give 
them straight talk. 

What has happened here in the last 
several years is we have reduced reve-
nues with bills like this and increased 
spending. Now, you can do that for a 
little while, and all of us have done it 
from time to time, I assume, with our 
credit cards. But you cannot do it for-
ever and every American knows that. 

To give you some recent history, in 
2002, we had to increase the debt limit 
of money that we could borrow by $450 
billion in this country. In 2003, we had 
to increase it again by $984 billion. In 
2004, again, by $800 billion. And in the 
budget resolution, it is not in this bill, 
they propose another $781 billion in-
crease in the limit that we can borrow. 

Now, what that means is, since 2001, 
the Federal debt has grown from 5.6 to 
$8.1 trillion. This is available on 
www.publicdebt.treas.gov. Do not take 
my word for it. Go, please, look it up. 
In 2004, 16 of 23 Federal agencies could 
not provide an acceptable audit. That 
is available at www.gao.gov. Right 
now, mainland China and Hong Kong 
have accumulated over $300 billion 
worth of our debt. That data is avail-
able on the Treasury Department’s 
Web site. Again, this is not an argu-
ment. This is fact. Go look it up. I said 
the other day when I was talking, 
things are so bad with our borrowing 
out of control that if China attacked 
Taiwan, we would have to borrow the 
money from China to defend Taiwan. 16 
percent of all the taxes we collect now 
in this country go to pay interest. And 
it gets worse by the minute. Interest 
on the public debt grew more rapidly 
than any other spending category in 
the Federal Government last year. In 
2005 we paid in checks $184 billion, in 
checks. If you assume that we continue 
to do these tax bills without paying for 
them, the GAO projects that in the 
year 2040, every dime collected by this 
government will go to pay interest on 
past consumption on interest only 
debt. 

Now, what does that mean? Where 
are we now? This is hard to imagine, 

but so far, in this fiscal year, we have 
borrowed $130 billion and spent $39 bil-
lion on interest in just the first 2 
months of this fiscal year. November’s 
$22 billion payment was the largest 
ever. Debt interest grew more rapidly 
in the first 2 months, 38 percent, rel-
ative to the same rate last year. The 
Federal Reserve is raising interest 
rates and has 12 times. Really, all I am 
saying is this. We are on an 
unsustainable financial glide path and 
every reputable economist will tell you 
that. We want to work with the Repub-
licans. We want to try to do tax relief 
when it makes sense and makes more 
commerce happen and so forth. But we 
cannot do it because we cannot reach 
the real problem. 

You know what the problem is 
around here? You let the PAYGO rules 
lapse in 2002. We do not have meaning-
ful enforceable budget caps. We do not 
have a balanced budget amendment 
that has ever been voted on. And what 
we have is a failure of not only commu-
nication but a failure of management 
of the budget process. And we are get-
ting deeper and deeper in trouble by 
the minute. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), the distinguished major-
ity leader. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I am in op-
position to the substitute because I am 
for the underlying bill and I am for the 
things it has done for our economy. 
One of the great changes that this bill 
showed in what happens in the Federal 
Government is a belief that people are 
better at solving economic problems 
than government is. When the tax 
structure that we are voting today to 
extend was put in place, the determina-
tion was made that we were in a dif-
ficult economic time, and the way to 
get out of that difficult economic time 
was to trust the people, not to come up 
with some big complicated government 
program, but to trust the people to let 
them keep more of their money, to put 
some minor incentives in the Tax Code 
to do whatever they wanted to do soon-
er, rather than later, but no incentive 
in the Tax Code to do a specific thing. 

The incentive was to trust the Amer-
ican people to see what we could do to 
get the economy growing again and 
going again, and that is what has hap-
pened. But this is no time for that to 
stop. This is no time to say we should 
put the brakes on this economy, just 
because the unemployment rate is 
lower than the average of the 1970s, 
1980s and 1990s. It is still 5 percent. We 
should want it to be lower than that. 
Just because income to the Federal 
Government increased last year at a 
rate three times the projection, the 
highest increase in Federal Govern-
ment ever without a tax increase, how 
did that happen? It happened because 
the economy was working. It happened 
because more people had jobs, that $100 
billion that came in in the fiscal year 
that ended September 30 that we did 
not anticipate, did not come in by acci-

dent. It came in because of a strong 
and growing economy. What the under-
lying bill does is say, let us not in-
crease taxes. Let us keep the tax struc-
ture that is growing this economy in 
place. Let us send a signal that that 
tax structure is in place, at least until 
2010, and it makes a difference. 

b 1315 
I was listening to the debate earlier, 

and so much of the debate earlier was 
about wealthy Americans. Amazingly, 
those same Americans yesterday were 
the upper middle class. Overnight 
somehow the upper middle class be-
came wealthy Americans. 

But not just the upper middle class 
benefits from this. All Americans ben-
efit from this in their own way. In the 
reduction in the capital gains rate, one 
out of five people that take advantage 
and benefit from the capital gains rate 
has an income below $50,000. Fifty- 
eight percent of the people that have a 
benefit from that have an income 
below $100,000. 

The capital gains, I know these peo-
ple, as other Members do. The janitor 
at school who has figured out how his 
renters help him pay for two rental 
houses, and every time the pipes freeze, 
he is crawling under that rental house. 
It has depreciated down to where the 
value for tax purposes may not be very 
high, but it is everything that man or 
woman had been able to accumulate, 
and that person benefits greatly from 
this 15 percent rate. Why raise that 
rate back? Why send a signal that that 
rate is going to go back? 

The dividend tax, six times as many 
companies are paying dividends to peo-
ple that own the company today as 
were paying dividends in just 2003 when 
we made that change. And the numbers 
are about the same. For the dividend 
rates, one out of four people that ben-
efit from that tax make under $50,000. 
Fifty-nine percent of the people that 
benefit from that tax make under 
$100,000. Those are the same people 
that on this floor yesterday we talked 
about how important it was they not 
be negatively affected by the alter-
native minimum tax. I agree with that. 
So did everybody but four people on 
the floor of the House that voted yes-
terday. 

I agree that we ought to continue 
these tax policies that are working for 
America. That means we need to reject 
the substitute, even a substitute from 
my good friend (Mr. RANGEL), and move 
to the underlying bill and keep this 
economy growing. 

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

I have all the respect for the major-
ity leader, and it is true that he knows 
some of these people that have gone 
from upper middle income to become 
higher-income people, and there are 
other people in this country that have 
seen middle-income people slip into the 
rolls of poverty. So in order to have a 
more well-balanced bill, we con-
centrated on the middle class by put-
ting the alternative minimum tax into 
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this bill to make certain that when it 
gets to the body, it is protected and we 
do not have to depend on just one of 
those people over there rejecting it for 
this higher tax cut, which, of course, 
does not adversely affect anybody, as 
the majority leader said, until 2009. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BECER-
RA), a hardworking member of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members of 
this body to support the Rangel sub-
stitute. 

If we recall the words of a famous 
President this country had, a man of 
heroic proportions, Harry Truman, he 
said, ‘‘The buck stops here.’’ And, un-
fortunately, we are forgetting the 
words of Harry Truman because today 
it seems like the mantra of the leader-
ship in this House of Representatives is 
the buck stops with your children or 
perhaps your grandchildren, because 
we are in a portion of our Nation’s his-
tory where we have run up national 
deficits bigger than we have ever seen 
in our life. We run up deficits in 1 year 
that it would have taken 200 years of 
Presidents to run up in the history of 
this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, in a time of disasters, 
Rita, Katrina, on and on; in a time of 
massive deficits; and in a time of war, 
it is irresponsible to run up the Na-
tion’s debt. It is irresponsible to then 
give money to run up this debt and 
give it to the wealthiest Americans in 
this Nation. Mr. Speaker, it is irre-
sponsible to put debt on top of massive 
debt when we know at the end of the 
horizon there is still more debt that 
will come in the years to come: $27,000 
is what each and every man, woman, 
and child in this country owes as a re-
sult of our Nation’s debt. 

