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

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. TAUSCHER). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 24, 2008. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable ELLEN O. 
TAUSCHER to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

Rev. Kelly D. McInerney, Bible Bap-
tist Church, Wilmington, Ohio, offered 
the following prayer: 

Our Father, by Your divine provi-
dence You have blessed the American 
people. You have blessed us with Your 
Spirit, for where the Spirit of the Lord 
is, there is liberty. You have given to 
us the greatest form of government 
that humanity has ever known. Today, 
I pray for the men and women who rep-
resent the legislative branch of that 
government. I pray for them to have 
wisdom as they debate the issues and 
decisions that affect the lives of their 
constituents. I pray for them as they 
consider our men and women in uni-
form who are protecting our freedoms. 
I pray for them to seek Your guidance 
as they seek solutions to the many 
needs our country faces. Ohio’s State 
motto is, ‘‘With God, all things are pos-
sible.’’ May these representatives of 
the people of the United States have 
hope, confidence, and trust in those 
words. May they truly believe that 
with God, all things are possible. Bless 
them this day in the work that You 
have appointed them to do. And we ask 
these things in the name of Your Son, 
and our Savior, Jesus Christ. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LO-
RETTA SANCHEZ) come forward and lead 
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia led the Pledge of Allegiance as 
follows: 

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

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 4841. An act to approve, ratify, and 
confirm the settlement agreement entered 
into to resolve claims by the Soboba Band of 
Luiseno Indians relating to alleged inter-
ferences with the water resources of the 
Tribe, to authorize and direct the Secretary 
of the Interior to execute and perform the 
Settlement Agreement and related waivers, 
and for other purposes. 

f 

WELCOMING PASTOR KELLY 
MCINERNEY 

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

Mr. TURNER. Madam Speaker, it is 
my pleasure to welcome today our 
guest chaplain, Pastor Kelly 
McInerney, from Wilmington, Ohio, 
and I thank him for leading the House 
in prayer. 

Paster McInerney has led the con-
gregation at Bible Baptist Church in 
Wilmington since its inception in 1995. 
The church began as a mission project 
of the Hillsboro Bible Baptist Church. 
Before the construction of its first fa-
cility in 2001, the congregation met in 
a storefront, a former bank building, 
and a historic theater in the heart of 
downtown Wilmington. The church’s 
membership and attendance have 
grown steadily each year from a group 
of 40 charter members to a congrega-
tion whose average Sunday morning 
attendance currently averages over 
1,000 persons. 

Pastor McInerney is a respected com-
munity leader who is devoted to his 
congregation and his family and his 
faith. He is currently the chaplain for 
the Southwest District of the Ohio 
State Highway Patrol, the Clinton 
County Sheriff’s Office, and the Wil-
mington City Fire Department. As part 
of his service to the first responders of 
our community, Pastor McInerney also 
holds annual Law Enforcement Appre-
ciation Day at his church. The event 
recognizes outstanding members of the 
law enforcement community and pays 
tribute to all the officers who have lost 
their lives in the line of duty in the 
history of Clinton County. 

His family includes his wife Theresa, 
and his sons Kenton and Kaden. It is 
with great pleasure that I welcome 
Pastor McInerney and his family to 
Washington, and I ask my colleagues 
to join me in thanking our guest chap-
lain for his thoughtful and inspira-
tional words. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind the House that on 
July 24, 1998, at 3:40 p.m., Officer Jacob 
J. Chestnut and Detective John M. Gib-
son of the United States Capitol Police 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:54 Jul 25, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00001 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A24JY7.000 H24JYPT1er
ow

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7062 July 24, 2008 
were killed in the line of duty defend-
ing the Capitol against an intruder 
armed with a gun. 

At 3:40 p.m. today, the Chair will rec-
ognize the anniversary of this tragedy 
by observing a moment of silence in 
their memory. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 10 further re-
quests for 1-minute speeches on each 
side of the aisle. 

f 

ON ANNIVERSARY OF CAPITOL 
POLICE DEATHS 

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

Mr. HOYER. The Speaker has just 
made an announcement about two of 
those who served our democracy and 
our country and who served this Cap-
itol. Every morning when I come into 
work, I pass by a plaque honoring De-
tective John Gibson and Officer Jacob 
Chestnut on the spot where they were 
murdered 10 years ago this very day. 

It’s a quiet hallway now. Down the 
hall you can hear the sounds of visitors 
to the Capitol; a few feet away the 
work of the majority leader’s office 
goes on every day. John Gibson lost his 
life in the hallway that is in my office 
that was then the office of the major-
ity leader Tom DeLay. What a shock to 
think that that hallway could be filled 
with gunshots and blood, to know that 
our Capitol, the most sacred space in 
our democracy, could be filled with vi-
olence. But what a saving grace to 
know that every day we are surrounded 
by brave men and women who will 
stand in the way of violence even at 
the cost of their own lives. 

Detective Gibson and Officer Chest-
nut died in the defense of our democ-
racy just as surely as those in harm’s 
way in Iraq and Afghanistan and in 
other trouble spots of the world. 

Detective Gibson and Officer Chest-
nut deserve every tribute they’ve been 
given: Lying in honor under the Cap-
itol dome; yesterday’s words dedicated 
to their memory; today’s moment of si-
lence at 3:40. But we know that what 
they did, every member of the Capitol 
Police and every law enforcement offi-
cer throughout our land stands ready 
to do as they rise in the morning and 
put on a badge, either on their uniform 
or in their wallet or on their hip, and 
they attach a gun, perhaps, as well, 
prepared to defend and keep the peace. 

We honor Detective Gibson and Offi-
cer Chestnut not because they were 
unique in their sacrifice, which, how-
ever, they were, but because their will-
ingness to sacrifice was so typical, typ-
ical of all of the best in those who wear 
the badge. 

Edmund Burke wrote that ‘‘Good 
order is the foundation of all things.’’ 
It is certainly the foundation of every-

thing that happens in this building. 
Without peace and good order, democ-
racy could not survive. 

Let us thank those men and women 
who risk their lives to give us order, 
safety, freedom from fear, and let us 
keep their families in our thoughts 
today and every day. 

God blesses America with men and 
women ready to defend our freedom, 
our country, and our Capitol. Without 
them, the work of this Capitol and the 
work of our democracy would not pre-
vail. We thank their families, we re-
member them this day, and may God 
grant them continued peace. 

f 

DRILL ON THE ANWR SPECK 

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

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, as our 
‘‘Drill Nothing’’ Congress continues to 
ignore viable energy options such as 
drilling in ANWR, I thought a chart 
would best illustrate where these drill-
ing locations are. 

Madam Speaker, this is Alaska, this 
is ANWR, and this little bitty red 
speck is where the proposed drilling in 
ANWR is to be. It takes glasses to see 
it because it’s only 3 square miles. To 
put it in perspective, the Houston 
Intercontinental Airport is five times 
the size of this speck. Disney World is 
15 times the size of this speck, and the 
King Ranch in Texas is 500 times this 
proposed drilling location. 

Madam Speaker, it’s time for Con-
gress to stop using the distortions of 
the elites in the environmental fear 
lobby as an excuse not to take care of 
ourselves. America needs to take care 
of Americans and not be held hostage 
by OPEC and handcuffed by the Drill 
Nothing Congress. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

PASSAGE OF THE HOUSING BILL 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I come to the 
floor to acknowledge the bipartisan 
work of this Congress and the Bush ad-
ministration on the housing bill that 
the House passed yesterday. This legis-
lation is in the best interests of the 
American people, and it was the prod-
uct of honest negotiation and com-
promise between the administration 
and this Congress. 

At the beginning of the 110th Con-
gress, I had hoped that this type of 
work between the legislative and the 
executive branches would take place 
regularly. Unfortunately, it has been a 
rare occurrence. I’m optimistic that 
the next administration will be pre-
pared to put forth ideas and to work 
collaboratively with the Congress in-
stead of resorting to tired rhetoric and 
dragging their feet on policies that are 
supported by Americans. 

I’m glad that we had a positive 
breakthrough and bipartisan negotia-
tions with this important housing bill. 
It will provide needed assistance to 
homeowners, to communities, and 
Main streets across the Nation. And I 
look forward to the Senate’s swift pas-
sage of this legislation to enhance the 
economic future of the United States. 

f 

PUT ALL ENERGY OPTIONS ON 
THE TABLE 

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

Mr. WALBERG. Madam Speaker, ear-
lier this week I had the opportunity to 
meet with patients at the Jackson Di-
alysis Center in Jackson, Michigan, 
and discuss transportation issues. I 
heard from patient after patient about 
how high gas prices are negatively af-
fecting their lives and their health. 

I also visited the American Red Cross 
branch in Jackson and learned that 
service volunteers, men and women 
who help fire and accident victims, are 
now using their own money to pay for 
gasoline because the Red Cross cannot 
afford to reimburse. 

I heard about situations in my dis-
trict and across the Nation like this, 
yet Congress continues to do nothing. 
High gas prices demand action from 
Congress and we need to put all energy 
options on the table. Just as with the 
Manhattan Project and the race to the 
Moon, breaking our dependence on for-
eign oil should be a national priority. 
Americans are being stretched to the 
max, and it is time their elected rep-
resentatives act on their behalf. 

I urge my colleagues to sign on to my 
discharge petition to bring the No 
More Excuses Energy Act to a vote. So 
I say to my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle, Madam Speaker, let’s join to-
gether and vote to immediately in-
crease American energy production, 
bring down the price of gas and make 
American energy independent. 

f 

THE MIDDLE CLASS IS GETTING 
SQUEEZED 

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

Mr. EMANUEL. Madam Speaker, yes-
terday the Wall Street Journal re-
ported that the richest 1 percent are 
doing better than ever under President 
Bush. According to the Wall Street 
Journal, the income of the richest 1 
percent, people who earn above $1 mil-
lion, are at a 19-year high. At the same 
time, their average income tax rate is 
at an 18-year low. And if they’re doing 
so well, simple question, how are the 
other 99 percent doing? 

Median household income has 
dropped $1,200 under George Bush and 
the Republican Congress. Household 
expenses are up $4,600. College costs 
have doubled. Health care costs have 
doubled. Gas prices have more than 
doubled, and yet median income has 
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dropped by $1,200. These are sobering 
statistics. The middle class is simply 
getting squeezed in this country. 

After 71⁄2 years of the administration 
policies, it’s not a surprise 99 percent 
are getting hurt and the top 1 percent 
are doing better than ever. And now 
JOHN MCCAIN is offering an economic 
plan to cut taxes to this top 1 percent 
by $127,000. 

It is time for a new direction. 
f 

b 1015 

EXELON 

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

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, Exelon, 
an energy company which provides 
electricity to my district in Pennsyl-
vania, recently announced a voluntary 
goal of reducing, offsetting, or dis-
placing more than 15 million metric 
tons of greenhouse gas emissions per 
year by 2020. This is more than the 
company’s current annual carbon emis-
sion total and is equivalent to taking 
nearly 3 million cars off American 
roads and highways. 

The campaign, called Exelon 2020, 
will pursue three broad strategies: 
first, reduce or offset Exelon’s carbon 
emissions by reducing energy consump-
tion and operating to the highest envi-
ronmental standards; secondly, help 
customers and the communities in 
which they serve to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions through energy effi-
ciency programs and a diverse portfolio 
of green products and services; and 
third, offer more low-carbon electricity 
in the marketplace. 

The voluntary, market-driven strate-
gies such as Exelon 2020 will help to 
strengthen our clean energy infrastruc-
ture, and they should be commended. 

f 

MIDDLE CLASS TAX FAIRNESS 
ACT 

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

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Madam 
Speaker, the gentleman on our side of 
the aisle who just spoke from Illinois 
laid out the exact situation that’s hap-
pening in our economy. That’s why 
today I’m proud to introduce the Mid-
dle Class Tax Fairness Act, which will 
allow the average taxpayer to keep 
more of their hard-earned dollars. 

In this slow economy, it’s unfair to 
put the load of taxation right on the 
backs of the middle class. Middle class 
Americans are being squeezed by high 
gas prices, high cost of groceries, high 
health care costs, high tuition costs, 
and their paychecks, as you heard, are 
not keeping up with the rising costs. 
And in fact, the speaker was right; 
they’re actually $1,000 less than they 
were 5 years ago. 

Meanwhile, our tax code is full of 
government waste and unnecessary 
giveaways to the richest 1 percent. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
that will restore balance to our tax 
code and do something unusual: help 
reduce the national debt. My bill will 
be a jump-start to this slumping econ-
omy. It will double the standard deduc-
tion for the next 2 years, providing an 
annual savings of $750 to 61 million 
Americans. It will expand access to the 
child tax credit and provide relief on 
property tax. 

My legislation allows the middle 
class to keep their income and does so 
in a fiscally responsible manner, by 
fully being paid for. 

Madam Speaker, it is easy to offer a 
tax cut. It’s harder to pay for it. Join 
me. 

f 

LIFT THE AMERICAN OIL 
EMBARGO 

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

Mr. CARTER. Madam Speaker, today 
we vote on a bill to draw down the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve by 70 mil-
lion barrels of oil. The U.S. consumes 
21 to 23 million barrels of oil a day. So 
this is just over 3 days’ supply. 

The good news is that our Democrat 
colleagues have finally started to real-
ize that supply is the problem. Seventy 
million barrels may help slightly the 
pain at the pump, but so would the bil-
lions of barrels of oil in ANWR, off-
shore, and in shale oil. 

Increasing American energy supply is 
not an ideological issue like tradi-
tional marriage or abortion. It’s a sim-
ple issue of do you support the Amer-
ican people or radical environmental 
groups. 

Sixty-seven percent of the American 
people want safe, environmentally 
sound drilling for oil. This is what the 
American people want. This is what 
they should have. The only obstacle 
seems to be Speaker PELOSI and the 
Democrat Congress. 

Americans are counting on Congress 
to work together and lift the American 
oil embargo. Americans stand ready to 
work with the Democrats, as do the 
Republicans. 

f 

POSITIVE CONTRIBUTIONS OF IM-
MIGRANTS TO THE UNITED 
STATES 

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

Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, I speak 
on behalf of the 12 to 14 million immi-
grants in the United States. 

Throughout history, America has 
been a Nation of immigrants. For dec-
ades, immigrants have contributed 
with their heart, sweat, and tears to 
have the American dream like the rest 
of us. 

Immigrant families continue to pay 
property taxes in the form of rent, pay 
sales taxes on every purchase, and 
most importantly, contribute to Social 
Security without legally having any 

claim to any of it. Yet, there are those 
who wish to downplay these positive 
contributions for political gain. 

You don’t see many local govern-
ments turning away taxes paid by un-
documented immigrants. However, you 
do see local governments spending 
these tax dollars to create anti-immi-
gration legislation that strip away 
families of basic services. 

I urge my colleagues to get past the 
anti-immigrant myths and look at the 
facts about the true positive contribu-
tions of immigrants. 

We must stand firm and pass com-
prehensive immigration reform. 

f 

HONORING CHARLES HOOKER— 
WINNER OF CHARACTER COUNTS 
CONTEST IN ELMHURST, ILLI-
NOIS 

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

Mr. ROSKAM. Madam Speaker, I 
don’t know about you, but sitting here 
and listening to these speeches, I’m 
ready for some good news. And the 
good news is we are joined today by a 
constituent of mine named Charles 
Hooker, who is a young boy who wrote 
an essay. It’s short, it’s sweet, it’s suc-
cinct, and I’m going to read it to you. 
It is a result of him winning the Char-
acter Counts Contest in Elmhurst, Illi-
nois. This is what young Charles says 
to us. 

‘‘If I were Mayor of Elmhurst, I 
would be fair to everyone by treating 
everyone the way I would like to be 
treated. I would listen to the requests 
of the young and old equally, because 
they both matter. I would be honest, be 
fair, and most importantly give credit 
to anyone who helped make things pos-
sible. I would also make sure I commu-
nicated well to show I’m trustful and 
responsible in all things. I am a Chris-
tian, and I would represent God in any-
thing I do.’’ 

Madam Speaker, as we listen to these 
challenges that have been outlined 
today, I think that’s a good word for us 
all, and I offer great congratulations to 
young Charles. 

f 

WE MUST MAKE THE MINIMUM 
WAGE A LIVING WAGE 

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

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, today the minimum wage will 
increase to $6.55 an hour. This is laud-
able. However, Madam Speaker, if the 
truth be told, the increase will be con-
sumed because of inflation, higher gas 
prices, and higher food prices. 

Madam Speaker, we must make the 
minimum wage a living wage. This is 
why I have introduced the Living 
American Wage Act, the LAW Act, 
such that we can have people who work 
full time always live above the poverty 
line. 
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We have people in the richest coun-

try in the world, a country where 1 out 
of every 33 persons is a millionaire, we 
have people living in poverty and work-
ing full time. No one should work full 
time and live below the poverty line. 

We need to pass the Living American 
Wage Act, the LAW Act. The living 
wage should be the law. 

f 

WE CANNOT ALLOW OUR DOMES-
TIC ENERGY SOURCES TO WASTE 
AWAY 

(Mrs. CAPITO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. CAPITO. Madam Speaker, today 
the House will consider legislation that 
makes clear that our major obstacle to 
lowering prices is a shortage of supply. 
Yet, this House will not act on any leg-
islation that will actually increase our 
Nation’s overall energy supply. 

It’s time for this Congress to get seri-
ous about both protecting consumers 
and taking action on real solutions 
that will ease the pain at the pump. 

I hear from West Virginians on a reg-
ular basis who can no longer afford the 
price of gasoline. Just yesterday, I 
spoke to several West Virginia seniors. 
They’re concerned. They’re making 
tough decisions. And on fixed incomes, 
they’re very troubled when they have 
to go to the gas station to fill up their 
cars. 

West Virginians deserve a truly com-
prehensive, all-of-the-above approach 
to our energy challenges to become en-
ergy independent. We need legislation 
that leads to new refineries, new tech-
nology, and new energy exploration, 
not these weak attempts that are only 
wanting to change the topic. 

With gas prices at more than $4 a gal-
lon, we simply cannot afford to delib-
erately allow our domestic energy re-
sources to waste away. 

f 

AUTISM 

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

Mr. DOYLE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to correct the misinformation 
about autism that shock jock Michael 
Savage spread on his syndicated radio 
show last week. 

Mr. Savage claimed that many diag-
nosed cases of autism were fraudulent, 
and that, ‘‘In 99 percent of the cases, 
it’s a brat who hasn’t been told to cut 
out the act. They don’t have a father 
around to tell them, ‘Don’t act like a 
moron.’ ’’ 

Madam Speaker, I’ve known a num-
ber of families dealing with autism 
over the years, and I can tell you un-
equivocally that none of the children 
with autism I’ve met fit that deplor-
able description. 

But don’t take my word for it. There 
have been decades of peer-reviewed, 
scientific research on autism, and the 

evidence is clear. Autism spectrum dis-
orders are real, and they affect over 1 
million Americans today. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest, if Mr. Savage 
wants to find someone acting like a 
moron, he should simply look in the 
mirror. 

f 

NUCLEAR ENERGY 

(Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, in the past few weeks 
the focus of the energy crisis conversa-
tion has been about lifting the offshore 
ban on drilling to increase oil and gas 
supplies in the U.S., and offshore drill-
ing is one solution that can help ease 
the energy crisis and lower gas prices 
at the pump. 

However, there’s also been talk about 
using alternative energy sources to 
solve our energy problems for the long 
term. The Department of Energy found 
that in the United States 103 nuclear 
units supply about 20 percent of the 
electricity produced here in the United 
States. 

And in my home State of South Caro-
lina, 52 percent of our State’s power 
comes from nuclear power plants. For 
years, I’ve worked with organizations 
and companies within South Carolina 
to promote the benefits of nuclear 
power. Nuclear is clean, safe, and it’s 
accessible in our country. 

Nuclear energy is an alternative en-
ergy source that our country can use to 
create long-term energy solutions for 
generations to come. It’s a real solu-
tion that, if we invest now, will help us 
bridge from a short-term solution to a 
long-term solution. 

f 

DEMOCRATS ARE PROVIDING SO-
LUTIONS TO AMERICA’S ENERGY 
CRISIS 

(Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. Madam 
Speaker, two people are most respon-
sible in this country for record-high 
gas prices: President Bush and Vice 
President CHENEY. When the oil barons 
came to Washington in 2001, the Vice 
President opened the doors of the 
White House and held top secret meet-
ings with their executives to draft the 
administration’s energy plan. 

Then congressional Republicans 
helped them pass that plan into law in 
2005, and now, here we are 3 years later, 
Big Oil is reaping billions in profits 
while the American consumer is left 
squeezed at the pump. And now, Presi-
dent Bush and Republicans in Congress 
have the audacity to blame this Demo-
cratic Congress for record-high gas 
prices. For shame. 

Since day one, we’ve rejected the 
failed policies of the past, and instead, 
as Democrats, we’re providing real so-
lutions to America’s energy crisis. 
We’ve repealed subsidies to Big Oil, 

cracked down on price gouging, and in-
vested in clean and renewable energy. 

We also forced President Bush to stop 
filling the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, and it’s time now for the Presi-
dent to release that oil to consumers 
from the reserve. 

We’re not done. As Democrats, we’re 
going to tie our energy policy to eco-
nomic development by making green 
jobs good jobs, especially for vulner-
able communities. 

f 

THE ENERGY PROBLEM IS ONE WE 
CAN SOLVE 

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

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
the President lifted the executive ban 
on offshore oil and natural gas explo-
ration last week, and now Congress, 
this Democrat-led Congress, is what 
stands in the way of increased domes-
tic supply and lower prices. 

Well, instead of taking steps toward 
a solution, the House Democrat leader-
ship has said ‘‘no’’ to the American 
people: go buy a hybrid, take a subway 
to work. Well, in my Seventh District 
of Tennessee, that doesn’t work, be-
cause mass transit is not there. 

Congress should open up ANWR, the 
Outer Continental Shelf, and should 
promote the construction of oil refin-
eries and nuclear power plants. We 
need a short-, a mid-range and long- 
term solution. We should provide tax 
incentives for American families to 
purchase more fuel-efficient vehicles 
and to promote energy innovation and 
efficiency. 

Republicans have offered a bill that 
includes all of the above, promoting 
American-made energy in the short-, 
mid-, and long-range plan. 

Let’s solve this problem, Madam 
Speaker. It requires action now. 

f 

MINIMUM WAGE 
(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Madam 
Speaker, today, millions of workers 
will be getting a much-deserved raise. 

In the first 100 days of this New Di-
rection Congress, we voted to raise the 
wage floor for workers nationwide. 
Today, the Federal minimum wage 
goes to $6.55 per hour. This raise was 
long overdue. 

Prior to passage of this legislation, 
the minimum wage had sunk to its 
lowest point in over half a century. 
Most minimum wage workers are 
adults, many of whom are the sole 
breadwinners for their families. 

Families are being squeezed by the 
rising costs for basic necessities and 
wages that are failing to keep pace. I 
call this economy the stag-gas-food- 
lation economy; stagnant wages, many 
workers have lost up to $1,200 since this 
administration took office; rising gas 
and food prices; and now inflation. 
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Today’s raise in the minimum wage 

provides an important boost for the 
millions of workers who have been left 
behind in this administration’s econ-
omy. 

f 

b 1030 

NEW YORK TIMES SHOWS 
FAVORITISM 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, in a blatant show of partisanship, 
the New York Times this week refused 
to publish an op-ed by Senator JOHN 
MCCAIN about Iraq just days after pub-
lishing an op-ed on the same subject by 
Senator BARACK OBAMA. The Times’ op- 
ed editor, a former staff member in the 
Clinton administration, said he wanted 
something from MCCAIN that ‘‘mirrors 
Senator OBAMA’s piece.’’ 

Instead of permitting one candidate 
to set the rules, maybe the Times 
should allow equal opportunity for the 
Presidential candidates to both express 
their views on major issues like Iraq. 

The American people should demand 
more fairness and less favoritism from 
the New York Times. Voters deserve 
the highest standards of journalism 
both during this important election 
and afterwards. 

f 

BIG OIL SPENDS MORE ON STOCK, 
LESS ON EXPLORATION 

(Ms. WATSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. WATSON. Madam Speaker, 
Americans are driving out of their way 
to fill up on the cheapest gas and are 
skipping summer vacations and impor-
tant appointments because gas prices 
today are just too high. 

And while Americans are paying 
record-high prices, Big Oil is reaping 
record-high profits. But instead of in-
vesting those profits for exploration on 
the 311 million acres of land open to 
new energy production, Big Oil spends 
their money on stock buybacks and 
dividends. 

In 1993, oil companies spent only 1 
percent of their profits on stocks. Last 
year, that number rose to 55 percent. 
And yet Big Oil continues to spend 
only in the single digits on finding new 
oil. It’s no wonder that 68 million acres 
of land already leased to Big Oil sits 
undeveloped because Big Oil is spend-
ing all of its profits buying back its 
stock rather than searching for new 
oil. And yet House Republicans con-
tinue to allow Big Oil to get away with 
this. 

Last week, for the second time, 
House Republicans could have forced 
Big Oil to use it or lose it, but once 
again, they sided with Big Oil. How 
high do prices have to get before House 
Republicans will join us in providing 
relief for the consumer? 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R. 
5501, TOM LANTOS AND HENRY J. 
HYDE UNITED STATES GLOBAL 
LEADERSHIP AGAINST HIV/AIDS, 
TUBERCULOSIS, AND MALARIA 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2008 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 1362 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1362 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 5501) to author-
ize appropriations for fiscal years 2009 
through 2013 to provide assistance to foreign 
countries to combat HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria, and for other purposes, with the 
Senate amendment thereto, and to consider 
in the House, without intervention of any 
point of order except those arising under 
clause 10 of rule XXI, a motion offered by the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs or his designee that the House concur 
in the Senate amendment. The Senate 
amendment and the motion shall be consid-
ered as read. The motion shall be debatable 
for one hour equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the motion to its adoption without 
intervening motion. 

SEC. 2. During consideration of the motion 
to concur pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the operation of the previous 
question, the Chair may postpone further 
consideration of the motion to such time as 
may be designated by the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. For the 
purpose of debate only, Madam Speak-
er, I yield the customary 30 minutes to 
my colleague, classmate and good 
friend, Representative DIAZ-BALART. 
All time yielded during consideration 
of the rule is for debate only. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I also ask unanimous consent that all 
Members be given 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks on House Resolution 1362. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 

Speaker, House Resolution 1362 pro-
vides for consideration of the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 5501, the Tom Lan-
tos and Henry J. Hyde United States 
Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2008. 

The rule provides 1 hour of general 
debate on the motion controlled by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Madam Speaker, the Global Leader-
ship Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria Reauthorization Act is a 
comprehensive and fiscally responsible 
way to continue and advance America’s 
leadership in the global fight against 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria. 

I might add that the two persons for 
whom this act is named were persons 
that exemplified and manifested 
throughout their careers the need for 
the Foreign Affairs Committee to pro-
ceed in a comprehensive and respon-
sible manner. 

The bill authorizes $48 billion to com-
bat HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and ma-
laria for fiscal year 09 through fiscal 
year 2013, and includes guidelines and 
goals for reducing the burden of these 
diseases. 

The bill supports culturally com-
petent prevention and treatment meas-
ures that are based on empirical evi-
dence rather than ideology. 

Additionally, the underlying bill in-
cludes provisions that support a multi- 
faceted approach to treating and pre-
venting the three diseases, and encour-
ages foreign and domestic health care 
entities to collaborate. 

The bill prevents foreign govern-
ments from unjustly profiting from 
U.S. aid and prohibits them from tax-
ing the funds that the bill authorizes. 

Lastly, the bill seeks to improve 
oversight, transparency and account-
ability in assessing the progress of 
United States global HIV/AIDS, tuber-
culosis and malaria programs. 

Madam Speaker, the United States 
has become an important player in 
combating these global epidemics. 
However, although the underlying bill 
has bipartisan support, some have ar-
gued that it is imprudent to invest in 
global health programs while we are 
experiencing so many problems domes-
tically. Nothing, in my opinion, could 
be further from the truth. Investing in 
global health ultimately leads to com-
munities and countries that are more 
economically, socially and politically 
stable. In this globally connected era, 
it is imperative that we address health 
and development in foreign countries. 

Malaria was virtually eradicated in 
most of the West more than 50 years 
ago. In fact, the Washington D.C. area 
was particularly vulnerable to this dis-
ease. Effectively resolving this health 
threat undoubtedly contributed to the 
ability of our country and other West-
ern countries to thrive and prosper. 
Therefore, it comes as no surprise that 
the 40 percent of men, women and chil-
dren who are at risk for contracting 
malaria live in poorer countries, with 
less access to education, preventative 
health care, and treatment. 

As we consider this important bill, 
we would be remiss if we did not look 
at it as an opportunity to think about 
how we can improve our response to 
HIV/AIDS and other debilitating dis-
eases that affect people in this coun-
try. 

The fight against HIV/AIDS is also a 
fight against the health, economic and 
educational disparities that continue 
to exist in communities that have been 
historically underprivileged. 

Nearly three decades after the first 
national reports on HIV/AIDS, the dis-
ease has reached every corner of the 
world and has claimed an estimated 25 
million lives. 
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Although the scope of HIV/AIDS has 

changed, the link between socio-
economic disparity and those who con-
tract and die from the disease remains 
consistent around the world. In our 
hemisphere alone, whether you’re talk-
ing about Honduras or Haiti or my 
home State of Florida, people of Afri-
can, indigenous, and Hispanic ancestry 
are disproportionately contracting and 
dying from HIV/AIDS. 

Madam Speaker, this issue hits close 
to home for me, as Florida has consist-
ently ranked third in the Nation in the 
number of reported cases of HIV/AIDS. 
In 2006, blacks accounted for 45 percent 
of all AIDS cases in men and 69 percent 
in women, which is more than any 
other racial or ethnic group in the 
State of Florida. Sadly, in that same 
year, the HIV/AIDS case rate among 
black women was 17 times higher than 
among white women. 

In the absence of a cure, education 
and increased access to medication are 
the most powerful and cost-effective 
ways to treat and prevent the spread of 
HIV/AIDS around the world. Yet the re-
sistance of antiretroviral drugs and 
other treatment has not translated 
into accessibility. Less than 25 percent 
of patients in developing countries and 
30 percent of patients domestically re-
ceive antiretroviral treatment. Even 
more, the consequences of allowing 
people to remain ignorant about HIV/ 
AIDS has proven to be just as deadly as 
the virus itself. 

Consider this: Political leaders of 
countries particularly stricken by HIV/ 
AIDS have told their citizens that HIV/ 
AIDS can be controlled by consuming 
garlic, lemon juice, and beet root. Such 
a statement sounds unquestionably ab-
surd to most. However, around the 
world, people continue to be mis-
informed about preventing and treat-
ing this disease. They allow fear to 
halt open and honest discussions about 
this disease. 

Personally, I have hosted three town 
hall meetings in the last year and a 
half in the congressional district that 
I’m privileged to represent. At each of 
them, activists, specialists, religious 
leaders and the general public have 
openly discussed and asked questions 
about how to address HIV/AIDS in 
their community. These fora have been 
educational and meaningful tools in 
fighting this disease, and more are 
needed. 

I might add that at those fora, 
Madam Speaker, some courageous 
young women that are HIV/AIDS in-
fected appeared and gave their testi-
monies, compelling in respect to their 
own issues, and informative as to those 
that were in the audience to hear peo-
ple who are living with this disease ac-
tually put forward ideas about the need 
for greater education, information and 
treatment. 

As a leader in global health and 
human rights, Madam Speaker, this 
country, all of us, must not allow igno-
rance, stigmatization, and unequal ac-
cess to medication to continue in this 

country or abroad. By supporting this 
bill and the underlying bill, we’re in-
vesting in global health, the global 
economy, and our global community as 
a whole. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, I’d like to 
thank my good friend and fellow co- 
chairman of the Florida congressional 
delegation, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS), for the time, and I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

During his 2003 State of the Union 
speech, President Bush outlined a bold 
new plan to confront and combat the 
scourge of HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and 
malaria. Congress followed through 
and passed the U.S. Leadership Against 
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria 
Act, commonly known as the Presi-
dent’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief 
(PEPFAR), authorizing $15 billion in 
assistance to combat these diseases for 
fiscal years 2004 through 2008. That was 
the largest commitment ever by any 
Nation for an international health ini-
tiative. 

Since its enactment in 2003, the pro-
grams created by this landmark legis-
lation have made admirable progress in 
combating these horrible diseases. 

b 1045 

So far more than 1.4 million people 
have received life-preserving anti-
retroviral treatment, over 2.7 million 
HIV/AIDS-affected orphans have re-
ceived care, and many millions more 
have received instruction on how to 
protect themselves from infection. 
Tens of millions of people have re-
ceived malaria and tuberculosis pre-
vention or treatment services. 

Even though this program has 
achieved remarkable successes, there is 
more that we can do. Tuberculosis still 
kills an estimated 2 million people 
each year and is the leading cause of 
death for people with AIDS; 1 million 
people die from malaria each year; and 
AIDS is the world’s fourth leading 
cause of death. 

The devastating consequences of 
these diseases are plaguing sub-Saha-
ran Africa. Over 22 million people are 
living with HIV, and approximately 1.7 
million additional sub-Saharan Afri-
cans were infected with HIV last year. 
That represents about 68 percent of the 
world’s HIV positive population and 90 
percent of all HIV-infected children. 
Just last year the horrible AIDS epi-
demic claimed the lives of an esti-
mated 1.6 million people in that region. 
More than 11 million children have 
been orphaned by AIDS. Many families 
are losing their income earners. Health 
services are overburdened. Life expect-
ancy in sub-Saharan Africa is now 47 
years. Economic activity and social 
progress has been impeded. We must do 
all we can to prevent those tragedies. 

The underlying legislation, justly 
and appropriately named the Tom Lan-
tos and Henry J. Hyde United States 

Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2008, will augment our com-
mitment to fight those horrible dis-
eases with an increase of approxi-
mately $35 billion in funding over the 
next 5 years. This landmark legislation 
will help prevent 12 million new HIV 
infections and treat at least 3 million 
people living with HIV/AIDS. It will 
also provide supporting care for 12 mil-
lion people infected with HIV/AIDS, in-
cluding 5 million orphans and children. 

Some of my constituents, Madam 
Speaker, are from Haiti and have fami-
lies and friends in their land of origin. 
I often hear about the disastrous ef-
fects that HIV/AIDS is having on that 
noble country. As of 2007, Haiti had an 
HIV rate of almost 4 percent, and ac-
cording to the World Bank, continued 
increases in HIV prevalence in the Car-
ibbean will negatively affect economic 
growth. Fortunately, since Congress 
first passed PEPFAR, we have invested 
over $300 million to help Haiti combat 
the AIDS pandemic by building on ex-
isting clinic- and community-based 
health resources; expanding a network 
of satellite connections to the Centers 
of Excellence to permit instant review 
of difficult cases; training staff mem-
bers of health care facilities that pro-
vide prenatal, gynecological, and ma-
ternity care and prevention of mother- 
to-child HIV transmission; and enhanc-
ing the lab network for clinical sites to 
support the diagnosis and treatment of 
HIV and other associated infections. I 
am pleased that the legislation will 
also now cover several other countries 
that previously were not part of 
PEPFAR. 

I believe that when we look upon our 
work in this Congress, Madam Speaker, 
many years from now, I can think of 
nothing that we or anyone else will be 
able to point to that is of more impor-
tance than this admirable effort by the 
great and generous American people. 
This extraordinary effort proposed by 
President Bush here in the U.S. House 
of Representatives during his state of 
the Union address of 2003, the Presi-
dent’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Re-
lief. 

I would like to thank Chairman BER-
MAN and Ranking Member ROS- 
LEHTINEN for their bipartisan work on 
this important issue. I also wish to 
thank them for naming this landmark 
program for two ultimately respected 
colleagues of ours who have recently 
left us, Henry Hyde and Tom Lantos. 
This is truly a fitting tribute for two 
remarkable human beings in public 
service. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 3 
minutes to my good friend and fellow 
Rules Committee member, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Florida for yielding 
me the time. 
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Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 

this rule and in support of the under-
lying bill. 

Madam Speaker, the Tom Lantos and 
Henry J. Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Reauthorization 
Act is one of the most important for-
eign policy and global health bills this 
Congress will pass. We have literally 
gone from 5 years ago from standing 
helplessly by and watching people die 
of HIV/AIDS to watching people live 
and take up productive lives in their 
communities. The impact is far-reach-
ing, and it wasn’t a miracle. It is the 
result of presidential leadership and 
broad bipartisan support, and the bill 
that we take up later today, the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 5501, continues and 
strengthens this legacy. And it merits 
the support of every single Member of 
this House. 

Madam Speaker, on April 2, when the 
House first debated H.R. 5501, Foreign 
Affairs Committee Chairman BERMAN, 
Africa and Global Health Sub-
committee Chairman PAYNE, Congress-
woman EMERSON, and I entered into a 
bipartisan colloquy on the importance 
of food and nutrition for successful 
HIV/AIDS programs. The colloquy also 
emphasized how funding for such ini-
tiatives needs to be provided for 
PEPFAR programs but without taking 
money away from other global food aid 
and nutrition programs and priorities. 

It is my understanding that later 
today when the House takes up the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 5501, Chair-
man BERMAN will enter into the 
RECORD a Statement of Legislative In-
tent reiterating the conclusions of that 
April colloquy. I want to thank Chair-
man BERMAN for his important State-
ment of Legislative Intent. I also want 
to express my appreciation for his lead-
ership and his commitment to food and 
nutrition as important health initia-
tives and for his determination to safe-
guard the scarce resources already 
dedicated to carrying out other U.S. 
global food aid and nutrition programs. 

Again, Madam Speaker, I urge that 
every single Member support the rule 
and especially the underlying bill. 
COLLOQUY: FOOD SECURITY AND NUTRITION IN 

H.R. 5501—PEPFAR REAUTHORIZATION— 
APRIL 2, 2008 
BERMAN: I yield three minutes to the gen-

tleman from Massachusetts, Mr. McGovern, 
for purposes of a colloquy. 

MCGOVERN: I thank the Chairman and for 
time for the gentlelady from Missouri and I 
to enter into a colloquy with the Chairman 
on the importance of integrating food and 
nutrition programs with the prevention, 
care, and treatment of HIV/AIDS affected in-
dividuals, families, and communities. 

MCGOVERN: As the Chairman is aware, last 
year I traveled to Africa and had the oppor-
tunity to see first-hand many of our pro-
grams related to food security. In Ethiopia 
and Kenya, I visited HIV/AIDS programs to 
look at how food and nutrition were in-
cluded. At that time, I heard from local com-
munities, NGO partners, and our embassy 
staff how restrictive guidance for global HIV/ 
AIDS assistance often hindered their ability 
to design and carry out effective food and 

nutrition programs targeted at HIV/AIDS af-
fected individuals, families, and commu-
nities. The lack of resources available for 
food and nutrition programs within global 
HIV/AIDS assistance and from other sources 
also posed a significant barrier. 

I very much appreciate and support the 
work of the Committee in ensuring H.R. 5501 
addresses these concerns throughout the bill, 
and especially in the section entitled ‘‘Food 
Security and Nutrition Support.’’ The bill 
recognizes that strengthening the linkages 
and enhancing coordination among HIV/ 
AIDS programs and other vital development 
programs, like food and nutrition programs, 
will significantly increase our effectiveness 
in the fight against HIV/AIDS while we ad-
vance other essential U.S. development pri-
orities. I remain concerned, however, that 
the bill is less clear on where or how such 
funding will be provided for these purposes. 
It is not clear on how much funding will 
come from the Global HIV/AIDS program, 
versus other sources of funding. I am con-
cerned that without adequate resources 
through the global HIV/AIDS program or 
necessary increases for current food and nu-
trition services through programs like Food 
for Peace, USAID will be faced with the pos-
sibility of having to divert funding from pro-
grams that address long-term chronic hunger 
and food insecurity to meet the enhanced 
mandates of H.R. 5501. 

I know the Chairman will agree that we 
want to avoid the scenario of robbing Peter 
to pay Paul, so that we do not end up short- 
changing other communities suffering from 
hunger, malnutrition and food insecurity. I 
yield to the gentlelady from Missouri in this 
regard. 

EMERSON: Mr. Chairman, I am also con-
cerned that the situation will become even 
worse because the cost of food, commodities, 
and transportation is skyrocketing. Just last 
month, on February 12th, USAID’s Office of 
Food for Peace announced that the cost of 
wheat and other food the United States do-
nates to poor countries jumped 41% in the 
first half of Fiscal Year 2008. According to 
USAID, this means $120 million in food as-
sistance will not be available for people who 
are malnourished or food insecure. 

I would ask the Chairman to work on 
strengthening the language in the bill as it 
moves through the legislative process and 
into conference negotiations to clarify how 
the necessary level of funding for food secu-
rity and nutrition will be provided, espe-
cially in light of rising food and transpor-
tation costs, so that funds will not be di-
verted from U.S. programs addressing chron-
ic hunger and emergency operations. I would 
yield back to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts. 

MCGOVERN: I yield back to the Chairman 
to express his views. 

BERMAN: I yield one minute to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, Mr. Payne to ex-
press his views on this matter. 

PAYNE: Mr. Chairman, as you know, the 
provision on food and nutrition security in 
the bill currently under consideration is 
drawn directly from a bill that I introduced 
in December, H.R. 4914, the Global HIV/AIDS 
Food Security, and Nutrition Support Act of 
2007. I introduced the bill after chairing a 
hearing in the Subcommittee on Africa and 
Global Health to determine whether the 
Global HIV/AIDS program was adequately 
addressing the nutritional needs of its bene-
ficiaries. 

The hearing corroborated what I have 
heard in the field during numerous visits to 
Africa over the past five years: PEPFAR is 
falling short in this critical area. I share the 
concerns of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts and the gentle lady from Missouri 
about the increasing cost of food aid. Just 

last week the World Food Program had to 
issue an appeal for an additional $500 million 
to offset the increased cost of food and fuel. 
Without the extra funds, 73 million people 
who rely on WFP for their daily sustenance 
may have their rations cut. This is a truly 
alarming situation, and it is not my intent 
for the provisions in this bill to exacerbate 
it. The language under consideration very 
clearly states that these activities are to be 
funded from amounts authorized under sec-
tion 401 of the bill. I used this language de-
liberately, as I strongly believe that the food 
assistance and nutritional support we are 
providing under the Global HIV/AIDS pro-
gram must be on top of the food aid we are 
already providing. 

PAYNE: I thank the Chairman and yield 
back to him. 

BERMAN: I yield myself one minute. I 
thank my colleagues for raising these impor-
tant concerns. H.R. 5501 provides clear and 
specific instructions to the USAID Adminis-
trator and the Global AIDS Coordinator to 
address the food and nutrition needs of indi-
viduals with HIV/AIDS and other affected in-
dividuals, including orphans and vulnerable 
children; and to fully integrate food and nu-
trition support in HIV/AIDS prevention, 
treatment, and care programs carried out 
under this Act. 

I would like to emphasize that the Com-
mittee and I, personally, share our col-
leagues’ concerns about the negative effect 
rising costs are having on our long-term and 
emergency food aid programs. This is a mat-
ter that has our most serious attention be-
cause it affects a wide array of our food aid 
and development programs, including the ef-
fectiveness and success of our Global HIV/ 
AIDS programs. 

I want to reassure my colleagues that I 
will be working over the coming weeks to 
strengthen and clarify in the bill that food 
security and nutrition programs, especially 
those referred to as wraparound services, are 
not to be funded with monies diverted from 
other standing commitments to address food 
insecurity elsewhere in the world or in these 
countries. I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

MCGOVERN: I thank the Chairman for that 
assurance. I know many Members of Con-
gress on both sides of the aisle, stand ready 
to support him in these efforts. I yield back. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, I have no fur-
ther requests for time, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to my good 
friend, the gentlewoman from South 
Dakota (Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN). 

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of this rule and the underlying 
bill, H.R. 5501, the Tom Lantos and 
Henry Hyde HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria Reauthorization Act. I 
would like to thank the chairman and 
ranking member for their work on this 
important legislation authorizing $50 
billion to fight AIDS, tuberculosis, and 
malaria overseas. I also support a pro-
vision added by the Senate to authorize 
$2 billion to fund essential programs 
and infrastructure development for Na-
tive American tribes, sovereign nations 
within our own borders. 

The United States has a special gov-
ernment-to-government relationship to 
the federally recognized American In-
dian tribes, as established in the U.S. 
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Constitution. The $750 million for trib-
al law enforcement and public safety 
would provide funding for detention fa-
cilities, police officers, tribal courts, 
and other crucial services. 

In June of 2007, the House Committee 
on Natural Resources held a hearing on 
the Lower Brule Reservation in South 
Dakota entitled ‘‘The Needs and Chal-
lenges of Tribal Law Enforcement on 
Indian Reservations.’’ At the hearing 
tribal leaders shared examples of police 
departments stretched too thin. They 
spoke of how a lack of law enforcement 
personnel negatively impacts victims 
of crime and undermines the sense of 
security across their communities. The 
funding in today’s bill will empower 
tribes to improve the law enforcement 
and judicial systems on their reserva-
tions. 

Additionally, I support the $250 mil-
lion for the Indian Health Service in-
cluded in the bill. The Indian Health 
Service is the Federal health care pro-
vider for approximately 1.5 million 
American Indians and Alaskan Natives. 
Across the country tribal leaders agree 
that health care is one of their top con-
cerns. American Indians in my region 
of the country die from cancer at a 
rate approximately 40 percent greater 
than the general United States popu-
lation. American Indians are over two 
times more likely than non-Indians to 
be diagnosed with diabetes. The $250 
million in the bill is one important 
step towards addressing the great 
needs for health care across Indian 
country. 

And, finally, Native American res-
ervations are often located in remote 
rural areas where the basic water and 
sewer infrastructure many of us take 
for granted is not well developed. The 
$1 billion helps address the need for 
safe, clean, reliable sources of water. 

Again I thank the chairman and 
ranking member for their work on the 
bill. I look forward to supporting this 
bill that addresses the needs of popu-
lations both overseas and on Native 
American reservations. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, I continue to 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I would like to compliment 
the speaker, Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, for 
pointing out the needs that Native 
Americans have. It is extremely impor-
tant, the issues that she spoke to. And 
at another point in time, I am hopeful 
that we will address the diabetes ques-
tion with greater strength in this 
body’s involvement. 

At this time, Madam Speaker, I am 
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to my 
good friend from the Virgin Islands, Dr. 
DONNA CHRISTENSEN, who has been in-
volved in not just this particular issue 
but all of our health care issues in a 
fashion that few Members are involved 
in this body. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in full support 
of the rule and the bill to adopt the 

Senate version of the Tom Lantos and 
Henry J. Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Reauthorization 
Act of 2008, which will reauthorize, ex-
pand, and strengthen the PEPFAR pro-
gram. 

First, I want to thank and applaud 
Congresswoman BARBARA LEE for her 
steadfast leadership. We would not be 
here today were it not for her hard 
work. And also our colleague Congress-
man LUIS FORTUŃO for his successful 
efforts to include all Caribbean coun-
tries for the first time. I am proud to 
have been a part of that effort. And let 
me also thank the Honorable John 
Maginley, the Health Minister of Anti-
gua and Barbuda, who played a pivotal 
role in our efforts here as well. 

This is very important because the 
Caribbean is second in prevalence to 
sub-Saharan Africa. In fact, last year 
in the Caribbean, there were 230,000 
adults and children infected with HIV, 
a prevalence rate of 1 to over 3 percent, 
depending on the nation, and there 
were 11,000 deaths. Without support 
from PEPFAR, the Caribbean will con-
tinue to experience noted and detri-
mental economic, public health, and 
sociopolitical repercussions that this 
bill will help to thwart. 

I have had the opportunity to see the 
work of PEPFAR firsthand. With this 
bill we will be able to do so much more: 
prevent 12 million new cases, treat and 
support millions of newly infected indi-
viduals, and expand the health care 
workforce that we need. So today I rise 
in strong support of this rule and the 
bill and for this program that saves 
countless lives and a program that, 
with the strengthened focus and in-
creased funding, let the millions of in-
nocent human beings with HIV around 
the globe know that they will be able 
to live healthier and more productive 
lives. This bill represents our country 
at its best. 

I am proud to support the rule and 
the bill and urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support this resolu-
tion and play a key role in ensuring 
that we do our part to bring this world 
one step closer towards beating the 
HIV/AIDS pandemic. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, at this time I am very pleased 
to yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS), my good friend who on yester-
day and days previous led the fight on 
having us get relief in this country in 
foreclosure and cities having an oppor-
tunity to participate in a meaningful 
way in trying to help those in the need 
area of affordable housing. 

Ms. WATERS. I truly thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for the time. 

Madam Speaker, I strongly support 
the rule for H.R. 5501, the Tom Lantos 
and Henry Hyde Global Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and 
Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008. 
This bill authorizes $48 billion over the 
next 5 years for the prevention and 
treatment of HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria. 

Madam Speaker and Members, on 
June 27 stars of the screen, stage, and 
studio paid tribute to former South Af-
rican leader Nelson Mandela. 

b 1100 
Hollywood star Will Smith hosted a 

birthday celebration concert honoring 
Mr. Mandela who turned 90, along with 
nearly 50,000 cheering fans, in London’s 
Hyde Park. 

The event was organized to support 
Mandela’s HIV/AIDS charity 46664, 
named for the number assigned him as 
a onetime political prisoner, and comes 
20 years after another London concert 
on his behalf while he was still behind 
bars for his stand against apartheid. 

‘‘Twenty years ago, London hosted a 
historic concert which called for our 
freedom,’’ a frail-looking Mr. Mandela 
told a waving crowd. ‘‘Your voices car-
ried across the water and inspired us in 
our prison cells far away,’’ he said. ‘‘As 
we celebrate, let us remind ourselves 
that our work is far from complete. 
Where there is poverty and sickness, 
especially including AIDS, where 
human beings are being oppressed, 
there is more work to be done.’’ 

Indeed there is more work to be done. 
I was in South Africa a short while 
ago, and everywhere I went in South 
Africa, people told me about the ter-
rible problems they have trying to fill 
professional positions. The shortage of 
educated professionals is a result of the 
fact that so many South African pro-
fessionals have died of AIDS or are too 
sick to work. 

The involvement of doctors, nurses, 
teachers and other professionals is crit-
ical to stopping the spread of HIV/ 
AIDS. That is why I’m pleased that 
this bill includes provisions to 
strengthen the health care infrastruc-
ture. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the 
gentlelady 30 additional seconds. 

Ms. WATERS. This bill will strength-
en the health care infrastructure in 
countries like South Africa and train 
at least 140,000 new health care profes-
sionals and workers for HIV/AIDS pre-
vention, treatment and care. The bill 
also includes prevention funds to stop 
the spread of HIV and treatment funds 
to allow infected individuals to live 
productive lives and continue to serve 
their communities. 

This is an important bill. I thank 
again all of our leaders for the work 
that they have done to bring this bill 
before us. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, it’s my pleas-
ure to yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
WELLER). 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Madam 
Speaker, I rise to speak on this rule 
and rise in strong support for the Tom 
Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United 
States Global Leadership Against HIV/ 
AIDS Tuberculosis and Malaria Reau-
thorization Act, legislation that I note 
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is named after two very distinguished 
and respected leaders who served our 
Nation, as well as this Congress, so 
well. 

And I want to commend the current 
leadership of Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, the bipartisan leadership of 
Chairman BERMAN and the ranking 
member, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for their 
leadership in moving this legislation to 
the floor in a bipartisan way. I also 
note that no President in history has 
done more for addressing the global 
AIDS crisis than our current President, 
President Bush. 

Almost 33 million citizens of this 
planet today suffer from the con-
sequences of HIV/AIDS. We have a 
moral responsibility to demonstrate 
leadership in addressing this crisis, 
which not only is a health issue, but 
it’s a security issue for this globe. 

We often think of Africa when we 
talk about global AIDS, but of the 33 
million, there are also many living in 
our own hemisphere in Latin America 
and the Caribbean who suffer from HIV/ 
AIDS as well. 

In Latin America today, there are 
over 1.6 million people living with HIV/ 
AIDS. That is up from 1.3 million in 
2001. And we have lost 58,000 citizens of 
Latin America who have lost their 
lives to HIV/AIDS. In the Caribbean, 
230,000 adults and children are cur-
rently known to be infected with HIV/ 
AIDS. That is up from 190,000 in 2001. In 
the Caribbean, 11,000 citizens of the 
Caribbean have lost their lives. In 
Haiti alone, a large recipient of aid as 
a result of this initiative, almost 4 per-
cent of the population of Haiti is in-
fected with HIV/AIDS. Think about 
that, 190,000 people. Since 2004, thanks 
to this initiative, the number of people 
receiving care and support has grown 
from 30,000 to 125,000, and an antici-
pated 150,000 people will be reached this 
year because of this initiative in Haiti. 
Haiti has received almost $85 million 
from this program in the past year to 
address this crisis which affects many 
in the Caribbean. 

This AIDS initiative has allowed us 
to reach almost every person in Haiti 
struggling with HIV/AIDS. And the 
continued support is necessary to make 
sure we reach every person struggling 
with HIV/AIDS throughout the world. 
That is why this legislation today is so 
very important. 

Elsewhere in Latin America, let me 
give you another example in Bolivia. 
Bolivia is now able to use data to com-
bat HIV/AIDS thanks to this legisla-
tion. In fact, real-time data is helping 
Bolivian health officials carry out 
more HIV/AIDS prevention education, 
including HIV counseling and testing 
services. And thanks to the Joint 
United Nations Program on HIV/AIDS, 
prevalence rates in Bolivia’s general 
population has remained at one-tenth 
of 1 percent, which is a remarkable suc-
cess compared to some of its neighbors. 

This is good legislation. It is bipar-
tisan legislation. I commend President 
Bush for his leadership. I commend the 

leadership of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee for their leadership making this 
a bipartisan initiative. I urge an ‘‘aye’’ 
vote on final adoption and passage of 
this important legislation today. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I would 
inquire of the gentleman from Florida 
if he has any remaining speakers. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. I am the last speaker. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I’m the 
last speaker for this side, Madam 
Speaker, and I’ll reserve my time until 
the gentleman from Florida has closed 
for his side and has yielded back his 
time. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida. Madam Speaker, again I thank 
my good friend, Mr. HASTINGS, for hav-
ing yielded me the time and all of 
those who have participated in this im-
portant debate with regard to the criti-
cally important legislation that is 
being brought to the floor today. 

Madam Speaker, as Americans 
throughout the country are taking 
their summer family vacations, they’re 
continually shocked by the record 
prices of gasoline. Part of the reason 
that we’re seeing increases continu-
ously in the price of gasoline is because 
we have become more and more de-
pendent on oil, on foreign oil, while we 
avoid developing domestic energy 
sources. 

One important source of domestic en-
ergy is the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge in Alaska. However, efforts to 
develop just a tiny portion of that sec-
tion of ANWR have been fought and 
blocked to the detriment of America’s 
energy independence, even though the 
people of Alaska are overwhelmingly in 
favor of searching for energy in ANWR, 
both of their Senators and their Rep-
resentative, in representation of really 
a societal consensus in that State. 
With the price of gasoline at $4 a gal-
lon, we should be looking to do all we 
can to lower the price of gasoline. And 
that includes domestic exploration 
when the people of a State wish to 
search for it. 

Today I will be asking each of my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question to the rule. If the previous 
question is defeated, I will amend the 
rule to make it in order for the House 
to consider an amendment that would 
have the effect of lowering the national 
average price per gallon of regular un-
leaded gasoline and diesel fuel by in-
creasing the domestic supply of oil by 
permitting the extraction of oil in that 
section of Alaska, in the Arctic Na-
tional Refuge, as the people of that 
State, their Senators and their Rep-
resentative, wish to do. 

I remind Members that defeating the 
previous question will not stop debate 
on this important underlying legisla-
tion. It simply would allow debate on 
an amendment to permit the Congress 
to consider another very important 
issue. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert the text of the 
amendment and extraneous materials 

immediately prior to the vote on the 
previous question. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. By voting ‘‘no’’ on the pre-
vious question, Members can take a 
stand against the high fuel prices and 
our reliance on foreign energy sources. 

I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote on the previous 
question. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 

Speaker, this is a good rule for a criti-
cally important bill. The sooner that 
the House approves this rule, the soon-
er the U.S. can continue to save and 
improve millions of lives around the 
world and here at home. 

The Global Leadership Against HIV/ 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria Reau-
thorization Act has received over-
whelming support across the political 
spectrum because it balances fiscal re-
sponsibility, oversight and comprehen-
sive health care programs. 

I commend my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle for supporting a bill 
that uses scientifically proven strate-
gies, international cooperation and cul-
tural competence to combat some of 
the most devastating diseases in recent 
history. 

We executed an aggressive response 
to the tuberculosis and malaria 
epidemics in this country because we 
understood that it would allow us to be 
a stronger and better Nation. Although 
we have made tremendous progress in 
our country, the battle is far from 
over. 

As the richest nation in the world, we 
now have the privilege of helping other 
countries on their road to develop-
ment. We must use the knowledge that 
we gain from these partnerships to ad-
dress the disparities that continue to 
deprive countless men, women and 
children in this country and abroad of 
a healthy and productive life. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the previous 
question and on the rule that brings 
the underlying bill to the House. 

Madam Speaker, before I close, I 
want to address this request of my 
good friend and colleague from Florida 
about energy. What he is saying is, and 
the people on his side of the aisle, is 
immediately upon the adoption of this 
resolution, the House shall, without 
intervention of any point of order, con-
sider in the House the bill, H.R. 6107, to 
direct the Secretary of the Interior to 
establish and implement a competitive 
oil and gas leasing program that will 
result in an environmentally sound 
program for the exploration, develop-
ment, and production of the oil and gas 
resources of the Coastal Plain of Alas-
ka, and for other purposes. 

Now this bill that we’re here on, 
Madam Speaker, is named after two of 
the most distinguished persons that 
have ever served in this body. My col-
league from Florida and all of us that 
are here knew both of these men and 
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knew their seriousness when they came 
to this floor about matters. We com-
memorate their memory with this bill. 
But what we do is we denigrate their 
memory by bringing up political hyper-
bole, political grandstanding, exhaust-
ing political hyperbole and bumper 
stickerism. Enough of this. 

Everybody knows that we have put 
forward, on the side that I am privi-
leged to represent as Democrats, nu-
merous measures dealing with these 
matters. We all know that there are 68 
million acres off the shore that are 
leased already to oil companies. Foot-
note. Has anybody asked any of these 
oil companies whether or not they 
want to drill in these areas? And in 
ANWR there are 23 million acres that 
are available. 

How dare we come here with this 
pitiful excuse for a previous question 
and say to the American people that on 
a matter of this consequence, on a mat-
ter of dealing with malaria, tuber-
culosis and HIV/AIDS that we would 
come here and denigrate the name of 
the two persons that we commemorate 
with such a foolish proposition. It 
makes absolutely no sense. 

Now we will hear, obviously from 
now until the time that we’re out of 
session, from my Republican col-
leagues about energy. And I have said 
to them repeatedly and over and over 
and over again, that all the hyperbole, 
switchgrass, deed exhaustion, coal, 
shale, offshore, ANWR, all of those 
things, geothermal, I can name them. 
All of us in here can name them. Many 
of those are things in the future. All of 
us know that we have a crisis in this 
country. Every man and woman in the 
House of Representatives and in the 
United States would like to solve that 
crisis. We know that speculators are 
involved in this. We put forward energy 
legislation. NANCY PELOSI led with en-
ergy legislation. Markey and Dingell 
have been on the floor repeatedly with 
energy legislation. We are here about 
AIDS, and someone would dare come 
here and talk about energy. That’s 
crazy. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde 
U.S. Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tu-
berculosis and Malaria Reauthorization Act. 

Five years ago, Congress passed the first 
U.S. Leadership Act aimed at combating HIV/ 
AIDS, TB, and malaria worldwide. Since that 
time, U.S. assistance has enabled 33 million 
HIV counseling and testing sessions, provided 
antiretroviral treatment to 1.45 million people, 
and prevented 157,000 infants from con-
tracting HIV through mother-to-child infection. 
In addition to combating HIV/AIDS, the U.S. 
Leadership Act has contributed to the treat-
ment of millions of people with TB, and to the 
distribution of millions of bed nets to prevent 
the spread of malaria. 

But there is so much more work to be done. 
There are currently about 39 million people 
worldwide living with HIV/AIDS, more than the 
population of California. Each year, 2 million 
people die from tuberculosis. Every 30 sec-
onds, a child dies from malaria, a fully pre-
ventable disease. 

From both a moral and self-interested per-
spective, we simply cannot afford to let the 
epidemics of HIV, TB, and malaria grow. Our 
long-term prosperity and security are inex-
tricably linked to our commitment to help build 
stronger economies and reduce poverty 
around the world. Promoting public health is a 
critical component of this effort. Disease crip-
ples not only individuals, but economies as 
well, preventing parents from supporting their 
families, and leaving children orphaned with 
no financial security, limited opportunities for 
education, and narrow prospects for future 
contributions. 

We must also recognize that in a global so-
ciety, we ourselves are not immune to these 
diseases. Malaria was rampant in parts of the 
United States as little as 60 years ago. The 
World Health Organization estimates that 
worldwide, more than one third of the world’s 
population is infected with the tuberculosis 
bacteria. Poorly supervised or incomplete 
treatment of tuberculosis can be more harmful 
than no treatment at all, allowing the bacteria 
to develop resistance to drugs and increasing 
the hazards of contracting the bacteria for the 
whole planet. In an ever more integrated 
world, we cannot wall ourselves off from the 
reach of these diseases. 

This bill reflects our commitment to con-
tribute to the treatment, prevention, and ulti-
mate elimination of these diseases worldwide. 
It ensures a balanced approach to the preven-
tion of HIV/AIDS that includes abstinence, 
faithfulness, and condom promotion as the 
three-tiered strategy to prevent HIV infection. 
The bill also includes key provisions that rec-
ognize the inherent link between disease treat-
ment and support of basic needs, such as 
food, shelter, and economic opportunity. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this impor-
tant legislation. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida 
is as follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1362 OFFERED BY MR. 

LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART OF FLORIDA 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 3. Immediately upon the adoption of 
this resolution the House shall, without 
intervention of any point of order, consider 
in the House the bill (H.R. 6107) to direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to establish and im-
plement a competitive oil and gas leasing 
program that will result in an environ-
mentally sound program for the exploration, 
development, and production of the oil and 
gas resources of the Coastal Plain of Alaska, 
and for other purposes. All points of order 
against the bill are waived. The bill shall be 
considered as read. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
any amendment thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except: (1) one 
hour of debate on the bill equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
member of the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and (2) an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute if offered by Representative 
Rahall of West Virginia or his designee, 
which shall be considered as read and shall 
be separately debatable for 40 minutes equal-
ly divided and controlled by the proponent 
and an opponent; and (3) one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.) 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the 
Floor Procedures Manual published by the 
Rules Committee in the 109th Congress, 
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee 
described the rule using information form 
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous 
question is defeated, control of debate shifts 
to the leading opposition member (usually 
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution. 

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

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. Madam Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays. 

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

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

b 1115 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE 
RULES 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 1367 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1367 
Resolved, That it shall be in order at any 

time on the legislative day of Thursday, July 
24, 2008, for the Speaker to entertain motions 
that the House suspend the rules relating to 
the bill (H.R. 6578) to provide for the sale of 
light grade petroleum from the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve and its replacement with 
heavy grade petroleum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Vermont is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS). All time yielded during consid-
eration of the rule is for debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and to insert extraneous 
materials into the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, House Resolution 

1367 provides that it shall be in order 
on the legislative day of Thursday, 
July 24, 2008, for the Speaker to enter-
tain motions to suspend the rules re-
lating to energy. 

Today, a barrel of oil costs $124. Last 
week it was $134. In June, it was over 
$140 a barrel. Congress is acting, and 
the market is reacting. Many factors, 
we know, contribute to the price of a 
barrel of oil: demand, supply, our econ-
omy, speculation, actions that Con-
gress does or doesn’t take. But make 
no mistake, the actions that this Con-
gress has taken and will take are hav-
ing an impact, a positive impact, to 
bring down the price of a barrel of oil. 

To just remind my colleagues what 
this Congress did, on May 13, we passed 
H.R. 6022, a bill I sponsored, to halt 
shipments to the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. That bill was signed into law 
by the President. 

On June 26, we passed H.R. 6377 to 
squeeze speculation out of the market 

by directing that the CFTC, the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, 
utilize its authority to better regulate 
the energy markets. 

On July 17, a strong majority of the 
House supported H.R. 6515, the DRILL 
Act. This bill would actually open up 22 
million acres in Alaska for drilling and 
direct oil companies to either use the 
leases they have on the remaining 68 
million acres, or lose them. They have 
the opportunity to increase production. 
We are asking them to do it. 

Every time the price of oil declines, 
consumers and businesses save money. 
Let me just give one example. The air-
line industry alone, it costs them $430 
million every time the price of a barrel 
of oil goes up $1. In the past 20 days, 
the price of oil has come down nearly 
$20. That is approximately an $860 mil-
lion savings for the airline industry 
and our traveling public. 

The energy crisis that we face is real, 
and it requires long-term action, but it 
also requires immediate action. And 
the actions that we can take to take 
the pressure off the price, we should 
take. Although the price has recently 
fallen, we have much more we can do, 
and we must today take this oppor-
tunity to provide the immediate relief 
that will occur by releasing 10 percent 
of the oil now in the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve into the market. That 
would get relief to the American con-
suming public within 2 weeks. 

Incidentally, this is not an unprece-
dented action by Congress. It is smart 
policy, it is nimble policy. It has been 
done in the past by Republican and by 
Democratic Presidents. A few exam-
ples: on January 16, 1991, the first 
President Bush released fuel from the 
SPR. That was in conjunction with the 
start of the Gulf War. President Bush 
said this will send an important mes-
sage to the American people that their 
$20 million investment in an emer-
gency supply of crude oil has produced 
a system that can respond rapidly. 

A second time, September 22, 2000, 
President Clinton released 30 million 
barrels from the SPR into the market. 
President Clinton said, ‘‘This is the 
right thing to do. It is good energy pol-
icy. It is good national security policy, 
and good family policy.’’ The market 
responded immediately with prices 
dropping 18.7 percent. 

Incidentally, when the first President 
Bush did it, the price went down 33 per-
cent. Our own President Bush, August 
31, 2005, he authorized a drawdown of 
crude oil from the SPR. This was after 
Hurricane Katrina. Prices dropped 9.1 
percent. 

So what we have within our grasp is 
the opportunity to take an action re-
cently taken by three Presidents that 
immediately resulted in the reduction 
of the price of gasoline. In one case 9 
percent, in another case 18 percent, and 
in a third case 33 percent. This is a 
time-tested action that will help Amer-
icans now address the crippling cost of 
fuel. 

Many of my colleagues have joined 
together urging the President to use 

his authority to release fuel from the 
SPR. The President can do that with a 
stroke of the pen. But if the President 
refuses to act, Congress must act. We 
know, incidentally, Madam Speaker, 
that this bill will not solve our energy 
problems. It is going to take a long- 
term change in our energy policies to 
release ourselves from our addiction to 
oil. Releasing fuel from the SPR is not 
a substitute for a long-term policy, but 
it is a necessary action and a practical 
action to provide immediate relief now 
by using a resource that does belong to 
the American people. 

Let’s keep in mind that we do need a 
change in direction on our energy pol-
icy. Our country has 2 percent of the 
proven reserves of energy in the world. 
We are about 4 percent of the popu-
lation, and we are consuming 25 per-
cent of the world’s energy. That is not 
sustainable. It is not good for our long- 
term security. We know we can do bet-
ter by having a policy that includes 
higher mileage standards for our vehi-
cles, higher energy efficiency stand-
ards, tax incentives for clean energy al-
ternatives, better construction designs, 
and restoration of mass transit and 
rail. By doing that, we can create jobs, 
improve our environment, develop af-
fordable energy, and strengthen our na-
tional security. But let’s take the im-
mediate short-term actions that are 
within our grasp to take that will pro-
vide immediate relief to our airline in-
dustry, to our businesses, and to our 
consumers and American families. 
Take the actions that we can take, and 
take them now. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I want to thank the 

gentleman for yielding me the time. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in strong op-

position to this rule which is a cynical 
attempt to cover political Members of 
this body who have chosen to elevate 
partisanship and politics above a real 
energy solution for American con-
sumers and this economy. 

Let me start by answering my good 
friend regarding the issues that he 
brought up and the things that he said. 

First of all, the bottom line is that 
there could be 10 million acres or 20 or 
50 million acres that could be, quote, 
‘‘given to or leased’’ by oil companies. 
They don’t want to drill every bit of 
acreage they have; they only want to 
drill where the oil is. Dry holes are not 
good for anybody. 

Secondly, when you look at what the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is all 
about, it is there to protect this coun-
try. We should view that ANWR is also 
a strategic petroleum reserve here for 
the United States. There are 19 million 
acres in ANWR. Oil companies aren’t 
after all 19 million acres, they are only 
after 2,000, just 2,000. That’s where the 
oil is. 

And perhaps number three, the gen-
tleman needs to understand this, that 
energy companies are there to be in the 
business of providing energy. They are 
not there for any other reason. They 
are there to help the American con-
sumer, to support our economy, and to 
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make sure that America is the greatest 
Nation on the face of this earth. 

I am proud that we have the largest 
economy in this world and we use en-
ergy to make us more successful. We 
should not apologize or say it is a mis-
take that America utilizes energy. We 
simply need to make sure that what we 
are doing is having a comprehensive, 
across-the-board view, and not allow-
ing drilling here in America and off-
shore is a national security issue. 
That’s the side of the story that my 
friend did not tell this morning. That’s 
why this bill is something we should 
oppose. 

For the last 5 months, everyday con-
sumers and our national economy have 
been suffering because of this Demo-
crat majority’s stubborn and mind-bog-
gling unwillingness to increase the sup-
ply of domestically produced oil to re-
duce prices at the pump. And for over 
a year and a half, Republicans have 
been unified in a commonsense ap-
proach and a comprehensive approach 
to bringing down the price of gasoline 
for consumers, only to have that plan 
ignored by the new Democrat majority 
in favor of agenda that prioritizes 
scapegoats over solutions. 

Rather than taking this opportunity 
to work in a constructive, bipartisan 
way to address the real domestic en-
ergy supply issues, they have let sky- 
high energy prices stand and continue 
for consumers. 

Today, we are being asked outside of 
regular order and with no opportunity 
for Members to offer their own good 
ideas to bring down the price of gaso-
line, and we are spending only 40 min-
utes to debate a fig-leaf piece of legis-
lation that releases 31⁄2 days’ worth of 
oil from the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. 

The gentleman is correct, when there 
is more oil supply that is available, the 
price does go down. The gentleman is 
correct, there have been previous or-
ders by the President to reduce the 
supply that is in the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve directly for consumers. 
But 3 days’ worth is all we are talking 
about. That is not a long-term fix. We 
need a strategic petroleum reserve that 
is called ANWR to make America com-
petitive. 

So rather than doing something that 
would be long term, all they are trying 
to do is something that would be a po-
litical, short-term fix. 

Madam Speaker, the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve is intended to deal with 
natural disasters and national security 
crises, not preventable, man-made po-
litical disasters like the short supply of 
energy that we have today in America 
because of the Democrat Party no-en-
ergy strategy. 

The world understands it. As a mat-
ter of fact, I was out on the west side 
of the Capitol just yesterday as Repub-
licans were talking about our ability to 
go drill here in America and offshore. 
And whole loads, bus loads of Democrat 
staffers and others are out front say-
ing, No drill, shame on the Republican 

Party. My gosh, I do understand that 
that is the policy of the new Democrat 
majority. We’re working their plan. 
That’s why gasoline is at $4 a gallon. 
We simply disagree in the Republican 
Party. 

However, there is one small bright 
spot associated with this legislation, 
and it is by bringing it to the House 
floor today, the Democrat leadership is 
finally admitting there is a supply-side 
component to addressing America’s en-
ergy concerns. My colleague was very 
plain and forward when he said: When 
we dump oil into the marketplace, the 
price goes down. Unfortunately, seri-
ousness of purpose in dealing with the 
problem has not accompanied this 
long-overdue revelation—which is why 
we are here debating this do-nothing 
cover vote today instead of real solu-
tions to our problems. 

b 1130 

Yesterday I joined my Republican 
colleagues when we proposed a smart, 
innovative and comprehensive ap-
proach to addressing our Nation’s en-
ergy independence solution, a problem 
whose guiding philosophy can be 
summed up by one simple principle, 
use less and find more. 

Rather than just releasing over a 
weekend’s worth of energy and calling 
it a day, like the Democrat proposal 
does, the Republican plan is to increase 
the supply of American-made energy in 
an environmentally sound way. This is 
what Republicans are pushing on the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
yet again today. 

We believe our deep-water oil re-
sources, ocean resources, could provide 
an additional 3 million barrels of oil 
per day as well as 76 trillion cubic 
square feet of natural gas. These are 
proven reserves. We should open the 
Arctic coastal plain, which could pro-
vide an additional 1 million barrels of 
oil a day. We should allow development 
of our Nation’s shale oil resources, 
which could provide an additional 2.5 
million barrels of oil per day, and we 
would increase the supply of gas at the 
pump by cutting bureaucratic red tape 
that hinders the construction of new 
refineries. 

To improve energy conservation and 
efficiency, our legislation will provide 
tax incentives for businesses and fami-
lies to purchase more efficient vehi-
cles. It will provide tax incentives for 
businesses and homeowners who im-
prove their energy efficiency. To pro-
mote alternative and renewable energy 
technologies, this legislation will spur 
the technology of alternative fuels 
through government contracting by re-
pealing the section 526 prohibition on 
government purchasing of alternative 
energy and promotion of coal-to-liq-
uids technology. 

We will establish a renewable energy 
trust fund using revenues generated by 
exploration in deep ocean and on the 
Arctic coastal plain. We will extend 
permanently the tax credit for alter-
native energy production, including 

wind, solar and hydrogen, and we will 
eliminate barriers to the expansion of 
emission-free nuclear power produc-
tion. 

Speaker PELOSI and this new Demo-
crat majority have the power to bring 
these already-developed commonsense 
solutions up for a vote at any time. 
Trust me, Madam Speaker, the Repub-
licans are here to help. But what we 
want is real solutions. We want to drill 
now to save America. 

Speaker PELOSI should choose to be 
with Republicans in a bipartisan an-
swer, but, instead, this Speaker is 
choosing to ignore the American public 
in favor of a radical environmentalist 
agenda. I will be giving every Member 
of this body the opportunity to show 
where they really stand on energy 
independence during the vote on the 
rule’s previous question. I encourage 
every single Member who agrees with 
me that this country needs to increase 
its supply of safe and reliable American 
energy to force this Democrat leader-
ship to finally act by rejecting the cyn-
ical rule and the meaningless under-
lying legislation so that this House and 
the American people will be prepared 
for real legislation that will have a real 
effect at the pump. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, the chair-
man of the Select Committee on En-
ergy Independence and Global Warm-
ing, Mr. MARKEY. 

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. 
WELCH. 

Madam Speaker, we have on the floor 
right now for consideration legislation 
which will make it possible for Amer-
ican consumers, who are being tipped 
upside down at the gasoline pump 
every time they go in with their vehi-
cle and having money shaken out of 
their pockets, to have immediate re-
lief, to have the United States be on 
the side of the American consumer. 

Now what has been happening over 
the last couple of months is really un-
fortunate. The Republicans and Presi-
dent Bush have been arguing that the 
answer is to go and to drill up in the 
remotest parts of the Arctic, when 
their own Department of Energy is say-
ing that it will take 10 to 20 years for 
any of that oil to get to the gas pumps 
in the United States and, when it does, 
it will only offer insignificant relief to 
the American consumer. 

Meanwhile, the President went over 
to Saudi Arabia, just a month and a 
half ago, to beg the Saudi Arabians to 
please produce more oil that we can 
use right now, because that would drop 
the price in oil. The Saudis said, ‘‘Well, 
we’ll think about it. Maybe we’ll 
produce another two or 300,000 barrels 
of oil, but you’ll have to send back 
your Secretary of Energy in another 3 
weeks for us to talk to him.’’ 

Well, you can either promise the 
American people something that 
doesn’t happen 10 to 20 years from now, 
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which is what the Republicans have 
been doing, or you can use the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve right now, 
which is what our legislation will do, 
and it will say to the President, Mr. 
President, you must use 10 percent of 
all the oil in the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve right now, 70 million barrels of 
oil, and you must use it over the next 
5 or 6 months. That would average out 
to about 500,000 barrels of oil a day. 
That’s the signal that the marketplace 
would absolutely respond to, because it 
would send shivers up the spine of the 
speculators, of the manipulators, of the 
OPEC cartel that has been playing 
games with the American consumer. 

How do we know that this is going to 
work? We know it’s going to work be-
cause when past Presidents have 
turned the spigot on the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, President Bush I, just 
before the first Persian Gulf war, the 
price dropped 33 percent for oil. 

In the year 2000 when Bill Clinton 
used it, it dropped 18 percent. And even 
when this President Bush used it right 
after the Katrina storm, it dropped 9 
percent. We know this works. 

But what’s going to happen? The Re-
publican leadership is going to get on a 
plane and fly up to the Arctic wildlife 
refuge. Instead, they should get on a 
plane and fly down to Houston and 
take a look at the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve and ask the President to just 
turn the spigot on and to send that oil 
right now, not 10 or 20 years from now, 
but 10 or 20 days from now so that 
Americans, who are enjoying their Au-
gust vacations know that the Amer-
ican government is on their side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has from Massa-
chusetts expired. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I yield the 
gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. MARKEY. The reason the Repub-
licans won’t use it, however, is that 
they argue that we’re not in an emer-
gency. I think that is not how the 
American people view where we are. $4 
a gallon for gasoline. The price for 
home heating oil and natural gas this 
winter rising by the day. We have the 
airline industry in crisis. We have the 
trucking industry in crisis. We have 
food prices skyrocketing. 

The American people believe we are 
in an energy emergency. What we do in 
this bill is we say, Mr. President, it 
might not fit your definition of what 
an emergency is, but it fits the defini-
tion for the American people. We want 
you to deploy the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve now. We want you to tap into 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve to 
protect the American consumer now. 

We don’t want you to wait, Mr. Presi-
dent, until after some war in Iran and 
deploy it then too, sir, but please do 
not wait until then. Please understand 
that Americans want their oil. They 
paid for this oil. They’ve paid $100 bil-
lion to put this oil in the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve in Houston, in Lou-
isiana, in Mississippi. They want relief 
now. 

Vote ‘‘aye’’ on this legislation. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, you 

know, I would love to cut a deal with 
the gentleman right now and say Re-
publicans would be completely for this 
bill if you would do something for more 
than the 3 days’ supply if we would 
really approach the emergency that 
the American people are talking about, 
and let’s do something long term. We 
have already had President Clinton 12 
years ago sign the pen that said we are 
not going to go after ANWR. We would 
have had that online now. 

Why do we assume that in 5 or 6 or 7 
years we are not going to need this en-
ergy? We are going to need the energy. 

This new Democrat majority, to a 
Member, is withholding from the 
American people the opportunity to 
get prices down now. To say that we 
would raid the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve for 3 days’ worth of gasoline is 
laughable. It’s laughable because the 
American people understand that what 
this new Democrat majority is all 
about is having the energy prices stay 
where they are. They see that the Dem-
ocrat plan evidently is working, the 
Democrat plan to squeeze American in-
terests out and to send the money 
overseas. 

We have seen that now for 18 months. 
That’s the Democrat majority’s plan. 
They want to keep building Dubai. 
They want to keep giving the money to 
countries who do war against the 
United States and don’t hold us in 
favor. They want the money and the 
business to be done overseas. They 
want the jobs to go overseas. That’s 
really where this new Democrat major-
ity is. 

If it were the Republican Party and 
reversed, it would be about all the spe-
cial interests that we’re trying to give. 
But in this case, it is about the Amer-
ican consumer that sees that their 
prices are at a high level simply to 
make sure that this Democrat major-
ity sends the money overseas because 
they really don’t like the energy com-
panies here in America. That’s anti- 
American. 

Madam Speaker, the Republican 
Party has great alternatives that are 
on the table today. We want a long- 
term comprehensive fix for energy, and 
we will continue to tell the American 
people, just as we are here telling our 
colleagues here today, that we recog-
nize who has the capacity and the abil-
ity to bring a bill to the floor today to 
answer the problem. The problem is the 
lack of resources of supply in the gaso-
line marketplace, and it’s extending 
also to high fuel prices that will be 
paid in the Northeast this winter, and 
it is the new Democrat majority that is 
responsible for that. This is their plan. 
They’re getting what they wanted, and 
we will keep building Dubais and keep 
sending our money overseas as long as 
we cut off American jobs and American 
energy companies. 

I think it’s a bad thing for policy for 
this country. That’s why the Repub-
lican Party has an alternative. I wish 

that it would be heard today on the 
board to where we could vote for it. 

Madam Speaker, we reserve the bal-
ance of our time. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington, a member of 
the committee on Energy and Com-
merce and a leader on energy issues in 
Congress, Mr. INSLEE. 

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

Mr. INSLEE. Of course we need a 
long-term energy plan that can wean 
ourselves off this addiction to oil. 
President Bush said we are addicted to 
oil, and he turns around and says let’s 
just get more addicted to oil. 

I don’t understand why the Repub-
licans then voted against our bill to 
call for new clean energy sources of 
electricity so we can electrify our car 
and not have to burn oil. I don’t know 
why they voted against our tax pack-
age that would allow tax breaks for 
companies like the Sapphire Energy 
Company that’s making biofuels out of 
algae. That’s a long-term solution to 
this problem, but we have got to have 
a short-term solution too. 

I will tell you this, listening to my 
Republican colleagues, if you run out 
of gas on a dusty rural road some-
where, you better hope it’s not a Re-
publican Congressman who pulls up 
and basically comes to your aid and 
says, I can’t help you now, can’t help 
you next week, can’t help you next 
year. I’ll be back around here in 10 
years. Then maybe we’ll do something 
about it. Because that is all they are 
suggesting, and that is a plan doomed 
for failure. We can’t wait 10 years for 
solutions to this problem. We need so-
lutions that will work. 

Let me suggest that the evidence is 
very, very clear about doing very small 
releases from the SPR, and I was 
shocked to learn how successful this 
can be. I went to a bipartisan war game 
at the war college last week with some 
of my colleagues, and we war gamed 
out what would happen if there was an 
interruption of our oil supplies due to 
overseas disruption. 

Let me tell you what I learned since 
then: Small releases from the SPR can 
have huge ramifications for the price 
of gasoline. Look what happened in 
1990 during Desert Shield when the 
first President Bush allowed release. 
Here is what the Energy Department 
concluded: 

‘‘The rapid decision to release crude 
oil from government-controlled stocks 
in the United States and other OECD 
countries helped calm the global oil 
market, and prices began to moderate. 
When the 1991 SPR drawdown was an-
nounced in connection with Operation 
Desert Storm, the price of oil imme-
diately dropped $8 a barrel.’’ 

Now why does this small less than 10 
percent change in SPR, how can it 
have these enormous ramifications? 
The answer has to do with human psy-
chology. These markets are driven by 
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psychology, and that’s why the three 
times we have been done this before, 
all the last three Presidents, including 
this President, has achieved reductions 
from 5 to 30 percent within 30 days in 
the price of oil. 

Don’t allow Americans to be told 
they have got to wait 10 years for re-
lief. Let’s act now in conjunction with 
the legislation we are going to pass 
eventually to tamp down speculation. 
Democrats have both a long-term and a 
short-term response. Pass this bill. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, let 
me agree with the gentleman. Psy-
chology does have a lot to do with this. 
That’s why Republicans, instead of try-
ing to fall victim for a 3-day fix or for 
a long-term fix—so let’s get into the 
psychology for just a second. 

How about if somebody brought legis-
lation to the floor that said, you know 
what? I think we ought to open up 
American deep-water oil resources, 
ocean resources, because we do under-
stand there are war games that bipar-
tisan Members of this House go attend 
to where we do understand that if 
international shipping where oil was 
concerned, if there was a bad mistake 
or a problem, that we would be in trou-
ble. 

b 1145 

So why don’t we, as just a good idea, 
let’s open up America’s deep water 
ocean resources, which could provide 
an additional 3 million barrels of oil 
per day, but it doesn’t end there, and 76 
trillion cubic feet of natural gas. 

Why don’t we also bring to the table, 
let’s open up the Arctic Coastal Plain, 
which could provide an additional 1 
million barrels of oil a day. But there 
is more. 

How about allowing the development 
of America’s shale oil resources for an 
additional 2.5 million barrels a day? 

So instead of having just a 3-day fix 
and arguing all these new issues that 
we bring up would take 10 to 20 years 
to bring to the consumer, not true. It 
can be done tomorrow. We could de-
cide, and we should have decided 12 
years ago. We should have decided last 
year. We should decide that today, 
what we want to do is to make avail-
able the resources of this country in 
the event, in the future, there really is 
a big problem. 

So the Republican Party is here on 
the floor today with real live answers 
to real live problems that are hap-
pening every day. 

And so once again, we will give this 
new Democrat majority credit. The en-
ergy prices are the way that the Demo-
crat Party wants them to be. They do 
want prices to be high. They do not 
want a supply unless it is paid for by 
the government. And they are not for a 
long-term solution because it would 
mean that we would be using those big 
oil companies resources. 

My gosh. We are going to hold the 
American consumer hostage. We are 
going to hold people in the Northeast 
who use and need this oil this winter 

hostage, when, in fact, when it is 100 
degrees outside, we are saying, do this 
now; let’s prepare. Let’s be prepared for 
the future. 

And instead, this new Democrat ma-
jority argues, time in and time out, not 
going to drill, not going to put any 
more supply in, and prices will simply 
continue to rise. 

Madam Speaker, somebody will have 
to face up to the day of reckoning, and 
that day of reckoning is going to be 
when American consumers, in the dead 
of winter, are not only paying high 
prices at the pump, but also high prices 
to heat their home. 

We are trying to do something today. 
We have been trying to do something 
for 18 months, and this new Democrat 
majority refuses, refuses to see the 
facts of the case. 

We reserve the balance of our time. 
Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York, a man who 
serves on the select committee, Mr. 
HALL. 

Mr. HALL of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I just would like to say to my 
friend across the aisle that I, as a 
member of the Democratic majority, 
consider the repeated, deliberate use of 
the phrase ‘‘Democrat majority’’ to be 
a pejorative use. That is not certainly 
what we call ourselves. And we could 
call you the Republic minority, but we 
don’t. So, in the interest of bipartisan-
ship and comity, I would suggest 
‘‘Democratic majority’’ is the normal 
term to use. 

I congratulate you on accepting and 
adopting most of the parts of your plan 
from our plan. The renewable energy 
and conservation components, which, 
by the way, the Vice President sneered 
at in 2002, I think it was, when he said 
that conservation may be a personal 
virtue, but it is no way to build a na-
tional energy policy. 

We have been working, in this Con-
gress, in the last year and a half to 
pass the first increase in fuel mileage 
standards in 32 years, to provide 
record, billions of dollars to alter-
native fuels research and development, 
record billions of dollars for carbon se-
questration so that we can use coal 
that we have in this country without 
releasing carbon dioxide in the atmos-
phere. 

We have been trying, and I might say 
that perhaps your friend or the col-
league in the Republican Party in the 
other body, Senator DOMENICI, could 
use a little talking to, perhaps from 
you, to get him to drop his resistance 
to the renewable energy standard and 
to the extension of the renewable tax 
credits which we have been fighting for 
on this side and have been stymied in 
the Senate by a small number of Re-
publicans who are holding that up. 

But allow me to go to what I was 
going to say, which is that in New 
York this morning, gas prices are over 
$4.25 and in some cases $4.50 and have 
been this high for weeks. These sky 
high prices are squeezing families in 

my district right now. Today we are 
trying to give them relief using SPR 
oil to increase supply and bring down 
prices. 

A release of oil from the SPR is a 
proven method of calming markets and 
lowering prices. The last three Presi-
dents have used it successfully. And I 
urge all my colleagues to support it to 
do the same thing today. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from using 
the second person and to address their 
remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. SESSIONS. We reserve our time. 
Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 

Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, the GOP, the 
Grand Old Oil Party, is up to it again. 
Now, it is as if the first six years of the 
Bush administration never existed. The 
Republicans controlled the House, the 
White House, and the United States 
Senate. 

Vice President DICK CHENEY, at the 
President’s behest, met secretly with 
the oil and gas industry and other en-
ergy producers and proposed an energy 
policy, a Republican energy policy. 
That policy was passed by the Repub-
lican House of Representatives, adopt-
ed by the Republican Senate, and 
signed by the Republican president. We 
have been living under it now for a cou-
ple of years, and it is having the pre-
dictable results. We are now more de-
pendent upon foreign oil. And many of 
us who voted against that Republican 
energy policy said it was pushing the 
country in that direction. We are see-
ing prices jacked up to unbelievable 
levels. Many of us predicted at the 
time that the Bush/Cheney Republican 
energy policy would have those results. 

They didn’t mandate increases in fuel 
standards. They didn’t mandate devel-
opment of alternative fuels. They had a 
few pretend things about hydrogen 
which was far enough off in the future 
that it didn’t upset their benefactors in 
the oil industry because they know hy-
drogen is 20, 30 years off. But things 
that we could have been moving toward 
quickly they were against. 

Now suddenly they are all for action. 
They are all for action. 

What do we need? We need more 
leases on the Outer Continental Shelf. 
Well, what about the fact that the in-
dustry today is sitting on leases that 
can access 80 percent of the known re-
serves of oil and gas off the United 
States of America? But they are simply 
not developing them. 

Now, the industry says, well, they 
just don’t have enough deep water 
drilling rigs and other things. But last 
year Enron, I mean—sorry. That is an-
other guilty party here. But 
ExxonMobil made more money than 
any corporation in the history of the 
world, $40 billion. And what did they do 
with two thirds of their profit? Did 
they put it into new supply? Did they 
put it into new drilling equipment? 
Heck no. They bought back their own 
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stock to enrich their board and their 
execs. The president who retired got a 
$400 million retirement, and he bought 
an oil field in Africa with his retire-
ment. Now that is where their profits 
and their money went. 

They are in no hurry to develop new 
resources. But they would like to lock 
up what might still be out there while 
Bush and CHENEY are in the White 
House so that they can get sweetheart 
deals like the one proposed yesterday 
for oil shale, because these are their 
oilmen in the White House. Plain and 
simple. That’s what this bum’s rush is 
all about. 

The American people need short-term 
price relief. It isn’t going to come 
through letting more leases in sen-
sitive areas that the industry sits on. 
It would come from breaking the back 
of the speculators, something they 
don’t want to do, closing the Enron 
loophole. 

