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the Nation. We must always put na-
tional security in the forefront of our 
consideration. 

The Free Flow of Information Act 
does just that. Well, with news that the 
United States Senate may be taking up 
a version of this legislation as soon as 
next week, I wanted to rise to speak 
about the bill and what some of its 
critics may say. 

Critics of the bill will point always to 
concerns about national security. But 
our version of the bill only provides a 
qualified privilege, meaning that dis-
closure of a source’s identity may be 
required in certain situations. The 
foremost of those situations, of course, 
is when the Nation’s security is placed 
at risk. The bill permits compelled dis-
closure to prevent or identify the per-
petrator of an act of terrorism against 
the United States or its allies, to pre-
vent significant or specified harm to 
national security, or, in cases that in-
volved the unauthorized disclosure of 
classified information that caused or 
will cause significant or articulable 
harm to national security. In such 
cases, a judge will be able to determine 
whether the public interest, in compel-
ling disclosure of a source, outweighs 
the public interest in gathering or dis-
seminating news or information. 

Overall, I sincerely believe the bill 
strikes a reasonable balance between 
the public’s right to know and the fair 
administration of justice. In striking 
that balance, the version of the legisla-
tion that passed this House puts na-
tional security first. 

Long ago Thomas Jefferson warned, 
‘‘Our liberty cannot be guarded but by 
the freedom of the press, nor that lim-
ited without danger of losing it.’’ Jef-
ferson’s words hold true today. 

The passage of the Free Flow of In-
formation Act in this Congress is nec-
essary not only to explicitly and fully 
provide for the freedom and press of 
our Nation, but also to protect our lib-
erty for future generations of Ameri-
cans. With the extraordinary bipar-
tisan support of my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives, and support 
in the United States Senate, which in-
cludes both major party candidates for 
President of the United States, it is my 
hope that the United States Senate 
will take up the Free Flow of Informa-
tion Act and report it next week with 
a strong bipartisan affirmation. 
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WHERE IS THE HOUSE? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
here we are, Thursday afternoon, 3:58 
p.m. All across the Nation, the day 
shift is ending, or about to end. Folks 
getting ready for the afternoon shift. 
Other folks that work the night shift 
are either just waking up or just going 

to sleep to get prepared for another 
day, another day of work. 

Where is the House? The House has 
gone home, Thursday afternoon, and 
the House has gone home, not to return 
until next Tuesday. What didn’t we do 
this week, like we didn’t do last week, 
and the week before, and the week be-
fore, we didn’t address the number one 
issue on the minds of Americans and 
hurting the American pocketbook, and 
that’s the issue of gas prices, didn’t ad-
dress it, nothing. 

b 1600 
Now, the majority will tell you that 

they brought to the floor a drill bill. 
What they brought to the floor today, 
Mr. Speaker, cynically, was what they 
called a drill bill. In fact, it was really 
just a ‘‘no energy’’ energy bill. 

Why do I say that? Well, the bill had 
eight sections. Six sections are either 
current law or are clerical. Current 
law: No new energy. One of the sections 
mandated project labor agreements 
that would increase the construction 
costs of Alaskan pipelines by as much 
as 30 percent. Increasing costs: No new 
energy. The final section would in-
crease the bureaucracy and the red 
tape for any new energy production. It 
didn’t open any exploration onshore. It 
didn’t open any exploration offshore. 
Increasing costs: No new energy. 

Now, what is the solution? Well, the 
solution is what the American people 
know, and that is that it’s a broad 
array of items. It’s conservation. 
Americans are doing an incredible job 
of trying to conserve. We’re using less 
energy than we did last year. Conserva-
tion is the key, and we can all do more. 
It’s finding alternative fuel, that fuel 
that will allow the 21st century to be 
an American energy 21st century. That 
will take a little while. 

So, in the near term, in the short 
term, what’s the solution? Mr. Speak-
er, you know what it is. It’s what your 
constituents tell you about. It’s in-
creasing supply. It is increasing the 
supply of energy, American energy for 
Americans. How do you do that? Amer-
ica has incredible resources. 

Onshore resources: We ought to be 
doing more exploration. We’re only 
using 6 percent of the eligible land to 
be leased to find American energy for 
Americans onshore. 

Offshore: Deep-sea exploration. The 
vast majority of Americans support en-
vironmentally sensitive and sound 
deep-sea exploration. We ought to be 
doing that. Only 3 percent of the avail-
able territory is being utilized cur-
rently. 

Utilizing clean coal technology: We 
now have technology available that al-
lows us to use coal of which America 
is, remarkably, the world’s greatest re-
pository of coal in the world, and we 
ought to be using that for clean coal 
technology. 

Oil shale, which exists in our western 
area: There are more than 2 trillion 

barrels of oil that could be extracted 
from oil shale in environmentally sen-
sitive and sound ways. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, we’re 
doing none of that. Now, it’s not be-
cause there isn’t legislation for it. In 
fact, we have bills right here at the 
desk: H.R. 3089, the No More Excuses 
Energy Act; H.R. 2279, the Expand 
American Refining Capacity Act; H.R. 
5656, to Repeal the Ban on Acquiring 
Alternative Fuels; H.R. 2208, the Coal 
Liquid Fuel Act. All sorts of bills exist. 
They exist, but we aren’t allowed a 
vote. 

As you know, the majority party, the 
Democrat leadership, beholden to left-
ist individuals, will not allow a vote on 
the floor of the House. All we’re asking 
is for a vote. We’re not asking for a 
guaranteed outcome, just a vote. Give 
us a vote, Mr. Speaker. Why not? What 
are you afraid of? Why not have a vote? 
Why not respond to the demand of the 
American people and increase Amer-
ican energy for Americans? Bring down 
gas prices. We demand a vote. We hope 
that next week we’ll see it. 
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FUNDING THE NATIONAL INSTI-
TUTE FOR HOMETOWN SECURITY 
BY EARMARK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to highlight an earmark in the 
fiscal 2009 Department of Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bill. Now, the 
reason I’m having to do this is that it 
looks like we won’t even be considering 
this bill on the floor, and therefore, it 
may be that all of the earmarks, the 
hundreds of earmarks that were ap-
proved in the committee for that bill, 
may be dumped into the bill, just air- 
dropped into the bill, at the last 
minute without even being considered 
by the House. That’s simply not right. 

This earmark is for the Kentucky- 
based National Institute for Hometown 
Security. When I came across this ear-
mark, I was surprised at the dollar 
amount. In fact, it was the second larg-
est earmark requested by an individual 
in the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations bill. Now, I would 
submit that spending like this pushes 
the Federal Treasury threat level past 
orange, or high risk, right into the red 
zone, or severe category. 

According to the Web site of the ear-
mark recipient, the institute sponsor 
suggested organizing the higher edu-
cation institutions of Kentucky to 
more effectively compete for research 
funds and projects aimed at improving 
homeland security. It appears that the 
purpose of the consortium and of the 
institute is to make Kentucky better 
at receiving Federal funds, arguably an 
admirable purpose. It’s simply too bad 
that it’s paid for with Federal funds. 
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