It is irresponsible, Mr. Speaker, to 
take Social Security surplus money, 
which the President said back in 2001 
he could protect and never touch as he 
moved forward with these tax cuts. It 
is irresponsible, Mr. Speaker, to take 
those Social Security surpluses and 
then contribute them to the wealthiest 
Americans. In essence, we are gifting 
the Social Security surplus moneys 
contributed by working Americans; we 
are gifting that to the wealthiest 
Americans in this country through 
these tax cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, it is irresponsible to 
move forward with these tax cuts at 
the same time that we are telling 
American families, mostly middle class 
that rely on student loans so they can 
send their young men and women to 
college, their young daughters and sons 
are going to have to pay $5,000 more a 
year in their student loans so we can 
take care of the 1 percent wealthiest 
Americans in this Nation in these bills. 
It is irresponsible, Mr. Speaker, to 
move forward in that way. 

It is irresponsible then to further say 
we still need to make more cuts and we 

need to go into the foster care program 
and take $600 million out of the foster 
care program which helps us take a 
child out of an abusive home and move 
that child into a safe setting. It is irre-
sponsible to take $5 billion out of a 
child support system that says to dead-
beat dads that we are going to take 
money from them, we need to enforce 
that, to take $5 billion, make it into 
cuts, and therefore make it more im-
possible for us to get those deadbeat 
dads to help the mothers who are tak-
ing care of their sons and daughters in 
this country. It is irresponsible. 

Mr. Speaker, it is responsible when 
we have a Democratic substitute, as 
Mr. RANGEL has, that says we are going 
to cut taxes, but in a targeted way, for 
the middle class, in a responsible way 
by making sure we pay for it so we do 
not increase the size of the deficit. And 
that is what should pass, Mr. Speaker. 

President Truman was right. The 
buck stops here. Let us do it today for 
ourselves. Let us not leave the debt to 
our children. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CANTOR), distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the substitute and in 
favor of the underlying bill. 

I want to talk about some of the alle-
gations that have been brought up in 
this debate. One is the fact that per-
haps by continuing the tax policies or 
extending the reduction in tax rate, es-
pecially in the area of tax dividends 
and capital gains tax, that somehow we 
are aggravating the deficit. I think 
that the evidence is pretty conclusive 
that we have seen a tremendous stim-
ulus and tremendous growth in reve-
nues because of this tax policy. 

If I could quote the Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board, back in June of 
this year he said: ‘‘I do think that 
there are parts of the existing recent 
tax changes, especially with respect to 
eliminating part of the double taxation 
of dividends, which I think enhances 
economic growth, enhances the tax 
base and, therefore, tax revenues, and 
that it is good economic policy.’’ 

The second point that I think is 
being made in favor of the substitute 
and opposing the underlying bill is say-
ing that the extension of the reduction 
in tax rates on cap gains and dividends 
somehow is a tax cut for the rich. I 
could not disagree more. And, in fact, 
our own Joint Committee on Taxation, 
on the AMT extension’s impact, com-
pares the two, the one that we acted on 
yesterday and the one today. The AMT 
extension impacts 14 million taxpayers; 
62 million taxpayers benefit from re-
duced rates on cap gains and dividends. 
And per the most recent IRS data, 96 
percent of taxpayers hit by the AMT in 
2003 had adjusted gross incomes in ex-
cess of $100,000. So it is clear. 

Furthermore, the Joint Economic 
Committee says that 60 percent of 
those paying capital gains taxes earn 

less than $50,000 annually; 85 percent 
earn less than $100,000 annually. 

This is about jobs. This is about cre-
ating jobs for America’s families, and I 
urge rejection of the substitute and 
passage of the underlying bill. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES), a distinguished member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to compliment my chair-
man, Mr. CHARLES RANGEL, for his 
leadership on this issue. 

I am glad to be on the Ways and 
Means Committee and glad to have the 
opportunity to talk about some of 
these taxing issues. 

It just amazes me that the majority 
can stand here and have the gall to tell 
veterans that they are going to treat 
them better, to tell the people of Amer-
ica that they are better at solving 
problems than the government and so 
we are going to give them two cents 
back to pay for a $100 bill; to have the 
gall to say that we are not going to 
create bigger government and then 
they created the biggest institution 
ever, the Homeland Security Depart-
ment; and that has not taken care of 
poor people across this country, par-
ticularly the victims of Katrina and 
Rita as it goes on. 

But can you imagine they will not 
tell the American people the truth. 
They will not tell them that last week 
we reduced programs so that this week 
we could extend taxes that do not even 
need to be extended. Can you con-
template that the extension of the cap-
ital gains dividends is going to cost us 
$50.7 billion over the next 10 years. 

Now, work with me for a moment. If 
you work with me, you could under-
stand that with that $50.7 billion, 
12,571,089 people could have health care 
coverage; 959,230 elementary school 
teachers could be paid; 7,331,106 Head 
Start places for children who need a 
head start could go back to school; 
32,565,528 children could receive health 
care; and, more importantly, we could 
build 6,514 new elementary schools in 
these United States. 

But, instead, we are going to extend 
taxes beyond this year when we are 
still at war in Iraq and we are spending 
billions of dollars a day to give the 
Iraqi children what we will not even 
give our children right here at home. 

My math works better than that. 
See, I know one plus one equals two. I 
understand that it is these United 
States that is supposed to be taking 
care of our babies and giving them a 
chance to go to school and giving them 
a chance to go to college. And for them 
to have the gall to say that a janitor 
sitting on a stool is going to save some 
money or get some money on capital 
gains, give me a break. 

You know it is not the janitor sitting 
on the stool; you know it is the man 
who owns the janitorial company. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:26 Dec 09, 2005 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08DE7.053 H08DEPT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11256 December 8, 2005 
Mr. CAMP of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 

and the $40 billion in taxes in the Dem-
ocrat substitute certainly will not give 
many Americans a break. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. REY-
NOLDS), a distinguished member of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 4297, the Tax Relief Ex-
tension Reconciliation Act of 2005, and 
in opposition to the Democrat sub-
stitute. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ways and Means 
bill before us today addresses a number 
of important priorities that are broad-
ly supported by Members on both sides 
of the aisle. These include tax savings 
for higher education expenses, small 
business tax relief, tax incentives for 
research and development by U.S. com-
panies that create good jobs. The bill 
also includes an extension of the lower 
rates for capital gains and dividends, 
an important priority for the ever- 
growing investor class that will keep 
our economy strong and our domestic 
job base growing. 

Mr. Speaker, as a lead sponsor of the 
Stealth Tax Relief Act of 2005, the leg-
islation designed to prevent massive 
increases in the alternative minimum 
tax, or AMT, from sneaking up on mil-
lions of unsuspecting taxpayers next 
year, I want to take just a moment to 
comment on the Democrat substitute. 
Just 24 hours ago, the House passed my 
bill by an overwhelming bipartisan 
vote of 414–4. Together we sent a 
strong, unmistakable signal to our col-
leagues across the Capitol that extend-
ing the temporary AMT relief that is 
scheduled to expire in just a matter of 
weeks is an important priority that 
must be addressed. 

b 1330 

But what does today’s Democratic 
substitute do? Yes, it provides relief 
from AMT. To pay for it, the Demo-
cratic substitute increases taxes on 
families and on small businesses that 
create so many jobs in our community. 

Mr. Speaker, just yesterday all but 
four Members of the Democratic Party 
supported AMT relief in the House for 
our hardworking middle class without 
increasing taxes. But today, just 24 
hours later, our friends on the other 
side of the aisle are back singing a fa-
miliar tax-raising tune, one that al-
ways leaves families with less money 
in their wallets on April 15, and small 
businesses with less money on their 
balance sheets. The Democratic sub-
stitute should be defeated. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier in this debate, a 
colleague on the other side of the aisle 
claimed that the Republican majority 
has done little to fight the AMT since 
winning the House in 1994. To the con-
trary. Our Republican majority has re-

peatedly provided temporary AMT re-
lief since we took control, an effort 
which we continued yesterday with the 
passage of the Stealth Tax Relief Act. 

I would further remind my friends on 
the other side of the aisle that in 1999 
the Republican Congress sent a bill to 
the President’s desk that would have 
repealed the AMT entirely. Unfortu-
nately, no Democrats in the House sup-
ported that bill, and President Clinton 
vetoed it. 