Remember Ken Lay, head of Enron 
from Texas, the President’s biggest po-
litical benefactor throughout his entire 
life? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Oregon has 
expired. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. The Enron loophole 
was created for him to trade oil and 
gas off the books. Well, Ken Lay is 
dead, before he went to prison. Enron is 
bankrupt, and the loophole lives on, 
and that is the price we are paying at 
the pump today because of commodity 
speculation. 

Take on the speculators, break their 
back. Break their back any way you 
can. Re-regulate them or take oil out 
of the SPR. Break the back of the spec-
ulators. That will give us short-term 
price relief. Develop our resources in 
the midterm, and new energy future for 
the long term, not dependent upon oil 
and foreign oil. 

Mr. SESSIONS. You know, it’s great 
to hear about this private meeting that 
took place in the year 2000, and to now 
learn about all the attributes of the 
meeting. 

I would speculate, since I am sure the 
gentleman did, that ANWR would have 
been in that list of things that the 
President of the United States would 
have wanted, the consumers want, that 
ANWR would have been on there, that 
every place that we would drill eco-
nomically, and ecologically, in a sound 
way, that that would have been on the 
table too. That is exactly probably 
what the President had in mind and 
probably what the energy companies 
had in mind. 

Let’s put American resources, jobs 
and national security to the advantage 
of the American people, instead of the 
plan to send all this money overseas to 
build Dubai. That is a mistake. 

Madam Speaker, at this time I would 
like to yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Louisiana, Dr. 
BOUSTANY . 

Mr. BOUSTANY. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank my friend and colleague 
from Texas for yielding time to me. 

You know, the collective wisdom of 
the American people is a force to be 
reckoned with. And the American peo-
ple are speaking very, very loudly 
today about what we need. They are 
speaking about the need for a com-
prehensive energy policy; an energy 
policy that looks at all the possibili-
ties that we have. And that is just, in 
fact, what House Republicans are offer-
ing, and I would venture to say a fair 
number of Democrats on the other side 
of the aisle want this. But this ap-
proach is being blocked by the Demo-
cratic leadership, unfortunately. 

Madam Speaker, I would urge that 
the Democratic leadership listen to the 
collective wisdom of the American pub-
lic. 

Now this idea about drawing down 
out of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
is incredibly irresponsible. We are on 
the verge of a new hurricane season 
where we may need that oil. We have 
geopolitical unrest around the world 
where we may need that oil. The cur-
rent volume held in the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve is just over 700 million 
barrels, and at current usage of 20 mil-
lion barrels a day in this country, that 
is 35 days. 35 days. That reserve, that 
Strategic Reserve was put in place for 
real, dire emergencies. 

Now, some would argue, yes, the 
price at the pump is really hurting 
American families, and I fully agree. I 
have spoken to many of my constitu-
ents who are feeling the pain at the 
pump today. But that is no excuse, 
that is no excuse for this Congress to 
shirk its responsibility to come for-
ward with a comprehensive energy pol-
icy that focuses on production in an 
environmentally responsible way by 
opening the Outer Continental Shelf in 
Alaska, by investing in alternative and 
renewables, by looking into clean coal 
technology, shale oil, building out re-
fining capacity to meet our needs, in-
vesting in nuclear energy. All of these 
things, all of the above is what this 
country demands and is what is nec-
essary. 

So I would suggest it is time to quit 
this irresponsible posturing in this 
body, and let’s move forward with a 
comprehensive energy policy. 

This is a national security issue. It is 
clearly a national security issue. Speak 
to any of our generals and our troops 
who are fighting in the Middle East. 
This is a national security issue. And I 
urge my colleagues to get serious 
about this issue. The American people 
have gotten serious about it. So why 
are we delaying? What is the reason for 
procrastination? 

b 1200 

We can come to a reasonable com-
promise in this body to deal with all of 
it. And I would point out that explo-
ration and production today can be 
done in a very environmentally sound 
way. My district in southwest Lou-
isiana has been doing this. If you look 
at the oil and gas industry, in the 
aftermath of Hurricanes Rita and 

Katrina when 80 percent of it was out, 
we didn’t have spillages in the Gulf of 
Mexico. Everything was done in a very 
sound and responsible way. The evacu-
ation was carried out well, and this oil 
and gas production came back on line 
very quickly in the interest of the 
American people. 

And finally, I would add that by in-
creasing responsible, environmentally 
sound American exploration and pro-
duction, we’re creating good, high-pay-
ing American jobs, also a very impor-
tant stimulus to this economy. 

Clearly, what we need today is a 
comprehensive energy policy coupled 
with strengthening of the dollar, and I 
think we will work our way out of this 
economic crisis. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, 
could I please find out how much time 
is left on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 8 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Vermont 
has 12 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Thank you, Madam 
Speaker, and I believe I heard the gen-
tleman say he has no additional speak-
ers; is that correct? 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 
Speaker, I would like to, with permis-
sion, recognize the chairman again, Mr. 
MARKEY, but only if there is no objec-
tion. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, we 
will reserve our time. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gentleman 
from Vermont. 

You know, this Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve is an incredible weapon to be 
used in order to protect the American 
consumer from being gouged at the 
pump right now. And the Republican 
Party and President Bush and Vice 
President CHENEY are talking about 
anything but using the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve in order to protect the 
American consumer at the pump today. 
And there’s a good reason. Because the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is to the 
oil industry what kryptonite is to Su-
perman. It saps them of their strength 
immediately. It decreases dramatically 
their power over ordinary citizens 
across our country. And that’s why 
they object to it. 

You’re going to keep hearing from 
Republicans how they really want to 
help consumers 10 and 20 years from 
now. But you’re not going to hear a 
word about their support for deploying 
500,000 or 1 million barrels of oil a day 
right now into the marketplace that 
will drive down the price of oil, drive 
down the price of gasoline at the pump 
today. 

That’s what we’re going to continue 
to wait to hear them say. 

Now, they have plenty of time left in 
order to make that statement in this 
debate today, but you’re not going to 
hear it. You’re not going to hear them 
talking about immediate relief. 
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They’re going to continually talk 
about oil that will come from drilling 
on our beaches 10 or 20 years from now. 
Well, that’s fine 10 and 20 years from 
now, but what are they going to do 
now? What are they going to do be-
tween now and Labor Day when Ameri-
cans are driving all over the country? 
They’re doing to say, We can’t use the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. We can’t 
drive down the price of oil now. We 
have to wait. 

This is going to be an important bill 
to give protection to the American 
consumers. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Just so the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has an op-
portunity to call my bluff, I’ll take 
him up on it. I’ll take him up on it. 

We do believe there is something im-
mediately that can be done, and we’ve 
been asking for this for years and years 
and years because the fact of the mat-
ter is, as we’ve already heard, there is 
a lot of psychology. The gentleman 
from the State of Washington talked 
about psychology just a few speakers 
ago. Well, here is the psychology. If 
you bring your own oil to the table, the 
other side sees what you’re willing to 
do and their oil’s worthless because 
they cannot hold you hostage. 

So what the Republican Party does 
want to talk about today is today, to-
morrow, Labor Day, and moving for-
ward. And that’s why we’re talking 
about bringing 3 million barrels of oil 
per day, 76 trillion cubic feet of natural 
gas, 1 million barrels of oil from the 
Arctic coastal plane, and 2.5 million 
barrels a day from the shale that’s in 
this country. Darn right we want to 
talk about today. 

But the fact of the matter is that 
we’ve been talking about this for years, 
and now they make it seem like the de-
bate just started today. The debate did 
not start today. The debate started 
back when President Clinton was in of-
fice. We asked for and passed a bill at 
that time, and the President said, ‘‘No. 
You cannot have ANWR.’’ 

And now we get to today and they 
act like, ‘‘Well, it just started. But Re-
publicans don’t want to talk about 
today.’’ Darn right we want to talk 
about today. We want to talk about 
what has been talked about, that is the 
psychological effort as well as a to-
day’s efforts; and that’s why the Re-
publican Party is here yet another day. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would 
like to yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BRADY). 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
another day, another energy gimmick. 
It must be the 110th Congress. 

The American public, hammered by 
high fuel prices, is getting tired of the 
Democrats’ Jed Clampett energy plan. 
You just can’t shoot at a bunch of 
imaginary targets and hope that en-
ergy is going to come bubbling up from 
the ground. Today is another such gim-
mick. Depleting America’s emergency 
oil nest egg at a time when the world 
is increasingly unstable in oil-pro-

ducing nations like Nigeria, like Ven-
ezuela, and Iran, why, even a hillbilly 
like me doesn’t think that makes much 
sense. 

Tapping our energy reserve for 3 
measly days of energy, 3, 3 days of en-
ergy, that won’t lower prices, nor does 
it send a signal to the world that 
America is serious about taking more 
responsibility for meeting our own 
daily energy needs. 

If this bill were to pass, and it will 
fail spectacularly today, but if it were 
to pass at the end of the drawdown, 
America would be more dependent on 
foreign oil than we are today. We 
would be more dependent on foreign oil 
than we are today. And how does that 
solve the problem? 

So here is the question: How high 
does gas have to get before Congress 
will act? How many families will be 
hurt? How many small businesses will 
go under? How hard will our economy 
be hit before our Speaker allows an up- 
or-down vote on producing more Amer-
ican-made energy? 

Congress has voted on conservation, 
we voted on renewable and passed them 
both. Why can’t we get a vote on more 
exploration here at home with our re-
sources? Speaker PELOSI to the Demo-
crat leadership, I know that you have 
the right heart. Tell the special inter-
ests to step aside. Make room for the 
little guy who doesn’t have a lobbyist, 
who hasn’t contributed to your cam-
paign. Let them have an up-or-down 
vote on this floor, a vote now for the 
American Energy Act so we can 
produce more American-made energy 
so we can get serious about lowering 
gas prices here in America. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask how much time remains on 
my side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER). The gentleman from 
Texas has 31⁄2 minutes. The gentleman 
from Vermont has 10 minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand the gentleman from Vermont is 
through with his speakers and wishes 
to close. 

I would like to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. WEST-
MORELAND). 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I thank my 
friend from Texas for yielding. 

I wanted to have a quote up here that 
was from Mr. KANJORSKI. And this was 
in an interview that he was giving to 
one of the local newspapers or tele-
vision stations. And he was talking 
about really the Democrats’ promise to 
end the war in Iraq and bringing all of 
the troops home, but it relates to their 
energy policy, too, and what they 
promised when Speaker PELOSI, then- 
minority leader in April of 2006, says, 
‘‘We as Democrats have a common-
sense plan to lower the skyrocketing 
price of gas.’’ At the time it was about 
$2.10 a gallon. 

But Mr. KANJORSKI said, ‘‘We sort of 
stretched the truth and people ate it 

up.’’ Well, there’s been some truth 
stretching going on lately in this build-
ing, and I think what we’ve got to real-
ize is that we need to do something to 
increase the supply other than taking 
out of our savings account. 

If you have a shortfall every month 
and you take out of your savings to 
make up for that shortfall or to in-
crease the supply of money that you 
have, you’re eventually going to run 
out of that. We would run out of oil, 
and we don’t need to do that because 
then we would certainly be at the 
mercy of our enemies. 

This is Mr. DEFAZIO back on January 
18 of 2007, Mr. Speaker, when the 
Democrats came out with their energy 
plan. He said, ‘‘It is sad to see the Re-
publicans come to this. Now they 
laughingly say this will lead the higher 
prices.’’ At the time, gas was $2.10 a 
gallon. Today it’s about $4.10 a gallon. 

We told the Democrats then that 
their energy plan was not going to 
work, that it was not going to help 
Americans lower the gas prices and the 
price to heat their homes. We’re telling 
them the same thing today: by taking 
out of our Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
to increase the supply is not the way to 
go. That’s not the commonsense plan 
that Speaker PELOSI promised us back 
in April of 2006. 

We don’t need to deplete our savings, 
the energy reserve that we have in 
cases of emergency like when we used 
it for the first Gulf war and when we 
used it for Katrina. We don’t need to 
use our savings. 

And so with that, I want to say that 
this is another situation where, Mr. 
Speaker, the American people have 
heard the Republican idea of increasing 
supply, an all-of-the-above policy, and 
the Democrats are still doing things 
under suspension when they could do 
this under regular rule. They’ve got 218 
votes. Mr. Speaker, the reason I think 
the majority party does not want to do 
it is because they know their energy 
plan is a failure. They want these bills 
to fail that they have under suspen-
sion. 

Let’s bring about something to this 
floor that will let the duly elected peo-
ple of this country vote on an energy 
policy that will bring relief to the 
Americans at the pump. And that pol-
icy is to increase our oil supply from 
our own natural resources. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
urge my colleagues to vote with me to 
defeat the previous question so this 
House can finally consider real solu-
tions to rising energy costs. 

If the previous question is defeated, I 
will move to amend the rule to allow 
for the additional consideration of H.R. 
6566, the American Energy Act. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
text of the amendment and extraneous 
material inserted into the RECORD 
prior to the vote on the previous ques-
tion. 

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

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:32 Jul 25, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K24JY7.029 H24JYPT1er
ow

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7077 July 24, 2008 
There was no objection. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I yield back the bal-

ance of our time. 
Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-

er, this bill is really a simple and 
straightforward opportunity for Con-
gress to take an action taken by pre-
vious Presidents and Congresses to 
lower the price at the pump for the 
American consumer and for American 
businesses. 

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve has 
over 700 million barrels of oil. That is 
an asset that was bought and paid for 
by the American taxpayer, it’s an asset 
of the American taxpayer and citizen, 
and it’s there to be used for the benefit 
of the American citizen and the Amer-
ican taxpayer. 

This legislation would direct that 10 
percent of that reserve—10 percent 
only; 70 million barrels—could be re-
leased. And what we’ve seen in history 
is that in the three most previous in-
stances where, with a stroke of a pen, 
the President has used that authority 
to release this asset belonging to the 
American people, it’s resulted in a re-
duction in the price at the pump of gas-
oline from 33 percent to 18 percent to 9 
percent. So it’s a proven action that 
Presidents have taken to benefit the 
American consumer. 

It’s also responsible. You know, 20 
days ago, oil was over $140 a barrel. It’s 
$124 a barrel today. And that means 
that when we are replenishing the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, it’s going 
to cost less for the American taxpayer. 

There is a reason why so many inter-
ested parties who are affected by the 
high price of oil strongly support this. 
The Air Transport Association, Na-
tional Farmers Union, American Truck 
Association, League of Conservation 
Voters, many Republican Members of 
Congress: ZACH WAMP, RODNEY ALEX-
ANDER, HEATHER WILSON, Senator COL-
LINS, Senator HUTCHISON, Senator 
ISAKSON. And the reason is that what-
ever we are going to do in the long 
term to change our energy policy, why 
would we not take the immediate ac-
tion in the short term that can provide 
immediate benefit to the American 
consumer and to American businesses? 

b 1215 
It just stands to reason that a re-

sponsible Congress is going to take 
those actions that can provide direct 
and immediate relief to the American 
consumer. That’s what the release of 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve will 
allow. Ten percent, not all of it. It’s 
not robbing the savings bank. It’s 
using an asset that belongs to the citi-
zens of this country to provide help to 
the families of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on 
the previous question and the rule. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. SESSIONS is as follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1367 OFFERED BY MR. 

SESSIONS OF TEXAS 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
That it shall be in order at any time on the 

legislative day of Thursday, July 24, 2008, for 

the Speaker to entertain motions that the 
House suspend the rules relating to the bill 
(H.R. 6566) to bring down energy prices by in-
creasing safe, domestic production, encour-
aging the development of alternative and re-
newable energy, and promoting conserva-
tion. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] has 
no substantive legislative or policy implica-
tions whatsoever.’’ But that is not what they 
have always said. Listen to the definition of 
the previous question used in the Floor Pro-
cedures Manual published by the Rules Com-
mittee in the 109th Congress, (page 56). 
Here’s how the Rules Committee described 
the rule using information from Congres-
sional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Congressional 
Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous question is de-
feated, control of debate shifts to the leading 
opposition member (usually the minority 
Floor Manager) who then manages an hour 
of debate and may offer a germane amend-
ment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-

ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

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

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

Mr. SESSIONS. 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 ordering the 
previous question on House Resolution 
1367 will be followed by 5-minute votes 
on adoption of House Resolution 1367, if 
ordered; ordering the previous question 
on House Resolution 1362; and adoption 
of House Resolution 1362, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays 
184, not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 524] 

YEAS—232 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 

Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 

Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
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Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 

Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—184 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 

Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—18 

Bishop (UT) 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Cubin 
Dingell 

Gohmert 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hulshof 
LaHood 
McNerney 
Moran (VA) 

Ortiz 
Renzi 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Waters 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1241 

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

Messrs. RAMSTAD and LoBIONDO 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 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 226, nays 
190, not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 525] 

YEAS—226 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 

Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 

McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 

Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 

Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 

Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—190 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 

Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—18 

Bishop (UT) 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Cole (OK) 
Cubin 

Dingell 
Gohmert 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hulshof 
Kirk 
LaHood 

Lamborn 
Miller, George 
Ortiz 
Rush 
Tiahrt 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1248 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
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Stated against: 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

525, I was inadvertently detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R. 
5501, TOM LANTOS AND HENRY J. 
HYDE UNITED STATES GLOBAL 
LEADERSHIP AGAINST HIV/AIDS, 
TUBERCULOSIS, AND MALARIA 
REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution H. Res. 1362, on which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

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

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

vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays 
185, not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 526] 

YEAS—231 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards (MD) 

Edwards (TX) 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 

Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 

Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 

Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 

Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—185 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Childers 
Coble 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 

Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—18 

Bishop (UT) 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Braley (IA) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Cole (OK) 

Cubin 
Dingell 
Ellison 
Gohmert 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hulshof 

LaHood 
Meeks (NY) 
Ortiz 
Rush 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1255 

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

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, on roll-

call No. 526, I did not record my vote. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, July 

24, 2008, I missed rollcall votes 525 and 526. 
I request that the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 

reflect that had I been present and voting, I 
would have voted as follows: 

Rollcall vote 525: ‘‘Nay’’ (On the Rule pro-
viding for the consideration of H.R. 6578); 

Rollcall vote 526: ‘‘Nay’’ (On Calling the 
Previous Question on the Rule providing for 
H.R. 5501). 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, I missed three 

votes today due to an emergency dental pro-
cedure. Had I been present, I would have 
voted as follows: 

Rollcall vote 524: ‘‘yes’’ on motion on order-
ing the previous question on the rule providing 
for consideration of motions to suspend the 
rules (H. Res. 1367). 

Rollcall vote 525: ‘‘yes’’ on H. Res. 1367, 
the rule providing for consideration of motions 
to suspend the rules. 

Rollcall vote 526: ‘‘yes’’ on motion on order-
ing the previous question on the rule for H.R. 
5501—Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United 
States Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthorization Act 
of 2008 (H. Res. 1362). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

CONSUMER ENERGY SUPPLY ACT 
OF 2008 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 6578) to provide for the sale of 
light grade petroleum from the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve and its re-
placement with heavy grade petroleum, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 6578 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Consumer 
Energy Supply Act of 2008’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act— 
(1) the term ‘‘light grade petroleum’’ 

means crude oil with an API gravity of 30 de-
grees or higher; 

(2) the term ‘‘heavy grade petroleum’’ 
means crude oil with an API gravity of 26 de-
grees or lower; and 

(3) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Energy. 
SEC. 3. SALE AND REPLACEMENT OF OIL FROM 

THE STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RE-
SERVE. 

(a) INITIAL PETROLEUM SALE AND REPLACE-
MENT.—Notwithstanding section 161 of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42 
U.S.C. 6241), the Secretary shall publish a 
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plan not later than 15 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act to— 

(1) sell, in the amounts and on the schedule 
described in subsection (b), light grade petro-
leum from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
and acquire an equivalent volume of heavy 
grade petroleum; 

(2) deposit the cash proceeds from sales 
under paragraph (1) into the SPR Petroleum 
Account established under section 167 of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42 
U.S.C. 6247); and 

(3) from the cash proceeds deposited pursu-
ant to paragraph (2), withdraw the amount 
necessary to pay for the direct administra-
tive and operational costs of the sale and ac-
quisition. 

(b) AMOUNTS AND SCHEDULE.—The sale and 
acquisition described in subsection (a) shall 
require the offer for sale of a total quantity 
of 70,000,000 barrels of light grade petroleum 
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. The 
sale shall commence, whether or not a plan 
has been published under subsection (a), not 
later than 30 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act and be completed no more 
than six months after the date of enactment 
of this Act, with at least 20,000,000 barrels to 
be offered for sale within the first 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act. In no 
event shall the Secretary sell barrels of oil 
under subsection (a) that would result in a 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve that contains 
fewer than 90 percent of the total amount of 
barrels in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
as of the date of enactment of this Act. 
Heavy grade petroleum, to replace the quan-
tities of light grade petroleum sold under 
this section, shall be obtained through acqui-
sitions which— 

(1) shall commence no sooner than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act; 

(2) shall be completed, at the discretion of 
the Secretary, not later than 5 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act; 

(3) shall be carried out in a manner so as to 
maximize the monetary value to the Federal 
Government; and 

(4) shall be carried out using the receipts 
from the sales of light grade petroleum au-
thorized under this section. 

(c) DEFERRALS.—The Secretary is encour-
aged to, when economically beneficial and 
practical, grant requests to defer scheduled 
deliveries of petroleum to the Reserve under 
subsection (a) if the deferral will result in a 
premium paid in additional barrels of oil 
which will reduce the cost of oil acquisition 
and increase the volume of oil delivered to 
the Reserve or yield additional cash bonuses. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARROW) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

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

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

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, gas prices are out-

rageous and we need to act. Families 
are hurting and are looking to us to do 
anything and everything that can help. 

There’s no silver bullet, but there 
sure are things we can be doing better. 
One way is to make better use of our 
energy feedstocks, use what we ought 
to use today and save what we need to 
save for tomorrow. 

The goal of this bill, H.R. 6578, the 
Consumer Energy Supply Act, is sim-
ple: to increase the supply of oil in the 
United States that can be refined into 
gas. The bill will direct the Depart-
ment of Energy to release 70 million 
barrels of light sweet crude oil from 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. The 
bill requires the sale or exchange of 
light sweet crude to begin 15 days after 
enactment and to be completed within 
6 months. Under the bill the revenue 
from the release will go into the SPR 
petroleum account to purchase more 
oil so the SPR will end up with more 
oil than it started out with. The bill 
will make sure that the SPR level will 
not fall below 90 percent of the current 
level during the exchange. 

Now, the type of oil that will be re-
leased from the SPR is light sweet 
crude, which is the easiest and the 
cheapest to turn into gas. 

b 1300 

And the oil that will replace the light 
oil will be heavy sour crude which hap-
pens to be the oil that is best suited to 
be refined into diesel. 

What we need more of in this country 
is the highest and best use of all of our 
energy feedstocks. And this bill takes 
the oil that we pump back into the 
ground to save for later and puts that 
oil to its highest and best use right 
now and replaces that oil with oil 
whose highest and best use is to be held 
in reserve for a true national emer-
gency. 

This bill makes it easier and cheaper 
to get this fuel to the market right 
now while making sure we aren’t put-
ting our future needs at risk. We need 
to use today what is good for today and 
save for tomorrow what is good for to-
morrow. Because our refineries need 
more oil they can refine quickly to get 
gas and diesel on the market, this bill 
gives it to them. Adding heavy sour 
crude to the SPR in its place will make 
sure that the SPR will be more effec-
tive if a real emergency arises. That is 
because the heavy oil we will be swap-
ping for light oil can be refined to the 
diesel fuel needed to power our trucks, 
our trains and our military needs in 
times of a true emergency. 

In April this year, the acting director 
for natural resources of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, Frank 
Rusco, gave Congress a detailed report 
to modernize the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve and improve its flexibility and 
effectiveness. The Department of En-
ergy has completed a study in 2005 
which produced similar conclusions. 
This legislation will ensure that the 
SPR is more reflective of our Nation’s 
modern refining capacity and that its 
strategic capabilities are better used 
while providing more oil available for 
refining right here in the U.S. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit 
these two documents for the RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill will ease mar-
ket tensions. It will help unlock some 
of the value in the SPR without nega-
tively affecting the overall capacity or 
our strategic reserve policy. A release 
from the SPR will also help reduce the 
effects of market speculation on oil 
prices by sending the message that 
Congress is prepared to defend Amer-
ican families and businesses from these 
corrosive prices. That is what this bill 
will do. That is why it is a good idea 
for us to pass it. And that is why I urge 
my colleagues to vote for the bill. 

[From the United States Government 
Accountability Office] 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE 
ON ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND GLOBAL 
WARMING, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE: IMPROVING 
THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF FILLING THE 
RESERVE 

(Statement of Frank Rusco, Acting Director 
Natural Resources and Environment) 

WHY GAO DID THIS STUDY 
The Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) 

was created in 1975 to help protect the U.S. 
economy from oil supply disruptions and 
currently holds about 700 million barrels of 
crude oil. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 di-
rected the Department of Energy (DOE) to 
increase the SPR storage capacity from 727 
million barrels to 1 billion barrels, which it 
plans to accomplish by 2018. Since 1999, oil 
for the SPR has generally been obtained 
through the royalty-in-kind program, where-
by the government receives oil instead of 
cash for payment of royalties on leases of 
federal property. The Department of Inte-
rior’s Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
collects the royalty oil and transfers it to 
DOE, which then trades it for oil suitable for 
the SPR. 

As DOE begins to expand the SPR, past ex-
periences can help inform future efforts to 
fill the reserve in the most cost-effective 
manner. In that context, GAO’s testimony 
today will focus on: (1) Factors GAO rec-
ommends DOE consider when filling the 
SPR, and (2) the cost-effectiveness of using 
oil received through the royalty-in-kind pro-
gram to fill the SPR. 

To address these issues, GAO relied on its 
2006 report on the SPR, as well as its ongoing 
review of the royalty-in-kind program, where 
GAO interviewed officials at both DOE and 
MMS, and reviewed DOE’s SPR policies and 
procedures. DOE provided comments on a 
draft of this testimony, which we incor-
porated where appropriate. 

WHAT GAO FOUND 
To decrease the cost of filling the reserve 

and improve its efficiency, GAO rec-
ommended in previous work that DOE should 
include at least 10 percent heavy crude oil in 
the SPR. If DOE bought 100 million barrels 
of heavy crude oil during its expansion of the 
SPR it could save over $1 billion in nominal 
terms, assuming a price differential of $12 
between the price of light crude oil and the 
lower price of heavy crude oil, the average 
differential over the last five years. Having 
heavy crude oil in the SPR would also make 
the SPR more compatible with many U.S. re-
fineries, helping these refineries run more ef-
ficiently in the event that a supply disrup-
tion triggers use of the SPR. DOE indicated 
that, due to the planned SPR expansion, de-
terminations of the amount of heavy oil to 
include in the SPR should wait until it pre-
pares a new study of U.S. Gulf Coast refining 
requirements. In addition, we recommended 
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that DOE consider acquiring a steady dollar 
value—rather than a steady volume—of oil 
over time when filling the SPR. This ‘‘dollar- 
cost-averaging’’ approach would allow DOE 
to acquire more oil when prices are low and 
less when prices are high. GAO found that if 
DOE had used this purchasing approach be-
tween October 2001 through August 2005, it 
could have saved approximately $590 million, 
or over 10 percent, in fill costs. GAO’s sim-
ulations indicate that DOE could save money 
using this approach for future SPR fills, re-
gardless of whether oil prices are trending up 
or down as long as there is price volatility. 
GAO also recommends that DOE consider 
giving companies participating in the roy-
alty-in-kind program additional flexibility 
to defer oil deliveries in exchange for pro-
viding additional barrels of oil. DOE has 
granted limited deferrals in the past, and ex-
panding their use could further decrease SPR 
fill costs. While DOE indicated that its No-
vember 2006 rule on SPR acquisition proce-
dures addressed our recommendations, this 
rule does not specifically address how to im-
plement a dollar-cost-averaging strategy. 

Purchasing oil to fill the SPR—as DOE did 
until 1994—is likely to be more cost-effective 
than exchanging oil from the royalty-in-kind 
program for other oil to fill the SPR. The 
latter method adds administrative com-
plexity to the task of filling the SPR, in-
creasing the potential for waste and ineffi-
ciency. A January 2008 DOE Inspector Gen-
eral report found that DOE is unable to en-
sure that it receives all of the royalty oil 
that MMS provides. In addition, we found 
that DOE’s method for evaluating bids has 
been more robust for cash purchases than 
royalty-in-kind exchanges, increasing the 
likelihood that cash purchases are more 
cost-effective. For example, in April 2007, 
DOE solicited two different types of bids— 
one to purchase oil for the SPR in cash and 
one to exchange royalty oil for other oil to 
fill the SPR. DOE rejected offers to purchase 
oil when the spot price was about $69 per bar-
rel, yet in the same month, DOE exchanged 
royalty-in-kind oil for other oil to put in the 
SPR at about the same price. Because the 
government would have otherwise sold this 
royalty-in-kind oil, DOE committed the gov-
ernment to pay, through forgone revenues to 
the U.S. Treasury, roughly the same price 
per barrel that DOE concluded was too high 
to purchase directly. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee: 

We are pleased to be here today to partici-
pate in the Committee’s hearing on the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve (SPR). Congress au-
thorized the SPR in 1975 to protect the na-
tion from oil supply disruptions following 
the Arab oil embargo of 1973 and 1974 that led 
to sharp increases in oil prices. The federal 
government owns the SPR, and the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE) operates it. The SPR 
currently has the capacity to store up to 727 
million barrels of crude oil in salt caverns in 
Texas and Louisiana. As of April 21, 2008, 
current inventory of the SPR stood at 701.3 
million barrels of oil, which is roughly 
equivalent to 58 days of net oil imports. DOE 
made direct purchases of crude oil until 1994, 
when purchases were suspended due to the 
federal budget deficit, and in fiscal years 1996 
and 1997 approximately 28 million barrels of 
oil were sold to reduce the deficit. Since DOE 
resumed filling the SPR in 1999, it has ob-
tained oil from the Department of the Inte-
rior’s Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
‘‘royalty-in-kind’’ program. Through this 
program, the MMS receives oil instead of 
cash for payments of royalties from compa-
nies that lease federal property for oil and 
gas development. MMS contracts for some of 
this royalty oil to be delivered to designated 
oil terminal locations or ‘‘market centers’’ 

where DOE takes possession. Because the 
royalty oil often does not meet SPR quality 
specifications, and because the market cen-
ters can be distant from SPR storage sites, 
DOE generally awards contracts to exchange 
royalty oil at the market center for SPR- 
quality oil delivered to SPR facilities. Ob-
taining oil for the SPR through the royalty- 
in-kind program avoids the need for Congress 
to make outlays to finance oil purchases, but 
the foregone revenues associated with using 
royalty-in-kind oil to trade for SPR oil 
imply an equivalent loss of revenue because 
MMS would otherwise sell the oil and deposit 
the revenues with the U.S. Treasury. Interior 
estimates that the forgone revenue attrib-
utable to using the royalty-in-kind program 
to fill the SPR were $4.6 billion from fiscal 
year 2000 through fiscal year 2007. 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 directed 
DOE to increase the SPR storage capacity to 
1 billion barrels and to fill it ‘‘as expedi-
tiously as practicable without incurring ex-
cessive cost or appreciably affecting the 
price of petroleum products to consumers.’’ 
It required DOE to select sites to expand the 
SPR’s storage capacity within 1 year of en-
actment, by August 2006. On February 14, 
2007, Secretary of Energy William Bodman 
designated three sites for the expansion, in-
cluding a 160 million barrel facility in 
Richton, Mississippi, an 80 million barrel ex-
pansion of a facility in Big Hill, Texas, and 
a 33 million barrel expansion of a facility in 
Bayou Choctaw, Louisiana. In its June 2007 
SPR plan, DOE anticipated these expansions 
would begin in fiscal year 2008 and be com-
plete in 2018. DOE also indicated that it 
would prefer to continue using the royalty- 
in-kind program to fill the additional stor-
age capacity. DOE estimates the capital cost 
for the SPR expansion at approximately $3.67 
billion, and estimates the cost of operating 
and maintaining the expanded portion of the 
SPR at $35 to $40 million per year. 

As DOE begins to expand the SPR, past ex-
periences may help inform future efforts to 
fill the SPR in the most cost-effective man-
ner. In that context, our testimony today 
will focus on: (1) Factors we recommend DOE 
consider when filling the SPR, and (2) the 
cost-effectiveness of using oil received 
through the royalty-in-kind program to fill 
the SPR. 

To address these issues, we are summa-
rizing work from our August 2006 report on 
the SPR and our ongoing review of the roy-
alty-in-kind program. For our August 2006 
report, we contracted with the National 
Academy of Sciences to convene a group of 
13 industry, academic, governmental, and 
nongovernmental experts to collect opinions 
on the impacts of past SPR fill and use and 
on recommendations for the future. We also 
reviewed records and reports from DOE and 
the International Energy Agency. In addi-
tion, for our ongoing review of the royalty- 
in-kind program for this committee and oth-
ers, we identified and reviewed applicable 
laws and documentation on DOE policies and 
procedures for evaluating SPR purchase and 
exchange bids, and interviewed officials at 
both Interior and DOE. We have also drawn 
upon previous GAO reports on the royalty- 
in- kind program. We conducted our work on 
this testimony from January to April 2008 in 
accordance with generally accepted govern-
ment auditing standards. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit 
to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to 
provide a reasonable basis for our findings 
and conclusions based on our audit objec-
tives. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings 
and conclusions based on our audit objec-
tives. 

IN SUMMARY 
To fill the SPR in a more cost-effective 

manner, we recommended in previous work 

that DOE include in the SPR at least 10 per-
cent heavy crude oils, which are more com-
patible with many U.S. refiners and gen-
erally cheaper to acquire than the lighter 
oils that comprise the SPR’s volume. DOE 
indicated that, due to the planned SPR ex-
pansion, such determinations should wait 
until it prepares a new study of U.S. Gulf 
Coast heavy sour crude refining require-
ments. In addition, we recommended that 
DOE consider acquiring a steady dollar value 
of oil over time and allowing oil companies 
more flexibility to defer delivery of royalty- 
in-kind exchanges to the SPR when prices 
are likely to decline in return for additional 
deliveries in the future. In updating us on 
the status of this recommendation, DOE in-
dicated that its November 8, 2006, rule on 
SPR acquisition procedures addressed our 
recommendations; however, this rule does 
not specifically address both how to imple-
ment a dollar-cost-averaging strategy and 
how to provide industry with more deferral 
flexibility. In subsequent comment, DOE 
noted that the November 8, 2006, acquisition 
procedures do not address dollar-cost-aver-
aging, but they do address flexibility of pur-
chasing and scheduling in volatile markets. 

Filling the SPR with oil purchased in cash 
is likely to be more cost-effective than fill-
ing the SPR through the royalty-in-kind 
program for several reasons. For example, 
the royalty-in-kind program adds a layer of 
administrative complexity to the task of fill-
ing the SPR, increasing the potential for 
waste or inefficiency. Moreover, DOE has 
evaluated the cost of cash purchases more 
thoroughly than exchanges, increasing the 
* * * 

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
before I begin, I would ask unanimous 
consent for an additional 30 minutes of 
debate on this bill for debate purposes 
only, equally divided between the ma-
jority and the minority. So, the minor-
ity would get 15 extra minutes, and the 
majority would get 15 extra minutes. 

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

Mr. BARROW. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I would like for us 
instead to proceed with the speakers 
that we have identified, and we will ad-
dress this later on as circumstances 
warrant at the end of the debate time 
that is allotted. 

So I do object at this time with the 
understanding that I will be glad to 
consider such a request at the appro-
priate time at the end of the time al-
lotted for debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I would yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this piece of legislation. I want 
to start by the simple statement that 
the House of Representatives, which is 
the body closest to the people of the 
United States, is considering a bill that 
wasn’t written apparently until this 
morning. There hasn’t been a com-
mittee hearing on the issue. There 
hasn’t been a committee markup or a 
subcommittee markup. We could not 
even get the text from the committee 
of jurisdiction’s majority counsel last 
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evening at approximately 7:30 because 
they didn’t have it. Apparently, the 
text that was prepared in the middle of 
the night was changed some time early 
this morning at the request of uniden-
tified parties. 

In an economy where we’re paying 
some of the highest gasoline prices in 
the world, and certainly the highest 
gasoline prices the United States has 
ever paid in terms of absolute dollars, 
where our truckers are paying $5 for 
diesel and our airlines are hem-
orrhaging cash because of their fuel 
costs, we are now bringing to the floor 
a piece of legislation that nobody has 
really seen or vetted. 

I think that is absolutely unaccept-
able, terrible public policy and a trav-
esty on the process of the House of 
Representatives. I can’t object more 
strongly to the process that even the 
majority counsel on the committee of 
jurisdiction didn’t have the text last 
evening. So on process grounds alone, 
we ought to reject this legislation. 

Now let’s talk about the policy. The 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve was es-
tablished in 1975 as a consequence of 
the Arab oil embargo by OPEC against 
the United States of America where 
there was a conscience effort to pre-
vent oil supplies from coming to this 
country. President Ford signed the 
SPR Act into law in December of 1975. 
It authorized 1 billion barrels of oil to 
be put into a Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. And that oil was only to be used 
in the event of a severe supply inter-
ruption that would result in severe eco-
nomic harm to this country as a result 
of a Presidential declaration of emer-
gency. The Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, as established, was not intended 
to be used in a manipulative way to 
control or affect prices. 

Now we haven’t had any hearings, we 
haven’t had a law that has changed the 
use of the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. What we have before us is a piece 
of legislation that was put together by 
unknown parties. I could give some 
pretty good guesses about who some of 
those parties are. But officially I don’t 
know who they are. It’s on the floor. It 
allows 70 million barrels of oil to be re-
leased from the reserve. But not just 
any 70 million barrels. It allows the 
sweet light crude, which is the best oil 
in the reserve, to be released with ap-
parently the intent to lower prices. 

Now, the problem on policy grounds 
with this particular SPR release is 
that it also requires that that oil has 
to be replaced beginning no later than 
6 months and within 5 years with heavy 
crude, which is some of the worst oil in 
the world. Do you know who has the 
heavy crude available today? Saudi 
Arabia. So we’re going to sell oil, the 
light sweet crude, out of the reserve— 
right now, up to 70 million barrels—and 
we’re going to replace it theoretically 
over time with heavy crude that is not 
nearly as easy to refine and not nearly 
as amenable to the various product dif-
ferentials as the sweet light crude is, 
and the only place to get it is Saudi 

Arabia, which is, as we know, in the 
Middle East, one of the most unstable 
regions of the world. 

So what we are really doing, appar-
ently, is helping out our Saudi friends 
to make sure that the crude oil that 
they can’t sell on the world market 
right now because it’s too heavy and 
there’s not a market, we will buy it 
and put it in the reserve, and we will 
use up the best oil in our reserve for 
some short-term price fix here in the 
U.S. market. 

Well, what kind of a price impact 
will we get, Mr. Speaker? We have got 
a supply-demand problem in the world 
oil markets. We are using about 85 mil-
lion barrels a day. And there is only 
about 85 to 86 million barrels a day of 
production available on the world mar-
ket. If you put up to 2 to 3 million bar-
rels a day of this oil on the market and 
sustain it, you probably will have a 
temporary price decrease. If you can 
get the supply-demand equation up to a 
2 or 3 percent differential, I would say 
that oil prices will come down tempo-
rarily. But since we’re only selling 70 
million barrels, if we sold 3 million 
barrels, you can pump about 4 million 
barrels a day out of the reserve. So 
let’s say we pumped it out at max-
imum. That would give us about 17 
days of oil. So for 17 days, you might 
see a price decline. But on the 18th day, 
when there is no more oil to come out 
of the reserve, what is going to happen? 
You have not created new supply in the 
world. The price is going to shoot back 
up. Speculators are going to step back 
in, and the reserve is going to be 70 
million barrels less. 

I mean if this isn’t a cynical political 
ploy to hopefully lower oil prices for 
the next 2 months before the election, 
then I have never seen one. We ought 
to vote against this. If you want to 
have a real debate on the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, if you really want to 
change the purpose for which it was in-
tended, let’s go through the committee 
system. Let’s hold hearings. Let’s have 
a give and take. Maybe we can come up 
with a way to use the SPR somewhat 
differently than what it was intended 
to be used. But unless you’re willing to 
change the current Federal law on the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, bringing 
up this piece of legislation is just a po-
litical sham to, A, maybe show the 
country that something is being done; 
B, help the Saudi oil ministry who 
can’t sell their heavy crude on the 
market today; and, C, maybe get the 
price down for the next couple of 
months to help our majority friends in 
the upcoming election. 

I can’t more strongly emphasize that 
we ought to vote against it on not only 
procedural grounds but also on policy 
grounds. The SPR was intended to be a 
buffer if we have a severe supply inter-
ruption that would harm the U.S. econ-
omy in a significant way. We don’t 
have that today. We have high energy 
prices in America and high gasoline 
prices in America because we are not 
producing energy in America that we 
could produce. 

Let’s bring an OCS drilling bill, an 
ANWR bill, a shale bill and a coal-to- 
liquids bill. Bring those bills to the 
floor, Mr. Speaker, and actually show 
the world that America will develop its 
own energy resources. If we do that, 
you’re going to see the speculators get 
out of the market. And you’re going to 
see that as the supply goes up and we 
hold demand constant, then you’re 
going to see the price go down. And 
that will be permanent and productive 
for the American economy. 

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

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON). 

Mr. LAMPSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia. 

I will just make a couple of points in 
response to my colleague from Texas 
(Mr. BARTON). One, I look forward to 
working with the gentleman in mod-
ernizing and working to overhaul the 
SPR. It is certainly in need of im-
proved management. And I might also 
mention that a version of this bill was 
introduced back in May. And we also 
have been working on it to make it as 
bipartisan a bill as we could possibly 
make it since November. So there has 
been a great deal of effort to try to 
make sure that we’ve heard everyone’s 
concerns and to try to address them. 

And one of the points that the gen-
tleman made about imports and where 
our heavy oil would come from to re-
place this, we purchase 14 percent, or 
70,000 barrels, from Canada per month. 
Also the Gulf of Mexico has a signifi-
cant amount of heavy crude that we 
also would be purchasing to put into 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

And I might make the point that the 
refineries have made significant and 
actually great advances in technology. 
And they refine heavy crude just as 
easily as they refine light crude today. 

So, Mr. Speaker, today we consider 
this legislation that I believe is an im-
portant step for our Nation’s future en-
ergy security. It will make the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve more compat-
ible with modern U.S. refineries and 
thus more effective. Improving the 
SPR’s flexibility will maximize its 
utility. Shoring up our Nation’s energy 
reserves is just one piece of this energy 
supply puzzle which also includes in-
creased domestic drilling in the Outer 
Continental Shelf as well as research 
and development for alternatives. 

I would like to address national secu-
rity concerns that have been men-
tioned. The day that we went to war 
with Iraq, the SPR contained only 624 
million barrels of oil. Today we have 
more oil in the SPR than we have ever 
had. And this bill ensures levels will 
not fall below 90 percent of the current 
level. In 2006, President Bush declared 
the SPR is sufficiently large to guard 
against any major supply disruption 
with only 688 million barrels. Today 
it’s more than 700 million barrels. Most 
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importantly, this change will strength-
en the SPR and enable refiners to oper-
ate at full capacity during any poten-
tial supply disruption. 

When Congress created the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve in 1975 following 
the Arab oil embargo to protect the 
Nation from any future oil supply dis-
ruptions, refiners largely processed 
only light and medium crude. Advances 
in technology over the years have led 
to the ability to efficiently process 
heavy oil as it has become a larger part 
of the market. In fact, 40 percent of the 
oil accepted last year by refiners was 
heavier than the oil contained in the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. With re-
finers planning to expand by 800,000 
barrels worth of mostly heavy oil ca-
pacity in just the next few years, I be-
lieve it is incumbent upon us to ensure 
that the Nation’s oil reserves match re-
fining capacity. 

b 1315 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. 

Mr. BARROW. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. LAMPSON. The GAO stated if 
forced to rely on SPR oil, about half of 
the refiners subject to potential supply 
disruptions would experience an addi-
tional 5 percent or 735,000 barrels a day 
reduction in production, further exac-
erbating any supply issues. This ex-
change will ensure that the SPR will 
provide maximum protection for the 
Nation’s energy supplies. 

This will further strengthen our en-
ergy supply against potential disrup-
tions because the exchange will raise 
funds that will be deposited in the SPR 
account that will allow the SPR to in-
crease the total inventory level with-
out the need for additional appropria-
tions, further strengthening our energy 
supply against potential disruptions. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
minority leader from the great State of 
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER). 

Mr. BOEHNER. I thank my colleague 
for yielding, and let me say to my col-
leagues, this is a joke. This is this 
week’s answer to America’s energy cri-
sis. We are going to take 70 million 
barrels of one type of oil out of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve and we 
are going to replace it with another. It 
doesn’t bring us any more supply. And 
as I said, this is just the latest excuse 
for not having a real energy bill on the 
floor. 

We have got this bill this week. Last 
week we had Use It Or Lose It, another 
farce because it is already the law. We 
had another bill up that said, well, let’s 
try to encourage the President to speed 
up the pipeline in Alaska. And let’s 
make sure that we drill in the National 
Petroleum Reserve, which is already 
allowed. Nothing that is going to bring 
more supply. And it has been one ex-
cuse after another excuse when we ac-
tually could have a vote on a real en-
ergy bill that does all of the above. 

I and my colleagues yesterday intro-
duced the American Energy Plan that 
says we ought to have more conserva-
tion, we ought to have more biofuels, 
more incentives for alternative sources 
of energy. We ought to have nuclear 
energy; and yes, we ought to have more 
American-made energy. And whether 
that oil and gas comes from the conti-
nental shelf of Alaska or the Outer 
Continental Shelf, or from the oil shale 
that we have in Intermountain West, 
why can’t we produce more American 
energy to bring down gas prices for the 
American people. 

I’ll tell you why, because they’ve 
done everything humanly possible to 
prevent a vote in this Chamber. The 
Speaker has gone through every hi- 
jinks, every legislative trick known to 
man to avoid allowing us to offer an 
amendment. That is why this bill is 
being considered under a suspension of 
the rules. We are not allowed to offer 
an amendment. That is why we have no 
appropriations, because my goodness, 
someone might offer an energy amend-
ment on the floor of the House and it 
might pass. What does the Speaker 
have to fear in allowing this House to 
work its will? 

And I think the American Energy 
Plan is something that the American 
people support. I think the votes are in 
this Chamber to pass that bill, but we 
are not allowed to vote. I thought that 
is what the American people sent us 
here to do, to represent their will; and 
the Speaker is standing in front of the 
will of the American people by refusing 
to allow us to vote. 

Let’s not vote for another excuse, an-
other excuse to delay the actual vote 
for a real bill, a real bill that will bring 
down gas prices; and that is all this bill 
is, another excuse. It doesn’t deserve 
our support. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. LAMPSON and I and Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN introduced this legislation 
under the leadership of Speaker PELOSI 
in order to ensure that the American 
people get the relief at the gas pump 
they need before Labor Day in 2008. But 
the Republicans are holding consumers 
hostage. No immediate relief, they are 
saying to American consumers, unless 
the ultimate agenda of Big Oil is met. 
Unless they are allowed to drill off the 
beaches 10 years from now, they will 
not allow the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve to be used now in order to pre-
serve it. Ten to 20 days of relief is all 
it will take for us to get help to the 
American consumer. The Republican 
plan is 10 to 20 years, according to 
their own Department of Energy. 

The President says he does not have 
a magic wand. Well, he does have a 
magic wand, he has a big stick and 
that big stick is the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve that he can use right now 
to beat down the prices of oil which are 

driving American consumers crazy in 
terms of their home budgets. 

Deploying the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve works. It worked in 1991 when 
President Bush’s father used it. It 
worked in the year 2000 when President 
Clinton used it, and it worked after 
Hurricane Katrina when President 
Bush the Second used it. The President 
is willing to use the Army Reserve to 
go to Iraq to protect the oil over there, 
but he is not willing to use the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve in order to 
protect American consumers here from 
the emergency which we are facing at 
home—high gas prices, home heating 
oil prices, natural gas prices, the air-
line industry going under, the trucking 
industry in desperate shape. But they 
will not use it right now. 

The Democrats have a short-term 
plan, and that is to give relief in 10 to 
20 days. Use the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, use it as a weapon against 
speculators, against Big Oil and 
against OPEC; but the Republican 
Party is still the GOP; GOP, Gas and 
Oil Party. That’s what this is all about. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
before I yield to our distinguished 
whip, I would again like to ask unani-
mous consent for an additional 30 min-
utes evenly divided between the major-
ity and the minority for debate pur-
poses only on this pending legislation. 

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

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, regret-
tably, I do need to object, and I would 
be happy to consider such a request at 
the end of the time allotted for debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. May I inquire 
how much time remains on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 11 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Georgia 
has 111⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
whip from the Show-Me State of Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT). 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

In fact, I think the discussion we just 
had about more time indicates the lack 
of seriousness on this issue. For the 12 
years I have been in the Congress, a 
House which for the first 10 of it was 
led by Republicans, we repeatedly sent 
bills to the Senate that would solve 
this problem, bills to the Senate that 
would allow us to explore for oil and 
gas where oil and gas is. 

And again today, we have the same 
people that voted against all of those 
bills, that stood in the way of that dis-
cussion, that took advantage of the 
fact that the American people at that 
point said no, we don’t really need to 
have more supply and let’s not do the 
right thing for the future, let’s do the 
right thing for now. And they bring 
this bill to the floor, as we face a 
generational problem, that is a 3-day 
solution. A 3-day solution to a 
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generational problem. If it wasn’t so 
serious it would be funny, but it is seri-
ous. 

And what we have to ask now, the 
good thing about this solution is our 
friends who bring this bill to the floor 
are admitting that supply matters. If 
supply matters, let’s go after supply. If 
supply has an impact on price, let’s 
find the oil and gas that we have and 
really affect the world market. Let’s 
not assume that taking oil out of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve at the 
level of 5.6 gallons for every car in 
America is going to solve any real 
problem. 

The real way to solve this problem is 
to go after our own resources and to 
look for ways we can conserve energy 
and look for ways to invest in new al-
ternatives in the future. It is not an-
other gimmick that says let’s be 3 days 
closer to being totally dependent on 
people who don’t like us, instead of 
using the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
for what it is and going after the real 
supply that can make a difference. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN). 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I thank my col-
league. 

Mr. Speaker, what our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have not told 
the American people is if you look at 
the report from our own Department of 
Energy, they can see that drilling in 
the Arctic Wildlife Refuge won’t put 
one drop of new gas on the market for 
at least 10 years, and then it will only 
wind up having an insignificant impact 
on price 20 years from now. The Amer-
ican people don’t have 20 years to wait. 
We need action, and this is an oppor-
tunity to provide that action by tap-
ping into the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve in a responsible way to help bring 
down price. 

After all, the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve is the supply of oil we put 
away for America’s rainy day. There 
are over 700 million gallons of oil there, 
more than any other time in American 
history. And when it comes to the hurt 
that the American people are feeling 
economically, their rainy day is now. 

This has been tapped into by the last 
three Presidents, including the current 
President, and if we responsibly just 
put a little bit of this oil away, we can 
provide relief at the pump today. Un-
fortunately, the President has resisted 
our call, just like he resisted our call 
to stop filling the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve which he finally relented in 
doing. 

We need to pass this legislation. This 
is not a long-term policy. We need to 
work together to make sure that on a 
long-term basis we tap the ingenuity of 
this country on renewable energy, en-
ergy efficiency, and responsible drill-
ing, but Americans are hurting now. 
This is not a so-called ‘‘mental reces-
sion’’ as we heard from former Senator 
Phil Gramm. The pain is real, and we 
need to address it now. 

You know, a few months ago I think 
we all saw a spectacle that made us 
shudder. We saw President Bush travel 
to Saudi Arabia to plead with their 
king to pump more oil. The Saudi king 
turned him down cold—no, President 
Bush. 

I don’t think we should have to go 
around begging other countries to 
pump more oil when we have a Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve of oil right 
here at home that has been set aside 
for a rainy day. Our rainy day is now. 
Let’s pass this legislation. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to a distinguished 
member of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I met a young lady the other 
day who made the determination that 
she could no longer afford to commute 
to work. The costs of her commuting 
outweighed any benefit from the long- 
term employment at that particular 
place. And it happens again and again. 
We have volunteer firefighters who 
can’t volunteer to fight fires because 
they can’t afford the fuels to get there. 
It is making a tremendous impact on 
our local economy. 

And what offer do we hear today, we 
are going to sell some oil so we can buy 
some other oil and that is really going 
to put us in a better place. That is an 
absolute shell game. In order to do 
this, according to the Department of 
Energy, if you want to buy that heavy 
crude, you have to go to Venezuela to 
get it. We send right now $150 million a 
day every day to Hugo Chavez, the 
same guy that is buying attack sub-
marines, about nine of them according 
to local press reports, to interfere with 
United States shipping, according to 
his rhetoric. He buys guns for the 
FARC in Colombia. 

So you—what you are saying is that 
we are going to spend more money in 
Saudi Arabia and we are going to spend 
more money in Venezuela and we are 
going to spend more money in Russia, 
all of those places who do harm in one 
way or another to the United States of 
America. So your answer here isn’t 
going to help America but maybe for a 
few days at the very expense of our na-
tional security. 

We beg you for the people who are 
dying at the pump right now, who are 
mortgaging their homes to fill up their 
tanks and trying to make it work, 
come up with a real energy policy, con-
servation, alternative fuels and Amer-
ican-made energy that lowers prices, 
brings jobs back, and it protects and 
keeps a billion dollars a day here in the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a shell game that 
is dangerous and it is reckless, and I 
would certainly encourage this body’s 
strong rejection of sending more 
money to Hugo Chavez to do more bad 
things to freedom, democracy and to 
threatening the security of the United 
States. 

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
at this time I want to yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND). 

b 1330 
Mr. WESTMORELAND. I want to 

thank my friend from Texas for yield-
ing the time. 

I wanted to ask Mr. MARKEY a ques-
tion, Mr. Speaker. I wanted to ask him 
how many votes the Democrats have in 
this Congress, and I believe it’s 233. If 
I am not badly mistaken, it takes 218 
to pass any piece of legislation in this 
body. 

So I don’t understand why we are 
doing the smoke-and-mirrors game and 
the joke game of trying to say that Re-
publicans are blocking this bill. They 
have got 218 votes. They can do any-
thing they want to. They have changed 
the rules immediately when they want 
to. They can do anything with 218 
votes, but yet they can’t pass this bill. 

The reason they can’t pass this bill is 
because they don’t want to give us an 
opportunity to put forth what 73 per-
cent of the American people want, and 
that’s to drill here and to drill now. A 
quote from Mr. KANJORSKI, to give you 
an idea of what we are talking about, is 
with a local newspaper, he was talking 
about the fact that the Democrats had 
promised to end the war and bring the 
troops home if they were elected to 
Congress and it had not come true. 

Ms. PELOSI had also promised to have 
a commonsense plan to bring down the 
skyrocketing price of gas. That’s when 
gas was $2.10. It’s now $4.10. And this is 
what Mr. KANJORSKI said: ‘‘We sort of 
stretched the truth, and the people ate 
it up.’’ 

‘‘We sort of stretched the truth, and 
the people ate it up.’’ They’re kind of 
stretching the truth today to make you 
believe that they cannot pass this bill. 
The reason they don’t want to pass this 
bill is because they know it’s smoke 
and mirrors. They know it’s smoke and 
mirrors, and it won’t have the imme-
diate effect that they are saying. So 
what they are trying to do is to get 
something to go home to explain to 
their constituents why they are not 
going along with 73 percent of the 
American people that’s saying drill 
here, drill now, lower our gas prices. 

They want to have an excuse, and 
that’s their excuse. I think it’s true to 
form to what Mr. KANJORSKI said—‘‘We 
sort of stretched the truth, and the 
people ate it up.’’ 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished Speaker of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding and commend him for his 
excellent management of this legisla-
tion on the floor today. I want to com-
mend him, as well as commending Mr. 
LAMPSON for this legislation, which he 
has worked on for a very long time and 
which makes very good sense for the 
American people. I also thank Mr. 
MARKEY for his extraordinary leader-
ship on this issue as well. 
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The choice that we have before us 

today, my colleagues, is a simple one. 
The price at the pump is one that is a 
problem and challenge to the pay-
check-to-paycheck economic security 
of America’s families. It must be 
brought down. 

There are two goals that we have in 
what we are doing here. One is to pro-
tect the consumer. That is a responsi-
bility that we have. And in order to do 
that, to increase the supply of oil that 
will help bring down the price at the 
pump. 

This week we have the SPR bill to re-
lease oil from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve. Next week we will have the 
speculation bill which will address the 
issue of undue, excessive speculation in 
the oil markets and what impact that 
may have on the price of oil. 

In the course of this debate, I think 
it’s important to remember some fun-
damentals, and one of them is the fol-
lowing. The United States Government 
is sitting on a stockpile of oil, 700 mil-
lion barrels of oil. This fact is well 
known to you in the course of the de-
bate, I know, 700 million barrels of oil. 
This is oil that the taxpayers have paid 
for and in some cases have paid a very 
expensive price for, and it is there. 

The President is sitting on that oil. 
It’s called the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, and it is reserved for an emer-
gency. The difference of an opinion 
that we have here is, is it an emer-
gency that the American people are 
facing the prices at the pump that they 
have and home heating oil and the rest. 

We say it’s an emergency, but an 
emergency that would justify our tak-
ing not more than, well, we would take 
it down to, I think it’s 90 percent of 
what is in the SPR. The SPR, as I said, 
has 700 million barrels, and 97.5 percent 
of this stockpile, this government 
stockpile, is filled. It’s fuller than it’s 
ever been in history. It’s an historic 
supply. 

So what we are saying to the Presi-
dent is just take a small amount of 
that. Free our oil. This oil has been 
paid for by taxpayers’ dollars. Free our 
oil, increase the supply on the market, 
and within 10 days the price at the 
pump can come down. 

A while back, we asked the President 
to stop filling the reserve. Imagine, we 
were buying oil at top dollar this 
spring to keep filling this stockpile. 
The President refused. This Congress 
voted overwhelmingly in both Houses 
to stop filling the SPR, recognizing 
that as we pulled oil out of the supply 
and into the stockpile, we were affect-
ing the price at the pump. 

This time we are saying it hasn’t 
come down enough, certainly not for 
America’s consumers. We need you now 
to do the reverse, to follow up on that, 
not only not fill the stockpile, but to 
increase the supply in the marketplace. 

Every time this has been done, and it 
has been done three times in the last 20 
years. Every time this has been done, 
and you have seen the charts here, Mr. 
MARKEY has those charts. Every time 

it has been done, the price of oil has 
come down. 

So it’s a proven way to bring the 
price at the pump down. When the 
price of oil comes down in a very 
sound, market-oriented way, we will 
buy oil cheaper to replace this oil that 
we took out and sold at a higher price 
and make a profit on it. 

It makes all the sense in the world to 
do it this way. Those who oppose this 
are using this argument that instead of 
releasing the oil from the stockpile, 
government-owned stockpile, paid for 
by the consumer and the taxpayer, in-
stead of releasing this oil to increase 
the supply in the market, we should be 
drilling more. We should be drilling in 
protected areas. 

Even the President has said that that 
is not any short-term fix. Everybody 
recognizes that if you drill, that it 
takes 10 years to affect the price at the 
pump, and only about 2 cents at that. 

So instead of saying only drill, only 
drill and get a 2 percent benefit 10 
years from now, we are saying release 
the oil from this stockpile so that we 
can have a price at the pump result in 
10 days, not 10 years. This is part of 
what we brought forth last week, too— 
use it or lose it. 

Democrats support drilling. It’s im-
portant in this debate to recognize that 
there are 68 million acres in our coun-
try which have permits and are ready 
to go for drilling. So we are saying to 
the oil companies, use it or lose it. Use 
your permits, drill for oil, but don’t 
say I don’t want to drill there where I 
have an environmental permit to drill, 
I want to go drill in some protected 
area, which is going to take longer for 
me to do, by the way. And the reason 
I’m not drilling so much where I’m al-
lowed to is I don’t have the equipment 
to do it. 

See this for the hoax on the Amer-
ican people that it is. Yes, we are say-
ing drill, use it or lose it as a way to 
increase domestic supply. We are also 
saying you increase domestic supply by 
investing in renewable energy re-
sources, wind, solar, biofuels and the 
rest. No less a stalwart Republican 
than T. Boone Pickens is saying, ‘‘I’m 
for everything.’’ He’s for drilling, he’s 
for wind, he’s for solar, he’s for natural 
gas, he’s for alternatives to foreign oil. 
We must reduce our dependence on for-
eign oil. It is a national security issue, 
it is an economic issue, not only for 
our economy but for the economics of 
America’s families and for our con-
sumers. 

It is an environmental health issue 
to reduce our dependence on fossil fuels 
and especially foreign oil. And it is a 
moral issue, because it has an impact 
on how we preserve our planet. That’s 
why we have so many evangelicals sup-
porting our efforts for renewables rath-
er than fossil fuels. 

So it is an important debate that we 
are having, because this argument that 
we shouldn’t have oil today on the 
market, which will reduce the price in 
10 days, but, instead, should be drilling 

where we are not allowed to and have a 
2-cent saving in 10 years, think of it. 
This isn’t a reason, this is an excuse, 
and it’s an excuse for a failed energy 
policy. 

It is the energy policy of the Bush 
administration and some of the Repub-
licans in Congress, but not all, because 
many have voted in an enlightened way 
on this subject. This is an excuse for 
their failed energy policy. These are 
the same people, George Bush and DICK 
CHENEY, who brought us over $4 a gal-
lon gasoline at the pump. And now 
they are saying more of the same. 

We are saying a new direction. And 
now we can drill, we can increase the 
supply, we can invest in renewables, we 
can end speculation, we can protect the 
consumer. As we do all of that, includ-
ing the drilling, we can do it now, and 
we can do it right. The fastest way to 
help the consumer is to release the oil 
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
but let’s think of that as a government 
stockpile paid for by taxpayers’ dollars 
that a small amount can have a big im-
pact. 

I urge my colleagues to go down the 
same path you did before when over-
whelmingly over 300 Members of the 
House and Senate, Democrats and Re-
publicans alike, voted to stop filling 
the SPR. Now let’s just say there is so 
much in there, you can spare some to 
help the consumer. Do it right. Do it 
right now. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this very im-
portant legislation. 

Again, I would commend Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. BARROW and Mr. LAMPSON, the 
author of this legislation. I thank you, 
Mr. LAMPSON, for your leadership. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
once again I am going to ask unani-
mous consent for an additional 30 min-
utes for debate purposes only, equally 
divided between the majority and mi-
nority. I still have at least six speak-
ers. 

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

Mr. BARROW. Just a quick question, 
was it 15 minutes that Mr. BARTON was 
asking about? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Thirty min-
utes total, 15 minutes each side. 

Mr. BARROW. We will consent to 15 
minutes, but equally divided at the 
present time, 71⁄2 minutes for each side. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I guess that’s 
a start. So we have an additional 15 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman wish to request a 15-minute 
unanimous-consent extension? 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Well, we are 
increasing the supply of time. I will 
take 15 minutes right now. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, debate is extended 15 min-
utes, equally divided between the two 
sides. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I thank my 

colleague from Georgia for his cour-
tesy. 
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I would like to yield 2 minutes to the 

distinguished member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, from the great 
State of Texas, the MVP Republican of 
last week’s thrilling 11–10 baseball vic-
tory, Mr. BRADY. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
another day, another energy gimmick, 
it must be the 110th Congress. The 
American public, hammered by high 
fuel prices, is getting tired of the Jed 
Clampett energy plan put forth by 
Democrats. You just can’t shoot at 
imaginary targets and hope that en-
ergy is going to come bubbling up. 

Look at the record. Look at the 
record. In this past year Democrats 
said, if we can sue OPEC, we will lower 
gas prices. Have your gas prices gone 
down? They said if we pass use it or 
lose it, which was laughed at around 
the world, they said gas prices will go 
down. Have your fuel prices gone down? 

Earlier they said we’ll just stop fill-
ing the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
and your gas prices will go down. Did 
they? The answer is no. 

Today is just another gimmick. De-
pleting America’s emergency oil nest 
egg at a time when the world is in-
creasingly unstable in oil-producing 
nations like Nigeria, Venezuela and 
Iran, why, that makes no sense at all. 
Tapping our emergency reserves for 
three measly days of energy, three, 
that won’t lower prices, nor does it 
send a signal to the rest of the world 
that America is serious about taking 
responsibility for our own energy 
needs. You really believe the world 
market that uses 85 million barrels a 
day is going to look at this tiny 
amount and lower the prices? 

If this bill were to pass—and it won’t, 
it will fail again—at the end of the 
drawdown, America would be more de-
pendent on foreign oil than when we 
started. And when it’s replenished, we 
will have just bought oil at a higher 
price out of taxpayers’ money. 

So here’s the question: How high does 
gas have to be before Congress will act? 
How many families will be hurt? How 
many small businesses will go under? 
How hard will our economy be hit be-
fore Speaker PELOSI allows an up-or- 
down vote on producing more Amer-
ican-made energy? 

We voted on conservation, we voted 
on renewables. Why can’t we vote on 
more exploration? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield the 
gentleman 30 additional seconds. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. When will we 
put the special interests aside? When 
will the little guy have a vote? When 
will the little guy, that doesn’t have a 
lobbyist, and big campaign contribu-
tions, when will he have a say in this 
public? It’s time to vote this gimmick 
down and let us have a vote. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. EMAN-
UEL). 

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

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, July 28, 
2005, the Republican Congress, the Re-
publican Senate, President Bush, had 
an energy policy that they voted on 3 
years ago. 

At that time the minority leader said 
it will lower prices, it will lower de-
pendency on foreign oil. President 
Bush, when he signed the Republican 
energy plan, said it would lower prices, 
lower America’s dependency on foreign 
oil and lead to a great economic boom 
when we look back at it. 

Well, in 3 short years, gas has gone 
from about $2.29 a gallon to a little 
over $4. By any measurement, depend-
ence on foreign oil, the cost of energy, 
by any measurement or economic ac-
tivity, it has been an absolute failure. 

b 1345 
They got their way. They wrote the 

bill they wanted. July 28, 2005, on this 
floor, they passed their energy bill, and 
they promised you what it was going to 
do, and you now see the results. 

Now, there is enough blame to go 
around from all sides. Not everybody 
has been perfect. We have missed many 
an opportunity here to deal with en-
ergy, Democratic and Republican 
alike. 

But what is interesting now is their 
new line. The Republican line, as it re-
lates to energy policy, is we are for ev-
erything. Except for you are for every-
thing except when you can be for some-
thing. 

When it came to voting for fuel effi-
ciency standards, raising them for the 
first time in 30 years, 163 Republicans 
voted ‘‘no.’’ You weren’t for all of the 
above then. 

When it came to renewable elec-
tricity standards, 159 Republicans 
voted ‘‘no.’’ You weren’t for all of the 
above then. 

When it came to alternative tech-
nologies, solar, wind, geothermal, 
other technologies, the DRILL Act, 
opening up Alaska, you voted ‘‘no’’ 
then. You weren’t for all of the above 
then. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BARROW. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. EMANUEL. The Republicans sup-
port all of the above, except they don’t 
have any problem voting ‘‘no’’ when it 
counts. 

Today we have a bill on the floor 
that takes immediate action in helping 
us reduce prices. It is not a long-term 
policy. Reducing and increasing fuel ef-
ficiency standards for cars is a long- 
term policy. Making sure that the oil 
companies who are getting subsidies 
from taxpayers drill on the 80 million 
acres that are open for drilling, and not 
stockpiling permits when we could be 
stockpiling energy sources here in the 
United States, that is an energy policy 
for the future. 

I say vote ‘‘yes’’ and vote for a new 
strategy that has worked time and 
again in the past. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I am going to recognize myself for 2 
minutes. 

I want to respond to what my good 
friend from Illinois just said. He is ab-
solutely right that in July of 2005 we 
put an Energy Policy Act on the floor 
of this body. I would like to point out 
that that was a conference report that 
every relevant committee in the House 
of Representatives had had hearings 
and open markups on; we had a full 
conference with the Senate that was 
open, that the ranking member on the 
Democratic side at the time which was 
in the minority, Mr. DINGELL, signed 
the conference report. The ranking 
member in the Senate, Mr. BINGAMAN 
of New Mexico voted for the conference 
report. 

And I said on the House floor when 
that conference report passed that it 
was an excellent bill for stationary en-
ergy, but it was not an excellent bill on 
mobility energy because we did not 
have in that report to drill in ANWR. 
We did not have in that bill to drill and 
explore in the Outer Continental Shelf, 
for the simple reason we didn’t have 
the votes, primarily in the other body, 
to put those things in the bill. 

But the conference report that was 
voted on was bipartisan, it went 
through the regular process, it was not 
done the night before or the morning of 
and put on the floor under a suspension 
rule. And where it was, what was in the 
bill was good and is working today. 

But I said on the floor at the time, 
you can go back and look at it in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, on mobility 
energy, it was not as good as I think it 
should have been because simply we 
didn’t have the votes. 

Today, the American people support 
drilling in ANWR. Today, the Amer-
ican people want to drill in the OCS, or 
at least explore what is in there, and 
we can’t get those bills to the floor, 
Mr. Speaker. 

So I would ask that, at some point in 
time, after these political shams are 
concluded, we put some of those bills 
on the floor and see where the votes 
are. I think there is a bipartisan major-
ity for those bills right now on the 
floor of this House. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, when it comes to reducing gasoline 
and energy costs, the American people 
don’t want more talk. They want ac-
tion. They want Congress to make a 
difference. That is what this bill is all 
about. 

By releasing up to 70 million barrels 
of oil from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, we can lower gasoline prices 
immediately, not 10 years from now, 
not 20 years from now, immediately. 
That is not speculation. That is not a 
gimmick. This was done by former 
President Bush back in 1991 when he 
released 17 million barrels from SPR, 
and prices went down over 35 percent in 
just a few days afterwards. 

Now, some people may not think we 
are in an emergency. They say well, 
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SPR is supposed to be used for emer-
gencies. Well, if being at war, if Ameri-
cans, hardworking Americans paying $4 
a gallon for gasoline, if American busi-
ness is hurting, if our economy tee-
tering on recession, and many families 
have been living with the effects in 
their lives of recession for months, if 
not years now, if that is not an emer-
gency, what is? 

You know, I can understand why my 
colleagues have pushed for long-term 
energy policies. I will support a bipar-
tisan long-term energy policy. But let’s 
not just talk about what we will do 
that will benefit Americans 10 years 
from now. Let’s do something today 
that will benefit us today; and not just 
benefits American businesses and hard-
working families, but our Nation’s de-
fense. 

I co-chair the House Army Caucus, a 
bipartisan organization. I can tell you, 
the United States Army today is pay-
ing hundreds of millions of dollars, if 
not billions of dollars more because of 
high energy costs. 

Helping businesses, helping hard-
working families meet their budgets by 
lowering gasoline costs, supporting our 
Nation’s defense at a time of war, I 
think those are excellent reasons to 
support this tested process to bring 
down gasoline costs. 

Now, I can understand why oil specu-
lators may not want this bill. But the 
American people want it and they de-
serve it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would like 
to yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
ranking member of the Energy and Air 
Quality Subcommittee of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, Mr. UPTON 
of Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, we need to 
send the signal across America that we 
are, indeed, going to get serious about 
this issue. And I was glad that a few 
moments ago, Speaker PELOSI ref-
erenced Mr. Pickens’ plan, and I sure 
would like to vote on that. I sure would 
like to talk about all the things that 
he wants to do, because it is more than 
just one. We cannot afford to not have 
a plan to increase supply. In 2007, pro-
duction fell from 125,000 barrels a day 
worldwide, while demand grew by a 
million barrels a day. 

I voted a couple of weeks ago to halt 
oil from going into SPR. But I believe 
seriously that it would be terribly un-
wise to now remove oil from that re-
serve. 

This bill is going to hurt us if it is 
enacted, long-term, particularly if 
there is a disruption. It is a Band-Aid, 
at best. It will remove our insurance 
policy in case something even worse 
happens. 

Last week, in my district, gasoline 
fell from $4.21 a gallon to, a week later, 
earlier this week, to under $4. It was 
reflective of the price of oil at the bar-
rel, where that fell from $140 a barrel 
to $125 today. Why is that? 

One of the reasons I am convinced 
that the world price of oil fell was be-
cause President Bush took the very 

first step by saying that he would lift 
the moratorium on offshore drilling. 
But of course we know it is a two-step 
process. The executive branch and the 
legislative branch have to act. 

But what happened was, it got the at-
tention of those speculators on Wall 
Street. They might have said, I am 
convinced that they did, maybe Con-
gress is going to do something. The 
President has taken the first step. 
Maybe the Congress will follow suit. 

So it was no accident that the price 
at the barrel head fell dramatically 
from $140 to under $125 today. Let’s 
send a signal to the American public 
that we are going to get serious about 
this. Let’s defeat this bill. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN). 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my Georgia colleague 
and member of our Energy and Com-
merce Committee for yielding to me. 

And I stand here in strong support of 
H.R. 6578, the Consumer Energy Supply 
Act for 2008, introduced by my good 
friend from Texas and a leader in the 
House on energy issues, NICK LAMPSON, 
as well as my esteemed colleague on 
our committee, Representative ED 
MARKEY of Massachusetts. 

Now, I have to admit, I agree—we 
need everything, Mr. Speaker. We need 
to drill more. And frankly, my Michi-
gan colleague, maybe we ought to drill 
in the part of Lake Michigan that we 
are not allowed to drill in, since Can-
ada drills there and probably exports 
that gas to us. 

But this bill is so important because 
this is something we can do imme-
diately. Today’s rising petroleum gaso-
line prices are taking a toll on our 
hardworking families, even in our dis-
trict that produce a lot of refined prod-
ucts. 

And let’s be clear. There are no quick 
fixes or easy answers to the high price 
of gas. Prices are set by complex fac-
tors like climbing world demand and 
geopolitical events. 

But for the problems within our con-
trol, the proper management of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, or the 
SPR, we need to take steps necessary 
to protect the American consumers’ in-
terest. 

I do not believe the current adminis-
tration has properly managed the SPR. 
The SPR exists to protect us during 
the energy crisis, and is almost full to 
its 227 million barrel capacity. 

But while the cost per barrel of oil 
skyrocketed, the administration con-
tinued to purchase high-priced oil off 
the market to put in the SPR, limiting 
the amount of oil available. Granted, it 
is a small amount, but it would still 
allow for that additional oil to be on 
the market. 

But Congress fixed that when it sent 
legislation to the President. And I sup-
ported it and it was signed in law to 
suspend oil additions to the SPR until 
the end of the year, unless the price of 
oil falls below $75. 

I also believe that when oil prices are 
very high, we should release SPR oil 
into the market to increase supply, as 
the Department of Energy did in re-
sponse to Hurricane Katrina. 

Consistent with the Government Ac-
countability Office recommendation to 
add heavy crude to our national re-
serves, this bill would modernize SPR 
by requiring DOE—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BARROW of Georgia. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. By re-
quiring the DOE to conduct the sale or 
exchange within 6 months the 70 mil-
lion barrels of light crude for heavy 
crude. The GAO found that refineries 
who, if forced to rely solely on SPR oil 
during an emergency, would experience 
a 5 percent reduction in their produc-
tion capacity. This bill will increase 
the ability of refineries to respond to 
supply disruption, and optimize our 
SPR’s effectiveness. 

This release would have an imme-
diate impact on the market, reducing 
the prices at the pump, and easing the 
effects of energy market speculation. 

This is a good first step. And I urge 
my colleagues, make this step, because 
we do have a lot of other steps we have 
to make. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to yield 2 minutes to a distin-
guished member of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee, Mr. TERRY of 
Nebraska. 

Mr. TERRY. We use, in this country, 
20 million barrels of oil per day; 14 of 
that we import. In fact, a little over 14 
million barrels per day we import. 

It is my personal mission and dream 
that we can displace that 14 million 
barrels per day that we import, and use 
our own American-made resources in-
stead. 

This bill here today, releasing 10 per-
cent of the SPR, equals 31⁄2 days of our 
total use. Now, that will, using my un-
derstanding of economics, will reduce 
the price at the pump by a few cents 
for a few days. So we have to balance 
that against the harm that is being 
caused by the high gas prices to our 
constituents, to people on lower in-
come, especially with our national se-
curity needs, which is the intention of 
SPR. 

It is intended that when we go 
through an OPEC crisis where they cut 
off the supply to us, that we have our 
domestic reserves ready in case of such 
an emergency. And when you look at 
world politics today, with Iran and 
Israel and Nigeria and Venezuela, that 
is a real issue that we have to deal 
with. 

Now, the Speaker recognizes now 
that supply is the issue, that demand is 
outstripping world supply of oil, and 
we have to now add to our supply. I 
agree with the Speaker’s statement 
when she says, free our resources. 

b 1400 
So let’s have a vote on freeing our re-

sources. We’ve got American resources, 
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whether it’s alternative energies, and 
why don’t we make the tax credit per-
manent for alternative and renewable 
energy as opposed to the 1 year that 
was brought to us by the Democrat 
leadership? We can add, then, addi-
tional conservation. And the House did 
pass conservation in automobile fuel 
efficiency, but let’s use the resources 
that we have with oil and get the re-
sources in the middle of America and 
in Alaska and free our resources. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am pleased to yield an addi-
tional 2 minutes to the author of this 
legislation, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON). 

Mr. LAMPSON. Thank you, Mr. BAR-
ROW, for yielding me the time. 

You know, advances in technology 
over the years have led to the ability 
to efficiently process heavy oil as it 
has become a larger part of the mar-
ket. In fact, 40 percent of oil accepted 
last year by refineries was heavier than 
the oil contained in the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. That’s a critical 
point in my opinion. 

Earlier we put into the RECORD the 
GAO report, and I would like to submit 
for the RECORD the report that was 
mentioned within the GAO report that 
came from the Department of Energy 
and read just one paragraph from it: 

‘‘To address the compatibility issues 
of the 11 heavy crude refiners and pro-
vide full protection for the Nation for 
all disruption scenarios, the SPR would 
need for approximately 10 percent of its 
inventory to be heavy oil. With consid-
eration being given to a larger Reserve 
and additional storage sites, it may be 
desirable, and physically viable to 
store lower gravity crude than what is 
currently stored in the 700 million bar-
rel Reserve.’’ 

The GAO stated that the Department 
of Energy may have underestimated 
this amount in recent testimony. All 
the more reason why we should be 
looking at how we can find a solution 
to this problem, use an opportunity 
that is available to us. 

That’s exactly what I started out to 
do in November. When I approached 
many of my colleagues at this House, 
this is something that we should not be 
down here using partisan rhetoric over, 
pointing the finger at one side not 
doing something the other side should 
be doing. We understand this is a small 
part of the problem that we’re going to 
be facing. It is only one thing that 
needs to be addressed. But it is one 
part, and it can make a difference. 

And who cares if it’s 1 percent or 3 
percent or 5 percent or 10 percent? If 
the American people see the people 
from this House trying to do something 
that will make a difference in their 
lives, help with the pain at the pump, 
isn’t it worth the effort? That’s what 
we set out to do. That’s all we set out 
to do. And there is no reason in the 
world why this legislation should not 
be made law of the land. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Over the past two decades, many refiners 

in the United States (U.S.) have expanded 

and ramped their refineries to process higher 
sulfur, lower gravity crudes to increase their 
refining economics and profitability. As a re-
sult, overall U.S. crude oil imports have been 
consistently moving from the higher quality 
crudes toward the lower quality crudes. 

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) in-
ventory consists of high quality oils that 
have been previously determined to be the 
best crudes to address oil supply disruptions. 
However, the industry’s trend toward the use 
of lower quality crudes has raised the ques-
tion about how well the current SPR crude 
inventory can meet refiner needs. 

This study provides a comprehensive as-
sessment of the compatibility of the crudes 
stored in the SPR with respect to U.S. refin-
ing capabilities and likely disruption de-
mands. Specifically, the study addresses SPR 
crude compatibility from two aspects (1) the 
compatibility and physical limitations of 
U.S. refiners to substitute and refine SPR 
crude in place of their usual foreign crude 
supplies, and (2) the capability of the SPR to 
meet the Nation’s refinery needs in the event 
of potential supply disruptions. 

A. SPR INVENTORY 

As of December 31, 2004, the SPR had a 
total inventory of 681 million barrels 
(MMBbls) in storage at its four underground 
storage sites along the Texas and Louisiana 
Gulf Coast. 

The SPR storage sites maintain only two 
crude type segregations. One is a sweet crude 
having a sulfur content of less than 0.5 per-
cent and an API gravity ranging between 35° 
and 37°, and the other is a sour crude having 
a sulfur content of approximately 1.4 percent 
and an API gravity ranging between 30° and 
34°. The SPR’s mix of sweet and sour crudes 
is roughly 45 percent sweet and 55 percent 
sour. 

COMPATIBILITY WITH U.S. REFINER PROCESSING 
CAPABILITIES 

In 2004, the U.S. had 149 operating refin-
eries which processed an average of 15.3 mil-
lion barrels of crude oil per day (MMBbl/D). 
Of this total, 7.0 MMBbl/D came from U.S. 
domestic oilfields or Canada, and are consid-
ered secure crude supplies. The remainder, 
8.3 MMBbl/D, was foreign imports (exclusive 
of Canadian), for which SPR crude would be 
considered a replacement in the event of an 
import disruption. 

A two step approach was used to evaluate 
the compatibility of each of the 149 refin-
eries with respect to SPR crudes. A screen-
ing analysis was then used to classify refin-
ers as (a) not SPR connected, (b) domestic/ 
Canadian only, (c) fully SPR compatible, (d) 
high SPR compatibility, or (e) low SPR com-
patibility. An engineering analysis was then 
used to determine the maximum volume of 
SPR crude the refinery can process and the 
extent the refinery will be forced to reduce 
refinery runs. 

In 2005, of the Nation’s 149 refineries, 44 re-
fineries were identified as having compat-
ibility issues with using SPR crudes. Thirty 
three of these refineries were classed as 
‘‘high compatibility’’, where the use of SPR 
crude would not substantially impact their 
refining operations. Eleven of the refineries 
were classed as ‘‘low compatibility,’’ where 
the capability to substitute SPR crude for 
heavy oil imports was limited. These 11 re-
fineries are all located in PADD III on the 
Gulf Coast and predominantly import crude 
from Mexico and Venezuela. If all of this oil 
were disrupted, these 11 refineries would 
need to reduce U.S. refining runs by approxI-
mately 508 MBbl/D (3.3 percent of U.S. refin-
ing). Gasoline production would not be af-
fected, but the production of distillate fuels 
(jet and diesel) would be reduced. 

C. COMPATIBILITY WITH U.S. NEEDS IN A 
DISRUPTION 

From a world oil market perspective, the 
study evaluates the compatibility of SPR 
crudes with respect to U.S. crude shortages 
resulting from five major supply disruptions 
which have the potential of occurring within 
the next 10 years. The disruption scenarios 
were: a Persian Gulf oil disruption, a Saudi 
Arabia oil disruption, a Nigerian oil disrup-
tion, a Venezuela oil disruption, and a hurri-
cane disruption of the domestic Gulf of Mex-
ico oil production. 

The results show that the SPR crudes are 
fully capable of satisfying U.S. refiner de-
mands under four of the five disruption sce-
narios. The only disruption case where the 
SPR was not fully capable of mitigating the 
crude loss due to incompatibility issues was 
the Venezuela oil disruption. Even in this 
case, the SPR sour crude is effective as a 
blending stock and will reduce the potential 
shortfall of U.S. heavy oil runs from 2,200 
MBbl/D to 450 MBbl/D. 

The reduced refiner run of 450 MBbl/D will 
not impact the production of motor gasoline 
in the United States, but it will reduce the 
production of jet fuel, diesel fuel, kerosene, 
residual fuels, and other heavier refined 
products. 

D. CONCLUSIONS 

In general, the crudes currently stored in 
the SPR are compatible and desirable for the 
majority of the U.S. refineries and are well 
suited to mitigate most supply disruptions. 
There are, however, eleven PADD III refin-
eries which have been specifically configured 
for processing heavy crude largely from 
Latin America that would be impacted in the 
event of a disruption of foreign crude sup-
plies. However, they would still be able to 
process a limited quantity of SPR crude and 
maintain their full production of gasoline. 

To address the compatibility issues of the 
eleven heavy crude refiners and provide full 
protection for the Nation for all disruption 
scenarios, the SPR would need for approxi-
mately 10 percent of its inventory to be 
heavy oil. With consideration being given to 
a larger Reserve and additional storage sites, 
it may be desirable, and physically viable to 
store lower gravity crude than what is cur-
rently stored in the 700 million barrel Re-
serve. 

GAO stated DOE may have underestimated 
this amount in recent testimony. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) is 
the largest government owned stockpile of 
crude oil in the world. Since the SPR was au-
thorized in 1975, the reserve has grown to 681 
million barrels (MMBbls) by the end of 2004. 

The crude is stored in salt caverns at four 
storage sites along the Louisiana and Texas 
Gulf Coast. The sites are known as West 
Hackberry, Bryan Mound, Big Hill, and 
Bayou Choctaw. 

The SPR is connected to U.S. refineries by 
pipeline and by waterway. Refineries along 
the Gulf of Mexico are connected to the SPR 
by local pipelines. Refineries in Chicago and 
other mid-continent areas are connected to 
the SPR by interstate pipelines. Refineries 
along the Atlantic Coast and West Coast can 
be supplied with SPR oil using tankers that 
load oil through Gulf of Mexico marine ter-
minals. The SPR distribution system has 
been carefully developed to serve the needs 
of the Nation in the event of a foreign crude 
oil supply disruption. 

Crude has been acquired from 25 countries 
over the past 30 years. The quality of the 
stored oil is classified as light. This crude 
quality has been and it remains adequate to 
support most foreseeable supply disruptions. 
In recent years, however, refineries in the 
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U.S. have imported increasing quantities of 
heavy crude largely from Venezuela and 
Mexico. The trend toward heavier oil im-
ports raises a question about how well the 
current light oil in storage will mitigate fu-
ture heavy oil supply disruptions. 

This study was undertaken to assess the 
compatibility of SPR crude with respect to 
the current and future crude requirements of 
U.S. refineries. The objective of the study is 
two-fold: 

Assess the capabilities and physical limita-
tions of U.S. refineries to substitute and re-
fine SPR crude in place of foreign crude sup-
plies, and 

Assess the capability of the SPR to meet 
U.S. refinery needs in the event of a supply 
disruption. 

To accomplish these objectives, a method-
ology was developed to identify U.S. refin-
eries with crude compatibility issues. Refin-
ery data were systematically evaluated to 
determine the refineries that could not fully 
use SPR crude because of crude quality dif-
ferences. These refineries would need to re-
duce crude input into the refinery and this 
would reduce the amount of jet fuel and die-
sel fuel that would be available during the 
disruption. 

The compatibility assessment results were 
incorporated mathematically into models 
that simulate the world petroleum market. 
Five disruption scenarios were identified as 
having a high probability of occurring at 
least once over the next decade. The sce-
narios were selected to evaluate the SPR re-
sponse capabilities in both volume and in the 
capability to provide compatible crude. 

Chapter II summarizes key information 
about the volume and quality of oil cur-
rently stored by the SPR and how that oil 
compares with the oil currently imported by 
U.S. refiners. Limits on the capability to 
substitute SPR crude in an emergency are 
addressed. 

Chapter III is a comprehensive assessment 
of the compatibility of SPR crude with U.S. 
refineries. The assessment addresses the 
physical limitations of the refineries, the 
maximum volume of SPR crude that could 
be utilized, and the extent the refineries 
would need to reduce runs due to compat-
ibility issues. 

Chapter IV summarizes the results of five 
disruption scenarios. The capability of the 
SPR to meet refinery demands under emer-
gency conditions is presented and discussed. 

Chapter V addresses the issue of future 
storage of heavy oil and the need and ration-
ale to provide a heavy oil component to meet 
a future heavy oil disruption. 

Chapter VI presents the overall conclu-
sions and recommendations from the study. 

Appendix A contains the analysis results 
for each of the 149 refineries in the U.S. that 
processed oil in 2004. The compatibility of 
each refinery is presented and the individual 
results summarized by region. 

Appendix B discusses the two models used 
in the disruption analysis. One model estab-
lishes the optimal drawdown from the SPR 
in response to a supply disruption. The sec-
ond simulates the world petroleum market 
and estimates the impact of the disruption 
on the flow of petroleum around the world. 

Appendix C is a world map that displays 
the impact of each supply disruption on the 
worldwide flow of petroleum. Data that sup-
port the analysis are also presented. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
can I inquire as to the time remaining 
on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SCHIFF). The gentleman from Texas has 
41⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Georgia has 7 minutes remaining 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
could I ask unanimous consent for 10 

additional minutes equally divided be-
tween the majority and minority? That 
would give me enough time to take the 
three remaining speakers that I have. 
It would be 5 minutes for the majority 
and 5 additional minutes for the minor-
ity. 

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

Mr. BARROW. I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I would yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LUNGREN). 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I returned to this 
House after 16 years because I believed 
that this was a forum for dealing with 
the problems facing the American peo-
ple. That’s why I come to the this floor 
so disappointed. 

If I were to go to a doctor suffering 
from cancer and the doctor were to 
give me only aspirin, I would say that 
he would be guilty of medical mal-
practice. What we have here on the 
floor of the House is leadership mal-
practice. The American people under-
stand we’re suffering from not enough 
supply. And so what is the answer we 
get here today? We’re going to open up 
the SPR, the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. And they say the reason this 
works is it’s worked three times in the 
past. But examine how it has worked in 
the past. 

In each and every instance, we had a 
temporary disruption of supply. We 
were able to affect that because we had 
a temporary infusion of supply. What 
we have here today is a long-term issue 
of lack of supply. And the Speaker said 
and other Members on the other side of 
the aisle said, Well, look. We shouldn’t 
be begging foreign countries to give us 
more oil. 

No. What we’re requiring the Amer-
ican people to do is to beg the Congress 
to allow us to produce more American 
oil. And why should the leadership of 
this House refuse to allow us to have 
American workers using American in-
genuity, American creativity to 
produce more American energy? 

This is the hoax on this floor. To say 
that somehow taking this out of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is going 
to give you any long-term benefit is 
nothing more than a hoax. A couple of 
cents for a couple of days. It also takes 
away our ability to respond to tem-
porary disruptions in the future, which 
is the reason this was put in in the first 
place. 