Finally, I would remind Members 
that in 1993, as an era of the Demo-
cratic control was coming to an end, 
one of the last things that our friends 
on the other side of the aisle did was to 
provide a retroactive increase for the 
AMT without indexing the exemption 
levels. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of our 
bill and defeat of the Democratic sub-
stitute. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with my distinguished friend from New 
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) that the Repub-
licans did send a signal to protect the 
alternative minimum tax. We want to 
do a lot more. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT), who can explain the dif-
ference between what you want to do 
and what we want to do in this sub-
stitute. 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, you 
say one thing for political cover, and 
then you do another thing for your 
friends. That is what we are doing here 
today. 

Just last month the Speaker said, ‘‘I 
will tell you that the most mean-spir-
ited thing we can do is leave our chil-
dren with a debt they cannot pay.’’ 
That came from the Speaker. That did 
not come from our side. That is the au-
thority of the majority in this House. 

Well, the words were right. But, you 
know, the Speaker knows, and I know 
him well, he went to a college where 
you know about the Bible. And there is 
a Bible verse that says, by their deeds 
ye shall know them. And it is the deeds 
out here that really make the dif-
ference. 

Now, the difference between what 
happened yesterday and what is hap-
pening in the gentleman from New 
York’s bill is very simply this. Yester-
day you sent a signal. You sent a press 
release. You sent a message out up into 
the ether knowing, absolutely know-
ing, it would not pass, because it is not 
protected in the Senate. You know 
that. You know how to run this place. 

You can confuse the people, but you 
cannot confuse anybody who knows 
what is going on in here. The fact is 
that the gentleman from New York’s 
proposal is one that puts it in law and 
protects it so that we can do something 
about the AMT. 

Let me say something about the 
AMT. I bet you most people listening 
to this do not know what AMT stands 

for. It stands for alternative minimum 
tax. It was put in in 1986 because there 
were people at the top of the scale who 
were not paying one single penny of 
tax. 

So it was decided in this body that 
everybody who benefits from the 
United States of America should pay 
some taxes for a civil society. The fail-
ure to index that tax has allowed it to 
creep down to people making $75,000 or 
$100,000; and suddenly, instead of being 
a few people at the top, it is now 14 or 
20 million, depending on how you want 
to figure. That was never the intent. 

From 1994 to the present, you have 
allowed it to go from covering 200,000 
people to 14-plus million people. You 
want to use that as an excuse for try-
ing to get rid of the tax structure. And 
we know that it was intended and you 
know it was intended to tax everybody 
in this country. 

The repeal that you tried to put 
through here under Clinton was an at-
tempt to let the top off taxes at all. 
You simply wanted to give them an in-
ternal tax holiday if they could figure 
out how to manipulate the tax struc-
ture. The average janitor does not have 
a way to manipulate the system. 

And that is why the gentleman from 
New York’s (Mr. RANGEL) is the only 
honest way if you want to protect the 
middle class. I urge your vote for the 
alternative minimum tax proposal. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, the current 
rate structure of the AMT was created 
by the Democrats in 1993 with no Re-
publicans supporting the bill. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, un-
less we enact H.R. 4297 and defeat the 
Democratic substitute, Americans will 
receive a most unwelcome Christmas 
gift from the Democrats, a huge auto-
matic tax increase. This will cost fami-
lies billions of dollars and jeopardize 
millions of their jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you just 
about a few of those jobs that could be 
lost in my east Texas district if the 
Democrats have their way in raising 
taxes. Hugh Dublin owns a small busi-
ness called East Texas Right of Way in 
my district. He specializes in the leas-
ing of land. 

Due to tax relief, his company has 
grown from two full-time employees to 
four full-time employees. His two new 
employees are called Dan and David. 
They were unemployed. They were out 
of work. But due to the expansion of 
this business, they were able to start 
new careers. 

The Democrats now want to raise 
taxes on Hugh Dublin and his small 
business. They want to jeopardize Dan 
and David’s paychecks and replace 
them with welfare checks, and this 
they call compassion. 

Eddie Alexander owns Triple S Elec-
tric in Henderson, Texas, an electrical 
contracting business. Since the passage 
of our economic growth program with 
tax relief, he has been able to hire two 
more full-time employees, Jared and 
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John, both of whom were out of work, 
but both now provide homes for their 
families. The Democrats want to raise 
taxes on Eddie Alexander and his small 
business. 

They want to jeopardize Jared and 
John’s paychecks and replace them 
with welfare checks, and this they call 
compassion. 

Gil Travers owns Travers & Com-
pany, a home building company in Ath-
ens, Texas. Due to the housing boom 
from tax relief, they have had to hire 
three new workers, Jan, Calvin and 
Christy. They were all previously un-
employed. They have been hired to help 
clean up all of the job sites from the 
new homes. 

But the Democrats now want to raise 
taxes on Gil Travers and his small 
business. They want to jeopardize 
Jan’s, Calvin’s, and Christy’s pay-
checks and replace them with welfare 
checks, and this they call compassion. 

Mr. Speaker, tax relief has credited 
4.4 million new tax-paying jobs with a 
future: 4.4 million hardworking Ameri-
cans can now provide for their families 
this Christmas. And more than just 
providing food and shelter, these jobs 
are providing new-found hope and op-
portunity. We cannot go back. We must 
prevent this Democratic tax increase. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, over the 
last few days we have seen a flurry of 
tax cuts on the House floor: three yes-
terday, another one, a big one, today. 
And over the last 6 months, four other 
bills have been enacted that have tax 
cuts and concessions built into them, 
for example, the Energy Policy Act. 

By breaking all of those tax cuts into 
small pieces and by burying them in 
other bills, not tax bills, the audit trail 
very quickly becomes hard to follow. It 
is hard to see the forest for the trees. 
Hard to see in the aggregate how all of 
these different tax cuts add up. 

So let us look at the revenue score-
card over the last 6 months, bearing in 
mind that every delay of revenues cut 
is a dollar added to the deficit. First of 
all, the highway bill: $500 million. The 
Energy Policy Act: $6.9 billion over 5 
years. The Katrina Emergency Tax Re-
lief Act: $6.1 billion over 5 years. The 
Stealth Tax Relief Act, the 1-year ex-
tension, or patch, to the AMT adopted 
yesterday: $31.2 billion. Today’s bill: 
$56.1 billion. The bill we adopted yes-
terday, a miscellany of small tax cuts, 
but it adds up to $153 million. And fi-
nally the Gulf Opportunity Zone Tax 
Act which was passed yesterday: $7.1 
billion. 

The total amount of all of these tax 
cuts comes to $108 billion. So if you 
pass this bill today, the total impact 
that you will have taken with today’s 
vote and recent votes comes to 108. 

But wait, it is not over yet. Because 
there is a provision in this bill, a provi-
sion in our substitute, a provision in 
yesterday’s bill that indicates some-
thing has got to be done about the al-

ternative minimum tax. We are going 
to have to fix the alternative minimum 
tax. If you fix it for 5 years, not 1, the 
aggregate effect of this fix, of all of the 
other tax cuts along with it, comes to 
$301 billion over 5 years. 

That is the sum total that these tax 
cuts will add to the deficit, $301 billion 
if you fix the AMT next year and the 
following years the same way we are 
fixing it this year. So the net effect on 
the deficit is $301 billion in all political 
reality. 

So every Member here who is in ear-
nest about the deficit should be on no-
tice. You have a choice: you can vote 
for the underlying bill and add $301 bil-
lion to the deficit over the next 5 
years, or you can vote for this bill and 
provide middle-income tax relief and 
not add a dime to the deficit. 

Here, in effect, is what your choice 
is. We stand at a crossroads today that 
CBO has depicted as follows on this 
particular chart. You can take this 
path here with $319 billion, or you can 
take this path here, and by 2015, we can 
be nearly out of deficit. 

On the other hand, you can take the 
path that this bill would take, and you 
will be $640 billion in deficit in 10 
years. The Democratic substitute is 
morally and fiscally far and away the 
better choice, particularly if you want 
to balance the budget and eradicate the 
deficit. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN). 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to support the underlying bill and 
to oppose the substitute. And this is 
the reason why: my state, Tennessee, 
has seen more than $250 million in tax-
payer savings a year from the sales tax 
deduction we passed in 2004. 

The Tax Relief Extension Act that 
we are passing today will extend that. 
There is no excuse not to support this 
matter of tax fairness for States like 
mine. It is great for our economy; it is 
great for Tennessee’s Main Streets. 
And those hundreds of millions of dol-
lars are being pumped back into those 
local economies. 

My State should not be penalized for 
choosing an alternative tax system. It 
is a better tax system. We want to keep 
it. I know many of my friends who are 
Blue Dogs supported the tax cut, and I 
hope that they are going to join us 
today and vote for the majority’s bill. 
Tennesseeans are watching this vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know how 
many different ways we are going to 
have to talk about this economy and 
the fact that it is booming, jobs cre-
ation, home sales up, productivity 
soaring; but some never let facts get in 
the way of their political agenda. 

If you read the New York Times, the 
Washington Post, or listen to many of 
my colleagues, you believe that our 
economy is dismal and we have not cre-
ated a single solitary new job. One im-
portant thing the Federal Reserve 
noted: since we passed these tax relief 
measures in 2003, American households 

have increased their nest eggs, their re-
tirement security, their savings by 
$10.5 trillion, $10.5 trillion net worth 
development by American households. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill before 
us today, this bill has a provision that 
helps our Nation’s songwriters. As 
chairman of the Congressional Song-
writers Caucus, we worked to correct 
an inequity in the Tax Code that penal-
izes them when they sell their life’s 
work. The bill solves that. 

I thank my friend from Kentucky 
(Mr. LEWIS) and Chairman THOMAS for 
their work on this issue. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER). 
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, here we 

are just 2 weeks after House Repub-
licans claimed that they were restoring 
fiscal discipline to the federal budget 
considering a tax bill that will make 
our deficits worse and drive our Nation 
even further into debt. 

In 5 short years, the Republican par-
ty’s failed economic policies have insti-
gated $1.57 trillion in budget deficits 
and added $3 trillion to the national 
debt. By the way, during the last 4 
years of the Clinton administration, we 
added not a nickel to the national debt 
and all 4 years we had a surplus. 

Even Alan Greenspan, the chairman 
of the Federal Reserve, is sounding the 
alarm. He recently said, ‘‘We should 
not be cutting taxes by borrowing.’’ 
That is what we are doing. But with 
this bill Republicans are doing pre-
cisely that. 

Now the Republican response will be 
as predictable as it is wrong. They will 
claim that tax cuts pay for themselves, 
but at long last can we dispense with 
this supply-side snake oil. Last month 
the incoming chairman of the Federal 
Reserve told the Senate, ‘‘I think it’s 
unusual for a tax cut to completely off-
set the revenue loss.’’ 

That is President Bush’s appointee to 
the Federal Reserve. And the Comp-
troller General of the United States, 
David Walker, recently stated, ‘‘Any-
body who says you’re going to grow 
your way out of this problem, (deficits 
and debt) would probably not pass 
math.’’ 

Even the President’s Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers admitted in 2003, ‘‘Al-
though the economy grows in response 
to tax reductions, it is unlikely to 
grow so much that lost tax revenue is 
completely recovered by the higher 
economic activity.’’ 

That is why we have $1.75 trillion in 
additional deficits in 5 years and $3 
trillion of additional debt. 

So my Republican friends can stop 
pretending that the tax cuts in this bill 
will somehow magically pay for them-
selves. You are suggesting cuts twice 
as large as you were prepared to cut in 
spending. They will not. 

Finally, let me say that this tax bill 
perfectly illustrates the Republican 
party’s misguided priorities. Its center-
piece is the capital gains and dividend 
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cuts from 2008 to 2010. Who do you 
think benefits from that? Certainly not 
those making less than $50,000 a year. 
They will receive 3 percent of the cap-
ital gains tax cut. The fact is 80 per-
cent of the capital gains tax cuts go to 
those with incomes more than $200,000; 
and more than 50 percent goes to those 
with incomes over $1 million. 

Meanwhile, this majority has refused to ad-
dress the alternative minimum tax within this 
bill, thereby exposing nearly one-third of tax-
payers making between $75,000 and 
$100,000 to higher taxes next year. 

I urge my colleagues: Vote for fairness. 
Vote for fiscal sanity. 
Vote for the Democratic alternative. 
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. HULSHOF), a distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

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

Mark Twain is probably the most fa-
mous constituent from my district and 
I think it was his quote that said, 
‘‘There are lies, there are damn lies, 
and there are statistics.’’ 

I would say probably folks that are 
back in my district are home from 
school today because we had snow. 
Maybe people are taking a break from 
Christmas shopping and tuning into 
the debate, and I suspect folks are a 
little perplexed and a little confused. I 
do not know what the middle class is in 
Los Angeles or Cleveland or New York 
City or Baltimore or Seattle; but I 
think that at least in my congressional 
district, if a family is making about 
$50,000 a year, they probably think 
themselves to be middle class. 

The Democratic substitute for that 
sector of folks making $50,000 or less, 
the Democratic substitute helps less 
than 200,000 taxpayers. Less than 
200,000 taxpayers are helped by the 
Democratic substitute that are trying 
to sit around the kitchen table and pay 
their bills, wondering how they are 
going to pay for Christmas presents for 
their kids. 

If we extend the capital gains and 
dividend tax rate, almost 8 million 
American taxpayers making $50,000 or 
less, the underlying bill, nearly 8 mil-
lion taxpayers will be benefited, and I 
think the choice is clear. 

Now, let me say to my friend, and he 
is my friend from Maryland, he talked 
about failed economic policies. Well, 
over the last 2 years, since capital 
gains and dividends reductions were 
put into law, we have averaged a 4 per-
cent growth to our GDP. 4,400,000 jobs 
have been added to our economy. 
Homeownership is up at an all-time 
high. Government revenues have in-
creased 10 percent a year since the re-
duction in the cost of capital. 

The gentleman from Maryland talks 
about priorities. Earlier we heard from 
the chairman of the Democratic Con-
gressional Campaign Committee, and 
in his usual acerbic way, brought up 
the specter of politics. The chairman of 
the DCCC talked about politics with 

his usual acerbic, and yet what I find 
interesting as we get close to the con-
clusion of this debate, there has been a 
very concerted effort by my friend 
from Maryland to reach out to the 
business community in an effort to 
make some political gains in the 2006 
election. 

After the CAFTA vote, when only 14 
of our colleagues on the other side 
voted for increasing our opportunities 
for trade. There has been somewhat of 
a, reported at least, concerted effort to 
reach out to the business community. 

This will be an interesting vote be-
cause we have with the Democratic 
substitute a tax increase of $40 billion 
on businesses. And the underlying bill 
which, in fact, continues to reduce the 
cost of capital, so are we going to deny 
enhanced expensing for farmers and 
manufacturers? Are we going to tell 
those laborers and manufacturing com-
panies not to purchase, not to invest, 
not to expand their plants. That is the 
choice. And for those again that at 
least talk to the business community, I 
think the choice is clear. Reject the 
substitute and vote for the underlying 
bill. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
for the purpose of making a unanimous 
consent request to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, because the Republican tax 
bill raises the deficit $3 trillion and be-
cause of the valuable aspect of the sub-
stitute deductions for State and local 
retail taxes and other provisions for 
working Americans, I rise in support of 
the substitute and oppose the under-
lying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we have before us a very im-
portant piece of legislation, H.R. 4297, the Tax 
Reconciliation Act. It is very important to un-
derstand this piece of legislation within the big 
picture the republicans are painting here. Just 
last month, the Republicans passed a bill 
called ‘‘The Deficit Reduction Act.’’ This was a 
spending cut bill that slashed funding to many 
vital programs my constituents depend on, in-
cluding to Medicaid, student loans, food 
stamps, and child support programs. The Re-
publicans lectured us on the need to make 
sacrifices to control the national debt. By 
passing the spending cut bill, the Republicans 
actually asked the poor, the downtrodden, the 
disabled and the young to sacrifice on behalf 
of the rest of the country. 