Why should we be afraid of Ameri-
cans producing American oil? Free 
America. Let Americans produce 
American oil. Let’s get rid of this lead-
ership malpractice we see on the floor 
today. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I’m 
pleased to yield an additional 2 min-
utes to the distinguished coauthor of 
this legislation, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. How did we get here? 
It’s very simple. President Bush and 

Dick Cheney were elected 8 years ago. 
They put together a secret energy plan. 
Two oilmen now in the White House. 
And here is the simple mathematics. 
Two oilmen plus two terms in office 
equals $4 a gallon for gasoline for every 
American consumer across the coun-
try. Very simple mathematics. 

The Democratic energy plan, on the 
other hand, is very simple. Right now 
deploy the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. Put the fear of the Lord into 
speculators, into OPEC, into the oil in-
dustry. The price will plummet. It did 
in 1991 when President Bush’s father 
used it; it did in 2000 when President 
Clinton used it; it did when President 
Bush himself used it after Hurricane 
Katrina. This is a huge emergency for 
families as they look at their pocket-
books. They’re being tipped upside 
down. The President should use it. 

And for the Democrats, after the Re-
publicans controlled Congress for 12 
years, in 2007 the Democrats took over. 
We increased the fuel economy stand-
ard for the vehicles which we have to 
drive, the appliance-efficiency stand-
ards, the lighting standards, new 
biofuels policy. We backed out with 
that bill that passed in December of 
2007, the Democratic bill, 4.1 million 
barrels of oil per day over the next 10 
to 20 years. 

Right now we spend $387 million a 
day to send American troops over into 
the Middle East, and we have to pur-
chase 2.1 million barrels a day from the 
Persian Gulf. Our bill in December that 
President Bush signed backs out that 
oil. 

But the Republicans had 12 years of 
control of this Congress to do some-
thing about it. They did not. Now they 
say we need a renewable electricity 
center so electricity is generated from 
renewables. The Republicans are say-
ing no. 

Vote ‘‘yes’’ on this bill. This is the 
solution the consumers need before 
Labor Day. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I’m going to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlelady from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN), a member of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for his leadership 
on this issue. Indeed, he understands 
how the people of our great Nation, and 
certainly of my district of Tennessee, 
are suffering with the increase in the 
price at the pump that they have seen 
since January of 2007. In my district of 
Tennessee, this has changed. So I have 
come to the floor today to oppose this 
bill because it is the wrong bill at the 
wrong time. 

And one of the things that we have 
come to realize, and I think it’s been a 
painful realization for many people, is 
they have watched the Democrat lead-
ership of this House. They have seen 
that the Democrat majority is not 
wanting to take the action that is nec-
essary to address the issue, whether 
we’re talking about short term for im-
mediate relief, mid-range so that we 
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can address what is coming next, and 
then long term so that little children, 
like my new grandson who is 2 months 
old, will have a consistent steady and 
dependable energy supply. 

Indeed, releasing a portion of the 
SPR is the wrong move now. Ameri-
cans are wanting to see American solu-
tions and American exploration take 
place to address this issue. 

Congress has the ability to do that, 
and we continue to be blocked from 
taking the necessary actions by the 
liberal leadership that is choosing to 
not take the actions necessary to ad-
dress this. 

Our Nation is being placed at risk. 
Not only our energy security, but our 
national security is placed at risk by 
the actions of a kick-the-can Congress 
who wants to just finish it out, get 
away for an August recess, and not ad-
dress the issue at hand. At $4 a gallon, 
the price at the pump, indeed it is time 
for us to take action. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, before 
proposing accommodation to my friend 
from Texas, I would like to confirm the 
amount of time that we have left. It’s 
my understanding we have 5 minutes 
remaining; is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, what I 
propose to do is reserve the balance of 
our time and at the same time ask 
unanimous consent that my friend 
from Texas may be allowed to control 
3 minutes of our remaining time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Texas 
will control 3 additional minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

is the gentleman from Georgia pre-
pared to close? 

Mr. BARROW. We have no further 
speakers on our side. I would reserve 
the balance of our time. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I have one 
unanimous consent request, and then 
I’m prepared to close. 

I yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) 
for a unanimous consent request. 

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

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this legislation, though I 
also support drilling. 

I rise in support of H.R. 6578, the Consumer 
Energy Supply Act, which would release 70 
million barrels of light, sweet crude oil cur-
rently from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
(SPR) and replace it with the same amount of 
heavy crude oil within 6 months. That is ap-
proximately 10 percent of the 701 million bar-
rels currently in the reserve. 

As our demand for oil increases, it is impor-
tant the SPR reflects our refining capacity. 
Forty percent of our refining capacity is heavy 
crude oil, and 60 percent is light crude. 

This legislation allows us to better manage 
the SPR by making sure we are saving some 
heavy crude oil. 

This measure, however, does not replace 
our need to develop a comprehensive energy 

plan. We must increase conservation and en-
ergy efficiency—increasing the fuel economy 
of cars, minivans, SUVs and light trucks and 
improve the efficiency of appliances; build a 
market for renewable energy—solar, wind, 
geothermal, biomass; increase our domestic 
supply of oil, natural gas and nuclear power 
and reduce speculation in the oil futures mar-
ket. 

The Consumer Energy Supply Act will im-
prove the Strategic Petroleum Reserve and, in 
fact, make it more strategic, ensuring we have 
the type of crude that better reflects our refin-
ing capacity. I urge a yes vote on H.R. 6578. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I have how much time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 31⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield myself 
31⁄2 minutes. 

First, Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
my friend from Georgia for yielding 3 
minutes of his time. I sincerely appre-
ciate it. 

I want to point out some of the fal-
lacies in the debate as quickly as I can. 

The first fallacy is that nothing that 
we do in terms of developing domestic 
energy supplies in the United States is 
going to take effect for 10 years. That’s 
poppycock. We can convert coal to liq-
uids within the next 2 years. We can be 
drilling in the eastern Gulf of Mexico, 
if it’s allowed, within the next year. We 
can be doing major pilot projects on 
our shale oil resources within the next 
year. We can be drilling in parts of 
Federal lands that are currently sna-
fued because of Federal permitting 
within the next year. Those are all 
things that can be done very quickly. 

Even up in ANWR, it’s not going to 
take 10 years if we give the green light 
to drill and develop ANWR. It will defi-
nitely take more than 2 to 3 years, but 
you could have production in ANWR, 
I’m told, within 5 years. 

The thing that we have got to do in 
this country if we’re going to bring en-
ergy prices down and keep them down 
is change the fundamental difference 
between supply and demand in the 
world oil market. You have got 85 mil-
lion barrels of oil we’re using world-
wide, and we’ve got approximately 86 
million barrels of oil that’s available. 
That less than 1 percent supply margin 
is what brings these high prices. 

A gimmick like we have today where 
we take some oil out of the SPR for 60 
days and then hopefully put it in with-
in the next 6 years is not going to 
change that fundamental. If it has a 
temporary supply price decrease, that’s 
a positive. I’ll admit that. 

b 1415 

But if it has, it’s only temporary be-
cause you are not changing the funda-
mental supply-demand equation on the 
world oil market. 

So what Republicans are saying is, 
let’s have a strategic plan. Perhaps re-
leasing some oil from the SPR is part 
of that plan, perhaps. That’s what 
hearings are about. That’s what a reg-
ular order process in the committee 

system would be about. So we’re not 
saying that we never want to release 
any oil from the SPR, but we are say-
ing it ought to be a part of a strategic 
plan, and part of that strategic plan 
has got to be to develop domestic 
American energy resources. 

And Speaker PELOSI, for some reason, 
is adamantly afraid of that kind of a 
bill coming to the floor. I don’t care if 
it’s a GENE GREEN bill, a JOHN DINGELL 
bill, a RICK BOUCHER bill, a STENY 
HOYER bill; but let a bill come up that’s 
got some real domestic energy supply 
in it and have an honest debate, and 
let’s see where the votes are. Let’s 
don’t have an energy gimmick of the 
week. 

That’s what this is. It’s the latest en-
ergy gimmick of the week, and if it has 
a positive effect—and I say that as an 
if—it will be temporary because if you 
take 70 million barrels—and oh, by the 
way, I want to give a hint to my 
friends on the majority side who draft-
ed the bill. You’ve got a drafting error 
in the bill. It won’t do what you think 
it will do, but I will let you find it. If 
it were to become law, which it won’t, 
but if it were, it won’t put 70 million 
barrels of oil on the market. So you 
find the mistake. You developed it in 
the midnight. You find the mistake. 

With that, vote ‘‘no’’ on the bill, and 
let’s bring a rational, long-term, stra-
tegic plan to the floor in the next 2 
weeks. 

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

In the course of this debate, from 
time to time it has seemed as though 
folks were talking about this as if this 
was draw-down authority, as if this was 
just a pure draw-down from the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. I think it’s 
important to emphasize this is not a 
draw-down proposal. 

This legislation proposes a swap. It 
proposes a swap for that which is best 
saved for tomorrow in exchange for 
that which is best used today. We pro-
pose to put in the ground what we 
should save for tomorrow, and put back 
into the system what we’re getting out 
of the ground now which is best used 
today. We should use today what’s best 
for today and save for tomorrow what’s 
best for tomorrow. 

Also, much has been made, or rather, 
little has been made of the fact that 
this is just 31⁄2 days of national con-
sumption being added into the supply 
system. Only 1 percent of national con-
sumption is being talked about here. 

When Mark Twain was born, he was 
the 100th person born in the town of 
Hannibal, Missouri. He said, you know, 
when I was born, I increased the popu-
lation of my town by 1 percent. That’s 
more than most folks can say in this 
world. 

Well, by this legislation, we can in-
crease the supply of oil and what we’ve 
refined into gas in this country by 1 
percent, and that’s more than we can 
say about most of the pieces of legisla-
tion that we get to vote on from time 
to time. 
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Also, it’s important to recognize that 

this 31⁄2 days, this extra 1 percent, is a 
far greater percent of the thing on 
which the world price rests. The world 
price rests on the very thin margin be-
tween daily worldwide production and 
daily worldwide consumption. What is 
that margin? That margin is a mere 1 
million barrels a day. So we’re talking 
about putting into the system 70 times 
the world’s daily float, the difference 
between daily production and daily 
consumption. 

That is a very significant factor. It is 
not only a decent percentage of what 
we consume; it’s a very significant fac-
tor of that very thin margin that con-
tributes the most to the runaway cost 
of gas and oil in the world today. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend my colleague from Texas for 
his conduct and debate. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I will 
vote for this bill for two reasons. 

First, because it would provide for a quick 
increase in the supply of petroleum in our con-
sumer market and so could reduce the likeli-
hood of further short-term increases in the 
price of gasoline and other refined products. 

And, second, because it will do this in a way 
that is both cost-effective and protective of our 
national-security interests. 

Under the bill, the Energy Department, 
DOE, within 30 days would begin selling light 
grade oil now stored in the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. At least 20 million barrels 
would be offered for sale within 30 days after 
sales begin, and sales would continue for 6 
months or until 70 million barrels have been 
sold, whichever comes first. 

But the draw-down would not be permanent 
because the bill would require the Energy De-
partment to acquire, through purchase, using 
money from the sales, or exchange, heavy 
grade petroleum for storage in the strategic re-
serve, to replace the light-grade petroleum 
that would be sold. 

Right now, slightly more than 700 million 
barrels of oil are stored in the strategic re-
serve—so the amount to be sold under the bill 
would be only about 10 percent of the amount 
on hand. 

And, importantly, the bill specifies that the 
amount of oil stored in the strategic reserve 
could not drop below 90 percent of the 
amount stored when the bill is enacted. The 
most recent data I have seen indicate that the 
reserve is currently filled nearly to capacity, so 
the bill will not cause a significant reduction in 
the amount stored. 

Also, the Government Accountability Office, 
GAO, says that it would be a good idea to in-
crease the extent to which we store heavy oil 
in the reserve. In testimony earlier this year, 
Frank Rusco, GAO’s acting director for natural 
resources and environment, said that ‘‘to de-
crease the cost of filling the reserve and im-
prove its efficiency . . . DOE should include 
at least 10 percent heavy crude oils in the 
SPR . . . Having heavy crude oil in the SPR 
would also make the SPR more compatible 
with many U.S. refineries, helping these refin-
eries run more efficiently in the event that a 
supply disruption triggers use of the SPR.’’ 

So, this bill not only is compatible with the 
national-security purposes of the SPR, it can 
actually assist in achieving them. 

But, Mr. Speaker, while I think this bill de-
serves support, I also think we should recog-

nize that it is not a ‘‘silver bullet’’ for the fac-
tors that have led to the current high price of 
oil and products such as gasoline that are 
made from oil. 

According to the nonpartisan Congressional 
Research Service, CRS, it is not easy to pre-
dict exactly how adding 70 million barrels of 
easily refined oil from the strategic reserve 
would affect the market. 

CRS’s most recent report does point out 
that ‘‘prices might decline after additional re-
fined product entered the market,’’ but the 
same report also notes that oil from the stra-
tegic reserve (SPR) ‘‘is not sold at below-mar-
ket prices. Bids on SPR oil are accepted only 
if the bids are deemed fair to the U.S. govern-
ment. If the announcement itself that the SPR 
is going to be tapped does not prompt or con-
tribute to a softening of prices, there may be 
limited interest on the part of the oil industry 
in bidding on SPR supply.’’ 

This underlines the need for a more com-
prehensive approach to energy issues that 
combines short-term steps with other changes 
that will take effect in a longer time frame. 

For example, I think we should reduce the 
tariff—that is, the tax—on imported ethanol, so 
that it will again be a safeguard against sub-
sidizing foreign blenders rather than a trade 
barrier against imports of this fuel that can add 
to our supplies and thus further reduce the 
pressure on prices. I have introduced a bill 
(H.R. 6234, the Imported Ethanol Facilitation 
Act) that would do just that. 

In addition, I am open to increasing the ex-
tent to which Federal lands on the outer conti-
nental shelf can be subject to exploration for 
and development of energy resources, and I 
support adding a stronger due-diligence re-
quirement to promote more rapid exploration 
and development on existing leases on those 
lands and onshore as well. 

We also need to continue to work to reduce 
the potential for artificial increases in prices 
through improper speculation or other market- 
distorting activities. 

And we need to keep pushing for continued 
aggressive development of alternative sources 
of energy—especially renewable sources—to 
reduce our dependence on petroleum as well 
as for greater efficiencies in the way we use 
energy, so that we can do more with the same 
or reduced amounts. 

In other words, this bill is not all that is re-
quired for a better energy policy. But I think it 
does have the potential to assist consumers in 
the short run, without harming the national-se-
curity purposes served by maintaining our 
strategic petroleum reserve. So, I will vote for 
it and encourage all our colleagues to do so 
as well. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, all of us are aware 
of the soaring cost of gasoline and the impact 
it is having on the people we represent. Our 
constituents want to know what we’re doing to 
provide relief at the pump. 

Over the initial opposition of the White 
House, the Congress has already passed leg-
islation to suspend further oil purchases for 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve this year, 
freeing up 70,000 gallons of oil a day for use 
by consumers. Further action is needed to 
help the economy and help consumers. 

The bill before the House today takes the 
next step. It requires the Energy Department 
to release 70 million barrels of light, sweet 
crude oil from the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve in exchange for the same amount of 

heavier grade crude oil. Light, sweet crude oil 
contains less sulfur and is the easiest oil to re-
fine into gasoline. Under this legislation, the 
Secretary of Energy would be directed to de-
ploy 70 million barrels of light crude oil over 
the next six months. Passage of this bill would 
also be a shot across the bow of the specu-
lators who have been driving up the cost of 
oil. More than any other action the Federal 
Government could take, this proposal has the 
greatest potential to reduce gasoline prices in 
the near term. 

I know that some of my colleagues will ob-
ject to the use of the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve for this purpose. They will protest that 
the Reserve is for use in emergencies. Like a 
broken record, they will repeat their call to 
open up the entire Outer Continental Shelf to 
oil drilling. I do not agree. Rising oil and gaso-
line prices are causing serious damage to our 
Nation’s economy. We have before us the 
means to mitigate some of that damage and 
do so immediately. 

Vast areas of the Outer Continental Shelf 
are already open to drilling. Less than 2 years 
ago, and with my support, Congress voted to 
open up an additional 8.3 million acres for off-
shore exploration and drilling. All told, the oil 
companies are using only 10.5 million of the 
44 million offshore acres that have already 
been leased to them. In any case, according 
to the Bush Administration’s own Energy Infor-
mation Administration, even if we repealed the 
offshore ban today, oil and gas production 
would not begin there until 2017 at the ear-
liest; further, lifting the remaining offshore drill-
ing restrictions and I quote from the EIA anal-
ysis ‘‘would not have a significant impact on 
domestic crude oil and natural gas production 
or prices before 2030.’’ 

We cannot wait until 2030. The need for re-
lief at the pump is immediate. I urge all my 
colleagues to join me in supporting the legisla-
tion before the House. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of this legislation. 

The proposal before us today would require 
the President to release small amounts of 
sweet, light crude oil from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. That oil would be replaced by 
heavy crude, at a later date and at a lower 
price. 

In the face of record high oil prices, this is 
a common sense step for a number of rea-
sons. 

First, earlier releases from the SPR, by 
each of the last three Presidents, brought 
down oil prices by between 9 percent and 33 
percent within weeks. There is no reason to 
believe that we won’t see a similar result 
today. Putting more oil on the market is a sure 
way to reduce prices. 

Second, we have the SPR in place for na-
tional emergencies. The damage that these 
high oil prices are doing to individual con-
sumers and to our economy as a whole cer-
tainly qualifies as such an emergency. In addi-
tion, the SPR is already at a record 97 percent 
of capacity and this legislation requires that it 
not drop below 90 percent. 

Third, releasing oil from the SPR is one of 
the few steps that we can take to actually af-
fect prices immediately. President Bush and 
his supporters continue to call for opening our 
entire coast to new drilling and to begin ex-
ploring in the Alaska National Wildlife Refuge. 
But this failed ‘‘drill-only’’ strategy would have 
zero effect on oil prices today and is what has 
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gotten us into this mess in the first place. It 
would simply be one more gift for a favored 
special interest of this Administration, the oil 
and gas industry. 

Democrats have a better plan. We are work-
ing on legislation to crack down on what ap-
pears to be rampant speculation that may be 
driving up prices by as much as 20 percent, 
according to some experts. In addition, we 
have voted to force oil and gas companies to 
drill on the lands they have leased or lose ac-
cess to them and to speed up construction of 
a natural gas pipeline in Alaska. If enacted, 
that legislation would help increase supply in 
the medium term. 

For the long term, we have enacted expan-
sion of many energy efficiency measures, 
such as the first increase in auto efficiency 
standards in 32 years, that will help us use 
less energy across our economy. And we are 
moving forward with greater incentives to en-
courage the use of alternative and renewable 
resources. We must continue to build on these 
measures so we can begin a much-needed 
transition away from an economy based on 
fossil fuels. 

But these measures, as critically important 
as they are, will take time. In the meantime we 
have to move to help consumers today. And 
that is what this legislation would do. 

Madam Speaker, high gas prices are hurting 
the American people and crippling our econ-
omy. 

While we have seen the price of oil drop by 
some $20 a barrel in the last week or two, it 
is still at ridiculously high levels and prices at 
the pump are still way over $4 a gallon in my 
district and many others. 

And while my constituents across the South 
and Central Coast are finding it hard to afford 
to go to the grocery store, take their kids to 
soccer and even get to work, the big oil com-
panies are once again reporting record profits. 

This is an absolute disgrace and this Con-
gress is moving to put an end to that situation 
with this legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this com-
mon sense bill to help American consumers. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 6578, the Consumer 
Energy Supply Act, which would require a 70 
million barrel exchange of light oil from the 
SPR in exchange for heavier crude at a later 
date. I introduced similar legislation in May 
2008 to exchange 50 million barrels of light 
crude oil. 

I believe, it is critically important to use the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, SPR, to address 
our national energy crisis. The SPR was cre-
ated to protect the United States from oil sup-
ply disruptions and is now more than 97 per-
cent full, its highest level ever. Unfortunately, 
the Energy Department’s Energy Information 
Administration announced on July 23, 2008 
that non SPR crude oil stocks are down more 
than 55 million barrels from a year ago and 
distillate stocks are only a few million barrels 
above last year’s levels. 

As I travel around Connecticut’s Second 
Congressional District and meet with my con-
stituents, I hear from families, school adminis-
trators and businesses about their concerns 
with high energy prices. While gasoline prices 
continue to hover above $4 per gallon in east-
ern Connecticut, residents and heating oil 
dealers are also concerned about the price 
and supply of heating oil this year. 

At an April 2008 hearing before the House 
Select Committee on Energy Independence 

and Global Warming, Melanie Kenderdine, 
with MIT and formerly of the Energy Depart-
ment, testified that an exchange of 50 million 
barrels of light crude from the SPR ‘‘could be 
expected to temporarily drive down oil prices 
without appreciably reducing the insurance 
value of the SPR in the near term.’’ 

In 2000, when heating oil stocks were low, 
the Administration undertook an exchange of 
30 million barrels of oil from the SPR and the 
impact on prices was immediate. All of the oil 
was refined, despite worries about refining ca-
pacity, and crude oil prices dropped almost 20 
percent. In addition, there were sufficient heat-
ing oil supplies that winter. 

We need more oil on the market now to 
bring down the price of crude oil and gasoline 
and before the cold New England winter sets 
in. That is why I introduced my legislation and 
why I recognize that even more oil is needed 
on the market than my bill required. I urge my 
colleagues to support H.R. 6578. 

Mr. BARROW. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BAR-
ROW) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 6578, as amend-
ed. 

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

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I object to the vote on the ground that 
a quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 268, nays 
157, not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 527] 

YEAS—268 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 

Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 

Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 

Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kingston 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 

Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 

Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—157 

Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Ehlers 
English (PA) 
Everett 

Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 

Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
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Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 

Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 

Walsh (NY) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bishop (UT) 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Cubin 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Jones (OH) 

LaHood 
Ortiz 
Rush 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Members have 2 minutes re-
maining to vote. 

b 1444 

Messrs. SHUSTER, SAXTON and 
DAVIS of Virginia changed their vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. WHITFIELD of Kentucky and 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So (two-thirds not being in the af-
firmative) the motion was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated for: 
Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on roll-

call No. 527, I inadvertently missed this vote. 
I was delayed getting to the floor. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

NATIONAL HIGHWAY BRIDGE RE-
CONSTRUCTION AND INSPECTION 
ACT OF 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1344 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 3999. 

b 1444 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
3999) to amend title 23, United States 
Code, to improve the safety of Federal- 
aid highway bridges, to strengthen 
bridge inspection standards and proc-
esses, to increase investment in the re-
construction of structurally deficient 
bridges on the National Highway Sys-
tem, and for other purposes, with Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, July 23, 2008, amendment No. 11 
printed in part B of House Report 110– 
760 by the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR) had been disposed of. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. CHILDERS 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, the unfinished business 
is the demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. CHILDERS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. 
CHILDERS: 

At the end of section 5, add the following: 
(d) COMPLIANCE WITH IMMIGRATION AND NA-

TIONALITY ACT.—None of the funds appro-
priated pursuant to subsection (a) may be 
used to employ workers in violation of sec-
tion 274A of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324a). 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 416, noes 1, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 6, not voting 16, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 528] 

AYES—416 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Bordallo 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 

Chandler 
Childers 
Christensen 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 

Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Norton 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 

Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NOES—1 

Moore (WI) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—6 

Clarke 
Edwards (MD) 

Ellison 
Grijalva 

Honda 
Towns 

NOT VOTING—16 

Bishop (UT) 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Cubin 
DeLauro 

Faleomavaega 
Fortuño 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Johnson, Sam 
LaHood 

Ortiz 
Rush 
Slaughter 
Sutton 
Young (AK) 

b 1503 

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

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

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Chairman, on 

rollcall No. 528, had I been present I would 
have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
SCHIFF) having assumed the chair, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 3999) to amend title 23, 
United States Code, to improve the 
safety of Federal-aid highway bridges, 
to strengthen bridge inspection stand-
ards and processes, to increase invest-
ment in the reconstruction of struc-
turally deficient bridges on the Na-
tional Highway System, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
1344, she reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment 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. POE 
Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I have a mo-

tion to recommit at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. POE. In its current form, Mr. 

Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Poe moves to recommit the bill H.R. 

3999 to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure with instructions to report 
the same back to the House forthwith with 
the following amendment: 
SEC. 7. REMOVAL OF CERTAIN STRUCTURALLY 

DEFICIENT BRIDGES ON FEDERAL- 
AID HIGHWAYS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a structurally defi-
cient bridge on a Federal-aid highway with a 
Federal Highway Administration bridge suf-
ficiency rating of 5 or less that has also been 
designated as an unreasonable obstruction to 
navigation under section 4 of the Act enti-
tled ‘‘An Act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters’’, approved 
March 23, 1906 (33 U.S.C. 494; popularly 
known as the ‘‘General Bridge Act of 1906’’) 
shall be removed once a new bridge or other 
facility is opened that will carry the vehic-
ular traffic that was once carried by the 
structurally deficient bridge. 

(b) PENALTIES.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, upon issuance of an appro-
priate order by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, the owner or operator of a struc-
turally deficient bridge that has not been re-

moved in violation of subsection (a) shall be 
subject to penalties under section 5(b) of the 
Act referred to in subsection (a) (33 U.S.C. 
495(b)). 

(c) STRUCTURALLY DEFICIENT BRIDGE DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘struc-
turally deficient bridge’’ means a bridge that 
has— 

(1) significant load-carrying elements that 
are in poor or worse condition due to deterio-
ration or damage, or both; 

(2) a load capacity that is significantly 
below current truckloads and that requires 
replacement; or 

(3) a waterway opening causing frequent 
flooding of the bridge deck and approaches 
resulting in significant traffic interruptions. 

Mr. POE (during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with the reading. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Clerk will continue to read. 
The Clerk continued to read. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank first of all the chairman of the 
committee for his work on this bill and 
his vast knowledge of transportation 
issues, not just with bridges but every 
other issue regarding transportation 
and how he is able to give us that his-
tory lesson every time the committee 
meets, either in English or Spanish. He 
can do both of those. 

Today there is a reasonably good sys-
tem in place for removing old bridges 
when they need to be replaced with 
new bridges, but it is in the circum-
venting of that system that causes 
problems. Old bridges that have been 
replaced, if not removed, could cause 
nationwide problems for shipbuilders, 
ship operators, port authorities, ter-
minal operators and even barge opera-
tors. 

Under current law, bridges have to 
come down or be repaired when they 
pose an unreasonable obstruction to 
navigation. This is carried out through 
bridge permit requirements, providing 
that an old bridge must be torn down 
when the new bridge is built and the 
old bridge no longer serves a transpor-
tation function. 

One example of where this process is 
not followed is the Brightman Street 
Bridge case. This bridge is 101 years 
old. New construction started 10 years 
ago, but yet the new bridge has still 
not been built, and now there are plans 
to keep the old bridge in place even 
after the new bridge is constructed. 

There has been a constant increase in 
the size of ships on our waterways 
throughout history. This makes 
bridges built in the past an obstruction 
and danger to navigation. For instance, 
the width between the bridge and the 
pier on the new Brightman Street 
bridge are much longer than on the 
current bridge. And unless old bridges 
like this are removed, they will still be 
navigation problems upriver. 

We need to understand that some of 
the worst, most severely deteriorated 

bridges in the country are not only 
hazardous to vehicular traffic and peo-
ple traveling on top of the bridge, but 
also to maritime and perhaps rail traf-
fic that are below them. There are 
bridges deemed by the Coast Guard to 
be navigational hazards, and when 
States build a replacement bridge, the 
hazards ought to be removed. 

There are roughly 60 bridges with a 
sufficiency rating of 5 or less, or what 
I call 95 percent deficient that are over 
navigable waters according to 2007 
numbers. 

The purpose of this motion to recom-
mit is to be proactive, Mr. Speaker, 
and strengthen current policy that 
when a permit is issued to build a new 
bridge it also includes a provision or 
requirement for removal of the old 
bridge. If an exception to this rule is 
allowed to continue, it could lead to 
similar bridges being kept nationwide 
for limited transportation purposes. 
But the sole purpose of using these old 
bridges is to really block upstream de-
velopment, specifically blocking en-
ergy development upstream that has 
already been approved. 

Keeping an old bridge when a replace-
ment has been constructed has less to 
do with the condition of the bridge and 
more to do with the existence of an un-
necessary barrier to navigation. This 
makes the dangers of an old bridge 
worse for the maritime industry. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from New Mexico. 

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

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas for bringing 
this important subject up. It is indeed 
ironic that we are considering today a 
bridge safety bill and the very stimulus 
of the bill was a bridge that was ap-
proximately 40 years old, and now then 
we have this motion to recommit that 
directs attention to this bridge which 
is over 100 years old. 

The Massachusetts Highway Depart-
ment recognized five significant prob-
lems with this particular bridge, the 
one that is in question under this mo-
tion to recommit; first of all, that it 
was structurally deficient; secondly, 
that the narrow horizontal clearance of 
the draw span opening is only 98 feet; 
thirdly, that the location of the chan-
nel opening on its side rather than the 
center; and then fourth, the vertical 
clearance through the draw span is 
only 27 feet above the mean water 
level; and fifth, there are of course 
traffic congestion problems at the 
Route 6, 138 and 103 intersection in 
Somerset. 

The provision that was put in to keep 
this bridge in place was placed in the 
bill in order to allow emergency traffic 
and pedestrian traffic. Now, the emer-
gency traffic, the large vehicles, the 
fire trucks, have already been prohib-
ited from going across this because it’s 
unsafe, and though still we’re going to 
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keep the bridge here, and we have to 
understand that with the prices of en-
ergy today, that this block has very 
little to do with the bridge itself but 
instead is to do with the fact that our 
energy policies have been hijacked by a 
small group of extremists who refuse, 
at any point, to have more energy 
brought into this country, either by 
our own resources or by external re-
sources. And that is the end result of 
what is going on with this bridge. 

So the motion to recommit simply 
says that the bridges that are unsafe as 
measured by a distinct standard that is 
available, would be actually torn down. 
The U.S. Coast Guard said that we need 
to tear the bridge down. The Massachu-
setts Highway Department said it’s un-
safe and would not like to use it. It’s 
going to cost the taxpayers $1.5 million 
to keep it open. 

Let’s pass this motion to recommit. 
Let’s do the right thing and get more 
energy into this country. 

b 1515 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to recom-
mit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I first want to ad-
dress the underlying bill. There is a 
great deal of misinformation coming 
from some State Departments of 
Transportation. Curiously, those who 
have done the most transferring money 
out of their bridge account for other 
purposes, then come back and complain 
that they don’t have enough money to 
repair deficient bridges. 

The language in this legislation, by 
determination of the Congressional 
Budget Office, is not a mandate. There 
is no intergovernmental or private sec-
tor mandates, as defined in the Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act, first. 

Secondly, the bill requires States to 
inspect structurally deficient bridges 
and fractured critical bridges annually. 
And to do that work, they can use 
money out of their bridge account to 
pay for bridge inspectors and to under-
take the inspections. There is no limi-
tation. The only limitation is if you 
have a structurally fractured critical 
bridge in your bridge inventory, fix it 
first before you transfer money for 
some other purpose. 

Now this pending motion to recom-
mit was rejected in our committee 
when we initially considered it in an-
other piece of legislation. It is really 
special interest legislation because the 
company that would operate the LNG 
facility would be a principal bene-
ficiary. 

To explain the specifics of that intri-
cacy, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

With respect to the gentlemen from 
Texas and New Mexico, they don’t 
know what they are talking about. I 

mean, this is ridiculous. We are talking 
about a bridge in Fall River, Massachu-
setts. This is a bridge that is owned by 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
It is not owned by the Federal Govern-
ment; it is owned by the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts. The Common-
wealth of Massachusetts and the city 
of Fall River and the people of that 
community have decided that they 
want to preserve this bridge. Why, one 
of the reasons why is for an evacuation 
route. And another reason why is they 
want to turn it into a biking path and 
a walking path to help revitalize the 
waterfront in Fall River and Somerset. 

The community is almost unanimous 
in their support for this effort. There is 
no controversy in Fall River. There is 
no controversy in Massachusetts about 
this. 

And as far as the debate about LNG, 
this is the least of the problems for a 
potential LNG facility in the middle of 
Fall River. The Coast Guard has said it 
is an unacceptable risk. The U.S. Navy 
has said it is a mistake. The Secretary 
of Commerce has said it is a bad idea. 
This has nothing to do with LNG. This 
has everything to do with whether or 
not we are going to allow some people 
on that side of the aisle to attack the 
hardworking families of Fall River who 
last week they verbally assaulted be-
cause they said they were not entitled 
to any kind of environmental benefit. 
This week they want to take away a 
bridge that the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts owns that the people of Fall 
River want to protect. 

Massachusetts, by the way, in terms 
of LNG, is doing more than almost 
every other State in this country. We 
have two up and running and another 
being licensed. So this has nothing to 
do with energy. This has nothing to do 
with LNG. This has everything to do 
with whether or not the people of Fall 
River, the hardworking people of Fall 
River, deserve to determine what to do 
with a little measly bridge that they 
want to preserve to help revitalize 
their waterfront. 

So enough of this nonsense; vote 
down this motion. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield the balance 
of my time to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. You 
have heard about the merits; let me 
talk about the personal politics. 

I just ran over here from a hearing 
that I called at the request of the Re-
publicans on the Financial Services 
Committee because I was trying to ac-
commodate them. 

To have this brought up attacking 
our district as an ambush with no no-
tice, with no discussion when we are 
trying to do business, when I spent all 
week trying to work with this adminis-
tration, and I know all the people on 
that side didn’t like it. I am about to 
go to conference on the flood insurance 
bill, and a number of Members on both 
sides of the aisle have come to me and 
said we have this issue and that issue. 
I have promised to give every consider-
ation. 

To have this kind of a political at-
tack on an important issue to our dis-
trict with no notice in the midst of our 
trying to conduct other business is not 
worthy of the traditions of this House. 
And I would be glad to discuss this at 
other times. 

But I would just advise that if this is 
the precedent that we are setting, that 
we no longer decide that a Member 
knows best what is in his or her dis-
trict, I will be glad to learn that today. 

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. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a re-
corded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 151, noes 268, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 5, not voting 10, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 529] 

AYES—151 

Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
English (PA) 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Flake 
Forbes 

Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Mack 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 

Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
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NOES—268 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 

Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Heller 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 

Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wittman (VA) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—5 

Aderholt 
Bonner 

Everett 
Rogers (AL) 

Weller 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bishop (UT) 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Cannon 
Cubin 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 

LaHood 
Ortiz 
Rush 

MOMENT OF SILENCE OBSERVED IN MEMORY OF 
OFFICER JACOB J. CHESTNUT AND DETECTIVE 
JOHN M. GIBSON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ELLSWORTH) (during the vote). Pursu-
ant to the Chair’s announcement of 
earlier today, the House will now ob-
serve a moment of silence in memory 
of Officer Jacob J. Chestnut and Detec-
tive John M. Gibson. 

Will all present please rise for a mo-
ment of silence. 

b 1542 

Messrs. PASTOR, RAMSTAD, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mrs. CAPPS, Messrs. 
FERGUSON, KING of New York, MAN-
ZULLO and RANGEL changed their 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SCHIFF). 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. POE. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand 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 367, nays 55, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 530] 

YEAS—367 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 

Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 

DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 

Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 

Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—55 

Aderholt 
Bilbray 
Bonner 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Campbell (CA) 
Coble 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Deal (GA) 
Doolittle 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 

Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Hoekstra 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Mack 
Marchant 
McHenry 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 

Moran (KS) 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Pence 
Pickering 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
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Shadegg 
Smith (NE) 
Stearns 

Tancredo 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 

Weldon (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Bishop (UT) 
Boehner 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Cannon 
Cubin 
Hinojosa 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 

LaHood 
Ortiz 
Rush 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members have 2 minutes re-
maining to cast their votes. 

b 1553 

Mr. WELDON of Florida and Mr. 
HOEKSTRA changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 3999, NA-
TIONAL HIGHWAY BRIDGE RE-
CONSTRUCTION AND INSPECTION 
ACT OF 2008 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of H.R. 3999, the Clerk be author-
ized to correct section numbers, punc-
tuation, cross-references, and to make 
such other technical and conforming 
changes as may be necessary to accu-
rately reflect the actions of the House. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

TOM LANTOS AND HENRY J. HYDE 
UNITED STATES GLOBAL LEAD-
ERSHIP AGAINST HIV/AIDS, TU-
BERCULOSIS, AND MALARIA RE-
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2008 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 1362, I call from 
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 5501) 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013 to provide as-
sistance to foreign countries to combat 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria, 
and for other purposes, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration in the House. 

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

Clerk will designate the Senate amend-
ment. 

The text of the Senate amendment is 
as follows: 

Senate amendment: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United 
States Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthorization 
Act of 2008’’. 

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

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 

Sec. 3. Definitions. 
Sec. 4. Purpose. 
Sec. 5. Authority to consolidate and combine re-

ports. 
TITLE I—POLICY PLANNING AND 

COORDINATION 
Sec. 101. Development of an updated, com-

prehensive, 5-year, global strat-
egy. 

Sec. 102. Interagency working group. 
Sec. 103. Sense of Congress. 
TITLE II—SUPPORT FOR MULTILATERAL 

FUNDS, PROGRAMS, AND PUBLIC-PRI-
VATE PARTNERSHIPS 

Sec. 201. Voluntary contributions to inter-
national vaccine funds. 

Sec. 202. Participation in the Global Fund to 
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and 
Malaria. 

Sec. 203. Research on methods for women to 
prevent transmission of HIV and 
other diseases. 

Sec. 204. Combating HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria by strengthening 
health policies and health systems 
of partner countries. 

Sec. 205. Facilitating effective operations of the 
Centers for Disease Control. 

Sec. 206. Facilitating vaccine development. 
TITLE III—BILATERAL EFFORTS 

Subtitle A—General Assistance and Programs 
Sec. 301. Assistance to combat HIV/AIDS. 
Sec. 302. Assistance to combat tuberculosis. 
Sec. 303. Assistance to combat malaria. 
Sec. 304. Malaria Response Coordinator. 
Sec. 305. Amendment to Immigration and Na-

tionality Act. 
Sec. 306. Clerical amendment. 
Sec. 307. Requirements. 
Sec. 308. Annual report on prevention of moth-

er-to-child transmission of HIV. 
Sec. 309. Prevention of mother-to-child trans-

mission expert panel. 
TITLE IV—FUNDING ALLOCATIONS 

Sec. 401. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 402. Sense of Congress. 
Sec. 403. Allocation of funds. 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
Sec. 501. Machine readable visa fees. 
TITLE VI—EMERGENCY PLAN FOR INDIAN 

SAFETY AND HEALTH 
Sec. 601. Emergency plan for Indian safety and 

health. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Section 2 of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7601) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(29) On May 27, 2003, the President signed 
this Act into law, launching the largest inter-
national public health program of its kind ever 
created. 

‘‘(30) Between 2003 and 2008, the United 
States, through the President’s Emergency Plan 
for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and in conjunction 
with other bilateral programs and the multilat-
eral Global Fund has helped to— 

‘‘(A) provide antiretroviral therapy for over 
1,900,000 people; 

‘‘(B) ensure that over 150,000 infants, most of 
whom would have likely been infected with HIV 
during pregnancy or childbirth, were not in-
fected; and 

‘‘(C) provide palliative care and HIV preven-
tion assistance to millions of other people. 

‘‘(31) While United States leadership in the 
battles against HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and ma-
laria has had an enormous impact, these dis-
eases continue to take a terrible toll on the 
human race. 

‘‘(32) According to the 2007 AIDS Epidemic 
Update of the Joint United Nations Programme 
on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS)— 

‘‘(A) an estimated 2,100,000 people died of 
AIDS-related causes in 2007; and 

‘‘(B) an estimated 2,500,000 people were newly 
infected with HIV during that year. 

‘‘(33) According to the World Health Organi-
zation, malaria kills more than 1,000,000 people 
per year, 70 percent of whom are children under 
5 years of age. 

‘‘(34) According to the World Health Organi-
zation, 1⁄3 of the world’s population is infected 
with the tuberculosis bacterium, and tuber-
culosis is 1 of the greatest infectious causes of 
death of adults worldwide, killing 1,600,000 peo-
ple per year. 

‘‘(35) Efforts to promote abstinence, fidelity, 
the correct and consistent use of condoms, the 
delay of sexual debut, and the reduction of con-
current sexual partners represent important ele-
ments of strategies to prevent the transmission 
of HIV/AIDS. 

‘‘(36) According to UNAIDS— 
‘‘(A) women and girls make up nearly 60 per-

cent of persons in sub-Saharan Africa who are 
HIV positive; 

‘‘(B) women and girls are more biologically, 
economically, and socially vulnerable to HIV in-
fection; and 

‘‘(C) gender issues are critical components in 
the effort to prevent HIV/AIDS and to care for 
those affected by the disease. 

‘‘(37) Children who have lost a parent to HIV/ 
AIDS, who are otherwise directly affected by 
the disease, or who live in areas of high HIV 
prevalence may be vulnerable to the disease or 
its socioeconomic effects. 

‘‘(38) Lack of health capacity, including in-
sufficient personnel and inadequate infrastruc-
ture, in sub-Saharan Africa and other regions of 
the world is a critical barrier that limits the ef-
fectiveness of efforts to combat HIV/AIDS, tu-
berculosis, and malaria, and to achieve other 
global health goals. 

‘‘(39) On March 30, 2007, the Institute of Med-
icine of the National Academies released a re-
port entitled ‘PEPFAR Implementation: 
Progress and Promise’, which found that budget 
allocations setting percentage levels for spend-
ing on prevention, care, and treatment and for 
certain subsets of activities within the preven-
tion category— 

‘‘(A) have ‘adversely affected implementation 
of the U.S. Global AIDS Initiative’; 

‘‘(B) have inhibited comprehensive, inte-
grated, evidence based approaches; 

‘‘(C) ‘have been counterproductive’; 
‘‘(D) ‘may have been helpful initially in en-

suring a balance of attention to activities within 
the 4 categories of prevention, treatment, care, 
and orphans and vulnerable children’; 

‘‘(E) ‘have also limited PEPFAR’s ability to 
tailor its activities in each country to the local 
epidemic and to coordinate with the level of ac-
tivities in the countries’ national plans’; and 

‘‘(F) should be removed by Congress and re-
placed with more appropriate mechanisms 
that— 

‘‘(i) ‘ensure accountability for results from 
Country Teams to the U.S. Global AIDS Coordi-
nator and to Congress’; and 

‘‘(ii) ‘ensure that spending is directly linked 
to and commensurate with necessary efforts to 
achieve both country and overall performance 
targets for prevention, treatment, care, and or-
phans and vulnerable children’. 

‘‘(40) The United States Government has en-
dorsed the principles of harmonization in co-
ordinating efforts to combat HIV/AIDS com-
monly referred to as the ‘Three Ones’, which in-
cludes— 

‘‘(A) 1 agreed HIV/AIDS action framework 
that provides the basis for coordination of the 
work of all partners; 

‘‘(B) 1 national HIV/AIDS coordinating au-
thority, with a broadbased multisectoral man-
date; and 

‘‘(C) 1 agreed HIV/AIDS country-level moni-
toring and evaluating system. 

‘‘(41) In the Abuja Declaration on HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis and Other Related Infectious Dis-
eases, of April 26–27, 2001 (referred to in this Act 
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as the ‘Abuja Declaration’), the Heads of State 
and Government of the Organization of African 
Unity (OAU)— 

‘‘(A) declared that they would ‘place the fight 
against HIV/AIDS at the forefront and as the 
highest priority issue in our respective national 
development plans’; 

‘‘(B) committed ‘TO TAKE PERSONAL RE-
SPONSIBILITY AND PROVIDE LEADERSHIP 
for the activities of the National AIDS Commis-
sions/Councils’; 

‘‘(C) resolved ‘to lead from the front the battle 
against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and Other Re-
lated Infectious Diseases by personally ensuring 
that such bodies were properly convened in mo-
bilizing our societies as a whole and providing 
focus for unified national policymaking and 
programme implementation, ensuring coordina-
tion of all sectors at all levels with a gender per-
spective and respect for human rights, particu-
larly to ensure equal rights for people living 
with HIV/AIDS’; and 

‘‘(D) pledged ‘to set a target of allocating at 
least 15% of our annual budget to the improve-
ment of the health sector’.’’. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 3 of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7602) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Committee 
on International Relations’’ and inserting 
‘‘Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate, and the Committee on Ap-
propriations’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-
graph (12); 

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(5), as paragraphs (4) through (6), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) GLOBAL AIDS COORDINATOR.—The term 
‘Global AIDS Coordinator’ means the Coordi-
nator of United States Government Activities to 
Combat HIV/AIDS Globally.’’; and 

(5) by inserting after paragraph (6), as redes-
ignated, the following: 

‘‘(7) IMPACT EVALUATION RESEARCH.—The 
term ‘impact evaluation research’ means the ap-
plication of research methods and statistical 
analysis to measure the extent to which change 
in a population-based outcome can be attributed 
to program intervention instead of other envi-
ronmental factors. 

‘‘(8) OPERATIONS RESEARCH.—The term ‘oper-
ations research’ means the application of social 
science research methods, statistical analysis, 
and other appropriate scientific methods to 
judge, compare, and improve policies and pro-
gram outcomes, from the earliest stages of defin-
ing and designing programs through their devel-
opment and implementation, with the objective 
of the rapid dissemination of conclusions and 
concrete impact on programming. 

‘‘(9) PARAPROFESSIONAL.—The term ‘para-
professional’ means an individual who is 
trained and employed as a health agent for the 
provision of basic assistance in the identifica-
tion, prevention, or treatment of illness or dis-
ability. 

‘‘(10) PARTNER GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘part-
ner government’ means a government with 
which the United States is working to provide 
assistance to combat HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, or 
malaria on behalf of people living within the ju-
risdiction of such government. 

‘‘(11) PROGRAM MONITORING.—The term ‘pro-
gram monitoring’ means the collection, analysis, 
and use of routine program data to determine— 

‘‘(A) how well a program is carried out; and 
‘‘(B) how much the program costs.’’. 

SEC. 4. PURPOSE. 
Section 4 of the United States Leadership 

Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7603) is amended to read 
as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 4. PURPOSE. 

‘‘The purpose of this Act is to strengthen and 
enhance United States leadership and the effec-

tiveness of the United States response to the 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria pandemics 
and other related and preventable infectious 
diseases as part of the overall United States 
health and development agenda by— 

‘‘(1) establishing comprehensive, coordinated, 
and integrated 5-year, global strategies to com-
bat HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria by— 

‘‘(A) building on progress and successes to 
date; 

‘‘(B) improving harmonization of United 
States efforts with national strategies of partner 
governments and other public and private enti-
ties; and 

‘‘(C) emphasizing capacity building initiatives 
in order to promote a transition toward greater 
sustainability through the support of country- 
driven efforts; 

‘‘(2) providing increased resources for bilateral 
and multilateral efforts to fight HIV/AIDS, tu-
berculosis, and malaria as integrated compo-
nents of United States development assistance; 

‘‘(3) intensifying efforts to— 
‘‘(A) prevent HIV infection; 
‘‘(B) ensure the continued support for, and 

expanded access to, treatment and care pro-
grams; 

‘‘(C) enhance the effectiveness of prevention, 
treatment, and care programs; and 

‘‘(D) address the particular vulnerabilities of 
girls and women; 

‘‘(4) encouraging the expansion of private sec-
tor efforts and expanding public-private sector 
partnerships to combat HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria; 

‘‘(5) reinforcing efforts to— 
‘‘(A) develop safe and effective vaccines, 

microbicides, and other prevention and treat-
ment technologies; and 

‘‘(B) improve diagnostics capabilities for HIV/ 
AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria; and 

‘‘(6) helping partner countries to— 
‘‘(A) strengthen health systems; 
‘‘(B) expand health workforce; and 
‘‘(C) address infrastructural weaknesses.’’. 

SEC. 5. AUTHORITY TO CONSOLIDATE AND COM-
BINE REPORTS. 

Section 5 of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7604) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘, with the exception of the 5-year strat-
egy’’ before the period at the end. 

TITLE I—POLICY PLANNING AND 
COORDINATION 

SEC. 101. DEVELOPMENT OF AN UPDATED, COM-
PREHENSIVE, 5-YEAR, GLOBAL 
STRATEGY. 

(a) STRATEGY.—Section 101(a) of the United 
States Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 
7611(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) STRATEGY.—The President shall establish 
a comprehensive, integrated, 5-year strategy to 
expand and improve efforts to combat global 
HIV/AIDS. This strategy shall— 

‘‘(1) further strengthen the capability of the 
United States to be an effective leader of the 
international campaign against this disease and 
strengthen the capacities of nations experi-
encing HIV/AIDS epidemics to combat this dis-
ease; 

‘‘(2) maintain sufficient flexibility and remain 
responsive to— 

‘‘(A) changes in the epidemic; 
‘‘(B) challenges facing partner countries in 

developing and implementing an effective na-
tional response; and 

‘‘(C) evidence-based improvements and inno-
vations in the prevention, care, and treatment 
of HIV/AIDS; 

‘‘(3) situate United States efforts to combat 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria within the 
broader United States global health and devel-
opment agenda, establishing a roadmap to link 
investments in specific disease programs to the 
broader goals of strengthening health systems 
and infrastructure and to integrate and coordi-

nate HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, or malaria pro-
grams with other health or development pro-
grams, as appropriate; 

‘‘(4) provide a plan to— 
‘‘(A) prevent 12,000,000 new HIV infections 

worldwide; 
‘‘(B) support— 
‘‘(i) the increase in the number of individuals 

with HIV/AIDS receiving antiretroviral treat-
ment above the goal established under section 
402(a)(3) and increased pursuant to paragraphs 
(1) through (3) of section 403(d); and 

‘‘(ii) additional treatment through coordi-
nated multilateral efforts; 

‘‘(C) support care for 12,000,000 individuals in-
fected with or affected by HIV/AIDS, including 
5,000,000 orphans and vulnerable children af-
fected by HIV/AIDS, with an emphasis on pro-
moting a comprehensive, coordinated system of 
services to be integrated throughout the con-
tinuum of care; 

‘‘(D) help partner countries in the effort to 
achieve goals of 80 percent access to counseling, 
testing, and treatment to prevent the trans-
mission of HIV from mother to child, empha-
sizing a continuum of care model; 

‘‘(E) help partner countries to provide care 
and treatment services to children with HIV in 
proportion to their percentage within the HIV- 
infected population in each country; 

‘‘(F) promote preservice training for health 
professionals designed to strengthen the capac-
ity of institutions to develop and implement 
policies for training health workers to combat 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria; 

‘‘(G) equip teachers with skills needed for 
HIV/AIDS prevention and support for persons 
with, or affected by, HIV/AIDS; 

‘‘(H) provide and share best practices for com-
bating HIV/AIDS with health professionals; 

‘‘(I) promote pediatric HIV/AIDS training for 
physicians, nurses, and other health care work-
ers, through public-private partnerships if pos-
sible, including through the designation, if ap-
propriate, of centers of excellence for training in 
pediatric HIV/AIDS prevention, care, and treat-
ment in partner countries; and 

‘‘(J) help partner countries to train and sup-
port retention of health care professionals and 
paraprofessionals, with the target of training 
and retaining at least 140,000 new health care 
professionals and paraprofessionals with an em-
phasis on training and in country deployment 
of critically needed doctors and nurses and to 
strengthen capacities in developing countries, 
especially in sub-Saharan Africa, to deliver pri-
mary health care with the objective of helping 
countries achieve staffing levels of at least 2.3 
doctors, nurses, and midwives per 1,000 popu-
lation, as called for by the World Health Orga-
nization; 

‘‘(5) include multisectoral approaches and 
specific strategies to treat individuals infected 
with HIV/AIDS and to prevent the further 
transmission of HIV infections, with a par-
ticular focus on the needs of families with chil-
dren (including the prevention of mother-to- 
child transmission), women, young people, or-
phans, and vulnerable children; 

‘‘(6) establish a timetable with annual global 
treatment targets with country-level benchmarks 
for antiretroviral treatment; 

‘‘(7) expand the integration of timely and rel-
evant research within the prevention, care, and 
treatment of HIV/AIDS; 

‘‘(8) include a plan for program monitoring, 
operations research, and impact evaluation and 
for the dissemination of a best practices report 
to highlight findings; 

‘‘(9) support the in-country or intra-regional 
training, preferably through public-private 
partnerships, of scientific investigators, man-
agers, and other staff who are capable of pro-
moting the systematic uptake of clinical re-
search findings and other evidence-based inter-
ventions into routine practice, with the goal of 
improving the quality, effectiveness, and local 
leadership of HIV/AIDS health care; 
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‘‘(10) expand and accelerate research on and 

development of HIV/AIDS prevention methods 
for women, including enhancing inter-agency 
collaboration, staffing, and organizational in-
frastructure dedicated to microbicide research; 

‘‘(11) provide for consultation with local lead-
ers and officials to develop prevention strategies 
and programs that are tailored to the unique 
needs of each country and community and tar-
geted particularly toward those most at risk of 
acquiring HIV infection; 

‘‘(12) make the reduction of HIV/AIDS behav-
ioral risks a priority of all prevention efforts 
by— 

‘‘(A) promoting abstinence from sexual activ-
ity and encouraging monogamy and faithful-
ness; 

‘‘(B) encouraging the correct and consistent 
use of male and female condoms and increasing 
the availability of, and access to, these commod-
ities; 

‘‘(C) promoting the delay of sexual debut and 
the reduction of multiple concurrent sexual 
partners; 

‘‘(D) promoting education for discordant cou-
ples (where an individual is infected with HIV 
and the other individual is uninfected or whose 
status is unknown) about safer sex practices; 

‘‘(E) promoting voluntary counseling and test-
ing, addiction therapy, and other prevention 
and treatment tools for illicit injection drug 
users and other substance abusers; 

‘‘(F) educating men and boys about the risks 
of procuring sex commercially and about the 
need to end violent behavior toward women and 
girls; 

‘‘(G) supporting partner country and commu-
nity efforts to identify and address social, eco-
nomic, or cultural factors, such as migration, 
urbanization, conflict, gender-based violence, 
lack of empowerment for women, and transpor-
tation patterns, which directly contribute to the 
transmission of HIV; 

‘‘(H) supporting comprehensive programs to 
promote alternative livelihoods, safety, and so-
cial reintegration strategies for commercial sex 
workers and their families; 

‘‘(I) promoting cooperation with law enforce-
ment to prosecute offenders of trafficking, rape, 
and sexual assault crimes with the goal of elimi-
nating such crimes; and 

‘‘(J) working to eliminate rape, gender-based 
violence, sexual assault, and the sexual exploi-
tation of women and children; 

‘‘(13) include programs to reduce the trans-
mission of HIV, particularly addressing the 
heightened vulnerabilities of women and girls to 
HIV in many countries; and 

‘‘(14) support other important means of pre-
venting or reducing the transmission of HIV, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(A) medical male circumcision; 
‘‘(B) the maintenance of a safe blood supply; 
‘‘(C) promoting universal precautions in for-

mal and informal health care settings; 
‘‘(D) educating the public to recognize and to 

avoid risks to contract HIV through blood expo-
sures during formal and informal health care 
and cosmetic services; 

‘‘(E) investigating suspected nosocomial infec-
tions to identify and stop further nosocomial 
transmission; and 

‘‘(F) other mechanisms to reduce the trans-
mission of HIV; 

‘‘(15) increase support for prevention of moth-
er-to-child transmission; 

‘‘(16) build capacity within the public health 
sector of developing countries by improving 
health systems and public health infrastructure 
and developing indicators to measure changes in 
broader public health sector capabilities; 

‘‘(17) increase the coordination of HIV/AIDS 
programs with development programs; 

‘‘(18) provide a framework for expanding or 
developing existing or new country or regional 
programs, including— 

‘‘(A) drafting compacts or other agreements, 
as appropriate; 

‘‘(B) establishing criteria and objectives for 
such compacts and agreements; and 

‘‘(C) promoting sustainability; 
‘‘(19) provide a plan for national and regional 

priorities for resource distribution and a global 
investment plan by region; 

‘‘(20) provide a plan to address the immediate 
and ongoing needs of women and girls, which— 

‘‘(A) addresses the vulnerabilities that con-
tribute to their elevated risk of infection; 

‘‘(B) includes specific goals and targets to ad-
dress these factors; 

‘‘(C) provides clear guidance to field missions 
to integrate gender across prevention, care, and 
treatment programs; 

‘‘(D) sets forth gender-specific indicators to 
monitor progress on outcomes and impacts of 
gender programs; 

‘‘(E) supports efforts in countries in which 
women or orphans lack inheritance rights and 
other fundamental protections to promote the 
passage, implementation, and enforcement of 
such laws; 

‘‘(F) supports life skills training, especially 
among women and girls, with the goal of reduc-
ing vulnerabilities to HIV/AIDS; 

‘‘(G) addresses and prevents gender-based vio-
lence; and 

‘‘(H) addresses the posttraumatic and psycho-
social consequences and provides postexposure 
prophylaxis protecting against HIV infection to 
victims of gender-based violence and rape; 

‘‘(21) provide a plan to— 
‘‘(A) determine the local factors that may put 

men and boys at elevated risk of contracting or 
transmitting HIV; 

‘‘(B) address male norms and behaviors to re-
duce these risks, including by reducing alcohol 
abuse; 

‘‘(C) promote responsible male behavior; and 
‘‘(D) promote male participation and leader-

ship at the community level in efforts to promote 
HIV prevention, reduce stigma, promote partici-
pation in voluntary counseling and testing, and 
provide care, treatment, and support for persons 
with HIV/AIDS; 

‘‘(22) provide a plan to address the 
vulnerabilities and needs of orphans and chil-
dren who are vulnerable to, or affected by, HIV/ 
AIDS; 

‘‘(23) encourage partner countries to develop 
health care curricula and promote access to 
training tailored to individuals receiving serv-
ices through, or exiting from, existing programs 
geared to orphans and vulnerable children; 

‘‘(24) provide a framework to work with inter-
national actors and partner countries toward 
universal access to HIV/AIDS prevention, treat-
ment, and care programs, recognizing that pre-
vention is of particular importance; 

‘‘(25) enhance the coordination of United 
States bilateral efforts to combat global HIV/ 
AIDS with other major public and private enti-
ties; 

‘‘(26) enhance the attention given to the na-
tional strategic HIV/AIDS plans of countries re-
ceiving United States assistance by— 

‘‘(A) reviewing the planning and pro-
grammatic decisions associated with that assist-
ance; and 

‘‘(B) helping to strengthen such national 
strategies, if necessary; 

‘‘(27) support activities described in the Global 
Plan to Stop TB, including— 

‘‘(A) expanding and enhancing the coverage 
of the Directly Observed Treatment Short-course 
(DOTS) in order to treat individuals infected 
with tuberculosis and HIV, including multi-drug 
resistant or extensively drug resistant tuber-
culosis; and 

‘‘(B) improving coordination and integration 
of HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis programming; 

‘‘(28) ensure coordination between the Global 
AIDS Coordinator and the Malaria Coordinator 
and address issues of comorbidity between HIV/ 
AIDS and malaria; and 

‘‘(29) include a longer term estimate of the 
projected resource needs, progress toward great-

er sustainability and country ownership of HIV/ 
AIDS programs, and the anticipated role of the 
United States in the global effort to combat HIV/ 
AIDS during the 10-year period beginning on 
October 1, 2013.’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Section 101(b) of such Act (22 
U.S.C. 7611(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1, 

2009, the President shall submit a report to the 
appropriate congressional committees that sets 
forth the strategy described in subsection (a). 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall include a discussion of the 
following elements: 

‘‘(A) The purpose, scope, methodology, and 
general and specific objectives of the strategy. 

‘‘(B) The problems, risks, and threats to the 
successful pursuit of the strategy. 

‘‘(C) The desired goals, objectives, activities, 
and outcome-related performance measures of 
the strategy. 

‘‘(D) A description of future costs and re-
sources needed to carry out the strategy. 

‘‘(E) A delineation of United States Govern-
ment roles, responsibility, and coordination 
mechanisms of the strategy. 

‘‘(F) A description of the strategy— 
‘‘(i) to promote harmonization of United 

States assistance with that of other inter-
national, national, and private actors as eluci-
dated in the ‘Three Ones’; and 

‘‘(ii) to address existing challenges in harmo-
nization and alignment. 

‘‘(G) A description of the manner in which the 
strategy will— 

‘‘(i) further the development and implementa-
tion of the national multisectoral strategic HIV/ 
AIDS frameworks of partner governments; and 

‘‘(ii) enhance the centrality, effectiveness, and 
sustainability of those national plans. 

‘‘(H) A description of how the strategy will 
seek to achieve the specific targets described in 
subsection (a) and other targets, as appropriate. 

‘‘(I) A description of, and rationale for, the 
timetable for annual global treatment targets 
with country-level estimates of numbers of per-
sons in need of antiretroviral treatment, coun-
try-level benchmarks for United States support 
for assistance for antiretroviral treatment, and 
numbers of persons enrolled in antiretroviral 
treatment programs receiving United States sup-
port. If global benchmarks are not achieved 
within the reporting period, the report shall in-
clude a description of steps being taken to en-
sure that global benchmarks will be achieved 
and a detailed breakdown and justification of 
spending priorities in countries in which bench-
marks are not being met, including a description 
of other donor or national support for 
antiretroviral treatment in the country, if ap-
propriate. 

‘‘(J) A description of how operations research 
is addressed in the strategy and how such re-
search can most effectively be integrated into 
care, treatment, and prevention activities in 
order to— 

‘‘(i) improve program quality and efficiency; 
‘‘(ii) ascertain cost effectiveness; 
‘‘(iii) ensure transparency and accountability; 
‘‘(iv) assess population-based impact; 
‘‘(v) disseminate findings and best practices; 

and 
‘‘(vi) optimize delivery of services. 
‘‘(K) An analysis of United States-assisted 

strategies to prevent the transmission of HIV/ 
AIDS, including methodologies to promote absti-
nence, monogamy, faithfulness, the correct and 
consistent use of male and female condoms, re-
ductions in concurrent sexual partners, and 
delay of sexual debut, and of intended moni-
toring and evaluation approaches to measure 
the effectiveness of prevention programs and en-
sure that they are targeted to appropriate audi-
ences. 

‘‘(L) Within the analysis required under sub-
paragraph (K), an examination of additional 
planned means of preventing the transmission of 
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HIV including medical male circumcision, main-
tenance of a safe blood supply, public education 
about risks to acquire HIV infection from blood 
exposures, promotion of universal precautions, 
investigation of suspected nosocomial infections 
and other tools. 

‘‘(M) A description of efforts to assist partner 
country and community to identify and address 
social, economic, or cultural factors, such as mi-
gration, urbanization, conflict, gender-based vi-
olence, lack of empowerment for women, and 
transportation patterns, which directly con-
tribute to the transmission of HIV. 

‘‘(N) A description of the specific targets, 
goals, and strategies developed to address the 
needs and vulnerabilities of women and girls to 
HIV/AIDS, including— 

‘‘(i) activities directed toward men and boys; 
‘‘(ii) activities to enhance educational, micro-

finance, and livelihood opportunities for women 
and girls; 

‘‘(iii) activities to promote and protect the 
legal empowerment of women, girls, and or-
phans and vulnerable children; 

‘‘(iv) programs targeted toward gender-based 
violence and sexual coercion; 

‘‘(v) strategies to meet the particular needs of 
adolescents; 

‘‘(vi) assistance for victims of rape, sexual 
abuse, assault, exploitation, and trafficking; 
and 

‘‘(vii) programs to prevent alcohol abuse. 
‘‘(O) A description of strategies to address 

male norms and behaviors that contribute to the 
transmission of HIV, to promote responsible 
male behavior, and to promote male participa-
tion and leadership in HIV/AIDS prevention, 
care, treatment, and voluntary counseling and 
testing. 

‘‘(P) A description of strategies— 
‘‘(i) to address the needs of orphans and vul-

nerable children, including an analysis of— 
‘‘(I) factors contributing to children’s vulner-

ability to HIV/AIDS; and 
‘‘(II) vulnerabilities caused by the impact of 

HIV/AIDS on children and their families; and 
‘‘(ii) in areas of higher HIV/AIDS prevalence, 

to promote a community-based approach to vul-
nerability, maximizing community input into de-
termining which children participate. 

‘‘(Q) A description of capacity-building efforts 
undertaken by countries themselves, including 
adherents of the Abuja Declaration and an as-
sessment of the impact of International Mone-
tary Fund macroeconomic and fiscal policies on 
national and donor investments in health. 

‘‘(R) A description of the strategy to— 
‘‘(i) strengthen capacity building within the 

public health sector; 
‘‘(ii) improve health care in those countries; 
‘‘(iii) help countries to develop and implement 

national health workforce strategies; 
‘‘(iv) strive to achieve goals in training, re-

taining, and effectively deploying health staff; 
‘‘(v) promote the use of codes of conduct for 

ethical recruiting practices for health care 
workers; and 

‘‘(vi) increase the sustainability of health pro-
grams. 

‘‘(S) A description of the criteria for selection, 
objectives, methodology, and structure of com-
pacts or other framework agreements with coun-
tries or regional organizations, including— 

‘‘(i) the role of civil society; 
‘‘(ii) the degree of transparency; 
‘‘(iii) benchmarks for success of such compacts 

or agreements; and 
‘‘(iv) the relationship between such compacts 

or agreements and the national HIV/AIDS and 
public health strategies and commitments of 
partner countries. 

‘‘(T) A strategy to better coordinate HIV/AIDS 
assistance with nutrition and food assistance 
programs. 

‘‘(U) A description of transnational or re-
gional initiatives to combat regionalized 
epidemics in highly affected areas such as the 
Caribbean. 

‘‘(V) A description of planned resource dis-
tribution and global investment by region. 

‘‘(W) A description of coordination efforts in 
order to better implement the Stop TB Strategy 
and to address the problem of coinfection of 
HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis and of projected 
challenges or barriers to successful implementa-
tion. 

‘‘(X) A description of coordination efforts to 
address malaria and comorbidity with malaria 
and HIV/AIDS.’’. 

(c) STUDY.—Section 101(c) of such Act (22 
U.S.C. 7611(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) STUDY OF PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVE-
MENT OF POLICY OBJECTIVES.— 

‘‘(1) DESIGN AND BUDGET PLAN FOR DATA 
EVALUATION.—The Global AIDS Coordinator 
shall enter into a contract with the Institute of 
Medicine of the National Academies that pro-
vides that not later than 18 months after the 
date of the enactment of the Tom Lantos and 
Henry J. Hyde United States Global Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Reauthorization Act of 2008, the Institute, in 
consultation with the Global AIDS Coordinator 
and other relevant parties representing the pub-
lic and private sector, shall provide the Global 
AIDS Coordinator with a design plan and budg-
et for the evaluation and collection of baseline 
and subsequent data to address the elements set 
forth in paragraph (2)(B). The Global AIDS Co-
ordinator shall submit the budget and design 
plan to the appropriate congressional commit-
tees. 

‘‘(2) STUDY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4 years 

after the date of the enactment of the Tom Lan-
tos and Henry J. Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008, the 
Institute of Medicine of the National Academies 
shall publish a study that includes— 

‘‘(i) an assessment of the performance of 
United States-assisted global HIV/AIDS pro-
grams; and 

‘‘(ii) an evaluation of the impact on health of 
prevention, treatment, and care efforts that are 
supported by United States funding, including 
multilateral and bilateral programs involving 
joint operations. 

‘‘(B) CONTENT.—The study conducted under 
this paragraph shall include— 

‘‘(i) an assessment of progress toward preven-
tion, treatment, and care targets; 

‘‘(ii) an assessment of the effects on health 
systems, including on the financing and man-
agement of health systems and the quality of 
service delivery and staffing; 

‘‘(iii) an assessment of efforts to address gen-
der-specific aspects of HIV/AIDS, including gen-
der related constraints to accessing services and 
addressing underlying social and economic 
vulnerabilities of women and men; 

‘‘(iv) an evaluation of the impact of treatment 
and care programs on 5-year survival rates, 
drug adherence, and the emergence of drug re-
sistance; 

‘‘(v) an evaluation of the impact of prevention 
programs on HIV incidence in relevant popu-
lation groups; 

‘‘(vi) an evaluation of the impact on child 
health and welfare of interventions authorized 
under this Act on behalf of orphans and vulner-
able children; 

‘‘(vii) an evaluation of the impact of programs 
and activities authorized in this Act on child 
mortality; and 

‘‘(viii) recommendations for improving the 
programs referred to in subparagraph (A)(i). 

‘‘(C) METHODOLOGIES.—Assessments and im-
pact evaluations conducted under the study 
shall utilize sound statistical methods and tech-
niques for the behavioral sciences, including 
random assignment methodologies as feasible. 
Qualitative data on process variables should be 
used for assessments and impact evaluations, 
wherever possible. 

‘‘(3) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The Institute of 
Medicine may enter into contracts or coopera-

tive agreements or award grants to conduct the 
study under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the study 
under this subsection.’’. 

(d) REPORT.—Section 101 of such Act, as 
amended by this section, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(d) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 3 

years after the date of the enactment of the Tom 
Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008, the 
Comptroller General of the United States shall 
submit a report on the global HIV/AIDS pro-
grams of the United States to the appropriate 
congressional committees. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

‘‘(A) a description and assessment of the mon-
itoring and evaluation practices and policies in 
place for these programs; 

‘‘(B) an assessment of coordination within 
Federal agencies involved in these programs, ex-
amining both internal coordination within these 
programs and integration with the larger global 
health and development agenda of the United 
States; 

‘‘(C) an assessment of procurement policies 
and practices within these programs; 

‘‘(D) an assessment of harmonization with na-
tional government HIV/AIDS and public health 
strategies as well as other international efforts; 

‘‘(E) an assessment of the impact of global 
HIV/AIDS funding and programs on other 
United States global health programming; and 

‘‘(F) recommendations for improving the glob-
al HIV/AIDS programs of the United States. 

‘‘(e) BEST PRACTICES REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date of the enactment of the Tom Lantos 
and Henry J. Hyde United States Global Leader-
ship Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria Reauthorization Act of 2008, and annually 
thereafter, the Global AIDS Coordinator shall 
publish a best practices report that highlights 
the programs receiving financial assistance from 
the United States that have the potential for 
replication or adaption, particularly at a low 
cost, across global AIDS programs, including 
those that focus on both generalized and local-
ized epidemics. 

‘‘(2) DISSEMINATION OF FINDINGS.— 
‘‘(A) PUBLICATION ON INTERNET WEBSITE.— 

The Global AIDS Coordinator shall disseminate 
the full findings of the annual best practices re-
port on the Internet website of the Office of the 
Global AIDS Coordinator. 

‘‘(B) DISSEMINATION GUIDANCE.—The Global 
AIDS Coordinator shall develop guidance to en-
sure timely submission and dissemination of sig-
nificant information regarding best practices 
with respect to global AIDS programs. 

‘‘(f) INSPECTORS GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) OVERSIGHT PLAN.— 
‘‘(A) DEVELOPMENT.—The Inspectors General 

of the Department of State and Broadcasting 
Board of Governors, the Department of Health 
and Human Services, and the United States 
Agency for International Development shall 
jointly develop 5 coordinated annual plans for 
oversight activity in each of the fiscal years 2009 
through 2013, with regard to the programs au-
thorized under this Act and sections 104A, 104B, 
and 104C of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(22 U.S.C. 2151b–2, 2151b–3, and 2151b–4). 

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—The plans developed under 
subparagraph (A) shall include a schedule for 
financial audits, inspections, and performance 
reviews, as appropriate. 

‘‘(C) DEADLINE.— 
‘‘(i) INITIAL PLAN.—The first plan developed 

under subparagraph (A) shall be completed not 
later than the later of— 

‘‘(I) September 1, 2008; or 
‘‘(II) 60 days after the date of the enactment 

of the Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United 
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States Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthorization Act 
of 2008. 

‘‘(ii) SUBSEQUENT PLANS.—Each of the last 
four plans developed under subparagraph (A) 
shall be completed not later than 30 days before 
each of the fiscal years 2010 through 2013, re-
spectively. 

‘‘(2) COORDINATION.—In order to avoid dupli-
cation and maximize efficiency, the Inspectors 
General described in paragraph (1) shall coordi-
nate their activities with— 

‘‘(A) the Government Accountability Office; 
and 

‘‘(B) the Inspectors General of the Department 
of Commerce, the Department of Defense, the 
Department of Labor, and the Peace Corps, as 
appropriate, pursuant to the 2004 Memorandum 
of Agreement Coordinating Audit Coverage of 
Programs and Activities Implementing the Presi-
dent’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief, or any 
successor agreement. 

‘‘(3) FUNDING.—The Global AIDS Coordinator 
and the Coordinator of the United States Gov-
ernment Activities to Combat Malaria Globally 
shall make available necessary funds not ex-
ceeding $15,000,000 during the 5-year period be-
ginning on October 1, 2008 to the Inspectors 
General described in paragraph (1) for the au-
dits, inspections, and reviews described in that 
paragraph.’’. 

(e) ANNUAL STUDY; MESSAGE.—Section 101 of 
such Act, as amended by this section, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(g) ANNUAL STUDY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than September 

30, 2009, and annually thereafter through Sep-
tember 30, 2013, the Global AIDS Coordinator 
shall complete a study of treatment providers 
that— 

‘‘(A) represents a range of countries and serv-
ice environments; 

‘‘(B) estimates the per-patient cost of 
antiretroviral HIV/AIDS treatment and the care 
of people with HIV/AIDS not receiving 
antiretroviral treatment, including a comparison 
of the costs for equivalent services provided by 
programs not receiving assistance under this 
Act; 

‘‘(C) estimates per-patient costs across the 
program and in specific categories of service 
providers, including— 

‘‘(i) urban and rural providers; 
‘‘(ii) country-specific providers; and 
‘‘(iii) other subcategories, as appropriate. 
‘‘(2) PUBLICATION.—Not later than 90 days 

after the completion of each study under para-
graph (1), the Global AIDS Coordinator shall 
make the results of such study available on a 
publicly accessible Web site. 

‘‘(h) MESSAGE.—The Global AIDS Coordinator 
shall develop a message, to be prominently dis-
played by each program receiving funds under 
this Act, that— 

‘‘(1) demonstrates that the program is a com-
mitment by citizens of the United States to the 
global fight against HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria; and 

‘‘(2) enhances awareness by program recipi-
ents that the program is an effort on behalf of 
the citizens of the United States.’’. 
SEC. 102. INTERAGENCY WORKING GROUP. 

Section 1(f)(2) of the State Department Basic 
Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(f)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘, part-
ner country finance, health, and other relevant 
ministries,’’ after ‘‘community based organiza-
tions)’’ each place it appears; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(ii)— 
(A) by striking subclauses (IV) and (V); 
(B) by inserting after subclause (III) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(IV) Establishing an interagency working 

group on HIV/AIDS headed by the Global AIDS 
Coordinator and comprised of representatives 
from the United States Agency for International 

Development and the Department of Health and 
Human Services, for the purposes of coordina-
tion of activities relating to HIV/AIDS, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(aa) meeting regularly to review progress in 
partner countries toward HIV/AIDS prevention, 
treatment, and care objectives; 

‘‘(bb) participating in the process of identi-
fying countries to consider for increased assist-
ance based on the epidemiology of HIV/AIDS in 
those countries, including clear evidence of a 
public health threat, as well as government com-
mitment to address the HIV/AIDS problem, rel-
ative need, and coordination and joint planning 
with other significant actors; 

‘‘(cc) assisting the Coordinator in the evalua-
tion, execution, and oversight of country oper-
ational plans; 

‘‘(dd) reviewing policies that may be obstacles 
to reaching targets set forth for HIV/AIDS pre-
vention, treatment, and care; and 

‘‘(ee) consulting with representatives from ad-
ditional relevant agencies, including the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, the Health Resources 
and Services Administration, the Department of 
Labor, the Department of Agriculture, the Mil-
lennium Challenge Corporation, the Peace 
Corps, and the Department of Defense. 

‘‘(V) Coordinating overall United States HIV/ 
AIDS policy and programs, including ensuring 
the coordination of relevant executive branch 
agency activities in the field, with efforts led by 
partner countries, and with the assistance pro-
vided by other relevant bilateral and multilat-
eral aid agencies and other donor institutions to 
promote harmonization with other programs 
aimed at preventing and treating HIV/AIDS and 
other health challenges, improving primary 
health, addressing food security, promoting edu-
cation and development, and strengthening 
health care systems.’’; 

(C) by redesignating subclauses (VII) and 
VIII) as subclauses (IX) and (XII), respectively; 

(D) by inserting after subclause (VI) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(VII) Holding annual consultations with 
nongovernmental organizations in partner 
countries that provide services to improve 
health, and advocating on behalf of the individ-
uals with HIV/AIDS and those at particular risk 
of contracting HIV/AIDS, including organiza-
tions with members who are living with HIV/ 
AIDS. 

‘‘(VIII) Ensuring, through interagency and 
international coordination, that HIV/AIDS pro-
grams of the United States are coordinated with, 
and complementary to, the delivery of related 
global health, food security, development, and 
education.’’; 

(E) in subclause (IX), as redesignated by sub-
paragraph (C)— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘Vietnam,’’ after ‘‘Uganda,’’; 
(ii) by inserting after ‘‘of 2003’’ the following: 

‘‘and other countries in which the United States 
is implementing HIV/AIDS programs as part of 
its foreign assistance program’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘In 
designating additional countries under this sub-
paragraph, the President shall give priority to 
those countries in which there is a high preva-
lence of HIV or risk of significantly increasing 
incidence of HIV within the general population 
and inadequate financial means within the 
country.’’; 

(F) by inserting after subclause (IX), as redes-
ignated by subparagraph (C), the following: 

‘‘(X) Working with partner countries in which 
the HIV/AIDS epidemic is prevalent among in-
jection drug users to establish, as a national pri-
ority, national HIV/AIDS prevention programs. 

‘‘(XI) Working with partner countries in 
which the HIV/AIDS epidemic is prevalent 
among individuals involved in commercial sex 
acts to establish, as a national priority, national 
prevention programs, including education, vol-
untary testing, and counseling, and referral sys-
tems that link HIV/AIDS programs with pro-
grams to eradicate trafficking in persons and 
support alternatives to prostitution.’’; 

(G) in subclause (XII), as redesignated by sub-
paragraph (C), by striking ‘‘funds section’’ and 
inserting ‘‘funds appropriated for HIV/ AIDS 
assistance pursuant to the authorization of ap-
propriations under section 401 of the United 
States Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 
7671)’’; and 

(H) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(XIII) Publicizing updated drug pricing data 

to inform the purchasing decisions of pharma-
ceutical procurement partners.’’. 
SEC. 103. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

Section 102 of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7612) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(d) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

‘‘(1) full-time country level coordinators, pref-
erably with management experience, should 
head each HIV/AIDS country team for United 
States missions overseeing significant HIV/AIDS 
programs; 

‘‘(2) foreign service nationals provide criti-
cally important services in the design and imple-
mentation of United States country-level HIV/ 
AIDS programs and their skills and experience 
as public health professionals should be recog-
nized within hiring and compensation practices; 
and 

‘‘(3) staffing levels for United States country- 
level HIV/AIDS teams should be adequately 
maintained to fulfill oversight and other obliga-
tions of the positions.’’. 
TITLE II—SUPPORT FOR MULTILATERAL 

FUNDS, PROGRAMS, AND PUBLIC-PRI-
VATE PARTNERSHIPS 

SEC. 201. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
INTERNATIONAL VACCINE FUNDS. 

Section 302 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2222) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) TUBERCULOSIS VACCINE DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS.—In addition to amounts otherwise 
available under this section, there are author-
ized to be appropriated to the President such 
sums as may be necessary for each of the fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013, which shall be used for 
United States contributions to tuberculosis vac-
cine development programs, which may include 
the Aeras Global TB Vaccine Foundation.’’; 

(2) in subsection (k)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2004 through 

2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2009 through 
2013’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Vaccine Fund’’ and inserting 
‘‘GAVI Fund’’. 

(3) in subsection (l), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2009 through 2013’’; and 

(4) in subsection (m), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2009 through 2013’’. 
SEC. 202. PARTICIPATION IN THE GLOBAL FUND 

TO FIGHT AIDS, TUBERCULOSIS AND 
MALARIA. 

(a) FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Section 
202(a) of the United States Leadership Against 
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 
2003 (22 U.S.C. 7622(a)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(a) FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS.— 
‘‘(1) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following 

findings: 
‘‘(A) The establishment of the Global Fund in 

January 2002 is consistent with the general prin-
ciples for an international AIDS trust fund first 
outlined by Congress in the Global AIDS and 
Tuberculosis Relief Act of 2000 (Public Law 106– 
264). 

‘‘(B) The Global Fund is an innovative fi-
nancing mechanism which— 

‘‘(i) has made progress in many areas in com-
bating HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria; 
and 
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‘‘(ii) represents the multilateral component of 

this Act, extending United States efforts to more 
than 130 countries around the world. 

‘‘(C) The Global Fund and United States bi-
lateral assistance programs— 

‘‘(i) are demonstrating increasingly effective 
coordination, with each possessing certain com-
parative advantages in the fight against HIV/ 
AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria; and 

‘‘(ii) often work most effectively in concert 
with each other. 

‘‘(D) The United States Government— 
‘‘(i) is the largest supporter of the Global 

Fund in terms of resources and technical sup-
port; 

‘‘(ii) made the founding contribution to the 
Global Fund; and 

‘‘(iii) is fully committed to the success of the 
Global Fund as a multilateral public-private 
partnership. 

‘‘(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

‘‘(A) transparency and accountability are cru-
cial to the long-term success and viability of the 
Global Fund; 

‘‘(B) the Global Fund has made significant 
progress toward addressing concerns raised by 
the Government Accountability Office by— 

‘‘(i) improving risk assessment and risk man-
agement capabilities; 

‘‘(ii) providing clearer guidance for and over-
sight of Local Fund Agents; and 

‘‘(iii) strengthening the Office of the Inspector 
General for the Global Fund; 

‘‘(C) the provision of sufficient resources and 
authority to the Office of the Inspector General 
for the Global Fund to ensure that office has 
the staff and independence necessary to carry 
out its mandate will be a measure of the commit-
ment of the Global Fund to transparency and 
accountability; 

‘‘(D) regular, publicly published financial, 
programmatic, and reporting audits of the 
Fund, its grantees, and Local Fund Agents are 
also important benchmarks of transparency; 

‘‘(E) the Global Fund should establish and 
maintain a system to track— 

‘‘(i) the amount of funds disbursed to each 
subrecipient on the grant’s fiscal cycle; and 

‘‘(ii) the distribution of resources, by grant 
and principal recipient, for prevention, care, 
treatment, drug and commodity purchases, and 
other purposes; 

‘‘(F) relevant national authorities in recipient 
countries should exempt from duties and taxes 
all products financed by Global Fund grants 
and procured by any principal recipient or sub-
recipient for the purpose of carrying out such 
grants; 

‘‘(G) the Global Fund, UNAIDS, and the 
Global AIDS Coordinator should work together 
to standardize program indicators wherever pos-
sible; 

‘‘(H) for purposes of evaluating total amounts 
of funds contributed to the Global Fund under 
subsection (d)(4)(A)(i), the timetable for evalua-
tions of contributions from sources other than 
the United States should take into account the 
fiscal calendars of other major contributors; and 

‘‘(I) the Global Fund should not support ac-
tivities involving the ‘Affordable Medicines Fa-
cility-Malaria’ or similar entities pending com-
pelling evidence of success from pilot programs 
as evaluated by the Coordinator of United 
States Government Activities to Combat Malaria 
Globally.’’. 

(b) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—Section 202(b) of 
such Act is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(3) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—The United 
States Government regards the imposition by re-
cipient countries of taxes or tariffs on goods or 
services provided by the Global Fund, which are 
supported through public and private dona-
tions, including the substantial contribution of 
the American people, as inappropriate and in-
consistent with standards of good governance. 
The Global AIDS Coordinator or other rep-

resentatives of the United States Government 
shall work with the Global Fund to dissuade 
governments from imposing such duties, tariffs, 
or taxes.’’. 

(c) UNITED STATES FINANCIAL PARTICIPA-
TION.—Section 202(d) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 
7622(d)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$1,000,000,000 for the period 

of fiscal year 2004 beginning on January 1, 
2004’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,000,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2009,’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘the fiscal years 2005–2008’’ 
and inserting ‘‘each of the fiscal years 2010 
through 2013’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2004 

through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2009 
through 2013’’; 

(ii) in clause (ii)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘during any of the fiscal years 

2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘during any of 
the fiscal years 2009 through 2013’’; and 

(II) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘The 
President may waive the application of this 
clause with respect to assistance for Sudan that 
is overseen by the Southern Country Coordi-
nating Mechanism, including Southern Sudan, 
Southern Kordofan, Blue Nile State, and Abyei, 
if the President determines that the national in-
terest or humanitarian reasons justify such a 
waiver. The President shall publish each waiver 
of this clause in the Federal Register and, not 
later than 15 days before the waiver takes effect, 
shall consult with the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate and the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Representatives re-
garding the proposed waiver.’’; and 

(iii) in clause (vi)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘for the purposes’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘For the purposes’’; 
(II) by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2004 through 

2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2009 through 
2013’’; and 

(III) by striking ‘‘prior to fiscal year 2004’’ 
and inserting ‘‘before fiscal year 2009’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B)(iv), by striking ‘‘fis-
cal years 2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fis-
cal years 2009 through 2013’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (C)(ii), by striking ‘‘Com-
mittee on International Relations’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Committee on Foreign Affairs’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) WITHHOLDING FUNDS.—Notwithstanding 

any other provision of this Act, 20 percent of the 
amounts appropriated pursuant to this Act for a 
contribution to support the Global Fund for 
each of the fiscal years 2010 through 2013 shall 
be withheld from obligation to the Global Fund 
until the Secretary of State certifies to the ap-
propriate congressional committees that the 
Global Fund— 

‘‘(A) has established an evaluation framework 
for the performance of Local Fund Agents (re-
ferred to in this paragraph as ‘LFAs’); 

‘‘(B) is undertaking a systematic assessment 
of the performance of LFAs; 

‘‘(C) has adopted, and is implementing, a pol-
icy to publish on a publicly available Web site— 

‘‘(i) grant performance reviews; 
‘‘(ii) all reports of the Inspector General of the 

Global Fund, in a manner that is consistent 
with the Policy for Disclosure of Reports of the 
Inspector General, approved at the 16th Meeting 
of the Board of the Global Fund; 

‘‘(iii) decision points of the Board of the Glob-
al Fund; 

‘‘(iv) reports from Board committees to the 
Board; and 

‘‘(v) a regular collection and analysis of per-
formance data and funding of grants of the 
Global Fund, which shall cover all principal re-
cipients and all subrecipients; 

‘‘(D) is maintaining an independent, well- 
staffed Office of the Inspector General that— 

‘‘(i) reports directly to the Board of the Global 
Fund; and 

‘‘(ii) compiles regular, publicly published au-
dits of financial, programmatic, and reporting 
aspects of the Global Fund, its grantees, and 
LFAs; 

‘‘(E) has established, and is reporting publicly 
on, standard indicators for all program areas; 

‘‘(F) has established a methodology to track 
and is publicly reporting on— 

‘‘(i) all subrecipients and the amount of funds 
disbursed to each subrecipient on the grant’s fis-
cal cycle; and 

‘‘(ii) the distribution of resources, by grant 
and principal recipient, for prevention, care, 
treatment, drugs and commodities purchase, and 
other purposes; 

‘‘(G) has established a policy on tariffs im-
posed by national governments on all goods and 
services financed by the Global Fund; 

‘‘(H) through its Secretariat, has taken mean-
ingful steps to prevent national authorities in 
recipient countries from imposing taxes or tariffs 
on goods or services provided by the Fund; 

‘‘(I) is maintaining its status as a financing 
institution focused on programs directly related 
to HIV/AIDS, malaria, and tuberculosis; 

‘‘(J) is maintaining and making progress on— 
‘‘(i) sustaining its multisectoral approach, 

through country coordinating mechanisms; and 
‘‘(ii) the implementation of grants, as reflected 

in the proportion of resources allocated to dif-
ferent sectors, including governments, civil soci-
ety, and faith- and community-based organiza-
tions; and 

‘‘(K) has established procedures providing ac-
cess by the Office of Inspector General of the 
Department of State and Broadcasting Board of 
Governors, as cognizant Inspector General, and 
the Inspector General of the Health and Human 
Services and the Inspector General of the United 
States Agency for International Development, to 
Global Fund financial data, and other informa-
tion relevant to United States contributions (as 
determined by the Inspector General in con-
sultation with the Global AIDS Coordinator). 

‘‘(6) SUMMARIES OF BOARD DECISIONS AND 
UNITED STATES POSITIONS.—Following each 
meeting of the Board of the Global Fund, the 
Coordinator of United States Government Ac-
tivities to Combat HIV/AIDS Globally shall re-
port on the public website of the Coordinator a 
summary of Board decisions and how the 
United States Government voted and its posi-
tions on such decisions.’’. 
SEC. 203. RESEARCH ON METHODS FOR WOMEN 

TO PREVENT TRANSMISSION OF HIV 
AND OTHER DISEASES. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress recognizes 
the need and urgency to expand the range of 
interventions for preventing the transmission of 
human immunodeficiency virus (HIV), including 
nonvaccine prevention methods that can be con-
trolled by women. 

(b) NIH OFFICE OF AIDS RESEARCH.—Subpart 
1 of part D of title XXIII of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300cc–40 et seq.) is amend-
ed by inserting after section 2351 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 2351A. MICROBICIDE RESEARCH. 

‘‘(a) FEDERAL STRATEGIC PLAN.—The Director 
of the Office shall— 

‘‘(1) expedite the implementation of the Fed-
eral strategic plans required by section 403(a) of 
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
283(a)(5)) regarding the conduct and support of 
research on, and development of, a microbicide 
to prevent the transmission of the human im-
munodeficiency virus; and 

‘‘(2) review and, as appropriate, revise such 
plan to prioritize funding and activities relative 
to their scientific urgency and potential market 
readiness. 

‘‘(b) COORDINATION.—In implementing, re-
viewing, and prioritizing elements of the plan 
described in subsection (a), the Director of the 
Office shall consult, as appropriate, with— 

‘‘(1) representatives of other Federal agencies 
involved in microbicide research, including the 
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Coordinator of United States Government Ac-
tivities to Combat HIV/AIDS Globally, the Direc-
tor of the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention, and the Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Development; 

‘‘(2) the microbicide research and development 
community; and 

‘‘(3) health advocates.’’. 
(c) NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ALLERGY AND IN-

FECTIOUS DISEASES.—Subpart 6 of part C of title 
IV of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
285f et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 447C. MICROBICIDE RESEARCH AND DEVEL-

OPMENT. 
‘‘The Director of the Institute, acting through 

the head of the Division of AIDS, shall, con-
sistent with the peer-review process of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, carry out research 
on, and development of, safe and effective meth-
ods for use by women to prevent the trans-
mission of the human immunodeficiency virus, 
which may include microbicides.’’. 