Now we are faced with the Tax Reconcili-
ation Act, which will actually add $86 billion 
dollars to the deficit over the next 5 years. 
This proposed tax cut will not help the poor 
and middle class, either. An estimated 40 per-
cent of the tax cuts will go to families with in-
comes of $1 million or more, and 84 percent 
of the major tax cuts in this bill will go to the 
richest 20 percent of families. 

In fact, under this bill, over 17 million middle 
class Americans will face a tax increase next 
year from the Alternative Minimum Tax (the 
AMT)! An important aspect of this bill is the 
House’s failure to adequately address the 
AMT. The Alternative Minimum Tax was en-

acted over 35 years ago enacted to ensure 
that the richest Americans would pay their fair 
share of income tax. Unfortunately, when the 
AMT was enacted, Congress neglected to 
index the tax rates to inflation. The AMT has 
now begun to add extra burden to middle 
class taxpayers at an alarming rate. The sen-
ate bill provides $30 billion for AMT relief to 
the middle class, while the House republican 
leadership could only find $2.8 billion for this 
cause. 

Republicans couldn’t find the money to ade-
quately pay for AMT relief for the middle class. 
They can’t find any money for tax relief for 
those affected by hurricane Katrina in the gulf 
coast. Last month, Republicans couldn’t find 
the money to spare the elderly from Medicaid 
cuts, to spare the students from loan in-
creases, or spare our children from child care 
cuts. They couldn’t find the money because 
they are choosing to extend the dividend and 
capital gains tax cuts for the richest in our 
country. They also choose to pass the burden 
of paying for these tax cuts on to our children 
in the form of a huge deficit. 

This is not how we take care of our own in 
Texas, and this is not how we do things in the 
United States. The Republicans are launching 
an unabashed attack on the American way by 
ignoring the neediest in our country to give tax 
cuts to the richest. 

The Democrats have instead offered an 
amendment in the form of the substitute that 
is much more fiscally responsible and equi-
table. The Democratic Substitute extends for 
one year all temporary tax provisions that ex-
pire at the end of this year, similar to the ma-
jority’s bill. The major difference, however is 
that the Democratic substitute addresses the 
problem of the AMT by eliminating all liabilities 
for middle class individuals. This will reduce 
the number of individuals that pay the AMT 
next year by 16 million people, to just over 3 
million people. This provision would cost about 
$45 billion dollars, but would be fully offset by 
rolling back a portion of the tax cuts that 
would otherwise go to those with annual in-
comes of over $1 million for joint returns and 
$500,000 for other returns. The Democratic 
substitute, unlike the Republican option, is a 
fiscally responsible bill that goes to help those 
who really need it instead of the very rich. 

Mr. Speaker, the decision to vote up or 
down on this legislation isn’t a blurry line in-
volving political ideology; it isn’t a debate of 
Republican vs. Democratic philosophy. The 
priorities in the republican bill are misguided. 
Congress should not be providing additional 
tax breaks for the rich less than a month after 
huge spending cuts aimed at the most vulner-
able. In the end, this tax bill will either exacer-
bate our already large Federal deficits, or will 
force even deeper cuts in critically important 
domestic programs. I am strongly opposed to 
this legislation, and I implore my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to vote against 
these unreasonable cuts and instead consider 
the revenue neutral Democratic alternative. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. FOSSELLA). 

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

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. I rise to support the underlying 
bill and to oppose the Democratic sub-
stitute. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:26 Dec 09, 2005 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08DE7.061 H08DEPT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11259 December 8, 2005 
The numbers three, four, and five 

come to mind. Three is basically a re-
flection of what our inflation rate is at; 
four for the percentage of which our 
economy is growing on an annual basis; 
and five for unemployment rate that 
exists in this country with historic 
lows. 

One way we can ensure that that 
number five comes even lower and that 
number four goes even higher is to sup-
port the underlying legislation. Why? 
Because it is proven to work. When you 
reduce the taxes and the penalties on 
the accumulation of capital, what we 
see is an economy that grows. So 
whether you are a small business 
owner in Staten Island or a small busi-
ness owner in San Francisco, you are 
able to put more people to work and we 
watch our economy grow and grow and 
grow. 

My concern with the Democratic sub-
stitute is multi-fold. One is if you are 
sitting at home, for example, and you 
are waiting for your retirement, and in 
several years when your nest egg is 
about a half a million dollars, which is 
not that much money anymore for 
some folks I know living across the 
country, if the Democratic substitute 
prevails, you are looking at basically 
sending another check for $25,000 to the 
Federal Government. That is if you 
support the substitute. 

In addition, if you happen to be re-
ceiving dividends, and I know many 
people across the country in so-called 
investor class receive dividends on a 
regular basis, if the Democratic sub-
stitute prevails, you will be paying up-
wards of 20 percent more in taxes to 
the Federal Government. Not to men-
tion the fact that the AMT, which pe-
nalizes upwards of 80 percent of the 
people I know who filed in Staten Is-
land and Brooklyn, are getting pun-
ished by the AMT, the Democratic sub-
stitute does not adequately address 
what the House passed yesterday. 

In conclusion, if we are for a pro- 
growth economy, if we are for bringing 
the unemployment rate down even fur-
ther, if we are watching for our econ-
omy to grow even greater, if we are ba-
sically placing our faith in the Amer-
ican people and the entrepreneurs and 
the small business owners across coun-
try, let us not punish them with higher 
capital gains rates and dividend rates. 

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

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. MCCRERY), distinguished 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is a curious applica-
tion of tax benefits that have been left 
out of the minority substitute. Let me 
just go over a few of those because I 
think you will agree with me that it is 
curious which ones are left out. 

The savers credit for low income fam-
ilies. My friends on the other side of 
the aisle continually stand up for low 

income families and to their credit, 
why on earth would they leave out a 
strong incentive for low income fami-
lies to save? They do. They leave out 
the savers credit. And that goes only to 
lower income families in this country. 
Generally, those on the other side of 
the aisle harp about the—I will not say 
evils, but the excess profits, some of 
the bad things that big business does in 
this country, and yet they leave out 
the tax benefit for small businesses in 
this country, something known as sec-
tion 179, expensing to help small 
businesspeople cope with the costs of 
keeping their businesses up to date, 
modernizing their businesses so that 
they can compete, so they can compete 
in the market place, sometimes with 
those big bad businesses. They leave 
that out. 

Tax benefits for cleaning up 
brownfield sites. Brownfield sites are 
dirty sites, polluted sites where busi-
ness has gone away. There is pollution 
there. They are usually the champions 
of the environment, cleaning up the en-
vironment. But they leave out that tax 
benefit to encourage cleaning up these 
dirty polluted sites. Very curious. 

Now, certainly there are a couple 
that they leave out that I can under-
stand. They leave out an extension of 
the active finance section of subpart F. 
That is a lot of big words. What that 
means is this particular tax provisional 
allows companies in this country who 
conduct financial operations to com-
pete on a level playing field with their 
competitors overseas. That is what this 
does that they leave out of their bill. It 
allows American companies to compete 
effectively with companies overseas. 
They leave that out. But then they, as 
I said, they do not particularly like big 
business. 

The one that gave them the most 
glee, of course, by leaving it out was 
capital gains and dividends. You have 
heard all the rhetoric, and I am sure 
you are confused about who benefits 
from these. The Joint Tax Committee, 
the committee that is vested with 
crunching the numbers in this Con-
gress, has produced these statistics: 
For the capital gains tax, one in five 
Americans who claims capital gains on 
his tax return has income below $50,000. 
Fifty-eight percent of those who claim 
capital gains on their tax return have 
incomes below $100,000. Somewhat dif-
ferent from the statistics you have 
heard from the other side. 

Dividends are even better. One in 
four, 25 percent of Americans who have 
dividend income have incomes below 
$50,000; 59 percent have incomes below 
$100,000. 
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Nearly 60 percent of Americans who 
claim either capital gains or dividend 
income have incomes of $100,000 or less. 
That is basically middle class. 

Another thing that the minority 
sometimes likes to do, I think, is tax. 
They like taxes, and they want to in-
crease taxes; and when they can double 

tax, boy, that is a real joy. That is 
what dividends do. That income has al-
ready been taxed once at the corporate 
level. They want to tax it again at the 
individual level as high a rate as pos-
sible. 

So those are the things they leave 
out of this bill, Mr. Speaker; and I hope 
we will reject the substitute. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BRADY), a distinguished member 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it 
is, I think, a terrible mistake to leave 
out tax relief for dividends. These are 
the usually small amounts of money 
that go to people, many seniors, who 
have invested in a company; and these 
are the dividends that help ease their 
retirement. 

Back a few years ago, we saw a num-
ber of Wall Street companies go under, 
the Enrons, the WorldComs, all those 
dot-com technology companies. They 
had big stock prices. They had great 
pieces of paper saying they were won-
derful companies, but the fact of the 
matter is they were built on thin air. 
What we did under this legislation is 
we said to the companies, prove that 
you have a solid profit-and-loss state-
ment, you have real assets, show us the 
money; pay it out in dividends, we will 
lower the cost, lower the taxes on 
those dividends. 

Since we created this tax legislation, 
now Fortune 500 companies, one out of 
four that did not provide dividends in 
the past, are now providing real money 
to real people who have invested in 
them. In other words, we have changed 
the culture from what is good this 
quarter and what is good for my stock 
price to what is the best long term, 
real growth, solid businesses in Amer-
ica. We have changed the culture of 
Wall Street because of this dividend 
tax relief. 

It is very important we not go back 
to the bad old days of high stock prices 
but built on thin air. We need busi-
nesses that are in it for the long term, 
that pay cash to real people, that when 
my mom or your mom or some other 
senior invests they know they are 
going to get a chance for a solid divi-
dend that they can actually keep be-
cause they invested. This dividend re-
lief, Mr. Speaker, is vitally important. 

I oppose the Democrat substitute. I 
support keeping in dividend relief, both 
for our seniors and our investors, and 
to keep Wall Street honest. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. SHAW), a distinguished member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, chair-
man of the Trade Subcommittee. 

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

Very briefly, since the tax rate on 
capital gains and dividends was re-
duced in May of 2003, the economy has 
grown at an average rate of 4.1 percent; 
4.4 million new jobs have been created; 
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government tax receipts have in-
creased 10 percent annually. 

Now we are coming to a situation in 
2008 where the capital gains rate is 
going to go up to 20 percent; dividends 
go back to ordinary income. 

What effect is this going to have on 
the economy to all of the sudden have 
that increase that we are looking at? 
The question has been, and I think it 
has been raised, as to what is the 
hurry, why do it. We want them to be 
able to have a tax rate that people can 
count on, one that people can look into 
the future as far as they could. I would 
like to extend it even further than 
that, but under reconciliation we are 
limited to the budget window. 

I think this is a good bill. I ask all 
the Members to reject the substitute 
and support the base bill. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
distinct honor to yield the remaining 
time to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI) to close on our side, 
who represents the minority at this 
historic time. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York, our ranking member on the 
Ways and Means Committee, for yield-
ing me the time. I thank you and our 
colleagues on the committee on the 
Democratic side for the excellent work 
you did in putting forth the Demo-
cratic alternative today. You have 
made an excellent case for your sub-
stitute and indictment against what 
the Republicans are doing. 

Let us talk about what is happening 
here today. A few weeks ago, right be-
fore Thanksgiving, there was a bill on 
the floor which was the Republican 
budget bill. So bad was this bill in 
terms of it not representing the values 
of our country that the religious com-
munity gathered in the rotunda of the 
Capitol of the United States, and they 
prayed that this Congress would make 
the right decisions and reject the Re-
publican budget proposal. 

They asked some questions about 
why we would be giving tax cuts to the 
wealthiest people in our country while 
taking food out of the mouths of Amer-
ica’s children. They said they were 
going to draw a moral line in the sand 
because a budget should be a statement 
of our national values, and what we 
care about in our country should be re-
flected in that budget. 

Today, we are talking about a tax 
bill which is hand-in-glove part of the 
reconciliation that the Republicans are 
putting forth. So embarrassed were 
they by their own budget and so em-
barrassed were they by this tax bill 
that they had to have 3 weeks come be-
tween the two of them so that the 
American people would separate the 
cause and effect of what they were 
doing with their budget bill that was 
poor in its values, poor in its priorities 
and increasing our deficit because of 
this tax bill today. 

Yesterday, they engaged in another 
sham, which was to pretend that they 
were giving alternative minimum tax 

relief for middle-class families in 
America. If they cared about middle- 
class families in America, they would 
have put that in this bill today which 
has the full protection as it goes over 
to the Senate. They know that that 
bill they passed yesterday has no 
weight in the Senate. It does not have 
the protection of the parliamentary 
process on the Senate side, and the 
same applies to what they did to try to 
give the illusion that they were helping 
our men and women in combat so that 
they would qualify for the low-income 
tax credit. If they cared about them, 
they would have them in the bill today. 

This budget, as I said, should be a 
statement of our national values; and 
while we talk about that, let us talk 
about what those values are. 

America has always cherished the 
value of opportunity, and one place 
where that is possible for more Ameri-
cans is in the issue of education. Tak-
ing these two bills together, we are giv-
ing tax cuts to the wealthiest people in 
America while we are putting a burden 
on our young people by saying that 
they will pay $5,800 more in their stu-
dent loans so that we can give tax cuts 
to people making over $1 million a 
year. That is not a statement of our 
national values. That takes from our 
children their opportunity when we 
should be expanding it. 

Fairness. Fairness has always been a 
cherished American value. Fairness. 
We see that during the last 5 years, 
these 5 years of the Bush administra-
tion, 7 million more people in our coun-
try go to sleep hungry, without ade-
quate food, because they cannot afford 
to buy food. Seven million more peo-
ple, an increase of 12 percent, and what 
does this combination of reconciliation 
in order to give tax cuts to people mak-
ing over $1 million a year, that cuts 
food stamps and takes many tens of 
thousand of children off the school 
lunch program do? As the religious 
community said, how can we as a coun-
try give tax cuts to the wealthiest and 
take food out of the mouths of our chil-
dren? That is not about fairness. Fair-
ness is an American value. 

Community. America has always 
been about community. Alexis de 
Tocqueville said it about the origins of 
our country, and community means 
safe neighborhoods, the safety of our 
people, homeland security and the rest. 
We are not putting adequate resources 
to COPS on the Beat or anything else 
in order for us to give these tax cuts at 
the high end. That is not about com-
munity. That is totally unfair, and it is 
diminishing opportunity. 

Let us take the value of responsi-
bility, personal responsibility, fiscal 
responsibility, which should be the 
order of the day in this conversation 
here. The combination of their tax bill 
and their budget bill in reconciliation, 
which I do not blame them for sepa-
rating by 3 weeks because it is a total 
embarrassment with that, they are in-
creasing the deficit. They are increas-
ing the deficit by $20 billion in order to 

give tax cuts to the wealthiest Ameri-
cans. They are putting the burden of 
debt on America’s children, individual 
debt with their student loans and fiscal 
debt in terms of our national debt and 
what our kids will be burdened with. 

It is just totally irresponsible and at 
the same time increases the deficit. 
Democrats support pay-as-you-go. No 
deficit spending. If something is impor-
tant to you, figure out how to pay for 
it, but do not make my children and 
grandchildren have to pay for it or 
anybody’s children and grandchildren 
have to pay for it. 

Every opportunity I get I want to 
sing the praises of the Clinton adminis-
tration. Coming out of that adminis-
tration we were on a trajectory of 5.6 
trillion with a TR, dollars in surplus. 
In the years of the Bush administra-
tion, that has been almost fully re-
versed, over $4 trillion in deficit, a 
swing of around $10 trillion, an incred-
ible burden on the future, a tax on our 
children’s future. 