(d) CDC.—Part B of title III of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 243 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 317S the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 317T. MICROBICIDE RESEARCH. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention is strongly 
encouraged to fully implement the Centers’ 
microbicide agenda to support research and de-
velopment of microbicides for use to prevent the 
transmission of the human immunodeficiency 
virus. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013 to carry out this sec-
tion.’’. 

(e) UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
United States Agency for International Develop-
ment, in coordination with the Coordinator of 
United States Government Activities to Combat 
HIV/AIDS Globally, may facilitate availability 
and accessibility of microbicides, provided that 
such pharmaceuticals are approved, tentatively 
approved, or otherwise authorized for use by— 

(A) the Food and Drug Administration; 
(B) a stringent regulatory agency acceptable 

to the Secretary of Health and Human Services; 
or 

(C) a quality assurance mechanism acceptable 
to the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Of 
the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
under section 401 of the United States Leader-
ship Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7671) for HIV/AIDS 
assistance, there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 2009 
through 2013 to carry out this subsection. 
SEC. 204. COMBATING HIV/AIDS, TUBERCULOSIS, 

AND MALARIA BY STRENGTHENING 
HEALTH POLICIES AND HEALTH SYS-
TEMS OF PARTNER COUNTRIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the United States 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7621) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 204. COMBATING HIV/AIDS, TUBERCULOSIS, 

AND MALARIA BY STRENGTHENING 
HEALTH POLICIES AND HEALTH SYS-
TEMS OF PARTNER COUNTRIES. 

‘‘(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It shall be the 
policy of the United States Government— 

‘‘(1) to invest appropriate resources author-
ized under this Act— 

‘‘(A) to carry out activities to strengthen HIV/ 
AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria health policies 
and health systems; and 

‘‘(B) to provide workforce training and capac-
ity-building consistent with the goals and objec-
tives of this Act; and 

‘‘(2) to support the development of a sound 
policy environment in partner countries to in-
crease the ability of such countries— 

‘‘(A) to maximize utilization of health care re-
sources from donor countries; 

‘‘(B) to increase national investments in 
health and education and maximize the effec-
tiveness of such investments; 

‘‘(C) to improve national HIV/AIDS, tuber-
culosis, and malaria strategies; 

‘‘(D) to deliver evidence-based services in an 
effective and efficient manner; and 

‘‘(E) to reduce barriers that prevent recipients 
of services from achieving maximum benefit from 
such services. 

‘‘(b) ASSISTANCE TO IMPROVE PUBLIC FINANCE 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the author-
ity under section 129 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2152), the Secretary of the 
Treasury, acting through the head of the Office 
of Technical Assistance, is authorized to provide 
assistance for advisors and partner country fi-
nance, health, and other relevant ministries to 
improve the effectiveness of public finance man-
agement systems in partner countries to enable 
such countries to receive funding to carry out 
programs to combat HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria and to manage such programs. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Of 
the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
under section 401 for HIV/AIDS assistance, 
there are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of the Treasury such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 2009 
through 2013 to carry out this subsection. 

‘‘(c) PLAN REQUIRED.—The Global AIDS Coor-
dinator, in collaboration with the Administrator 
of the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID), shall develop and imple-
ment a plan to combat HIV/AIDS by strength-
ening health policies and health systems of 
partner countries as part of USAID’s ‘Health 
Systems 2020’ project. Recognizing that human 
and institutional capacity form the core of any 
health care system that can sustain the fight 
against HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria, 
the plan shall include a strategy to encourage 
postsecondary educational institutions in part-
ner countries, particularly in Africa, in collabo-
ration with United States postsecondary edu-
cational institutions, including historically 
black colleges and universities, to develop such 
human and institutional capacity and in the 
process further build their capacity to sustain 
the fight against these diseases.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for the United States Leadership Against 
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 
2003 (22 U.S.C. 7601 note) is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 203, as 
added by section 203 of this Act, the following: 
‘‘Sec. 204. Combating HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 

and malaria by strengthening 
health policies and health systems 
of partner countries.’’. 

SEC. 205. FACILITATING EFFECTIVE OPERATIONS 
OF THE CENTERS FOR DISEASE CON-
TROL. 

Section 307 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 242l) is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(a) The Secretary may participate with other 
countries in cooperative endeavors in— 

‘‘(1) biomedical research, health care tech-
nology, and the health services research and 
statistical analysis authorized under section 306 
and title IX; and 

‘‘(2) biomedical research, health care services, 
health care research, or other related activities 
in furtherance of the activities, objectives or 
goals authorized under the Tom Lantos and 
Henry J. Hyde United States Global Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Reauthorization Act of 2008.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 

the semicolon at the end; 
(B) by striking ‘‘The Secretary may not, in the 

exercise of his authority under this section, pro-

vide financial assistance for the construction of 
any facility in any foreign country.’’ 

(C) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘for any 
purpose.’’ and inserting ‘‘for the purpose of any 
law administered by the Office of Personnel 
Management;’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) provide such funds by advance or reim-

bursement to the Secretary of State, as may be 
necessary, to pay the costs of acquisition, lease, 
construction, alteration, equipping, furnishing 
or management of facilities outside of the 
United States; and 

‘‘(10) in consultation with the Secretary of 
State, through grant or cooperative agreement, 
make funds available to public or nonprofit pri-
vate institutions or agencies in foreign countries 
in which the Secretary is participating in activi-
ties described under subsection (a) to acquire, 
lease, construct, alter, or renovate facilities in 
those countries.’’. 

(3) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘1990’’ and inserting ‘‘1980’’; 

and 
(B) by inserting or ‘‘or section 903 of the For-

eign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4083)’’ after 
‘‘Code’’. 
SEC. 206. FACILITATING VACCINE DEVELOPMENT. 

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR DEVELOPING 
COUNTRIES.—The Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Development, 
utilizing public-private partners, as appropriate, 
and working in coordination with other inter-
national development agencies, is authorized to 
strengthen the capacity of developing countries’ 
governmental institutions to— 

(1) collect evidence for informed decision-mak-
ing and introduction of new vaccines, including 
potential HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria 
vaccines, if such vaccines are determined to be 
safe and effective; 

(2) review protocols for clinical trials and im-
pact studies and improve the implementation of 
clinical trials; and 

(3) ensure adequate supply chain and delivery 
systems. 

(b) ADVANCED MARKET COMMITMENTS.— 
(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this subsection 

is to improve global health by requiring the 
United States to participate in negotiations for 
advance market commitments for the develop-
ment of future vaccines, including potential 
vaccines for HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, and ma-
laria. 

(2) NEGOTIATION REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall enter into negotia-
tions with the appropriate officials of the Inter-
national Bank of Reconstruction and Develop-
ment (World Bank) and the GAVI Alliance, the 
member nations of such entities, and other in-
terested parties to establish advanced market 
commitments to purchase vaccines to combat 
HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, malaria, and other re-
lated infectious diseases. 

(3) REQUIREMENTS.—In negotiating the United 
States participation in programs for advanced 
market commitments, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall take into account whether programs 
for advance market commitments include— 

(A) legally binding contracts for product pur-
chase that include a fair market price for up to 
a maximum number of treatments, creating a 
strong market incentive; 

(B) clearly defined and transparent rules of 
program participation for qualified developers 
and suppliers of the product; 

(C) clearly defined requirements for eligible 
vaccines to ensure that they are safe and effec-
tive and can be delivered in developing country 
contexts; 

(D) dispute settlement mechanisms; and 
(E) sufficient flexibility to enable the con-

tracts to be adjusted in accord with new infor-
mation related to projected market size and 
other factors while still maintaining the pur-
chase commitment at a fair price. 

(4) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act— 
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(A) the Secretary of the Treasury shall submit 

a report to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees on the status of the United States nego-
tiations to participate in programs for the ad-
vanced market commitments under this sub-
section; and 

(B) the President shall produce a comprehen-
sive report, written by a study group of quali-
fied professionals from relevant Federal agencies 
and initiatives, nongovernmental organizations, 
and industry representatives, that sets forth a 
coordinated strategy to accelerate development 
of vaccines for infectious diseases, such as HIV/ 
AIDS, malaria, and tuberculosis, which in-
cludes— 

(i) initiatives to create economic incentives for 
the research, development, and manufacturing 
of vaccines for HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, malaria, 
and other infectious diseases; 

(ii) an expansion of public-private partner-
ships and the leveraging of resources from other 
countries and the private sector; and 

(iii) efforts to maximize United States capabili-
ties to support clinical trials of vaccines in de-
veloping countries and to address the challenges 
of delivering vaccines in developing countries to 
minimize delays in access once vaccines are 
available. 

TITLE III—BILATERAL EFFORTS 
Subtitle A—General Assistance and Programs 
SEC. 301. ASSISTANCE TO COMBAT HIV/AIDS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1961.— 

(1) FINDING.—Section 104A(a) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b–2(a)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘Central Asia, Eastern 
Europe, Latin America’’ after ‘‘Caribbean,’’. 

(2) POLICY.—Section 104A(b) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) POLICY.— 
‘‘(1) OBJECTIVES.—It is a major objective of 

the foreign assistance program of the United 
States to provide assistance for the prevention 
and treatment of HIV/AIDS and the care of 
those affected by the disease. It is the policy ob-
jective of the United States, by 2013, to— 

‘‘(A) assist partner countries to— 
‘‘(i) prevent 12,000,000 new HIV infections 

worldwide; 
‘‘(ii) support— 
‘‘(I) the increase in the number of individuals 

with HIV/AIDS receiving antiretroviral treat-
ment above the goal established under section 
402(a)(3) and increased pursuant to paragraphs 
(1) through (3) of section 403(d); and 

‘‘(II) additional treatment through coordi-
nated multilateral efforts; 

‘‘(iii) support care for 12,000,000 individuals 
infected with or affected by HIV/AIDS, includ-
ing 5,000,000 orphans and vulnerable children 
affected by HIV/AIDS, with an emphasis on pro-
moting a comprehensive, coordinated system of 
services to be integrated throughout the con-
tinuum of care; 

‘‘(iv) provide at least 80 percent of the target 
population with access to counseling, testing, 
and treatment to prevent the transmission of 
HIV from mother-to-child; 

‘‘(v) provide care and treatment services to 
children with HIV in proportion to their per-
centage within the HIV-infected population of a 
given partner country; and 

‘‘(vi) train and support retention of health 
care professionals, paraprofessionals, and com-
munity health workers in HIV/AIDS prevention, 
treatment, and care, with the target of pro-
viding such training to at least 140,000 new 
health care professionals and paraprofessionals 
with an emphasis on training and in country 
deployment of critically needed doctors and 
nurses; 

‘‘(B) strengthen the capacity to deliver pri-
mary health care in developing countries, espe-
cially in sub-Saharan Africa; 

‘‘(C) support and help countries in their ef-
forts to achieve staffing levels of at least 2.3 doc-
tors, nurses, and midwives per 1,000 population, 

as called for by the World Health Organization; 
and 

‘‘(D) help partner countries to develop inde-
pendent, sustainable HIV/AIDS programs. 

‘‘(2) COORDINATED GLOBAL STRATEGY.—The 
United States and other countries with the suf-
ficient capacity should provide assistance to 
countries in sub-Saharan Africa, the Caribbean, 
Central Asia, Eastern Europe, and Latin Amer-
ica, and other countries and regions confronting 
HIV/AIDS epidemics in a coordinated global 
strategy to help address generalized and con-
centrated epidemics through HIV/AIDS preven-
tion, treatment, care, monitoring and evalua-
tion, and related activities. 

‘‘(3) PRIORITIES.—The United States Govern-
ment’s response to the global HIV/AIDS pan-
demic and the Government’s efforts to help 
countries assume leadership of sustainable cam-
paigns to combat their local epidemics should 
place high priority on— 

‘‘(A) the prevention of the transmission of 
HIV; 

‘‘(B) moving toward universal access to HIV/ 
AIDS prevention counseling and services; 

‘‘(C) the inclusion of cost sharing assurances 
that meet the requirements under section 110; 
and 

‘‘(D) the inclusion of transition strategies to 
ensure sustainability of such programs and ac-
tivities, including health care systems, under 
other international donor support, or budget 
support by respective foreign governments.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 104A(c) of such 
Act is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and other 
countries and areas.’’ and inserting ‘‘Central 
Asia, Eastern Europe, Latin America, and other 
countries and areas, particularly with respect to 
refugee populations or those in postconflict set-
tings in such countries and areas with signifi-
cant or increasing HIV incidence rates.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and other 
countries and areas affected by the HIV/AIDS 
pandemic’’ and inserting ‘‘Central Asia, Eastern 
Europe, Latin America, and other countries and 
areas affected by the HIV/AIDS pandemic, par-
ticularly with respect to refugee populations or 
those in post-conflict settings in such countries 
and areas with significant or increasing HIV in-
cidence rates.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘foreign countries’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘partner countries, other international ac-
tors,’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘within the framework of the 
principles of the Three Ones’’ before the period 
at the end. 

(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Section 104A(d) 
of such Act is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘and multiple concurrent sex-

ual partnering,’’ after ‘‘casual sexual 
partnering’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘condoms’’ and inserting 
‘‘male and female condoms’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘programs that’’ and inserting 

‘‘programs that are designed with local input 
and’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘those organizations’’ and in-
serting ‘‘those locally based organizations’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (D), by inserting ‘‘and 
promoting the use of provider-initiated or ‘opt- 
out’ voluntary testing in accordance with World 
Health Organization guidelines’’ before the 
semicolon at the end; 

(D) by redesignating subparagraphs (F), (G), 
and (H) as subparagraphs (H), (I), and (J), re-
spectively; 

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

‘‘(F) assistance to— 
‘‘(i) achieve the goal of reaching 80 percent of 

pregnant women for prevention and treatment 
of mother-to-child transmission of HIV in coun-
tries in which the United States is implementing 
HIV/AIDS programs by 2013; and 

‘‘(ii) promote infant feeding options and treat-
ment protocols that meet the most recent criteria 
established by the World Health Organization; 

‘‘(G) medical male circumcision programs as 
part of national strategies to combat the trans-
mission of HIV/AIDS;’’; 

(F) in subparagraph (I), as redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; and 

(G) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(K) assistance for counseling, testing, treat-

ment, care, and support programs, including— 
‘‘(i) counseling and other services for the pre-

vention of reinfection of individuals with HIV/ 
AIDS; 

‘‘(ii) counseling to prevent sexual transmission 
of HIV, including— 

‘‘(I) life skills development for practicing ab-
stinence and faithfulness; 

‘‘(II) reducing the number of sexual partners; 
‘‘(III) delaying sexual debut; and 
‘‘(IV) ensuring correct and consistent use of 

condoms; 
‘‘(iii) assistance to engage underlying 

vulnerabilities to HIV/AIDS, especially those of 
women and girls; 

‘‘(iv) assistance for appropriate HIV/AIDS 
education programs and training targeted to 
prevent the transmission of HIV among men 
who have sex with men; 

‘‘(v) assistance to provide male and female 
condoms; 

‘‘(vi) diagnosis and treatment of other sexu-
ally transmitted infections; 

‘‘(vii) strategies to address the stigma and dis-
crimination that impede HIV/AIDS prevention 
efforts; and 

‘‘(viii) assistance to facilitate widespread ac-
cess to microbicides for HIV prevention, if safe 
and effective products become available, includ-
ing financial and technical support for cul-
turally appropriate introductory programs, pro-
curement, distribution, logistics management, 
program delivery, acceptability studies, provider 
training, demand generation, and 
postintroduction monitoring.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (C)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘pain management,’’ after 

‘‘opportunistic infections,’’; and 
(ii) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting a semicolon; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) as part of care and treatment of HIV/ 

AIDS, assistance (including prophylaxis and 
treatment) for common HIV/AIDS-related oppor-
tunistic infections for free or at a rate at which 
it is easily affordable to the individuals and 
populations being served; 

‘‘(E) as part of care and treatment of HIV/ 
AIDS, assistance or referral to available and 
adequately resourced service providers for nutri-
tional support, including counseling and where 
necessary the provision of commodities, for per-
sons meeting malnourishment criteria and their 
families;’’; 

(3) in paragraph (4)— 
(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(E) carrying out and expanding program 

monitoring, impact evaluation research and 
analysis, and operations research and dissemi-
nating data and findings through mechanisms 
to be developed by the Coordinator of United 
States Government Activities to Combat HIV/ 
AIDS Globally, in coordination with the Direc-
tor of the Centers for Disease Control, in order 
to— 

‘‘(i) improve accountability, increase trans-
parency, and ensure the delivery of evidence- 
based services through the collection, evalua-
tion, and analysis of data regarding gender-re-
sponsive interventions, disaggregated by age 
and sex; 
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‘‘(ii) identify and replicate effective models; 

and 
‘‘(iii) develop gender indicators to measure 

outcomes and the impacts of interventions; and 
‘‘(F) establishing appropriate systems to— 
‘‘(i) gather epidemiological and social science 

data on HIV; and 
‘‘(ii) evaluate the effectiveness of prevention 

efforts among men who have sex with men, with 
due consideration to stigma and risks associated 
with disclosure.’’; 

(4) in paragraph (5)— 
(A) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub-

paragraph (D); and 
(B) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 

following: 
‘‘(C) MECHANISM TO ENSURE COST-EFFECTIVE 

DRUG PURCHASING.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), mechanisms to ensure that safe and effec-
tive pharmaceuticals, including antiretrovirals 
and medicines to treat opportunistic infections, 
are purchased at the lowest possible price at 
which such pharmaceuticals may be obtained in 
sufficient quantity on the world market, pro-
vided that such pharmaceuticals are approved, 
tentatively approved, or otherwise authorized 
for use by— 

‘‘(i) the Food and Drug Administration; 
‘‘(ii) a stringent regulatory agency acceptable 

to the Secretary of Health and Human Services; 
or 

‘‘(iii) a quality assurance mechanism accept-
able to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services.’’; 

(5) in paragraph (6)— 
(A) by amending the paragraph heading to 

read as follows: 
‘‘(6) RELATED AND COORDINATED ACTIVITIES.— 

’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) coordinated or referred activities to— 
‘‘(i) enhance the clinical impact of HIV/AIDS 

care and treatment; and 
‘‘(ii) ameliorate the adverse social and eco-

nomic costs often affecting AIDS-impacted fami-
lies and communities through the direct provi-
sion, as necessary, or through the referral, if 
possible, of support services, including— 

‘‘(I) nutritional and food support; 
‘‘(II) safe drinking water and adequate sani-

tation; 
‘‘(III) nutritional counseling; 
‘‘(IV) income-generating activities and liveli-

hood initiatives; 
‘‘(V) maternal and child health care; 
‘‘(VI) primary health care; 
‘‘(VII) the diagnosis and treatment of other 

infectious or sexually transmitted diseases; 
‘‘(VIII) substance abuse and treatment serv-

ices; and 
‘‘(IX) legal services; 
‘‘(E) coordinated or referred activities to link 

programs addressing HIV/AIDS with programs 
addressing gender-based violence in areas of sig-
nificant HIV prevalence to assist countries in 
the development and enforcement of women’s 
health, children’s health, and HIV/AIDS laws 
and policies that— 

‘‘(i) prevent and respond to violence against 
women and girls; 

‘‘(ii) promote the integration of screening and 
assessment for gender-based violence into HIV/ 
AIDS programming; 

‘‘(iii) promote appropriate HIV/AIDS coun-
seling, testing, and treatment into gender-based 
violence programs; and 

‘‘(iv) assist governments to develop partner-
ships with civil society organizations to create 
networks for psychosocial, legal, economic, or 
other support services; 

‘‘(F) coordinated or referred activities to— 
‘‘(i) address the frequent coinfection of HIV 

and tuberculosis, in accordance with World 
Health Organization guidelines; 

‘‘(ii) promote provider-initiated or ‘opt-out’ 
HIV/AIDS counseling and testing and appro-
priate referral for treatment and care to individ-
uals with tuberculosis or its symptoms, particu-
larly in areas with significant HIV prevalence; 
and 

‘‘(iii) strengthen programs to ensure that indi-
viduals testing positive for HIV receive tuber-
culosis screening and to improve laboratory ca-
pacities, infection control, and adherence; and 

‘‘(G) activities to— 
‘‘(i) improve the effectiveness of national re-

sponses to HIV/AIDS; 
‘‘(ii) strengthen overall health systems in 

high-prevalence countries, including support for 
workforce training, retention, and effective de-
ployment, capacity building, laboratory devel-
opment, equipment maintenance and repair, and 
public health and related public financial man-
agement systems and operations; and 

‘‘(iii) encourage fair and transparent procure-
ment practices among partner countries; and 

‘‘(iv) promote in-country or intra-regional pe-
diatric training for physicians and other health 
professionals, preferably through public-private 
partnerships involving colleges and universities, 
with the goal of increasing pediatric HIV work-
force capacity.’’; and 

(6) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) COMPACTS AND FRAMEWORK AGREE-

MENTS.—The development of compacts or frame-
work agreements, tailored to local cir-
cumstances, with national governments or re-
gional partnerships in countries with significant 
HIV/AIDS burdens to promote host government 
commitment to deeper integration of HIV/AIDS 
services into health systems, contribute to 
health systems overall, and enhance sustain-
ability, including— 

‘‘(A) cost sharing assurances that meet the re-
quirements under section 110; and 

‘‘(B) transition strategies to ensure sustain-
ability of such programs and activities, includ-
ing health care systems, under other inter-
national donor support, or budget support by 
respective foreign governments.’’. 

(d) COMPACTS AND FRAMEWORK AGREE-
MENTS.—Section 104A of such Act is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (e) through 
(g) as subsections (f) through (h); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(e) COMPACTS AND FRAMEWORK AGREE-
MENTS.— 

‘‘(1) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following 
findings: 

‘‘(A) The congressionally mandated Institute 
of Medicine report entitled ‘PEPFAR Implemen-
tation: Progress and Promise’ states: ‘The next 
strategy [of the U.S. Global AIDS Initiative] 
should squarely address the needs and chal-
lenges involved in supporting sustainable coun-
try HIV/AIDS programs, thereby transitioning 
from a focus on emergency relief.’. 

‘‘(B) One mechanism to promote the transition 
from an emergency to a public health and devel-
opment approach to HIV/AIDS is through com-
pacts or framework agreements between the 
United States Government and each partici-
pating nation. 

‘‘(2) ELEMENTS.—Compacts on HIV/AIDS au-
thorized under subsection (d)(8) shall include 
the following elements: 

‘‘(A) Compacts whose primary purpose is to 
provide direct services to combat HIV/AIDS are 
to be made between— 

‘‘(i) the United States Government; and 
‘‘(ii)(I) national or regional entities rep-

resenting low-income countries served by an ex-
isting United States Agency for International 
Development or Department of Health and 
Human Services presence or regional platform; 
or 

‘‘(II) countries or regions— 
‘‘(aa) experiencing significantly high HIV 

prevalence or risk of significantly increasing in-
cidence within the general population; 

‘‘(bb) served by an existing United States 
Agency for International Development or De-

partment of Health and Human Services pres-
ence or regional platform; and 

‘‘(cc) that have inadequate financial means 
within such country or region. 

‘‘(B) Compacts whose primary purpose is to 
provide limited technical assistance to a country 
or region connected to services provided within 
the country or region— 

‘‘(i) may be made with other countries or re-
gional entities served by an existing United 
States Agency for International Development or 
Department of Health and Human Services pres-
ence or regional platform; 

‘‘(ii) shall require significant investments in 
HIV prevention, care, and treatment services by 
the host country; 

‘‘(iii) shall be time-limited in terms of United 
States contributions; and 

‘‘(iv) shall be made only upon prior notifica-
tion to Congress— 

‘‘(I) justifying the need for such compacts; 
‘‘(II) describing the expected investment by 

the country or regional entity; and 
‘‘(III) describing the scope, nature, expected 

total United States investment, and time frame 
of the limited technical assistance under the 
compact and its intended impact. 

‘‘(C) Compacts shall include provisions to— 
‘‘(i) promote local and national efforts to re-

duce stigma associated with HIV/AIDS; and 
‘‘(ii) work with and promote the role of civil 

society in combating HIV/AIDS. 
‘‘(D) Compacts shall take into account the 

overall national health and development and 
national HIV/AIDS and public health strategies 
of each country. 

‘‘(E) Compacts shall contain— 
‘‘(i) consideration of the specific objectives 

that the country and the United States expect to 
achieve during the term of a compact; 

‘‘(ii) consideration of the respective respon-
sibilities of the country and the United States in 
the achievement of such objectives; 

‘‘(iii) consideration of regular benchmarks to 
measure progress toward achieving such objec-
tives; 

‘‘(iv) an identification of the intended bene-
ficiaries, disaggregated by gender and age, and 
including information on orphans and vulner-
able children, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable; 

‘‘(v) consideration of the methods by which 
the compact is intended to— 

‘‘(I) address the factors that put women and 
girls at greater risk of HIV/AIDS; and 

‘‘(II) strengthen elements such as the eco-
nomic, educational, and social status of women, 
girls, orphans, and vulnerable children and the 
inheritance rights and safety of such individ-
uals; 

‘‘(vi) consideration of the methods by which 
the compact will— 

‘‘(I) strengthen the health care capacity, in-
cluding factors such as the training, retention, 
deployment, recruitment, and utilization of 
health care workers; 

‘‘(II) improve supply chain management; and 
‘‘(III) improve the health systems and infra-

structure of the partner country, including the 
ability of compact participants to maintain and 
operate equipment transferred or purchased as 
part of the compact; 

‘‘(vii) consideration of proposed mechanisms 
to provide oversight; 

‘‘(viii) consideration of the role of civil society 
in the development of a compact and the 
achievement of its objectives; 

‘‘(ix) a description of the current and poten-
tial participation of other donors in the achieve-
ment of such objectives, as appropriate; and 

‘‘(x) consideration of a plan to ensure appro-
priate fiscal accountability for the use of assist-
ance. 

‘‘(F) For regional compacts, priority shall be 
given to countries that are included in regional 
funds and programs in existence as of the date 
of the enactment of the Tom Lantos and Henry 
J. Hyde United States Global Leadership 
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Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Reauthorization Act of 2008. 

‘‘(G) Amounts made available for compacts de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) shall be 
subject to the inclusion of— 

‘‘(i) cost sharing assurances that meet the re-
quirements under section 110; and 

‘‘(ii) transition strategies to ensure sustain-
ability of such programs and activities, includ-
ing health care systems, under other inter-
national donor support, and budget support by 
respective foreign governments. 

‘‘(3) LOCAL INPUT.—In entering into a com-
pact on HIV/AIDS authorized under subsection 
(d)(8), the Coordinator of United States Govern-
ment Activities to Combat HIV/AIDS Globally 
shall seek to ensure that the government of a 
country— 

‘‘(A) takes into account the local perspectives 
of the rural and urban poor, including women, 
in each country; and 

‘‘(B) consults with private and voluntary or-
ganizations, including faith-based organiza-
tions, the business community, and other donors 
in the country. 

‘‘(4) CONGRESSIONAL AND PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
AFTER ENTERING INTO A COMPACT.—Not later 
than 10 days after entering into a compact au-
thorized under subsection (d)(8), the Global 
AIDS Coordinator shall— 

‘‘(A) submit a report containing a detailed 
summary of the compact and a copy of the text 
of the compact to— 

‘‘(i) the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate; 

‘‘(ii) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate; 

‘‘(iii) the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives; and 

‘‘(iv) the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives; and 

‘‘(B) publish such information in the Federal 
Register and on the Internet website of the Of-
fice of the Global AIDS Coordinator.’’. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 104A(f) of such 
Act, as redesignated, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Committee 
on International Relations’’ and inserting 
‘‘Committee on Foreign Affairs’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert-

ing the following: 
‘‘(C) a detailed breakdown of funding alloca-

tions, by program and by country, for preven-
tion activities; and 

‘‘(D) a detailed assessment of the impact of 
programs established pursuant to such sections, 
including— 

‘‘(i)(I) the effectiveness of such programs in 
reducing— 

‘‘(aa) the transmission of HIV, particularly in 
women and girls; 

‘‘(bb) mother-to-child transmission of HIV, in-
cluding through drug treatment and therapies, 
either directly or by referral; and 

‘‘(cc) mortality rates from HIV/AIDS; 
‘‘(II) the number of patients receiving treat-

ment for AIDS in each country that receives as-
sistance under this Act; 

‘‘(III) an assessment of progress towards the 
achievement of annual goals set forth in the 
timetable required under the 5-year strategy es-
tablished under section 101 of the United States 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria Act of 2003 and, if annual goals 
are not being met, the reasons for such failure; 
and 

‘‘(IV) retention and attrition data for pro-
grams receiving United States assistance, in-
cluding mortality and loss to follow-up rates, or-
ganized overall and by country; 

‘‘(ii) the progress made toward— 
‘‘(I) improving health care delivery systems 

(including the training of health care workers, 
including doctors, nurses, midwives, phar-
macists, laboratory technicians, and com-

pensated community health workers, and the 
use of codes of conduct for ethical recruiting 
practices for health care workers); 

‘‘(II) advancing safe working conditions for 
health care workers; and 

‘‘(III) improving infrastructure to promote 
progress toward universal access to HIV/AIDS 
prevention, treatment, and care by 2013; 

‘‘(iii) a description of coordination efforts 
with relevant executive branch agencies to link 
HIV/AIDS clinical and social services with non- 
HIV/AIDS services as part of the United States 
health and development agenda; 

‘‘(iv) a detailed description of integrated HIV/ 
AIDS and food and nutrition programs and 
services, including— 

‘‘(I) the amount spent on food and nutrition 
support; 

‘‘(II) the types of activities supported; and 
‘‘(III) an assessment of the effectiveness of 

interventions carried out to improve the health 
status of persons with HIV/AIDS receiving food 
or nutritional support; 

‘‘(v) a description of efforts to improve harmo-
nization, in terms of relevant executive branch 
agencies, coordination with other public and 
private entities, and coordination with partner 
countries’ national strategic plans as called for 
in the ‘Three Ones’; 

‘‘(vi) a description of— 
‘‘(I) the efforts of partner countries that were 

signatories to the Abuja Declaration on HIV/ 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Other Related Infec-
tious Diseases to adhere to the goals of such 
Declaration in terms of investments in public 
health, including HIV/AIDS; and 

‘‘(II) a description of the HIV/AIDS invest-
ments of partner countries that were not sig-
natories to such Declaration; 

‘‘(vii) a detailed description of any compacts 
or framework agreements reached or negotiated 
between the United States and any partner 
countries, including a description of the ele-
ments of compacts described in subsection (e); 

‘‘(viii) a description of programs serving 
women and girls, including— 

‘‘(I) HIV/AIDS prevention programs that ad-
dress the vulnerabilities of girls and women to 
HIV/AIDS; 

‘‘(II) information on the number of individ-
uals served by programs aimed at reducing the 
vulnerabilities of women and girls to HIV/AIDS 
and data on the types, objectives, and duration 
of programs to address these issues; 

‘‘(III) information on programs to address the 
particular needs of adolescent girls and young 
women; and 

‘‘(IV) programs to prevent gender-based vio-
lence or to assist victims of gender based vio-
lence as part of, or in coordination with, HIV/ 
AIDS programs; 

‘‘(ix) a description of strategies, goals, pro-
grams, and interventions to— 

‘‘(I) address the needs and vulnerabilities of 
youth populations; 

‘‘(II) expand access among young men and 
women to evidence-based HIV/AIDS health care 
services and HIV prevention programs, includ-
ing abstinence education programs; and 

‘‘(III) expand community-based services to 
meet the needs of orphans and of children and 
adolescents affected by or vulnerable to HIV/ 
AIDS without increasing stigmatization; 

‘‘(x) a description of— 
‘‘(I) the specific strategies funded to ensure 

the reduction of HIV infection among injection 
drug users; 

‘‘(II) the number of injection drug users, by 
country, reached by such strategies; and 

‘‘(III) medication-assisted drug treatment for 
individuals with HIV or at risk of HIV; 

‘‘(xi) a detailed description of program moni-
toring, operations research, and impact evalua-
tion research, including— 

‘‘(I) the amount of funding provided for each 
research type; 

‘‘(II) an analysis of cost-effectiveness models; 
and 

‘‘(III) conclusions regarding the efficiency, ef-
fectiveness, and quality of services as derived 
from previous or ongoing research and moni-
toring efforts; 

‘‘(xii) building capacity to identify, inves-
tigate, and stop nosocomial transmission of in-
fectious diseases, including HIV and tuber-
culosis; and 

‘‘(xiii) a description of staffing levels of 
United States government HIV/AIDS teams in 
countries with significant HIV/AIDS programs, 
including whether or not a full-time coordinator 
was on staff for the year.’’. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 301(b) of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7631(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2009 through 2013’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2009 through 2013’’. 

(g) RELATIONSHIP TO ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
TO ENHANCE NUTRITION.—Section 301(c) of such 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) FOOD AND NUTRITIONAL SUPPORT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—As indicated in the report 

produced by the Institute of Medicine, entitled 
‘PEPFAR Implementation: Progress and Prom-
ise’, inadequate caloric intake has been clearly 
identified as a principal reason for failure of 
clinical response to antiretroviral therapy. In 
recognition of the impact of malnutrition as a 
clinical health issue for many persons living 
with HIV/AIDS that is often associated with 
health and economic impacts on these individ-
uals and their families, the Global AIDS Coordi-
nator and the Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Development 
shall— 

‘‘(A) follow World Health Organization guide-
lines for HIV/AIDS food and nutrition services; 

‘‘(B) integrate nutrition programs with HIV/ 
AIDS activities through effective linkages 
among the health, agricultural, and livelihood 
sectors and establish additional services in cir-
cumstances in which referrals are inadequate or 
impossible; 

‘‘(C) provide, as a component of care and 
treatment programs for persons with HIV/AIDS, 
food and nutritional support to individuals in-
fected with, and affected by, HIV/AIDS who 
meet established criteria for nutritional support 
(including clinically malnourished children and 
adults, and pregnant and lactating women in 
programs in need of supplemental support), in-
cluding— 

‘‘(i) anthropometric and dietary assessment; 
‘‘(ii) counseling; and 
‘‘(iii) therapeutic and supplementary feeding; 
‘‘(D) provide food and nutritional support for 

children affected by HIV/AIDS and to commu-
nities and households caring for children af-
fected by HIV/AIDS; and 

‘‘(E) in communities where HIV/AIDS and 
food insecurity are highly prevalent, support 
programs to address these often intersecting 
health problems through community-based as-
sistance programs, with an emphasis on sustain-
able approaches. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Of 
the amounts authorized to be appropriated 
under section 401, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the President such sums as may be 
necessary for each of the fiscal years 2009 
through 2013 to carry out this subsection.’’. 

(h) ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE.—Section 
301(d) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(d) ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE.—An orga-
nization, including a faith-based organization, 
that is otherwise eligible to receive assistance 
under section 104A of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, under this Act, or under any 
amendment made by this Act or by the Tom 
Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008, for 
HIV/AIDS prevention, treatment, or care— 
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‘‘(1) shall not be required, as a condition of 

receiving such assistance— 
‘‘(A) to endorse or utilize a multisectoral or 

comprehensive approach to combating HIV/ 
AIDS; or 

‘‘(B) to endorse, utilize, make a referral to, be-
come integrated with, or otherwise participate 
in any program or activity to which the organi-
zation has a religious or moral objection; and 

‘‘(2) shall not be discriminated against in the 
solicitation or issuance of grants, contracts, or 
cooperative agreements under such provisions of 
law for refusing to meet any requirement de-
scribed in paragraph (1).’’. 
SEC. 302. ASSISTANCE TO COMBAT TUBER-

CULOSIS. 
(a) POLICY.—Section 104B(b) of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b–3(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) POLICY.—It is a major objective of the 
foreign assistance program of the United States 
to control tuberculosis. In all countries in which 
the Government of the United States has estab-
lished development programs, particularly in 
countries with the highest burden of tuber-
culosis and other countries with high rates of 
tuberculosis, the United States should support 
the objectives of the Global Plan to Stop TB, in-
cluding through achievement of the following 
goals: 

‘‘(1) Reduce by half the tuberculosis death 
and disease burden from the 1990 baseline. 

‘‘(2) Sustain or exceed the detection of at least 
70 percent of sputum smear-positive cases of tu-
berculosis and the successful treatment of at 
least 85 percent of the cases detected in coun-
tries with established United States Agency for 
International Development tuberculosis pro-
grams. 

‘‘(3) In support of the Global Plan to Stop TB, 
the President shall establish a comprehensive, 5- 
year United States strategy to expand and im-
prove United States efforts to combat tuber-
culosis globally, including a plan to support— 

‘‘(A) the successful treatment of 4,500,000 new 
sputum smear tuberculosis patients under DOTS 
programs by 2013, primarily through direct sup-
port for needed services, commodities, health 
workers, and training, and additional treatment 
through coordinated multilateral efforts; and 

‘‘(B) the diagnosis and treatment of 90,000 
new multiple drug resistant tuberculosis cases 
by 2013, and additional treatment through co-
ordinated multilateral efforts.’’. 

(b) PRIORITY TO STOP TB STRATEGY.—Section 
104B(e) of such Act is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(e) PRIORITY TO STOP TB STRATEGY.—In 
furnishing assistance under subsection (c), the 
President shall give priority to— 

‘‘(1) direct services described in the Stop TB 
Strategy, including expansion and enhancement 
of Directly Observed Treatment Short-course 
(DOTS) coverage, rapid testing, treatment for 
individuals infected with both tuberculosis and 
HIV, and treatment for individuals with multi- 
drug resistant tuberculosis (MDR–TB), strength-
ening of health systems, use of the International 
Standards for Tuberculosis Care by all pro-
viders, empowering individuals with tuber-
culosis, and enabling and promoting research to 
develop new diagnostics, drugs, and vaccines, 
and program-based operational research relat-
ing to tuberculosis; and 

‘‘(2) funding for the Global Tuberculosis Drug 
Facility, the Stop Tuberculosis Partnership, and 
the Global Alliance for TB Drug Development.’’. 

(c) ASSISTANCE FOR THE WORLD HEALTH OR-
GANIZATION AND THE STOP TUBERCULOSIS PART-
NERSHIP.—Section 104B of such Act is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (h); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) ASSISTANCE FOR THE WORLD HEALTH OR-
GANIZATION AND THE STOP TUBERCULOSIS PART-
NERSHIP.—In carrying out this section, the 

President, acting through the Administrator of 
the United States Agency for International De-
velopment, is authorized to provide increased re-
sources to the World Health Organization and 
the Stop Tuberculosis Partnership to improve 
the capacity of countries with high rates of tu-
berculosis and other affected countries to imple-
ment the Stop TB Strategy and specific strate-
gies related to addressing multiple drug resistant 
tuberculosis (MDR–TB) and extensively drug re-
sistant tuberculosis (XDR–TB).’’. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 104B of such 
Act is amended by inserting after subsection (f), 
as added by subsection (c) of this section, the 
following: 

‘‘(g) ANNUAL REPORT.—The President shall 
submit an annual report to Congress that de-
scribes the impact of United States foreign as-
sistance on efforts to control tuberculosis, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(1) the number of tuberculosis cases diag-
nosed and the number of cases cured in coun-
tries receiving United States bilateral foreign as-
sistance for tuberculosis control purposes; 

‘‘(2) a description of activities supported with 
United States tuberculosis resources in each 
country, including a description of how those 
activities specifically contribute to increasing 
the number of people diagnosed and treated for 
tuberculosis; 

‘‘(3) in each country receiving bilateral United 
States foreign assistance for tuberculosis control 
purposes, the percentage provided for direct tu-
berculosis services in countries receiving United 
States bilateral foreign assistance for tuber-
culosis control purposes; 

‘‘(4) a description of research efforts and clin-
ical trials to develop new tools to combat tuber-
culosis, including diagnostics, drugs, and vac-
cines supported by United States bilateral assist-
ance; 

‘‘(5) the number of persons who have been di-
agnosed and started treatment for multidrug-re-
sistant tuberculosis in countries receiving 
United States bilateral foreign assistance for tu-
berculosis control programs; 

‘‘(6) a description of the collaboration and co-
ordination of United States anti-tuberculosis ef-
forts with the World Health Organization, the 
Global Fund, and other major public and pri-
vate entities within the Stop TB Strategy; 

‘‘(7) the constraints on implementation of pro-
grams posed by health workforce shortages and 
capacities; 

‘‘(8) the number of people trained in tuber-
culosis control; and 

‘‘(9) a breakdown of expenditures for direct 
patient tuberculosis services, drugs and other 
commodities, drug management, training in di-
agnosis and treatment, health systems strength-
ening, research, and support costs.’’. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—Section 104B(h) of such Act, 
as redesignated by subsection (c), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting the following: ‘‘includ-
ing— 

‘‘(A) low-cost and effective diagnosis, treat-
ment, and monitoring of tuberculosis; 

‘‘(B) a reliable drug supply; 
‘‘(C) a management strategy for public health 

systems; 
‘‘(D) health system strengthening; 
‘‘(E) promotion of the use of the International 

Standards for Tuberculosis Care by all care pro-
viders; 

‘‘(F) bacteriology under an external quality 
assessment framework; 

‘‘(G) short-course chemotherapy; and 
‘‘(H) sound reporting and recording systems.’’; 

and 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-

graph (6); and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(5) STOP TB STRATEGY.—The term ‘Stop TB 

Strategy’ means the 6-point strategy to reduce 
tuberculosis developed by the World Health Or-
ganization, which is described in the Global 

Plan to Stop TB 2006–2015: Actions for Life, a 
comprehensive plan developed by the Stop TB 
Partnership that sets out the actions necessary 
to achieve the millennium development goal of 
cutting tuberculosis deaths and disease burden 
in half by 2015.’’. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 302 (b) of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7632(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal years 
2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘a total of 
$4,000,000,000 for the 5-year period beginning on 
October 1, 2008.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2009 through 2013.’’. 
SEC. 303. ASSISTANCE TO COMBAT MALARIA. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1961.—Section 104C(b) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151–4(b)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘treatment,’’ after ‘‘con-
trol,’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 303 of the United States Leadership Against 
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 
2003, and Malaria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7633) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘such sums 

as may be necessary for fiscal years 2004 
through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘$5,000,000,000 dur-
ing the 5-year period beginning on October 1, 
2008’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘fiscal years 
2004 through 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 
2009 through 2013’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—Providing assist-

ance for the prevention, control, treatment, and 
the ultimate eradication of malaria is— 

‘‘(1) a major objective of the foreign assistance 
program of the United States; and 

‘‘(2) 1 component of a comprehensive United 
States global health strategy to reduce disease 
burdens and strengthen communities around the 
world. 

‘‘(d) DEVELOPMENT OF A COMPREHENSIVE 5- 
YEAR STRATEGY.—The President shall establish 
a comprehensive, 5-year strategy to combat glob-
al malaria that— 

‘‘(1) strengthens the capacity of the United 
States to be an effective leader of international 
efforts to reduce malaria burden; 

‘‘(2) maintains sufficient flexibility and re-
mains responsive to the ever-changing nature of 
the global malaria challenge; 

‘‘(3) includes specific objectives and multisec-
toral approaches and strategies to reduce the 
prevalence, mortality, incidence, and spread of 
malaria; 

‘‘(4) describes how this strategy would con-
tribute to the United States’ overall global 
health and development goals; 

‘‘(5) clearly explains how outlined activities 
will interact with other United States Govern-
ment global health activities, including the 5- 
year global AIDS strategy required under this 
Act; 

‘‘(6) expands public-private partnerships and 
leverage of resources; 

‘‘(7) coordinates among relevant Federal agen-
cies to maximize human and financial resources 
and to reduce duplication among these agencies, 
foreign governments, and international organi-
zations; 

‘‘(8) coordinates with other international enti-
ties, including the Global Fund; 

‘‘(9) maximizes United States capabilities in 
the areas of technical assistance and training 
and research, including vaccine research; and 

‘‘(10) establishes priorities and selection cri-
teria for the distribution of resources based on 
factors such as— 

‘‘(A) the size and demographics of the popu-
lation with malaria; 
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‘‘(B) the needs of that population; 
‘‘(C) the country’s existing infrastructure; and 
‘‘(D) the ability to closely coordinate United 

States Government efforts with national malaria 
control plans of partner countries.’’. 
SEC. 304. MALARIA RESPONSE COORDINATOR. 

Section 304 of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7634) is amended to read 
as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 304. MALARIA RESPONSE COORDINATOR. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established within 
the United States Agency for International De-
velopment a Coordinator of United States Gov-
ernment Activities to Combat Malaria Globally 
(referred to in this section as the ‘Malaria Coor-
dinator’), who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORITIES.—The Malaria Coordinator, 
acting through nongovernmental organizations 
(including faith-based and community-based or-
ganizations), partner country finance, health, 
and other relevant ministries, and relevant exec-
utive branch agencies as may be necessary and 
appropriate to carry out this section, is author-
ized to— 

‘‘(1) operate internationally to carry out pre-
vention, care, treatment, support, capacity de-
velopment, and other activities to reduce the 
prevalence, mortality, and incidence of malaria; 

‘‘(2) provide grants to, and enter into con-
tracts and cooperative agreements with, non-
governmental organizations (including faith- 
based organizations) to carry out this section; 
and 

‘‘(3) transfer and allocate executive branch 
agency funds that have been appropriated for 
the purposes described in paragraphs (1) and 
(2). 

‘‘(c) DUTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Malaria Coordinator 

has primary responsibility for the oversight and 
coordination of all resources and international 
activities of the United States Government relat-
ing to efforts to combat malaria. 

‘‘(2) SPECIFIC DUTIES.—The Malaria Coordi-
nator shall— 

‘‘(A) facilitate program and policy coordina-
tion of antimalarial efforts among relevant exec-
utive branch agencies and nongovernmental or-
ganizations by auditing, monitoring, and evalu-
ating such programs; 

‘‘(B) ensure that each relevant executive 
branch agency undertakes antimalarial pro-
grams primarily in those areas in which the 
agency has the greatest expertise, technical ca-
pability, and potential for success; 

‘‘(C) coordinate relevant executive branch 
agency activities in the field of malaria preven-
tion and treatment; 

‘‘(D) coordinate planning, implementation, 
and evaluation with the Global AIDS Coordi-
nator in countries in which both programs have 
a significant presence; 

‘‘(E) coordinate with national governments, 
international agencies, civil society, and the pri-
vate sector; and 

‘‘(F) establish due diligence criteria for all re-
cipients of funds appropriated by the Federal 
Government for malaria assistance. 

‘‘(d) ASSISTANCE FOR THE WORLD HEALTH OR-
GANIZATION.—In carrying out this section, the 
President may provide financial assistance to 
the Roll Back Malaria Partnership of the World 
Health Organization to improve the capacity of 
countries with high rates of malaria and other 
affected countries to implement comprehensive 
malaria control programs. 

‘‘(e) COORDINATION OF ASSISTANCE EFFORTS.— 
In carrying out this section and in accordance 
with section 104C of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b–4), the Malaria Coordi-
nator shall coordinate the provision of assist-
ance by working with— 

‘‘(1) relevant executive branch agencies, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(A) the Department of State (including the 
Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator); 

‘‘(B) the Department of Health and Human 
Services; 

‘‘(C) the Department of Defense; and 
‘‘(D) the Office of the United States Trade 

Representative; 
‘‘(2) relevant multilateral institutions, includ-

ing— 
‘‘(A) the World Health Organization; 
‘‘(B) the United Nations Children’s Fund; 
‘‘(C) the United Nations Development Pro-

gramme; 
‘‘(D) the Global Fund; 
‘‘(E) the World Bank; and 
‘‘(F) the Roll Back Malaria Partnership; 
‘‘(3) program delivery and efforts to lift bar-

riers that would impede effective and com-
prehensive malaria control programs; and 

‘‘(4) partner or recipient country governments 
and national entities including universities and 
civil society organizations (including faith- and 
community-based organizations). 

‘‘(f) RESEARCH.—To carry out this section, the 
Malaria Coordinator, in accordance with sec-
tion 104C of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(22 U.S.C. 1151d–4), shall ensure that operations 
and implementation research conducted under 
this Act will closely complement the clinical and 
program research being undertaken by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. The Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention should advise the 
Malaria Coordinator on priorities for operations 
and implementation research and should be a 
key implementer of this research. 

‘‘(g) MONITORING.—To ensure that adequate 
malaria controls are established and imple-
mented, the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention should advise the Malaria Coordi-
nator on monitoring, surveillance, and evalua-
tion activities and be a key implementer of such 
activities under this Act. Such activities shall 
complement, rather than duplicate, the work of 
the World Health Organization. 

‘‘(h) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date of the enactment of the Tom Lantos 
and Henry J. Hyde United States Global Leader-
ship Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria Reauthorization Act of 2008, and annually 
thereafter, the President shall submit a report to 
the appropriate congressional committees that 
describes United States assistance for the pre-
vention, treatment, control, and elimination of 
malaria. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall describe— 

‘‘(A) the countries and activities to which ma-
laria resources have been allocated; 

‘‘(B) the number of people reached through 
malaria assistance programs, including data on 
children and pregnant women; 

‘‘(C) research efforts to develop new tools to 
combat malaria, including drugs and vaccines; 

‘‘(D) the collaboration and coordination of 
United States antimalarial efforts with the 
World Health Organization, the Global Fund, 
the World Bank, other donor governments, 
major private efforts, and relevant executive 
agencies; 

‘‘(E) the coordination of United States anti-
malarial efforts with the national malarial 
strategies of other donor or partner governments 
and major private initiatives; 

‘‘(F) the estimated impact of United States as-
sistance on childhood mortality and morbidity 
from malaria; 

‘‘(G) the coordination of antimalarial efforts 
with broader health and development programs; 
and 

‘‘(H) the constraints on implementation of 
programs posed by health workforce shortages 
or capacities; and 

‘‘(I) the number of personnel trained as health 
workers and the training levels achieved.’’. 
SEC. 305. AMENDMENT TO IMMIGRATION AND NA-

TIONALITY ACT. 
Section 212(a)(1)(A)(i) of the Immigration and 

Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(1)(A)(i)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘, which shall include in-

fection with the etiologic agent for acquired im-
mune deficiency syndrome,’’ and inserting a 
semicolon. 
SEC. 306. CLERICAL AMENDMENT. 

Title III of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7631 et seq.) is amended by 
striking the heading for subtitle B and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘Subtitle B—Assistance for Women, Children, 
and Families’’. 

SEC. 307. REQUIREMENTS. 
Section 312(b) of the United States Leadership 

Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7652(b)) is amended by 
striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(1) establish a target for the prevention and 
treatment of mother-to-child transmission of 
HIV that, by 2013, will reach at least 80 percent 
of pregnant women in those countries most af-
fected by HIV/AIDS in which the United States 
has HIV/AIDS programs; 

‘‘(2) establish a target that, by 2013, the pro-
portion of children receiving care and treatment 
under this Act is proportionate to their numbers 
within the population of HIV infected individ-
uals in each country; 

‘‘(3) integrate care and treatment with preven-
tion of mother-to-child transmission of HIV pro-
grams to improve outcomes for HIV-affected 
women and families as soon as is feasible and 
support strategies that promote successful fol-
low-up and continuity of care of mother and 
child; 

‘‘(4) expand programs designed to care for 
children orphaned by, affected by, or vulnerable 
to HIV/AIDS; 

‘‘(5) ensure that women in prevention of 
mother-to-child transmission of HIV programs 
are provided with, or referred to, appropriate 
maternal and child services; and 

‘‘(6) develop a timeline for expanding access to 
more effective regimes to prevent mother-to-child 
transmission of HIV, consistent with the na-
tional policies of countries in which programs 
are administered under this Act and the goal of 
achieving universal use of such regimes as soon 
as possible.’’. 
SEC. 308. ANNUAL REPORT ON PREVENTION OF 

MOTHER-TO-CHILD TRANSMISSION 
OF HIV. 

Section 313(a) of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7653(a)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘5 years’’ and inserting ‘‘10 years’’. 
SEC. 309. PREVENTION OF MOTHER-TO-CHILD 

TRANSMISSION EXPERT PANEL. 
Section 312 of the United States Leadership 

Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7652) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(c) PREVENTION OF MOTHER-TO-CHILD 
TRANSMISSION EXPERT PANEL.— 

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Global AIDS Coor-
dinator shall establish a panel of experts to be 
known as the Prevention of Mother-to-Child 
Transmission Panel (referred to in this sub-
section as the ‘Panel’) to— 

‘‘(A) provide an objective review of activities 
to prevent mother-to-child transmission of HIV; 
and 

‘‘(B) provide recommendations to the Global 
AIDS Coordinator and to the appropriate con-
gressional committees for scale-up of mother-to- 
child transmission prevention services under 
this Act in order to achieve the target estab-
lished in subsection (b)(1). 

‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Panel shall be con-
vened and chaired by the Global AIDS Coordi-
nator, who shall serve as a nonvoting member. 
The Panel shall consist of not more than 15 
members (excluding the Global AIDS Coordi-
nator), to be appointed by the Global AIDS Co-
ordinator not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, including— 
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‘‘(A) 2 members from the Department of 

Health and Human Services with expertise relat-
ing to the prevention of mother-to-child trans-
mission activities; 

‘‘(B) 2 members from the United States Agency 
for International Development with expertise re-
lating to the prevention of mother-to-child 
transmission activities; 

‘‘(C) 2 representatives from among health min-
isters of national governments of foreign coun-
tries in which programs under this Act are ad-
ministered; 

‘‘(D) 3 members representing organizations im-
plementing prevention of mother-to-child trans-
mission activities under this Act; 

‘‘(E) 2 health care researchers with expertise 
relating to global HIV/AIDS activities; and 

‘‘(F) representatives from among patient advo-
cate groups, health care professionals, persons 
living with HIV/AIDS, and non-governmental 
organizations with expertise relating to the pre-
vention of mother-to-child transmission activi-
ties, giving priority to individuals in foreign 
countries in which programs under this Act are 
administered. 

‘‘(3) DUTIES OF PANEL.—The Panel shall— 
‘‘(A) assess the effectiveness of current activi-

ties in reaching the target described in sub-
section (b)(1); 

‘‘(B) review scientific evidence related to the 
provision of mother-to-child transmission pre-
vention services, including programmatic data 
and data from clinical trials; 

‘‘(C) review and assess ways in which the Of-
fice of the United States Global AIDS Coordi-
nator collaborates with international and multi-
lateral entities on efforts to prevent mother-to- 
child transmission of HIV in affected countries; 

‘‘(D) identify barriers and challenges to in-
creasing access to mother-to-child transmission 
prevention services and evaluate potential 
mechanisms to alleviate those barriers and chal-
lenges; 

‘‘(E) identify the extent to which stigma has 
hindered pregnant women from obtaining HIV 
counseling and testing or returning for results, 
and provide recommendations to address such 
stigma and its effects; 

‘‘(F) identify opportunities to improve link-
ages between mother-to-child transmission pre-
vention services and care and treatment pro-
grams; and 

‘‘(G) recommend specific activities to facilitate 
reaching the target described in subsection 
(b)(1). 

‘‘(4) REPORT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date on which the Panel is first convened, 
the Panel shall submit a report containing a de-
tailed statement of the recommendations, find-
ings, and conclusions of the Panel to the appro-
priate congressional committees. 

‘‘(B) AVAILABILITY.—The report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall be made available 
to the public. 

‘‘(C) CONSIDERATION BY COORDINATOR.—The 
Coordinator shall— 

‘‘(i) consider any recommendations contained 
in the report submitted under subparagraph (A); 
and 

‘‘(ii) include in the annual report required 
under section 104A(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 a description of the activities con-
ducted in response to the recommendations 
made by the Panel and an explanation of any 
recommendations not implemented at the time of 
the report. 

‘‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Panel such sums as may be necessary for each 
of the fiscal years 2009 through 2011 to carry out 
this section. 

‘‘(6) TERMINATION.—The Panel shall termi-
nate on the date that is 60 days after the date 
on which the Panel submits the report to the ap-
propriate congressional committees under para-
graph (4).’’. 

TITLE IV—FUNDING ALLOCATIONS 
SEC. 401. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 401(a) of the United 
States Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 
7671(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘$3,000,000,000 
for each of the fiscal years 2004 through 2008’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$48,000,000,000 for the 5-year pe-
riod beginning on October 1, 2008’’. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of the 
Congress that the appropriations authorized 
under section 401(a) of the United States Lead-
ership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and 
Malaria Act of 2003, as amended by subsection 
(a), should be allocated among fiscal years 2009 
through 2013 in a manner that allows for the 
appropriations to be gradually increased in a 
manner that is consistent with program require-
ments, absorptive capacity, and priorities set 
forth in such Act, as amended by this Act. 
SEC. 402. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

Section 402(b) of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7672(b)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘an effective distribution of such 
amounts would be’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘10 percent of such amounts’’ and inserting ‘‘10 
percent should be used’’. 
SEC. 403. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS. 

Section 403 of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7673) is amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(a) BALANCED FUNDING REQUIREMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Global AIDS Coordi-

nator shall— 
‘‘(A) provide balanced funding for prevention 

activities for sexual transmission of HIV/AIDS; 
and 

‘‘(B) ensure that activities promoting absti-
nence, delay of sexual debut, monogamy, fidel-
ity, and partner reduction are implemented and 
funded in a meaningful and equitable way in 
the strategy for each host country based on ob-
jective epidemiological evidence as to the source 
of infections and in consultation with the gov-
ernment of each host county involved in HIV/ 
AIDS prevention activities. 

‘‘(2) PREVENTION STRATEGY.— 
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—In carrying out para-

graph (1), the Global AIDS Coordinator shall es-
tablish an HIV sexual transmission prevention 
strategy governing the expenditure of funds au-
thorized under this Act to prevent the sexual 
transmission of HIV in any host country with a 
generalized epidemic. 

‘‘(B) REPORT.—In each host country described 
in subparagraph (A), if the strategy established 
under subparagraph (A) provides less than 50 
percent of the funds described in subparagraph 
(A) for activities promoting abstinence, delay of 
sexual debut, monogamy, fidelity, and partner 
reduction, the Global AIDS Coordinator shall, 
not later than 30 days after the issuance of this 
strategy, report to the appropriate congressional 
committees on the justification for this decision. 

‘‘(3) EXCLUSION.—Programs and activities that 
implement or purchase new prevention tech-
nologies or modalities, such as medical male cir-
cumcision, public education about risks to ac-
quire HIV infection from blood exposures, pro-
moting universal precautions, investigating sus-
pected nosocomial infections, pre-exposure phar-
maceutical prophylaxis to prevent transmission 
of HIV, or microbicides and programs and ac-
tivities that provide counseling and testing for 
HIV or prevent mother-to-child prevention of 
HIV, shall not be included in determining com-
pliance with paragraph (2). 

‘‘(4) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of the Tom Lantos and 
Henry J. Hyde United States Global Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Reauthorization Act of 2008, and annually 
thereafter as part of the annual report required 
under section 104A(e) of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b–2(e)), the President 
shall— 

‘‘(A) submit a report on the implementation of 
paragraph (2) for the most recently concluded 
fiscal year to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees; and 

‘‘(B) make the report described in subpara-
graph (A) available to the public.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘fiscal years 2006 through 

2008’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 2009 through 
2013’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘vulnerable children affected 
by’’ and inserting ‘‘other children affected by, 
or vulnerable to,’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) FUNDING ALLOCATION.—For each of the 

fiscal years 2009 through 2013, more than half of 
the amounts appropriated for bilateral global 
HIV/AIDS assistance pursuant to section 401 
shall be expended for— 

‘‘(1) antiretroviral treatment for HIV/AIDS; 
‘‘(2) clinical monitoring of HIV-seropositive 

people not in need of antiretroviral treatment; 
‘‘(3) care for associated opportunistic infec-

tions; 
‘‘(4) nutrition and food support for people liv-

ing with HIV/AIDS; and 
‘‘(5) other essential HIV/AIDS-related medical 

care for people living with HIV/AIDS. 
‘‘(d) TREATMENT, PREVENTION, AND CARE 

GOALS.—For each of the fiscal years 2009 
through 2013— 

‘‘(1) the treatment goal under section 402(a)(3) 
shall be increased above 2,000,000 by at least the 
percentage increase in the amount appropriated 
for bilateral global HIV/AIDS assistance for 
such fiscal year compared with fiscal year 2008; 

‘‘(2) any increase in the treatment goal under 
section 402(a)(3) above the percentage increase 
in the amount appropriated for bilateral global 
HIV/AIDS assistance for such fiscal year com-
pared with fiscal year 2008 shall be based on 
long-term requirements, epidemiological evi-
dence, the share of treatment needs being met by 
partner governments and other sources of treat-
ment funding, and other appropriate factors; 

‘‘(3) the treatment goal under section 402(a)(3) 
shall be increased above the number calculated 
under paragraph (1) by the same percentage 
that the average United States Government cost 
per patient of providing treatment in countries 
receiving bilateral HIV/AIDS assistance has de-
creased compared with fiscal year 2008; and 

‘‘(4) the prevention and care goals established 
in clauses (i) and (iv) of section 104A(b)(1)(A) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2151b–2(b)(1)(A)) shall be increased consistent 
with epidemiological evidence and available re-
sources.’’. 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 501. MACHINE READABLE VISA FEES. 

(a) FEE INCREASE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law— 

(1) not later than October 1, 2010, the Sec-
retary of State shall increase by $1 the fee or 
surcharge authorized under section 140(a) of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1994 and 1995 (Public Law 103–236; 8 
U.S.C. 1351 note) for processing machine read-
able nonimmigrant visas and machine readable 
combined border crossing identification cards 
and nonimmigrant visas; and 

(2) not later than October 1, 2013, the Sec-
retary shall increase the fee or surcharge de-
scribed in paragraph (1) by an additional $1. 

(b) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS.—Notwithstanding 
section 140(a)(2) of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 
(Public Law 103–236; 8 U.S.C. 1351 note), fees 
collected under the authority of subsection (a) 
shall be deposited in the Treasury. 
TITLE VI—EMERGENCY PLAN FOR INDIAN 

SAFETY AND HEALTH 
SEC. 601. EMERGENCY PLAN FOR INDIAN SAFETY 

AND HEALTH. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND.—There is estab-

lished in the Treasury of the United States a 
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fund, to be known as the ‘‘Emergency Fund for 
Indian Safety and Health’’ (referred to in this 
section as the ‘‘Fund’’), consisting of such 
amounts as are appropriated to the Fund under 
subsection (b). 

(b) TRANSFERS TO FUND.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be ap-

propriated to the Fund, out of funds of the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
$2,000,000,000 for the 5-year period beginning on 
October 1, 2008. 

(2) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts de-
posited in the Fund under this section shall— 

(A) be made available without further appro-
priation; 

(B) be in addition to amounts made available 
under any other provision of law; and 

(C) remain available until expended. 
(c) EXPENDITURES FROM FUND.—On request 

by the Attorney General, the Secretary of the 
Interior, or the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
transfer from the Fund to the Attorney General, 
the Secretary of the Interior, or the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, as appropriate, 
such amounts as the Attorney General, the Sec-
retary of the Interior, or the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services determines to be necessary 
to carry out the emergency plan under sub-
section (f). 

(d) TRANSFERS OF AMOUNTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amounts required to be 

transferred to the Fund under this section shall 
be transferred at least monthly from the general 
fund of the Treasury to the Fund on the basis 
of estimates made by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury. 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—Proper adjustment shall be 
made in amounts subsequently transferred to 
the extent prior estimates were in excess of or 
less than the amounts required to be trans-
ferred. 

(e) REMAINING AMOUNTS.—Any amounts re-
maining in the Fund on September 30 of an ap-
plicable fiscal year may be used by the Attorney 
General, the Secretary of the Interior, or the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services to 
carry out the emergency plan under subsection 
(f) for any subsequent fiscal year. 

(f) EMERGENCY PLAN.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the At-
torney General, the Secretary of the Interior, 
and the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, in consultation with Indian tribes (as de-
fined in section 4 of the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b)), shall jointly establish an emergency plan 
that addresses law enforcement, water, and 
health care needs of Indian tribes under which, 
for each of fiscal years 2010 through 2019, of 
amounts in the Fund— 

(1) the Attorney General shall use— 
(A) 18.5 percent for the construction, rehabili-

tation, and replacement of Federal Indian de-
tention facilities; 

(B) 1.5 percent to investigate and prosecute 
crimes in Indian country (as defined in section 
1151 of title 18, United States Code); 

(C) 1.5 percent for use by the Office of Justice 
Programs for Indian and Alaska Native pro-
grams; and 

(D) 0.5 percent to provide assistance to— 
(i) parties to cross-deputization or other coop-

erative agreements between State or local gov-
ernments and Indian tribes (as defined in sec-
tion 102 of the Federally Recognized Indian 
Tribe List Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 479a)) carrying 
out law enforcement activities in Indian coun-
try; and 

(ii) the State of Alaska (including political 
subdivisions of that State) for carrying out the 
Village Public Safety Officer Program and law 
enforcement activities on Alaska Native land (as 
defined in section 3 of Public Law 103–399 (25 
U.S.C. 3902)); 

(2) the Secretary of the Interior shall— 
(A) deposit 15.5 percent in the public safety 

and justice account of the Bureau of Indian Af-

fairs for use by the Office of Justice Services of 
the Bureau in providing law enforcement or de-
tention services, directly or through contracts or 
compacts with Indian tribes under the Indian 
Self-Determination and Education Assistance 
Act (25 U.S.C. 450 et seq.); and 

(B) use 50 percent to implement requirements 
of Indian water settlement agreements that are 
approved by Congress (or the legislation to im-
plement such an agreement) under which the 
United States shall plan, design, rehabilitate, or 
construct, or provide financial assistance for the 
planning, design, rehabilitation, or construction 
of, water supply or delivery infrastructure that 
will serve an Indian tribe (as defined in section 
4 of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b)); and 

(3) the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, acting through the Director of the Indian 
Health Service, shall use 12.5 percent to provide, 
directly or through contracts or compacts with 
Indian tribes under the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450 et seq.)— 

(A) contract health services; 
(B) construction, rehabilitation, and replace-

ment of Indian health facilities; and 
(C) domestic and community sanitation facili-

ties serving members of Indian tribes (as defined 
in section 4 of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b)) 
pursuant to section 7 of the Act of August 5, 
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2004a). 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BERMAN 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

the motion at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the motion. 
The text of the motion is as follows: 
Motion offered by Mr. BERMAN: 
Mr. BERMAN moves that the House concur 

in the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1362, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN) 
and the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this bill, and I yield 
myself 7 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, a few short months ago 
the House gave its strong bipartisan 
approval to H.R. 5501, the Tom Lantos 
and Henry J. Hyde Global Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and 
Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008. 
Last Thursday, the Senate followed 
suit, approving its amendment to the 
House bill by an overwhelming margin 
of 80–16. 

We meet today to take up the Senate 
amendments and to send this bipar-
tisan legislation to the President for 
his signature. The measure before the 
House today is a compromise, a com-
promise between Democrats and Re-
publicans, between the House and the 
Senate, and between Congress and the 
executive branch. The fact that com-
promise was achievable in this highly 
politicized era is a testament to the bi-
partisan roots of this legislation. 

Five years ago, Tom Lantos and 
Henry Hyde, our dear deceased col-
leagues, working closely with the 
White House, crafted a global HIV/ 
AIDS bill that enjoyed broad bipar-
tisan support. This groundbreaking 

legislation had a clear and achievable 
goal, to respond with compassion to 
those who were dying of AIDS, dra-
matically increase our Nation’s efforts 
to stop the spread of HIV virus, provide 
care to children orphaned by AIDS, and 
get lifesaving medications immediately 
to those in need. 

As a result, our Nation has provided 
lifesaving antiretroviral medicines to 
nearly 11⁄2 million men, women and 
children, supported care for nearly 7 
million people, including nearly 3 mil-
lion orphans and vulnerable children, 
and prevented an estimated 150,000 in-
fant infections around the world. 

Most importantly, the United States 
has given hope to millions infected 
with the HIV virus, which just a few 
short years ago was tantamount to a 
death sentence. 

This law worked well as an emer-
gency intervention to deal with the 
rapidly expanding HIV/AIDS crisis. But 
the nature of that disease has changed 
significantly since then. We now have 5 
years of experience in grappling with 
this pandemic on a global scale, and 
the reauthorization bill before us re-
flects what we have learned. 

The law we passed in 2003 was de-
signed to deal with the emergency 
phase of the HIV/AIDS crisis. This leg-
islation moves our programs towards 
long-term sustainability that will keep 
the benefit of U.S. global HIV/AIDS 
programs flowing to those in need. 
With this reauthorization, host govern-
ments will also gain the ability to 
plan, direct and manage prevention, 
treatment and care programs that were 
originally established with U.S. assist-
ance. 

The reauthorization bill authorizes 
nearly $50 billion over 5 years for these 
three pandemics. These additional 
funds allow us to significantly boost 
the health care workforce in those 
countries hard hit by HIV/AIDS with 
new professional and paraprofessional 
training programs, and to increase the 
number of HIV positive individuals re-
ceiving lifesaving medicine. 

The 2003 law focused on creating new 
programs to tackle the crisis. The re-
authorization bill increases the number 
of individuals receiving prevention 
treatment and care services. It builds 
stronger linkages between the global 
HIV/AIDS initiative and existing pro-
grams designed to alleviate hunger 
among those treated. It helps to im-
prove health care and bolster HIV edu-
cation in schools. 

b 1600 

The 2003 law began to address the 
needs of women and girls. But given 
the changing nature of the epidemic, 
we clearly did not go far enough to 
meet these needs. 

The new legislation remedies this sit-
uation by strengthening prevention 
and treatment programs aimed at this 
extremely vulnerable population. The 
Lantos-Hyde bill eliminates the one- 
third abstinence-only earmark, but re-
quires a balanced approach to sexual 
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transmission programs and a report re-
garding this approach in countries 
where the epidemic has become gener-
alized. 

In an effort to ensure that our con-
tributions to the global fund are being 
wisely spent, the bill provides for cer-
tain benchmarks to improve the trans-
parency and the accountability of the 
fund. The bill incorporates tuberculosis 
prevention from H.R. 1567 sponsored by 
Congressman ENGEL. It seeks to fur-
ther integrate HIV/AIDS programs 
with TB and malaria programs and cre-
ate linkages and referrals between 
these programs for patients. 

H.R. 5501 heightens U.S. efforts to 
combat malaria by requiring the devel-
opment of a comprehensive 5-year 
strategy to combat this disease. It cre-
ates a new U.S. Government Malaria 
Coordinator, and it enhances support 
for clinical research for new 
diagnostics, treatments, and interven-
tions to prevent, cure, and control ma-
laria. 

The Senate made several changes in 
our bill. It overturned the existing visa 
ban on HIV-positive individuals. It tar-
geted $2 billion of the $50 billion au-
thorization for Indian health care, 
water resources, and law enforcement 
issues. It modified the goal for people 
living with AIDS and removed a link-
age between the global HIV/AIDS pro-
gram and family planning. 

Despite these changes, the language 
before the House today is very close to 
what we approved last April. With pas-
sage of this reauthorization bill, Con-
gress signals to the world that the 
United States would exercise continued 
leadership in the global battle against 
malaria, tuberculosis, and HIV/AIDS. 

So what we have here is a bipartisan 
bill providing nearly $50 billion for the 
battle against HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria, a bill that has strong bi-
partisan support, and one that the 
President has indicated he will sign 
into law. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation, and I want to take special 
note that in the short time that I have 
been chairing this committee, I want 
to mention two particular people who 
have both helped educate me, two 
Members, colleagues on the committee 
who have played a major role in help-
ing to guide this legislation and the 
earlier legislation: the chairman of the 
Africa Subcommittee, DON PAYNE, and 
Congresswoman BARBARA LEE, both of 
whom have been involved in this legis-
lation and the previous legislation 
from the beginning and were pushing 
for this even long before that passed. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

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

Mr. Speaker, many of us seek a place 
in this hallowed institution to serve 
our country and our constituents, to 
make a difference, to help change the 
world for the better. Mr. Speaker, 
today we are given an opportunity to 

edge ever closer to the accomplishment 
of these goals. 

Today we have an opportunity to 
positively impact the lives of countless 
human beings worldwide by recommit-
ting ourselves to fighting and elimi-
nating a great threat to our inter-
national security, and that is the glob-
al AIDS pandemic. 

The bill before us reauthorizes the 
United States Leadership Against HIV/ 
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 
2003. Before this bill was enacted, 
known as PEPFAR, only 55,000 people 
living in sub-Saharan Africa were re-
ceiving life-saving treatment, but ac-
cording to the Office of the Global 
AIDS Coordinator, through PEPFAR, 
the United States now has supported 
treatment for 1.68 million people in Af-
rica and 1.73 million people worldwide. 

Further, the United States has pro-
vided prevention of mother-to-child 
HIV transmission services for women 
enduring nearly 12.7 million preg-
nancies. We have also prevented an es-
timated 194,000 infant infections. We 
have supported care for more than 6.6 
million people in need, including more 
than 2.7 million orphans and vulnerable 
children. We have supported over 33 
million counseling and testing sessions 
to date for men, women, and children. 

These successes are truly remarkable 
and serve as a testament that all can 
be accomplished when Members from 
the House and the Senate on both sides 
of the aisle work together to find solu-
tions to one of the world’s most press-
ing challenges. 

The 2008 reauthorization seeks to 
consolidate and advance the successes 
of the past 5 years by providing the 
funding and the framework to trans-
form this from an emergency program 
to a sustainable program. It stands as a 
noble legacy of the late Henry J. Hyde 
and Tom Lantos who spearheaded this 
mission of mercy 5 years ago, and I am 
proud that the bill bears their names. 

The stakes for this initiative, Mr. 
Speaker, are higher than ever. Despite 
the best efforts of responsible nations 
to confront the global AIDS pandemic, 
there are now over 33 million people 
around the world living with this dis-
ease. An estimated 7,000 new infections 
occur every day. In its wake, the HIV/ 
AIDS pandemic is leaving a trail of 
poverty, of despondency, of death, 
which has destabilized societies and 
undermined the security of entire re-
gions. 

Our former House colleague and cur-
rent ambassador to Tanzania, the Hon-
orable Mark Green, wrote to me high-
lighting the threat that HIV/AIDS 
poses to the security of our country. 
And he said, ‘‘In tearing apart the so-
cial fabric and leaving a generation of 
orphans, the scourge of HIV/AIDS 
could create a long-term breeding 
ground for radicalism.’’ 

So it is therefore incumbent upon us, 
Mr. Speaker, to advance this critical 
program which not only saves lives and 
exemplifies the generous humanitarian 
nature of the American people, but it 

also helps to preserve our national se-
curity. 

It is important to note that even in 
the most remote areas of Kenya or 
Haiti, for example, people know about 
the PEPFAR program. They know 
from where the test kits, the medi-
cines, and other life-saving support is 
coming. They recognize the leadership 
and the resources that the United 
States has provided in an effort to 
fight this deadly disease, and they are 
deeply appreciative. This is not just a 
health program. This is a public diplo-
macy program as well, and it has 
greatly enhanced global understanding 
of the true nature and the essence of 
the American people at a critical time 
in our Nation’s history. We have led by 
example, and our success has been 
measured in human lives saved. 

Now, the House has debated and 
adopted this bill by an overwhelming 
margin in April of this year. This 
House text was the product of a bipar-
tisan compromise that preserved the 
spirit of the 2003 Act while balancing a 
number of congressional imperatives. 
Just as in the House, our Senate col-
leagues sought to produce legislation 
that would capitalize and expand upon 
the success of the energy plan while 
maintaining the bipartisan political 
consensus that has guided this program 
from its inception. 

After 3 months of negotiations, the 
amendment before us was approved in 
the Senate by a margin of 80–16, dem-
onstrating the strong bipartisan com-
mitment of the Senate of their own 
carefully constructed compromise. 

The Senate amendment contains nu-
merous modifications to the text ap-
proved by the House in April. It re-
duces the authorization of HIV/AIDS, 
tuberculosis, and malaria programs 
from $50 billion to $48 billion. It allows 
for a gradual increase of resources over 
time rather than authorizing $10 bil-
lion for each of the fiscal years 2008 
through 2013. It requires more than half 
of all funding appropriated for bilateral 
HIV/AIDS assistance be expended for 
treatment and care. It replaces the 
hard target for treatment with a slid-
ing scale whereby the treatment target 
will increase over $3 million in direct 
proportion to increased appropriations. 
And further, it authorizes the use of 
compacts as further vehicles for HIV/ 
AIDS assistance in an effort to pro-
mote sustainability. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate amendment 
preserves and strengthens other crit-
ical provisions that were at the heart 
of the House compromise overwhelm-
ingly adopted in April. For example, it 
corrects an unintended omission by in-
cluding care under the conscience 
clause which allows faith-based organi-
zations to disassociate themselves from 
any program or activity to which they 
have a religious or moral objection. 
Also, it amends the abstinence and fi-
delity language contained in section 
403 by striking behavior change pro-
grams including abstinence and fidel-
ity, and inserting activities promoting 
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abstinence and fidelity. This modifica-
tion provides clarity to the com-
promise reached in the House last 
spring. 

The Senate amendment also includes 
two provisions that have raised some 
concern, including the establishment of 
a $2 billion emergency plan for Indian 
safety and health, and the lifting of 
certain restrictions under the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act. 

The first provision, the Indian Safety 
and Health title of the Senate amend-
ment initially raised concerns about 
mandatory spending and unfunded 
mandates. However, the Congressional 
Budget Office has verified that the lan-
guage in question is an authorization 
and does not have implications for di-
rect spending. 

It also bears mentioning that the 
health programs will be implemented 
through the Indian Health Service 
which is subject to the rules and regu-
lations of the Department of Health 
and Human Services. 

With respect to the second item, Mr. 
Speaker, lifting the ban is largely sym-
bolic because the authority to waive 
the restriction already exists and is 
routinely exercised, albeit on a case- 
by-case basis. Furthermore, an alien 
with HIV would still be inadmissible 
under current HHS recommendations 
on communicable diseases of public 
health significance, and this would 
continue to be the case until and un-
less the regulations are changed. The 
Senate amendment includes offsets for 
the estimated additional costs involved 
with the processing of these new visas. 

Throughout this process, Members on 
both sides of the aisle have been forced 
to make difficult choices to arrive at a 
consensus that carefully balances U.S. 
priorities and the range of congres-
sional concerns. The challenges have 
been great and at times have seemed 
insurmountable. But a failure to act 
now would imperil our ability to pro-
vide life-saving support to millions of 
people in need around the world and 
will ultimately undermine what is ar-
guably the most successful United 
States foreign assistance and public di-
plomacy program today. 

We have been given a unique oppor-
tunity to help make the world a better 
place for those who have been victim-
ized by the AIDS pandemic while si-
multaneously enhancing our own Na-
tion’s security. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Senate amendment to the Tom Lantos 
and Henry Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Reauthorization 
Act of 2008 so that this bill can be 
signed by the President without fur-
ther delay and we can get to work on 
saving even more lives. 

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlelady very much for her great 
words, and more importantly, for her 
really complete commitment to this 
project before and now. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ROSS). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am now 

very pleased to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman I referenced earlier, the 
chairman of the Africa Subcommittee, 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Chairman. And let me begin by 
thanking you for your strong leader-
ship in bringing this legislation 
through the House and advocating it 
through the Senate and our ranking 
member, Ms. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, for 
her support, and as you mentioned be-
fore, Representative BARBARA LEE and 
DONNA CHRISTENSEN. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Africa and Global Health, this bill, the 
Tom Lantos and Henry Hyde United 
States Global Leadership Against HIV/ 
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reau-
thorization Act of 2008, is very timely. 

This bill is important. In the 5 years 
since I have been in Congress, the 
original legislation authorized by the 
President’s Emergency Plan for Aids 
Relief, or PEPFAR, as it is known, has 
become a historical program. 

b 1615 

The road toward serious consider-
ation regarding HIV and AIDS was a 
long journey. The Congressional Black 
Caucus began advocating for a sound 
domestic and international effort dur-
ing the late 1980s with little success. 
Pressure continued through the execu-
tive branch, and in the Clinton years, 
an office was established headed by Ms. 
Thurman on the President’s initiative 
on HIV and AIDS. However, adequate 
funding was still lacking, especially on 
the international focus. 

And so I must say that PEPFAR is 
destined, in my view, to be remembered 
as the single most significant achieve-
ment of the Bush administration’s two 
terms in office because it was there 
that we catapulted the funding of this 
legislation. 

Over 800,000 people who would other-
wise have no access to treatment are 
receiving anti-retroviral medication in 
PEPFAR’s 15 focus countries. Twelve 
of those countries are in sub-Saharan 
Africa. 

Such progress is remarkable. How-
ever, we still have a lot of work ahead 
of us. Despite our best efforts, only 28 
percent of Africans needing anti- 
retrovirals are receiving them. 

A mere 11 percent of HIV-positive 
women on the continent who need 
drugs to prevent mother-to-child trans-
mission is getting it. Shockingly, over 
85 percent of Africa’s children who need 
ARVs are going without it. 

This is why Congress is taking such 
an extraordinary step of authorizing 

close to $50 billion to transform 
PEPFAR from an emergency response 
to a sustainable program. It represents 
the best efforts to turn those statistics 
around. 

The new bill transforms PEPFAR by 
expanding the program beyond a series 
of medical interventions. For example, 
the lack of food and nutrition support 
for people on ARVs have been, up to 
now, a major impediment to the adher-
ence to AIDS treatment regimens. The 
lack of adherence limits PEPFAR’s ef-
fectiveness. 

Fortunately, the new component will 
help ease the nutrition problem. The 
Senate bill has incorporated elements 
of the provision which I authored that 
were in the original House bill related 
to addressing the nutrition needs of 
HIV patients, their families, and com-
munities. When I introduced the nutri-
tion component a year ago, no one 
could have accurately predicted the 
tremendous food security problem 
which besets us today worldwide. 

The Senate bill also contains a provi-
sion to build and strengthen health 
systems in developing countries. 

Like the House bill, it eliminates 
cumbersome earmarks that the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office and the 
Institute of Medicine have said limits 
program efficacy. 

Just as important as the money and 
programs for HIV and AIDS, the bill we 
are voting on today also authorizes $9 
billion to fight two other diseases that 
have wrought havoc in the developing 
world: malaria and tuberculosis. 

Malaria kills a child in Africa every 
30 seconds. It contributes to the death 
of an estimated 10,000 pregnant women 
and up to 200,000 infants each year on 
the continent. And what is astonishing 
is that malaria is preventable. With 
education, providing bed nets and 
spraying, malaria can be eliminated. 

TB is just as deadly. Nearly 20 per-
cent of the people who develop full- 
blown TB die of the disease. They can-
not get a simple, low-cost cure which is 
available. 

And those with HIV and AIDS are 
very vulnerable to TB infections due to 
lowered immunity factors. In fact, TB 
is the number one killer of people with 
AIDS. With the new cases of MDR and 
XDR TB, a more radical strain that is 
much more difficult to treat, the new 
emphasis on TB is very important. In 
South Africa in a village, 52 of 53 peo-
ple who had contracted MDR TB died 
within a 2-week period. 

Mr. Speaker, given the aforemen-
tioned toll that AIDS, TB and malaria 
has taken around the globe, and how 
much we still need to do to fight all 
three deadly diseases, it is imperative 
that we redouble our efforts. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New Jersey 
has expired. 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. PAYNE. As I conclude, we must 
do so for the obvious reason: U.S.-fund-
ed programs save lives. We have a 
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moral obligation to continue them. We 
should also do so for a less obvious rea-
son: to counter a growing perception in 
the world that the United States does 
not care about anything but counter-
terrorism. 

Fairly or not, I think that this bill 
will go far to continue to uplift the 
image of the United States. It’s saving 
lives, and it’s doing the right thing. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on International Organization, Human 
Rights, and Oversight. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to H.R. 5501. 

During this time of economic dif-
ficulty, this bill is humanitarianism 
gone wild. It’s irrational benevolence 
that we cannot afford. 

Where are we going to get the $48 bil-
lion for combating AIDS and the $2 bil-
lion for Native American programs? 
Well, we can get it out of programs by 
gutting programs that are for our own 
people. We can raise taxes, which 
would likely throw us into a recession 
that would leave us with even less of a 
tax base for our people at home, or of 
course, we can borrow it and let our 
grandchildren pay for it in some way. 
And yes, if we borrow it, it will prob-
ably come from Communist China, 
making ourselves even more vulnerable 
to their pressure. 

Mr. Speaker, we have big hearts, but 
we need to use our brains. We cannot 
afford $50 billion of generosity to for-
eigners. This will cost the American 
people. It will cost them their health 
care and the education for their chil-
dren. It will cost the veterans, and it 
will cost our seniors. 

Our economy is facing a catastrophic 
setback because of the irresponsible 
spending and taxing policies of the 
Federal Government, and now we’re 
going to exacerbate that problem with 
a $50 billion commitment to provide a 
health care package to Africa. 

Concerning my friends on my side of 
the aisle, Mr. Speaker, I say to those 
who oppose earmarks in the name of 
fiscal responsibility, they should not be 
expected to be taken seriously if they 
support this enormously expensive, 
feel-good spending. This $50 billion bur-
den will be shouldered by our veterans, 
by our elderly, and by our children. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle often remind us America does not 
spend enough on our own people. More 
funds are needed, we are repeatedly 
told, for our veterans, our elderly, and 
yes, for our children. When we are al-
ready at a high level of deficit spend-
ing, how then can we advocate spend-
ing an additional $50 billion overseas? 

And we’re not fooling anybody. When 
we have spending like this, it comes 
right out of the pot of limited re-
sources that are available to Ameri-
cans. 

This expenditure is not going to cure 
AIDS in the end. I wish I could say that 

I was very confident that it would suc-
ceed in that, but I’m not confident 
with that. What I am confident is that 
it will break our back. This could well 
be the 2-ton tree trunk that broke the 
camel’s back, the item that finally de-
stroyed the hope for responsible spend-
ing policies by Congress. 

I ask my colleagues to vote against 
this kind of generosity that is perhaps 
good-hearted but totally irrational. I 
say our number one job here is to 
watch out for the well-being of the 
American people. This bill is not in the 
well-being of our people. It will under-
mine the well-being of our people. 

Mr. BERMAN. I yield myself 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. Speaker, without joining issue 
with the gentleman on his other com-
ments, the suggestion that this is not 
curing AIDS is directly contrary to the 
evidence I saw firsthand in Africa ear-
lier this month. There are huge num-
bers of people there who would now be 
dead, who are alive simply because of 
the drugs that this money allowed 
them to get. I don’t know what the def-
inition of the gentleman’s cure is, but 
they are living normal, active lives as 
a result of the drug therapies. 

I insert a Statement of Legislative 
Intent regarding nutrition into the 
RECORD at this time. 

On behalf of Chairman PAYNE, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, and Mrs. EMERSON, I would like to make 
the following statement regarding the intent of 
the House on H.R. 5501. 

H.R. 5501 and the Senate amendment to 
H.R. 5501 provide clear and specific instruc-
tions to the USAID Administrator and the 
Global AIDS Coordinator to address the food 
and nutrition needs of individuals with HIV/ 
AIDS and other affected individuals, including 
orphans and vulnerable children; and to fully 
integrate food and nutrition support in HIV/ 
AIDS prevention, treatment, and care pro-
grams carried out under this act. 

We are concerned about the negative effect 
rising costs are having on our long-term and 
emergency food aid programs. This is a mat-
ter that affects a wide array of our food aid 
and development programs, including the ef-
fectiveness and success of our Global HIV/ 
AIDS programs. 

On behalf of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs and members who have been very in-
volved in international nutrition, we wish to 
state that it is the legislative intent of H.R. 
5501 and the Senate amendment to H.R. 
5501 that food security and nutrition programs, 
especially those referred to as wrap-around 
services, are not to be funded with monies di-
verted from other standing commitments to 
address food insecurity elsewhere in the world 
or in these countries. 

I’m very pleased to yield 5 minutes to 
my friend, just a major architect of 
this whole program, the gentlelady 
from California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, first, let me 
thank Chairman BERMAN for your lead-
ership and for your commitment to ad-
dressing this very devastating public 
health crisis, humanitarian crisis, and 
national security crisis. 

I also want to thank Ranking Mem-
ber ROS-LEHTINEN, Chairman PAYNE, 

Ranking Member SMITH, Chairman 
WAXMAN, and Congresswoman DONNA 
CHRISTENSEN for working together to 
bring this bipartisan bill to the floor. 

Our Speaker, NANCY PELOSI, has been 
such a leader early on in addressing the 
HIV and AIDS crisis, and without her 
support, we would not have such an im-
portant bill before us today. 

As an original coauthor of both the 
initial legislation establishing 
PEPFAR and of this new bill reauthor-
izing PEPFAR, I am pleased that today 
we will complete action on this impor-
tant initiative and send it to the Presi-
dent for his signature. 

Each of us has witnessed, as Mr. BER-
MAN indicated earlier, the devastation 
that AIDS has caused in Africa and in 
the developing world, and we’ve seen 
the very dramatic impact of our AIDS 
programs over the last 5 years in actu-
ally saving lives. And this bill will save 
millions more in terms of life-saving 
drugs and treatment and care. 

And, yes, to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), I believe 
that spending $50 billion to address a 
global health emergency makes more 
sense than spending over 600–700 billion 
dollars on a war, quite frankly, that 
did not have to be fought. 

Quite simply, by enacting this bill, 
we will help change the lives of mil-
lions of people around the world for the 
better. 

This bill is a model of compromise 
and stands as a testament to what true 
bipartisanship can accomplish. 

Let me remind this body that it is 
the latest in a long string of initiatives 
on HIV and AIDS that have been born 
out of a willingness to work together 
and put the United States on the right 
side of history when it comes to this 
global pandemic. 

First, in 2000, we passed and Presi-
dent Clinton signed into law the Global 
AIDS and Tuberculosis Relief Act. This 
important bill provided the founding 
contribution and framework for the 
Global Trust Fund. It was inspired, 
really, by my colleague, my prede-
cessor, Congressman Ron Dellums, 
now-Mayor Ron Dellums of Oakland, 
California, and supported by former 
Chairman Jim Leach of Iowa. 

In 2001, working with both former 
Chairman Hyde and Chairman Lantos, 
we drafted H.R. 2069, the Global Access 
to HIV/AIDS Prevention, Awareness, 
Education and Treatment Act. This 
was the first bill that dared to provide 
a large scale antiretroviral therapy to 
people living in the developing world. 
Unfortunately, it wasn’t enacted be-
cause we couldn’t reach a conference 
agreement with the Senate. 