And this is the party of fiscal respon-
sibility? Republicans have completely 
abdicated that. The Democrats are the 
party of fiscal responsibility. We 
showed we can do it then. We can do it 
again. We should not today be catering 
to this appetite for deficits that the 
Republicans cannot seem to get over. 
It is just absolutely immoral, immoral 
for us to heap those deficits on our 
children. 

I want to commend my colleagues on 
the Democratic side for what they have 
done and put into their proposal. The 
House Democrats are committed to an 
America that works for everyone, not 
just the privileged few. 

Our Democratic substitute reflects 
the values of community by shielding 
the middle-class Americans from the 
alternative minimum tax in a bill that 
really counts, not in some suspension 
of yesterday that has no weight in the 
conference with the Senate; and it pro-
vides tax relief, the Democratic alter-
native does, for our soldiers in combat 
in the bill. That really matters as well. 

The Democratic substitute dem-
onstrates fairness by not adding to the 
deficit; and it creates opportunities, 
spurring economic growth, generating 
jobs and supporting our small busi-
nesses. 

Our Democratic members on the 
committee have eloquently made an 
indictment against this budget which 
is immoral because of the $70 billion in 
tax cuts, mostly for America’s wealthi-
est. The Republican budget decimates 
the very initiatives that middle-class 
Americans rely upon to get ahead. The 
poor suffer, the rich benefit, the middle 
class is paying the bill. 

The number of people without health 
insurance has increased 4 years in a 
row. People are hungry, a 12 percent in-
crease. The number of people who do 
not have health insurance has grown. 
They are cutting $45 billion in Med-
icaid, a health insurance program that 
is mostly for America’s poor children, 
many of them Katrina survivors. 
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Alexis de Tocqueville talked about 

community in America. He wrote back 
to the French: ‘‘America is great be-
cause America is good. If America ever 
ceases to be good,’’ he concluded, 
‘‘America will cease to be great.’’ 

This is a moment that no one in this 
body wants to hasten. We all want 
America to be great and America to be 
good. Together, we can do better by re-
turning to our fundamental values to 
maintain America’s goodness by reject-
ing this immoral tax bill. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes. 

Actually, in a few minutes we will 
have a vote on two tax bills, and we 
have heard a lot of debate this after-
noon about the two approaches the bill 
takes, and I certainly appreciate my 
friends on the other side for recog-
nizing the need for tax relief. 

b 1415 

In fact, in many important ways 
these bills are very similar. Twenty- 
two provisions in our underlying bill 
were taken by my friends on the other 
side and put into their bill. I guess imi-
tation is the sincerest form of flattery. 

For example, the income tax deduc-
tion for State and local taxes; the re-
search and development tax credit, so 
important to our high-tech and manu-
facturing sectors of our economy; the 
above-the-line deduction for higher 
education expenses; and the bonds for 
school modernization equipment and 
teacher training; as well as the en-
hanced charitable deduction for com-
puter donations to schools. These are 
provisions that we have that are the 
same. 

What the Democrat substitute does 
not include is the extension of a saver’s 
credit for low-income families; the ex-
pensing for small businesses so small 
entrepreneurs can grow their compa-
nies, buy the equipment, increase their 
businesses and hire more people; clean-
ing up brownfields sites so we can con-
tinue economic development in so 
many small towns and communities in 
our Nation; as well as helping our do-
mestic manufacturers finance those 
large equipment sales overseas so we 
can export more. 

Also capital gains and dividends. We 
have heard a great deal about that this 
afternoon. That tax provision, that 
benefit, has helped 24 million American 
families in this country. Twenty-five 
percent of those families have incomes 
under $50,000 a year. Are those the rich 
we hear talked about so much on the 
other side? Fifty-seven percent, almost 
60 percent of the families have incomes 
under $100,000 a year. Are those the 
very rich our friends on the other side 
are so worried about us assisting? 

What is irresponsible is the part of 
the Democrat substitute which raises 
taxes. Forty billion dollars in tax in-
creases. And 80 percent of those taxes, 
that tax burden, would fall on small 
entrepreneurial businesses. I urge a 
vote against the substitute and in 
favor of the underlying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), the distinguished 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, actually, 
I do not need 12 minutes, I only need 10 
seconds. This bill is a—— 

Mr. RANGEL. Parliamentary in-
quiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). Does the gentleman from Cali-
fornia yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry? 

Mr. THOMAS. No. 
Mr. RANGEL. Does the gentleman 

from California? A parliamentary in-
quiry is no longer the Speaker’s re-
sponsibility? 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, who has 
the time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized. 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, I just wanted to 
know how many closing speakers they 
had. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has the time. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is ob-
vious the gentleman from New York 
wants to make sure you do not hear 
this. 

As I said, you do not need 12 minutes 
to say this: If you vote ‘‘yes’’ for the 
Democrat substitute, you are increas-
ing taxes over 5 years by $40 billion. 

That is the single largest tax in-
crease since they were in the majority 
in 1993. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 588, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the bill, as 
amended, and on the amendment by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL). 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL). 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 192, nays 
239, not voting 2, as follows: 

[Roll No. 619] 

YEAS—192 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 

Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 

Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 

Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 

Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 

Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

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

NAYS—239 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costello 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 

Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hayes 
Hayworth 

Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
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McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 

Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 

Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—2 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Hastings (WA) 

b 1442 

Messrs. SAXTON, SOUDER, MUR-
PHY, RYUN of Kansas, GILLMOR, 
OBERSTAR, VISCLOSKY and Mrs. 
NORTHUP changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. OLVER, JEFFERSON, 
HOLDEN, and RAHALL changed their 
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). The question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill in its 
present form? 

Mr. RANGEL. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Rangel moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 4297 to the Committee on Ways and 
Means with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendments: 

Strike section 203 (relating to capital gains 
and dividends rates) and redesignate suc-
ceeding sections accordingly, and strike the 
item in the table of contents relating to sec-
tion 203 and redesignate the items relating 
to succeeding sections accordingly. 

Insert after section 117 the following new 
section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 118. TEMPORARY RELIEF FROM THE ALTER-

NATIVE MINIMUM TAX. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 55 (relating to al-

ternative minimum tax imposed) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(f) EXEMPTION FOR INDIVIDUALS FOR TAX-
ABLE YEARS BEGINNING IN 2006.—For any tax-
able year beginning in 2006, in the case of an 
individual— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The tentative minimum 
tax of the taxpayer shall be zero if the ad-
justed gross income of the taxpayer (as de-
termined for purposes of the regular tax) is 
equal to or less than the threshold amount. 

‘‘(2) PHASEIN OF LIABILITY ABOVE EXEMPTION 
LEVEL.—In the case of a taxpayer whose ad-
justed gross income exceeds the threshold 
amount but does not exceed $112,500 ($225,000 
in the case of a joint return), the tax im-
posed by subsection (a) shall be the amount 
which bears the same ratio to such tax (de-
termined without regard to this subsection) 
as— 

‘‘(A) the excess of— 
‘‘(i) the adjusted gross income of the tax-

payer (as determined for purposes of the reg-
ular tax), over 

‘‘(ii) the threshold amount, bears to 
‘‘(B) $12,500 ($25,000 in the case of a joint re-

turn). 
‘‘(3) THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—For purposes of 

this paragraph, the term ‘threshold amount’ 
means $100,000 ($200,000 in the case of a joint 
return). 

‘‘(4) ESTATES AND TRUSTS.—This subsection 
shall not apply to any estate or trust.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2005. 

Mr. RANGEL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion to recommit be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

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

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL) is recognized 
for 5 minutes and a Member in opposi-
tion to the motion to recommit will be 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL). 

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
for offering this motion to recommit 
today. 

The Rangel motion to recommit is 
about two things: truth in budgeting 
and truth in borrowing. 

b 1445 

In almost 14 years now on the Ways 
and Means Committee, we have spoken 
of addressing the alternative minimum 
tax issue. There has been a lot of talk 
and not a lot of action. And you are 
going to hear in a couple of seconds, 
well, yesterday, we took up the Alter-
native Minimum Tax. What we did yes-
terday was a procedural maneuver that 
allowed everybody to cover themselves, 
but will have very little reality as it 
addresses alternative minimum tax. 