At the end of 2002, the Congressional 
Black Caucus, along with practically 
every advocacy group in the United 
States, sent a letter to President Bush 
urging him to create a presidential ini-
tiative to fight AIDS in Africa. 

In January of 2003, the President 
stepped up to the plate and promised 
$15 billion to fight AIDS during his 
State of the Union address. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:05 Jul 25, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00053 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K24JY7.080 H24JYPT1er
ow

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7114 July 24, 2008 
Within 5 months, working with 

Chairman Hyde and Chairman Lantos, 
we passed H.R. 1298, the United States 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis and Malaria Act of 2003, which 
created PEPFAR. 

In 2005, we took yet another step for-
ward when we passed H.R. 1409, the As-
sistance for Orphans and Vulnerable 
Children in Developing Countries Act, 
again with Chairman Hyde and Chair-
man Lantos and Chairman BERMAN and 
Chairman PAYNE. This bill fine-tuned 
our programs to meet the needs of chil-
dren orphaned and made vulnerable by 
AIDS. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I lay out some of 
the history of our work on this very 
important issue because it speaks vol-
umes about what is possible when we 
come together in the spirit of bipar-
tisan compromise. 
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It is that bipartisan spirit that is 
again on display today as we honor the 
legacy of both Chairman Lantos and 
Chairman Hyde through this legisla-
tion. I’m saddened that both of them 
are not with us, like all of us are, to 
witness this moment, but I know that 
they would have been very, very 
pleased. 

As I have said, this bill is a com-
promise. And as in all compromises, 
each side did not get everything it 
wanted, but that’s what compromise is 
about. 

I want to mention just a few impor-
tant items that I worked on which 
have been included in this bill. First, it 
takes language from H.R. 1713, the 
PATHWAY Act, to strike the 33 per-
cent abstinence-until-marriage and 
helps address the needs of women and 
girls in a comprehensive fashion—ab-
stinence, be faithful, use condoms. 
Comprehensive. 

It includes language taken from H.R. 
3812, the African Health Capacity and 
Investment Act, to build health capac-
ity by recruiting, training and retain-
ing health professionals and strength-
ening health care systems. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia has expired. 

Mr. BERMAN. I am pleased to yield 
the gentlelady an additional minute. 

Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
very much. 

I am also very grateful that the Sen-
ate added language that I originally 
authored in H.R. 3337, the HIV Non-
discrimination in Travel and Immigra-
tion Act, to remove this, quite frankly, 
unjust and discriminatory statutory 
ban on travel and immigration for peo-
ple living with HIV/AIDS. I’m espe-
cially pleased that we are lifting this 
statutory ban just prior to this year’s 
International AIDS Conference in Mex-
ico City. As a delegate to the last four 
conferences, I look forward to bringing 
this good news to Mexico City. 

While I support the underlying com-
promise, there are many, many items 
that I wish had been included: Elimi-

nating the prostitution pledge loyalty 
oath, recognizing the public health 
benefits of linking our HIV/AIDS pro-
grams with family services, recog-
nizing the need to engage with commu-
nities that are at the forefront of this 
pandemic, such as men who have sex 
with men, and injection drug users, and 
clearly committing to provide life-
saving AIDS drugs to no less than 3 
million people. So let me just thank 
you again, Chairman BERMAN. 

I want to thank our staff, especially 
Christos Tsentas of my office. And I 
would like to insert for the the RECORD 
all of our staff members’ names who 
worked on this bill. 

LIST OF STAFF WHO WORKED ON PEPFAR 
HOUSE 

Dr. Pearl Alice Marsh, Kristin Wells, David 
Abramowitz, Peter Yeo, and Bob King from 
Chairman BERMAN’s staff of the House For-
eign Affairs Committee. 

Yleem Poblete, Mark Gage, Sarah Kiko 
and Joan Condon from Ranking Member 
ROS-LEHTINEN’s staff on the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee. 

From the Subcommittee on Africa and 
Global Health, Heather Flynn with Chair-
man DONALD PAYNE and Sheri Rickert with 
Ranking Member CHRIS SMITH. 

Naomi Seiler and Jesseca Boyer from Mr. 
WAXMAN’s staff on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform Committee. 

And Christos Tsentas of my staff. 
SENATE 

Shannon Smith, Brian McKeon with Chair-
man BIDEN’s staff on the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee. 

Shellie Bressler, Paul Foldi, and Dan Diller 
from Senator LUGAR’s staff on the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

Alexandra Nunez with Senator KERRY’s of-
fice. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. PENCE), the ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on the Middle 
East and South Asia. 

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

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 5501, the Tom Lantos 
and Henry Hyde Global AIDS bill. As 
Congresswoman BARBARA LEE just elo-
quently stated, it is poignant to those 
of us who knew these two great legisla-
tors to see the important expansion of 
this legislation occur after both of 
them have gone home to be with the 
Lord. But I can think of no better trib-
ute to these men of character and vi-
sion and compassion than this legisla-
tion. 

I commend Chairman BERMAN and 
Ranking Member ROS-LEHTINEN for 
their strong leadership. I also want to 
commend my colleague, CHRIS SMITH, 
for his yeoman’s work in preserving a 
delicate balance of this bill. Also Mr. 
Speaker, let me publicly acknowledge 
the work of our President, George W. 
Bush. Mr. President, because of your 
moral leadership and compassion, Afri-
ca will never be the same, and history 
will record your work. 

The Bible tells us, ‘‘To whom much is 
given much is expected.’’ I believe the 
United States has a moral obligation 

to lead the world in confronting the 
pandemic of HIV/AIDS. 

The dimensions of this crisis are 
truly staggering. The HIV/AIDS pan-
demic has infected more than 60 mil-
lion people worldwide, killed more 
than 25 million, a number that grows 
grievously every day by nearly 9,000. 
HIV/AIDS has orphaned some 14 mil-
lion children. And today, 70 percent of 
the people in the world with HIV/AIDS 
reside in Africa. More startling, if cur-
rent infection rates continue, new 
epicenters for the disease are likely to 
arise out of India, China and eastern 
Europe. 

The threat this pandemic poses to 
our security is real. If not addressed, 
this plague will continue to undermine 
the stability of nations throughout the 
third world, leaving behind collapsing 
economies, tragedy, and desperation, 
which we all know is a breeding ground 
for extremist violence and terrorism. 
This is truly a global crisis. And be-
cause the United States of America can 
render timely assistance, I believe we 
must. 

You know, every so often in this 
place we have the opportunity to do 
something, not just for the American 
people, but for humanity, and this is 
such a time. And this global AIDS bill 
seeks to address this crisis not only by 
providing medicine and health care to 
those in need, but also by providing 
funding resources for evidence-based 
programs that have been successful in 
preventing infection. 

It’s imperative, I believe, that we not 
only send our resources, but that we 
send them in a manner that is con-
sistent with our values. We cannot 
send billions of dollars to Africa with-
out sending values-based safeguards 
and techniques that work to fight the 
spread of HIV/AIDS by changing behav-
ior, and this current version of the 
global AIDS bill includes those safe-
guards. 

It was essential that we preserve 
these prevention methods that focus on 
behavioral change, and that we con-
tinue to work with faith-based, non-
governmental organizations that pro-
mote programs, including the ABC 
model, which has produced such unde-
niable results. 

But as a conservative let me say, as 
we tend to the suffering abroad, we 
also have to figure out how to pay for 
it. The Federal budget, I believe, is 
filled with opportunities to responsibly 
fund this program, and I look forward 
to finding the right priorities to do just 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R. 
5501, the ‘‘Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde 
Global AIDS Bill.’’ 

The Bible tells us, ‘to whom much is given, 
much is expected,’’ and I believe the United 
States has a moral obligation to lead the world 
in confronting the pandemic of HIV/AIDS. 

The dimensions of this crisis are truly stag-
gering. The HIV/AIDS pandemic has infected 
more than 60 million people worldwide. It has 
killed more than 25 million, a number which 
grows grievously every day by more than 
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8,500. HIV/AIDS has orphaned some 14 mil-
lion children. And today, 70 percent of the 
people in the world with HIV/AIDS reside in 
Africa. Within that continent there are entire 
countries where more than one-third of the 
adult population is infected. 

More startling, if current infection rates con-
tinue, new epicenters for the disease are likely 
to arise out of India, China and Eastern Eu-
rope, with numbers that could surpass Africa 
in a few short years. 

And the threat that this pandemic poses to 
our security is also real. If not addressed, this 
plague will continue to undermine the stability 
of nations throughout the third world, leaving 
behind collapsing economies and tragedy and 
desperation—a breeding ground for extremist 
violence and terrorism. 

This is truly a global crisis and because the 
United States can render timely assistance, I 
believe we must. 

You know, every so often in this place, we 
have the opportunity to do something for hu-
manity and serve the American people—and 
this is such a time. 

I thank Chairman BERMAN and Ranking 
Member ROS-LEHTINEN for their strong leader-
ship. I commend my colleague, Mr. CHRIS 
SMITH, in particular for his yeoman’s work on 
carefully preserving the delicate balance of 
this legislation. 

And I’d also like to publicly acknowledge the 
work of our President, George W. Bush. Mr. 
President, because of your moral leadership 
and compassion, Africa will never be the 
same, and history will record your work. 

And this Global AIDS bill seeks to address 
the crisis, not only by providing medicine and 
health care to those in need, but also by pro-
viding funding resources for evidence-based 
programs that have been successful in pre-
venting infection. It is imperative, I believe, 
that we not only send our resources but also 
that we send them in a manner that is con-
sistent with our values. We cannot send bil-
lions of dollars to Africa without sending val-
ues-based safeguards and techniques that 
work to fight the spread of HIV/AIDS by 
changing behavior. 

Within the current version the Global AIDS 
bill that the Senate recently passed, these piv-
otal provisions exist in the form of a require-
ment to provide ‘balanced funding for preven-
tion activities for sexual transmission of HIV/ 
AIDS,’ and to ensure that abstinence and 
faithfulness programs ‘are implemented and 
funded in a meaningful and equitable way.’ 
This is enforced by requiring the Global AIDS 
Coordinator to report to the appropriate Con-
gressional committee if funding for abstinence, 
delay of sexual debut, monogamy, or fidelity 
programs drops below 50 percent of the total 
sexual prevention program funding. 

It was essential that we preserve prevention 
methods that focus on behavioral change, and 
that we work with faith-based and non-govern-
mental organizations at the local level, in par-
ticular through the ABC Model, which has pro-
duced undeniable results. 

As we tend to the suffering, through, we al-
ways have to figure out how we’re going to 
pay for it. 

The federal budget, I believe, is packed with 
wasteful and bloated programs, which could 
supply more than enough opportunities to 
cover the cost of the Lantos/Hyde Global 
AIDS bill. 

When it comes time to fund this program in 
the appropriations process, I believe Congress 

should make the hard choices necessary to 
ensure that this global health crisis does not 
become a crisis of debt for our children and 
grandchildren. 

I believe it is possible to be both responsible 
to our fiscal constraints while being obedient 
to our moral calling. The greatest of all human 
rights is the right to live. America is a nation 
of great wealth—wealth of resources, but 
more importantly, a wealth of compassion. 
The history of the world is filled with telling 
moments regarding the character of a people. 
Sometimes we are witness to mankind’s great 
inhumanities. Other times we marvel at the 
beauty of mankind’s selfless acts of compas-
sion, when we rise above politics and raise up 
those in dire need. Let this be such a day. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support 
of this legislation. 

Mr. PAYNE. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlelady from California, a member 
of the Africa Subcommittee, Congress-
woman WOOLSEY. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I’d like 
to thank Chairman BERMAN and Chair-
man PAYNE and Ranking Members ROS- 
LEHTINEN and SMITH for their excellent 
leadership on global health issues and 
on this AIDS bill. 

I support H.R. 5501 because it is so 
very necessary. The statistics are stag-
gering. In 2007, there were nearly 35 
million people worldwide living with 
HIV/AIDS. In that year alone, 2.5 mil-
lion people became infected with HIV, 
420,000 were children under the age of 
15. And most tragically, there were 2.1 
million deaths, 330,000 children under 
the age of 15. 

But Mr. Speaker, this is not only 
about statistics. This is about the child 
who must stay home from school to 
take care of her siblings when a parent 
dies of AIDS. We’re talking about the 
mother, the mother who, because she 
lacked prenatal care, passed the dis-
ease onto her unborn child. 

Today we can make a difference. We 
can say that one more diagnosis of 
HIV, one more AIDS death, one more 
malaria case is absolutely unaccept-
able. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill and take a strong stand 
against this horrific pandemic. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I, 
in turn, thank the gentlewoman and 
the ranking member of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that there 
are good arguments for and against 
this bill, but I want to focus on a provi-
sion that many Members may not be 
aware of. 

Under current law, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services is required 
to consider HIV/AIDS a communicable 
disease of public health significance; as 
a result, aliens with HIV/AIDS are in-
admissible. Section 305 of the bill re-
scinds the statutory designation of 
HIV/AIDS as a communicable disease. 
This change would allow the current or 
a future administration to decide that 
HIV/AIDS is not a communicable dis-

ease of public health significance, and 
immigrants with HIV/AIDS would be 
admitted. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that this provision will result in 
the entry of thousands of persons with 
HIV/AIDS. This change of policy inevi-
tably will threaten the health and lives 
of many Americans. The CBO also esti-
mates that allowing entry of thousands 
of persons with HIV/AIDS will cost tax-
payers tens of millions of dollars. The 
cost of health care for each person with 
HIV/AIDS averages more than $600,000. 
Mr. Speaker, this provision removes a 
safeguard that protects the health of 
Americans and costs many millions of 
dollars. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from the 
State of Washington, the father of the 
AGOA legislation and a health provider 
for USAID for many years, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT. 

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
today the people’s House will say elo-
quently and unequivocally that Amer-
ica’s interest to exert its moral leader-
ship in the world is back, that all 
Americans stand united in fighting this 
global epidemic. 

As we’ve done in times of the past in 
great trial, we set aside our differences 
and declare that America stands with 
commitment, compassion and convic-
tion against the HIV/AIDS epidemic. 

The Senate has already passed this 
legislation. And the President has an-
nounced that he will sign the legisla-
tion, which is one of his top priorities. 
I give him high credit for that decision. 

But beyond the money, beyond the 
$50 billion, is the fact that we are end-
ing the unspoken fear and discrimina-
tion in our own country by eliminating 
the travel ban restriction that has 
stopped scientists and others infected 
with HIV/AIDS from crossing our bor-
ders to attend medical or educational 
conferences, or to visit family and 
friends. 

I was at the United Nations a few 
months ago, and Members of Par-
liaments all over the world said, how 
can we end the stigma of AIDS if you, 
in the United States, will not allow 
someone with AIDS to come in? We 
know how to treat AIDS, we know how 
to diagnose it, but the United States is 
the example: Today, we are making a 
statement that we want to end the 
stigma of AIDS. That makes it possible 
for people to come in and be tested, for 
people to come forward and receive 
medication. As long as people have to 
keep AIDS in the background or hide 
it, we will not end this epidemic. So 
this provision alone makes it possible. 

Representative GRANGER and I have 
some legislation in here that ends some 
of the problems with mother-to-child 
transmission. These provisions will 
make it possible for us to prevent AIDS 
spread and have a generation without 
AIDS in the future. 
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This legislation will provide the resources 

policies necessary to take the fight against 
HIV/AIDS to the next level. An increase in 
funding to $48 billion over 5 years will provide 
the resources to sustain the fight on so many 
fronts in so many countries especially hard hit 
by the pandemic. 

Our provisions included in this legislation 
will provide training and education, integrate 
services into maternal health care and ensure 
that women and children have access to early 
screening and life-saving drug therapies. 

We know that providing a short regimen of 
anti-retroviral drugs to the mother and new-
born reduces transmission by 50 percent. And 
now we will have the means to do it. 

H.R. 5501 also includes my provision to es-
tablish two 5-year targets to protect the next 
generation. The first goal is that 16 percent of 
those receiving treatment under PEPFAR be 
children, which is significantly higher than the 
children receiving treatment under current 
PEPFAR programs. 

The second goal is that 80 percent of preg-
nant women in the most affected countries re-
ceive HIV counseling and testing and where 
necessary, antiretroviral treatment to prevent 
mother to child transmission. 

We know how to stop transmission and, 
over time, we can achieve the goal of a gen-
eration born free of HIV/AIDS. 

This legislation addresses the fatal connec-
tion between HIV and TB, which itself has 
claimed 1.7 million lives directly or through 
HIV-associated TB. I’m proud that the Bill and 
Melinda Gates Foundation in Seattle is a lead-
er in the fight against TB as it is in reversing 
other global medical crises. 

My community rightly swells with pride over 
the local leadership and resources being de-
voted to fighting on behalf of all humanity. 

We have come a long way in a short period 
of time. H.R. 5501 will build on the systems 
and success we have had so far by integrating 
additional services and providing the vital 
funding needed to train health care profes-
sionals and community workers. 

Trained medical personnel, on the ground in 
country, are the front line in this fight and this 
legislation gives us the ability to send in rein-
forcements to help fight a war against this dis-
ease. There is so much to say about what this 
day means. Above all, it means we are going 
to save lives. 

We are going to provide global leadership 
and real hope. The day will come when med-
ical science will discover a vaccine that will 
end this scourge once and for all. Until then, 
let us stand together as one Nation and one 
world, united in one common goal—in the fight 
against HIV/AIDS. 

I cast my vote for passage on behalf of 
every person in Seattle, in Africa, China, India 
and elsewhere who lives with or is threatened 
by the HIV/AIDS pandemic. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
I’m proud to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH), the ranking member of the 
Subcommittee on Africa and Global 
Health. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I want to 
thank my good friend for yielding, and 
thank her for her great work on this 
legislation, as well as Chairman BER-
MAN and my good friend, DON PAYNE, 
and so many others who have made 

this day possible in this launching of a 
new initiative, building on the old. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5501, as amended, 
will literally mean the difference be-
tween life or death to millions, espe-
cially in Sub-Saharan Africa. As Mem-
bers know, close to 70 percent of the es-
timated 33 million people with HIV live 
in Sub-Saharan Africa. Of the 2.5 mil-
lion children afflicted with this dread-
ed disease, 90 percent of them live in 
Africa as well. 

When combined with opportunistic 
infections like tuberculosis—the num-
ber one killer of individuals with HIV— 
and malaria, which kills at least one 
million people a year—again, mostly in 
Africa—the HIV/AIDS pandemic com-
pares among humanity’s worst. 

Our distinguished late chairman, 
Henry Hyde, prime sponsor of the origi-
nal PEPFAR program, frequently com-
pared the sickness to the bubonic 
plague—the black death—an epidemic 
that claimed the lives of over 25 mil-
lion during the mid-1300s. 

So with that much at stake, I want 
to remind my colleagues how impor-
tant it is that we get this right. And I 
think, after a lot of hard work, we have 
managed to come to a consensus, first 
in the House, and now also in the Sen-
ate, and I hope it will be a sustainable 
consensus. 

I want to note that Congress has un-
equivocally rejected the attempts of 
abortion-promoting organizations who 
wanted to hijack the Global AIDS pro-
gram and link their abortion agenda to 
the compassionate effort to prevent 
this illness or to relieve the deleterious 
effects of HIV/AIDS. 

Look at the progression of this bill. 
The congressional intent is clear with 
respect to diverting HIV funding to re-
productive health/family planning pro-
gramming: It was rejected. In the first 
House drafts, there were numerous pro-
visions mandating not only ‘‘integra-
tion’’ and ‘‘linkages’’ between HIV pro-
gramming and reproductive health and 
family planning services, but even ex-
plicit authorization to fund those serv-
ices. This priority is wrong. We are try-
ing to prevent HIV/AIDS, not children. 

I know some Members are likely to 
wince at the cost of the bill, $48 billion 
over 5 years. But that sum of money 
will likely provide treatment for mil-
lions suffering from the disease, pre-
vent some 12 million new HIV infec-
tions worldwide, support care for 12 
million individuals with HIV/AIDS, in-
cluding five million orphans and vul-
nerable children, and will help train 
and deploy at least 140,000 new health 
care professionals and workers for HIV/ 
AIDS prevention, treatment and care. 

On the prevention side, the legisla-
tion requires that the Global AIDS Co-
ordinator provide balanced funding for 
sexual transmission prevention activi-
ties that promote abstinence, delay of 
sexual debut, monogamy, fidelity, and 
partner reduction. If less than 50 per-
cent of sexual transmission prevention 
monies are spent on the abstinence and 
be faithful part of the ABC model, the 

coordinator must provide a written jus-
tification. 

Five years after PEPFAR first began, 
the efficacy and importance of pro-
moting abstinence and be faithful ini-
tiatives has been demonstrated beyond 
any reasonable doubt. 

The legislation before us also retains 
the antiprostitution/sex trafficking 
pledge, an amendment I sponsored in 
2003 designed to ensure that pimps and 
brothel owners don’t become, via an 
NGO that supports such exploitation, 
U.S. Government partners. 

b 1645 
Current law ensures that the U.S. 

Government is not in the position of 
‘‘promoting or advocating the legaliza-
tion of prostitution or sex trafficking.’’ 
Prostitution and sex trafficking exploit 
and degrade women and children and 
exacerbate the HIV/AIDS pandemic. 

Finally, we have come a long way 
since 2003 when significant opposition 
materialized against an amendment 
that I offered to include faith-based 
providers with conscience clause pro-
tection. The conscience clause in H.R. 
5501, as amended, restates, improves, 
and expands conscience protection in a 
way that ensures that organizations 
like Catholic Relief Services, which 
has a remarkable record of HIV/AIDS 
prevention, treatment, and care, are 
not discriminated against or in any 
way precluded from receiving public 
funds. 

This legislation is clearly a great leg-
acy and a great honor to our former 
Members Tom Lantos and Henry Hyde 
and certainly to President Bush, who 
led so ably and so nobly on this initia-
tive. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to submit several 
items of clarification for the RECORD con-
cerning a provision in HR 5501, the Tom Lan-
tos and Henry J. Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008. One 
of the major differences in this bill today from 
when we voted on it in April, is an amendment 
that adds Title VI—an Emergency Plan for In-
dian Safety and Health. Because it is a new 
addition and because there has been some 
confusion about how this Title should be read 
and how it would be implemented, I wanted to 
make the intent of Congress clear with these 
submissions to the RECORD. 

First, I have been told by the Congressional 
Budget Office that this amendment is an au-
thorization of appropriations and consequently 
has a score of 0 since there is ‘‘no direct 
spending or revenues implications.’’ Since 
there has been some confusion on this point, 
I want to restate that Title VI of HR 5501 is 
exclusively an authorization of appropriations 
and a further act of Congress would be nec-
essary before any money could be provided to 
this Emergency Fund. 

Second, I also want to clarify that according 
to the author of this amendment, Senator 
JOHN THUNE of South Dakota, the Emergency 
Fund, including all health-related contracts or 
compacts, programs, or other services author-
ized in this amendment will be conducted ex-
clusively as programs of the Indian Health 
Service, subject to all regulations and restric-
tions that ordinarily apply to the Indian Health 
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Service. This is what the amendment lan-
guage means and I want that to be clear, so 
I’m including the letter I received from Senator 
THUNE which clarified this point. 

Last, I would also like this letter from the 
Department of Health and Human Services to 
be included in the RECORD. This letter makes 
it clear that the Administration and the relevant 
Department also understand that this amend-
ment does not appropriate funds and that all 
health-related programs that will later receive 
appropriations will be administered through the 
Indian Health Service. They go on to explain 
that this Emergency Fund is, by legislative re-
quirement, subject to the provisions of the 
Hyde Amendment, which are currently set 
forth in section 507 of the FY08 L/HHS/ED ap-
propriations act as referenced by 25 U.S.C. 
Section 1676. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 23, 2008. 

Hon. CHRIS SMITH, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SMITH: Thank you for 
your interest in my Amendment # 5076 to S. 
2731, the Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde 
United States Global Leadership Against 
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reau-
thorization Act of 2008. As you may know, 
my amendment, which was accepted by voice 
vote, authorizes $2 billion in appropriations 
over the next five years to tribal public safe-
ty, health, and water projects. 

My amendment requires that the Attorney 
General, the Secretary of Interior, and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services es-
tablish an emergency plan to address the law 
enforcement, health, and safe drinking water 
needs of Native Americans across the nation. 
Specifically, the amendment provides an au-
thorization totaling $750 million, to be used 
by the Attorney General and Secretary of In-
terior, to address tribal law enforcement, 
court, and detention facility needs. 

Additionally, the Amendment established 
$250 million in authorization to be used by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
acting through the Director of the Indian 
Health Service (IHS), to provide IHS con-
tract care, health facility construction and 
rehabilitation, and sanitation facilities. Fi-
nally, $1 billion in authorization is to be 
used to implement Indian drinking water 
projects that have been approved by Con-
gress. 

Again, thank you for your interest in my 
amendment. Once enacted, I am hopeful that 
this modest authorization will begin to meet 
the critical public safety, health, and water 
needs that many of our nation’s reservations 
face subject to future appropriations by Con-
gress. 

Sincerely. 
JOHN THUNE, 

United States Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, July 22, 2008. 
Hon. CHRIS SMITH, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SMITH: We understand that con-
cerns have been raised regarding whether the 
Hyde Amendment will attach to funds used 
for Indian Health purposes under Section 601 
of H.R. 5501, the Senate bill that seeks to re-
authorize the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria Act of 2003. The Department’s position 
is that the Hyde Amendment will attach to 
funds appropriated for Indian Health pur-
poses. 

Section 601 of H.R. 5501 would establish in 
the Treasury an Emergency Fund for Indian 

Safety and Health (the ‘‘Fund’’). Under Sec-
tion 601(t)(3), the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall use 12.5 percent of the 
Fund to provide health services and improve 
health and sanitation facilities for members 
of Indian tribes. The Secretary must act 
‘‘through the Director of the Indian Health 
Service,’’ thus, such activities will be con-
ducted as programs of the Indian Health 
Service. Although Section 601 authorizes the 
establishment of the Fund, it does not actu-
ally appropriate money to the Fund. Subse-
quent legislation is necessary to appropriate 
money to the Indian Health Service for In-
dian Health purposes as authorized by the 
Fund. 

The Hyde Amendment, which is currently 
set forth in section 507 of the FY08 L/HHS/Ed 
appropriations act, will attach to money ap-
propriated to the Fund for Indian Health 
purposes under section 601(f)(3). If the L/HHS/ 
Ed appropriations act contains the Hyde 
Amendment, and Congress appropriates 
money to the Fund in another act, then the 
money used for the Indian Health Service 
will be subject to the Hyde Amendment be-
cause 25 U.S.C. § 1676 will apply. 25 U.S.C. 
§ 1676 states that ‘‘[a]ny limitation on the use 
of funds contained in an Act providing appro-
priations for the Department of Health and 
Human Services for a period with respect to 
the performance of abortions shall apply for 
that period with respect to the performance 
of abortions using funds contained in an Act 
providing appropriations for the Indian 
Health Service.’’ Because an act that appro-
priates money to the Fund would ‘‘provid[e] 
appropriations for the Indian Health Serv-
ice,’’ the Hyde Amendment contained in the 
L/HHS/Ed appropriations act would be appli-
cable to money used for Indian health pur-
poses under section 601(f)(3). 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. JOHNSON, 

Assistant Secretary for Resources and 
Technology. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to recognize the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ENGEL), chairman of the 
Western Hemisphere Committee, for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. ENGEL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
for H.R. 5501. 

While most widely recognized for re-
newing our commitment to global 
AIDS relief, the Tom Lantos and Henry 
J. Hyde Global Leadership against HIV/ 
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reau-
thorization Act of 2008 reauthorizes 
provisions on all three of these deadly 
diseases of poverty. 

The World Health Organization re-
ports that 1.7 million people died of tu-
berculosis in 2006, with 200,000 dying 
from HIV-associated TB. The emer-
gence of multidrug-resistant and exten-
sively drug-resistant TB, known as 
MDR and XDR, pose a grave risk to 
global health. These strains are far 
deadlier than normal TB and are much 
more difficult and expensive to treat. A 
contagious, airborne disease, TB knows 
no barriers or borders and can only be 
successfully controlled in the United 
States by also controlling it overseas. 

The Lantos-Hyde Act declares TB 
control a major objective of U.S. for-
eign assistance programs. The legisla-
tion requires a 5-year plan to support 
the treatment of 4.5 million tuber-
culosis patients and 90,000 new MDR- 
TB cases. 

This bill incorporates substantial 
portions of my bill, H.R. 1567, the Stop 
Tuberculosis Now Act. The Lantos- 
Hyde Act prioritizes the Stop TB Part-
nership’s strategy, including expansion 
of the successful treatment regimen for 
both standard TB and drug-resistant 
TB. It further promotes research and 
development of new tools. 

Recognizing the deadly synergy be-
tween tuberculosis, an opportunistic 
infection, and HIV/AIDS, the Lantos- 
Hyde Act authorizes assistance to 
strengthen the coordination of HIV/ 
AIDS and TB programs. TB is the lead-
ing killer of people with HIV/AIDS, and 
the explosion of drug-resistant TB in 
sub-Saharan Africa threatens to halt 
and roll back our progress in com-
bating both diseases. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman 20 seconds. 

Mr. ENGEL. I’ll talk fast. 
Finally, Mr. Speaker, the legislation 

authorizes assistance for the develop-
ment of new vaccines for TB. The cur-
rent TB vaccine is more than 85 years 
old and is unreliable against pul-
monary TB, which accounts for most of 
the worldwide disease burden. New TB 
vaccines have the potential to save 
millions of lives and would lead to sub-
stantial cost savings. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘aye’’ 
on H.R. 5501 today. We can control and 
win the fight against AIDS and TB. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM), a 
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

Mr. LATHAM. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is very impor-
tant. Helping people in need overseas 
has always been a national priority, 
and I stand in favor of H.R. 5501. How-
ever, I must say that helping American 
taxpayers hurt by natural disasters 
should be our highest priority. This 
Congress is letting them down. 

According to the House and Senate 
leadership, there simply isn’t enough 
time for Congress to pass emergency 
aid to help Midwestern States affected 
by the devastating floods last month. 

Not enough time? 
When Hurricane Katrina hit the gulf 

on Monday, August 29, 2005, Congress 
began working. On Friday of that same 
week, the House and Senate intro-
duced, passed, and had a supplemental 
appropriation bill signed into law that 
same day. Five days later another sup-
plemental bill was introduced and was 
signed into law the very next day. And 
in 2004 after Hurricanes Charlie and 
Frances landed, the Congress passed a 
supplemental appropriations bill and 
had it signed into law in 1 week. 

Yet here I stand almost 2 months 
after the most damaging natural dis-
aster in Iowa’s history began and the 
Democrat leadership in the House and 
the Senate are telling the people up 
and down the Mississippi River that 
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they can wait until there is frost on 
the beans until we decide on additional 
aid. 

Earlier this week the Governor of 
Iowa told the leadership of this House 
that Iowa alone needs an additional 
$1.2 billion more than FEMA can pro-
vide. Iowa has suffered a loss of $10 bil-
lion. Now we are told we will be wait-
ing until September for a bill. 

Where’s the outrage? Well, I will tell 
you. It’s in Iowa. It’s with the 25,000 
homeless Iowans. It’s with the small 
business owners, the employers, the 
people who sacrificed their homes to 
help their neighbors. 

This House has had time since the 
first waters started flowing through 
Midwestern homes to vote on numer-
ous bills under the suspension cal-
endar. We have had time to designate 
the ‘‘National Day of the Cowboy’’ and 
the ‘‘National Carriage Driving 
Month.’’ And 348 Members of Congress 
walked over here to vote to honor the 
life of a musician who had a number 
one hit entitled ‘‘What’s the Use of 
Getting Sober, When You’re Gonna Get 
Drunk Again?’’ 

Well, it appears that Congress needs 
to sober up and help the people of the 
Midwest. The House should not leave 
for the August recess until we finish 
our work and help the victims of the 
Midwest. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
State of 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. Let me 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
for his leadership and the ranking 
member, the chairperson of the full 
committee, Mr. BERMAN, and pay trib-
ute to our good friends the late Tom 
Lantos and Henry J. Hyde, who have 
captured, in essence, what our war 
against HIV/AIDS is all about. It has to 
be comprehensive and expansive. It has 
to recognize the overlapping impact of 
tuberculosis and malaria. 

Mr. Speaker, I think one of the most 
telling scenes that I was able to experi-
ence, sadly so, was walking into a little 
hut in Zambia and seeing an emaciated 
body or person, if you will, being taken 
care of by a 4 year old. That individual 
had HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis. 

So this legislation is crucial in the 
overall comprehensive war against the 
devastating diseases when there is no 
water, no nutrition, and poverty. This 
targets 12 million new HIV infections. 
It is treating millions of people. It’s 
supporting care for 12 million. It has a 
focus on women and girls. It provides a 
focus on the anti-retroviral treatment 
that is so important that goes after op-
portunistic infections. It provides a 
certain amount of money, $9 billion, 
for malaria and tuberculosis over 5 
years. It goes to the very essence of a 
4 year old being the only remaining 
healthy person in his family having to 
care for sick relatives suffering from 
HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis and many 
suffering from malaria. 

This is an important step forward. 
And, yes, we have many responsibil-
ities in this Congress. I join my friend 
from Iowa. We will be working hard to 
provide the support systems that those 
individuals need. But at the same time, 
this is a tribute to great leaders like 
our former and late chairpersons of 
this committee, Chairman Hyde and 
Chairman Lantos, who recognized that 
to those who are given much, much is 
expected. 

This bill responds to the devastation 
and need around the world. I ask my 
colleagues to support this legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for allowing me to 
speak on not only an important issue in this 
country but around the world. I can only note 
that it gives me great pause that my col-
league, Congressman Tom Lantos, did not live 
to see the fruit of his hard work on this bill. 
However, I know his family and his colleague 
Congressman Henry Hyde have kept this leg-
islation alive and moving through this Con-
gress. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing for H.R. 
5501, the Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde 
United States Global Leadership Against HIV/ 
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2008 on PEPFAR to come to the 
floor today. 

JACKSON-LEE AMENDMENT 
I would also like to thank both Chairman 

BERMAN and the Chairman of the Sub-
committee on African and Global Health, Con-
gressman PAYNE, for working with me to in-
clude important language in this legislation. 
My language, in Section 301 of this bill, ad-
dresses the necessity of making children a pri-
ority among individuals with HIV for proper 
food and nutritional support. Section 301, with 
my language included, states that it is the 
sense of Congress that ‘‘for the purposes of 
determining which individuals infected with 
HIV should be provided with nutrition and food 
support—(i) children with moderate or severe 
malnutrition, according to WHO standards, 
shall be given priority for such nutrition and 
food support; and (ii) adults with a body mass 
index, BMI, of 18.5 or less, or at the prevailing 
WHO-approved measurement for BMI, should 
be considered ‘malnourished’ and should be 
given priority for such nutrition and food sup-
port;’’ 

Mr. Speaker, as Chair of the Congressional 
Children’s Caucus, I believe that this language 
is crucial, and I thank the Chairman for includ-
ing it in the text of the bill. HIV-infected chil-
dren have been underrepresented among 
beneficiaries of PEPFAR-supported programs. 
As this legislation cites in the findings section, 
‘‘of those infected with HIV, 2.5 million are 
children under 15 who also account for 
460,000 of the newly-infected individuals.’’ 
And even these large numbers are deceiving, 
as children die much quicker from AIDS than 
do adults. I am pleased to see this language, 
which focuses attention on the plight of these 
children, and makes serving their needs a pri-
ority. 

PEPFAR 
In January 2003, President Bush announced 

the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Re-
lief, or PEPFAR. As its name implies, 
PEPFAR was envisioned as an emergency re-
sponse; we are here today to discuss how to 
transition to a sustainable program to address 
these global epidemics. 

HIV/AIDS continues to represent a serious 
and large-scale challenge throughout much of 
the world. It goes far beyond a simple health 
problem, and it hinders attempts to foster eco-
nomic development and political stability. As 
we begin the process of reauthorizing 
PEPFAR, I believe it is crucial that we empha-
size the long-term sustainability of our HIV ef-
forts, and that we integrate AIDS prevention 
and treatment within our larger-scale develop-
ment initiatives. 

Though we have drugs that are effective in 
managing infections and reducing mortality by 
slowing the progression to AIDS in an indi-
vidual, they do little to reduce disease preva-
lence and prevent new infections. For this rea-
son, there is growing consensus among health 
experts that we must put greater emphasis on 
prevention programs, which are perhaps the 
most critical aspect of any initiative to combat 
global HIV/AIDS. Even as increasing numbers 
of people have access to anti-retroviral drugs, 
ARVs, an estimated 5.1 million people who 
needed treatment did not receive it in 2006. 

TUBERCULOSIS 
The World Health Organization, WHO, esti-

mates that throughout the world someone con-
tracts TB every second and that one third of 
all people in the world are currently infected 
with TB. Tuberculosis spreads easily from one 
person to another: when the infected person 
coughs, the bacilli or TB germs are spread 
into the air and another person need only to 
inhale a small number of the bacilli to be in-
fected. The World Health Organization, WHO, 
estimates that each person left untreated with 
active TB will infect, on average, between 10 
and 15 people every year. Although the TB 
bacilli can lie dormant in the body for years 
and its effects may not be immediately felt, if 
one has a weakened immune system, such as 
through HIV/AIDS, the chances of becoming 
sick will increase. 

In 2005, nearly 9 million people contracted 
tuberculosis, of which 84 percent occurred in 
high burden countries, with all but two of the 
high burden countries in Africa and Asia. This 
demonstrates the necessity for special atten-
tion to these high burden countries, particu-
larly in Africa. Among the 15 countries with the 
highest estimated TB incidence rates, 12 were 
in Africa, due in part to relatively high rates of 
HIV co-infection. About 80 percent of all cases 
in the world were found in 22 countries, all but 
4 were found in Africa or Asia. 

Some 2.97 million people in Southeast Asia 
were newly infected with TB and about 2.57 
million in sub-Saharan Africa. In 2004, sub-Sa-
haran Africa was the only region in the world 
where TB prevalence was growing; elsewhere 
the number of cases was stable or falling. De-
spite our concerted efforts, we continue to 
face a serious and persistent health threat. I 
believe that it is imperative that we ensure that 
American taxpayer dollars are used to great-
est effect, not to bolster ideology. 

Current restrictions on PEPFAR mandating 
that 1⁄3 of all prevention funds must be used 
on abstinence-only education neglect the real 
needs of populations both in America and 
abroad. These stipulations hurt the ability of 
PEPFAR to adapt its activities in accordance 
with local HIV transmission patterns, and they 
impair efforts to coordinate with national health 
plans. Though AIDS is clearly a global prob-
lem, it does not affect every nation equally or 
in the same manner. Removing these stipula-
tions would allow PEPFAR to better address 
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the requirements of each country, making 
more efficient and effective use of taxpayer 
dollars in serving the millions affected by this 
disease. 

In addition, I believe it is crucial that we 
dedicate greater attention to strengthening 
local health infrastructure. Health experts have 
expressed concern that the high amount of 
spending directed toward HIV/AIDS initiatives 
has drawn health workers away from public 
health facilities and other important programs. 
This merely compounds a chronic shortage of 
qualified health workers, which, according to 
WHO’s 2006 World Health Report, is the sin-
gle most important health issue facing coun-
tries today. This need is felt particularly sharp-
ly in Southeast Asia and sub-Saharan Africa. 

Many health experts also continue to advo-
cate greater integration between PEPFAR and 
other health programs, including those fo-
cused on nutrition, maternal and child heath, 
and other infectious diseases. These experts 
note that HIV is intricately linked to these 
other areas of concern; for example, malnutri-
tion and lack of food may heighten exposure 
to HIV, raise the likelihood of engaging in risky 
behavior, increase susceptibility to infection, 
and complicate efforts to provide anti- 
retroviral, ARV, medication. Further, an HIV 
epidemic will likely worsen food insecurity, by 
depleting the agricultural workforce. I believe it 
is necessary, to ensure maximum effective-
ness, that we integrate PEPFAR with other as-
pects of our international health outreach and 
development programs. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are to turn the tide of tur-
moil and tragedy that HIV/AIDS causes to mil-
lions around the world, and hundreds of thou-
sands right here in our backyard, it is impera-
tive that we continue to fund and expand med-
ical research and education and outreach pro-
grams. 

HIV/AIDS 
I want to share briefly the importance of 

continued action in awareness for this virulent 
disease and the nexus between TB and HIV/ 
AIDS, another issue which I am passionate 
about and would like to see eradicated as I 
am sure many of my colleagues would. Ac-
cording to the World Health Organization, 
there were 33.2 million people living with HIV/ 
AIDS worldwide in 2007. 

People living with HIV/AIDS are at a greater 
risk of becoming infected with TB because of 
their weakened immunity. In 2004, out of the 
more than 740,000 people who contracted TB 
and were co-infected with HIV/AIDS, 600,000 
of those co-infected were found in sub-Saha-
ran Africa. 

Similar to TB, HIV/AIDS has risen to epi-
demic levels particularly for our African coun-
trymen. According to UNAIDS, in 2005, there 
were 3.2 million newly infected Africans and 
2.4 million Africans who died of HIV/AIDS re-
lated complications. The current life expect-
ancy for a person living with AIDS in Africa is 
47 years old. 

Such high rates of infection can be pre-
vented. The transmission of HIV can be re-
duced through proper education and re-
sources. Additionally, proper resources can 
help the treatment of HIV. We must make 
these resources more accessible to those who 
need it most. 

MALARIA 
Malaria is another disease that must be ad-

dressed. According to the World Health Orga-
nization, more than 500 million people become 

severely ill with malaria and more than one 
million people die of malaria every year, most-
ly infants, young children and pregnant 
women. Perhaps most shocking is WHO’s es-
timate that a child dies of malaria every 30 
seconds. More than 90 percent of malaria 
cases occur in sub-Saharan Africa. 

Mr. Speaker, malaria is both preventable 
and curable. Early and effective treatment can 
shorten its duration and prevent the develop-
ment of complications and the great majority 
of deaths. 

CONCLUDING STATEMENTS 
Key factors that contribute to continuing 

high rates of HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria include: weak health care systems, poor 
access to health facilities, insufficient staffing 
and other human resource constraints, ill 
equipped and substandard laboratory services, 
and little collaboration between TB and HIV 
programs. 

Mr. Speaker, what is so striking about these 
factors is that they are all preventable. We 
must address and work to rectify these human 
factors that have led to such unnecessarily 
high fatality rates throughout the world, par-
ticularly in African nations. I urge my fellow 
colleagues to join me in support of PEPFAR 
and H.R. 5501. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), a 
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

Mr. KIRK. I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, 23 years as a staff mem-
ber, I heard from WHO that AIDS was 
not an epidemic based in New York, 
San Francisco, or Haiti, as we thought 
back in 1985, but instead was an epi-
demic that raged in Zaire for years. 

I got my then boss, John Porter, and 
Democratic Congressman Bob Mrazek 
to begin the foreign AIDS program. We 
were told by the leaders of the Appro-
priations Committee that we could not 
do this, but we did. We started with 
just a $25 million funding level, and as 
recently as 1999, I had a tough time 
even getting members to show up for a 
hearing on this subject. I feel a bit like 
a country music singer who worked in 
every honky-tonk for years before hit-
ting the big time. But this bill is the 
big time. It’s the largest investment in 
health of another country from just 
one country, the United States of 
America. The original legislation put 
too many congressional restrictions on 
this program. This frees up those re-
strictions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield the gen-
tleman 30 seconds, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, this legisla-
tion takes us in the right direction by 
freeing up restrictions because we 
knew even back in 1985 that to save the 
most lives this program should be run 
by doctors and not politicians. 

Now, 23 years ago John Porter, Bob 
Mrazek, and I had no idea how large 
and successful this program would be. 
My only wish is the head of the Har-
vard Public School of Health, our first 
director of this early program, Dr. Jon-

athan Mann, could be with us. Dr. 
Mann was killed in a tragic airline ac-
cident, but I wish he could see us now. 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to my 
good friend from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS). 

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
5501, the Tom Lantos and Henry Hyde 
United States Global Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and 
Malaria Reauthorization Act. I am 
pleased the committee named this bill 
after two great leaders of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee, Chairmen Lantos 
and Hyde, who guided the original 2003 
act into law. 

An estimated 38.6 million people are 
infected with HIV/AIDS throughout the 
world today. The majority of them are 
women and girls. In sub-Saharan Afri-
ca, women and girls make up 60 percent 
of those infected with HIV/AIDS. 

It is impossible to overstate the im-
portance of ensuring we are doing all 
we can to address the spread of this 
dreaded disease around the world. It is 
heart breaking to think of children 
going to school with no teachers, com-
ing home to no parents. 

H.R. 5501 would authorize $48 billion 
over 5 years to treat AIDS and other 
global diseases and another $2 billion 
for Native American health care, law 
enforcement, and drinking water pro-
grams. 

America faces a new generation of 
threats in the 21st century, including 
global health pandemics, terrorism, 
and climate change. Today’s legisla-
tion and other critical foreign assist-
ance programs are absolutely vitally 
important to our national interests 
and security. Legislation like this 
helps make our country more secure 
and, just as importantly, more hu-
mane. 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to yield myself the balance 
of my time. 

I believe that PEPFAR is the most 
successful example of American foreign 
assistance since the Marshall Plan. 
Just as the Marshall Plan protected 
American lives by helping to stabilize 
a continent ravaged by war, PEPFAR 
is protecting American lives today by 
helping to stabilize a continent rav-
aged by disease. 

b 1700 

More than just express American 
compassion, PEPFAR also protects 
American security. Let us give our 
strong support to H.R. 5501. 

In closing, I would like to thank the 
following staff members of our Foreign 
Affairs Committee who have dedicated 
many long hours to ensuring that this 
bill is signed into law and we can con-
tinue U.S. efforts to save lives. For the 
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majority, Dr. Bob King, Peter Yeo, Dr. 
Pearl Alice Marsh, David Abramowitz 
and Kristin Wells. On our side, the Re-
publican side, Joan Condon, Mark 
Gage, Doug Anderson, Sarah Kiko, 
Sam Stratman, Sheri Rickert, and our 
fabulous GOP staff director, Dr. Yleem 
Poblete. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that our col-
leagues will see the meritorious nature 
of this proposal, because the HIV/AIDS 
pandemic is a significant threat to 
global health. It’s also a leading threat 
to global stability. We can help fill this 
void. We can help stabilize the con-
tinent. We can help save lives by pass-
ing this bill today and sending it to the 
President’s desk. As soon as tomorrow, 
we can have it on the President’s desk 
and have a bill signed by next week. 

We are in a position where we can 
make a difference, because this virus is 
killing millions of people in the prime 
of life. These are parents. These are 
teachers. These are government offi-
cials, public health workers and mili-
tary officers, people who hold the fab-
ric of life together for their commu-
nity. We have an opportunity to rise to 
the challenge, pass this bill and save 
their lives and save a generation of 
lives around the world. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the remaining time. 

The bill has been described, and its 
consequences have been discussed. But 
I can’t help but come back to the com-
ments from my friend from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) with respect to the 
effects of this bill. The notion that 
there are now pregnant women who, 
because of new discoveries in medicine, 
can take drugs which allow their baby 
to be born without being HIV positive, 
I call that saving lives and curing the 
problem. This is happening all over the 
countries where these programs are 
working. The notion that the United 
States is helping to take care of the or-
phans and other vulnerable children 
who are left without parents as a result 
of this epidemic I call saving lives and 
curing a problem. 

And as the ranking member said in 
her opening comments, the effect on 
these people and their recognition of 
the role the United States is playing is 
having a—it’s a secondary question, 
but it’s an important one—it’s having a 
massive impact on how they perceive 
this country at a time when, for many 
other reasons, this country has not 
been perceived well in this world. 

This has been a remarkable program 
that has gone on. And I want to add my 
compliments to the staff, all the staff 
on the minority who worked on it, as 
well as Peter Yeo and Pearl-Alice 
Marsh and David Abramowitz, Kristin 
Wells, Heather Flynn with Chairman 
DON PAYNE, Christos Tsentas with Con-
gresswoman LEE, as well as Mark 
Synnes with legislative counsel, Naomi 
Seiler and Jessica Boyer from the 
Oversight Committee staff, and on the 
Senate Foreign Relations majority 

staff, Brian McKeon and Shannon 
Smith. These are people who not only 
helped put this bill together, not only 
invested huge amounts of their time in 
working with the outside coalition 
forces, who have been working on the 
ground on these issues in Africa and 
other places, and also dealt with the 
administration, these are people who, 
when I got thrown into this issue, 
helped educate me. And I’m very grate-
ful for all they have done to make this 
happen. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 5501. 

Every day, 6,000 people become infected 
with HIV, over 1,000 of whom are babies. 

We have made terrific advancements in 
treating and preventing HIV/AIDS, but they 
mean nothing unless we ensure that the most 
vulnerable populations have access to them. 

Since its inception, the President’s Emer-
gency Plan for AIDS Relief, PEPFAR, has 
saved countless lives and increasing our in-
vestment through this reauthorization will save 
millions more. 

I am especially proud to see that this reau-
thorization places stronger emphasis on pre-
vention. 

Without increased efforts to prevent the 
transmission of HIV/AIDS, we will never ade-
quately address the long-term needs of the 
global HIV/AIDS population and global health 
overall. 

This bill takes important steps to increase 
prevention efforts by overturning the ineffec-
tive one-third abstinence-only requirement that 
currently applies to global HIV/AIDS preven-
tion funding; providing an increased focus on 
women and girls who are at-risk; and setting 
a target for PEPFAR to provide 80 percent of 
pregnant women with the tools they need to 
prevent maternal-to-child transmission of HIV. 

Finally I am thrilled to see an increased in-
vestment in helping countries to expand their 
healthcare workforce as they face drastic 
shortages in skilled healthcare workers. 

During my recent visit to Africa with the 
House Democracy Assistance Commission, I 
had the opportunity to visit with doctors, 
nurses and ministries of health in several 
countries. 

They are desperate for more professionals 
who can treat individuals affected with HIV/ 
AIDS, especially in countries like Malawi 
where 15 percent of the population suffers 
from HIV/AIDS. 

Our investments and improvements of 
PEPFAR fulfill a moral responsibility that we 
are accountable to. 

Our steadfast commitment to PEPFAR is 
also one of our proudest foreign policy accom-
plishments over the past few years as we pro-
vide the necessary humanitarian assistance 
required for countries to sustain themselves in 
the long-term. 

Finally, I would like to also applaud the pro-
vision removing the ban on visas for HIV-in-
fected individuals wishing to come to the 
United States. This mean spirited statute 
should have been repealed long ago and I am 
glad to see that it is finally being ended. Only 
a few countries have such a policy and Amer-
ica should not be one of them. 

I urge my colleagues to enthusiastically sup-
port this legislation and I look forward to the 
success we are sure to see in addressing the 
global HIV/AIDS epidemic. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, as one of the 
original cosponsors of the House version of 
this bill, I am happy to see that it is about to 
become law. This reauthorization affirms to 
our partners around the world that we are with 
them for the long haul in the fight against HIV, 
TB, and malaria. 

The bill retains many of the important provi-
sions of the House version. It authorizes 
strengthening of local health systems and 
health care workforces. It supports fiscal re-
sponsibility by directing the purchase of safe 
drugs at the lowest available prices. And it en-
courages operational research and the trans-
lation of lessons learned into effective pro-
gramming. 

The bill incorporates Congresswoman BAR-
BARA LEE’s legislation to eliminate the HIV 
travel ban. This is an important policy step. 
And it is an important message that we reject 
this relic of a time when fear and stigma drove 
much of the nation’s’ response to AIDS. 

But unfortunately, fear and stigma around 
HIV are still very real, particularly when we 
talk about prevention. This bill notes the im-
portance of supporting healthy behavior 
change, and encourages the expansion of 
male circumcision as an effective prevention 
method. But I think there are parts of this bill 
where Congress could have spoken more di-
rectly to the need for honest, evidence-based 
prevention programming. 

Injection drug users around the world are 
among the most vulnerable to HIV prevention. 
This bill makes only brief mention of the need 
for prevention strategy and other programs for 
this population. Our implementers should un-
derstand how crucial this focus is to fighting 
the epidemic, not only in countries with HIV 
driven mainly by drug use, but also in coun-
tries with emerging, concentrated drug-related 
epidemics. 

The same applies to men who have sex 
with men. Due to stigma and denial, the HIV 
prevention, treatment, and care needs of sex-
ual minorities are often unmet. This bill makes 
only passing reference to men who have sex 
with men, but the program should be imple-
mented in a way that truly recognizes the 
needs of this population. 

People involved in sex work are also very 
vulnerable to HIV infection, along with many 
other health and social risks. I’m disappointed 
that we haven’t eliminated the current require-
ment that recipients sign an ‘‘anti-prostitution 
pledge.’’ The requirement has reportedly had 
the unintended consequence of scaring grant-
ees away from doing effective outreach pro-
grams for sex workers. But U.S. officials, and 
all of our partners, should know that Congress 
wants this law implemented in a way that best 
respects the public health needs of this se-
verely marginalized group. 

Finally, I have concerns about integration of 
activities. I am particularly disappointed that 
the bill does not explicitly encourage the close 
integration of HIV programs with family plan-
ning and other reproductive health services. 
What’s more, language added to the bill’s 
‘‘conscience clause’’ could hinder effective in-
tegration, when we should be doing everything 
we can to encourage referrals to important 
health services. 

All of these concerns do not outweigh my 
deep respect for what the global AIDS pro-
gram has accomplished, and my strong sup-
port of its reauthorization. They do underscore 
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the need for ongoing oversight of how the pro-
gram is designed and implemented, particu-
larly in efforts to reduce HIV transmission. 

The first 5 years of PEPFAR showed that a 
remarkable scale-up of effective treatment was 
possible in the developing world. It’s time to 
use all of the public health knowledge and re-
sources we have to do the same for preven-
tion. 

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 5501, the Tom Lantos and Henry 
J. Hyde United States Global Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Reauthorization Act of 2008. 

The passage of this bipartisan bill will con-
tinue Congress’ commitment to the fight 
against HIV, TB and malaria around the world. 
This bill will dramatically boost HIV/AIDS and 
health care programs for women and girls, as 
well as strengthen health and education sys-
tems in nations hard-hit by the HIV virus. 

H.R. 5501 also provides funding for orphans 
and vulnerable children, as well as food and 
nutrition programs. 

The World Health Organization estimates 
that over 38 million people are living with HIV/ 
AIDS and 95 percent of those people live in 
the developing world. 

We must be leaders in combating the global 
AIDS crisis and this bill allows maximum flexi-
bility for our staff on the ground. H.R. 5501 
provides needed funding and support to transi-
tion the very successful PEPFAR program 
from the emergency phase to the sustainability 
phase. I urge all my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Senate amendments to 
the Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United 
States Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthorization Act 
of 2008. 

Five years ago, Congress showed leader-
ship and passed legislation on a bipartisan 
basis to address the global pandemics of HIV/ 
AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria. While enor-
mous progress has been made since 2003, 
the number of people who are affected by 
these diseases is still staggering. The United 
Nations estimates that thirty-three million peo-
ple are living with HIV/AIDS worldwide, with 
AIDS causing approximately 1.6 million deaths 
in sub-Saharan Africa in 2007. 

We have a moral obligation to lead the fight 
against these global diseases. This legislation 
will authorize $48 billion over five years for our 
global HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria ef-
forts. It will allow the United States to provide 
continued assistance for these pandemics in 
developing countries and will strengthen the 
health systems in host countries by giving 
them more flexibility to plan, direct, and man-
age prevention, treatment and care programs. 
I am also pleased that this legislation includes 
a provision that authorizes funding for the re-
search and development of new tuberculosis 
vaccines, which have the potential to save mil-
lions of lives. 

Mr. Speaker, we still have much work to do. 
I urge my colleagues to continue and reaffirm 
America’s commitment to combating HIV/ 
AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria by supporting 
this much-needed bipartisan and bicameral 
legislation. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, five years ago, 
the United States made an unprecedented 
commitment to the people of the world who 
suffer from HIV/AIDS, malaria, and tuber-

culosis. We pledged $15 billion—and with that 
funding, we have: Provided life-saving drugs 
to almost 1.5 million people; funded care for 
over 2 million orphans and vulnerable children; 
and provided mother-to-child transmission pre-
vention services during more than 6 million 
pregnancies. 

For millions, HIV/AIDS has been trans-
formed from a death sentence to a manage-
able condition—and Congress has played a 
very real role in making that happen. On this 
issue, our moral obligation and our self-inter-
est speak with one voice. Not only do we have 
the opportunity to save millions of lives—fail-
ing to do so will help proliferate disease and 
instability, spreading bloodshed across bor-
ders. 

Today, with the Tom Lantos and Henry J. 
Hyde Global LeadershipAgainst HIV/AIDS, Tu-
berculosis and Malaria Reauthorization Act, 
we raise our commitment to eradicating those 
diseases to a total of $48 billion. In addition to 
expanding our prior efforts, this carefully nego-
tiated legislation will: 

Strengthen HIV -related health care delivery 
systems and increase health workforce capac-
ities; 

Foster stronger relationships between HIV/ 
AIDS initiatives and other support programs, 
including those that promote better nutrition 
and education; 

Allow HIV/AIDS testing and counseling to be 
provided as part of the U.S. bilateral family 
planning program; and 

Enhance prevention and treatment pro-
grams targeting women and girls. 

This bill also eliminates a requirement that 
1⁄3 of prevention funds be spent on absti-
nence—a requirement that has proven ineffec-
tive. Instead, we have directed the Administra-
tion to create a ‘‘balanced’’ approach, requir-
ing behavioral change programs to receive 50 
percent of the funds devoted to the prevention 
of sexual transmission of HIV. In the face of 
the AIDS pandemic, this bill will show the 
world, unambiguously, that America accepts 
its obligation to act. 

Last year alone, 2.5 million people con-
tracted HIV—roughly 6,800 every single day. 
And last year alone, 2.1 million AIDS victims 
were added to the rolls of the dead. We are 
confronting a scourge far too pressing, far too 
powerful, to be made the object of political in-
action. We have rarely faced a greater global 
challenge. We have rarely needed a greater 
global solution. 

I want to thank Congresswoman BARBARA 
LEE for her hard work to shape that solution. 
But most of all, I want to honor Tom Lantos. 
This bill, in many ways, was the culmination of 
his career, his lifetime of service. I wish he 
could be here to see it. But how perfect that 
Tom’s work, which began in the fight against 
tyranny in his homeland, expanded to encom-
pass the whole world, and the world’s struggle 
against the tyrannies of disease and poverty. 

Chastened by the vast challenge of AIDS— 
but inspired by Tom’s example, and Henry 
Hyde’s, as well—let us come together across 
the aisle and join the struggle with all the force 
America can muster. Let us pass this bill. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I in rise opposition 
to this irresponsible legislation, which will ship 
$48 billion overseas as foreign aid at a time 
when Americans are feeling the pressure of 
rapidly increasing inflation and a weakened 
dollar. It is particularly objectionable to ship 
money to fund healthcare overseas when so 

many Americans either struggle with high 
healthcare costs or avoid seeking medical as-
sistance altogether due to lack of insurance or 
funds. 

As we know, the Federal Government does 
not have $48 billion to send overseas so it will 
have to print the money. It is a cruel irony that 
this will add to inflation at home which will in-
crease even further the costs of healthcare in 
the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I am saddened by the preva-
lence of disease in impoverished countries 
overseas. I certainly encourage every Amer-
ican concerned about HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria overseas to voluntarily provide as-
sistance to help alleviate the problem. But I do 
not believe it is appropriate—nor is it constitu-
tional—to forcibly take money from American 
citizens to send abroad. I urge my colleagues 
to reject this and all foreign aid legislation. 

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, this bill underscores the United 
States’ position as the world leader in the fight 
against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria. 

In addition to all that the bill does to fight 
the three diseases on a global level, the bill fi-
nally does away with an outdated and unnec-
essary provision in immigration law that pre-
vents persons with HIV from visiting or immi-
grating to the United States. 

This provision, in place for over 20 years, 
has kept parents from children and sisters 
from brothers. It has slowed research and dis-
course by preventing many researchers and 
other experts in the field from entering the 
country. And it has significantly undermined 
our leadership in the fight against HIV. 

The U.S. is one of only 12 countries in the 
world to have such harsh HIV-based restric-
tions on entry. The others include Sudan, 
Libya, Russia and Saudi Arabia. Even China 
has recently overturned its ban. 

This discriminatory policy has no basis in 
public health, and it should have been stricken 
long ago. 

Our immigration laws have long prevented 
the admission of persons who have commu-
nicable diseases that HHS believes are of 
‘‘public health significance.’’ In 1993, HHS 
sought to remove HIV from this list. But Con-
gress, in a time of fear and ignorance about 
the disease, kept it in. 

HIV is now the only medical condition per-
manently listed in the INA as a basis for inad-
missibility. For any other disease, HHS retains 
the discretion to determine, with the wealth of 
medical and public health expertise at its dis-
posal, whether that illness should be a bar to 
admission. 

HHS does not believe that HIV should 
present such a bar. Neither do the American 
Medical Association, the Centers for Disease 
Control, the World Health Organization, and 
other public health organizations. These ex-
perts agree that there is no medical or public 
health rationale for this policy. 

The policy also keeps world-renowned ex-
perts, doctors, and researchers from partici-
pating in U.S. hosted efforts to combat the 
epidemic. Indeed, since 1993, the International 
Conference on AIDS has not been held on 
U.S. soil. 

It is time we end this discriminatory policy. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I rise today in strong support for H.R. 5501, 
the Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United 
States Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthorization Act 
of 2008. 
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This important piece of legislation outlines 

the United States’ efforts to combat the dev-
astating effects of AIDS, Malaria, and Tuber-
culosis on our global community. 

I am extremely encouraged that this bill de-
clares Tuberculosis control a major objective 
of U.S. foreign assistance programs—particu-
larly, that this bill will encourage the develop-
ment of a TB vaccine. 

TB is the leading killer of people with HIV/ 
AIDS, and the explosion of drug-resistant TB 
in sub-Saharan Africa threatens to halt and roll 
back our progress in combating both diseases. 

In fact, the World Health Organization 
(WHO) reports that 1.7 milion people died of 
tuberculosis in 2006, with 200,000 dying from 
HIV-associated TB. 

The TB germ is constantly changing and 
drug resistant strains have been found in 28 
countries on 6 continents. 

Our current TB Vaccine, BCG, is more than 
85 years old and is not compatible against 
pulmonary TB, which accounts for most TB 
cases. 

Even right here in the United States, it is es-
timated that 10 to 15 million people in the U.S. 
have latent TB. 

Therefore, developing a vaccine has impor-
tant implications both internationally and do-
mestically. 

Studies also show that the ten year eco-
nomic benefits of a TB vaccine that was only 
75 percent effective could result in an esti-
mated savings of $25 billion; no one can deny 
that this is a significant amount. 

This legislation is a good start in our critical 
battle against TB and we as a legislative body 
need to continue to work on TB efforts both 
internationally and right here at home. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. Speaker, I’m 
pleased that Congress has come together in a 
bipartisan and bicameral way to address the 
devastating impact ofHIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, 
and malaria. The Tom Lantos and Henry J. 
Hyde United States Global Leadership Against 
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reau-
thorization Act reaffirms our commitment to 
fighting the causes and the spread of these 
terrible and largely preventable diseases. 

Treating HIV/AIDS is more than taking pre-
scription drugs. I applaud my colleagues in the 
House and Senate, particularly Chairman BER-
MAN and Ranking Member ROS-LEHTINEN, for 
recognizing that fighting HIV/AIDS means 
treating the person and not just the disease. 
The latest breakthrough medicines are worth-
less without access to food, water, and secu-
rity. 

This legislation makes the connection and 
contains an important section to address bar-
riers that limit the start of and adherence to 
treatment services. There is specific recogni-
tion of the direct linkages between efforts to 
treat HIV/AIDS and nutrition, income security, 
and drinking water and sanitation programs. 

We cannot treat HIV/AIDS without clean 
water. There is terrible irony in providing pa-
tients with advanced antiretroviral agents, and 
asking them to wash the life-saving pills down 
with a glass of water that may infect them with 
a life-threatening, water-bourne illness. I am 
particularly proud that my simple amendment 
to add safe drinking water to the list of related 
activities vital to treatment is included here. 
This small addition shapes our approach to 
treatment in a realistic and profoundly positive 
way. 

Much more must be done to deal with the 
global HIV/AIDS pandemic and the problem of 
lack of access to safe drinking water and sani-
tization, the world’s leading preventable cause 
of death. The recognition of these important 
linkages is a critical step forward in our under-
standing and treatment of these diseases. 

This bill is an important part of the tribute to 
our late colleagues, Chairman Lantos and 
Chairman Hyde. 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, today the House 
of Representatives will vote on H.R. 5501 the 
Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United States 
Global Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Reauthorization Act of 
2008. 

As the Chairman of the Congressional Ethi-
opia and Ethiopian American Caucus, I strong-
ly support this critical reauthorization of the 
President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief 
(PEPFAR). Although PEPFAR supports a 
global effort, no one can argue against the 
fact that the African continent has borne the 
brunt of the HIV/AIDS, TB, and Malaria 
epidemics. The litany of grim statistics docu-
menting the ravages of HIV/AIDS, TB, and 
Malaria on dozens of African countries and 
millions of people is familiar to all of us com-
mitted to a morally righteous global war on 
poverty and disease. I have traveled to Ethi-
opia and witnessed first-hand the courage of a 
people nurturing a fledgling democracy in the 
face of terrible obstacles. 

For me, what those statistics come down to 
is the human cost of disease, countless or-
phans, hollow-eyed children raising children in 
villages, cities, and countries devastated eco-
nomically and spiritually by death and fear. I 
have seen the resiliency and courage of peo-
ple who, with access to medicine and food, 
have raised themselves out of abject poverty. 
As the wealthiest country in the world we have 
an obligation to invest in the global commu-
nity, and I support the passage of this bill. 

Mr. BERMAN: I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1362, 
the previous question is ordered. 

Pursuant to section 2 of House Reso-
lution 1362, further proceedings on the 
motion will be postponed. 

f 

RELATING TO THE HOUSE PROCE-
DURES CONTAINED IN SECTION 
803 OF THE MEDICARE PRESCRIP-
TION DRUG, IMPROVEMENT, AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2003 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 1368 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1368 
Resolved, That section 803 of the Medicare 

Prescription Drug, Improvement, and Mod-
ernization Act of 2003 shall not apply during 
the remainder of the 110th Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. For the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my good friend, 

the ranking Republican of the Rules 
Committee, Representative DREIER. 

All time yielded during consideration 
of the rule is for debate only. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I also ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
Speaker, that all Members be given 5 
legislative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on House 
Resolution 1368. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, as the Clerk just read, House 
Resolution 1368 provides that section 
803 of the Medicare Prescription Drug, 
Improvement, and Modernization Act 
of 2003 shall not apply during the re-
mainder of the 110th Congress. 

This resolution is needed today be-
cause of a procedural gimmick which 
was stuck into the Republican Medi-
care prescription drug bill in the dead 
of night shortly before the bill found 
its way to the floor back in 2003. The 
provision was a way for Republicans to 
get conservatives in their party to sup-
port an unpopular bill that may very 
well be the largest campaign donor 
payback program in the history of this 
institution. However, even this provi-
sion failed to prevent one of the most 
shameful nights in the history of this 
institution as arms were twisted and 
threats delivered into the wee hours of 
the morning to get the votes needed to 
pass this bill. 

Under current law, when the Medi-
care trustees project in two consecu-
tive trustee reports that general reve-
nues will exceed 45 percent of Medicare 
spending within a 7-year window, an 
expedited process is triggered to reduce 
the percentage. This expedited process, 
however, bypasses regular order in the 
House, as well as the Rules Committee. 
Once the percentage of Medicare fund-
ing coming from general revenues 
reaches 45 percent, the President is re-
quired to send legislation to the House 
and Senate that will address the mat-
ter. That bill must then be introduced 
by the House majority and minority 
leaders and referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

The process by which that bill, or 
any bill meeting the requirements of 
the trigger, moves through the com-
mittee process and is discharged to the 
floor includes a privileged motion. The 
privileged motion requires only one- 
fifth of the House, or just 87 Members, 
to second the motion and force a vote 
on that motion that would bring the 
bill itself to the floor for a vote. Under 
the trigger, if this small minority of 
the House is successful and the motion 
passes the House, the bill would come 
to the floor within 3 legislative days 
and can be debated with up to 5 hours 
of general debate and 10 hours of de-
bate on amendments. 

Adding to the unprecedented nature 
of this provision, amendments are 
given blanket waivers with the only re-
quirement being certification by the 
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Budget Committee that the bill will 
eliminate excess Medicare spending 
from general revenues. Astonishingly, 
the trigger waives the rules of the 
House and blocks Members from rais-
ing points of orders against the bill for 
earmark, PAYGO, or any other viola-
tion of House rules. All that a Member 
needs to do to force a vote on dis-
charging a bill is introduce a bill titled 
‘‘To Respond to a Medicare Funding 
Warning.’’ As long as that bill meets 
the requirements of the Budget Com-
mittee, then anyone, Democrat or Re-
publican, may seek to disrupt the pro-
ceedings of the House. Realize, if the 
House fails to pass this resolution 
today, it will leave itself vulnerable to 
chaos and extraordinary political 
gamesmanship. 

We will lay the groundwork to effec-
tively becoming the Senate, stalled 
and unable to act as a victim of its own 
rules and procedures. Every moment of 
every day here in session, under the 
guise of trying to fix Medicare, a Mem-
ber could move to discharge a bill 
which includes provisions that have 
nothing to do with Medicare. The only 
way to avoid this chaos and potential 
shutdown of the House in the 110th 
Congress is for the House to pass this 
resolution today. 

What is perhaps most troubling 
about this entire process, Mr. Speaker, 
is that Congress fixed the revenue 
problem in a more comprehensive man-
ner last week when the House and Sen-
ate both voted to override the Presi-
dent’s veto on the Medicare Improve-
ments for Patients and Providers Act. 
In that bill, Democrats, in a bipartisan 
fashion, removed waste, fraud and 
abuse in the Medicare advantage plan 
without hurting seniors. Under our 
leadership, seniors continue to have ac-
cess to their doctors and prescription 
drugs without having their premiums 
raised or coverage reduced. 

Very occasionally, Mr. Speaker, 
many of us talk with different people 
in our constituency. Last week I had 
an opportunity to talk with a physi-
cian in this city named Stern. And Dr. 
Stern indicated to me that I should, 
among other things, fight real hard to 
have people understand how effective 
Medicare is and what a single payer 
plan could do for this Nation. We 
talked considerably about this, and I’m 
delighted that I had an opportunity to 
be edified by someone that is in this 
profession. 

But because of this Medicare trigger 
provision, a provision which was not in 
the House or Senate bill and was 
slipped in the conference, I will repeat, 
slipped in the conference during the 
dead of night, and I was here, PETE 
STARK and DAVID DREIER, all of us were 
here when this happened, forced to deal 
with the legacy of, in my opinion, the 
misguided former majority. 

I urge my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, to 
do the right thing and support this res-
olution. 

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

myself such time as I might consume. 

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

Mr. DREIER. Let me begin by ex-
pressing my appreciation to my good 
friend, my Rules Committee colleague 
from Fort Lauderdale, for yielding me 
the customary 30 minutes. And I have 
to say that I rise in strongest possible 
opposition to this rule. Only under this 
new majority, Mr. Speaker, could an 
attempt to ensure fiscal responsibility 
be described as nothing more than a 
procedural gimmick, and only under 
this new majority, Mr. Speaker, can we 
once again be taking action that to-
tally subverts what we’re all about 
here, and that is an open and fair de-
bate. 

At issue today is a provision enacted 
by Republicans to ensure that Medi-
care is administered in an effective and 
a responsible way. When we created the 
prescription drug benefits for seniors, 
we included a provision to require reg-
ular reports on how Medicare is funded. 
We wanted to know, is the Medicare 
trust fund sufficient to cover the costs? 
Or are we drawing from the general 
Treasury to pay for it? And if we are, 
how much? If two consecutive reports 
indicated that over 45 percent of Medi-
care’s costs would come from the gen-
eral Treasury over the next 7 years, 
Congress would have to act. We did not 
mandate what steps Congress would 
have to take. We simply required that 
solutions be examined, debated and 
brought to a vote, something that 
seems to be anathema to this new ma-
jority. 

We believed this provision was criti-
cally important because we, as Repub-
licans, have two very important goals 
for Medicare. 

b 1715 

First, it must effectively provide 
health care coverage for our seniors. 
Second, Mr. Speaker, it must be run ef-
ficiently and responsibly. 

Today we are confronting exactly the 
scenario that concerned us and led to 
this point. We have had two consecu-
tive reports indicating that Medicare 
will exceed the cost threshold for years 
to come. In accordance with the law, 
the President submitted a proposal to 
restore fiscal discipline while ensuring 
that seniors continue to receive high 
quality care. Under the rules of the 
House, we are approaching the deadline 
to consider the proposal. But this new 
majority leadership, unable or unwill-
ing to address runaway costs, simply 
wants to make this attempt at good 
governance go away, completely van-
ish. The rule before us today would 
quash the provision requiring us to 
consider a legislative fix. It allows run-
away entitlement spending to continue 
unabated. 

Naturally, our good friends on the 
other side of the aisle are going to try 
to distract us from the facts today. 

They are going to rail against the 
circumstances, as we have already 
heard from my friend from Fort Lau-

derdale surrounding the original pre-
scription drug vote in an attempt to 
obscure the real issue. This is a favor-
ite trick of theirs, Mr. Speaker. The 
Democratic majority leadership cannot 
defend their own actions, so they stir 
up fights about Republicans. They can 
thunder away about 5-year-old fights 
all they want, but it won’t absolve 
them of the actions that they are try-
ing to take here today. Today they are 
in charge. They are responsible for 
their actions as the majority. They 
cannot distract the American people 
from the fact when they were presented 
with a proposal for reforming the cost 
of Medicare, they decided to change 
the rules and ignore the problem. 
That’s exactly what is happening here. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a legislative fix 
that was submitted by the President of 
the United States and introduced by 
the majority and the minority leaders 
as required by the fiscal discipline pro-
cedures put into place by Republicans 
in this important bill. It recommends 
two steps to rein in skyrocketing costs. 
One, it lowers the government subsidy 
for prescription drug coverage for high- 
income seniors to save $3.2 billion over 
5 years. Second, it reforms the medical 
liability system and puts patients be-
fore trial lawyers, saving nearly $4 bil-
lion. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I don’t know that 
that is the panacea, but those are a 
good start and those are the proposals 
that the majority leader and the mi-
nority leader introduced as required 
under this law. 

I know some people may not like 
those savings. Some of my friends on 
the other side of the aisle are enamored 
with the present liability system and 
believe that we need more litigation, 
not less. Others may feel that every-
one, regardless of income, should get 
the full prescription drug subsidy. 

There may be disagreement on these 
issues, but they are worthy of consider-
ation and debate, which is what this in-
stitution is all about. Debate is exactly 
what was envisioned by this proposal. 
It provided for at least ten separate al-
ternatives, each debatable for up to an 
hour. My friend is absolutely right, it 
could take 10 hours, but God forbid we 
spend 10 hours discussing an issue as 
important as this. We imposed no re-
strictions. Any proposal for reining in 
costs could be considered and debated. 
This is a foreign concept in the 110th 
Congress, but we actually believe that 
open, rigorous debate is the key to 
finding solutions to our most difficult 
challenges. 

Unfortunately, the rule before us 
today continues a very troubling pat-
tern: the Democratic majority leader-
ship would rather duck and cover than 
stand and deliver on a very important 
issue for the American people. 

In case the American people haven’t 
noticed, Mr. Speaker, the House of 
Representatives has been locked in a 
legislative holding pattern. We have at 
least five appropriations bills which 
have been ordered reported by the Ap-
propriations Committee. How many 
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have been considered on the floor dur-
ing this very important traditional ap-
propriation month? Not a single one. 
Zero. Nada. None. 

The same is true for real energy leg-
islation. Oh, we’ve had fig leaves on the 
floor like the one we had just a couple 
of hours ago. But the majority is not 
interested in debate on these measures. 
They bring controversial energy legis-
lation that no one has ever seen to the 
floor, and then they impose ultra-re-
strictive rules so that Republicans, or 
Democrats, cannot offer their own 
ideas. 

These flawed bills fail, of course, but 
the Democrats get to avoid a real de-
bate on the important issues of con-
servation, alternative energy sources, 
and yes, new domestic supplies of oil. 

This pattern continues today with 
this rule. Instead of having a real de-
bate on legislation to reform the Medi-
care program, we are using the rules to 
completely avoid the program alto-
gether. 

The reason, Mr. Speaker, is simple. 
The Democratic majority leadership is 
more concerned about protecting their 
Members from tough votes than engag-
ing in the honest and open debate they 
promised the American people when 
they won the majority nearly 2 years 
ago. They are more interested in main-
taining their electoral fortunes than 
tackling the tough business of actually 
governing. 

Now if press reports are to be be-
lieved, the Democratic majority plans 
to avoid the most basic responsibility 
we have as legislators: making deci-
sions about our spending priorities. In-
stead of doing the business of passing 
appropriations bills and considering 
legislation on key issues like how we 
can get gasoline prices down and how 
we deal with Medicare, they are going 
to punt all of the tough choices until 
the next administration. I am just 
shaking my head and asking, Mr. 
Speaker, what is it that we are doing 
here and what is it that we are afraid 
of when it comes to doing our work in 
this 110th Congress? 

We have an opportunity right here 
and right now to break this pattern. If 
we defeat this rule, we can have a real 
debate on alternatives to reform Medi-
care spending. We can start the busi-
ness of governing and have a real de-
bate on the real issue of fiscal responsi-
bility, which is exactly what this pro-
vision is all about. 

But if we pass this rule, it is another 
blow to responsible government. It is 
another example of how far the Demo-
cratic majority leadership has fallen 
from the principles that they ran on 
and promised the American people 
nearly 2 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question and 
vote ‘‘no’’ on this rule. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

I want to say to my friend, the rank-
ing member, everything debated in this 
House doesn’t have to be a battle. 

Turning off this provision is the cor-
rect thing to do, and I will tell you 
why. 

The perceived problem with Medicare 
funding has already been addressed. 
Let me repeat that. The perceived 
problem with Medicare funding has al-
ready been addressed. The recently en-
acted Medicare Improvements for Pa-
tients and Providers Act fixed the 
funding of Medicare to keep it below 
the 45 percent trigger. 

Let me refresh your memory. On 
July 15, the House voted to override 
the President’s veto of this important 
legislation. Every single member of the 
Rules Committee, Democrat and Re-
publican, voted to override. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PALLONE), a member of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee and 
a champion of SCHIP, which required 
overriding twice a veto by the Presi-
dent. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. PALLONE. I thank my friend 
from Florida, and I rise in support of 
this rule. 

Since its inception, Democrats have 
been the party to keep Medicare work-
ing for America’s seniors and disabled. 
Contrast that with Republicans when 
they were in charge. During their ma-
jority, Medicare funding increased dra-
matically so they could shower their 
pals in the insurance industry with 
higher reimbursements than regular 
Medicare, all in an effort to privatize 
the program. 

Republicans are willing to look past 
all of that, pat themselves on the back 
and call themselves the party of fiscal 
responsibility because of some arbi-
trary policy that they inserted into the 
Medicare Modernization Act that pre-
tends to address Medicare financing. 
This provision is more about smoke 
and mirrors than it is about ensuring 
Medicare remains intact. 

Republicans say it is about cost con-
tainment; I say it is about cost shift-
ing. The sad truth is that the 45 per-
cent trigger is designed to reduce the 
obligation of the Federal Government 
to fund part of Medicare, thereby shift-
ing more costs to beneficiaries. 

Since taking control of Congress, 
Democrats have set out to put Medi-
care on a sustainable track. During our 
first year in charge, the House passed 
the CHAMP Act which would have ex-
tended Medicare solvency by 2 years by 
reducing wasteful overpayments to 
Medicare Advantage plans. And just a 
couple of weeks ago, we enacted the 
Medicare Improvements for Patient 
and Providers of 2008 against the Presi-
dent’s objections. 

According to the CBO, under that bill 
the 45 percent threshold would be first 
crossed in fiscal year 2014, 1 year later 
than under the prior law. So I say con-
trary to what my friends on the other 
side of the aisle are saying, the fact of 

the matter is that Democrats are being 
fiscally responsible. Democrats are 
confronting Medicare’s challenges, and 
we don’t need an arbitrary policy that 
is a relic of the previous majority in 
order to do that. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 1 minute to the very dis-
tinguished gentleman from West-
chester, Ohio, our distinguished Repub-
lican leader, Mr. BOEHNER. 

Mr. BOEHNER. I thank my colleague 
from California for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, just as the Democrat 
leadership of this Congress is sticking 
its collective head in the sand when it 
comes to energy legislation, it is doing 
the same with the entitlement crisis 
that we face. 

My colleagues, ignoring this crisis 
won’t make it go away. But this is just 
what the measure before us will do, 
allow us to ignore this big problem for 
just a little while longer. 

Earlier this year, the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services 
warned that if Congress doesn’t act, 
government health care spending will 
grow to over $2 trillion by 2017. Medi-
care alone will account for almost one- 
quarter of this total. We can’t afford 
that, our children can’t afford that, 
and most certainly our grandchildren 
can’t afford it. 

But today, the majority is saying, 
well, we are just going to wait for the 
next generation of lawmakers to deal 
with this problem instead of doing 
what we should do now. The majority 
is also saying something else. They are 
saying thank you to their trial lawyer 
allies. This is something that they 
have said quite often during the last 2 
years, as we all know. By not address-
ing the Medicare funding crisis in a 
comprehensive way, we are dodging 
fundamental liability reform that the 
entire health care system needs so 
sorely. Who gains? Trial lawyers. Who 
loses? Patients, doctors and taxpayers. 

The majority leader said several 
months ago that he believed Medicare 
reform would be one of the most impor-
tant issues for the next Congress and 
the next administration. Well, with the 
bill before us, it is clear that the ma-
jority leader meant what he said. But I 
think it is regrettable. It is irrespon-
sible, and it is unfair to our children 
and theirs, not to mention the seniors 
who rely on this program today. They 
are going to bear the consequences of 
our refusal to step up and do the right 
thing. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat this. 
Let’s have the courage to do what the 
American people sent us here to do: to 
solve this entitlement crisis in a fair 
and bipartisan way. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, before I yield to the next 
speaker, I won’t respond to the distin-
guished minority leader, but I would 
like to submit the statements of the 
AARP and the National Committee to 
Preserve Social Security and Medicare 
in support of this resolution. 
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NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE 

SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE, 
Washington, DC, July 24, 2008. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
millions of members and supporters of the 
National Committee to Preserve Social Se-
curity and Medicare, we strongly urge you to 
support H. Res. 1368 when it comes to the 
House Floor. H. Res. 1368 would suspend sec-
tion 803 of the Medicare Modernization Act 
of 2003 (known as the Medicare ‘‘trigger’’) for 
the remainder of the 110th Congress. 

The Medicare ‘‘trigger’’ requires the Medi-
care Trustees to include a finding in their 
annual report whenever they project that 
general revenues will make up more than 45 
percent of total Medicare funding within the 
first seven years of the 75 year valuation pe-
riod. This finding was made in the two most 
recent annual reports, thus requiring the 
President to submit legislation to Congress 
to bring the federal contribution to Medicare 
down below the 45 percent threshold. The 
legislation is subject to expedited procedures 
designed to hasten its consideration. H. Res. 
1368 would suspend the Medicare ‘‘trigger’’ 
through the remainder of the 110th Congress. 

The 45 percent threshold at which the 
‘‘trigger’’ is set was a completely arbitrary 
limit included in the Medicare Moderniza-
tion Act. There has never been a public de-
bate on whether it is appropriate to establish 
a cap on the federal revenue contribution to 
the Medicare program at any level, nor has 
any policy rationale been identified for se-
lecting 45 percent as that federal contribu-
tion limit. The fact that more than 45 per-
cent of Medicare financing may come from 
general revenues poses no more of a problem 
in itself than the fact that 100 percent of the 
financing for defense, veterans’ benefits, edu-
cation or most other federal programs comes 
from general revenues. The problem facing 
Medicare is the cost of health care, not how 
the cost is allocated between revenue 
sources. 

Limiting the federal government’s con-
tribution to the Medicare program ignores 
Medicare’s financing structure, which was 
designed to rely on general revenues to fi-
nance about 75 percent of Part B and Part D. 
This structure allows the revenue raised by 
income taxes to shoulder a higher portion of 
the responsibility for Medicare’s funding, 
placing the burden on a revenue source 
which is relatively progressive and taxes all 
income. 

If general revenue contributions are lim-
ited, the burden would shift to beneficiaries, 
who are typically retirees on fixed incomes 
or the disabled, generally the least able to 
shoulder the burden of increased costs. In 
fact, about 70 percent of Medicare bene-
ficiaries have incomes under $25,000 and 85 
percent have incomes under $40,000. Nearly 
two-thirds of older households have incomes 
under $20,000, and they are already spending 
30–50 percent of their incomes on health care. 

Arbitrarily cutting Medicare without get-
ting at the root of the continuing upward 
trend of health care costs is a strategy for 
failure. It has real impacts on real people— 
most of whom have nowhere else to go for 
coverage and limited ability to pay higher 
medical costs, accounting for rising senior 
bankruptcies. 

Measuring Medicare’s financial health 
solely by considering the percentage of gen-
eral revenues contributed to the program 
produces a meaningless number, which will 
nonetheless be used as a catalyst for policy 
decisions that could have a devastating ef-
fect on the health care of seniors and people 
with disabilities. For example, the 45 percent 
limit has been triggered, in part, because 
more beneficiaries are being treated in out-

patient settings than in hospitals. While this 
shift may disproportionately increase costs 
for Medicare Part B, which accelerates the 
date at which the cap will be reached, when 
compared with Part A, which is not counted 
in the limit, it is generally considered a posi-
tive development in health care. 

A second major reason the cap was trig-
gered is the Part D prescription drug pro-
gram. Although Part D is providing needed 
drugs to millions of seniors, the cost of these 
drugs is still rising much faster than general 
inflation. We believe this is the result of the 
lack of a traditional Medicare drug option, 
which the Medicare Modernization Act spe-
cifically prohibited. In addition, the Act pro-
vided billions of dollars in subsidies in order 
to entice private insurance and drug compa-
nies into the Medicare program. While pas-
sage last week of H.R. 6331 helped trim some 
of the most egregious overpayments, billions 
in subsidies continue to flow to private com-
panies. Both the rising cost of drugs and the 
private sector subsidies provide little or no 
benefit to Medicare enrollees, yet they con-
tribute to the rise in costs both for bene-
ficiaries and the federal government—and 
accelerated the date at which the cap was 
reached. 

Finally, the legislation submitted by the 
President in response to the ‘‘trigger’’ could 
have devastating consequences to Medicare 
beneficiaries with little oversight by Con-
gress. For example, Section 101(d) of the im-
plementing legislation directs the Secretary 
of the Department of Health and Human 
Services to design and implement a new per-
formance-based reimbursement system for 
all Medicare providers as well as a new ‘‘in-
centive’’ program intended to drive Medicare 
beneficiaries to selected providers under this 
new system. With this one provision, Con-
gress would delegate to the Secretary un-
precedented authority to change the way the 
Medicare program operates through the reg-
ulatory process, rather than reserving such 
important decisions for Congress and the 
Committees of jurisdiction. 

The President’s legislation also would dra-
matically expand Medicare means-testing 
through a provision that has been proposed 
repeatedly as part of the President’s budget 
submission only to be rejected by Congress. 
Section 301 of the President’s bill would ex-
pand means-testing to include the Part D 
program, a policy which many experts be-
lieve would be extremely difficult to admin-
ister, and further would not allow the in-
come limits to rise to reflect inflation. In-
come limits that are not indexed ultimately 
affect far more people than the ‘‘wealthy’’ 
they are originally designed to cover—a fact 
well demonstrated by the current reach of 
the Alternative Minimum Tax. 

Medicare faces challenges in the future, 
but they are not unique to the Medicare pro-
gram—they reflect the same pressures driv-
ing health care costs for those under age 65. 
Addressing these challenges will not be ad-
vanced by a contentious debate on the share 
of program costs funded through general rev-
enues. In fact, such a debate will distract 
from the true challenge of Medicare: deter-
mining how to provide high-quality health 
care for an aging population in an era of ris-
ing health care costs. 

We strongly urge the House to suspend the 
Medicare ‘‘trigger’’ by passing H. Res. 1368 
and focus instead on making health care af-
fordable for all Americans. 

Cordially, 
BARBARA B. KENNELLY, 

President & CEO. 

AARP: MEDICARE TRIGGER IGNORES REAL 
PROBLEM—SKYROCKETING HEALTH CARE 
COSTS 
WASHINGTON—David Sloane, AARP’s Sen-

ior Vice President for Government Relations 

and Advocacy, issued the following state-
ment on a scheduled vote today in the House 
of Representatives to consider a bill brought 
on by the Medicare ‘‘trigger’’: 

‘‘The Medicare trigger is an unfortunate 
and misguided effort that could do more 
harm than good. That’s why AARP supports 
the legislation being considered today by the 
House that would delay trigger action. 

‘‘Medicare’s financial woes are sympto-
matic of the runaway costs of the overall 
health care system. Medicare’s troubles can 
only be solved by systemic health care re-
forms. 

‘‘Arbitrary Medicare cuts will needlessly 
hurt millions of Americans without address-
ing the core problems. If Congress is serious 
about controlling spiraling health care costs, 
the way to go about it is to have a thought-
ful debate on the systemic drivers of health 
care costs in this country, not to take a 
meat axe to Medicare in the middle of the 
night. Congress is gearing up for that debate 
next year, and we look forward to working 
on serious, bipartisan efforts to reform our 
health care system.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I yield at this time 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BERRY), a member of the Budg-
et Committee. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing. 

I never rise that I don’t encourage 
anyone that can hear me to keep in 
their hearts and minds and in their 
prayers our men and women in uniform 
and their families, and especially those 
on the battlefield today. 

Having said that, it is interesting to 
hear our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle talk about fiscal responsi-
bility. It is interesting to hear them 
suddenly have an attack of concern 
about our children and grandchildren 
and the debt that is going to be passed 
on to them which includes pretty close 
to $8 trillion that their party has built 
up and their Presidents have built up. 

It is clear and has been for many 
years that the Republican Party in-
tends to destroy Medicare any way it 
can. ‘‘Let it wither on the vine’’ were 
the very words that they used. 

The interesting thing about this is 
we know how to fix these things. 
Health care is not so complicated we 
can’t fix it. It is a matter of getting 
the collective, bipartisan political will-
power to do the right thing. 

b 1730 

This particular problem can be fixed 
with a very simple thing, just do away 
with the overpayment to the private 
health care plans, $4.6 billion we over-
pay the private plans. Why would we 
want to be so generous to the insur-
ance companies? 

I certainly don’t like the idea of my 
children and grandchildren having to 
pay off a debt that we incurred because 
we overpaid the insurance companies. 
What is so special, I wonder, about the 
insurance companies that we can’t re-
sist to take care of them over and over 
again? 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this provision. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am happy to yield 3 minutes to 
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the very distinguished ranking Repub-
lican on the Committee on Ways and 
Means, the gentleman from Shreve-
port, Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY). 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
some prepared remarks, but I want to 
address a couple of things that have 
been said, because I think it’s impor-
tant for the House to understand. 

Number one, the gentleman from 
Florida said that we have already 
solved this problem, and he is right in 
one sense. There was enough of a pay- 
for in the last Medicare bill that we 
passed, that had we couched it prop-
erly, we could have used as a pay-for to 
get us within the window required by 
MMA, but we didn’t do that. We didn’t 
go through the proper procedure. So to 
suggest that we now can just do away 
with the rule because in some other 
bill we created enough funding that 
would have worked had we followed the 
proper procedure, I think, is a very ten-
uous argument. 

The whole purpose of the provision, 
and the second thing I want to address, 
is this notion that this was slipped in 
in the dead of night, and it was just to-
tally a Republican effort to somehow 
kill Medicare. I would say to the House 
that this suggestion was first made by 
the National Bipartisan Commission on 
the Future of Medicare that was 
chaired by Bill Thomas and John 
Breaux, a Republican and a Democrat. 

So we didn’t come up with this in the 
dead of night. It is something that had 
been circulating, and I thought it was 
a good idea then, I think it’s a good 
idea now. It’s regrettable that the 
House stands ready today to dispose of 
this very worthwhile rule. 

All the rule was intended to do, it 
wasn’t intended to kill Medicare. What 
it was intended to do is force us to face 
the problem every year, because we all 
know, those of us who are familiar 
with the program, familiar with the 
structure of the program and the fi-
nancing of the program, know that 
more than 45 percent of general reve-
nues are going to be used to pay the 
costs of this program very soon. Then 
it will be every year, and it will grow. 

In fact, if we allow this program to 
go on autopilot, it will grow from 
about 2.7 percent of GDP this year to 
over 14 percent of GDP by the end of 
the 75-year CBO window, over 14 per-
cent. We only take in in revenues, total 
revenues, between 18 and 19 percent of 
GDP. So if we allow this program to 
just go like it is now without discus-
sion or debate or reform, we are going 
to have to do away with most spending 
for defense, education, roads, high-
ways, unless, of course, we have a dra-
matic increase in taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to tell this House that the prod-
uct would be irresponsible. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my colleagues 
to vote against this irresponsible change in the 
rules of the House. 

The resolution before us today would pre-
vent the House from having to hold any de-
bate about the looming financial crisis facing 

the Medicare program. Apparently, the Demo-
crats don’t want to talk about reforming a pro-
gram that is slated to go bankrupt in 2019. 

This rules change isn’t about a specific pro-
posal to change Medicare. What it would do is 
repeal a bipartisan provision that would force 
Congress to at least take note of Medicare’s 
increasingly unsustainable financial situation 
and begin to consider solutions. 

But instead of having an open discussion 
about how to address the out-of-control costs 
of this program, today’s resolution allows the 
Congress to bury its head in the sand and kick 
the can down the road, letting a future Con-
gress deal with this ever worsening problem. 
This is irresponsible. 

The facts are clear. Medicare is facing 
bankruptcy. The combination of rising health 
care costs and an aging population have cre-
ated a financial hurricane on the not-too-dis-
tant horizon. 

Last year, Medicare spending totaled about 
2.7 percent of our GDP. That figure will more 
than double by 2030 and hit 14.8 percent by 
the end of the CBO’s 75-year budget window. 
Since total federal revenues, historically, have 
been between 18–19 percent, it is clear we 
cannot let Medicare spending increase on 
auto-pilot unless we are willing to substantially 
raise taxes or cut all other government spend-
ing. 

The need for structural reform of Medicare 
is not just Republican rhetoric. In recent testi-
mony before the Ways and Means Health 
Subcommittee, the non-partisan Medicare 
Payment Advisory Committee (MedPAC), 
which was created by Congress to advise us 
on Medicare payment issues, said that, ‘‘The 
[Medicare] program’s shaky financial outlook is 
a strong impetus for change.’’ 

Now my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle will claim that this 45 percent trigger was 
created by Republicans as a way to privatize 
or block grant the Medicare program. Let me 
remind them that this policy was first sug-
gested by a bipartisan Medicare task force 
that was chaired by Democratic Senator John 
Breaux. 

And let me also point out that there are 
many ways that we could solve this problem. 
But ducking it is surely not on that list. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to reject 
this rule change. This problem will not go 
away just because we ignore it. The longer we 
wait to address it, the more difficult the solu-
tion will be. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I am very pleased 
to yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from North Dakota, a friend 
of mine and classmate, a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
Mr. POMEROY. 

Mr. POMEROY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a great deal of 
respect for the preceding speaker, the 
ranking member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. The facts of what he 
said are absolutely correct. Health care 
costs are out of control. They are 
threatening the future of the Medicare 
program. They are threatening the fu-
ture of U.S. health care. 

But the issue before us is a trigger 
which would have one of two results, 
only one of two results, cut Medicare 
benefits or raise Medicare premiums on 

our seniors. Now, if we are going to ad-
dress, and we need to address the un-
derlying systemic problems in our 
health care system, but this trigger, 
which would simply cut Medicare or 
raise seniors’ premiums, is not the way 
to systemically address our problems. 

I believe that it’s incorrect to single 
out Medicare for this treatment, to sin-
gle out seniors for the overall problem 
of broader health reform. We need to 
work together on health reform. I hope 
the next Congress will give us an op-
portunity to do that, but the months 
remaining in this Congress don’t. 

Look, we had to override the Presi-
dent’s veto to prevent a 10 percent cut 
in physician reimbursements under 
Medicare, cuts that would have threat-
ened universal access of our seniors 
under Medicare. We had to override a 
veto. So moving forward with a trigger 
mechanism that at this hour in the ad-
ministration is going to cut Medicare 
or raise seniors’ premiums is certainly 
not the way to address the broader 
issues of health care costs. 

I look forward, as a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee, to work-
ing with my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle as we address health care 
costs. Let’s not have this trigger. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to say we have a wide range of 
choices as to how we can cut spending. 

At this time I am happy to yield 2 
minutes to my very distinguished 
friend, the gentleman from Springfield, 
our distinguished Republican whip, Mr. 
BLUNT. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my good friend 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I heard my good friend 
say we ought to deal with this in the 
next Congress, and I wonder why, why 
the next Congress. Why not this Con-
gress? The reason we are having this 
critical we must vote today, vote right 
now, is that we haven’t taken advan-
tage of this opportunity to move for-
ward on reform. The notice came up 
weeks ago. In fact, the notice came up 
months ago, and that’s when the ma-
jority could have brought a great de-
bate to the floor instead of the debate 
about whether we should debate or not. 

Over a decade ago, Congress created 
the National Bipartisan Commission on 
the Future of Medicare. One of the rec-
ommendations of the commission was 
to require a trigger so that the Medi-
care trustees in Congress will have to 
publicly debate whenever the Medicare 
program is in danger of becoming in-
solvent. The trigger is one of the many 
recommendations of this commission, 
not ideas just out of thin air, rec-
ommendations of this commission that 
were formally adopted as part of the 
Medicare prescription drug bill in 2003. 

But this Congress seems to never 
miss an opportunity to miss an oppor-
tunity. I am very disappointed that the 
Democrat leadership has halted consid-
eration of key legislation designed to 
safeguard the future of Medicare, re-
consideration, in fact, that’s required 
by law unless we today vote to say we 
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are not obeying that law. If not obey-
ing that law is the right thing to do, I 
don’t know what could be more impor-
tant than having a discussion on the 
future of Medicare, unless it would be 
the future of energy, and we are not 
having that discussion either. 

Let’s debate it, let’s talk about it, 
let’s see what we can do. One of the 
ideas that we have put forward that ap-
parently is particularly fearsome is 
medical liability reform. If this rule 
passes, we will avoid being forced to de-
bate and vote on lawsuit abuse and its 
impact on seniors, taxpayers and doc-
tors. Such a reform will lower health 
care costs for all Americans and save 
Medicare $4.8 billion over the next dec-
ade. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield my 
friend an additional minute. 

Mr. BLUNT. They don’t want to de-
bate means testing for wealthy seniors 
or more competition to serve patients. 
We could be doing all of those things 
today. We could be doing none of those 
things today. We could be debating 
whatever the majority wants to debate. 

The point is we could be having a de-
bate about the future of Medicare. 
First, we are afraid to debate energy. 
Now we are afraid to debate Medicare. 
What are we willing to debate on the 
floor of this House? 

I want to have that debate. I oppose 
this vote to run away from those solu-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit 
in the RECORD the statement of the 
Health Coalition on Liability and Ac-
cess on this legislation. That states 
that medical liability reforms are a 
central part of reducing costs and im-
proving access and quality in the Medi-
care program. 
[From the Health Coalition on Liability and 

Access, July 24, 2008] 
STATEMENT FROM HCLA CHAIR ON MEDICARE 

AND MEDICAL LIABILITY REFORM 
WASHINGTON, DC.—HCLA Chair Shawn 

Martin issued the following statement re-
garding today’s Congressional vote on Medi-
care: 

‘‘Today Congress will consider legislation 
pertaining to the so-called ‘‘trigger’’ provi-
sion of the Medicare Prescription Drug, Im-
provement and Modernization Act of 2003. 
Complying with the law’s requirements, the 
President has put forward legislation, which 
includes medical liability reforms, to address 
the Medicare funding issue. The Health Coa-
lition on Liability and Access believes that 
medical liability reforms are a central part 
of reducing costs and improving access and 
quality in the Medicare program. 

‘‘Medical lawsuit abuse drives up the cost 
of medicine for everyone. In fact, it’s esti-
mated that medical liability reform would 
save Medicare $4.8 billion annually, not in-
cluding savings from reductions in the prac-
tice of defensive medicine. 

‘‘Comprehensive medical liability reforms 
have a proven track record of success at the 
state level of reducing health care costs and 
increasing patient access to quality medical 
care. Controlling our nation’s Medicare costs 
is one more reason America needs national 
medical liability reform.’’ 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased at this time 
to yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from South Carolina, who is 
the chairperson of the Budget Com-
mittee, my good friend, Mr. SPRATT. 

Mr. SPRATT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here today be-
cause the Medicare Modernization Act 
of 2003 includes a trigger. That trigger 
is exercised when general fund reve-
nues, as opposed to trust fund reve-
nues, premiums and payroll taxes, ex-
ceed 45 percent of the Medicare pro-
gram. 

Once the Medicare trustees deter-
mine in two back-to-back reports that 
the 45 percent threshold will be crossed 
within 7 years, the administration 
must submit legislation ‘‘eliminating 
excess general revenue Medicare fund-
ing.’’ 

The trustees submitted their first 
such report last year, projecting that 
general revenues would fund 45.07 per-
cent of Medicare in 2013, the last year 
of the 7-year window. This year the 
trustees issued a similar warning, and 
the administration sent Congress a bill 
to keep general revenues below 45 per-
cent through 2013. According to CBO’s 
analysis, the administration’s bill will 
hold general revenues below 45 percent 
until 2014 by charging higher premiums 
to Medicare beneficiaries who make 
above a certain income level. 

Instead of enacting the administra-
tion’s proposals, the House and Senate 
enacted last week into law the Medi-
care Improvements for Patients and 
Providers Act of 2008 over the Presi-
dent’s veto. CBO calculates that this 
new law will keep general revenues 
below the 45 percent threshold through 
2014, just as the administration’s bill 
would have. So substantively and for 
all practical purposes, we have met the 
trigger’s financial requirements, and 
we have made this issue moot for the 
rest of this Congress. 

I support the rule before us which 
would turn off the Medicare trigger for 
the remainder of this Congress. I find, 
as the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, the legislation we have just en-
acted ‘‘eliminates excess general rev-
enue Medicare spending’’ and complies 
with the Medicare law’s financial test. 
Consequently, there is no need or rea-
son to exercise the trigger. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CUELLAR). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. SPRATT. I thank the gentleman. 
I would add that the Children’s 

Health and Medicare Protection Act 
would have accomplished and satisfied 
the law’s requirement, also, if for tech-
nical reasons it had been entitled ‘‘a 
bill to respond to Medicare funding 
warning.’’ 

I support this resolution and urge its 
adoption. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair how much time is re-
maining on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 14 minutes. 
The gentleman from Florida has 15. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, obviously, 
through this extraordinary process, 
there is such a demand for time. We 
have so many committees of jurisdic-
tion. It is a real challenge. We have 
only 14 minutes remaining; is that it? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DREIER. At this time I am 
happy to yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Budget, the gentleman from 
Janesville, Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, my chairman of the 
Budget Committee just spoke, and, yes, 
he did read that the CBO said that the 
bill that passed on the doc fix, accord-
ing to the CBO, does satisfy the trig-
ger. 

So if you are satisfying the trigger, 
then why are you turning it off? If you 
are actually accomplishing the objec-
tive set out with this law, then why are 
you getting rid of this trigger? Why do 
we have this trigger? 

We have this trigger. It’s a funding 
warning because Medicare is going 
bankrupt. Medicare is a $36 trillion un-
funded liability. You know what it’s 
going to be next year by this time? It’s 
going to be $38.4 trillion. Do you know 
what will happen in 5 years if we do 
nothing to save Medicare as the Demo-
cratic budget proposes to do? $48 tril-
lion unfunded liability. 

The preceding paragraph in this CBO 
report goes on to specify that the judg-
ment, the referee of the trigger, are the 
trustees. So why don’t we take this bill 
off the floor, have the trustees verify 
what CBO says that maybe, in fact, 
this bill that you just passed, that we 
all passed, does satisfy the trigger, and 
don’t turn off this funding warning. 
Turning off this funding warning is ba-
sically saying, ignore the fact that 
Medicare is going bankrupt. Make sure 
that Congress does nothing to fix this 
problem. 

I might add that this CBO estimate 
relies on the fact that next year we are 
going to cut doctors by 21 percent in 
Medicare. The only reason this esti-
mate holds up is if we guarantee a 21 
percent payment cut to all doctors 
servicing Medicare. That’s why we are 
in conformity with this trigger as CBO 
says. 

CBO is not the referee of this. The 
trustees are, the trustees of Medicare. 

Turning off this trigger is basically 
saying that we have no fiscal dis-
cipline, we have no intention of saving 
Medicare from bankruptcy, we have no 
intention of being good stewards of the 
taxpayer dollars, we have no intention 
of controlling spending. 

b 1745 

We have every intention of making 
matters worse, not only by doing noth-
ing, but adding more spending. That is 
reckless. That is fiscal abandonment. 
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The trigger was a bipartisan idea. A 

Democrat in the Senate and a Repub-
lican in the House came up with this 
idea to make sure that Congress saw 
fair warning and actually addressed 
these issues before it got out of con-
trol. 

And so, instead of addressing these 
warnings, instead of bringing Medicare 
toward solvency, instead of making 
sure we can guarantee this program for 
seniors in the next generation, what 
are we doing in this Congress? We are 
sticking our heads in the sand. That is 
wrong. This shouldn’t pass. You know 
better. 

More to the point, if you think you 
are satisfying it, then why are you 
turning it off? That makes no sense. 

The only opportunity, the only expla-
nation is you don’t want to have this 
tool of fiscal discipline. You don’t want 
the American people knowing that you 
are actually contributing to the insol-
vency of Medicare, that you are actu-
ally making matters worse. That is 
wrong, and I urge defeat of this. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I am very pleased 
to yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California, who is the 
chairman of the Health Subcommittee, 
Mr. STARK. 

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

Mr. STARK. I can only say that I 
have never heard people who have just 
won whine so loudly about the fact 
that they won. They didn’t do it when 
they won the baseball game. I guess if 
I had a trophy for them, they might be 
happier. 

But you are right. My friend, Mr. 
MCCRERY, and my friend, Mr. RYAN, are 
both right. We did solve, in 6331, all of 
the Rules Committee Democrats, the 
Republicans voted for it. The majority 
of the Ways and Means Republicans 
voted for it. The majority of the En-
ergy and Commerce Republicans voted 
for it. We solved it. 

They may be unhappy with the fact 
that we solved it because most Repub-
licans would like to see Medicare 
privatized, and this was a plan that did 
not get enough votes out of the com-
mission to be recommended. A couple 
of wild hares on the commission sug-
gested it, but they couldn’t get enough 
votes to make it a recommendation. So 
it has never been. 

If you wanted to have a trigger for 
the Defense Department, and you 
wouldn’t, I might support it. But you 
don’t. 

This is just, the trigger was just a 
method to try and privatize Medicare 
and let it wither on the vine. So you 
won. We have met the requirements in 
terms of the funds saved in 6331, the 
Republican speakers have attested to 
that. 

So I would say, let’s go home. We do 
have problems in Medicare. We are 

vastly overpaying Medicare Advantage 
and getting nothing for it. We are vast-
ly overpaying for the drug benefit be-
cause the Republicans wouldn’t allow 
the Secretary to bargain for better 
prices. The Republicans have frus-
trated every attempt to save money in 
Medicare and make it a more efficient 
system. So I am willing to have that 
debate any time. And I think we will 
have to come back and do it. 

But for now we have satisfied the re-
quirements of the trigger. We were un-
able to get it done in a timely fashion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. STARK. I urge the adoption of 
this rule, which will save us the prob-
lem of seeing beneficiaries pay more in 
taxes, which I don’t think the Repub-
licans want to do. And I think that it 
is time that we recognize that we, by a 
vast bipartisan majority, solved the 
issue, temporarily though it may be, 
and we will have to revisit it next year 
to make Medicare a more effective sys-
tem. 

Mr. DREIER. I yield myself 10 sec-
onds, Mr. Speaker, to say to my very 
good friend that if, in fact, he is willing 
to have a debate any time on this 
issue, what he needs to do is vote ‘‘no’’ 
on this rule so that we can proceed 
with that debate. 

At this time I am happy to yield 3 
minutes to the very distinguished 
chairman of the Republican Study 
Committee, my friend from Dallas, Mr. 
HENSARLING. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, be-
fore the Democrats became the major-
ity party in this institution, they 
waxed eloquent about fiscal responsi-
bility. The now-Speaker, NANCY PELOSI 
of California, the gentlelady said, ‘‘It is 
just absolutely immoral, immoral for 
us to heap those deficits on our chil-
dren. No new deficit spending.’’ 

And before he became the majority 
leader, the distinguished gentleman 
from Maryland said, ‘‘There is no more 
single burden of responsibility more 
crucial to bear than tackling the def-
icit honestly and head on.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, that is what they said 
before they became the majority party. 
We have discovered, Mr. Speaker, their 
words were cheap. Their deeds are very 
expensive. 

Since becoming the majority party 18 
months ago, we have seen, under their 
watch, the Federal deficit double. 

Mr. Speaker, under the Democrats’ 
watch we have seen the single largest 
1-year increase in the Federal debt. 

Mr. Speaker, under the Democrats’ 
watch we have seen the Federal Gov-
ernment’s unfunded obligations go to 
the largest number ever, $57.3 trillion. 

Mr. Speaker, under the Democrats’ 
watch we have seen the largest Federal 
budget ever. 

Mr. Speaker, under the Democrats’ 
watch, just yesterday, just yesterday a 
blank check was given to Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac that ultimately could 
cost the taxpayer $5 trillion. 

And not to be outdone, Mr. Speaker, 
today the Democrat majority turn off, 
turn off the Medicare trigger designed 
to save the program for the next gen-
eration. Again, Mr. Speaker, the Demo-
crats’ words were cheap. Their deeds 
are very, very expensive. 

The trigger means that we begin the 
reform process in Medicare, and it also 
means that we will spend $178 billion, 
almost a 7 percent increase, over the 
next 5 years. And how do we reform it? 

Mr. Speaker, we ask that this body 
put patients and doctors before per-
sonal injury trial attorneys. That is 
what we do. And we ask that maybe 
the upper income of our Nation be able 
to pay a little bit more for their pre-
scription drugs. 

Now, what happens, Mr. Speaker, 
when the Democrats do nothing? 

Well, according to the General Ac-
countability Office, ‘‘The rising cost of 
government entitlements are a fiscal 
cancer that threatens catastrophic 
consequences for our country and could 
bankrupt America.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, join with us, 
put the next generation above the next 
election. Work with us to ensure that 
we can get better healthcare at a more 
reasonable cost. Do not get rid of this 
Medicare trigger that so many of us 
worked so hard to place in this valu-
able program. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I would yield to 
my good friend, the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMP-
SON), who is a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, 2 minutes. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this rule. 
The trigger is an arbitrary way to try 
and reform Medicare. Moreover, no 
hearings were ever held to determine 
whether the trigger was set at the 
right level of general revenues. The 
trigger was literally added in the back 
room during conference on the Medi-
care Modernization Act. It wasn’t in 
the House bill. It wasn’t in the Senate 
bill. 

The chief actuary from the non-
partisan Centers for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services testified before our com-
mittee that the trigger is judgmental, 
not scientific. He said there is no ana-
lytical rationalization for setting the 
trigger level funding at 45 percent. This 
trigger is politically, not policy, based. 

We need to focus on system-wide 
issues to address costs in both private 
insurance and Medicare. The trigger is 
no substitute for real reform. We have 
taken important steps in this Congress 
to assure Medicare solvency. The 
CHAMP Act, which was passed last 
year by the House, included significant 
Medicare cost savings and extended the 
solvency of the hospital trust fund. 

The bipartisan Medicare bill, the bill 
that became law after we overrode the 
President’s veto, extended that sol-
vency of Medicare and pushed back the 
date the trigger is pulled, while pro-
viding $18 billion in beneficiary im-
provements for seniors. 
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I urge everyone to support this rule 

change so we can continue to work to-
wards real reform in the next Congress. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
my very good friend from Midland, 
Michigan, a hardworking member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. 
CAMP. 

Mr. CAMP of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I come from a large family. My wife 
and I have three children of our own, so 
I have seen little kids stick their fin-
gers in their ears and shout ‘‘I can’t 
hear you.’’ 

I never thought I would see the Con-
gress do it, but that is exactly what the 
Democrats are asking us to do today, 
stick our fingers in our ears and shout 
at the Medicare trustees that we can’t 
hear their warning. We couldn’t hear it 
the first time they said it. We couldn’t 
hear it the second time they said it, 
and we certainly don’t hear it the third 
time they have said it. 

The Democrats’ response to the 
looming Medicare crisis is as childish 
as it is irresponsible. By repealing the 
Medicare warning, as this rule change 
would have us do, it is akin to be 
warned you are out of money and still 
going out for an expensive dinner and 
leaving the bill for the next group to 
sit down. 

You know who gets stuck with the 
tab in this scenario? The American 
taxpayer, and it is a $1.5 billion tab in 
the first year alone. But that is just 
the tip of the iceberg. Every year we 
fail to address entitlement reform, fu-
ture generations are saddled with an 
additional $2 trillion worth of debt. 

With the Medicare Hospital Trust 
Fund set to go bankrupt in a decade, I, 
for one, cannot ignore, and I urge my 
colleagues not to ignore these Medi-
care warnings. We should reject this 
resolution, and we should begin to 
transform Medicare so it can continue 
to benefit future seniors. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I am very pleased 
and privileged to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York, who I feel 
knows as much or more about this 
issue than anyone, the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, Mr. 
RANGEL. 

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

Mr. RANGEL. My colleagues, as we 
move toward the end of this legislative 
session, I would hope, at some point, 
that the minority just not be guided by 
blind ideology and to see whether we 
can prepare ourselves to work together 
in the future. In all of the years that 
we have had this administration, they 
have talked about the unfairness of 
taxes, and yet they have not seen their 
way clear even to suggest what we 
should do about it. 

I know they are busy starting wars in 
various places, but it would seem as 
though the executive could take a deep 
breath. 

They talk about entitlements, how 
we have to get rid of them, that it is 

causing us to go into bankruptcy. And 
unless I missed something during my 
brief illnesses, they have never sug-
gested what you do with Social Secu-
rity; not a note, not anything private, 
not a call from Paulson saying, can we 
talk? 

And now we talk about—— 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, would the 

gentleman yield? I would be happy to 
yield additional time if my friend 
would yield to me. 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, why don’t you 
give me the additional time and—— 

Mr. DREIER. You yield to me, and 
then I would be happy to yield addi-
tional time. 

Mr. RANGEL. How much time are 
you ready to negotiate here? We can 
work out something. 

Mr. DREIER. That is exactly what 
my friend is arguing, and I am here and 
willing to do just that, on this issue 
and every single other issue. 

Mr. RANGEL. Why would you wait 
until the last day? You know, you guys 
have been in office all this time, and 
now you want to talk. This is abso-
lutely ridiculous. And we should re-
solve the problem by having a trigger, 
and cut across the board. Just have a 
trigger? Is that the way you think we 
are going to have a system? 

How much time do you yield to me, 
my dear friend from California? 

Mr. DREIER. I am happy to yield to 
my friend 30 seconds. 

Mr. RANGEL. Thirty seconds? That 
is no time. 

Mr. DREIER. I took 2 seconds and 
I’m yielding him 30. That’s a pretty 
fair deal. 

Mr. RANGEL. Well, all I am saying is 
that you are not setting a tone that we 
can work next year in an administra-
tion that totally are not blinded, 
whether you call it entitlements. We 
are talking about providing services for 
the 40 million people who really don’t 
have it. So let’s stop talking about 
what the heck you intend to accom-
plish in 2 weeks. It’s over. Get over it. 
Forget about it. Do what you have to 
do politically, see what you can sal-
vage, and let’s come back next year 
and get the job done. 

b 1800 

Mr. DREIER. May I inquire of the 
Chair how much time we have remain-
ing on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida has 9 minutes. 
The gentleman from California has 6 
minutes and 20 seconds. 

Mr. DREIER. At this time I am 
happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to my very 
good friend who is a former member of 
the Rules Committee, Mr. GINGREY. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I won’t 
take all of my time. 

I just want to say that I am tremen-
dously opposed to this resolution. 
When we passed Medicare Moderniza-
tion and the Prescription Drug Act 
back in November of 2003, I was a fresh-
man Member of the House, a physician 

Member of the House, and I felt very 
strongly that we needed to give our 
seniors a prescription drug benefit. 
They had been asking for it for years. 
The Democrats were in the majority 
most of those years. And yet in 2003, 
most of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle voted ‘‘no.’’ I think it 
was their feeling, most of them, that 
the prescription drug benefit didn’t go 
far enough. 

On our side of the aisle, though, Mr. 
Speaker, there was great concern of 
cost, and I truly believe that the pre-
scription drug part D and Medicare 
modernization would not have passed 
this body had not section 803 been in 
there, that trigger to say when we have 
spent so much, the President would 
have to come back and offer a solution 
to try to control the cost and no better 
way than the medical liability reform 
to cut down on all of the defensive 
medicine that doctors practice. It’s not 
the premiums that they pay for mal-
practice, it is the defensive medicine. 
All of these tests that are unnecessary. 

And then, of course, to means-test 
part D, just as it would have mean- 
tested part B for these so many years, 
if we were not means-testing part B, 
the monthly premium would still be $15 
a month instead of $96. 

Defeat this resolution. Bring fiscal 
responsibility to this body. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 1 
minute to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas, a member of my 
class and a member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, Mr. DOGGETT. 

Mr. DOGGETT. The President offers 
a very simple Medicare fix: Seniors pay 
more. Taking a bigger cut from our 
seniors and our disabled individuals for 
their drug benefit premiums is hardly a 
true fix. 

You know, down in Texas, Mr. Speak-
er, we have steers that have been cut. 
They’ve been fixed. They’ve been fixed 
for all time, and that’s the kind of fix 
that I think these Republicans have in 
mind for Medicare. 

Contrast the President’s fix on Medi-
care this week with the President’s 
veto on Medicare last week. These Re-
publicans are so eager to privatize 
Medicare, they’re willing to spend 
$1,000 of taxpayers’ money every year 
for every person that they can get to 
leave traditional Medicare. By our 
overriding the President’s veto, we 
saved billions of dollars in unnecessary 
waste. But there are tens of billions of 
dollars of additional waste right there 
in the system. And you know what? 
They deserve a Texas-type fix. They 
need to be fixed and removed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the 
gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. DOGGETT. The Medicare actu-
ary’s own reports show that that this 
$1,000 waste per person per year that 
the Republicans insist on, that kind of 
waste, tens of billions of dollars of 
waste, does not produce any quantifi-
able benefit, any quantifiable saving 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:41 Jul 25, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00069 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K24JY7.108 H24JYPT1er
ow

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7130 July 24, 2008 
through this failed Republican experi-
ment in privatizing Medicare. 

Improving Medicare’s finances re-
quires more than a trigger like the 
President talks about to extend it for a 
year. We need a willingness to pull the 
trigger on Medicare waste that these 
Republicans have plugged in with these 
unnecessary subsidies that cost more 
and deliver less. 

I say it has something to do with the 
energy bill, and they’re right. These 
seniors have been drilled by the Repub-
licans for the last 71⁄2 years. Drill here, 
drill now. These seniors get drilled 
when they go to the gas station. They 
get drilled when they go to the grocery 
store. What this resolution is about is 
preventing the President from drilling 
them on their Medicare also. 

Let’s approve this resolution. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I just 

inquire of my friend how many speak-
ers he has on his side. 

I have got to say that before I do, Mr. 
Speaker, we have the Committee on 
the Budget, Ways and Means, Energy 
and Commerce, the Rules Committee, 
all of which have jurisdiction on this. 
We’ve been limited to 30 minutes of de-
bate on this side, and I just wondered if 
he might be interested in propounding 
a unanimous consent request that we 
extend the debate by maybe 5 minutes 
on each side. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I do not 
yield for that purpose. 

Mr. DREIER. The gentleman is going 
to have to object. I was asking unani-
mous consent if we might. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I object. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, so may I 

inquire again as to how much time is 
remaining on each side, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 4 minutes 
and 50 seconds. The gentleman from 
Florida has 7 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER. May I just inquire how 
many speakers are on the other side. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I am 
going to be the last speaker. 

Mr. DREIER. At this time, Mr. 
Speaker, I am happy to yield 2 minutes 
to my very good friend from Georgia 
(Mr. PRICE). 

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I thank my 
friend and leader from California for 
yielding. 

This do nothing, no energy Congress 
has perfected changing the rules to suit 
themselves. But this may take first 
prize. 

Virtually all of us talk about the 
need for entitlement reform. Entitle-
ment, that’s those programs that com-
prise about 55 percent of the budget. I 
call it a ‘‘yes’’ moment at home. It’s 
when the crowds say, Yes, yes, please. 
Some reform is needed. And the rules 
currently in place would allow for some 
real reform, especially in the area of 
lawsuit abuse reform, not cuts in Medi-
care. Not an increase in premiums. 

As a physician for nearly 30 years, I 
understand clearly the need for liabil-

ity reform, and it’s imperative not just 
to decrease malpractice costs but to 
end the practice of defensive medicine 
estimated to be greater than $300 bil-
lion annually. That’s $300 billion of 
savings without any Medicare cut, 
without any increase in premiums. 

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake, this 
vote today is about fiscal responsi-
bility and ending frivolous lawsuit 
abuse. Let’s work together. Americans 
want action on this issue, and they 
want it now. This proposed rules 
change means no reform. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, at this time I did have an ad-
ditional speaker, and I would ask to 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
STARK). 

Mr. STARK. I thank my friend from 
Florida for yielding, and I just wanted 
to make a point. It’s been suggested 
several times by my friends across the 
aisle that over 75 years, the unfunded 
cost of Medicare, as they calculate it, 
is $36 trillion. You know what? They’re 
right. 

But what they don’t tell you is by 
the same calculation, the unfunded 
cost of the McCain-Bush tax cuts is 
more than $100 trillion. So if you 
weren’t giving away all of this money 
to the rich people and all of the Repub-
licans who inherited money from their 
parents and never had a real job in 
their lives, maybe we could solve it. It 
would just take a third of the Bush- 
McCain tax cuts to solve the unfunded 
liability for the next 75 years for Medi-
care. 

So when you talk about these things, 
folks, let’s include all the other goodies 
that you’re giving away. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to make their re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 20 seconds to say to my friend 
that we have been constantly arguing 
that we’re willing to sit down and talk 
about this and debate these issues at 
any time. And we’re willing, and the 
two top dogs on the Ways and Means 
Committee have both said they’re will-
ing to do that; and we’ve been willing 
all along. And that’s exactly what this 
provision is all about. 

The fact of the matter is the tax cuts 
that have been put into place dramati-
cally surge the flow of revenues to the 
Federal Treasury. We all know that. 
And we have a responsibility to look at 
anything we possibly can to bring 
about a fiscally responsible Medicare 
program and we’re going to do that. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to yield 1 minute to my very good 
friend from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK-
BURN). 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, you 
know, it is so interesting serving on 
the Health Subcommittee at Energy 
and Commerce, and one of the things 
that we look at and are very concerned 
about, 11 years from now the Medicare 
trust fund could go bankrupt. That’s 

what we hear from the trustees. Health 
care spending is going to be 20 percent 
of the GDP as we go through the next 
10 years. 

And here we had a trigger, something 
that is a nugget of good government 
that is put into an entitlement bill. 
And look at what is happening? This is 
what you’re wanting to take away. It is 
put there to look at the long-term sol-
vency of this problem. And that is one 
of the things that we hear from our 
constituents every day. They have 
their money that they have earned, 
that they are putting in every month 
so that Medicare will be there for them 
when they retire. 

And what do they get from you all? 
You’re not wanting to come in and ad-
dress this issue. You want to pull the 
trigger back. 

I think it is irresponsible. I do think 
it is an abdication of our responsi-
bility, and I would encourage those 
here to oppose that resolution. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I would inquire of my friend 
from California if he has any remaining 
speakers. I am the last speaker for our 
side, and I’m going to reserve my time 
until you have closed for your side. 

Mr. DREIER. Let me say, Mr. Speak-
er, that we very clearly have an oppor-
tunity before us. We have an oppor-
tunity to defeat this rule so that we 
can do what it is that we came here to 
do. We have had a wide range of rec-
ommendations that have come here 
from the Medicare commission. And we 
have a proposal that is before us sub-
mitted by the majority leader and the 
minority leader as required under this 
law. It made two very important rec-
ommendations dealing with liability 
reform in ways which we could bring 
about fiscal responsibility of Medicare. 
That’s what our charge is. That is what 
our job is as Members of the United 
States Congress. 

The action that we are about to take 
in this House is to simply sweep it 
under the rug and pass off to the future 
what we were sent here to do right 
now. We’re rapidly approaching the 
date by which time we need to begin 
taking action. That is July 30. And our 
colleagues, unfortunately, have chosen 
to turn their back on those who want 
to bring about a fiscally responsible so-
lution to a challenge that we all know 
is looming. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat this rule so that we can move 
ahead and do the right thing for our 
seniors and for future generations. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have sat and stood 
here with great amusement as my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
have come to the floor to oppose this 
resolution. After all, if it were not for 
their actions, this resolution wouldn’t 
even be necessary. 

The ‘‘45 percent Medicare trigger’’ 
was nothing more than a gimmick de-
signed to gain the votes of conservative 
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Republicans for their Medicare pre-
scription drug bill. It was drafted be-
hind closed doors. I was here, Mr. 
Speaker. Mr. RANGEL tried to get into 
their conference. They locked the doors 
without any consultation with Mr. 
RANGEL of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, members that were in the mi-
nority without any involvement or no-
tification to the minority. It was then 
slipped into the conference at the last 
minute and had not passed the House 
or the Senate. 

It’s amazing, Mr. Speaker. My friends 
on the other side agreed to this trigger 
and preach fiscal responsibility and are 
now supporting a process which could 
force the House to allow legislation to 
the floor in clear violation of its 
PAYGO and earmark rules. 

I was really amused that the distin-
guished gentleman that is head of the 
Republican Study Committee came in 
here as much as he talks about ear-
marks and is going to come here and 
talk about fiscal responsibility. 

I was also amused that the last lady 
speaker who took it upon herself to 
talk about this measure but forgot, I 
guess, that she voted to override the 
President’s veto last week. 

But now they come to the floor to 
complain because their Members 
bought a pig in a poke. Give me a 
break. 

b 1815 
The last time I checked, they were 

the dealer with all the cards in 2003. 
Mr. Speaker, next Wednesday, Medi-

care will turn 43 years old. Since its 
founding, the program has provided 
health care to hundreds of millions of 
seniors, including my momma and my 
grandpapa. 

Almost 35 percent of the people living 
in my district are senior citizens, and 
the overwhelming majority of them de-
pend on Medicare. 

Members have a choice today be-
tween reviving the Republican legacy 
of political and procedural gimmickry 
or standing up for seniors and sound 
public policy. 

While Republicans choose to play 
games and engage in political hyper-
bole, my Democratic colleagues and I 
have chosen America’s seniors. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
the strongest opposition to this dangerously ir-
responsible resolution. 

For over 40 years, millions of seniors across 
America have enjoyed longer and healthier 
lives as a result of the health care provided 
through the Medicare program. Yet as a result 
of demographic changes and rising health 
care costs, Medicare is now in dire financial 
straits. The numbers are absolutely stag-
gering. According to the most recent report by 
Medicare’s Board of Trustees, Medicare’s un-
funded obligations have surpassed $85 trillion. 
That’s more than six times the annual output 
of our entire economy, and more than fifteen 
times the current federal debt held by the pub-
lic. 

We have a choice to make: Are we going to 
take action now to save Medicare for the fu-

ture? Or are we going to ignore the problem 
and hope that it just goes away? I understand 
that many members might prefer not to deal 
with this issue in an election year. But the 
Medicare funding warning trigger was de-
signed precisely to force Congress to confront 
an issue that many would rather ignore. And 
that’s what the American people sent us here 
to do: confront the tough challenges facing our 
country’s future. Even when that means taking 
some political risks. 

The President has proposed some fairly 
modest reforms to begin shoring up Medi-
care’s future. I personally thought his sugges-
tions made sense. But under the trigger rules, 
the Majority was entirely free to reject the 
President’s ideas and develop their own pro-
posal for reining in the growth of Medicare. In-
stead, the Majority has chosen to take the 
easy way out and do nothing. Today, we are 
sending a message to the American people 
that this Congress is simply not up to the task 
of solving our nation’s problems. 

The truth is, Mr. Speaker, we are gambling 
with our future. I believe we have an obligation 
to do our best to leave America better off for 
the generations that will follow us. I urge every 
member of Congress who feels the same way 
to join me in voting ‘‘no’’ on this resolution. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to first take a minute to thank my col-
league Congressman ALCEE HASTINGS from 
Florida for working with leadership to this im-
portant legislation to the floor. 

BACKGROUND ON THE LEGISLATION 
In 2003, The Medicare Prescription Drug, 

Improvement and Modernization Act, MMA, 
was signed into law having a significant im-
pact on Medicare beneficiaries and State Med-
icaid programs through changes affecting 
those dually eligible for both Medicare and 
Medicaid. The purpose of the section was to: 

1. Provide a concise summary of the key 
provisions affecting those dually eligible and 
the States, and 

2. Provide details of the demographic and 
Medicaid expenditure characteristics of the du-
ally eligible, using data from ten States. 

The MMA used to require that States take 
a practical new look at their programs in order 
to better prescription drug spending. Beginning 
in 2006, States will no longer provide and 
manage drug coverage for patients that cur-
rently represent, on average, about 50 percent 
of the State’s Medicaid spending for drugs. 
This significant shift would have required that 
States reassess available resources and the 
most cost-efficient ways for employing those 
resources. 

A determination of excess general funding, 
as required by § 801 of P.L. 108–173. the 
MMA, is issued if general revenue Medicare 
funding is expected to exceed 45 percent of 
Medicare outlays for the current fiscal year or 
any of the next six fiscal years. If the deter-
mination is issued for two consecutive years, 
a warning is issued requiring certain presi-
dential and congressional action (§ 802–§ 804 
of MMA). 

The warning alerts policy makers of one 
measure of the financial health of Medicare. It 
attempts to focus on the impact of Medicare 
revenues and outlays on the federal budget, 
by looking at Medicare’s burden on the Treas-
ury. However, such a determination was 
issued in both the 2006 and 2007 Medicare 
Trustee’s reports and the Administration was 
required to submit a legislative proposal to this 
body to lower the ratio to the 45 percent level. 

Section 803 of the MMA is also known as 
the Medicare Trigger because it expedites the 
process for considering legislation to cut Medi-
care provider payments or increase payroll 
taxes or beneficiary costs. 

What we must ask ourselves is why some 
of our colleagues can vote against the MMA 
trigger while we struggle to provide coverage 
to the over 47 million uninsured and over 50 
million underinsured in this country . 

The ‘‘45 percent trigger’’ is a completely 
subjective measure. Medicare program was 
designed to be substantially financed by gen-
eral revenues rather than payroll taxes. The 
fact that a sizable portion of Medicare’s financ-
ing comes from general revenues is no more 
problematic than the fact that 100 percent of 
the defense budget comes from general reve-
nues. Moreover, the reforms in Medicare in-
cluded in the Medicare Improvements for Pa-
tients and Providers Act, MIPPA, which Demo-
crats just enacted over the President’s veto 
satisfy the 45 percent trigger test earlier this 
year, only fails to comply with certain technical 
requirements of the trigger provision (such as 
the name of the statute). Therefore, this is just 
another reason why it makes sense to sus-
pend the Medicare trigger for the remainder of 
this Congress. 

OVERVIEW OF HOW THE 45 PERCENT TRIGGER WORKS 
The 45 percent trigger was slipped into the 

GOP-drafted Medicare Modernization Act 
(MMA) at the last minute in 2003. 

The MMA defined what the 45 percent trig-
ger was and, when it was triggered, required 
‘‘Medicare Funding Warnings’’ and presidential 
legislation. 

The 45 percent trigger is completely arbi-
trary and is not a sound measure of Medi-
care’s fiscal health. 

The 45 percent trigger was triggered by two 
consecutive Trustees Reports in 2007. 

The President’s proposed bill hits bene-
ficiaries, rather than scaling back the overpay-
ments to private Medicare Advantage plans. 

Unlike the President’s flawed bill, the Demo-
cratic-led Congress has just enacted a law 
that satisfies the 45 percent trigger, while pro-
tecting beneficiaries. 

Furthermore, the Democratic-led Congress 
is committed to keeping Medicare strong and 
solvent well into the future. 

HEALTHCARE CRISIS 
The American health care crisis affects 

more than the Medicare recipients and indi-
gent persons. It affects the millions of families 
who must decide between food, housing, and 
health coverage. Healthcare costs in the 
United States are increasing about 7 percent 
a year, twice the rate of inflation. 

In Texas alone it has been estimated that 
we waste $98 billion on administrative health 
costs. Administrative costs constitute 31 per-
cent of health care expenditures. The deterio-
rating U.S. health care system is not only 
harming patients, but also businesses, and the 
economy with healthcare costs consuming 
over 15 percent of GDP. It affects thousands 
of small businesses who have to close their 
doors due to the overwhelming cost of not 
only providing health coverage to their em-
ployees, but to securing their own health in-
surance. 

Across this great nation the health dispari-
ties between minority and majority populations 
are staggering. Most major diseases: diabetes, 
heart disease, prostate cancer, HIV/AIDS, low- 
birth weight babies—all hit the minority com-
munities harder. Minorities consistently have -
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decreased access to care, and receive lower 
quality care, when they do have access. As 
the economy continues to falter and as the un-
employment rate spikes, millions of Americans 
are losing their health insurance. That state of 
affairs will only make the health disparities 
worse. 

Since I took office over a decade ago, I 
have worked to secure and support legislation 
to address the healthcare crisis particularly 
those facing our struggling Medicare and Med-
icaid recipients. 

I have worked tirelessly to expand health 
coverage, improve the diversity of our health 
workforce, improve data collection on health 
disparities and then help reduce those dispari-
ties by promoting accountability and strength-
ening the institutions that serve minority com-
munities. We must close the gap in our minor-
ity, immigrant, and rural communities by ad-
dressing the disparities that currently exist. 

HEALTH LEGISLATION SPONSORED/COSPONSORED 
As a Member of the H.R. 676 Universal 

Healthcare Caucus lead by Congressman 
CONYERS, the Women’s Caucus, and the Chil-
dren’s Caucus, I have continued to carry the 
flag of Universal Health Care by introducing or 
supporting legislation that will help lay the 
groundwork towards universal access and 
quality healthcare. 

In June, I introduced a health care reform 
bill that addressed some of the issues that 
continue to plague our health care system. 
The MEDICS Act is a House companion bill to 
Senator BAUCUS’s Medicare legislation that 
sought to unite Congress on a push for crucial 
Medicare reform. 

I am happy to announce that this legislation 
puts our health care system on the correct 
path of providing proper medical assistance 
for our Nation’s low income, minority and rural 
populations. It also works toward resolving the 
primary care physician shortages as well as 
the racial and ethnic health disparities. 

I have also supported national healthcare 
legislation such as H.R. 3014 and H.R. 676 
which support the elimination of healthcare 
disparities and universal healthcare based on 
a single-payer model. 

As Americans, we have a strong history, 
through science and innovation, of detecting, 
conquering and defeating many illnesses. 
Quality measures must continue to be ade-
quately funded in order to promote quality, 
cost-effective health care for consumers and 
employers. 

The Medicare/Medicaid system as well as 
the private insurance system is still not ade-
quately addressing the cost, population 
growth, and patient population complexity of 
Americans. That is why we must look towards 
another solution. 

I urge my colleagues to support our Medi-
care and Medicaid dependents and vote in 
support of H. Res. 1368. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, today we pro-
tect Medicare’s future. The rule addresses a 
provision that was slipped into the Republican 
Medicare Modernization Act, MMA, in the dark 
of night. It was not in the version of the bill 
that was passed by the House or by the Sen-
ate. It is yet another example of Republican 
efforts to choke off Medicare—an automatic 
‘‘trigger’’ that requires cuts to the program if 
general revenues contribute more than 45 per-
cent of Medicare’s revenues. 

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
have long tried to end Medicare, and failing 

that, to let it wither slowly on the vine. Newt 
Gingrich said as much in the 1990s, when he 
was Speaker of the House. 

As required by the MMA provision, the 
President sent a bill to Congress in February 
with his proposal to meet the trigger require-
ments. His bill simply shifted costs to patients, 
and made no improvements to Medicare; a 
good example of why this ‘‘trigger’’ doesn’t 
work. 

Democrats know how to manage Medi-
care—my father wrote the original bill creating 
it, and we have been fighting to preserve, im-
prove, and protect the program for nearly 50 
years. We do not need gimmicks like an arbi-
trary ‘‘trigger’’ to do so. 

Medicare has protected seniors, improved 
their health, and helped lift people out of pov-
erty. We must ensure that Medicare bene-
ficiaries continue to have access to their doc-
tor of choice, high-quality hospital care, and 
prescription drug services. 

I support this rule; and I urge my colleagues 
to eliminate the ‘‘trigger’’ requirements for the 
remainder of the year. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

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

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

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

REPORT ON H.R. 6599, MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION AND VETERANS 
AFFAIRS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2009 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, from the 
Committee on Appropriations, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No. 
110–775) on the bill (H.R. 6599) making 
appropriations for military construc-
tion, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the Union Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of 
order are reserved on the bill. 

f 

TOM LANTOS AND HENRY J. HYDE 
UNITED STATES GLOBAL LEAD-
ERSHIP AGAINST HIV/AIDS, TU-
BERCULOSIS, AND MALARIA RE-
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 2008 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BERMAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 2 of House Resolution 
1362, proceedings will now resume on 
the motion by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. BERMAN) to concur in 
the Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 
5501. 

The Clerk will redesignate the mo-
tion. 

The Clerk redesignated the motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. When 

proceedings were postponed earlier 
today, all time for debate had expired 
and the previous question was ordered. 

The question is on the motion by the 
gentleman from California. 

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

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

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

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on the motion to concur 
will be followed by 5-minute votes on 
adoption of H. Res. 1368; and motion to 
suspend the rules and adopt H. Res. 
1296. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 303, nays 
115, not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 531] 

YEAS—303 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 

Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 

Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
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Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 

Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 

Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—115 

Akin 
Bachmann 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bilbray 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Duncan 
Feeney 
Flake 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 

Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hunter 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Musgrave 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Paul 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Scalise 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wittman (VA) 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—17 

Bishop (UT) 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Cannon 
Cubin 

Everett 
Fallin 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hooley 
Hulshof 

LaHood 
Ortiz 
Rush 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Towns 

b 1842 

Messrs. ROGERS of Michigan, CAL-
VERT and SOUDER changed their vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. LEWIS of California, 
TIAHRT, BOOZMAN, KUHL of New 
York, BONNER, ALEXANDER, 

FORBES and MCCOTTER changed 
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

RELATING TO THE HOUSE PROCE-
DURES CONTAINED IN SECTION 
803 OF THE MEDICARE PRESCRIP-
TION DRUG, IMPROVEMENT, AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2003 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-
tion of House Resolution 1368, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays 
184, not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 532] 

YEAS—231 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards (MD) 

Edwards (TX) 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 

Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Snyder 

Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 

Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—184 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 

Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—19 

Bishop (UT) 
Boswell 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Cannon 
Costello 
Cubin 

Everett 
Fallin 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holt 
Hulshof 
LaHood 

Ortiz 
Pascrell 
Rush 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Towns 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1850 

Mrs. DRAKE changed her vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:41 Jul 25, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A24JY7.070 H24JYPT1er
ow

e 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7134 July 24, 2008 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

SUPPORTING THE DESIGNATION 
OF A NATIONAL CHILD AWARE-
NESS MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution, H. Res. 1296, as amend-
ed, on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DAVIS) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 1296, as amended. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 404, nays 0, 
not voting 30, as follows: 

[Roll No. 533] 

YEAS—404 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 

Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Lincoln 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 

Filner 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 

Miller, Gary 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—30 

Akin 
Bishop (UT) 
Boswell 
Brady (TX) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Cannon 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cubin 
DeFazio 

Dicks 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Graves 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hulshof 
LaHood 
LaTourette 
Miller, George 

Ortiz 
Pascrell 
Pryce (OH) 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Towns 
Wexler 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members have 2 minutes re-
maining in this vote. 

b 1858 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution, as amended, was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, today, 
July 24th, I had an unexpected emergency 
that required me to return to my Congres-
sional District and I regretfully missed the last 
two rollcall votes of the day. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall 
vote No. 532 on agreeing to the resolution H. 
Res. 1368—Relating to the House procedures 
contained in section 803 of the Medicare Pre-
scription Drug, Improvement, and Moderniza-
tion Act of 2003. Had I been present I would 
have also voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 533 
On Motion to Suspend the Rules and Agree, 
as Amended to H. Res. 1296—National Child 
Awareness Month. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF HON. STENY H. 
HOYER AND HON. CHRIS VAN 
HOLLEN TO ACT AS SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS THROUGH JULY 28, 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ELLSWORTH) laid before the House the 
following communication from the 
Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 24, 2008. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable STENY H. 
HOYER and the Honorable CHRIS VAN HOLLEN 
to act as Speaker pro tempore to sign en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions through 
July 28, 2008. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the appointment is ap-
proved. 

There was no objection. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4789 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to remove my name as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 4789. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF INDIVIDUALS 
TO GOVERNING BOARD OF THE 
OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL 
ETHICS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ELLSWORTH). Pursuant to section 1(b) 
of House Resolution 895, 110th Con-
gress, and the order of the House of 
January 4, 2007, the Chair announces 
the appointment of the following indi-
viduals to serve as the Governing 
Board of the Office of Congressional 
Ethics: Nominated by the Speaker with 
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the concurrence of the Minority Lead-
er: 

Mr. David Skaggs, Colorado, Chair-
man 

Mrs. Yvonne Brathwaite Burke, Cali-
fornia, subject to section 1(b)(6)(B) 

Ms. Karan English, Arizona, subject 
to section 1(b)(6)(B) 

Mr. Abner Mikva, Illinois, Alternate 
Nominated by the Minority Leader 
with the concurrence of the Speaker: 

Mr. Porter J. Goss, Florida, Cochair-
man 

Mr. James M. Eagen, III, Colorado, 
subject to section 1(b)(6)(B) 

Ms. Allison R. Hayward, Virginia, 
subject to section 1(b)(6)(B) 

Mr. Bill Frenzel, Virginia, Alternate 
f 

b 1900 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend from Maryland, the majority 
leader, to tell us about next week’s 
schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, the 
Republican whip. 

On Monday, the House will meet in 
pro forma session at 11 a.m. On Tues-
day, the House will meet at 10:30 a.m. 
for morning hour and 12 p.m. for legis-
lative business with votes postponed 
until 6:30 p.m. On Wednesday and 
Thursday, the House will meet at 10 
a.m. for legislative business. On Fri-
day, the House will meet at 9 a.m. for 
legislative business. 

We will consider several bills under 
suspension of the rules. The complete 
list of suspension bills will be an-
nounced by the close of business to-
morrow, as is the custom. 

I tell the Members that we will also 
consider the Military Construction and 
Veterans Affairs fiscal 2009 appropria-
tions bill; H.R. 1338 the Paycheck Fair-
ness Act; additional energy legislation; 
and any conference report available, 
possibly including the Higher Edu-
cation conference report, the Amtrak 
conference report and the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission conference 
report. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for 
the information. 

On the first bill under a rule, the 
Military Construction and Veterans Af-
fairs appropriations bill, will that be 
an open rule? 

Mr. HOYER. We expect it to be an 
open rule, but we do expect to ask that 
amendments be prefiled so that Mem-
bers will have notice of amendments. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for 
that. 

In the past, we’ve had in previous 
Congresses an open rule on these ap-
propriations bills. I don’t recall a pre-
filing requirement, though I’m sure we 
will talk about that in the Rules Com-
mittee. In appropriations, whatever the 
amendment is has to be paid for out of 
the bill so it has always been felt that 

that provides its own level of con-
straint. We would certainly argue for 
that kind of open rule. 

I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Our thought is that both sides should 

have notice of what amendments are 
going to be considered, that all Mem-
bers have notice of what is going to be 
considered. Obviously, there is no con-
straint on what amendment somebody 
might want to offer, but we believe 
that it would be helpful if Members had 
notice of what the substance of the 
amendments are so they can, if they 
want to support it, support it on the 
floor, if they want to oppose it, have 
the opportunity to come here and do 
so. But I think it will be our intention 
to ask that there be a notice require-
ment without restriction on the 
amendments that are asked but simply 
to give notice as to what the amend-
ments are going to be. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank you for that in-
formation. 

This will be the first appropriations 
bill on the floor this year. Do you an-
ticipate other bills in September? 

I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. Thank you for yielding. 
I would certainly anticipate more ap-

propriations legislation coming to the 
floor in September, yes. 

Mr. BLUNT. On that topic of Sep-
tember, since at the end of next week 
we wouldn’t have a chance to talk 
about the upcoming schedule, does the 
gentleman have a sense of some of the 
priority legislation that we might con-
sider in September? 

Mr. HOYER. We have a number of 
pieces of legislation that are obviously 
pending. First of all, we are very hope-
ful that we will pass the extenders leg-
islation which we sent to the Senate 
some, actually months ago, a couple of 
months ago, I think, which, as you 
know, ensures tax credits for alter-
native energy. Wind is particularly im-
portant. Boone Pickens was here, as 
you know, on the Hill talking to both 
Democrats and Republicans, the impor-
tance of that. Others have talked about 
that as well. As you know, they’re try-
ing to dispose of some of the ‘‘Coburn 
holds’’ as we call them. Some of those 
may be back. Obviously we will have to 
consider a funding resolution for gov-
ernment after we leave. My expecta-
tion is that will be a point of business. 
We’re also talking about obviously, as 
you have read in the paper, and as I 
think, I’m not sure you and I have 
talked about a jobs bill and some con-
tinuing economic assistance to make 
sure our economy hopefully grows and 
does not certainly fall any deeper into 
recession. Those are some of the pieces 
of legislation. 

I have mentioned some of the things 
that we hope to get from conference 
next week, mental health parity being 
one of those, higher education, the con-
sumer products safety. Hopefully many 
of those may be dealt with next week. 
But if they were not, it is my expecta-

tion we would do those in September as 
well. 

So those are some of the major 
things that I foresee for September. 
What we will have done next week ob-
viously won’t be on September, but if 
we haven’t done them we will try to 
get them done in September. 

Mr. BLUNT. On the extenders pack-
age, I’m hopeful we see that bill back 
here because it is one of the things we 
could do that would have energy im-
pact. And I hope we could even con-
sider whatever is the maximum time 
that we would be able to do there is 
what we should do. 

On energy generally, yesterday, Mr. 
BOEHNER from Ohio and I, Mr. CANTOR, 
Mr. PUTNAM and others introduced a 
bill, the American Energy Act. It’s a 
bill that is broad based and designed to 
promote American energy, conserva-
tion and invest in the future. Is there 
any opportunity for that act or other 
acts that we’ve had discharge petitions 
on, other bills, coming to the floor? 
And if not, what kind of energy legisla-
tion do you anticipate? 

Mr. HOYER. As you know, we have 
considered a number of pieces of legis-
lation which we were hopeful would 
move us in the direction of, A, pro-
ducing more domestic energy through 
encouraging further drilling in those 
leaseholds already available, approxi-
mately 88 million acres that are cur-
rently available. We considered the 
Consumer Energy Supply Act today. 
Unfortunately, that didn’t get suffi-
cient votes. It got a lot of votes. It got 
a significant majority of the House. It 
did not get the two-thirds so we could 
move it to the Senate. We considered 
the DRILL Act which also received a 
majority of the votes which provided 
for both the 10.4 million acres in Alas-
ka and the National Petroleum Reserve 
to be encouraged to be moved forward 
as quickly as possible to drill in that 
area, produce oil and petroleum in that 
area, which also encouraged, as you re-
call, the building of additional pipe-
lines, both for natural gas and for pe-
troleum products. 

Next week, we will be considering— 
many people are very concerned about 
the fact that the price spikes which 
don’t seem to go down consistent with 
the price of oil by the barrel, which has 
reduced significantly, but the gasoline 
price hasn’t reduced. There is signifi-
cant concern about the impact of spec-
ulation. We are going to consider that 
bill, I think, next week, as I indicated. 

You say you have introduced this 
bill. I’m sure it will go to the com-
mittee. I haven’t seen the bill. I will 
certainly talk to the various chairmen. 
I don’t know how many committees 
will have jurisdiction over the bill. You 
say it’s a comprehensive bill, maybe 
multijurisdictional, but I will certainly 
talk to the Chairs about the substance 
of the bill. 

Let me say, the American public is 
obviously very concerned. Our position 
is we ought to drill. We ought to drill 
where we’ve given leases that exist. 
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Your position essentially is, well, that 
is fine, but there are other places 
where we could drill as well. We believe 
that is accurate as well. It’s been very 
controversial. As you know, Governor 
Schwarzenegger, the Republican Gov-
ernor of California, is not too inter-
ested in proceeding with drilling off his 
shore. There are differences of opinion. 
We really do believe that we ought to 
drill, we ought to drill now and we 
ought to drill where there is not con-
troversy and where we do have leases. 
I think that is the difference between 
us, apparently, not that any of us op-
pose drilling. It is where you drill first. 
If that proves, from my perspective, 
not to be fruitful, then perhaps at that 
time we ought to look at alternatives. 
But the President, of course, has indi-
cated and made it very clear that he 
believes wherever you drill is not going 
to make a substantial difference in the 
next 5 to 10 years. 

So we believe we ought to start drill-
ing right now so that we can move 
ahead as soon as possible. There are 107 
billion barrels currently speculated to 
be in the identified areas of that 88 mil-
lion acres to be available. We use about 
21 million a day, about 14 billion a 
year. That is a pretty good supply, 
about 71⁄2 years of supply. We would 
hope we would move ahead on that. 
But we haven’t done that yet. We un-
derstand that. 

But we ought to have a legitimate 
debate on it. I think all of us want to 
get to the same place—energy inde-
pendence for our country and the use of 
alternative and renewable energy 
sources to not only help our energy 
supply but also help our environment. 
So I will certainly encourage the com-
mittee to look at that bill. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman 
for that. 

We have other bills that we’ve start-
ed discharge petitions on, some spon-
sored by Democrats, that we think are 
part of the solution here. Clearly, 
based on the understood facts that 
some of this oil and natural gas gets 
online quicker than others, it seems to 
me that that is one of the principal 
reasons to get started everywhere that 
is reasonable for us to go as quickly as 
you can. We’re the only country in the 
world that has the potential for off-
shore drilling, deepwater drilling, that 
doesn’t do it. And I think any proposal 
that we’ve advanced through the Sen-
ate in previous years or anybody is 
making now involves the Governors or 
the State governments of the affected 
States having to agree. So if Governor 
Schwarzenegger and the people of Cali-
fornia don’t want to drill, don’t want 
the revenue, in fact, even if they don’t 
want the Federal Government to have 
the revenue from that drilling, they 
wouldn’t have to drill. But if the people 
of Virginia or North Carolina or any 
other State did, they’re part of that de-
cision-making process. 

And other countries do this. Some of 
that oil, particularly in the deep water, 
is going to come online quicker than 

others. But geologists believe in the 
deepwater drilling there is roughly an 
18-year supply of natural gas and oil. 
So it doesn’t all have to come online at 
once. Also, my view has been, as my 
friend knows, that if we just announce 
that as a country that has some of the 
most known and plentiful reserves in 
oil and natural gas that we were going 
to start in a real effort to go after all 
of it that was reasonably and safely 
achievable, that that would have im-
pact on price. 

Mr. HOYER. Will my friend yield? 
Mr. BLUNT. Let me say one other 

thing, and then I will yield. 
The other thing I would say about a 

full and fair debate, these bills that 
come under suspension obviously nar-
row the debate. I guess I understand 
that. We have had some discussion on 
the floor, well, let’s have all these 
ideas out there and just see who a ma-
jority is for, but 20 minutes of debate 
on a side of an issue really isn’t the 
kind of full and fair debate we need. 

I would like to see a bill come with 
plenty of debate, with plenty of oppor-
tunities for every Democrat that wants 
to make an amendment to make an 
amendment, for every Republican, it 
could be prefiled, it could be anything, 
and the will of the House would deter-
mine which direction the country goes 
in this real desire for energy, more 
American energy, American energy 
created by and producing American 
jobs. I hope we can get there. There is 
a real demand in the country for that. 

A Member just has to go home to 
know what is the number one economic 
issue in a country where people are 
concerned right now about what to do 
about the economy. 

I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend for 

yielding. 
As my friend clearly knows, as you 

know, we’ve been operating under two 
moratoria: One has been the executive 
moratorium which was just lifted 
which was placed on by the first Presi-
dent Bush. As you know as well in the 
Interior bill year after year in the 6 
years your party was in charge and 
then last year in the Interior bill, that 
moratorium was continued. So under 
both parties, Governor Schwarz-
enegger, Governor Bush of Florida, 
both very, very strong proponents ef-
fectively of not drilling off their 
shores. So this is not a Republican- 
Democratic difference. In fact, both 
parties were supporting—I presume, I 
don’t want to speak for your party— 
our party was supporting drilling 
where we have current leases. 

b 1915 

I would disagree with my friend, and 
we may disagree on the definition of 
deep water. They are drilling now in 
the Gulf of Mexico, as you know, at 
depths of 1,000 feet. Additionally, there 
are 33 million acres available in the 
gulf now on the Outer Continental 
Shelf and available for drilling right 
now. 

I would say further to my friend, if 
you wanted to drill tomorrow any-
where, there is not a drill available in 
the world. Now my presumption is 
there is not a drill available in the 
world that is not being used because 
they are pretty pricey items and you 
can make a pretty good profit pro-
viding those drills. My presumption is 
that people have not requested those 
drills be made available and have not 
asked to purchase them. As you heard 
me say, Exxon made $40 billion. These 
drills are pretty expensive items, and 
they bought no drills with that $40 bil-
lion. 

So as a practical matter, tomorrow, 
if everything were available, there 
would be no drilling because there are 
no drills available. My presumption is 
that the oil companies believe there is 
sufficient supply available. There are 
no lines at any of the gas stations that 
I go to. I have not seen any gas lines. 
I am old enough, I know you’re not, but 
I’m old enough to remember the lines 
in the 1970s. They were long. That was 
an artificially created shortage by 
OPEC, as you recall. But notwith-
standing that, I don’t see any lines. I 
don’t see any shortage of product avail-
able. What I see is a healthy price at 
the pump. And in my opinion, when 
you get more supply, the price comes 
down. I think some people are pretty 
happy with the price. None of my con-
sumers are happy with the price. None 
of the people who pull up to the pumps 
in my district are happy with the price, 
but I can’t believe that the oil compa-
nies are unhappy about the price. I 
don’t see them complaining about their 
high profits. 

So when you say if we could drill in 
the deep water, I don’t know what you 
mean by deep water. It could be more 
than 1,000 feet which is where we are 
drilling now in some places in the Gulf 
of Mexico. But we do have 33 million 
acres available on the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf in the Gulf of Mexico 
available for drilling right now. And if 
the drills were available and the incli-
nation were available, I would hope 
that the companies would pursue, ei-
ther the large companies or small com-
panies. The problem with small compa-
nies is that it is a very expensive prop-
osition, as the gentleman knows. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman 
for that observation. 

I would say in terms of deep water, I 
think sometimes I say that rather than 
make the point that when we talk 
about drilling on the coast, and the At-
lantic and Pacific coast which is where 
we restrict, and no one else restricts 
their coastal drilling, I am always 
talking about something way beyond 
the line of sight. I can say that as well 
as deep water. 

I think there is drilling in the gulf 
even significantly deeper than the 1,000 
feet to the floor and below that. But 
there is potential there. If, in fact, peo-
ple of the various States don’t want to 
drill well beyond their shores even 
though they get part of the revenue, 
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that is a decision they’d get to make. I 
do think that is an issue that is dra-
matically changing. 

I also believe firmly, and every econ-
omist that I have read on this topic 
agrees, that if we announced we were 
going to drill, it wouldn’t matter if 
anybody had a drill or not. That one 
signal from the United States where we 
have at least twice as much readily 
available oil shale in the Rockies as 
Saudi Arabia has in its known reserves, 
readily available, not to count the 
other amounts that could be available 
later, just if we were to announce that 
we were going after that supply, it 
would have an impact on price. 

We had a hearing a couple of weeks 
ago where we had people from Interior 
talk about that particular supply, a lot 
of supply well off the coast on the At-
lantic and Pacific coast. And if there is 
speculation here, I think the best way 
to deal with speculators would be to 
get them caught on the wrong side of a 
market that is going the other way be-
cause the United States of America has 
announced it is going to go after its 
own resources in a more dramatic way. 

There are two prohibitions on the ap-
propriations bill. One is coastal drill-
ing on the Atlantic and Pacific coast, 
no money can be used to issue a lease, 
which is another way that legislators 
say you are not going to get a lease, 
and one in the oil shale in the Rockies. 
Removing both of those prohibitions 
would have a huge impact on price. It 
would start us in the right direction. 
The idea that some of this oil won’t be 
available for 3 years, some of it for 5, 
some of it for 10, we are still going to 
need oil 10 years from now. Oil that is 
not available for 10 years is not an un-
acceptable goal because we know we 
are going to need oil 10 years from now. 

I am convinced, I will tell my good 
friend, and we are good friends, I am 
convinced that if we just announced we 
were going to take those steps, it 
would have an immediate impact on 
price at the pump. We both know the 
reason there is no line at the pump. I 
went to 12 gas stations in my district 
on Friday and Saturday. There was no 
line anywhere, but every person that I 
talked to, whether they were traveling 
to Branson, Missouri, on vacation, or 
filling their car up in Andersonville or 
Neosho, Missouri, they all had a story 
as to how these gas prices were affect-
ing their lives in other ways. Members 
have those stories. We can do some-
thing about them. But to do that, it is 
going to take more than a 20-minute 
debate on whether we release oil that 
we have already bought in the short 
term. If supply matters, long term 
going after that supply really matters. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. HOYER. We agreed with your 

premise, and we offered a bill to have 
that happen, and it was Use It or Lose 
It which said we have 107 billion bar-
rels identified, speculated to be avail-
able on presently held leases, a 14-year 
supply in the United States of Amer-
ica. And what we wanted to direct the 

administration to do was start leasing 
that land right now because we agreed 
with your premise that the psycho-
logical effect would be that those who 
have the petroleum and are frankly 
selling it very dear, and many of our 
consumers are being really hurt, we 
understand that, our premise was ei-
ther by drilling in the National Petro-
leum Reserve now or drilling in the 68 
million acres available in the lower 48, 
including 33 million in the gulf now, 
that it would have exactly the effect 
that you projected. 

Unfortunately, we also believe that 
releasing oil from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve, which in 1991 and two 
other years, I don’t have the exact 
years, we have done it three times, in-
cluding once under this administration 
after Hurricane Katrina, in 1991 price 
went down 33 percent. It went down 
less when SPR was released after Hur-
ricane Katrina. 

Our view is you are correct. Psycho-
logically, that would have a real effect 
on the market. Unfortunately, we 
couldn’t pass that. We wanted to pass 
it as quickly as possible. How do you 
pass something as quickly as possible? 
You put it on suspension and give it to 
the Senate. Unfortunately, large num-
bers on your side of the aisle deter-
mined that was not a policy that they 
wanted to pursue. So they had no psy-
chological effect, which we thought 
would have been, as you do, a psycho-
logical effect and may well have had an 
immediate impact on pricing by the 
barrel, and hopefully then would be 
converted to price at the pump. 

Mr. BLUNT. I just advance the idea 
that the moment we are in right now is 
not a Katrina-analogous moment. 
There is no temporary disruption of 
supply that you need to do something 
about. There is a long-term problem 
that needs to be solved. In fact, you 
mentioned those gas lines. Those gas 
lines in the seventies, the embargo in 
the seventies, that led us to this idea of 
a Strategic Petroleum Reserve. And at 
the time we set the reserve up, it is the 
same size it is now, or when Congress 
set it up, before many of us were here, 
at least, at the time Congress set it up, 
it had a 117-day supply. That same 
amount of oil is now a 56-day supply 
because of the amount we now use. 

Taking 3 days out of that 56-day sup-
ply only postpones, in the view of 
many of us, the reality of dealing with 
the long-term challenge that we face. 
We would like to have a debate on that. 

You could bring that bill back to the 
floor next week under a rule. If a ma-
jority wanted to send it to the Senate, 
they could. But the chance you take is 
that others with another idea would 
get at least one amendment on the 
floor, and that’s why we are here with 
suspension bills as opposed to rule bills 
because it’s a take-it-or-leave-it-this- 
is-all-of-the-debate kind of approach. 

I yield back. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY 
28, 2008 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 11 a.m. on Monday next; and 
further, when the House adjourns on 
that day, it adjourn to meet at 10:30 
a.m. on Tuesday, July 29, for morning- 
hour debate. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

WELCOMING BRADEN ALEXANDER 
HEWLETT 

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, Members of Congress do not 
like to miss votes on the House floor, 
and I agree with that feeling. There is 
sometimes very good reason Members 
do miss votes, whether it is illness or 
important business in our district. 

This last week, I missed both Tues-
day and Wednesday due to an impor-
tant reason: my wife and I became 
grandparents for the third time. Our 
grandson was born Tuesday, July 22, at 
3:20 p.m. at Christus St. John’s Hos-
pital in Houston. Braden Alexander 
Hewlett weighed in at 8 pounds, 1 
ounce, and 19 inches long. 

Our daughter, Dr. Angela Hewlett, 
and her husband, father Dr. Alex Hew-
lett, and now big sister, Lauren, who is 
all of 3 years old, and Braden are doing 
well, and I want to congratulate their 
growing family. 

f 

HONORING CAPTAIN BARRY K. 
CAVER 

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

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor Captain Barry K. Caver, 
commander of the Texas Ranger Com-
pany E, as he retires from his long and 
distinguished career of service to the 
public. 

Ranger Captain John Ford once de-
scribed the Texas Rangers and said of 
them: ‘‘They knew their duty and they 
did it. While in a town, they made no 
braggadocio demonstration. They did 
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not gallop through the streets, and 
shoot and yell. They had a specie of 
moral discipline which developed moral 
courage. They did right because it was 
right.’’ 

To be a Ranger is to stand in long 
shadow cast by some of our Nation’s 
most famous lawmen. The tradition of 
the Rangers is one of intelligence, 
duty, honor, toughness, and self-reli-
ance. I can think of few better images 
of the modern Texas Ranger than Cap-
tain Caver. 

I am pleased to call this great law-
man a friend, to salute him, and to 
thank him for his service to the people 
of Texas. His leadership and experience 
will be irreplaceable to the Rangers 
and he will be sorely missed by all west 
Texans, whether they knew him or not. 

It is my honor to represent Captain 
Caver here in Washington. I wish him 
well as he finds and explores the new 
challenges in his life. 

f 

SALUTING NATIONAL BAR 
ASSOCIATION 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to salute the Na-
tional Bar Association that will hold 
its 83rd national convention in Hous-
ton, Texas. Many of its activities will 
be in the 18th Congressional District. 
The National Bar Association was for-
mulated when its membership or its 
members were rejected in their at-
tempt to be members of the American 
Bar Association. 

Out of that creation came the oppor-
tunity to be at the cutting edge of civil 
rights legislation and litigation. 

I want to salute the Houston Lawyers 
Association, salute the past presidents, 
the president and board of directors, 
and particularly I want to salute the 
National Bar Association for its enor-
mous history of civil rights fighting, 
fighting for those who cannot speak for 
themselves. 

Lawyers of the National Bar Associa-
tion are patent lawyers, prosecutors, 
defense lawyers, and most of all, the 
holders and protectors of the Constitu-
tion. They have fought the cases in de-
segregating schools. They have pro-
vided opportunities for those who have 
sought equal employment. Yes, Mr. 
Speaker, they are in fact the con-
science holders of the legal bar because 
the National Bar Association continues 
to stand for justice and equality and 
opportunity. 

I am so proud that they are coming 
to Houston, Texas, to celebrate the 
83rd annual convention, an organiza-
tion of lawyers that have put forward 
the cause of justice. I salute them and 
congratulate them. 

f 

b 1930 

HIGH ENERGY PRICES 
(Mr. SALI asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 

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

Mr. SALI. Mr. Speaker, today the 
low-income families and other dis-
advantaged Americans are dispropor-
tionately affected by high energy 
prices. 

Just to be clear, this is about low in-
come. It’s about the poor. It’s about 
veterans, seniors and children. We have 
reached a point where our poorer citi-
zens are spending greater and greater 
percentages of their limited income on 
energy. 

With the average cost of fuel more 
than $4.05 per gallon, some now have to 
determine whether they can get to 
work or even buy food. This price tag 
and the fact that this body hasn’t done 
anything about it are wreaking havoc 
on the daily lives of Idahoans and 
Americans across the Nation. 

Just last week I talked to a woman 
from Idaho whose husband is disabled 
and not eligible to receive disability 
benefits. She is the sole source of in-
come for her family. She was worried 
about just being able to afford to get to 
work. 

It’s time for partisanship to be put 
aside. It’s time for Congress to act, and 
it’s time to increase American produc-
tion of crude oil and natural gas. 

f 

HONORING FIRE CHIEF FRANK 
WICHLACZ 

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

Mr. KAGEN. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
said that when a man becomes a fire-
man, his greatest act of bravery has 
been accomplished. What he does after 
that is all in the line of work. 

Well, yesterday in my district in 
northeast Wisconsin, the Pulaski com-
munity began to mourn the tragic 
death of Fire Chief Frank Wichlacz, a 
volunteer firefighter who died in a 
freak accident on Wednesday. The 76 
year-old Chief Wichlacz gave 50 years 
of service to the department, which 
serves parts of Brown, Oconto, and 
Shawano counties. The last 20 years he 
served as chief. 

In 2007, Chief Wichlacz was honored 
as an Everyday Hero by the Green Bay 
Press-Gazette newspaper for his long 
years of service to his community. You 
know Winston Churchill said, ‘‘You 
make a living by what you get, but you 
make a life by what you give.’’ Frank 
Wichlacz lived those words. 

His service, not only as a volunteer 
firefighter, but as a fire chief, made the 
Pulaski community a safer and better 
place to live. On behalf of the people of 
the Eighth District in northeast Wis-
consin, allow me to express my deepest 
sympathy to his family and friends and 
to all in the Pulaski community. 

May God bless Chief Wichlacz. 
f 

NEW HAMPSHIRE STORM 
(Ms. SHEA-PORTER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Mr. Speaker, 
today a terrible storm hit across the 
State of New Hampshire. There has 
been death and destruction in five 
counties, and we have declared a state 
of emergency there. I am asking for the 
prayers of this country for the people 
of New Hampshire. They’re a strong 
lot. For ages they have helped one an-
other build their homes, their barns, 
their stone walls, their businesses. I 
know that they will find the resources 
once again to help each other through 
this calamity. 

I ask the people of the country and 
the Congress to keep their thoughts 
and prayers on the people of New 
Hampshire tonight. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

OUR ROLE AS THE WORLD’S 
INDISPENSABLE NATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, tonight 
I rise to continue my series of discus-
sions about the future of American 
grand strategy. Last week I suggested 
that we strive to remain and even bol-
ster our role as the world’s indispen-
sable nation, and that should guide our 
thinking as we consider the impera-
tives that define our national interest. 

Indispensable nation is a term with 
significant potential for misunder-
standing, particularly in this time 
when our global credibility has ebbed. 
We must be careful how we explain our 
intent. Most importantly, we must en-
sure that our actions meet our words. 

Just as a person cannot demand re-
spect, only earn it, so it is for nations 
too. So we should define indispensable 
to mean that we inspire by our stand-
ards, not coerce, with our demands. We 
should strive to be indispensable, not 
because our wrath is feared, but be-
cause our strength is valued. 

The point is, it’s a fine one but essen-
tial nonetheless that our role as the 
world’s indispensable nation cannot 
come by internal proclamation, but 
rather by external validation. 

The engines of our claim to leader-
ship in the future are the engines that 
made this country great in the first 
place, our robust economy that pro-
vides opportunity while connecting us 
with the rest of the world in productive 
partnerships and in our unceasing pur-
suit of what is right, fair and just, even 
when we fall short of those ideals. To 
the extent we veered off course in those 
areas, whether because of crippling en-
ergy dependence, unprecedented levels 
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of foreign debt, our departure from 
sound constitutional practices, or even 
when and how we marshal our forces 
for war, we must refocus internally to 
address those challenges and master 
them once again. 

If we redouble our efforts, we can re-
capture the international prestige that 
more than anything else translates our 
unmatched power into the ability to 
alter the course of world events. As 
part of this course correction, we must 
recall the essential truths about war 
and international relations that were 
stated so well by Clausewitz and Sun 
Tzu. I mentioned several of these to 
our current president in 2002, but we 
lost sight of these truths in Iraq. 

As we do that, there is no reason why 
we cannot gain the confidence to un-
derstand that the term ‘‘challenge,’’ 
even in the international context, need 
not always have an adversarial mean-
ing. In our daily life we are challenged 
by those around us, and we come out 
the better for it. 

We are challenged by our professors 
to be better students. We are chal-
lenged by our coaches to be better ath-
letes. We are challenged by our clergy 
to be better people. We are challenged 
by our spouses to be better partners. 

All of these relationships help refine 
us, and, in so doing, enrich our lives so 
that all benefit. We might regard many 
of our international challenges in 
much the same way. In the free mar-
ketplace of ideas, are those ideas that 
the United States exemplifies clearly 
superior? Do we remain the guarantor 
of liberty and the natural ally against 
tyranny? Do we provide the best eco-
nomic and social opportunities for all 
people with whom we interact? 

We need not see that as solely an ex-
ternal challenge. It’s also a challenge 
within ourselves, and we should not 
miss the opportunity to refine the good 
things about America so that we re-
main the obvious, the indispensable 
choice for a continued global leader-
ship role. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCHENRY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

SOLVE THE ENERGY CRISIS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, another week has gone by, and we 
have taken no action whatsoever, no 
action whatsoever to solve the energy 
crisis. I listened to the majority leader 
during the 1-minute talking about 
what’s going on next week as far as 
legislative action is concerned, and he 
said that even if there were more oil 
leases available, he said there are no 
drills available. 

Well, if there are no drills available 
and the oil companies feel that there is 
oil down there, they are going to make 
drills that would be available. The 
problem is on the oil leases that are 
available right now, the oil companies 
aren’t finding sufficient oil to be able 
to put up a $2 billion oil platform to 
drill, and we are only using 3 percent of 
our Outer Continental Shelf for drilling 
purposes and for these leases. 

If we make more of the continental 
shelf available these oil companies are 
going to get out there, they are going 
to get these oil leases, and they will 
find oil. Geologically they will survey 
it. They will find oil, and they will 
drill. They will find the drilling capac-
ity, they will find the drilling equip-
ment, they will build the $2 billion 
platforms, and they will drill. But they 
will have to make sure it’s economi-
cally feasible, or they won’t do that. 

You know, if we have more produc-
tion, we are going to have lower gas 
prices, there is just no question about 
that. Every week that we go out of 
here like today, we are ending another 
week, we are going home, we haven’t 
done anything to increase the supply 
which will lead to lower gas prices and 
lower energy prices. 

I listened to the hyperbole during 
these talks on the floor. I listened to 
everybody giving reasons why we are 
not doing this or why we are not doing 
that, and the fact of the matter is we 
are not doing anything, and the Amer-
ican people are still suffering. They are 
spending $70, $80, $90 just to fill their 
gas tanks. They don’t know what they 
are going to do. They can’t get to 
work, they can’t take their kids to 
school. It’s affecting everything that 
we buy, our clothes, our food, every-
thing. 

As a result, we are facing not only 
energy problems, we are facing an eco-
nomic problem, an inflationary prob-
lem. We are not doing a darn thing 
about it. 

We need to drill wherever we can to 
find oil, in the ANWR, if necessary, off 
the continental shelf. We need to open 
up the other 97 percent of the conti-
nental shelf to drilling. If we do that I 
guarantee you, I guarantee there will 
be leases, and the oil companies will 
find the platforms necessary and the 
drilling equipment necessary to drill 
for that oil. If they can make money 
doing it, they are going to do it. 

The leases they have right now, if 
they are not going to find oil down 
there, it’s not sufficient, they are not 
going to put a $2 billion platform down 
there and drill for that oil. That’s why 
we need to open up more of these areas 
of the continental shelf for drilling. 

Remember, and I hope the American 
people listen to this, 97 percent of the 
continental shelf is not being explored 
or even allowed to be explored. That’s 
terrible. We know we need energy, and 
we are sending $700 billion to the 
Saudis, to South America and other 
countries when we had that energy 
right here in America. 

Somebody said, well, it will take 10 
years to get that oil to market if we 
drill for it. Well, I don’t think it will 
take that long, but let’s say it does. We 
need to get started sometime, and we 
were going to start in the 1970s, and we 
didn’t do anything. We are in a worse 
situation today than when we had the 
oil embargo. 

We need to start. We need to move 
toward energy independence. 

I will submit to you that before the 
end of this session, before September 
30, we have an opportunity to end the 
moratorium on drilling off the conti-
nental shelf and elsewhere. The mora-
torium on drilling off on the conti-
nental shelf and elsewhere in this coun-
try expires September 30. The only way 
that moratorium can continue is if we 
pass legislation to continue it. So I be-
lieve, and I know that there will be leg-
islation before this body and the end of 
September that will extend that mora-
torium. 

I would like to say to my colleagues, 
both Democrat and Republicans, we 
need to vote against that moratorium 
extension. If it’s in a spending bill or 
any other kind of a bill, we need to 
stop that bill from being passed as long 
as that moratorium is in there, because 
the American people are demanding, 
demanding that we do something about 
this energy crisis. They are demanding 
that we move toward energy independ-
ence. 

They want alternative fuels. They 
want alternative sources of energy. 
They want solar, they want wind, they 
want all of that. We have seen all of 
that on television, but during this 
transition period, they want energy. 
The only way we are going to get it is 
to drill for gas and oil. 

We can do that if we end that mora-
torium. I would like to say to my col-
leagues, Democrat and Republican, 
let’s get together in the next month, 
end that moratorium, not allow any 
legislation to go through that will ex-
tend that moratorium, so we can move 
toward energy independence. 

If you don’t believe that the people in 
this country are concerned about it, go 
to any gas station in this country, the 
next week when you are home or next 
weekend when you are home, and you 
will find that everybody is madder 
than hell about this. I was getting gas 
the other day, and I heard a guy say to 
his child, ‘‘Come here, son, do you want 
to help me spend some of your college 
education?’’ 

I am not kidding. He didn’t know I 
was there. He had a pickup truck, and 
he said to his son, ‘‘Come here, I want 
you to see how we are spending part of 
your college education.’’ We need to 
move toward energy independence, we 
need to drill, and we need to do it now. 

b 1945 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. CORRINE 
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
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appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

34TH YEAR SINCE THE INVASION 
AND OCCUPATION OF THE RE-
PUBLIC OF CYPRUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to mark the 34th year since the 
invasion and occupation of the Repub-
lic of Cyprus. Since 1974, Turkish mili-
tary forces have illegally occupied the 
northern part of the island republic. 
The Turkish occupation forcibly di-
vides peaceful communities and de-
prives a sovereign nation the exercise 
of democratic independence in all of its 
territory. 

The Turkish invasion divided Greek- 
speaking and Turkish-speaking Cyp-
riots into two physically distinct com-
munities for the first time in the island 
nation’s history. The unlawful occupa-
tion of 37 percent of the territory of 
Cyprus continues unabated to this day. 
There are currently 43,000 Turkish 
troops garrisoned in the occupied 
areas, and Turkey has resettled over 
100,000 mainland Turkish citizens into 
those areas. 

The continued Turkish occupation of 
the island republic subverts the indige-
nous effort to establish a democrat-
ically free and culturally unique Cyp-
riot nation. All that stands in the way 
of Cypriots celebrating their unique 
and diverse national heritage within 
the expanded borders of the European 
Union is the presence of the Turkish 
occupation forces. 

Today, thousands of Cypriots con-
tinue to be refugees in their own land, 
blocked from the homes and the com-
munities they inhabited for genera-
tions. Some have been marooned in 
tiny enclaves trapped by the occupa-
tion forces, cut off from the outside 
world and basic human rights. A new 
generation of Cypriots has inherited 
the terrible dislocation that military 
occupation brings. 

In the face of all this, the Republic of 
Cypress has struggled and succeeded in 
building a strong society, one whose 
economic progress, development of 
democratic institutions and capable 
governance led to membership in the 
European Union in May 2004. Sadly, 
until there is an end to the occupation, 
the occupied areas of Cyprus will be de-
nied the full benefits of EU member-
ship. 

For the United States, there is a 
clear imperative to resolve the situa-
tion in Cyprus as a matter of justice 
and the rule of law, principles we hold 
dear. But beyond that, achieving reuni-
fication of the island is critical to the 
strategic interests of the United 
States. The Cyprus problem pits Amer-
ican allies against one another. The 
strategic interest in facilitating a ne-
gotiated settlement is significant for 
the region, but also for the world. Cy-

prus can either fester as a potential 
flash point or become a starting point 
for reconciliation. 

Reconciliation talks are now under-
way between the leadership of the two 
Cypriot communities. The opportunity 
for reconciliation is real. Since Cyprus’ 
entry to the EU, many checkpoints 
along the infamous green-line have 
been opened. After nearly 30 years of 
complete separation, there have been 
more than 13 million bi-communal 
crossings without any serious incident. 

Everyday Cypriots of the Turkish- 
speaking community cross into the 
free areas of the Republic of Cyprus to 
go to work. Indeed, nearly 3 percent of 
the Turkish-speaking Cypriot commu-
nity is employed in the free areas of 
the Republic of Cyprus, and more than 
35,000 have applied for and received 
passports from the Republic of Cyprus. 

The Cypriot people want an end to 
the division of their island. Their ef-
forts to negotiate reconciliation 
through the good offices of the United 
Nations must be free of Turkish inter-
ference. It is no secret that successive 
Turkish governments and, in par-
ticular, the Turkish military, use Cy-
prus as a shibboleth to rouse extremist 
and nationalist sentiment to enhance 
their own domestic standing. 

We, in the House of Representatives, 
should heed the political storm engulf-
ing Turkey. Today, in Turkey demo-
cratic expression is challenged at every 
turn. Today, in Turkey religious and 
ethnic minorities live in a state of 
credible fear and harm of persecution. 
Today and for more than 80 years, the 
Turkish military holds itself out as the 
primary political actor existing beyond 
the bounds of democratic account-
ability. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States 
should not yield to violations of human 
rights and the rule of law by the gov-
ernment of Turkey or the Turkish 
military. The United States, and its al-
lies, particularly the European Union, 
must stand in solidarity with all Cyp-
riots and support their commendable 
efforts to reconcile their differences 
and establish a bi-communal, bi-zonal 
federation. 

With the support of this body, it 
should be made clear to Turkey that 
perpetuating the status quo on Cyprus 
hurts its relations with the United 
States and the rest of the world. Worst 
of all, it forecloses Turkey’s prospects 
for accession to the European Union. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
reconciliation efforts now underway, 
and demand from our Turkish ally that 
it refrain from interfering in the rec-
onciliation efforts now underway. With 
a truly concerted effort by this body, 
next year we will commend the Cyp-
riots on their courageous reconcili-
ation, instead of observing the 35th 
year of Turkish military occupation. 

f 

THE 73 PERCENT MAJORITY, A 
PLAN FOR INDEPENDENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, in our coun-
try, Americans debate, argue and dis-
cuss all types of issues. And because of 
the type of people we are, we seldom 
agree on everything. Almost any issue 
you bring before the American public, 
it is evenly split on most issues, about 
50/50, sometimes a little more than oth-
ers. 

But today, 73 percent of all Ameri-
cans believe we ought to drill offshore. 
That is a phenomenal number. 73 per-
cent of Americans don’t really agree on 
hardly anything, but they agree on 
drilling offshore because the American 
public gets it. They understand we 
need more crude oil, Mr. Speaker. And 
the only way we can get gasoline is 
from crude oil. And the offshore drill-
ing ban by the President has been lift-
ed. 

The only thing standing between us 
and energy independence offshore is 
Congress. Congress has handcuffed the 
American public’s will to drill offshore. 

This map shows where we drill cur-
rently, Mr. Speaker. The section down 
here in the Southeast, where the blue 
markers are, now, I represent part of 
the State of Texas, and proud to do so. 
But we only drill in this country off 
the shore of Texas, Louisiana, parts of 
Mississippi, and parts of Alabama. 