The gentleman from New York’s mo-
tion to recommit goes right to the 
heart of the matter. You can, in a few 
minutes, cast a vote on really doing 

something about alternative minimum 
tax. 

Now, the next thing we are going to 
hear today is this: The Democrats were 
in charge for 40 years and did not ad-
dress the alternative minimum tax 
issue. In 1994, a couple of 100,000 people 
paid alternative minimum tax in 
America. On January 1, that number 
kicks up, next year, to 19 million peo-
ple who will begin to pay alternative 
minimum tax. Mr. RANGEL’s proposal 
addresses this issue, and we pay for it, 
as I indicated at the outset of my re-
marks, honestly. The dividends and 
capital gains proposal does not even ex-
pire until the year 2008. And yet, we are 
doing that instead of doing alternative 
minimum tax. 

Now, this Congress had time, in the 
last 5 years, to repeal a series of taxes 
on the American people, all, by the 
way, for upper income groups. We cer-
tainly had plenty of time to repeal the 
estate tax. We had time to address divi-
dends and capital gains. But we did not 
have time to address alternative min-
imum tax other than with Band-Aid 
approaches. Today, you have a chance 
to do something. Mr. RANGEL’s pro-
posal lacks complexity. You can, in the 
next couple of minutes, choose between 
fixing AMT or extending dividends and 
capital gains cuts for the wealthiest 
among us. And by the way, when we 
hear the other side say that these cuts 
to middle income people for dividends 
and capital gains, the dividend pro-
posal that they have ought to be under-
stood in this light. More than 50 per-
cent, I believe, 53 or 54 percent of their 
dividend proposal, goes to people who 
made more than $1 million last year. 
Alternative minimum tax is a middle 
class issue across this country and we 
can do something about it. 

Embrace Mr. RANGEL’s proposal. Give 
him a positive vote on AMT. But most 
importantly, give those 19.3 million 
Americans next year some much need-
ed relief in alternative minimum tax. 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, Mr. Speaker, you 
can take away our right to go to con-
ference, our right to amend bills, but 
one thing you cannot take away is our 
right to vote. We have a game called 3 
Card Molly in New York. You never 
know which one is under the shell. So 
they have an opportunity to say that 
they want to help the wealthiest Amer-
icans, but they like to give a whole lot 
of talk to those people who, through no 
fault of their own, except the ineptness 
and the inability of the Republicans to 
correct it, they got caught in the alter-
native minimum tax. Now, they will 
scream out that they took care of it on 
the suspension bill. Well, you do not 
have to be a parliamentarian to know 
when you send something to that other 
side and put it on the suspension cal-
endar, you had better send a prayer 
over with it because any one guy can 
stand up and say I object. 

But when you cover it because you 
believe in it and put it in the reconcili-
ation bill, it means that is what you 
really want to do. At the end of the 
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day, when we vote, all we are saying is, 
we ask the conferees, whenever they 
might meet, that they are instructed 
by this House to take care of those who 
really deserve the tax privilege the 
most. Take care of those who were not 
really thrown into this thing because 
of increased income, but were thrown 
into the alternative minimum tax that 
was not supposed to capture them, but 
they got there because of inflation. 

In 3 Card Molly, you do not know 
what is going to happen. But we will 
know at the end of this vote something 
that John Lewis knows that they said 
in the civil rights movement, and that 
is, which side are you on? What a great 
opportunity. Take away everything 
you want. Take away our votes, our op-
portunity to express ourselves, give us 
rules that you like to give us. But, on 
this vote, at the end of the day, people 
might ask how did you treat the alter-
native minimum tax? Some people 
might say, well, it did come up in the 
House. It was not important enough to 
put in the reconciliation bill and it was 
not important enough to allow a lot of 
debate. We put it on the suspension 
calendar because it was not paid for 
and we did not think it would be con-
troversial. And so, with all of the de-
bate, what is going to happen when you 
get back home is did you protect those 
that were most vulnerable. Forget 
about the poor. Forget about the rich 
that you are giving the incentives to. 
Just ask, on this one thing, no matter 
what happens in conference, where was 
the alternative minimum tax pro-
tected? It is protected in our motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). The gentleman is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
need to mention yesterday or the 414 
who voted to fix this problem. I would 
tell my friend from New York that you 
only need 60 votes outside of a rec-
onciliation to pass this. But I do want 
to mention 1985. The Tax Reform Act 
of 1985, under their watch, said this: 
‘‘Other regular tax itemized deductions 
such as those for State and local taxes 
paid and for certain investment ex-
penses, are not allowed for minimum 
tax purposes.’’ I assume they did that 
knowingly. They were the ones who did 
it. 

In 1993, they passed the largest tax 
increase on the American people and 
had a chance to adjust it again then. I 
will say that we have made progress 
today. This is an appropriate motion to 
recommit. It does not kill the bill. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts said 
this is about upper income groups. In 
fact, there was an editorial recently 
that said it is between the rich and the 
very rich. But I do want to mark the 
landmark comment of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts who said this was 
about middle income people. And on 
page 2 of the motion to recommit, ‘‘For 
purposes of this paragraph, the term 

‘threshold amount’ means $100,000 and 
$200,000 in the case of a joint return.’’ 
So $200,000 is now middle income. I be-
lieve that is correct. They are the ones 
who have always said those are the 
very rich. Now, the other thing you 
need to understand, it is this business 
of how many people are going to fall 
under the alternative minimum tax. Do 
you know why? 

The reason, in 1994 that there were so 
few people who fell under the alter-
native minimum tax is because the 
regular tax was so high. What has hap-
pened in 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004 we 
have driven down the rates. And be-
cause we have lower taxes, there are 
more people who fall under the alter-
native minimum tax. Do we need to ad-
dress it? Of course. But the vote today 
is far more fundamental than that. 
This vote, if you vote yes, gives money 
to rich people to spend on consump-
tion. Surely, you know that pure con-
sumption does not move the economy 
very much. What they want to do is 
deny people the opportunity to invest 
and to save to supply fuel to the engine 
of the economy so we can continue 
with the lowest unemployment rate 
and the highest productivity rate than 
we have seen in years. This vote is very 
simple. A yes vote, consumption, not 
much bang for the buck. A no vote, in-
vestment and savings and a lot of bang 
for the buck. Vote no on reconciliation, 
yes on the bill. If we have limited dol-
lars to spend, spend them for the high-
est and best purpose. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. RANGEL. 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 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes, if ordered, on passage of the bill 
and on suspending the rules and pass-
ing H.R. 1400 debated yesterday. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 193, nays 
235, not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 620] 

YEAS—193 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 

Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 

Costello 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 

Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 

Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 

Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NAYS—235 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 

Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 

Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
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Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 

Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (TX) 

Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—5 

Boozman 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Hastings (WA) 
Markey 
Smith (NJ) 

b 1513 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). The question is on the passage 
of the bill. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 234, nays 
197, not voting 3, as follows: 

[Roll No. 621] 

YEAS—234 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 

Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 

Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 

Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 

Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—197 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 

Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 

Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender- 

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

T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 

Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 

Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—3 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Franks (AZ) 
Hastings (WA) 

b 1523 

So 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. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, on 

rollcall No. 621 (final passage H.R. 4297), had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’. 

f 

VACATING ORDERING OF YEAS 
AND NAYS ON H.R. 1400, SECUR-
ING AIRCRAFT COCKPITS 
AGAINST LASERS ACT OF 2005 

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the House va-
cate the ordering of the yeas and nays 
on the motion to suspend the rules and 
pass H.R. 1400 to the end that the Chair 
may put the question on the motion de 
novo. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
1400, 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 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to rule IX, I rise in regard to a question 
of the privileges of the House, and I 
offer a privileged resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 591 

Whereas the recurring practice of improp-
erly holding votes open for the sole purpose 
of overturning the will of the majority, in-
cluding bullying and threatening Members to 
vote against their conscience, has occurred 
eight times since 2003, and three times in the 
109th Congress alone; 

Whereas on November 22,2003, the Repub-
lican Leadership held open the vote on H.R. 
1, the Prescription Drug Conference Report, 
for nearly three hours, the longest period of 
time in the history of electronic voting in 
the U.S. House of Representatives; 
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