But yet, you see all of this red sec-
tion, off of our shores, and in all of 
those areas there are places where 
there is crude oil on the bottom of the 
ocean. But yet, Congress won’t let us 
drill there. There are a lot of reasons 
for that. They are all political, and 
they are all nonsense because there is 
oil out there. 

Seventy-three percent of the Amer-
ican public say we ought to drill. We 
need help. Gasoline prices are too high. 
We can’t afford to go to work. And 
even in California, 53 percent of the 
people who live on the West Coast in 
California say, for the first time in re-
cent memory, that we ought to drill off 
that coast as well because there is 
crude oil out there in the Pacific. But 
because of political reasons and rea-
sons that really don’t make much 
sense we are not taking care of our-
selves. 

One argument is that we can’t drill 
safely, that those oil rigs out there in 
the Gulf of Mexico and off the east and 
west coast will cause environmental 
damage because there will be pollution 
from that crude oil that would seep 
from those oil rigs. That is not correct, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Give you the best example. In 2005, 
two hurricanes came blasting through 
my congressional district in Southeast 
Texas. Their names were Katrina and 
Rita. They came from Louisiana and 
Texas. Hundreds of offshore rigs in this 
area where we do drill were damaged or 
completely destroyed. But yet, we 
didn’t hear 1 word about those rigs 
causing pollution from crude oil seep-
age from the bottom of the Gulf of 
Mexico, and the reason was it didn’t 
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happen. Those massive valves that sit 
on the bottom of the Gulf of Mexico 
called Christmas trees, that are made 
in Houston, Texas, by the way, they 
shut down. That crude oil was not al-
lowed to escape and there was no envi-
ronmental damage. 

But still we hear this hue and cry. 
We can’t drill safely. There is pollu-
tion. Crude oil will pollute our shores. 
Let’s look at some facts instead of 
hysteria. 

Pollution from crude oil. Here is 
where it comes from off our shores. 
Mother Nature is the biggest culprit. 63 
percent of the pollution of crude oil 
that comes a shore is from Mother Na-
ture. 

The second is boating, 32 percent. 
Tankers cause 3 percent. And if you 
look at that little bitty line over there 
on the end, Mr. Speaker, 2 percent 
comes from offshore drilling. Mother 
Nature is the culprit, not offshore drill-
ing. We can drill offshore safely. 

We need to take care of ourselves. If 
we allow the opening of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, two good things will 
happen. Those oil companies will have 
to pay a lot of money for the right to 
drill offshore. That brings revenue into 
the Federal Treasury, to the taxpayers. 
And we ought to let States that do 
allow offshore drilling, no matter 
which State it is, get a portion of that 
offshore lease revenue, and let them 
use it in their states for whatever they 
wish, like education, transportation, 
health care, whatever they wish. 

Secondly, thousands, literally thou-
sands of high-paying jobs will be cre-
ated if we allow offshore drilling, plus 
we will have the crude oil, then the 
gasoline and be able to reduce the 
price. That is not the only answer, off-
shore drilling, but it is one of the an-
swers. 

And we are not doing anything. Like 
my grandfather used to say, when all is 
said and done, more is said than done. 
And we haven’t done anything this 
week. We could be 1 week up on off-
shore drilling if we just took the hand-
cuffs off of America and allowed off-
shore drilling. 

$425 million dollars a day goes to 
Saudi Arabia from the American tax-
payers to buy crude oil. $425 million. 
That money needs to stay home. We 
need to take care of ourselves. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

SETTING A FIRM TIMETABLE FOR 
IRAQ REDEPLOYMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, support 
is growing, finally, for setting a time-
table for the responsible redeployment 
of American troops and military con-
tractors from Iraq. Iraqi Prime Min-
ister Maliki supports a timetable. A 
majority of the Iraqi Parliament sup-
ports a timetable. Both Houses of Con-
gress have voted for a timetable. There 

is growing evidence that the majority 
of the Iraqi people support a timetable. 
And the American people certainly 
support a timetable. 

Even the administration, which has 
spent more than 5 years turning a deaf 
ear to the American people, can finally 
hear the steady drumbeat of support 
for a timetable. Last week the adminis-
tration agreed to what it called a gen-
eral time horizon for meeting aspira-
tional goals in Iraq. This kind of state-
ment is actually better than ‘‘stay the 
course,’’ which we have heard like a 
broken record from the White House 
for years. And it represents a victory 
for those who have been demanding a 
new direction in Iraq. 

But the administration’s position 
still falls far short of what is needed. A 
general time horizon for meeting aspi-
rational goals is far too vague. When 
would the time horizon be reached? No-
body knows. 

What is an aspirational goal? Nobody 
knows. 

I believe the fuzzy wording is delib-
erate. It is obvious that the adminis-
tration wanted to say something that 
sounds like a withdrawal but isn’t a 
withdrawal. The loopholes in the ad-
ministration’s position are big enough 
to drive a truck through. I am afraid 
that a general time horizon for meet-
ing aspirational goals may just be an-
other way of saying ‘‘permanent occu-
pation.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, we need clarity in our 
policy. We need to set a firm timetable 
for redeployment and a firm date for 
complete redeployment. These dates 
should be set in a way that ensures the 
safety of our troops and guarantees 
that the redeployment will be orderly 
and responsible. And we need a clear 
statement that there will be no perma-
nent U.S. bases in Iraq. 

A firm timetable for redeployment 
will accomplish many important goals. 
It will return full sovereignty to the 
Iraqi people. It will give the Iraqis in-
centives to step up the pace for polit-
ical reconciliation. It will hasten the 
day that the Iraqis are capable of tak-
ing full responsibility for their own se-
curity. It will take an enormous strain 
off our own military, which has been 
stretched to the breaking point by the 
occupation of Iraq. It will relieve the 
strain on our overburdened military 
families. It will help to stabilize the 
Middle East, and help the United 
States to be a more effective broker in 
peace talks between the Israelis and 
Palestinians. 

b 2000 

It will allow us to focus on a solution 
for Afghanistan, a solution that can 
win the hearts and minds of the Afghan 
people. It will allow us to take billions 
of dollars that are being spent on the 
Iraq occupation and use that money in-
stead for domestic needs and to help 
the American people deal with current 
hard times. 

It will open the door for regional and 
for international partners to come into 

Iraq and to help with the reconstruc-
tion of that shattered nation. It will 
restore America’s moral leadership in 
the world, and it will make us a more 
credible leader in the fight against ter-
rorism. It will send a signal to the rest 
of the world that America is ready to 
be America again. That means a nation 
which respects the rule of law, that has 
compassion of the people of the world 
and that prefers peace over war. 

Mr. Speaker, the administration’s 
time horizon isn’t enough. After more 
than 5 years of occupation, the only 
thing that should be on the horizon is 
a firm timetable for redeployment. 
That’s what the American people and 
the Iraqi people want. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

OIL EXPLORATION AND 
PRODUCTION IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DANIEL E. 
LUNGREN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I have the privi-
lege of representing the Third Congres-
sional District of California. It is in the 
Greater Sacramento area. I live in a 
wonderful community called Gold 
River along the American River, near 
the site of the finding of gold in the 
1800s, which began the great gold rush 
in California. 

When I was home in my district over 
the last several weekends, I had an op-
portunity to speak to a number of peo-
ple in that district, and the issue that 
they were most concerned about was 
that of energy. 

This is of some interest to me, not 
only because of the legitimate con-
cerns of the people of my district—the 
problems that are besetting them as a 
result of the higher and higher prices 
of energy, particularly with respect to 
gasoline, the embedded transportation 
costs and many other things, such as 
food—but because, before I moved to 
that area some now 20 years ago, I for 
most of my life lived in Long Beach, 
California, and I’d had the privilege of 
representing that area and the adjoin-
ing areas for 10 years in this Congress 
during my first tenure here. Although I 
was not involved in the energy indus-
try nor were my parents nor were other 
members of my family, I did go to 
school with a number of people who 
were either involved or whose parents 
were involved in that industry. 

The community of Signal Hill is 
completely surrounded by my home-
town of Long Beach—Signal Hill, one 
of the longest producing oil fields in 
the United States. As I grew up, I saw 
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offshore drilling, some very close to 
shore on the manmade islands in San 
Pedro Bay and Long Beach Harbor, 
where the drilling of a resource that 
had been counted to be, perhaps, as 
large as 2 billion barrels of oil was a re-
ality during the years I grew up, and it 
continues to this day. 

As a matter of fact, every school dis-
trict in California benefited from that 
as they got a bit of the royalties that 
were achieved because these are con-
sidered State lands, tidelands. 

I also saw some rigs further out off 
the shores of the Long Beach and Hun-
tington Beach areas that I represented, 
and I noted that we didn’t have prob-
lems with oil seepage or with the loss 
of oil to any measurable amount dur-
ing those years that I saw it there. 

I also understood from those who 
worked in the fields and from those 
who worked in the refineries that this 
is tough work, difficult work, but it is 
proud work, hard work, blue-collar 
work, American work. I remember 
some of my friends having parents who 
were called wildcatters. It wasn’t a de-
risive term at the time. It was a term 
of some pride. These were people who 
took risks to go out and attempt to 
find oil, not only in California but in 
other places around the United States, 
and somehow during the period of time 
or from the period of time that I was a 
child to the present time, these people 
have gotten a bad name, that somehow 
anything that is touched by the oil in-
dustry is dirty and befouls the environ-
ment. 

Yet what we have seen over the last 
30 to 40 years is a remarkable improve-
ment in technology and tremendous at-
tention to detail with respect to the 
protection of the environment. So it 
not only surprises but it saddens me 
that on this floor we can’t have debate 
about bills that would allow us to dis-
cover, uncover and produce the natural 
resources that are available to us at 
this present time for ourselves, for our 
children and for our grandchildren. 

We are here on a Thursday evening 
once again. We are not here for a 5-day 
week but for barely a 3-day week, com-
ing up next week for our last week be-
fore we leave for the August recess, and 
we have not had one serious piece of 
legislation dealing with increased sup-
ply. We’ve had shell game legislation 
like today’s legislation on the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. We’ll remove 
some now, put it back later. The net 
result is no increase in supply world-
wide, and that is the answer, in part, to 
the energy problem. 

I have supported wind, and I have 
supported solar, and I have supported 
nuclear, and I have supported geo-
thermal, and I have supported hydro-
electric. I continue to support that, but 
the fact of the matter is, if you look at 
the real world, we very much rely on 
oil, natural gas and oil, and we have 
tremendous reserves in and around this 
country that we have put off limits. It 
doesn’t make sense. It makes less and 
less sense every day, and yet we fail to 
move. 

I would just hope that, before we 
leave next Friday, we would at least 
have a single vote on this floor to open 
up greater areas for exploration and for 
the production of American oil pro-
duced by American men and women for 
American men and women. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE CITY OF 
BRUNSWICK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. SUTTON) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in honor and recognition of the 
City of Brunswick, one of the ‘‘10 Best 
Towns for Families’’ in the United 
States. 

The City of Brunswick has been rec-
ognized by Family Circle magazine 
from over 1,850 communities as one of 
the ‘‘10 Best Towns for Families.’’ But 
this is hardly a surprise for anyone who 
lives there. 

With family-friendly neighborhoods 
and child-friendly parks, like Mooney 
Park, where hundreds of boys and girls 
fill summer evenings playing baseball 
and softball, we have long known that 
Brunswick is one of the best towns for 
families. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the rest of Amer-
ica will know about the vision Bruns-
wick’s community leaders and their 
citizens have pursued to create a com-
munity of excellence. 

Communities throughout this Nation 
can look to Brunswick for examples of 
how to green their communities. With 
their Tire Adoption program, over 
$25,000 was raised to recycle 20,000 tires, 
converting old junkyard into park 
land. 

In addition, the Brunswick Art 
Works recently held the second annual 
Eco-Arts Chalk Festival in North Park. 
At this event, children not only com-
peted in chalk art sidewalk drawing 
contests, but they also made their own 
rain collection barrels out of recycled 
plastic drums. 

Let us not forget that the Nation’s 
first LEED-certified grocery store calls 
Brunswick, Ohio in the Brunswick 
Town Center its home. 

Mr. Speaker, once again, I am so 
pleased to honor Brunswick, Ohio, part 
of my district, as one of the 10 best 
towns in America for families. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KAGEN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. KAGEN addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

THE FIGHT FOR OUR FUTURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, in the 
days after the 9/11 attacks, politicians, 
journalists and assorted experts rushed 
to claim that America and the world 
had entered a new era and that the bat-
tle with al Qaeda would define the first 
decades of the 21st century. 

As the fight against al Qaeda has 
continued and intensified, we have 
come to see the impact of that fight on 
a key national security paradigm of 
the post Cold War era: the quest for en-
ergy security in an industrializing and 
ever-flattering world. 

The United States has long recog-
nized that our global leadership and 
economic strength depended on cheap, 
abundant energy from the Middle East. 
Disruptions to that supply as a result 
of the 1973 oil embargo, the Iranian 
revolution of 1979 and the 1990 Iraqi in-
vasion of Kuwait had demonstrated our 
vulnerability to events halfway around 
the world. Rather than taking the 
steps necessary to wean ourselves from 
Middle East oil, we sought to create 
stability in the region by aligning our-
selves with pro-Western autocrats 
whose powerful internal security forces 
kept restive populations in check. 

Capacity and price, the first high and 
the second low, stayed our hand. Cheap 
and plentiful oil powered the American 
economy to preeminence while solar, 
wind and biomass energy were expen-
sive. Environmental concerns, includ-
ing increasing evidence that the burn-
ing of fossil fuels was altering the 
Earth’s climate, were relegated to sec-
ondary status. 

All of that has now changed. The 9/11 
attacks and the Iraq war have high-
lighted the seething political insta-
bility in the Middle East. The rise of 
China and India have increased com-
petition for oil even as the global sup-
ply has remained stable. Finally, the 
Earth’s climate is changing more rap-
idly and more profoundly than many 
scientists had forecasted, leading to a 
global consensus that humanity must 
take immediate steps to curtail the 
emission of carbon dioxide and other 
greenhouse gasses. 

This confluence of political, eco-
nomic and environmental factors is one 
of the greatest challenges that this Na-
tion has faced in its history, but just as 
we have risen to meet other chal-
lenges—from the Revolution to the 
Civil War to the Great Depression and 
the totalitarian dictatorships of the 
20th century—I am confident that we 
will emerge from this crisis stronger 
and better positioned than our eco-
nomic rivals to prosper in this new 
world. 

As for the other problems that we 
have faced, finding a solution will re-
quire us to put our faith in American 
ingenuity and in our enormous capac-
ity to fund and focus research and de-
velopment efforts. In the last 2 years, 
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we have dramatically increased fund-
ing for research into renewable energy, 
but we must do even more by declaring 
a new Apollo Project for energy inde-
pendence. 

Even as we provide incentives to ac-
celerate scientific research into reduc-
ing the cost of renewable energy, we 
must also act now to reduce our fossil 
fuel imports. The cheapest and 
quickest way to accomplish this is to 
reduce energy and fuel use through fuel 
efficiency, energy efficiency, conserva-
tion, and green development. We can 
also reduce our dependence on fossil 
fuels and foreign oil in the short term 
by a responsible increase in domestic 
production, but this must be viewed for 
what it is—a short-term expedient and 
a bridge to a future based on renewable 
energy. 

We cannot convert our economy from 
one dependent on fossil fuels to one 
that is based on renewable energy over-
night, but we must take the position 
that our continued use of oil and gas 
will be largely phased out in the com-
ing decades and that renewed, environ-
mentally responsible exploration is in-
tended to ease the conversion to a post- 
fossil fuel economy. 

As a threshold matter, we must im-
prove the fuel efficiency of our cars and 
trucks, as Congress mandated last De-
cember, and develop plug-in hybrid ve-
hicles to drive further efficiency. Doing 
this will not only break our addiction 
to oil, it will also reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions by 30 percent. 

This effort should be undertaken in 
conjunction with the national effort to 
improve our public transportation sys-
tem, which still receives just a fraction 
of the investment that we put into 
roads. Congress has acted to increase 
public transit, but more needs to be 
done both at a local level and, more 
importantly, at State and regional lev-
els. 

We must also make our homes more 
energy efficient by installing rooftop 
solar panels, switching to energy-effi-
cient appliances and enabling con-
sumers and businesses to pay lower 
prices for electricity at night so that 
we can reduce the daytime spike in 
electricity usage that requires utilities 
to keep high-price power generation on 
call. 

Companies have invested and work-
ers have trained themselves in indus-
tries that were supported by our past 
Tax Code and its provisions. Climate 
change legislation will change those 
incentives, and while many high-tech 
American industries will prosper, some 
industries will suffer. For example, in 
my home State of California, solar and 
geothermal are growing by leaps and 
bounds. There are start-ups throughout 
the State building solar energy plants 
and installing solar energy systems. 
The silicon shortage that has slowed 
solar development in the last 3 years is 
fading as new factories come online. 

But this new development is still de-
pendent on the tax incentives that 
Congress has still not extended past 

the end of the year. We must not let 
these tax incentives expire and, in-
stead, extend them for several years so 
that this expanding industry can be-
come a driver in the economy. 

Mr. Speaker, my constituents are 
telling me they want Congress to take 
the steps necessary to transition our 
Nation to clean, renewable energy. I 
urge us to do exactly that. 

They have told me that the energy crisis 
has imposed enormous hardship on them and 
on millions of other Americans. But, as in cri-
ses past, they also believe that our ingenuity, 
our can-do spirit and optimism will enable us 
to bequeath to our children and grandchildren 
a world that is cleaner and more prosperous. 
I share their hopes and their determination. 

b 2015 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CALVERT) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CALVERT addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FLAKE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CULBERSON addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CONAWAY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. WELLER of Illinois addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to come down 
once again with my good friend from 
western PA, just over the border, Mr. 
ALTMIRE from Pennsylvania, to just 
kind of clear up the record here a little 
bit and talk a little bit about what we 
have been doing here over the past 

year-and-a-half in Congress, to talk a 
little bit about the hole our country is 
in and how it has led to a lot of the 
stress that most American families are 
feeling now, most small businesses are 
feeling now. 

But I’m going to take some liberties 
here, Mr. Speaker, and congratulate 
my brother and my sister-in-law. A few 
days ago, Andrea Maria was born to my 
brother and sister-in-law, and now my 
godchild, Nicolas, and the second-in- 
command, Dominick, now have a little 
baby sister. So I wanted to congratu-
late my mom and Joe and Shari 
Burkey, the grandparents, and my 
brother and sister-in-law for having an-
other one, three for three. So, if the 
gentleman has a few kids of his own, he 
knows they’re not getting much sleep, 
but the baby is healthy. 

Also, I want to talk about, I think 
with that in mind, is what kind of leg-
acy we’re leaving to this next genera-
tion of Americans. And our friends 
today who spoke before us and spoke 
on the floor a little bit earlier today, 
you know, were talking about the im-
portance of getting oil into the market 
and how if we would get oil into the 
market that it would reduce the cost of 
a gallon of gas. 

And what the Democratic leadership 
has done—and just today we voted on 
taking 70 million barrels of oil out of 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
which is what we have as a country, 700 
million barrels of oil, just in case, if 
there’s some kind of catastrophe, if 
there’s some kind of crisis, that we can 
go to this oil and use it for whatever 
purposes we deem necessary. 

So, a few months ago, as we put oil 
into this reserve every day and every 
month, we said, as Democrats, that 
starting I think on June 30 that this oil 
would not go into the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve every day; instead, we 
would divert it out of the reserve and 
into the market. And analysts were 
telling us that that would have some 
short-term effect in bringing the cost 
down. 

We have seen the cost of a gallon of 
gas go down in the past few days, not 
significantly enough, but we feel like 
that strategic move that we made is 
having some effect. 

So, today, we wanted to take that to 
the next step and say that we’re going 
to take 10 percent of this reserve, 70 
million barrels of oil, and pump it right 
into the market, and it would affect all 
the speculation that’s going on 
through the Enron loophole, and it 
would inject oil into the market. 

And today, we had a vote. And a lot 
of our friends, who were down on this 
floor, Mr. Speaker, just minutes and 
hours ago and have been railing on how 
we need to get oil into the market, 
voted against this oil going directly 
into the market. And you can’t have it 
both ways, Mr. Speaker. You can’t say 
you want more supply of oil into the 
market, and then when we bring up a 
bill and just cause the Democrats bring 
the bill up and say take 70 million bar-
rels of oil and put it into the market to 
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drive down costs immediately, our 
friends all voted against it. You can’t 
have it both ways. Either you want oil 
into the market, you want more sup-
ply, or you don’t. And just because the 
Democrats say use the reserve and put 
it in to stop the speculation and drive 
the price down, our friends voted 
against it. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. ALTMIRE. I thank the gen-

tleman, and I do congratulate him on 
his new niece as well. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Thank you. 
Mr. ALTMIRE. And the gentleman is 

correct, and we were sitting here lis-
tening to some of the Members that 
came before us talk about the impor-
tance of supply, and there’s a couple of 
issues. 

One is the fact that we are dealing 
with folks who are advocating increas-
ing supply 10 and 20 years from now. 
The policies of drilling off the coasts 
and opening up new areas of the Outer 
Continental Shelf, opening up the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska, 
the first drop of oil does not come for 
10 years. We don’t achieve peak capac-
ity in either of those areas for at least 
20 years, according to the Department 
of Energy, President’s Bush own De-
partment of Energy. Those aren’t our 
numbers; that’s their numbers. 

So the issue of increasing supply— 
and they have a really nice slogan that 
they like to use: Drill here, drill now. 
And we’ll see them wearing their but-
tons, and you hear some of the radio 
talk show hosts around the country: 
Drill here, drill now. And that’s a great 
slogan, but that’s not what ANWR is. 
That’s not what opening up new areas 
of the Outer Continental Shelf is. If 
you are advocating that policy, if 
that’s your energy policy, then your 
slogan ought to be: Drill here, drill in 
10 years, drill in 20 years. So that’s one 
side of the equation. 

But to what the gentleman talks 
about, if you’re going to make the ar-
gument that the only way to solve this 
energy crisis is to increase the supply 
of oil, domestic supply, let’s get more 
oil on to the market—and again, what 
they’re advocating isn’t doing it imme-
diately—but if you’re saying we need 
to do it immediately, well, there is one 
way to do it immediately, and let’s 
take a look at the history. 

The gentleman talked about, effec-
tive July 1, the 70,000 barrels a day 
every day that this country was plac-
ing into the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve is now going into the private 
market, effective July 1. What’s been 
the impact? Well, on July 7, which was 
that first day after the July 4 holidays, 
the price of gas was at an all-time 
high. I believe it was four-eleven-and-a- 
half, highest it’s ever been. We’re right 
now about 6 cents less than that, not a 
substantial decrease. But instead of the 
exponential increase that we had seen 
for months, trajectory of price straight 
up, we’ve now seen a very slight de-
crease, but a decrease nonetheless. Cer-
tainly, some stability in the market 

where none existed before as a direct 
result of the action this Congress took 
to begin withholding shipments in the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, and now 
we’ve seen the impact. It has reduced 
the price. 

Well, what do you think the impact 
would be instead of 70,000 barrels a day, 
how about taking 70 million barrels out 
of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
over a certain period of time, not all at 
once, but putting 70 million barrels 
into the market? You would see an 
amazing decrease in the price, as the 
gentleman knows, and that’s what we 
advocated here today. 

And while we were sitting here lis-
tening to the Members that came be-
fore us, a couple of them in particular 
talked about how this Congress has 
done nothing advocating increasing 
supply. Well, today, not last week or 
last year, today before we came on the 
floor for this speech, this whole House 
took a vote a couple of hours ago on re-
leasing 70 million barrels. You want to 
talk about now, that’s now, 70 million 
barrels from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, put it into the market. 

It would have an incredible effect, 
not only on decreasing gas prices be-
cause you have more supply, but 
maybe even more importantly, on 
these speculators who are betting on 
the price of oil continuing to go up and 
manipulating the price in the market, 
and that’s a very real issue. It’s a very 
big part of why gas prices have gone up 
as high as they have because of this 
market speculation. They wouldn’t 
know how to react if we put 70 million 
barrels in a time sequence over time 
into the market. That would have real 
impact on their ability to continue to 
manipulate, and they would lower the 
cost in the market as well. It would 
have two impacts. 

And how do those Members who talk 
about increasing supply and the need of 
this Congress to do something about 
gas prices—it’s all they talk about. 
Well, what did they do? Well, most all 
of them voted against it. We have the 
numbers here on the vote. 157 Repub-
licans opposed that vote today. 157 
voted against increasing domestic sup-
ply of oil. After all the lectures we’ve 
had to endurefor the last several 
months about how we need to put more 
oil in the market, we had a vote to do 
just that today. A hundred plus of 
them voted against it. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And that’s the 
thing. We get a card, you’ve got a vote, 
the board lights up, your name’s up 
there, you either hit the green button 
for ‘‘yes’’ and the red button for ‘‘no.’’ 
And the same people that said, you 
know, we’ve got to get oil, we’ve got to 
put it on the market, voted against it. 
And as you said 157 Republicans. 

Now, we’re big on third party 
validators here with our 30 Something 
because we know you may not nec-
essarily believe everything that we are 
saying so we make sure that we back 
some of this up. 

Now, here is the statistics, and I will 
share also some quotes. This is what’s 

happened in the past when we’ve taken 
out of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
this oil that’s just sitting there and 
we’ve put it into the market. 

In 1991, this was done by the first 
President Bush, and prices went down 
by 33 percent. In 2000, it was done 
again, 18.7 percent prices went down, 
and it was done in 2005, which is 9 per-
cent. So any of these examples in 
which we took directly out of the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve and put it 
into the market has driven costs down 
and in 1991 to the tune of 33 percent, 
but even if it was 10 percent, you’re 
talking about immediately knocking 40 
cents a gallon off of a gallon of gas. 

And that’s what we tried to pass 
today, and 157 Republicans prevented 
that from happening. That’s the bot-
tom line. And so you can’t say one 
thing and then do the other. 

So you know Mr. ALTMIRE is saying 
this. I’m saying this. Speaker PELOSI is 
saying this. But that’s not it. We’re not 
the only ones saying it. Former Speak-
er Newt Gingrich says, First thing is 
dump about half the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve into the world market. 
You can pump about 2 million barrels a 
day. The marginal effect of that will 
bring down the price of oil very sub-
stantially. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. If the gentleman 
would yield, to put that in perspective, 
former Speaker Gingrich by that quote 
is advocating—did he say half the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Yeah. 
Mr. ALTMIRE. To put that in per-

spective to what we did today, half of 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve would 
be approximately 350 million barrels. 
We voted today on 70 million barrels, 
time released over time. Speaker Ging-
rich recommended a much more drastic 
course of action, 350 million barrels, 
and again, 157 Republicans voted 
against a much smaller version of that 
today. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Right. So we had 
an opportunity today to do this, and 
the Republicans have prevented it. You 
can surmise why maybe they wanted to 
do that, but we have experts who we 
try to listen to when it’s coming to 
these major economic decisions that 
are going to reduce the price at the 
pump, and we had the opportunity to 
do that today and it was prevented. So 
it wasn’t just Speaker Gingrich. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. I’m sorry, if the gen-
tleman will yield, because I hadn’t seen 
this quote before we came on today, 
that quote—because people at home 
might say, well, when was that from? 
Was that from 1996? What are we talk-
ing about? That quote was from June 
12 of this year. Last month is when 
that quote came from. So that’s a real- 
time quote, talking about half the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve as a 
course of action. 

b 2030 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Absolutely. So 
just a few days ago, our good friend 
from Tennessee, Representative 
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WAMP—who I sit on the Energy and 
Water Subcommittee of Appropriations 
with—RODNEY ALEXANDER, a Repub-
lican from Louisiana, Johnny Isakson, 
Republican from Georgia, there are 
some Republicans who are saying, ‘‘put 
this into the market,’’ but not enough 
to actually have the kind of impact to 
actually get this done, not as many as 
we need. 

And when you look at the American 
Trucking Association, when you look 
at the National Farmers Union, when 
you look at the Air Transportation As-
sociation, all of these groups wanted us 
to do this today. We did it, and it was 
prevented from happening: 70 million 
barrels of oil going into the market 
today. 

But part of it—and I know the gen-
tleman wants to talk a little bit about 
this as well—is what is happening with 
the dollar and how the dollar has been, 
because of its weakness at this point, 
the dollar has increased the cost of a 
lot of these commodities. 

And I’d like to yield to my friend. 
Mr. ALTMIRE. And I appreciate the 

gentleman yielding. 
And I would put it in the perspective 

of, let’s take a look at how we got 
where we are today, take a little walk 
down memory lane. And why have gas 
prices gone up so dramatically? And 
the speakers on the other side will 
bring up their charts with their 
timelines and try to point fingers and 
cast blame. 

The three major reasons that gas 
prices have increased so dramatically 
over the past several months is the in-
creased demand for growing economies 
like China and India. There is nothing 
we can do about that; that is going to 
continue to grow, it’s going to con-
tinue to be a problem. And we’re going 
to have to continue to deal with that, 
the increased demand in growing 
economies. 

However, two of the other main rea-
sons why the price of gas has gone up 
so much over the past several months, 
the speculators in the market manipu-
lating the price, driving it up beyond 
reasonable levels because they’re bet-
ting that the cost of oil is going to con-
tinue to go up. That’s something we 
can do something about, something we 
are going to do something about. 

And the other factor, a major reason 
for the price of oil in the market hav-
ing risen to all-time record highs—be-
fore we stopped the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve shipments, which has led 
to the decrease in recent weeks, but 
it’s still at a near record high for the 
price of oil—is the U.S. dollar and the 
low dollar around the world. 

Oil is traded in the world market 
with the U.S. dollar. Obviously we use 
the U.S. dollar, so we’re going to pay 
more for oil as a result of the deflation 
that has taken place with the dollar at 
near record lows in relation to other 
currencies around the world. Anyone 
who has traveled this summer to other 
countries can see the impact of the low 
dollar on your exchange rate. 

Well, let’s take a look at why that 
happened. Why do we have such a low 
dollar? Two of the main reasons: 

Our trade deficit, the imbalance in 
trade from what we’re shipping out 
overseas to what we’re bringing in. 
We’re bringing in a lot more from over-
seas than we’re exporting. The trade 
imbalance plays a huge role in that. 

And of course the debt, the national 
debt. And we’ve talked many times—I 
won’t give you the long lecture on it. 
But suffice it to say 8 years ago we 
were looking at a $5.5 trillion surplus 
over the next 10 years, could have paid 
off the entire national debt. Because of 
the economic policies of this adminis-
tration and the previous Congresses 
when they controlled both the White 
House and Congress on the other side, 
the decisions that were made have led 
to a skyrocketing national debt, defi-
cits every year, deficits as far as the 
eye can see. And now, instead of having 
paid off the entire national debt, what 
do we have? We have a debt ceiling 
that’s now over $10 trillion. That’s why 
the dollar is at an all-time low. That’s 
one of the big reasons why oil has sky-
rocketed in the world market. 

So the very people who made those 
decisions, the very people who are re-
sponsible for those economic policies 
and those trade policies that have led 
to devaluation of the dollar in the 
world-wide market, the very same peo-
ple who made those decisions are now 
coming forward with their ideas on 
what to do with regard to the energy 
crisis. And we should take that with a 
grain of salt, at minimum, because 
we’ve seen the impact of their policies, 
we know what happened. The American 
people have cast judgment on what 
they thought about those policies. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Well, let’s think 
about it. When the second President 
Bush got in in 2000, two oilmen in the 
White House, and Vice President CHE-
NEY has this secret meeting—that no-
body was allowed to know about—to 
begin to implement the energy policy 
of this administration, Republican 
House, Republican Senate, Republican 
White House, and here we go, here 
comes the energy policy. 

Now, an energy policy that we agree 
on today doesn’t necessarily have an 
effect today. Moving barrels out of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve is a 
unique example of something having an 
immediate effect. But with energy poli-
cies, today’s decisions have an effect 
years later. And so in 2000, when the 
Bush administration came, Mr. Speak-
er, and implemented this policy, head-
ed up by the Vice President, we are 
now feeling the effects of it. 

There was no massive move towards 
alternative energy. There was no ex-
pansion of nuclear. There was no ex-
pansion of biodiesel. There was no sig-
nificant investment into alternative 
energies so that we can become inde-
pendent. And when you look at the fact 
that we import—nearly 70 percent of 
the oil that we use in this country is 
imported from other sources, com-

pletely dependent on the Middle East 
and other countries in South America. 

So they have implemented their en-
ergy policy, and today we have $4 a gal-
lon gas. And the comments saying 
somehow that it’s not their fault, it’s 
not their responsibility, when their 
policies have been implemented, is ri-
diculous. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. And I would remind 
our colleagues and the gentleman—he 
probably was sitting here when Presi-
dent Bush stood right behind him at 
that podium in this House for his State 
of the Union Address—probably 2005, I 
think—and talked about our addiction 
to oil, spent most of his speech talking 
about our addiction to oil and how we 
need to do everything we can and have 
a national priority to get away from 
our addiction to oil. Well, his energy 
plan is inconsistent with that rhetoric 
because his energy plan is all about 
furthering our addiction to oil, cement-
ing it—— 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Right. 
Mr. ALTMIRE.—in a way that we 

have never seen before in this country, 
where everything they want to do has 
to do with expanding our dependence 
on oil, making us more dependent. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And if you think 
about what, in my estimation, great 
leaders would have done after 9/11, and 
you think about what the Lincolns and 
the Roosevelts and the Kennedys would 
have done in that particular situation, 
we had so much political clout in the 
world after 9/11. President Bush’s ap-
proval ratings were off the charts. He 
failed to seize that opportunity to call 
up the oil companies, sit them down in 
the Cabinet room and say, boys, the 
party’s over. We’re all getting to-
gether, it’s going to be a public/private 
partnership, and we’re going in the al-
ternative energy realm together as a 
country, public and private. He didn’t 
do that. He asked everyone to go shop-
ping; that was the big, creative chal-
lenge to the country. And that was a 
missed opportunity that few Presidents 
ever get, and he got it. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. And we would be 7 
years down the road of that initiative 
right now. 

You think about the Apollo moon 
landing and the Manhattan Project, 
when Americans came together, 
worked towards a common goal, put 
our best and brightest and all of our re-
sources on the task, and we got the job 
done. So we would be 7 years into that 
right now. We would have made such 
tremendous progress. 

And it wouldn’t have just been us, it 
would be the entire world. The people 
at Honda and Toyota are putting out 
hydrogen fuel cell cars and hybrid bat-
tery-operated cars. The hybrid car in 
the 2010 model for Toyota is going to 
get 90 miles for the gallon. And there 
are going to be kinks and they’re going 
to be too expensive at first, but we’re 
getting there, we’re making progress. 
Imagine 7 years ago, if we had had a 
national and worldwide commitment 
led by the United States of America, 
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how different things would be today in-
stead of paying $4 a gallon for gas. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And when you 
think about that, and we had T. Boone 
Pickens in our caucus this week, he 
was on the Hill talking to both Demo-
crats and Republicans—many people 
may have seen his commercials about 
his plan for transferring energy from 
being oil-based into some of these al-
ternative energy fields, including wind, 
primarily, for him—but here’s a geolo-
gist from Oklahoma University who is 
worth $4 billion in the oil industry, 
kind of understands what’s going on, 
telling us ‘‘You can’t drill your way 
out of this.’’ 

But his main point was, not only that 
we’re importing 70 percent of our oil, 
but there’s a $700 billion transfer of 
wealth from the United States into 
these other countries. And what we’re 
saying is that $700 billion, that should 
be put to work here in the United 
States of America building windmills, 
building nuclear facilities, moving for-
ward with a lot of these other alter-
native energy sources that are clean 
and renewable. 

And you add to that what we’re 
spending on the war in Iraq, $10 to $12 
billion a month in Iraq. This is going 
to be a trillion dollar war, at the end of 
the day it’s going to cost us $3 trillion 
when you factor in the cost of dealing 
with a lot of the veterans who have 
come back, who we have an obligation 
to take care of in order to honor their 
service. If that money was spent focus-
ing on investments in alternative en-
ergy here in the United States 7 years 
ago, we would be so far down the path. 
We would have a green country. We 
would have green energy. We would 
have control of the lithium batteries 
that are being made. You would have 
plug-in cars. This all could have hap-
pened in the last 5 or 6 years. 

And so we need to get out of this 
mentality that somehow we’re stuck. 
And I think for public officials to tell 
us that somehow, when you only have 
4 percent of the world’s oil reserves, 
you can somehow drill your way out of 
this problem is misleading. And Boone 
Pickens said that, ‘‘They mislead the 
public.’’ This is what he said the other 
day when he was here, July 23, ‘‘They 
mislead the public.’’ The public thinks 
we can go and drill and they mislead it, 
and that we’re going to get $2 a gallon 
in gas. 

Let’s have an honest conversation 
about how we can prevent us from get-
ting into the same situation a decade 
from now, where you and I—maybe 
here, maybe not here—that we’re not 
having the same conversation. 

And we have an opportunity to do 
that now. Speaker PELOSI, we’ve put 
hundreds of millions of dollars into re-
search and development for these alter-
native energy sources, and some are 
starting to come online. But this 
should have been done 30 years ago, but 
especially 7 years ago. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. The gentleman is cor-
rect. We had an energy crisis 35 years 

ago where people had to wait in line for 
their gas, and depending on whether 
you had an even or odd number ending 
your license plate, you had to alternate 
days to even have the right to buy gas. 
And when that crisis subsided, this 
country, unfortunately, took a sigh of 
relief and said, well, I’m glad that’s 
over. Let’s keep doing it the way we’re 
doing it, let’s keep doing what we’re 
doing. And we are not going to let that 
happen again. 

We are not going to leave this for 
people like your niece, who was just 
born that you’re talking about. We are 
going to address the problem now. 
We’re going to take the steps, in a very 
long-term away, to be thoughtful, and 
take an approach that’s not going to 
continue our addiction to oil, that’s 
not going to continue our dependence 
on oil. We’re going to move forward in 
a way that’s going to move us away 
from oil and look at every possible 
source. 

Mr. Pickens, who you have the chart 
behind you, the gentleman from Ohio, 
he has his ideas on how to do that. And 
I don’t know if it’s going to be wind-
mills—which is what Mr. Pickens advo-
cates. I don’t know if it’s going to be 
hydrogen fuel cell or hybrid cars or 
solar or nuclear or clean burning coal 
or something we haven’t thought of, 
but let’s put everyone we have, all of 
our resources, the best and brightest, 
on the job. Let’s get it done. 

And the mission should be to get us 
off of oil. That’s where we want to go. 
That’s something we didn’t do 35 years 
ago and, unfortunately, we’re the 
worse off for it. It’s something we 
didn’t do 7 years ago when we had a na-
tional crisis where we could have made 
that step in the right direction, we 
didn’t do it. But we are here now, and 
we are not going to let the same mis-
takes be made this time that were 
made in the past. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And when you 
look at—and you mentioned it earlier— 
when you look at a lot of the situa-
tions that we have to deal with, that 
hopefully we can fix in time that my 
nieces and nephews don’t have to deal 
with, but the debt, just in the last few 
years, $3 trillion increase in the debt 
ceiling here to $10 trillion. So we’re 
borrowing this money because of the 
irresponsible tax cuts that the Bush 
administration passed when they got 
in, giving tax cuts primarily to the 
wealthiest people in the country who 
are making billions of dollars a year, 
benefiting from the system we have, 
and increasing the pressure with health 
care and energy costs on the middle 
class at the same time. And so these 
increases and the money that we’re 
borrowing is coming from China, is 
coming from Japan, is coming from 
OPEC countries. 

So when you think about the situa-
tion we’re in now and you’re paying $4 
at the pump because the Bush energy 
plan, the Bush/Cheney energy plan has 
been implemented, you’re paying $4 at 
the pump, and then you realize that 

your country is borrowing money for 
the war and the debt and the tax cuts 
that are going primarily to the top 1 
percent, and that money that you’re 
borrowing is coming from China and 
oil-producing countries—so they’re 
loaning you the money, and they’re 
getting interest, you’re paying them 
interest on it just like you would do to 
the bank—and the oil-producing coun-
tries are producing moringe oil and 
shipping more over here, so we have a 
$700 billion transfer of payments over 
to these oil producing countries. When 
you think about borrowing money from 
China, paying them interest on the 
money, and they take the interest that 
they make off the money you’re bor-
rowing and they invest that into basi-
cally state-run operations over there, 
whether it’s steel, or any other kind of 
manufacturer that they lure over with 
the money that they get from the 
Americans to build industrial parks, to 
build roads and bridges so that compa-
nies will move over there, to build 
Navy ships so that they can have a 
strong fleet in the Pacific, we’re fund-
ing all this because of the irresponsible 
practices. 

b 2045 

So we’re trying to dig ourselves out 
of this hole, and we’re still getting re-
sistance. Even to the tune of trying to 
put 70 million barrels of oil on the mar-
ket, we have trouble getting that 
passed because our Republican friends, 
Mr. Speaker, continue to prevent us 
from doing that. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. ALTMIRE. I will tell you what 

else is irresponsible. The gentleman 
from Ohio has a chart behind him that 
has quotes from T. Boone Pickens 
about the oil industry and advocates of 
this ANWR and offshore drilling, ‘‘Drill 
Here, Drill Now,’’ and we have talked 
about that, and he says, ‘‘They mislead 
the public.’’ That’s Mr. Pickens’ quote. 
That’s what’s irresponsible. It’s irre-
sponsible to put forward a policy that 
is specifically designed to score polit-
ical points; to, in a very cheap way, 
take advantage of the American peo-
ple’s exasperation with the fact that 
gas prices have skyrocketed out of con-
trol in recent months. 

So instead of trying to solve the 
problem, instead of joining us in voting 
today to release 70 million barrels of 
oil into the market immediately, in-
stead of joining us to force the oil com-
panies to use the nearly 90 million 
acres that are already permitted and 
leased and ready to go and force them 
to drill on it right now or we’re going 
to give that lease to somebody who 
will, instead of joining us in these ef-
forts, they oppose it, and we have been 
unable to pass them out of the House 
because of their opposition, when we 
have almost unanimously on our side 
supported it. That’s what is going on 
here, and that is why Mr. Pickens talks 
about the public being misled on this 
because when your slogan here is 
‘‘Drill Here, Drill Now’’ and the only 
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policy that you’re advocating for 
doesn’t create the first drop of oil for 
at least 10 years, there’s a disconnect 
there and you are misleading the pub-
lic. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And from my per-
spective, I certainly don’t want to put 
the philosophy that got us into the 
problem that we are in and reaffirm it 
and continue to go down that road. We 
only have 4 percent of the world’s oil 
reserves. What don’t you get about 
that picture, Mr. Speaker? 

Mr. ALTMIRE. And we use 25 percent 
oil. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And we use 25 per-
cent. So we only have 4 percent and we 
use 25 percent, and we’re shipping $700 
billion a year to those countries that 
are sending their oil over here, and we 
can’t drill enough. Even if we open ev-
erything up, we still can’t get enough 
oil to solve the problem. It is simple 
math and it’s disingenuous, Mr. Speak-
er, to somehow mislead the American 
public, in the words of T. Boone Pick-
ens, who is an oilman from Texas who 
is saying the same thing. It is mis-
leading to say that we can drill our 
way out of this. 

There are 68 million acres that the 
oil companies now have, up to 90 mil-
lion. They’ve done the research as to 
where they wanted to purchase the 
lease. They think there is oil there. 
They know there’s oil there. Go and 
drill it and stop the political games of 
trying to say that somehow some of 
the American people are against it. Go 
ahead and drill. But that is not going 
to solve the problem. 

And I know in your district and I 
know the people that vote for me in my 
district want me to come down here to 
solve problems, not to mislead them 
and score political points. 

When I am eating at Vernon’s Res-
taurant about two blocks from me, the 
best Italian restaurant on the planet, 
Mr. Speaker, people want to know ex-
actly what we are going to do to solve 
the problem. And if you explain to 
them that we don’t have enough oil re-
serves to keep this train going, they’re 
smart enough to realize that they 
know how the movie ends, and it’s not 
pretty because now we’re 10 years from 
where we are today, gas is at $8 a gal-
lon, and we are more dependent on oil 
from the Middle East, and we have 
done nothing with wind and nuclear 
and biodiesel; so we are in a worse spot 
than we are today. 

Now, I would love to go to my friends 
who are at Vernon’s Restaurant and 
say, ‘‘If we just keep drilling, we’re 
going to be okay.’’ But that’s not the 
reality. Those aren’t the facts. And the 
facts have got to dictate what public 
policy is or we are not doing our job for 
the American people. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. And there may be 
some, Mr. RYAN, who are watching us 
today among our colleagues who would 
say, well, what are the facts? You’re 
giving your set of facts and figures. 
How do I know that what you’re saying 
is true? 

I would encourage any of our col-
leagues who are watching this to go to 
the Department of Energy’s Web site, 
pull up EIA, the Energy Information 
Administration, which is where all 
these figures that we talk about come 
from. That’s President Bush’s own De-
partment of Energy that is telling us 
what numbers we’re using today. 

And when you hear us talk about the 
68 million acres, we are talking about 
in the Continental United States, areas 
that are leased, ready to go. The oil 
companies have in an auction bought 
those leases. Clearly they think there’s 
oil there. They are paying rent on 
those leases right now for the right to 
keep that land. They would not do that 
if they didn’t think there is oil there. 
But our friends on the other side will 
still come one by one and parade up 
and say, well, there’s no oil there. 
Those are dry holes and there’s nothing 
there. They’re wrong, but let’s just let 
that go and say, okay, let’s talk about 
the 20 million acres in Alaska that we 
also talk about where there’s a similar, 
though not identical, circumstance 
where the Congress has approved the 
ability of the oil companies to lease 
and start drilling there. We’re not 
standing in the way. We have opened it 
up. The oil companies can drill there. 
It’s the Department of the Interior 
that has dragged their feet in getting 
these leases out. We want them to have 
the lease sales and the auctions to get 
the process going. It’s closer to 
Prudhoe Bay than ANWR; so the pipe-
line construction wouldn’t take as 
long, and it’s estimated that we could 
pull oil out of this area in 3 to 4 years 
instead of the 10 years it would take to 
pull it out of ANWR, which is a little 
bit further away. 

So what’s the point of all this? The 
point of all this is our friends on the 
other side will say the same thing: 
There’s no oil there. That’s not the 
fruitful area. It’s ANWR where the oil 
is, the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. 

Well, you might buy that argument 
except for fact what is the name of this 
territory that we’re talking about in 
Alaska? The name of the 20 million 
acres that we are talking about is the 
National Petroleum Reserve. Now, it 
would seem to me that if the name of 
the area is the ‘‘National Petroleum 
Reserve,’’ there’s probably some oil 
there. I think that’s a pretty safe 
guess. So you would have a pretty hard 
time saying that’s the reason why 
we’re not pulling oil out of the ground, 
because it’s not there, in the National 
Petroleum Reserve. 

So we brought to the floor last week 
a bill that said the Department of Inte-
rior is directed to hold the lease auc-
tions, to get the process going. The big 
oil companies are encouraged and, in 
fact, more than encouraged. They will 
either use the land for drilling or they 
will lose the right and we will give it to 
somebody who will. And we brought 
that bill to the floor. And as the gen-
tleman knows, what happened? All 
those same people who stand over on 

the other side and lecture us about the 
need to increase domestic supply, 
‘‘Drill Here, Drill Now,’’ they voted 
against it. Not all but most. The vast 
majority voted against it. Now, that 
seems pretty inconsistent to me. 

So what’s the motivation? Well, I’m 
not going to speculate on individual 
Members’ motivation. But if your 
mantra, if your cause celebre is ‘‘Drill 
Here, drill now, increase domestic pro-
duction, let’s get more oil on the mar-
ket,’’ and when the Congress brings to 
the floor a bill that does exactly that 
and sooner than the course of action 
that you advocate, I think you need to 
go home and explain to your constitu-
ents why you voted against that bill. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I agree. But it’s 
important for us to realize too that we 
are moving on the energy issues. We 
are trying to fix it, short term and long 
term. Short term by releasing the bar-
rels of oil out of the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve, have a short-term im-
pact, reduce the cost; and then long 
term, invest in these alternative en-
ergy sources with different kinds of 
cars and incentives and tax credits for 
renewables and all of these different 
policies that will help stimulate a lot 
of the renewable energy fields long 
term. 

We are also trying to do other things 
along public policy areas that will have 
an effect for families who are getting 
hurt today and getting squeezed be-
cause of energy and because of health 
care and because of tuition. 

One of the things I would like to talk 
about that we have been doing, fami-
lies want their kids to have a better 
life than they had, and they want their 
kids to move further on in life than 
they have. And the key in 2008 for that 
is an education. And what has hap-
pened just a week or so ago, one of the 
policies that we have implemented is 
reducing the cost of student loans. The 
cost of a student loan used to be 6.8 
percent, or the interest rate on a stu-
dent loan used to be about 6.8 percent 
last year. As of just a few days ago, 
this went down to 6 percent. And this is 
going to continue to go down over the 
course of the next few years to about 
3.4 percent for a student loan because 
when we got in, when the Democrats 
got in, and Speaker PELOSI has a major 
priority and a major emphasis on edu-
cation, this is where we put our re-
sources. This is where we made the in-
vestment. 

So for my friends, Mr. Speaker, who 
don’t seem to think there is a dif-
ference between the two parties, when 
you go to get a student loan and its .8 
percent less this year than it was last 
year, that’s because the Democrats are 
in and it was a priority for us to reduce 
the interest rate on a student loan. 
And when you go next year and it’s 
even lower and when you go the fol-
lowing year and I think by 2010 it’s 
down to 3.4 percent, the average stu-
dent loan is going to be reduced by 
about $4,400. So when you take the 
$4,400, you take the increase in the 
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minimum wage, you look at all of 
these different little policies that we 
have, they add up to where families 
and kids can have a better, more pros-
perous future than their parents had. 
But those are the kinds of investments 
that we’re making. And just today the 
minimum wage went up again because 
of what the Democrats have done. 

There’s a clear focus and a clear phi-
losophy of what we are trying to imple-
ment here, and that’s for middle class 
families to have success and for them 
to move forward and have their kids 
have more opportunity than they had. 
Whether it’s energy or health care or 
education, that’s where we are moving 
towards to make sure that we can ad-
vance that cause. 

Mr. ALTMIRE. I thank the gen-
tleman. That is something that we 
have worked on in this Congress and 
something that we have a great record 
of achievement is higher education. 
When you look at families struggling 
with the economy and look at the prob-
lems that we have with increased 
health care costs, certainly gas prices 
like we’re talking about, the cost of 
higher education is right there with 
the struggles that most middle class 
families or many middle class families 
in this country are facing. And this 
Congress took, in the very early days, 
a step, a very big step, to help families. 

We cut in half the interest rates on 
student loans from 6.8 percent to 3.4 
percent. And as the gentleman indi-
cates, that by itself is going to save the 
average student borrower in this coun-
try $4,400 over the lifetime of the loan. 

But we didn’t stop just there. We in-
creased Pell grants to their highest 
level in history, and we capped at 15 
percent of income the amount of dis-
cretionary income that the borrower 
after they graduate will be required to 
pay, which will help them minimize 
their debt, prevent them from getting 
overextended with their debt obliga-
tions when they’re not making a lot of 
money right from the start, and avoid 
some of the problems that we have seen 
in the credit market now where peo-
ple’s homes have been foreclosed be-
cause they got overextended. 

Those are real accomplishments on 
real issues that matter to the Amer-
ican people and matter to American 
families, and that’s something that we 
have to stand on when we talk about 
what this Congress has done 
proactively. 

We’re talking about gas prices, and 
something we didn’t even mention, 
which is a major reform, hadn’t been 
done in 30 years, we increased the aver-
age miles-per-gallon standards, the fuel 
efficiency standards, from 24 miles per 
gallon on average to 35 miles per gal-
lon. The first time it had been raised 
for American-made cars or cars sold in 
America in 30-plus years. So that’s an-
other real accomplishment of this Con-
gress. 

And we could go on. The gentleman 
talks about the minimum wage and 
others. So we are taking steps to help 

American families and people strug-
gling in this downturn economy. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And that’s the 
best thing from our vantage point: 
Prove to the American people as to 
what your beliefs are and how it’s 
going to affect their lives. And if you 
have a couple of jobs and you’re mak-
ing the minimum wage, you got a pay 
raise twice already in the last year, 
just over the last year. If you’re going 
to school, there is more grant money 
available for you to go get an edu-
cation. There is a lower interest rate 
on the loan that you’re going to take 
out or your parents may take out to 
send you to school. 

b 2100 

Those are significant investments 
that Democrats have made into the fu-
ture of our country so that middle- 
class people can be successful and take 
advantage of these tools. We can’t do it 
for anybody. But these are tools that 
average families will use and imple-
ment to move forward. 

Two of the things that we can’t for-
get, we have also passed the GI Bill out 
of the House which will say that if you 
served this country in Iraq or Afghani-
stan over the past 3 or 4 years that you 
will have all expenses paid to go to col-
lege. In Ohio, there is a policy now that 
the Governor has implemented that 
you can come to Ohio, any veteran 
around the country, can come to Ohio 
and have in-State tuition rates if 
you’re a veteran. 

And look at what we’ve done for vet-
erans’ health care. The largest invest-
ment in the 77-year history of the VA 
was made by the Democratic Congress 
when we got in here. A lot of us weren’t 
for the war. And I will be the first to 
say I wasn’t for it. But what we all are 
for is honoring the service of the vet-
erans who go over there and make the 
great sacrifice and the sacrifices that 
their family makes. So we have made 
that investment into the VA program 
so that the vets have the benefits that 
they need. And we’re honoring their 
service by making that investment. 

And if you look to the previous 7 
years or 6 years, what the President 
made, Mr. Speaker, and what the Re-
publican Congress made, it was $14 bil-
lion in corporate welfare to the oil 
companies. It was tax cuts to people 
who make millions and millions of dol-
lars a year. It was an energy policy 
that got us $4 a gallon gas. It was a 
health care policy that gets 15 or 20 
percent increase on your health care. A 
dramatic difference. And I’m proud to 
stand up here and talk a little bit 
about what we’ve done and what we’re 
going to continue to do, because I feel 
like we’re just getting started. And we 
have an election coming up now in No-
vember. And I think there is an oppor-
tunity for us to really move forward. 

So, I’m honored again to be with the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. And Mr. 
Speaker, we’re going to wrap up. 
Again, congratulations to my brother 
and sister-in-law, they’re grandparents 

to Andrea. And we will yield back the 
balance of our time. 

f 

ENERGY IN AMERICA, NOW AND IN 
THE FUTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SPACE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 18, 2007, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of 
the minority leader. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people are demanding action. And 
that action is about what they know 
more about than this Congress does. 
The American people want us to act, 
because they’re hurting at home, at 
the pump and at work. 

My district is the Fifth Congres-
sional District in Ohio. I have, accord-
ing to the National Manufacturers’ As-
sociation, a district that is number 
nine in manufacturing jobs across the 
entire Congress. And I represent the 
number one agricultural district in the 
State of Ohio. My district also has a 
great distinction in that we have I–75 
and the Ohio Turnpike intersecting in 
northern Wood County. And with that 
intersection, we have been told that we 
are within about 60 percent of the 
United States population in a good 
hard day’s drive. So we rely a lot on 
transportation. We rely a lot when it 
comes to having to have energy. And 
without that energy, we’re not going to 
be working. And without that energy, 
people are going to be saying that 
we’re paying so much for gasoline. We 
have to pay so much for home heating 
oil this winter, more for natural gas, 
more for when it comes to having to 
pay for groceries. And not because it’s 
the farmers’ fault, because those farm-
ers are out in those fields right now 
having to pay more for diesel. And the 
chemicals they put on their yard are 
petroleum based. The fertilizers are. 

So what we have to do is we have to 
get an energy policy. And we have to 
get it now. Our national security de-
pends on having a strong economy. And 
not only do we need a strong economy, 
but we want to make sure that the 
folks back home are saving some dol-
lars for their future to be able to make 
sure that their kids get a good college 
education that they can help them 
with. I have in my district a Whirlpool 
plant in Clyde, Ohio, which is the num-
ber one washing machine factory in the 
world where they produce over 5 mil-
lion washing machines a year. Twenty 
percent of those washing machines are 
exported. That helps balance our trade. 
We have to make sure we’re doing that. 

And right now, a lot of people are 
talking about what’s happening with 
all the energy. Well, the United States 
consumes between 21 to 24 percent of 
all the energy in the world. And with 
that, we were king of the hill for a long 
time. But the rest of the world is 
catching up. And they’re catching up 
fast. Look at this chart. Look at 2010. 
Right now the United States is ahead 
of the combination of India and China. 
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In 2015, those countries are passing us. 
And when you look at the chart, in 
2020, China alone is going to be con-
suming more energy than the United 
States. And when you look at the popu-
lations of those two countries and you 
look at the United States having about 
300 million people and those countries 
having 1.3 and 1.1 billion individuals, 
respectively, they are going to be con-
suming more. They want to consume 
more because they’re getting more of a 
middle class there. And that middle 
class is demanding more when it comes 
to the better things in life. And a lot of 
the folks, you will notice, in China are 
buying more and more automobiles. 
And with those automobiles, what are 
they doing? They’re consuming energy, 
especially on the petroleum-based site. 

So we have to have a policy. The 
American people are demanding it 
right now. It has to happen. And it 
can’t happen in this country if this 
country is importing 65 to 70 percent of 
its oil. Because with that, our balance 
of trade is out of whack. And how out 
of whack is it? If we just talk about 
our debt in this country being over $9 
trillion, and with that, who is buying 
our paper? Well, we’re having to rely 
more and more and more on foreign 
governments. In fact, $2.6 trillion is 
owned by foreign countries. And who is 
one of the largest holders of our paper? 
Well, it’s China with over $500 billion. 
And it keeps going up every month. 

And that is not any way to have an 
oil policy, an energy policy or a fiscal 
policy, when we’re having to rely on 
the rest of the world to take care of us. 
The United States has to take care of 
itself. And that is what we have to do. 
In fact, you know, we have to have a 
very balanced all-of-the-above type of a 
policy in this country because we have 
to have nuclear. 

We have to use clean coal tech-
nology. The United States has over 24 
percent of all the coal reserves in the 
world, 24 percent. It is estimated that 
in the world there is about 164 a year 
supply of coal. But the United States 
can get that going right now. But we’re 
not doing it. When you look at what 
has happened over in China, they’re in-
vesting in clean coal technology right 
now. India is the third largest con-
sumer of coal. But in this country, be-
cause of this Democratic Congress, 
we’re not using nuclear. We haven’t 
sited a new plant since 1977. And we’re 
not looking at clean coal technology. 
We’ve got to be doing it. 

But along with that, we need to have 
the alternatives, the supplementals. 
And what those are, of course, are 
wind, solar, ethanol, biodiesel and hy-
drogen. Those are the things we have 
to look at in the future. And not too 
long ago, just this past weekend, Lead-
er JOHN BOEHNER invited ten of the 
freshmen, I being one, to be able to go 
with him to Colorado to see the renew-
able energy lab. And then from there 
we went up to ANWR in Alaska. It was 
important that we were there, because 
it really demonstrated something. 

The United States is working on try-
ing to get away from fossil fuels and 
also other areas so that we can im-
prove our balance in trade and also 
make sure that we don’t have to be re-
lying on oil all the time. I was fas-
cinated because of all the things that 
we had out there. We were talking 
about wind, and we were talking about 
ethanol, hydrogen and solar. They are 
all occurring in my district, the Fifth 
Congressional District of Ohio. 

We already have a plant that is man-
ufacturing solar panels. Most of the 
solar panels right now are being ex-
ported to Germany. But we have an-
other plant that is going to be opening 
up. And they’re going to be manufac-
turing solar panels. And one of the 
things we noticed, if you go back 20, 25 
years ago, a lot of people didn’t like 
the idea of solar panels because the 
problem with them is you either had to 
put them on the side of your house or 
on top of your house. And a lot of peo-
ple didn’t think that looked good. But 
when you saw the technology that they 
are coming up with right now in a pri-
vate partnership with government and 
also private firms out there working 
together, one of the things you saw are 
the solar panels are now being inte-
grated into the roof itself. They are 
being integrated into the shingles. So 
you have to look very, very hard to see 
that you actually have solar power on 
your roof. 

Also, when we were looking at some 
of the hydrogen and the plug-in cars, 
it’s very, very interesting because we 
hear a lot of talk about what are we 
going to do about our fossil-fuel burn-
ing cars in this country? And they had 
two different cars out there that day. 
They had a plug-in, and they also had 
a hydrogen. 

Well, we’ve got a lot of development. 
And that is what this is. This is all re-
search out there. Are we there yet to 
be able to mass produce these? I don’t 
think so. Because in one case, with the 
hydrogen car that was sitting there, 
there was a small Mercedes. And I said, 
well, how much would this vehicle cost 
as it sits here today? And they said 
about $1 million. So we’re a long way 
from getting that to where we need to 
have it. 

But the thing is, we’ve got to look at 
those alternatives for the future. Be-
cause oil in this country is going to be 
king for the next 20 to 30 years. So we 
have to be prepared for the future. But 
we also have to meet our needs so we 
don’t fall behind the rest of the world. 
Because there is no there is no time to 
fall behind. 

They had a plug-in car that you plug 
in from your electrical outlets. And 
you get that thing charged up. But the 
problem with that vehicle is you can 
only go about 60 miles before you have 
to recharge. But there was an inter-
esting point. We talk about electric 
cars. And what people don’t want to 
talk about sometimes is this. Once you 
have that vehicle and you have to plug 
it in, don’t forget, you have got to have 

the power some place to be able to get 
that car generated again. So we have 
to make sure, in that case, that you 
have the nuclear and you have to have 
the coal out there to have what they 
call the base load capacity so we can 
make sure that can occur. A lot of peo-
ple are going to be investing in some of 
these vehicles until you get more mile-
age. You not only have to get to work 
and back but you have to plug your car 
back in. 

So those were things that I was im-
pressed with that they’re working on. 
But the really interesting thing is the 
hydrogen. The issue with the hydrogen 
vehicle is where are you going to get 
the hydrogen to fuel this vehicle? Well, 
they’re thinking about taking a wind 
turbine and, of course, usually with 
wind turbines you’re putting it into 
the grid with the electricity. But if you 
can divert that and put it into a sys-
tem where you can convert it to hydro-
gen. Then they are even thinking about 
taking that idea, what do you do with 
the hydrogen? How about having a hy-
drogen fueling station that you can fill 
up these hydrogen cars with? That is a 
really, really unique thing out there 
that they have. But I think it’s very, 
very important that we remember that 
we’re going to have to be doing these 
things. 

I have an ethanol plant in my dis-
trict about 35 or 40 miles from my 
home. They’re producing about 60 mil-
lion gallons of ethanol a year there. 
But it’s mainly corn based. What 
they’re looking at out there is what 
else can we use? They’re thinking 
about using switchgrass. They are 
looking at using not the product of the 
corn itself, but the stalks for different 
types of cellulosic type of material 
that they can put in there. So by doing 
that, they’re looking at different ways 
that they can produce ethanol. And 
they’re looking at, well, how can we 
get these across the country? Maybe if 
we can have 20 to 30 million gallons of 
these types of facilities around, and 
you have to have about 400 to help fuel 
a lot of the cars out there that are E– 
85. So things are happening out there 
that I think are very, very exciting. 
But we have to make sure that we’re 
doing everything at the same time to 
make sure we have the power to get to 
the next level. 

The interesting part of this trip was 
going up into ANWR in Alaska. And a 
lot of people say, ‘‘well, what is 
ANWR?’’ It’s the Arctic Refuge up 
there in the northeast part of the coun-
try in the far part of the State. It is 
huge. You’re talking about an area the 
size of South Carolina, 19 million acres. 
Of that, 17.5 acres are always going to 
be permanently set aside. 

b 2115 

So you are only talking about 1.5 
million acres that Congress 28 years 
ago said that is the area that you will 
only be able to explore and drill for oil 
in. But when we are talking about that 
1.5 million acres, that acreage, they are 
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only talking about looking at 2,000 
acres. What is 2,000 acres? It is a little 
over 3 square miles. Of an area the size 
of South Carolina, 3 square miles. They 
believe there is 10.3 billion barrels of 
oil there that is capable of being taken 
out. 

At this stage I would like to ask my 
colleague, the gentlewoman from Min-
nesota (Mrs. BACHMANN) to make some 
comments about ANWR and probably 
about Colorado. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Thank you, Con-
gressman LATTA. I appreciate your 
yielding to me for some comments. 

We had a thrill to go on this trip this 
past weekend. It was the American en-
ergy tour. Leader JOHN BOEHNER led 
that tour. We were so grateful that we 
were extended an invitation to join 
him. Representative LATTA was there, 
and I was there representing the people 
from the Sixth District. So here we 
are, knowing we have very little time 
left before Congress takes a break in 
August when we are back in our dis-
tricts, and we will be there for 5 weeks 
through Labor Day, we are here right 
now with a chance to talk to the Amer-
ican people. But more importantly, we 
have a chance to be here on the floor 
tonight and solve this energy issue. 

One thing that we learned on this en-
ergy tour is that the problem is not a 
lack of natural resources that are 
available here in the United States, it 
isn’t a lack of energy in the United 
States. The lack of energy is the iner-
tia in the United States Congress, the 
Democrat-controlled United States 
Congress. That’s where we lack energy. 

The one thing that we found on this 
tour is that the problem is Congress. 
The problem isn’t lack of resources. 
The problem isn’t degradation to our 
environment. The problem is the fact 
that Congress has literally locked up 
and made illegal access to American 
energy. 

Congressman LATTA referenced the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge area 
up in Alaska. I would like to speak 
about that, but before that, I would 
like to talk about the areas that are 
off-limits. I mentioned that Congress is 
the problem, and Congress can be the 
answer. Congress has made it virtually 
illegal to access American energy. 
Where? Well, the first place is up in 
Alaska where Congressman LATTA and 
I were, with fellow freshmen, and that 
is where there are over 10 billion bar-
rels of oil. 

I spoke with somebody who just read 
the recently released geological study 
which stated that there are over 90 bil-
lion barrels of oil in the Arctic region, 
and over 10 billion of which are in 
ANWR. This is a big story. 

Let me go back now to the ANWR 
map. As Congressman LATTA said, 
ANWR is all of 19 million acres and is 
the size of South Carolina. The size of 
the area that would be drilled upon is 
2,000 acres of that 19 million acres. In 
other words, if you think of a football 
field, think of putting a little postage 
stamp on a football field. That is the 

size of the area that would be drilled 
upon. 

Here is the Brooks Range up in 
northern Alaska. Here is the Arctic 
Ocean. You can’t get any farther north 
than this. The area that we were in, 
the 1002 area where we are looking at 
drilling, and also President Carter set 
aside this area specifically for the pur-
pose of drilling, this area is in direct 
proximity to the Trans-Alaskan Pipe-
line System. This is one of the modern 
marvels of human engineering. It real-
ly should be one of the seven wonders 
of the world. It is over 800 miles of 
pipeline. This is America’s energy life-
line. 

Do you know that the largest energy 
field in the United States is the 
Prudhoe Bay oil field that was discov-
ered? We have had a living laboratory 
over the last 31 years. We have had a 
demonstration project for 31 years in 
Prudhoe Bay showing you in an envi-
ronmentally safe and clean way, you 
can not only drill for oil but also trans-
port oil and get it down to the lower 48. 

One thing that Congressman LATTA 
and I learned when we were there is 
that 31 years ago when drilling began, 
the flow was 2.1 million barrels a day 
that traveled through this pipeline. 
Today that oil flow is down to 700,000 
barrels a day. And the reason for that 
is because no more oil fields have been 
opened for exploration. 

Well, what happens when we get 
down to 300,000 barrels a day flowing 
through this pipeline? The pipeline 
stops. It doesn’t work any more, and 
we are not able to get it back up on-
line. It hurts that pipeline and we can’t 
use it. 

This wonderful gift of a pipeline will 
be actually gone. You want to talk 
about use it or lose it, that’s the Trans- 
Alaska Pipeline. We have to use it. 

Here is the great story, and here is 
the great answer, Mr. Speaker. The 
fact is in the 1002 area, the 2,000 acres 
in ANWR where we believe there is 
over 10 billion barrels of oil, this is just 
74 miles away from the pipeline. It’s 
the exact same terrain, completely fro-
zen ground. Nine months of the year it 
is under snow and ice, 3 months of the 
year complete darkness. All we do is 
we build 74 miles of pipeline, and we 
have access to over 10 billion barrels of 
oil. Overnight we increase American 
reserves by over 50 percent. That’s an 
answer, Congressman LATTA. 

Mr. LATTA. I think it is important 
to point out what has happened with 
wildlife in that area over the time that 
that pipeline was constructed and the 
drilling began. 

One of the caribou herds that we 
were told about actually has gone up 
six to sevenfold in numbers. It was also 
interesting the day when we got there, 
at Mile Marker Zero of the pipeline, 
that was the first place we saw wildlife 
on the whole trip. We had three caribou 
about 45 yards away walking toward us 
toward the pipeline. 

I think when we were up in the air 
surveying the area, not only of 

Prudhoe Bay but going over to the 
NPR-A area and then over to ANWR, 
the most wildlife we saw were in the 
area where the pipeline was, and the 
one large caribou herd. 

I think all of us want to make sure 
that we have environmentally sound 
drilling and exploration. People have 
to know when we are up there and 
those companies are out there looking 
for oil and getting ready, they are only 
out there on that tundra during the 
time it is frozen. There are no roads. 
There are no roads. There is one soli-
tary road heading north, but nothing 
else. Once you are up there and out 
there exploring, they have to do it 
quickly. They have to find it, and then 
come back the next year because they 
have to wait year after year to get in 
and out. 

But the oil is right there. The pipe-
line is less than 75 miles away from 
that 10.3 billion barrels of oil. They 
have also been able, the way they drill, 
as you mentioned being environ-
mentally friendly, the whole idea of 
having the smallest footprint that you 
would have to have to drill, when you 
are looking at that footprint, we are 
talking about how large of an area is it 
that you used to have until today, and 
having to have your drill set up. 

I happen to have some of the statis-
tics here. In 1970, the drill site had to 
be 20 acres to be able to cover 502 acres. 
From 1999 to the present, they only 
need 6 acres to cover an area of 32,000 
acres. That is pretty exciting. One site 
that they are looking at, it is going to 
cost $1.5 billion to get that going. And 
what that $1.5 billion is going to be 
able to do is they are going to be able 
to laterally drill down and go out 8 
miles without having to set foot any-
where to get to that oil. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. That is what is ab-
solutely amazing that we saw, is that 
no roads are built to get into ANWR to 
do the drilling. The roads that do go to 
put in the oil rig are ice roads. Those 
roads go in the dark of winter when it 
is freezing. Bulldozers build ice roads 
out to where the rig is going to be set. 
The oil rig is set, and as Congressman 
LATTA said, what formerly used to take 
20 acres of a pad site to put a drill 
down, now because of technological ad-
vances has been reduced down to 6 
acres of land. But if you look at under-
neath the earth with the directional 
drilling that is able to be accomplished 
now, literally we can go out 8 miles. 

It is absolutely phenomenal what we 
are able to accomplish now, what the 
oil industry is able to accomplish now, 
to be able to give us American energy 
independence. Let’s not forget what we 
are talking about, American energy 
independence. 

We are looking at $4 a gallon gasoline 
right now. 

This is incredible. This Chamber 
should be filled with Members of Con-
gress. Unfortunately, and I don’t know 
what the camera shows, but the Cham-
ber is completely empty. Except for 
you and I, Congressman LATTA, we are 
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the only Members of Congress, as well 
as the Speaker. No offense extended to 
the Speaker. There is no more impor-
tant issue right now for the American 
people. 

When we are at $4 a gallon gas, and 
when we have the capability of being at 
$2 a gallon gas, it is criminal to not 
allow the American people to be there. 

How do I know it is possible? We 
know from the seismic studies that 
have been done that there are over 10.5 
billion barrels in the ANWR region in 
very close proximity to the Trans-Alas-
ka Pipeline. 

Also, I sit on the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. Last week Ben 
Bernanke, the Federal Reserve chair-
man said to us regarding gas prices, he 
said that a 1 percent increase in supply 
could lower prices by as much as 10 
percent. 

Now what was the figure that we 
were told when drilling first started 
out in Prudhoe Bay, it was 2.1 million 
barrels per day. We are down to 700,000 
barrels a day. We are able to increase 
another 1.4 million barrels a day. 
That’s the capacity that we could in-
crease, well over a 1 percent increase. 

So instead of seeing prices fall by as 
much as 10 percent, we could be look-
ing at a price fall by as much as 20 per-
cent. Perhaps, Congressman LATTA, 
what we should do is talk about the 
timeline. There have been a lot of fal-
lacies stated, false information stating 
that there are 68 million acres of land 
that is being leased that is idle that 
the oil companies are currently not 
using under use-it-or-lose-it policies. 
That is a fact that we found out on this 
fact-finding mission, the fact that that 
is a completely false statement. It is 
an urban legend. 

There is not one acre of land, Mr. 
Speaker, that has been leased that is 
currently not in the production or ex-
ploration stage because Congress again 
is at fault here. It is not companies, it 
is not consumers that are consuming 
too much oil, it is Congress. Congress 
created 10 years of an artificial delay 
period in the permitting, and they cre-
ated in that 10-year period 11 different 
points of entries when nuisance law-
suits can be filed to stop the produc-
tion of oil. 

Do you remember the length of time 
that one lawsuit languished in the 9th 
Circuit Court of Appeals? 

Mr. LATTA. I believe the pipeline 
they said was stopped for at least 2 
years during the construction of the 
pipeline. So all of these things take 
time. That is one of the big things, and 
there are some urban legends out there 
about how long some of these things 
can take. 

Some people say it takes 10 years. 
Well, if we all remember, it was in 1995 
that President Clinton vetoed the leg-
islation on this drilling. If we hadn’t 
had that happen, we would have oil 
coming down that pipeline from ANWR 
today. And then we would be able to 
say to the rest of the world, look what 
is happening. And one of the things 

when we talk about oil and prices 
around the world, President Bush just 
this past week, I believe it was, said 
you know what, I am going to lift the 
ban on the executive side, but Congress 
also has to act. 

b 2130 

Because the world says hey, wait, is 
the United States getting serious about 
this, are they getting serious about 
really wanting to produce their own 
oil, getting away from that 65, 70 per-
cent that they are importing right now 
and say, you know what, maybe the 
United States is going to get serious, 
maybe they are going to start looking 
at that Outer Continental Shelf. Maybe 
they are going to start looking at more 
with drilling in Alaska. It’s important 
to note that we met with the Governor 
of Alaska. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. That’s right. 
Mr. LATTA. It’s important to know 

that she wants to keep her State pris-
tine and beautiful for the future gen-
erations of Alaskans. My wife’s one sis-
ter does live in Alaska, and you want 
to make sure you keep that State gor-
geous. But the Governor of Alaska said 
we have got to drill, we must drill. Not 
only does she believe it, but 80 percent 
of the Alaskans believe it. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Also the native 
Alaskans as well, the native Alaskans 
that live up in the little villages. There 
is one little village up in ANWR that 
has less than 300 people. The native 
Alaskans that live in that village that 
are subsistence people. They live off of 
whale, they eat the caribou that they 
hunt, they want the drilling to start as 
well. 

Why? Because they want to become 
greedy and wealthy? No, because they 
have seen, to their neighbors just to 
the immediate west of them in the 
Prudhoe Bay region, that this drilling 
that has occurred has been done in an 
environmentally safe and sensitive 
way. In fact, so much so, remember 
when we were going along up in 
Prudhoe Bay, we saw trucks, and we 
asked, what is that little plastic, it 
looks like a little plastic Barbie doll 
swimming pool that’s underneath the 
trucks. 

And we were told so strict are the en-
vironmental regulations in Alaska, the 
strictest environmental regulations in 
the entire country, they are so strict, 
that if a truck travels from point A to 
point B, as soon as the truck stops, the 
driver has to get out and take what’s 
called a duck pond or a diaper. He slips 
this underneath the truck so in case 
even 1 drop of oil comes out of a crank 
case, they are so careful, that they 
don’t want even one drop of oil to 
touch the tundra. That’s how careful 
they are. 

You don’t see industrial waste. You 
don’t see pools of oil. You don’t see 
refuse lying about. You don’t see exces-
sive humans walking around with the 
pipelines. You see a very tiny foot-
print, and that’s in the old area of oil 
drilling. With a new area of oil drilling, 

it is very difficult to even spot from 
the air a new pipeline, because a rig 
comes up out of the ground and a green 
house is literally, a little tiny casing, 
is put over that pipeline. There is very, 
very little impact on that region. 

As Congressman LATTA stated accu-
rately, we did not see wildlife. We were 
2 hours in the air flying over the Na-
tional Petroleum Reserve, flying over 
Prudhoe Bay and then flying over the 
ANWR region. In that 2-hour time 
span, we did not see wildlife over in the 
ANWR area. We were straining to find 
Dall sheep, straining to see musk ox, 
straining to see caribou, looking for 
wildlife. Where did we see the wildlife? 
Just as Congressman LATTA said, we 
saw it at mile marker zero, where the 
most activity was. 

You know, it’s interesting, caribou 
must be a lot like people. They like to 
be where the action is. We like to be 
where the action is. The caribou want-
ed to be where the action was. It was a 
great story. 

Mr. LATTA. Remember we got off at 
Endicott at the drilling station there. 
Do you remember what we were told 
immediately, what was the warning? 

Mrs. BACHMANN. The polar bear. We 
were told polar bears like to be around 
the buildings. For one thing they like 
to eat people. They are very aggressive 
creatures. We were told they had spot-
ted a polar bear that had gone under-
neath the buildings, because the build-
ings don’t have a regular foundation 
the way that houses do in the lower 48, 
because, again, it’s all permafrost. It is 
consistently frozen land up there. 

As a matter of fact, I am a hardy 
Minnesotan girl. Even as a hardy Min-
nesotan, this is the warmest time of 
the year. I took my down parka with 
me with Gore-Tex, and I was grateful 
that I had forgotten my mittens that I 
stuffed in my parka last winter. 

I put my mittens on, I had my woolly 
parka on. I had my socks on, and I was 
happy to have it. This was the warmest 
time of the year. 

You couldn’t find a more perfect 
piece of territory to drill upon. To 
think that we have this gift in a very 
compact area next to the pipeline 
that’s already built, and we can so 
quickly, if we would fast track all the 
permitting process, we could literally, 
within 3 years, have the oil pumping 
and in the pipeline down here in the 
lower 48, and we would increase Amer-
ican energy reserves by 50 percent. 
That’s a deal that I don’t know why we 
would turn it down. 

Mr. LATTA. You are absolutely cor-
rect. We have got to act now. On the 
environmental side, I have hunted my 
entire life. I have been outdoors my en-
tire life. One of the things, when I was 
in the Ohio legislature, I carried a lot 
of the bills from the Division of Wild-
life. I helped create the bald eagle li-
cense plate. I believe in making sure 
that we preserve our natural heritage. 
We want to make sure in Ohio that the 
eagle is on a comeback, from only hav-
ing four nests in 1979 to having about 
185 nests this year. 
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I am a firm believer of making sure. 

Not only did we hear about the polar 
bear when we got there, but when we 
were leaving, they said oh, we have got 
another report, we have got a brown 
bear out in the compound. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. I didn’t hear about 
that. Somebody should have told me 
about that. 

Mr. LATTA. Yes, the bears were out. 
I think it’s also important that people 
keep remembering there is a lot of mis-
information, there is a lot of misin-
formation that comes with photo-
graphs. 

You know, because just if you look at 
this, you talk about 1002 here on the 
far end of the chart here of the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge. That’s that 
1.5 million acres. We are only talking 
about 3 square miles way to the west, 
and that’s all it is. 

The other thing is, you know, I see 
photographs sometimes showing the 
refuge with trees, and the mountains 
having different types of trees on it. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Thank you for 
clarifying that, Congressman. 

Mr. LATTA. That might be on the 
south slope of the Brooks Range. But I 
tell you when we flew along that 
Brooks Range, and I took photographs, 
all I saw were granite mountains. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Oh, there were no 
trees up there. I worked for my uncle 
up in Alaska when I was in college. I 
was in the Aleutian chain, which is in 
the southern part of Alaska. There 
were no trees there. 

We were here north of the Arctic cir-
cle. We touched other little toes up 
here actually in the Arctic Ocean. 
There are no trees up there, the moun-
tain ranges that you see, as Congress-
man LATTA said, the Brooks Range, it 
is, it was all granite. There were no 
trees. 

But the area we were in was the 
coastal plain, the perfect area for drill-
ing. So we have the National Petro-
leum Reserve, Prudhoe Bay, the Arctic 
refuge, this has been a gift for our 
country. 

Remember, we cannot forget that 
this is a key to making America en-
ergy independent, not dependent upon 
OPEC for oil, not dependent on Huge 
Chavez for oil. We don’t want to con-
tinue to send all of our American dol-
lars and wealth overseas to make dic-
tators happy and rich. 

What do we need? What could we do? 
We could keep that money here. 

Do you remember when we talked 
about jobs? I know your area in Ohio 
has suffered terribly from job loss. 
There is job loss in the State of Michi-
gan. Many areas of the country right 
now are suffering with job loss. 

Do you know what we heard up here 
in Prudhoe Bay where the oil drilling is 
occurring, that workers make over six 
figures, over $100,000 a year. No one ac-
tually lives in Prudhoe Bay, they come 
in for 2 weeks at a time, and then they 
leave and they go home for 2 weeks at 
a time. They have health care benefits. 
They make over $100,000 a year. They 
work 2 weeks on, 2 weeks off. 

We were told that if we would open 
up this ANWR region for drilling, and 
if we would also be looking at Colorado 
to open that area up, we would be look-
ing at over 750,000 jobs, American jobs, 
where the American economy would be 
stimulated, Americans could be mak-
ing over $100,000 a year. 

Why in the world, why in the world 
would anyone possibly not want to 
open up for the American people, not 
only energy reserves that could bring 
the price of energy down to less than $2 
of a gallon of gas, but also to provide 
jobs. Wouldn’t people in Ohio, in the 
great State of Ohio, want jobs at over 
$100,000? 

Mr. LATTA. You are absolutely cor-
rect. You know, it’s mind boggling. 

As the gentlelady from Minnesota 
said, you know, there is so much that 
can occur up there. But you know the 
one thing that’s being left out of the 
debate sometimes is well we are hear-
ing you have got the National Petro-
leum Reserve over here, use it. Well, 
there is one thing about it, you have to 
have larger footprints over there. You 
have to have more exploring, because 
what we have gotten in ANWR, we 
know there is that. 

We know there is that 10.3 billion, 
probably more. Because as you know 
when they first started in the Prudhoe 
Bay area they thought it would be 9 
billion. It could actually, by the time 
it is all over, be 13 to 15 barrels. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Be 15, they have 
now taken out 12 billion. 

Mr. LATTA. So it could hit that. We 
can get that out. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. That doesn’t in-
clude the natural gas. Remember that 
was the other part of the equation. 

Mr. LATTA. What’s the Governor of 
Alaska saying about that natural gas? 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Well the Governor 
of Alaska says let’s tap into that nat-
ural gas. We have the oil pipeline 
that’s currently under way. But you 
can’t put natural gas into a crude oil 
pipeline. They need to build a natural- 
gas pipeline that would run fairly par-
allel. 

Every day, I believe it’s well over 1 
billion cubic feet of natural gas is ex-
tracted from the earth when the oil 
comes up. The great thing that the 
companies have been able to do is to 
take that natural gas and pump it back 
into the earth. The compression, I be-
lieve, from the natural gas, has forced 
more oil up. That’s part of the reason 
why we have seen so much more yield 
from the Prudhoe Bay. 

Without that advance in technology, 
we wouldn’t have the tremendous 
abundance that we have had. This is 
really sobering news. Again, remember, 
when Prudhoe Bay was first opened up 
31 years ago, it was the largest oil field 
in the United States. Oil fields don’t 
get larger, they only deplete. After 31 
years, it is still the largest oil field in 
the United States. 

Knowing that, we have adjacent to 
this field the Arctic refuge, or the 
ANWR region 1002 which, again, presi-

dent Jimmy Carter set aside specifi-
cally for the purpose of drilling for this 
oil and getting it back down for the 
American people, the American econ-
omy, and America’s national security. 
Because whoever controls fuel controls 
your freedom. 

If Hugo Chavez and Middle East dic-
tators and OPEC control America’s 
fuel, then Hugo Chavez and OPEC dic-
tators control America’s freedom. I 
know that you don’t want to have dic-
tators controlling America’s freedom. I 
don’t. I don’t want that for the people 
of Minnesota. 

Mr. LATTA. I also know in this coun-
try we are using over 20 million barrels 
of oil a day. What would that do to 
have another million plus be put in 
that pipeline per day to help the econ-
omy down in the lower 40? Look what 
it would do for the economy in Alaska. 
They get that check up in Alaska, I 
know my sister-in-law’s family gets 
that check for every person living in 
Alaska, what they get for that royalty 
up there. 

But when you look at the map again, 
as the gentlelady from Minnesota said, 
we are talking about an area, only 
about 75 miles, to be able to tap in 
from area 1002 to that pipeline and get 
it in, you are going to have to go much 
farther into that area of the NPRA to 
get over there and find it. Again, they 
don’t know if that’s going to be in 
smaller pockets, that means they will 
have to do exploration. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. A much larger 
footprint over here, a much larger en-
vironmental impact. The one thing we 
do know, the southern part of the pe-
troleum reserve, there is about 2 per-
cent of oil down there. About 2 percent 
of the area in the Southern part of the 
National Petroleum Reserve holds oil. 

So, again, the lie that we hear from 
other quarters state that, well, we just 
have land that’s idle, that the oil com-
panies aren’t exploring on. Well, would 
you explore somewhere where there is 
no oil? I mean, just think of that. 

Where do young boys go to look for 
chicks? They go where the chicks are. 
You know, you go where you can have 
your best yield. Oil companies go 
where they can find their best yield. 

Mr. LATTA. Again, we know where 
the 10.3 billion barrels are right now. 
Again, we don’t want to disturb that 
area any more than you have to. They 
would have to be driving all over that 
area to do the exploration. 

Why do it right now? Why? Because 
we have got the ANWR area. As you 
just said, back 28 years ago, Congress 
set that land aside, that top part of 
that 1.5 million acres. You know it bog-
gles my mind. We are fighting over 3 
square miles of land. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. A postage stamp 
on a football field. That’s what we are 
talking about. 

Mr. LATTA. Three square miles in 
the State of South Carolina, you 
couldn’t even find it if you had to, if 
you are looking at the size difference. 
It’s incredible that we have that prob-
lem going on there. 
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Mrs. BACHMANN. The other key 

point that we don’t want to fail to re-
member is that when we went on our 
American energy tour, the purpose was 
to talk to the American people about 
our all-of-the-above strategy, the fact 
that we believe in conservation. We 
need more conservation of energy in 
this country, and Congressman LATTA 
had talked about the wonderful new de-
signs at the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory where buildings can 
be designed to literally use zero en-
ergy. 

I know it’s hard to believe, but if you 
reorient the building, and if you use 
solar panels, there are amazing things 
that can be done now where buildings 
can actually get to the point of using 
zero energy. These are all techniques 
and great new breakthrough tech-
nologies that America can use to be-
come energy independent. 

Conservation is real. We can embrace 
conservation. We can also embrace re-
newable energy. The breakthroughs 
right now that are happening with 
wind energy are overwhelming. 

We also saw all of testing that is 
being done with solar energy. I was 
particularly intrigued by shingles that 
are on houses now, shingles that are 
actually solar collectors. 

b 2145 

All of this work is being done at the 
National Renewable Energy Labora-
tory. So renewables is one of the legs of 
our three-legged stool. Conservation is 
one of the legs on our three-legged 
stool. But we do not, a stool won’t 
stand up without that third leg. Right 
now the third leg that is the most key 
that we need to focus on, we have to 
focus on all three at the same time, an 
abundance of increase in American en-
ergy supply. And we have got it. We 
have oil in the Outer Continental 
Shelf, over 88 billion barrels. We have 
over 10 billion barrels in the ANWR re-
gion. We have about 2 trillion barrels 
worth of oil in the oil shale region, and 
we have nuclear. 

Mr. LATTA. And across the country 
where we can’t get to right now we 
have over 420 trillion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. And that really is 
liquid gold. 

Mr. LATTA. And when you look at 
what we need and when people this 
winter are going to say, look at my en-
ergy bills. I have people telling me in 
my district right now that they are al-
ready, that people are not buying and 
filling up their tank this year already. 
They are ordering only half a tank be-
cause the cost is going to be the same 
as have gotten it at the full tank price 
last year. So people are going, how are 
we going to pay for this? 

Mrs. BACHMANN. And, Congressman 
LATTA, we all know that school is 
going on come up. Kids don’t like to 
talk about the fact that school is going 
to come because it is still July. But 
there was an article last week in Min-
nesota, I believe it was in the St. Paul 

Pioneer Press newspaper, and it said 
this. It said that parents are looking at 
ratcheting back, not buying 
backpacks, not buying back to school 
clothes, not buying new protractors, 
pencils, because they just feel that 
they can’t afford it, and, in fact, can’t 
afford it. 

Now there is something wrong, Mr. 
Speaker, when the American people 
feel so squeezed that they don’t feel 
they can buy their child a new back-
pack. This isn’t funny anymore. This is 
a very serious issue. 

And I will tell you what, in the State 
of Minnesota, you don’t have an option 
not to turn your furnace on come Octo-
ber. You just don’t have that option. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, I guarantee you in 
northwest Ohio Congresswoman that 
you have got to turn that furnace on 
because there are some winters it gets 
down real cold. It might not be quite as 
cold as in Minnesota, but I will guar-
antee we have had some 10 to 20 below 
days, and it is cold. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. When people open 
up their Excel energy bill—Excel 
serves both Minnesota and Colorado— 
when people open up their Excel bill 
and they see that the price of their 
electricity or natural gas has doubled 
or maybe tripled, I cannot imagine the 
ramifications to the economy. 

Mr. LATTA. What happens for all 
those companies that have converted 
their coal over to natural gas? 

Mrs. BACHMANN. And that is the 
new wave. Company after company has 
been forced to do that. 

Mr. LATTA. And think about Cali-
fornia. What are those people going to 
be facing? Every time they are going to 
be turning on a switch at their house 
they are going to be finding out they 
are going to be paying more and more 
and more because that natural gas is 
going up and up and up. But when you 
have, as you said, 420 trillion cubic feet 
in those areas that we are not allowed 
to go into now, or as you mention, that 
86 billion barrels of oil in areas we 
can’t go in, or as you mention, that oil 
shale, you know, all these things are 
out there, and as I mentioned a little 
bit earlier, we have the world’s largest 
coal supply that we could gasify. You 
could use it into a liquid. You could 
run automobiles off of it. But what are 
we doing? Absolutely nothing. And so I 
think that you are absolutely right. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Why is it, Con-
gressman LATTA, we are the only coun-
try in the world that has made it ille-
gal to access the answer to our prob-
lem, our own U.S. American energy 
supplies? Every day of the week we 
hear buy American, buy American. We 
are here saying buy American, buy 
American energy reserves. We have got 
them everywhere. Why aren’t we buy-
ing American energy reserves? 

But you know what really makes me 
mad? Congressman LATTA, when I hear 
people say that Democrats don’t have 
an energy plan. That makes me mad, 
because they have an energy plan and 
it is loud and clear and they stated it 

themselves just a week ago. Do you re-
member what it was? 

Mr. LATTA. You are going show that 
out that direction because I can re-
member it quite well. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Can you see it, 
Congressman LATTA? 

Mr. LATTA. I certainly can. 
Mrs. BACHMANN. What does it say? 
Mr. LATTA. It says Democrat energy 

plan, drive small cars and wait for the 
wind. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Now, is that going 
to work in northwestern Ohio? 

Mr. LATTA. Well, I will tell you 
what. When I have got people driving 50 
miles one way to work. We don’t have 
Metros. We don’t have trains. We don’t 
have taxis. They can chauffeur you 
around most of my district and we 
have got to have an automobile. So a 
person in my district now is saying, 
you know what? If I have got to drive 
500 miles back and forth all week long, 
can I afford to go to work? And then 
the companies then say, what happens 
if these people are going to say, well I 
can’t show up to work anymore, and 
then they don’t have that good quali-
fied worker anymore. Then the com-
pany says we have got to go someplace 
else. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. We have colleges 
in my State now that are revamping 
their schedules to cut off one more day 
of class time for kids. And we have 
local public schools, K through 12, that 
have decided they are going to cut off 
a school day because they need to re-
duce the energy consumption for 
school districts. Can you imagine that? 
The parents that have enough of a bur-
den with their own energy prices that 
are going up, now they may have little 
children that will be sitting at home 
all day. Mom has to go to work, Dad 
has to go to work. 

These kids are going to be sitting 
home all day. Think of that. Think of 
the implication when this is a problem 
that has been created by Congress. And 
it is all inertia here. Again, lack of en-
ergy in the United States Congress be-
cause unfortunately, the Democratic- 
controlled Congress has decided we are 
all supposed to put wind sails on top of 
our small cars and somehow that is 
going to get us to where we need to go 
for American energy independence. 

Not the people of the Sixth District 
of Minnesota, no way, no how. Because 
they are smarter than that there. The 
people in the Sixth District of Min-
nesota are pretty bright people, and 
they realize that we are a ‘‘can do’’ 
country, and it is time we do some 
‘‘can doing’’ around in place and in-
crease American energy reserves. 

Mr. LATTA. And I think it is abso-
lutely correct, Congresswoman, that 
we have got to remember that we have 
to have that balanced energy plan. We 
have to have that base load. We have 
got to make sure that we have that 
base load, that we have nuclear, that 
we have that clean coal that we can 
run our factories. Because the big prob-
lem that people forget sometimes is 
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the wind is not always blowing all the 
time. And when the wind is not always 
blowing all the time, those turbines 
aren’t going to be turning all the time. 

In my hometown where we have the 
only four wind turbines in the State of 
Ohio, the big problem could be, you 
know, when the wind stops, there is no 
power being generated. But you know 
when people think they drive about 
and I say, just out of curiosity, they 
will say oh, it is great that you have 
the wind turbines. And I think it is 
great that we have those wind tur-
bines. But the thing that I ask them is 
how much power do you think that 
supplies to the City of Bowling Green if 
that power is going into the city’s grid 
and not into just the general grid? And 
they say, oh they come up with these 
really high numbers. I say no; only 3 
percent from those four wind turbines. 
And they are big. 

So you have to have a lot. You know, 
the estimates are out there that you 
need 600 to 800 for a smaller coal gen-
erated plant. You need 1,250 to 1,700 
turbines, and that means people are 
going to have to say, if we are not 
going to go with the one direction and 
go with the turbines, we are going to 
have to be able to site these. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. And what are we 
supposed to do with the airline indus-
try? Put solar panels on the outside of 
airplanes and hope for the best, hope 
that a cloud doesn’t come, hope that 
the sun doesn’t go down? We have got 
to figure out some way to fly airplanes. 

I had employees from Northwest Air-
lines in my office because Northwest 
has to layoff—it is a great airline in 
Minnesota. And, Mr. Speaker, these 
Northwest employees told me 2,500 em-
ployees will be laid off, 2,500 employ-
ees. Think of what that is going to 
mean for the economy in the State of 
Minnesota. 

And then look at the airline an-
nouncement with United Airlines, with 
American Airlines, with Delta Airlines. 
We are, the United States Congress is 
personally responsible, I believe. Be-
cause of the negligent policies that this 
Congress has made to make it illegal to 
access American energy, they are re-
sponsible for spiking up the cost of en-
ergy so much that Congress, the Demo-
crat-controlled Congress is responsible 
for seeing these airline companies go 
belly up. 

2,500 employees losing their jobs in 
the State of Minnesota. Where is this 
going to end? 

If we don’t increase American energy 
supply, if we won’t build new refin-
eries, if we won’t find new natural gas 
to liquid, where are we going to go to 
fly our airplanes to keep our economy 
going? 

Mr. LATTA. Well, and the other 
question is, it is just not tourists that 
are on those airplanes. You have got a 
lot of people in business travel. And so 
that is going to hurt the American 
business community because people 
have got to get from Point A to Point 
B for business reasons, and if they 
can’t do it, then what happens? 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Pretty soon, Mr. 
LATTA, Members of Congress won’t be 
able to come to Washington, D.C. 
Maybe that is the only relief the Amer-
ican people are going to get. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, that might be 
true. They might be much happier to 
keep us at home than send us down 
here. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Perhaps that has 
something to do with Congress’ 9 per-
cent approval rating. 

Mr. LATTA. That might be that 
problem too. But we have got a situa-
tion in this country. But my philos-
ophy is this: You know, sometimes you 
have got to spell out what the prob-
lems are before you can solve them. 
And by saying, you know, these are the 
problems we have, this is how we can 
solve them. I think the American peo-
ple would say let’s do it. And when 
they get to that point, I think what we 
can begin to say is we have got to start 
expanding. We have got to make sure 
that we are doing everything we pos-
sibly can, across the board. You know, 
we are all for conservation. We are all 
for renewables. 

We are all for making sure that we 
have that base power that companies 
out there that use a lot of power, and 
when they turn those machines on in 
those factories, that they are going to 
run, that there won’t be brownouts and 
blackouts. They have got to have that 
capacity to keep those things running. 
And some machines, they have got to 
keep running hours a day, all the time. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Can you imagine a 
hospital, for instance? People that are 
in hospitals who require that 24-hour 
round the clock care, hospitals rou-
tinely have generators as back ups. But 
you know, generators have to run on 
something too. They need usually oil 
or they need some sort of a product 
that they run on. 

If we can’t produce more energy and 
also, if the electric grid, this is another 
very serious issue that we have seen 
brownouts and blackouts that have oc-
curred across the United States. 

We are not increasing transmission 
lines. We have taken—it is almost hard 
for me to believe how the United 
States Congress has taken a none of 
the above strategy. And the one thing 
that I saw on our American energy 
tour last weekend, Congressman 
LATTA, is that the House Republicans 
had embraced an all of the above. We 
want all energy from wherever it 
comes from, we want to site new trans-
mission lines, new pipelines, open up 
American energy production. We want 
all of the above. And all we have seen 
out of Congress is none of the above. 

Mr. LATTA. And again, the Amer-
ican people all know it. And when we 
have our tele-town halls, I think the 
other night when we did ours, we prob-
ably had 95 percent of all the calls 
dealt with one issue, energy. Energy, 
energy, because people are scared. 
They are worried about not only about 
turning on the switches at home, but 
they have got to pay for it. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Young people are 
scared. Old people are scared. Young 
married people are scared. Everybody 
knows. 

Mr. LATTA. I hate to admit it. I can 
remember when I started driving, gas 
was around 32 or 35 cents a gallon. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Congressman 
LATTA, what was gas when you and I 
took office? For me it was $2 and 
change. What has happened? Seventy- 
six percent increase just in the last 
year and a half. What happened? 

The signal was sent to the American 
people that absolutely nothing will be 
done. In fact, unfortunately, Speaker 
PELOSI said herself she has no inten-
tion to allow a vote to drill, no inten-
tion. Their intention is pretty clear. 
They are not going to drill. 

That is not what I heard from the Re-
publican conference. I heard the Repub-
lican conference say all of the above. 
Not only do we want to drill, we want 
wind, we want solar, we want bio fuels, 
we want renewables, we want to have a 
conservation. We want it all because 
America needs it all. 

Mr. LATTA. I think that we have got 
a lot to do in this country. You know, 
I was very glad when I was able to be 
on that mission to Colorado and up to 
ANWR because I think that it really 
shows us what we can do. We can go 
out and talk about it. We can talk 
about making sure that we are using 
those renewables, that we can go out 
there and talk about what would have 
the smallest footprint out there to pre-
serve that beautiful tundra up there. 
But again, I think the people, don’t be 
a lot of these photographs sometimes. 
You have got to see the actual photos 
of what this area looks like. And not 
that the tundra isn’t attractive, but it 
is not some of the things that it is por-
trayed to be. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Well, you can’t 
live on it. That is one thing that was 
clear to us. You can’t have a lot of 
human habitation. 

Mr. LATTA. You can’t walk across it 
without sinking through. So my view 
is that we want to do, as you said, and 
I said a little earlier, it is all of the 
above. We want to make sure that we 
have got a great energy policy, and en-
ergy that will get us past the oil. But 
it is going to take time. And you prob-
ably remember, you were standing 
right there when those discussions 
were being had, that we are not that 
close yet to get to those new renew-
ables that are out there. It is going to 
take time. 

But during that time, when 80 per-
cent of all of the goods that are deliv-
ered in the State of Ohio are delivered 
by truck, when you look at everything 
that we rely on for oil, we have got to 
have it. But if we put ourselves out of 
business before then, what good is it 
going do down the road to get us to the 
renewables because we have already 
lost. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. What good is it 
going to do, Congressman LATTA, if 
people don’t have jobs? Because com-
pany after company, this is no joke. 
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Companies are facing very severe com-
plications on their bottom line because 
they can’t afford the energy. They 
can’t do it. And buying a carbon credit 
isn’t going to solve this. We have got 
to have more real energy to power the 
real needs America needs to have. We 
never would have had the American 
prosperity that we enjoy today without 
affordable, accessible, reliable energy. 
Energy is a good thing. Oil, gas, coal, 
these aren’t evils. These have been 
building blocks that have given us this 
greater country that the world has ever 
known. To take away these energy 
building blocks is to take away free-
dom and to take away prosperity, to 
take away the greatness of our Nation. 

b 2200 
We need this not just for our genera-

tion. We need this for the next genera-
tion—for my five kids, for your kids. 
This is very important. What kind of a 
country are we going to hand off to our 
kids? Sorry. We’re turning the lights 
off. You’re on your own. 

Mr. LATTA. Absolutely. That’s what 
we’re going to do, and that’s why we’re 
going to keep working. We’re going to 
make sure that the American people 
hear what we believe has to be done. 
What I’m hearing from my constitu-
ents in the Fifth Congressional District 
of Ohio is why aren’t we drilling, and 
why aren’t we exploring. What hap-
pened to nuclear? What happened to 
coal? 

So these are the issues out there that 
folks in my district are concerned 
about. They’ve figured it out. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. You’re right. 
Mr. LATTA. They’ve figured it out. 
Mrs. BACHMANN. You’re right. 
Mr. LATTA. But I just want to thank 

you very much this evening, the gen-
tlewoman from Minnesota, for being 
here tonight, because I know of your 
passion on this whole subject. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Well, Congress-
man LATTA, thank you for being the 
leader here. Thank you for your leader-
ship. 

Mr. LATTA. I think it’s important 
that the American people know that 
we’re out there, that there is a solution 
to this problem. So I just want to 
thank you very much for all of your 
help. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Thank you for 
standing up for the little guy, Con-
gressman LATTA. That is what your 
voice has been tonight, that of the lit-
tle guy who wonders: Does anybody 
hear me? Does anyone see I’m suf-
fering? Congressman LATTA, you’ve 
done that tonight. Thank you for your 
leadership. 

Mr. LATTA. Well, thank you very 
much. 

f 

AMERICAN ENERGY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the honor to be recognized on 

the floor of the United States Congress. 
I also appreciate the presentation that 
has been delivered by the gentleman 
from Ohio and from the gentlelady of 
Minnesota, and I appreciate being able 
to listen to the presentation, knowing 
that they have been to ANWR just re-
cently, within the past week or so, and 
have seen some of the things that I had 
seen there several years ago. What 
they see today is much of what I saw 
then. 

It’s interesting that they flew across 
that coastal plain for 2 hours with ev-
erybody on the plane looking and look-
ing for wildlife, and they didn’t see 
any. I remember I did see some. I saw 
four musk oxen. I remember the pilots 
actually spotted them, and they an-
nounced back to the plane that they 
had seen four musk oxen, and they 
were quite excited that they had seen 
wildlife in the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge. This was the airplane crew who 
had flown that coastal plain over and 
over again. I was surprised at that ex-
citement. 

I wouldn’t have gotten that excited if 
I’d have looked down and had seen a 
deer. I might have if I’d seen a buffalo 
but not a deer. 

In any case, it’s quite a thing to see 
that the people who had made the trip 
to ANWR saw the things that I saw, 
confirmed the things that I confirmed, 
gave speeches here on the floor of Con-
gress tonight, and then let the rest of 
the world know that the things that 
I’ve been saying have been true all 
along, right down to ‘‘there are no 
trees up there, Mr. Speaker, not a sin-
gle tree.’’ 

I recall giving a speech at the Iowa 
State Fair where I made that state-
ment. The allegation was made in a 
very impolite way that that wasn’t 
true. So the newspaper that Iowa de-
pends upon decided they would go find 
a contrary view from mine when I said 
there were no trees in ANWR. They 
found a botanist—I believe he was at 
Iowa State University—who must have 
gone through and searched the Internet 
and found out that there is, at least al-
legedly, a tiny, little weed up there 
that grows about 10- to 12-feet high at 
the most, and it’s technically a tree. 
There’s not enough wood in that to 
make a toothpick, but it’s technically 
a tree. 

So, if they found a botanist who said 
there was a tree in ANWR—and sup-
posedly that’s a rebuttal—I’d just say: 
Who has seen one? I don’t think any-
body has seen one up there. We know 
that the Arctic Circle is the line north 
of which trees cannot grow. This is the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, a fro-
zen tundra coastal plain. When it has 
had any disturbance on the tundra, it 
has not been from the oil pipeline, and 
it has not been from the drillers in a 
significant way, but it happens some-
times when Native Americans get to 
moving around up there. They tell me 
they just drag it smooth, and in 5 to 6 
years, the tundra has all grown back 
where it was. I’ve seen it. I know what 

it looks like. What my eyes see con-
firms for my head and for my heart. 

So I think this point has been made 
very clear. I don’t know how a think-
ing, living, breathing American could 
listen to the dialogue that took place 
here in the last hour and conclude that 
we shouldn’t drill in ANWR. It is an 
ideal place for there to be oil. It’s an 
ideal place for us to extract oil, and we 
have the transmission system up there. 
I think we’d have to add another 74- 
mile pipeline. 

There is something on which I might 
have a little bit of a marginal—not dis-
agreement, but I’d just say here is the 
little way I see it differently from Mrs. 
BACHMANN’s statement, which is that, 
in 3 years, we’d have oil coming out of 
ANWR and coming down the pipeline. 
We did the entire North Slope and the 
entire Alaska pipeline and 600 miles of 
right-of-way. We drilled the wells, put 
it all together, built the industry up 
there, and had oil coming out of the 
pipeline in 3 years, from ’72 till ’75, 
marginally a little bit more than 36 
months, but still, within 3 calendar 
years, there was oil coming out of that 
pipeline. There was an 800-mile pipe-
line. There were 600 miles of right-of- 
way. Drill the wells. Pick up the collec-
tion. Get it to the terminal at Mile 
Post Zero where the caribou con-
gregate. That was in 3 years. 

So I believe this, that if America 
makes up its mind, we can do it, if we 
did a Manhattan Project and started to 
build an atom bomb after the begin-
ning of World War II and, to end the 
war, we’d had two ready and two 
dropped. We did that. President Ken-
nedy said—and I think the year was 
1963—we’re going to go to the Moon. In 
1969, we were on the Moon. 

How can a nation that has that tech-
nical ability, a nation of smart, indus-
trious people who have tamed every-
thing we’ve decided to tame and that 
we’ve always done in record time—has 
something happened to our soul? Has 
something happened to our spirit that 
we would capitulate to the Lilliputian 
ropes that tie down America’s great-
ness—the ropes of regulation? the ropes 
of environmental extremism? What’s 
wrong with our spirit that we would let 
people like this hold America back? 
They would shut our economy down. 

If somebody shuts down the valve at 
the Strait of Hormuz, that shuts off 
42.6 percent of the world’s export oil 
supply. Ahmadinejad has threatened to 
do just that, and he has also threatened 
to annihilate Israel, and he is deter-
mined to move forward in building nu-
clear weapons. He has said so even if 
the CIA in the NIE report some months 
ago said, no, we concluded back in 2003 
that they quit trying. Not true. 
They’re continually trying to enrich 
uranium. They are enriching uranium. 
They showed it to us on our own tele-
vision sets. They’re developing missiles 
to deliver a weapon. They showed us 
that on our television sets. 

Why would we argue with the Ira-
nians? Do we think they’re perpe-
trating some kind of hoax? 
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It didn’t work out so well for Saddam 

Hussein when he sought to perpetrate 
some kind of a hoax. They thought we 
were bluffing, and now we won’t take 
them at their word, and we will watch 
in this Congress as the San Francisco, 
Pelosi-led Congress shuts down every 
avenue of energy development that we 
can create? Well, every one except 
maybe they’re okay with wind as long 
as it isn’t out off of Nantucket. As long 
as TEDDY KENNEDY can’t see it from his 
yacht, we can have some wind energy. 
They aren’t so bad with geothermal be-
cause they don’t see it very much, and 
they don’t understand it as much as 
they see it. Then let’s see. There must 
be some other things—solar, wind, geo-
thermal. So we can have a little solar, 
too, but not if it means we’ve got to 
put solar panels out there across the 
desert, because that’s unsightly. 

So they worship the goddess, Mother 
Earth, and despise the idea of free mar-
ket capitalism. They shut down the 
economy. You know, I think they’re 
also aware that, as to the energy sup-
plies that we have, as soon as we drill 
a well and we get that well up to pro-
duction, that’s the maximum that that 
well is going to produce for a day, and 
then its production day by day tapers 
off. That’s the case with the energy as 
we develop it, so we constantly have to 
be out there exploring for new energy. 
That’s the point, I think, that maybe 
wasn’t made in the last hour that’s es-
sential for us in this hour. 

I see that my good friend from Cali-
fornia, Mr. ROYCE, has arrived on the 
floor, and he knows that I have offered 
an open invitation by my very presence 
here. I’d be so happy to yield so much 
time as he may consume to the astute 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROYCE. Well, perhaps I could en-
gage the gentleman from Iowa in a dis-
cussion here of the fact that I don’t 
think many were really paying atten-
tion in this country over the last few 
years, but today, 80 percent of oil re-
serves are owned by nationalized oil 
companies of foreign governments. We 
don’t think a lot about this, but if we 
reflect, we will remember that, in 
many cases, the property has been 
seized and that OPEC now controls 
these assets through cartels overseas. 
As a matter of fact, it controls about 80 
percent. 

In my view, I think Congress sort of 
shrugged off the testimony of our 
former CIA Director, who warned of 
the OPEC cartel spearheaded by Saudi 
Arabia, deliberately lowering produc-
tion levels in order to drive the price of 
oil up. Now, as it turns out, the price of 
oil they managed to drive up to $140 a 
barrel. In his view, this was a bid to si-
phon $10 trillion over the next 10 years 
from our economy here into the coffers 
of the OPEC members. 

So I wanted to just touch briefly on 
the national security component of 
this. I think Congress watched as the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board 
explained that our supplies in oil are so 
tight in the United States today that a 
1 percent increase in supply could 
lower costs by 10 percent. Just 2 weeks 

ago, our Federal Reserve Chairman, 
Ben Bernanke, testified to that point. 

So what is the studied indifference as 
consumers and policymakers lay out 
the case for more supply? 

My concern is that the Democratic 
leadership has made a commitment to 
maintain the moratoriums against new 
drilling, new refineries, new nuclear 
power, the opportunity to extract oil 
from shale. Like my colleague from 
Iowa, I believe that market economics 
still have consequences and that the 
American Energy Act, which we have 
cosponsored which would lift these pro-
hibitions, would increase supply by 33 
percent. Now, if a 1 percent increase in 
supply drives down the price in the es-
timate of the Federal Reserve Chair-
man by 10 percent, what would a 33 per-
cent increase in supply do for the 
price? 

You know, a majority of the House of 
Representatives, I now believe, is feel-
ing enough heat back home that they 
would vote for increased supply, but 
the congressional leadership has 
blocked not only the American Energy 
Act, but the Democratic leadership has 
also blocked all other amendments 
that might lift any of the prohibitions 
from coming to the House floor. 

Well, under this American Energy 
Act that the gentleman from Iowa and 
I are supporting, we would open our 
deep water ocean resources. That 
would provide another 3 million barrels 
of oil per day to our domestic supply. 
Currently, we use 20 million barrels a 
day. Now, Cuba and Venezuela are al-
ready operating in these waters. It 
would open the Arctic coastal plain. 
That would provide an additional 1 mil-
lion barrels of oil a day. Now the Rus-
sian oil exploration is already oper-
ating in the Arctic today. It would de-
velop our Nation’s oil shale resources, 
providing an additional 2.5 million bar-
rels per day. Canada is developing its 
oil shale resources. 

It would cut the red tape that hinders 
the construction of new refineries. 
None have been built in the last 31 
years. It would extend the tax credit 
for alternative energy production, in-
cluding wind and solar and hydrogen, 
and it would eliminate barriers to the 
expansion of nuclear power production. 
As we know, France gets 80 percent of 
its energy from nuclear power. My 
State of California gets 121⁄2 percent. 

So, today, the OPEC cartel controls 
more than three-quarters of the world’s 
global oil reserves, and it severely re-
stricts both supply and access to its oil 
fields. This is one of the factors that 
helps cause this dramatic spike in the 
price of oil, which not only hits con-
sumers at the pump but which, frank-
ly, harms nearly every aspect of our 
economy, and the moratoriums here 
maintained by the Democratic leader-
ship, in my view, help drive up energy 
costs and risk further sinking this 
economy. 

This is the reason I’ve come to the 
floor, to make the case to have our col-
leagues bring this bill before the floor 
of the House of Representatives. 

b 2215 

I don’t know of a case where we have 
gone so long without an appropriations 
bill before this Congress. Article I, sec-
tion 9, clause 7 of the Constitution says 
that, ‘‘No money shall be drawn from 
the Treasury, but in Consequence of 
Appropriations made by Law.’’ 

Normally, we have the 13 appropria-
tions bills that come out of our com-
mittees that fund every government 
agency, but this is being held off. And 
one of the reasons why we are not hav-
ing these votes on the House floor is 
because of the concern that we might 
bring up these amendments. We might 
attach this Act to one of the appropria-
tions bills. 

And we’ve gone over 200 years on this 
House floor, and the House has never 
gone into the August recess without 
passing a single appropriations bill. In 
fact, the House has always passed at 
least one appropriations bill prior to 
July 9. 

And I am concerned that the Demo-
crat leadership is so insistent on block-
ing any votes to increase energy pro-
duction that they are rolling over until 
the end of the year all of the work that 
this Congress—and we will have one 
omnibus bill in which we cannot bring 
up any of these amendments to in-
crease energy production in the United 
States. 

I would ask if my colleague from the 
State of Iowa shares my concern. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from California, and I appre-
ciate you bringing this to the floor and 
laying it out with the clarity that you 
have. 

Supply and demand, as you’re speak-
ing, I’m thinking, let’s see, if there was 
32 percent more corn on the market— 
being from Iowa, I think in those 
terms—that might be, say, 41⁄2 billion 
bushels more corn on the market, 
maybe a little more than that. I’m 
pretty sure if we dump 41⁄2 billion bush-
els of corn supposedly that we found 
somewhere on the market, the price 
would go down. 

I was also thinking about Adam 
Smith when he wrote in his famous 
book ‘‘Wealth of Nations,’’ published in 
1776, how it was that the cost of every-
thing that we produce is the sum total 
of the capital and the labor required to 
produce whatever the commodity is. 
And he wrote about how the price of 
gold plummeted in Europe when the 
Spanish galleons returned from the 
New World loaded with gold. But he 
didn’t say because of supply and de-
mand strictly. He said it was because 
they had figured out how to take the 
price of labor out of the production of 
gold. They stole the gold, but the effect 
was the labor got cheap. 

Supply and demand works for gold, it 
works for corn, and it works for oil. It 
works for everything including labor. 
They’re all commodities. And some of 
the things that can affect that, of 
course, are the value of our dollar. I’d 
like to see that dollar shored up. 

When I look at these bushels—excuse 
me, I’m thinking like an Iowan—when 
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I look at these million barrels, 3 mil-
lion a day off the gulf as described by 
the gentleman from California, 1 mil-
lion a day out of the arctic region up 
there, 21⁄2 million in oil shale, those are 
really just for starters. We’ve always 
found more oil than we predicted was 
there, and it will be the case this time. 

On the subject matter of what it is 
that this Imperial Pelosi Congress 
won’t let us vote on, this is the produc-
tion chart for the United States of 
America for energy. And we need to, 
Mr. Speaker, talk about energy from 
the concept of total Btus of energy. We 
have to put it in one common measure-
ment. So, rather than gallons or cords 
of wood, whatever it might be, we put 
this into Btus and energy. 

This is all of the energy sources that 
we have here that we produce in the 
United States. And as we go around the 
edge here, I’ll start right in here. Hy-
droelectric power, nuclear. Coal, 321⁄2 
percent of our overall production is 
coal. Natural gas, 271⁄2 percent of our 
overall production is natural gas. Then 
you’ve got heavy petroleum, like as-
phalt and those kind of oils. Jet fuel, 
kerosene, diesel fuel’s in red, and gaso-
line in blue, biomass, and a lot of 
that’s wood. People are burning more 
wood today because of the cost of en-
ergy in pink. Then you get down to 
these tiny little slivers, biodiesel, nine- 
one hundredths of 1 percent. Ethanol 
fuel, .76 of 1 percent; solar, .11 of 1 per-
cent; wind, .44; geothermal, .49. This is 
it. 

Now, I would take you around this 
chart, and we’re going to find that the 
folks that, I will say, worship at the 
altar of Mother Earth object to nearly 
every kind of energy that we produce 
in the United States. They object to a 
lot of the biofuels because it is burning 
wood, and it puts carbon dioxide in the 
air. The biomass, they’ve objected to. 

Gasoline, we know the objection to 
that, and we have people in here that 
would rather have you ride your bicy-
cle and they think that if gas prices go 
to $4 or $5 or more a gallon, more peo-
ple will ride their bikes. 

Fewer will get in their car. That will 
save the environment, and they can 
save Mother Earth. That’s what they’re 
thinking. So we can’t develop anymore 
gasoline here in the United States or 
diesel fuel or jet fuel or heavy oils. 
That’s all in the same kind of hydro-
carbon, comes out of the same well, the 
crude oil well. That’s all verboten, ac-
cording to the Speaker’s team from 
San Francisco. 

And you get to natural gas. They 
have to drill wells to do that, and 
they’ve got us blocked offshore. 
They’ve got us blocked on non-national 
park public lands. Sometimes we can 
drill there, but we can’t get access, and 
we can’t lay pipelines, and we know 
that we can’t transport natural gas un-
less we can conduct it through a pipe-
line or turn it into liquefied natural 
gas. 

By the way, we had a vote on the 
floor today on a motion to recommit 

on a bill that would have opened up a 
bridge that’s blocking tankers that are 
coming into Massachusetts with lique-
fied natural gas. They blocked that. 
They don’t even want liquefied natural 
gas coming in up their little river, even 
though the Federal taxpayers pay for 
the bridge that’s already replaced the 
one that’s keeping the tankers from 
going underneath it. 

That tells you where they are with 
natural gas, and that’s Massachusetts 
mentality that teams up with some of 
that left coast mentality, not all of it 
by any means. 

And the coal, it’s almost to the point 
now—I happen to know of one expan-
sion of a coal-fired generation plant. 
There may be more. But the people 
that are putting these plants together 
say we can’t meet the regulations any-
more. They’re getting tighter and 
tighter. So coal-fired generating plants 
are pretty much off the table. 

You kind of see, and I’m going 
around here, off the table all the way 
around. Nuclear, no, off the table. 
They’re afraid of a Chernobyl, even 
though our technology doesn’t melt 
down that way. It actually cools, in-
stead of warms. So the greens are 
afraid of nuclear. 

Hydroelectric, boy, now there is a 
superclean, wonderful, natural resource 
that renews itself. It rains, water runs 
down the river, comes through the tur-
bine, spins it, generates electricity. 
What could be better than that? But a 
strong contingent of environmental ex-
tremists want to put all of our rivers 
back to where they were before because 
they don’t believe we should even 
think or attempt to improve upon 
Mother Nature. 

So I’ve gone all the way around here. 
Hydroelectric power, that was the 
piece there. And what’s left? 

When you add this all up, all of these 
things are forbidden by one entity or 
another. Even wind has resistance to it 
because people think that birds are 
going to fly into those windmills. And 
I can tell you, I can see 17 of them from 
my house. They have hundreds of them 
in my district. There aren’t piles of 
dead birds underneath there. It’s more 
dangerous to the birds when you drive 
your car down the road. They can at 
least see that windmill coming and 
they tend to avoid it. 

So I can only find three sources of 
energy that maybe, maybe we could ex-
pand, and that would be—by the way, 
ethanol, biodiesel, that’s food versus 
fuel, so there’s a resistance there. So 
we end up with wind, unless Teddy 
Kennedy can see it; geothermal, as 
long as you can’t see it; and what do 
they have, solar. 

Now, these tiny little pieces here, if 
you add up of our overall production, 
that’s .49, .44 and .11. Now I haven’t 
done that. That’s a little bit over 1 per-
cent of our overall energy production is 
what they’re going to let us expand to 
produce 100 percent of the energy that 
we can consume. 

And Mr. Speaker, we’re producing 
only 72 percent of the energy that 

we’re consuming. So this energy pie 
isn’t big enough. It’s only 72 percent 
big enough to provide the energy nec-
essary to fuel the United States and 
keep our economy going. 

By the way, just providing enough 
energy isn’t good enough. We can al-
ways buy enough energy until we go 
flat bloke. We have got to have enough 
energy that’s economical for our indus-
try to run, that’s economical for people 
to engage in travel and enjoy life and 
be able to exercise our freedoms. 

Mr. ROYCE. If the gentleman would 
yield, what would the gentleman think 
the consequence would be over the next 
10 years presuming that these morato-
riums are kept in place? We can’t do 
anything, presume for a moment, to 
address the issue that the Federal Re-
serve Chairman warned, that the sup-
ply of energy is so tight that a 1 per-
cent increase in supply would drop 
prices by 10 percent. Let’s say that 
things remain as they are, we don’t get 
any additional sources for production 
because of the moratoriums. What do 
you think the consequences would be of 
the transfer of $10 trillion out of this 
economy over the next 10 years into 
OPEC, into the members of the OPEC 
cartel? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Well, I think that 
we already see the heavy signs of those 
consequences, that when dictators be-
come rich, they also become bellig-
erent, and they begin to think that— 
well, actually, they’re measuring their 
power. It’s their economic power, and a 
lot of them run contrary to our values 
here in Western civilization. So we 
have more conflicts to face, and we’re 
going to have to do it with less re-
sources, and a Nation whose economy 
could no longer be thriving will have 
transferred our wealth overseas. 

Mr. ROYCE. If the gentleman will 
yield, I think it’s pretty clear at this 
point that high gas prices are hurting 
the pocketbook of families across this 
country. Family budgets are strained. 
And the bottom line is we are pushing 
for short- and long-term solutions to 
lower gas prices and to address our fu-
ture energy needs. 

We’re doing that with the American 
Energy Act, which is going to provide 
tax incentives for businesses and fami-
lies that purchase more fuel-efficient 
carts. It provides tax incentives to 
those that improve their energy effi-
ciency. It permanently extends the tax 
credit for alternative energy produc-
tion, including wind and solar and hy-
drogen. Barriers to the expansion of 
emission-free nuclear power production 
are eliminated in this piece of legisla-
tion. It spurs the development of alter-
native fuels. 

It’s a balanced piece of legislation, 
which gives us more energy, and frank-
ly, with gas prices increasing, it’s vital 
that we utilize our Nation’s vast en-
ergy supplies, and at the same time, we 
should continue to develop new, clean 
technology. And this would signifi-
cantly reduce our use of foreign oil. 
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That’s what this bill is intended to 

do, and doing so is an economic neces-
sity. It is vital to our national secu-
rity. So I encourage our lawmakers, 
our colleagues to join us in this effort 
to bring this important piece of legisla-
tion to the floor for a vote. 

And I appreciate the gentleman from 
Iowa yielding to me, and I appreciate 
also his explanation of energy produc-
tion and energy consumption here in 
the United States so that people can 
better understand just how tight the 
supply is and how great the need is for 
more energy production, to say noth-
ing of the jobs, by the way, that this 
would create here in this country if we 
allowed more production. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from California for coming to 
the floor and bringing this issue for-
ward, helping to frame it in the fashion 
that he has. 

And the segue gave me an oppor-
tunity to put up these two charts, and 
the chart that I just took down was the 
energy production chart. That was 72 
quadrillion Btus of energy. The inside 
circle is the energy production chart, 
72 quadrillion total energy production 
in the United States. The outside circle 
is the energy consumption in the 
United States. That’s 101.4 quadrillion 
Btus. 

Now, those numbers don’t mean a lot 
to anybody, I don’t think, until you 
just put it in perspective. We are pro-
ducing 72 percent of the energy that 
we’re consuming, and if we’re going to 
be energy independent, if we’re going 
to stop transferring American wealth 
overseas, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia said, then we’ve got to produce 
as much energy as we consume. 

And I’m not stuck specifically on 
producing just as much gas as we burn 
or just as much diesel or just as much 
electricity in whichever fashion it is, 
but I’m insistent upon the idea that we 
go to full energy production, that if we 
produce enough Btus and natural gas 
to offset something we might use in 
coal, let the size of the proportion of 
these pie charts change a little bit de-
pending upon what’s most economical. 

But I do think natural gas needs to 
remain, as JOHN PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania said, the mother’s milk of manu-
facturing and that it should not be the 
kind of energy that we’re using to ex-
pand our electrical generation. 

b 2230 

And natural gas is also the feedstock 
for 90 percent of our nitrogen fertilizer. 

And so there’s two essential uses. 
And we can’t turn over the nitrogen 
fertilizer production to places like 
Venezuela and Russia, but that’s where 
it’s going. We’ve almost lost the entire 
fertilizer industry in the United States 
because we haven’t acted to open up 
these energy supplies. We know that 
we have 420 trillion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas, and that’s known reserves. 
That’s known reserves, and we still 
can’t go offshore in many places and 
explore. 

So here’s our answer: It is, expand all 
of these forms of energy, every single 
one. And yes, we need to expand—even 
the energy that TEDDY KENNEDY ob-
jects to, let’s expand some wind and 
some geothermal and some solar. 
That’s the three that seem to be the 
least objectionable. But let’s do all the 
rest while we’re at it. 

And this green one right here, nu-
clear; when you think we haven’t built 
a nuclear plant since the mid-1970s, 
about 1975, there is a brand new one 
that’s under construction in South 
Carolina today—and boy we’re on a 
blitzkrieg to get that built—and it’s 
going to be going online in 2017. Can 
you imagine a nation that—we can put 
the erector set together a lot faster 
than that, we just can’t jump through 
all the regulatory hoops any faster 
than that. So the master switch gets 
thrown and the lights come on in 
South Carolina in 2017. And that is 
then the master manual for how to go 
through all of the regulatory and envi-
ronmental red tape to build the next 
one after that. 

And there was a vote in South Da-
kota, a public referendum to build a 
new refinery in Union County, South 
Dakota, Elk Point area, $10 billion in-
vestment. The referendum passed in 
favor of it, 59–41, so they said most of 
us think it’s okay to have a refinery in 
our back yard. That refinery is one 
that I think it has a very good chance 
of going, but even those who are driv-
ing this don’t have the answer to every 
question on how they jump through all 
of the regulatory hoops that have been 
created. 

So here’s an example: In 1970, when 
the oil companies wanted to go up to 
the North Slope of Alaska and open up 
Alaska for drilling, there was a court 
injunction that was slapped on them. 
That was a new thing then. I can re-
member being shocked that someone 
could come along and file a court case 
and shut down an entire region from 
development for energy. 

There used to be a thing called prop-
erty rights in America, constitutional 
property rights, and that would be a 
taking of the property. They went in 
there and acquired those leases with all 
good intent and above board, and they 
were shut down by an environmentalist 
lawsuit that went to court in 1970. In 
1972, the final litigation hurdle had 
been leaped and they began the con-
struction of the 600 miles of right-a- 
way and the 800 miles of pipelines and 
all the wells and collector tubes and 
the terminals on the Alaska Pipeline. 

It took 2 years. And in 1972, I was as-
tonished that anybody could hold up an 
operation like that for 2 years. And yet 
today, that seems like a blink of a 
litigative eye, 2 years. If we could re-
solve all the litigation that’s holding 
up energy in 2 years, in 4 years we 
could have the energy problem solved. 
And that’s because the trial lawyers, 
the environmentalists, the people that 
want to make their money off of litiga-
tion, the same kind of people that held 

up the Intelligence bill and put our Na-
tion at risk, those who see profit in 
squeezing it out of somebody else, 
that’s holding us up on energy, and the 
environmentalists. 

So now I add this up on production. 
All of these things are off the table by 
environmentalists: 

Can’t do biomass, that burns wood, 
puts greenhouse gas in the air. Can’t do 
motor gasoline, same reason. Can’t do 
diesel fuel. Can’t do jet fuel. None of 
the crude oil can we do because they’re 
afraid it contributes to global warm-
ing. And as we come on around the 
horn, kerosene fits in that same cat-
egory. Natural gas, I spoke to that. 
Coal, can’t build any more coal-fire 
plants, or if we do, we’ve got some new 
hoops to jump through that no one has 
jumped through before. 

You get to the nuclear, and the 
French are producing 78 percent of 
their electricity by nuclear, and we’re 
down here where our overall energy 
consumption is 8.29 percent. The per-
centage of our overall energy produc-
tion is 11.66 percent. But nuclear is also 
off the table. I spoke about hydro-
electric, off the table. 

So we get to add up geothermal and 
wind and solar. I add up those three 
things. And I happen to know that in 
our overall consumption, those three 
sources, geothermal, wind and solar, 
total .74 of 1 percent of our overall en-
ergy consumption. And if we’re going 
to be independent, we’re going to only 
expand those? What’s your answer? Do 
you have an answer? I don’t think so. I 
think you worship at the alter of moth-
er nature. 

And your default position is to al-
ways go back to pre Garden of Eden. I 
don’t think you can think beyond that. 
I’ll say this, that I know who created 
this Earth; God created this Earth. And 
he gave us dominion over it, and the 
animals and the plants in it to be used 
respectfully. And yes, we can improve 
upon mother nature, we’ve done it 
many times. That’s why we’re given 
the gift of the intellect and free will 
that we have. And we’re to be tested in 
this fashion. And I’m more than happy 
to rise to that occasion and be tested 
in this fashion. And this side of the 
aisle over there, you all think the de-
fault position is, go back to pre Garden 
of Eden, mother nature, whatever the 
random grab-bag thing it was that 
came out of Darwin’s ‘‘survival of the 
fittest’’ before man intervened as an 
intervening species, whatever that was, 
that’s the utopian version that you’re 
after because you have no other stand-
ard. We’ll, I just described the stand-
ard, look it up in Genesis. 

We can do this. We can produce all 
the energy that this country consumes 
by expanding all of these sources of en-
ergy from the production chart. 
Stretch it out to the outside limits of 
the consumption chart. We can do this, 
we must do this. And if we fail, the 
other people in the world—whom we 
are sending money to every day by the 
billions—will own us. And when they 
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own us, then they will tell us what to 
do and they will be our boss and our 
freedoms will be gone and diminished. 
And by the way, the people we’re send-
ing the money to for the most part 
don’t believe much in freedom. 

And we’re doing our best to encour-
age others to buy into the freedom 
model that we have. If we besmirch the 
freedom responsibility to make good 
decisions for the best long-term inter-
ests of the American people, we trail in 
the dust of golden hopes of the Found-
ing Fathers. 

So much has been said about energy 
tonight, Mr. Speaker, and that makes 
my point on energy. I may come back 
and reiterate it, but I’ll take up an-
other subject matter that has me sig-
nificantly concerned. And that is, that 
as we watch the Presidential race un-
fold, and we’re watching as one of the 
Presidential candidates does his photo- 
op stops around the Middle East and 
Europe, and as that Presidential can-
didate—and specifically the junior Sen-
ator from Illinois—has said that he ex-
pects to be in a leadership role for the 
next 10 years or so, he has already 
anointed himself as President. And so I 
would submit—and I don’t hear any-
body on the Democrat side say, wait a 
minute, calm down, that Presidential 
seal was a little bit of an overreach and 
the statement that you’re going to be 
in command for the next 10 years 
means that, even if you win the Presi-
dency this year and get re-elected 4 
years later, it’s still not 10 years. So 
perhaps you can amend the Constitu-
tion and make such a prediction. 
Maybe you’re such a marvel of nature 
you can do all of that, Mr. OBAMA. 

But even if you’re half of what you 
say, that makes you the leader of the 
Democrat Party in the United States 
of America. That means that the peo-
ple over here on this side of the aisle 
are seeking to accommodate the posi-
tions that you’ve taken, trying to 
make you look good as you run for the 
Presidency, applauding and supporting 
the globe trotting and the speech—that 
didn’t take place at the Brandenburg 
gate today—all of that adulation that 
goes on is surely affecting the agenda 
here on the floor of Congress. It has to 
be and it has to have been. 

For example, 40 different bills and 
resolutions brought to the floor of this 
House in the 110th Congress, all de-
signed to underfund, unfund, deploy 
our troops out of Iraq and undermine 
the spirit and the will of our own fight-
ing men and women, while they en-
courage our enemy. Forty bills and res-
olutions. All of those fit exactly with 
Obama’s foreign policy, ‘‘get out and 
get out now.’’ 

I’m a little amazed that he can argue 
that, when asked if the surge worked, 
he couldn’t agree that the surge 
worked. He said it was a hypothetical 
question. What’s hypothetical about 
sending 170,000 troops over into a com-
bat zone? What’s hypothetical about 
some of them that come back with a 
flag draped over their coffin? That’s 

not hypothetical, Senator OBAMA. 
That’s real life, it’s real death, it’s real 
families that gave their son or daugh-
ter, lost their husband or their wife for 
our freedom. And you can’t answer 
frivolously and flippantly that it’s a 
hypothetical question, did the surge 
work or didn’t it work? Obviously it 
worked. 

And to argue that you have four 
points out there that the rest of—the 
President and JOHN MCCAIN are coming 
around to, that they’re agreeing with 
you because you said we ought to get 
out of Iraq back in 2005—I think 2005 
was the year that he said my position 
on Iraq is identical with that of Presi-
dent Bush. So I’m not sure when the 
first time was he said I think we should 
get out, but I know it was when we 
were under combat stress and pressure 
and things weren’t going that well over 
there. And now I see him walking 
around the tarmac at Baghdad Inter-
national—where I’ve been five times 
and I’ll be again before this election 
cycle is over. And each time I’ve been 
there—hmm, I don’t know about that. I 
think maybe the first time I arrived 
there I didn’t wear a bullet-proof vest 
and I didn’t wear a helmet. I think I 
went in there in casual khakis because 
the threat wasn’t deemed to be as high 
as it turned out to be. The rest of the 
time I wore a bullet-proof vest and I 
wore a helmet. And I look there now, 
Senator OBAMA gets off of the plane or 
the helicopter, no bullet-proof vest, no 
helmet. Why is that? Senator, it’s be-
cause the surge worked. The surge 
worked, and it’s safe enough for you to 
walk around at Baghdad International 
in your shirt sleeves. 

A couple or 3 years ago, when I was 
walking around Baghdad International 
and I had security personnel standing 
between me and the line of fire, the 
other side of the concrete wall was the 
Mahdi militia, Muqtada-al Sadr’s mili-
tia. They were controlling the civilian 
side of the airport. And the military 
side, by some truce—we didn’t shoot 
each other much, I guess, through that 
concrete—held the other side. And 
today, the Mahdi militia is decimated 
and gone. Muqtada al-Sadr, the bane of 
peace in Iraq, has gone from doing 
something he’s not very good at. Now 
he’s studying. He’s no longer a general. 
When he loses his army, he goings off 
to be a scholar instead. And for him to 
get ramped back up again and ever be 
commanding a Mahdi militia looks 
pretty slim to the people I’m talking 
to. 

The reason, OBAMA, you can walk 
around on the tarmac at Baghdad 
International in shirt sleeves is be-
cause the surge worked. And the reason 
that we can pull some troops out of 
Iraq incrementally, as situations ad-
just on the ground, as they have been 
adjusting and continue to adjust on the 
ground, the reason is because the surge 
worked. And to take credit because 
some troops can come out of Iraq when 
you said ‘‘pull them all out now, right 
now,’’ and when you said, ‘‘I will, on 

my first day in office, order the imme-
diate withdrawal of the troops from 
Iraq,’’ the only condition, the only ca-
veat was, I’ll maintain a rear guard so 
they don’t get shot in the back as they 
run off and get on board the troop ship, 
that’s what’s going on. You can’t fool 
the American people in that. 

And you say that you want to send a 
couple of brigades to Afghanistan. Do 
it now, do it before the election. We 
can’t wait until January 20—pre-
suming, of course, that JOHN MCCAIN 
won’t make the right decision. He’s far 
more likely to make the right decision. 
And I actually think he’s actually 
more likely to be President today. But 
to argue that we should send troops 
from Iraq to Afghanistan immediately 
is an obscene contradiction to the sac-
rifice that’s been made by our military 
personnel that are there. 

It works like this; here’s how the 
logic in the rational world goes: If 
President Bush has the insight and the 
courage to empower General Petraeus, 
recognize his leadership, allow him the 
time to go back and write the counter- 
insurgency manual, appoint him to 
command the troops in Iraq for the 
purposes of initiating the surge, make 
sure General Petraeus comes here be-
fore this Congress, explains it to us, we 
appropriate the money—you didn’t 
have the nerve to shut the funding off 
because you didn’t want to say, well, 
absolutely no to the troops because the 
disgrace of shutting the funding off and 
watching 3 million people die in South-
east Asia in 1975 comes back to haunt. 

The President had the vision to ap-
point General Petraeus. He had the vi-
sion to buy into that vision. He made 
the tough order. He put the troops on 
the line. They went there. The surge 
worked. The political solution flowed 
behind it and with it and in anticipa-
tion of it because they knew that we 
were going to be there for a period of 
time and would give the Iraqis time to 
get themselves established. 

If the surge worked in Iraq, OBAMA, 
tell me why—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is reminded that his remarks 
should be referred to the Chair 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ac-
knowledge that statement as correct. 
And Mr. Speaker, I will direct my re-
marks to the Chair. I appreciate that. 

So Mr. Speaker, when I speak to you 
and echo this message across to the 
other Chamber, the idea that a surge 
didn’t work in Iraq but it allowed Pres-
idential candidates to walk around on 
the tarmac without a bullet-proof vest 
or a helmet, but it will work in Af-
ghanistan? 

b 2245 

That’s a rationale that doesn’t fit for 
the people in the Midwest. They know 
better. They’ve watched this. They 
stayed up to speed with what’s going 
on, and they will not be fooled. And I 
will not be fooled either. 

So what we have is we have a situa-
tion where the political climate in this 
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Chamber, Mr. Speaker, seeks to meld 
and shape itself to a presidential cam-
paign, to adopt those policies, to make 
it so it increases the odds that their 
candidate will be elected President. 

And part of this, Mr. Speaker, is un-
folding tomorrow morning in the House 
Judiciary Committee. I don’t know 
that this is published in the news 
media, but I know what I got in my Ju-
diciary Committee hearing notice here 
within the last hour. This is a notice 
that says that there is going to be, for 
the first time in this millennia, im-
peachment hearings in the United 
States House of Representatives in the 
Judiciary Committee, impeachment 
hearings to consider impeachment of 
the President of the United States and 
the Vice President of the United 
States, starting at 10 a.m. tomorrow 
morning in room 2141 of the Rayburn 
House Office Building. 

I can only conclude, Mr. Speaker, 
that the initiative for this has to be ap-
proved by the presidential candidate of 
the party that controls the Judiciary 
Committee and this Chamber. There’s 
no other conclusion that can be drawn. 
It is all politics all the time. There are 
no coincidences in politics. If a presi-
dential candidate didn’t want to have 
impeachment hearings going on, he’d 
make sure that they weren’t going on. 
If a Speaker of the House or a chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee was 
considering such an idea to hold im-
peachment hearings, they would surely 
run it across the powers that be within 
their party so there wasn’t a conflict 
that rose up to bite them. I have to be-
lieve, and I do believe, that this is with 
the full support and endorsement of the 
presidential candidate chosen by the 
party on the other side of the aisle. 

This is what we’re up against tomor-
row, Mr. Speaker. It’s going to be an 
interesting day. 

I was not in this Congress during the 
impeachment hearings of 1998, al-
though I was in this city. I came to 
this city to do a couple of conferences, 
and I picked up the Washington Post, 
and on about Page 4, there was a little 
clip in there that said impeachment 
hearings in the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, room 2141, open to the public, 
staring at 10 o’clock in the morning. I 
believe the dates were the 7th, 8th, and 
9th of December, 1998. I looked at that, 
and I concluded that these were histor-
ical times and that in spite of whatever 
the conferences were that I’d come out 
here to attend, attending the impeach-
ment hearings would be far more in-
structive, that I would then be part of 
history. 

Well, I observed those hearings for 3 
days in a row. I was sitting behind 
David Shippers when he delivered the 
summary of the prosecution. I happen 
to have a copy that was handed to me 
that day by the Judiciary Committee 
staff. I keep that in my file. It’s an his-
toric event. These events tomorrow 
will be historic too, although they are 
far from as serious as what was taking 
place in 1998 because in 1998 there was 

an impeachment in this House. This 
House voted to impeach the President 
of the United States, Mr. Speaker. 
They did so based on solid evidence, 
and they went over to the Senate to 
bring forth the prosecution. 

And I see things in this notice that 
goes this way: ‘‘Full Committee Hear-
ing, Executive Power and Its Constitu-
tional Limitations’’ being the subject, 
the subject being three resolutions in-
troduced by Congressman DENNIS 
KUCINICH and different resolutions to 
either impeach President Bush or Vice 
President CHENEY. It says that interest 
groups have advocated for the impeach-
ment of the President and the Vice 
President. Nobody’s talking about this 
where I live, but there are enough radi-
cals to bring this thing forward. 

We are going to hear from several 
Members of Congress, one, two, three, 
four Members of Congress tomorrow. 
We are going to hear from a former As-
sociate Deputy Attorney General from 
the Reagan administration. We are 
going to hear from the Mayor of Salt 
Lake City, Mr. Speaker, who has said 
publicly this: ‘‘This President has en-
gaged in such incredible abuses of 
power and breaches of trust with both 
Congress and the American people and 
misleading us into this tragic and un-
believable war, the violation of trea-
ties, other international law, our Con-
stitution, our own domestic laws, and 
then his role in heinous human rights 
abuses, I think all of that together 
calls for impeachment.’’ 

Well, I would reject all of those alle-
gations as having substance, and I 
don’t think that substance is going to 
come out tomorrow, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause this is a dog and pony show. This 
is a political exercise. 

Actually, I tried to get the chairman 
to yield to me the other day, and he de-
clined to do so, because I was watching 
the progression of these judicial public 
lynchings that have been taking place 
of Bush administration officials in the 
Judiciary Committee over the last 
month or better. We had David 
Addington, the Chief of Staff of the 
Vice President of the United States, 
brought before the Judiciary Com-
mittee under threat of subpoena. And 
he was told by one of the committee 
members, ‘‘I’m glad al Qaeda can see 
you now.’’ Brought before the public, a 
man who has been a private individual, 
and whipped up one side and down the 
other with verbal assaults, trying to 
find to trip him up so that he could go 
the same path as Scooter Libby, whom 
no one can still tell me what it was 
that Scooter Libby said or did that was 
wrong. All they know is that he’s been 
beaten up on so much, there must be 
something there. Well, Mr. Speaker, 
when it comes to the politics in this 
Chamber, I can tell you there doesn’t 
have to be anything there to be beaten 
up upon. 

But here’s what’s going to make it a 
problem for some of the members in 
the Judiciary Committee. They were 
on the committee in 1998, many of 

them. They are on record as to what 
they thought was an objective con-
stitutional means, reason for which a 
President should be impeached. They 
said such things as, and this is a quote, 
‘‘We are using the most powerful insti-
tutional tool available to this body, 
impeachment, in a highly partisan 
manner. Impeachment was designed to 
rid this Nation of traitors and ty-
rants.’’ That’s the chairman of the 
committee. 

Here’s another quote from a com-
mittee member. This is MAXINE WA-
TERS, California, who believes we 
should nationalize our oil industry, by 
the way, but, Mr. Speaker, here’s the 
quote: ‘‘How must our American sol-
diers feel to have their Commander in 
Chief under attack’’—this is of Presi-
dent Clinton during the impeachment 
hearings. ‘‘How must our American sol-
diers feel to have their Commander in 
Chief under attack while they are en-
gaged in battle? They have the right to 
feel betrayed and undermined. Today 
we are here in the People’s House de-
bating the partisan impeachment of 
the President of the United States of 
America while the Commander in Chief 
is managing a crisis and asking world 
leaders for support. This is indeed a Re-
publican coup d’etat.’’ Mr. Speaker, 
that’s MAXINE WATERS, 1998, during the 
impeachment of Bill Clinton. I wonder 
how she is going to conduct herself to-
morrow, if she is going to be consistent 
with her words then or if she’s going to 
contrive another argument manana. 

Here’s another quote from a current 
Judiciary Committee member speaking 
of the Clinton impeachment in 1998: 
‘‘We have been warned repeatedly that 
these allegations are nowhere near 
what is necessary to overturn a na-
tional election and to impeachment a 
President. Despite these cautionary 
flags, this committee has turned a deaf 
ear to hundreds of years of precedent 
and to the Constitution that has kept 
this country strong and unified.’’ 
That’s Congressman ROBERT C. SCOTT 
of Virginia, a Judiciary Committee 
member. 

Here’s a statement made by the cur-
rent Chair of the Immigration Sub-
committee back in 1998 of the Clinton 
impeachment: ‘‘The people’s will must 
not be overridden by those who claim 
to know better, by those who believe 
they know what is best for the Amer-
ican people,’’ ZOE LOFGREN. 

You get the idea, Mr. Speaker. Let 
me just do another one just to put 
some of this on the record, Mr. Speak-
er. Here’s another quote of the 1998 im-
peachment of President Bill Clinton, 
Judiciary Committee member and Con-
stitution Subcommittee Chair: ‘‘It’s an 
enormous responsibility and an ex-
traordinary power. It’s not one that 
should be exercised lightly. It certainly 
is not one which should be exercised in 
a manner which is or would be per-
ceived to be unfair or partisan.’’ 

Well, get ready for tomorrow, Mr. 
Speaker. I don’t expect it’s going to be 
fair, but I don’t think there is a single 
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pundit in America that could analyze 
it as anything except partisan. Not a 
witch hunt anymore. They’ve found 
their witch. They’re bringing impeach-
ment hearings before the House Judici-
ary Committee, all of that on the heels 
of the attempted public lynching of 
David Addington, the Chief of Staff of 
the Vice President of the United 
States; Doug Feith, the Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense for Policy, also 
brought before the committee; and 
then behind that last week, former At-
torney General John Ashcroft, another 
attempt made at him yesterday or the 
day before. I guess it was the day be-
fore. We had Attorney General 
Mukasey. All of this before the com-
mittee, all of this under at least the 
implication that a subpoena can be 
issued, sometimes the actual vote and 
threat of a subpoena. I don’t know if a 
subpoena has been actually issued 
under any of these cases. But these are 
honorable men. They’ll come testify. 
They have got nothing to hide. But it’s 
a grueling thing to sit there and look 
at the Judiciary Committee panel and 
know that it’s exactly what, Mr. 
Speaker, JERRY NADLER said it should 
not be. He said, ‘‘It certainly is not one 
which should be exercised in a manner 
which is or would be perceived to be 
unfair or partisan.’’ 

Well, I am very convinced that JERRY 
NADLER thought that it was unfair and 
partisan in 1998. I don’t know that a 
majority of the American people think 
that, but today if you would walk down 
the streets of America, at least inside 
the coasts in America, and say, ‘‘What 
in the world would the Democrats want 
to impeach President Bush and Vice 
President CHENEY for?’’ I would be hard 
pressed to find constituents in my part 
of the country that could give me an 
informed answer. That means to me 
that it’s unfair and it’s partisan, and 
this entire exercise is about discred-
iting the Bush administration so that 
the landing zone is prepped for Election 
Day in November. That’s what I see. 

I don’t think there are coincidences 
in politics. I think it’s all real. And it 
is not a game. It is hardball. This is the 
hardest of hardball that’s unfolding 
here tomorrow. The unbelievable, the 
unanticipated, the breathtaking, the il-
logical, the major reach, the déja vu 
feeling with a different pair of figures 
in front of it. 

Mr. Speaker, I will take us back also 
to another little event when I had ex-
posure to some of the things going on 
by the hard left in America. 

March 18, 2003, just a few days before 
the liberation of Iraq began, there was 
an anti-war protest that took place out 
on the mall. Now, I had not been to one 
of those before. We don’t have them in 
my part of the country. But I thought 
I should take a look at this one. And so 
I put on my Redskins sweatshirt, an 
old one. I looked like a native, put a 
cap on, walked down there amongst the 
people that were getting ready for this 
march on the White House to protest 
the war that hadn’t begun. And as I 

was there and I watched a photog-
rapher wash the lens of his camera 
with an American flag he kept in his 
pocket for a rag, and he was pleased to 
do it, as I watched some of the 
countercultural signs be put up, I took 
a lot of pictures down there, many of 
which couldn’t be published and many 
of which you wouldn’t show your chil-
dren. There was a big stage. A big stage 
with big speakers up on it. And the or-
ators that came forward to stand be-
tween those large speakers were there 
to gin up the crowd so they got all 
wound up and then they could march 
off across the mall and march around 
the White House and go protest the war 
that hadn’t begun. And I did watch 
that entire march and that whole pro-
test, and that’s a longer speech than 
I’ve got time for tonight, Mr. Speaker. 
But I saw the chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee call for the impeach-
ment of President Bush before the op-
erations began. 

And now here we are, March 18, 2003, 
fast forward to July 24, and tomorrow 
will be July 25, 2008. Just a little over 
5 years later, we’re there. It’s hap-
pening. It’s coming before the Judici-
ary Committee tomorrow in room 2141, 
10 o’clock a.m. I think it will be a day 
that lives in infamy, a shameful day, a 
day when the American people wake up 
and realize there is a connection be-
tween a committee and the United 
States Congress seeking to impeach a 
President without cause during a time 
of war, during a time when our energy 
is tied up and trapped up and we’re 
looking at $4 gas, during a time when 
we have economic difficulties and there 
needs to be confidence in the American 
system and the American economy, 
during a time as we move up to a presi-
dential election. All of these things are 
affected. They are all wrapped up to-
gether. They all have to have, Mr. 
Speaker, the imprimatur of approval 
stamped on it by the man that wanted 
to give a speech at the Brandenburg 
Gate today. 
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It’s his agenda. It’s his motive. It’s 
them working with him. It’s his im-
peachment hearings. This all ties to-
gether. And I believe the American vot-
ers will hold the kind of people who 
pull these kind of moves accountable. 
And I’m going to see to it that at least 
the information is out. And I trust the 
wisdom of the American people. 

Join me tomorrow, Mr. Speaker. I 
will hold a chair for you. All of us will 
be looking in and see that at 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning, room 2141, the 
House Judiciary Committee, impeach-
ment hearings, President Bush, Vice 
President CHENEY, held tomorrow. 
They ensue at 10 in the morning. I will 
be there. Mr. Speaker, you be there. 
And let’s right this ship that is going 
off tacking so hard to the left. It’s 
going to sink if we don’t turn it 
around. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia (at the request 
of Mr. HOYER) for July 22 and 23 on ac-
count of attending a funeral. 

Ms. HIRONO (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today from 12 p.m. to 1 p.m. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. SKELTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. SARBANES, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. SUTTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KAGEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BURTON of Indiana) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, July 31. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina for 5 

minutes, July 31. 
Mr. CULBERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

July 29, 30 and 31. 
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California 

for 5 minutes, today. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 1 minute p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, July 28, 2008, at 
11 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7764. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report entitled, 
‘‘Report to Congress on Head Start Moni-
toring for Fiscal Year 2006,’’ as required by 
Section 641(e) of the Head Start Act; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

7765. A letter from the Chief, Division of 
Coverage, Reporting and Disclosure, Office of 
Regulations and Interpretations, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s corrections to the final regulation 
providing relief from certain fiduciary re-
sponsibilities for fiduciaries of participant- 
directed individual account plans; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

7766. A letter from the Director, Human 
Resources, Greenlee, transmitting a notice 
provided pursuant to the Worker Adjustment 
and Retaining Notification Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 
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7767. A letter from the Director, Human 

Resources, Greenlee, transmitting a notice 
provided pursuant to the Worker Adjustment 
and Retaining Notification Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 

7768. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the FY 2007 Performance Report to 
Congress for the Food and Drug Administra-
tion’s Office of Combination Products re-
quired by the Medical Device User Fee and 
Modernization Act of 2002; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

7769. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s annual report for FY 2007 on the 
implementation of the National Do Not Call 
Registry, pursuant to The Do Not Call Im-
plementation Act; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7770. A letter from the Chair, Election As-
sistance Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s report regarding State govern-
ments’ expenditures of Help America Vote 
Act (HAVA) funds from December 31, 2007 
through September 30, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

7771. A letter from the Acting Director Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Northern Rockfish, Pacific 
Ocean Perch, and Pelagic Shelf Rockfish for 
Catcher Vessels Participating in the Limited 
Access Rockfish Fishery in the Central Reg-
ulatory Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket 
No. 071106671-8010-02] (RIN: 0648-XI37) re-
ceived July 8, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

7772. A letter from the Administrator, 
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting notification that funding under 
Title V, subsection 503(b)(3) of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act, as amended, has exceeded $5 
million for the cost of response and recovery 
efforts for FEMA-3283-EM in the State of Illi-
nois, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5193; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7773. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Civil Works, Department of the Army, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on projects, or seperable 
elements of projects, which have been au-
thorized, but for which no funds have been 
obligated, pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 579a Public 
Law 99-662, section 1001(b)(1)(2); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7774. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army for Civil Works, Department of 
Defense, transmitting the Department’s fea-
sibility study undertaken to evaluate flood 
damage reduction opportunities for the May 
Branch, Fort Smith, Arkansas; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7775. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zones: An-
nual Events requiring safety zones in the 
Captain of the Port Detroit Zone [USCG- 
2008-0218] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 14, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7776. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Temporary Safety 
Zone; Wreckage of the M/V NEW CARISSA, 
Pacific Ocean 3 Nautical Miles North of the 
Entrance to Coos Bay, Oregon. [Docket No. 
USCG-2008-0146] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received 

July 14, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7777. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; San 
Diego Symphony Orchestra; San Diego, CA 
[Docket No. USCG-2008-0399] (RIN: 1625-AA00) 
received July 14, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7778. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone: Central 
Massachusetts Swim Events [Docket No. 
USCG-2008-0421] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received 
July 14, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7779. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone: Fourth 
of July Fireworks Event, Pagan River, 
Smithfield, VA [Docket No. USCG-2008-0472] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 14, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7780. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zones: Fire-
works displays in the Captain of the Port 
Puget Sound Zone. [Docket No. USCG-2008- 
0475] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 14, 2008, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7781. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; World 
War II Beach Invasion Re-enactment, Lake 
Michigan, St. Joseph, MI. [Docket No. 
USCG-2008-0483] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received 
July 14, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7782. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Temporary Safety 
Zone: Arlington Chamber of Commerce Fire-
works Display, Arlington, Oregon. [Docket 
No. USCG-2008-0487] (RIN: 1625-AA00) re-
ceived July 14, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7783. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Erie 
Summer Festival of the Arts, Presque Isle 
Bay, Erie, PA [Docket No. USCG-2008-0490] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 14, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7784. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Sigma 
Financial Fireworks, Lake Huron, Mackinac 
Island, MI. [Docket No. USCG-2008-0491] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 14, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7785. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Shipping; Technical, 
Organizational, and Conforming Amend-
ments [USCG-2008-0394] (RIN: 1625-ZA18) re-
ceived July 10, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7786. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Pa-
tapsco River, Northwest and Inner Harbors, 
Baltimore, MD [Docket No. USCG-2008-0180] 
(RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 14, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7787. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Pa-
tapsco River, Middle Branch, Baltimore, MD 
[Docket No. USCG-2008-0272] (RIN: 1625-AA87) 
received July 14, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7788. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Wa-
ters Adjacent 10th Avenue Marine Terminal, 
San Diego, CA [Docket No. USCG-2008-0569] 
(RIN: 1625-AA87) received July 14, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7789. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Shipping, Technical, 
Organizational, and Conforming Amend-
ments [USCG-2008-0394] (RIN: 1625-ZA18) re-
ceived July 14, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7790. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations; Mill Neck Creek, Oyster 
Bay, NY [Docket No. USCG-2008-0010] (RIN: 
1625-AA09) received July 10, 2008, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

7791. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Regulated Naviga-
tion Area, Safety Zones, Security Zones, and 
Deepwater Port Facilities; Navigable Waters 
of the Boston Captain of the Port Zone 
[Docket No. USCG-2007-0087] (RIN 1625 RIN 
1625-AA00, 1625-AA11, and 1625-AA87) received 
July 10, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7792. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
and Administrative Law, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Implementation of 
Vessel Security Officer Training and Certifi-
cation Requirements — International Con-
vention on Standards of Training, Certifi-
cation and Watchkeeping for Seafarers, 1978, 
as amended. [Docket No. USCG-2008-0028] 
(RIN: 1625-AB26) received July 10, 2008, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

7793. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Office of Legislative Affairs, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the report 
entitled, ‘‘U.S. Department of Homeland Se-
curity Other Transaction Authority Report 
to Congress,’’ pursuant to Public Law 107-296, 
section 831(a)(1); to the Committee on Home-
land Security. 

7794. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Medicare Program; Special Enrollment Pe-
riod and Medicare Premium Changes [CMS- 
4129-F] (RIN: 0938-AO77) received June 27, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly 
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to the Committees on Ways and Means and 
Energy and Commerce. 

7795. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Medicare Program; Appeals of CMS or CMS 
Contractor Determinations When a Provider 
or Supplier Fails to Meet the Requirements 
for Medicare Billing Privileges [CMS-6003-F] 
(RIN: 0938-AI49) received June 27, 2008, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the 
Committees on Ways and Means and Energy 
and Commerce. 

7796. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Medicare and Medicaid Program; Hospital 
Conditions of Participation: Laboratory 
Services [CMS-3014-F] (RIN: 0938-AJ29) re-
ceived June 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Energy and Commerce. 

7797. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Medicare Program; Use of Repayment Plans 
[CMS-6032-F] (RIN: 0938-A027) received July 
24, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
jointly to the Committees on Ways and 
Means and Energy and Commerce. 

7798. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Office of Legislative Affairs, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s views on S. 3061, the ‘‘William 
Wilberforce Trafficking Victims Protection 
Reauthorization Act of 2008’’; jointly to the 
Committees on Foreign Affairs, the Judici-
ary, and Energy and Commerce. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WAXMAN: Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. H.R. 2780. A bill to 
amend section 8339 (p) of title 5, United 
States Code, to clarify the method for com-
puting certain annuities under the Civil 
Service Retirement System which are based 
on part-time service, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 110–770). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. WAXMAN: Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. H.R. 6388. A bill to 
provide additional authorities to the Comp-
troller General of the United States, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
110–771). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FILNER: Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. H.R. 674. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to repeal the provision 
of law requiring termination of the Advisory 
Committee on Minority Veterans as of De-
cember 31, 2009 (Rept. 110–772). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. FILNER: Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. H.R. 2192. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to establish an Ombuds-
man within the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs; with an amendment (Rept. 110–773). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FILNER: Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. H.R. 4255. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to authorize the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to provide assist-
ance to the Paralympic Program of the 
United States Olympic Committee, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
110–774). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas: Committee on 
Appropriations. H.R. 6599. A bill making ap-
propriations for military construction, the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2009, and for other purposes (Rept. 
110–775). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: Committee 
on Homeland Security. H.R. 4806. A bill to re-
quire the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
develop a strategy to prevent the over-classi-
fication of homeland security and other in-
formation and to promote the sharing of un-
classified homeland security and other infor-
mation, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 110–776). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: Committee 
on Homeland Security. H.R. 5983. A bill to 
amend the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to 
enhance the information security of the De-
partment of Homeland Security, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
110–777). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. LAMPSON: 
H.R. 6593. A bill to terminate prohibitions 

on leasing of areas of the Outer Continental 
Shelf and the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge for exploration, development, and pro-
duction of oil and natural gas, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committees 
on Science and Technology, and Energy and 
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for 
herself, Mr. NADLER, Mr. FOSSELLA, 
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. 
WEINER): 

H.R. 6594. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to extend and improve 
protections and services to individuals di-
rectly impacted by the terrorist attack in 
New York City on September 11, 2001, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on the Judiciary, and the Budget, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WALZ of Minnesota (for him-
self, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. EMANUEL, and 
Mr. HILL): 

H.R. 6595. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide middle class tax 
relief while closing tax loopholes, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY (for himself and 
Mr. SPACE): 

H.R. 6596. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to carry out a school bus 
emergency fuel grant program; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia): 

H.R. 6597. A bill to require the collection of 
data on animal cruelty crimes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 

JONES of North Carolina, Mr. MORAN 
of Virginia, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. NADLER, and Ms. SUT-
TON): 

H.R. 6598. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit certain conduct re-
lating to the use of horses for human con-
sumption; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. HODES, 
Mr. HERGER, Mr. CAMP of Michigan, 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
WELLER, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. LINDER, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. TAN-
NER, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. POMEROY, 
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. LARSON of 
Connecticut, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. BERKLEY, 
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. MEEK of Florida, 
Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. AL GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. ED-
WARDS of Texas, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
ORTIZ, and Mr. REYES): 

H.R. 6600. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to prohibit the inclusion of 
Social Security account numbers on Medi-
care cards; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 
H.R. 6601. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to simplify the deduction 
for business use of the home and to make 
other changes affecting small businesses; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCALISE: 
H.R. 6602. A bill to provide for the use of 

amended income tax returns to take into ac-
count receipt of certain hurricane-related 
casualty loss grants by disallowing pre-
viously taken casualty loss deductions; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself, Mr. 
TIBERI, Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, and 
Mr. WALBERG): 

H.R. 6603. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act and the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to exempt certain employment as a 
member of a local governing board, commis-
sion, or committee from Social Security tax 
coverage; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota (for 
himself and Mr. ETHERIDGE): 

H.R. 6604. A bill to amend the Commodity 
Exchange Act to bring greater transparency 
and accountability to commodity markets, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. ALLEN (for himself, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
MICHAUD, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. BISHOP 
of New York, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. 
MCGOVERN): 

H.R. 6605. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code to provide for a refundable tax 
credit for heating fuels and to create a grant 
program for States to provide individuals 
with loans to weatherize their homes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 
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By Mr. ANDREWS: 

H.R. 6606. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to impose requirements 
for the improvement of security camera and 
video surveillance systems at certain air-
ports, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 
H.R. 6607. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to provide monthly bene-
fits for certain uninsured children living 
without parents; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania (for 
himself and Mr. EHLERS): 

H.R. 6608. A bill to provide for the replace-
ment of lost income for employees of the 
House of Representatives who are members 
of a reserve component of the armed forces 
who are on active duty for a period of more 
than 30 days, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on House Administration, and in 
addition to the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. BRADY of Texas (for himself 
and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas): 

H.R. 6609. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for recovery re-
bates for certain pension recipients; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas: 
H.R. 6610. A bill to amend the Federal 

Rules of Evidence to address the waiver of 
the attorney-client privilege and the work 
product doctrine; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARNEY (for himself and Mr. 
GERLACH): 

H.R. 6611. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make the research credit 
permanent, increase expensing for small 
businesses, reduce corporate tax rates, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAZAYOUX (for himself, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, and Mr. CHILDERS): 

H.R. 6612. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase and make per-
manent the election to expense certain refin-
eries; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. LEE, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 
COHEN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
and Mr. COURTNEY): 

H.R. 6613. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to increase the number of 
dentists serving health professional shortage 
areas, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey (for 
himself, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
SULLIVAN, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. KING 
of Iowa, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. ISSA, Ms. 
FALLIN, Mr. CAMPBELL of California, 
Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, and Mr. 
WESTMORELAND): 

H.R. 6614. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the limitation on 
the amount of foreign earned income exclud-
ible from gross income by citizens or resi-
dents of the United States living abroad, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOHMERT: 
H.R. 6615. A bill to provide for the trans-

port of the enemy combatants detained in 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba to Washington, D.C., 
where the United States Supreme Court will 
be able to more effectively micromanage the 
detainees by holding them on the Supreme 
Court grounds, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services, and in addi-

tion to the Committee on the Judiciary, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. HOBSON (for himself, Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio, Mr. TURNER, Mr. 
TIBERI, Ms. SUTTON, and Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio): 

H.R. 6616. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct a study of the Colo-
nel Charles Young Home in Xenia, Ohio, and 
other associated locations to determine if 
those locations should be included as a unit 
of the National Park System, to include 
those locations if the Secretary concludes 
that they meet the criteria for inclusion, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. CUELLAR, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms. 
HIRONO, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. 
MATSUI, and Mr. BECERRA): 

H.R. 6617. A bill to strengthen commu-
nities through English literacy, civics, edu-
cation, and immigrant integration programs; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas: 

H.R. 6618. A bill to require complete dis-
plays of the retail price of transportation 
fuel; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Mr. KUHL of New York: 
H.R. 6619. A bill to provide for a drug dis-

count program for individuals without pre-
scription drug coverage; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. LYNCH: 
H.R. 6620. A bill to amend the Truth in 

Lending Act to limit the amount of the 
interchange fee imposed on the sale of motor 
vehicle fuel, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Ms. SOLIS: 
H.R. 6621. A bill to amend titles XIX and 

XXI of the Social Security Act to provide for 
the reinstatement of enrollment for medical 
assistance and child health assistance of cer-
tain youth who were enrolled for such assist-
ance immediately before becoming inmates 
of public institutions upon the release of 
such youth from such institutions; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. STUPAK: 
H.R. 6622. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, to increase the 
extent to which State law is used in deter-
mining whether a criminal conviction under 
State law is sufficient to deny a person the 
right to ship, transport, possess, or receive a 
firearm; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD of Kentucky: 
H.R. 6623. A bill to waive sovereign immu-

nity and extend the otherwise applicable 
statute of limitations for certain actions 
under the USEC Privatization Act; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 6624. A bill to amend the Whaling Con-

vention Act so that it expressly applies to 

aboriginal subsistence whaling, and in par-
ticular, authorizes the Secretary of Com-
merce to set bowhead whale catch limits in 
the event that the IWC fails to adopt such 
limits; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, and Mr. GOHMERT): 

H. Con. Res. 396. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the FBI on their 100th anniversary; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan: 
H. Res. 1373. A resolution expressing sup-

port for the designation of National Marina 
Day to honor America’s marinas for their 
many contributions to their local commu-
nities and create awarness amongst citizens, 
policymakers, elected officials, and employ-
ees of the overall contributions of marinas to 
their well-being; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for 
herself, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. 
REICHERT, Mr. DICKS, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. BAIRD): 

H. Res. 1374. A resolution commemorating 
the 75th anniversary of the Grand Coulee 
Dam and recognizing its critical role in the 
national and economic security of the United 
States and the contributions of hydroelectric 
power to the reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mrs. BIGGERT (for herself and Mr. 
ISRAEL): 

H. Res. 1375. A resolution recognizing and 
supporting the goals and ideals of National 
Runaway Prevention Month; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him-
self, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. MEEK of 
Florida, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. MAHONEY 
of Florida, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr. 
PUTNAM, and Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART 
of Florida): 

H. Res. 1376. A resolution commemorating 
the 80th anniversary of the Okeechobee Hur-
ricane of September 1928 and its associated 
tragic loss of life; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas: 

H. Res. 1377. A resolution recognizing the 
commencement of Ramadan, the Islamic 
holy month of fasting and spiritual renewal, 
and commending Muslims in the United 
States and throughout the world for their 
faith; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina: 
H. Res. 1378. A resolution amending the 

Rules of the House of Representatives to au-
thorize and direct the Speaker to issue rules 
permitting the display outside of the offices 
of Members, Delegates, and the Resident 
Commissioner in the House office buildings 
of tributes to members of the Armed Forces 
killed in United States engagements in Iraq 
or Afghanistan; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Mr. COHEN, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. RUSH): 

H. Res. 1379. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Passport Month; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. ROSKAM (for himself and Mr. 
KIRK): 

H. Res. 1380. A resolution commending 
Federal and local law enforcement for their 
efforts to crack down on illegal immigration 
in the Chicagoland suburbs and calling on 
the Governor of the State of Illinois to im-
mediately implement employee verification 
technology to curb rising trends in illegal 
immigration in the State of Illinois; to the 
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Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committee on Education and Labor, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

344. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the General Court of the State of New 
Hampshire, relative to Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 6 urging the federal govern-
ment to create a simplified process for short- 
term admissions to nursing homes for the 
purpose of respite care; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

345. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Colorado, relative to 
House Joint Resolution No. 08-1009 sup-
porting for the United Nations Convention 
on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimi-
nation Against Women; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

346. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Michigan, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 194 memorializing the Congress of 
the United States to reauthorize transpor-
tation funding with appropriate recognition 
of the importance of the Great Lakes’ infra-
structure to the nation’s economy; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

347. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Ohio, relative to 
House Resolution No. 100 memorializing the 
Congress of the United States to enact the 
Community Cancer Care Preservation Act of 
2007, to reform the Medicare reimbursement 
methodology for cancer drugs and their ad-
ministration; jointly to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Ways and Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 154: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 211: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 303: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 579: Mr. UDALL of Colorado and Mr. 

LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 736: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 847: Mr. REICHERT. 
H.R. 1060: Mr. TERRY. 
H.R. 1142: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 1157: Mr. SCALISE, Mr. WITTMAN of 

Virginia, Mr. BERRY, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, and Mr. GRAVES. 

H.R. 1246: Mr. DICKS. 
H.R. 1363: Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. ROSS, Mr. HODES, 

Mr. PALLONE, and Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 1399: Mr. DREIER. 
H.R. 1552: Mrs. MUSGRAVE. 
H.R. 1589: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. 
H.R. 1590: Ms. SPEIER. 
H.R. 1610: Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 1655: Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. PE-

TERSON of Minnesota, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
ENGEL, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MILLER of North 
Carolina, Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. ROSS, Mr. WEINER, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. MCHUGH, and Mr. 
MCINTYRE. 

H.R. 1820: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. 
HONDA, Mr. ENGEL, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 1843: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2014: Mr. ALTMIRE. 

H.R. 2020: Mr. WOLF. 
H.R. 2123: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 2216: Mr. FILNER, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 

GONZALEZ, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. BRADY 
of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 2217: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 2266: Mr. SIRES and Mrs. MALONEY of 

New York. 
H.R. 2279: Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 2501: Mr. TANCREDO. 
H.R. 2833: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 2965: Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. 
H.R. 3212: Mr. ALTMIRE. 
H.R. 3267: Mr. MOORE of Kansas and Mr. 

TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 3282: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 3294: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. 
H.R. 3334: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 3622: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan and Mr. 

YOUNG of Florida. 
H.R. 3737: Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 3961: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 3979: Ms. BALDWIN and Mr. SPACE. 
H.R. 4007: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 4054: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 4088: Mr. TURNER. 
H.R. 4107: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 4138: Mr. PATRICK MURPHY of Pennsyl-

vania and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4202: Ms. WOOLSEY and Ms. MCCOLLUM 

of Minnesota. 
H.R. 4450: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H.R. 4460: Mr. LAMBORN and Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 4544: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 

LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee, Mrs. SCHMIDT, 
Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. FOSSELLA, 
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. GRAVES. 

H.R. 4851: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and 
Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.R. 4930: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. BUYER. 
H.R. 4987: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H.R. 5032: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 

WESTMORELAND, and Mr. SHIMKUS. 
H.R. 5176: Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 5265: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. 

SLAUGHTER, and Mr. HALL of New York. 
H.R. 5467: Mr. BARROW. 
H.R. 5595: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, 

and Mr. CHANDLER. 
H.R. 5605: Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 5632: Ms. LEE, Ms. MCCOLLUM of Min-

nesota, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas. 

H.R. 5635: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 5660: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 5727: Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 5728: Mr. JONES of North Carolina. 
H.R. 5756: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 5761: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 5766: Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 5840: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SCOTT of Geor-

gia, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut. 

H.R. 5852: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 5884: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H.R. 5892: Mr. LAMBORN and Mr. SPACE. 
H.R. 5924: Mr. BAIRD. 
H.R. 5951: Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 5954: Mr. KAGEN. 
H.R. 5979: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 6064: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 6078: Mr. CARSON and Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 6107: Mr. FLAKE. 
H.R. 6108: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 
H.R. 6122: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 6133: Mr. BURTON of Indiana and Mr. 

STEARNS. 
H.R. 6172: Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. PERLMUTTER, 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado, and Mr. EVERETT. 
H.R. 6204: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 6205: Mr. KLEIN of Florida. 
H.R. 6209: Mr. STUPAK and Mr. REGULA. 
H.R. 6214: Mr. UPTON and Mr. WESTMORE-

LAND. 
H.R. 6217: Mr. SARBANES. 
H.R. 6259: Mr. BILBRAY. 
H.R. 6297: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Ms. BERK-

LEY. 

H.R. 6321: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 6326: Mr. CUMMINGS and Ms. LORETTA 

SANCHEZ of California. 
H.R. 6330: Ms. LEE and Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 6334: Mr. KAGEN. 
H.R. 6353: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 6363: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 6371: Mr. ARCURI. 
H.R. 6375: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H.R. 6387: Mr. THORNBERRY. 
H.R. 6435: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 6439: Mr. DELAHUNT. 
H.R. 6445: Mr. BUYER. 
H.R. 6453: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 

and Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 6458: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 6463: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 6473: Mr. ARCURI. 
H.R. 6474: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 6478: Mr. KLEIN of Florida. 
H.R. 6481: Mr. DELAHUNT. 
H.R. 6486: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 6489: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 

Mr. WU, and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. 
H.R. 6495: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms. 

SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. MARKEY, and 
Mr. SARBANES. 

H.R. 6496: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 6520: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois and Ms. 

LEE. 
H.R. 6525: Mr. KLEIN of Florida. 
H.R. 6527: Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. NUNES, Mr. 

RADANOVICH, and Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 6529: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 6538: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 6539: Mr. BILBRAY and Mr. ADERHOLT. 
H.R. 6559: Mr. KUHL of New York, Mr. 

BARTLETT of Maryland, and Mr. MANZULLO. 
H.R. 6566: Mr. WALBERG, Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. 

CAMP of Michigan, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. 
HENSARLING, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. SOUDER, 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
SIMPSON, and Mr. MCKEON. 

H.R. 6570: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. LIPINSKI, and 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 

H.R. 6577: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. MCCOTTER, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mrs. MALONEY 
of New York. 

H.R. 6578: Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Mr. BARROW, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, 
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HALL of New York, Mr. 
EMANUEL, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, and Mr. DOYLE. 

H.R. 6582: Mr. FATTAH and Mr. SIRES. 
H.J. Res. 79: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H. Con. Res. 253: Mr. CONAWAY and Mr. 

FORTENBERRY. 
H. Con. Res. 338: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois 

and Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. 
H. Con. Res. 341: Mr. LARSON of Con-

necticut, Mr. ENGEL, Mrs. BONO MACK, and 
Mr. WEXLER. 

H. Con. Res. 362: Mr. MURPHY of Con-
necticut, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 
MCCARTHY of California, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. 
ELLSWORTH, and Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of 
California. 

H. Con. Res. 374: Mr. PENCE, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. TANCREDO, 
Mr. PAUL, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. INGLIS of 
South Carolina, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. 
WATSON, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. WU, Mr. MILLER of 
North Carolina, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of 
California, Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. COSTA, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. CARSON, and Mr. MCCAUL of 
Texas. 

H. Con. Res. 388: Mr. DREIER. 
H. Con. Res. 390: Mr. WITTMAN of Virginia. 
H. Con. Res. 393: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 

York, Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. MCINTYRE. 
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H. Res. 610: Mr. WAMP. 
H. Res. 620: Ms. TSONGAS. 
H. Res. 671: Mr. WOLF and Mr. CASTLE. 
H. Res. 758: Mr. TANCREDO. 
H. Res. 1064: Mr. HOEKSTRA and Mr. COHEN. 
H. Res. 1179: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
H. Res. 1200: Mr. SMITH of Washington and 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. 
H. Res. 1228: Mr. LATTA. 
H. Res. 1266: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H. Res. 1288: Mr. GINGREY, Ms. BERKLEY, 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BERRY, 
Mr. LANGEVIN, and Ms. BALDWIN. 

H. Res. 1290: Ms. BALDWIN. 
H. Res. 1316: Mr. MANZULLO. 
H. Res. 1328: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania 

and Ms. BALDWIN. 
H. Res. 1332: Mr. STARK, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 

BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. BOYD of 
Florida, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. PATRICK MURPHY 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Mr. 
MCNERNEY, Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, Mr. 
NUNES, Mr. COSTA, MR. BARROW, Mr. MEEKS 
of New York, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. MELANCON, 
and Mr. HINOJOSA. 

H. Res. 1338: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MCNULTY, 
Mr. HONDA, Mr. COHEN, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H. Res. 1351: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, and Mr. COHEN. 

H. Res. 1352: Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. LAHOOD, 
Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. WAMP, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
WALSH of New York, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. 
MURTHA. 

H. Res. 1357: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WELCH of 
Vermont, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Ms. LEE, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H. Res. 1358: Mr. HOBSON, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Ms. FOXX, Mr. BACA, Mr. 
CONAWAY, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey, Mr. BARROW, Mr. NUNES, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. ETHERIDGE, 
Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. JORDAN, and Mr. COBLE. 

H. Res. 1361: Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. BERKLEY, 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H. Res. 1369: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Ms. 
WATSON, Mr. WATT, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, 
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MEEKS of New 
York, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
KUCINICH, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 4789: Mr. WAMP. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, 
298. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 
relative to a Resolution supporting a strong 
energy bill, including a renewable electricity 
standard; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

f 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petition was filed: 

Petition 14, July 24, 2008, by Mr. MARK R. 
SOUDER on House Resolution 1331, was 
signed by the following Members: Mark R. 
Souder, John R. ‘‘Randy’’ Kuhl, Jr., Lynn A. 
Westmoreland, Pete Sessions, John Camp-
bell, Ron Lewis, Kevin McCarthy, John Sul-
livan, Tom Feeney, Robert E. Latta, Mike 
Rogers (AL), Thaddeus G. McCotter, Donald 
A. Manzullo, Dan Burton, Terry Everett, 
David Davis, Jim Jordan, Cathy McMorris 
Rodgers, Thomas M. Reynolds, Stevan 
Pearce, Charles W. Boustany, Jr., Jim 
McCrery, Rodney Alexander, Henry E. 
Brown, Jr., Dennis R. Rehberg, Bill Sali, 

John A. Boehner, Dean Heller, Joe Wilson, 
Tim Walberg, Kenny Marchant, John T. Doo-
little, Bob Goodlatte, Charles W. Dent, John 
Linder, Candice S. Miller, Thelma D. Drake, 
Robert J. Wittman, Jeff Miller, Jo Bonner, 
Bob Inglis, Cliff Stearns, Ed Whitfield, Gus 
M. Bilirakis, Tim Murphy, Paul C. Broun, 
Nathan Deal, J. Gresham Barrett, Joe 
Knollenberg, Edward R. Royce, Jean 
Schmidt, Phil Gingrey, Doug Lamborn, Phil 
English, Virgil H. Goode, Jr., Michael T. 
McCaul, Bill Shuster, Ralph M. Hall, Jon C. 
Porter, Patrick T. McHenry, Steve Scalise, 
Randy Neugebauer, Jerry Lewis, Marsha 
Blackburn, John Kline, F. James Sensen-
brenner, Jr., Ken Calvert, Jeb Hensarling, 
Mary Bono Mack, Connie Mack, Tom 
Latham, Kay Granger, Sam Graves, Gary G. 
Miller, John R. Carter, Michael C. Burgess, 
W. Todd Akin, Adrian Smith, Jerry Moran, 
Trent Franks, Adam H. Putnam, Louie 
Gohmert, Mac Thornberry, John Abney 
Culberson, Harold Rogers, Steve Chabot, 
Tom Cole, Mary Fallin, Tom Price, John E. 
Peterson, John Shimkus, Sam Johnson, 
Dave Weldon, Spencer Bachus, John M. 
McHugh, David Dreier, Todd Russell Platts, 
Lamar Smith, Wally Herger, Zach Wamp, 
Steve King, Kevin Brady, John J. Duncan, 
Jr., Judy Biggert, Ted Poe, Walter B. Jones, 
Robin Hayes, Greg Walden, and Michele 
Bachmann. 

f 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti-
tions: 

Petition 3 by Mr. PENCE on House Resolu-
tion 694: Ralph Regula. 

Petition 13 by Mrs. DRAKE on the bill H.R. 
2493: Jerry Lewis and Phil English. 
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