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Schatzberg’s name appears as the author of 
several published studies involving human 
subjects research and mifepristone. One of 
these studies was funded by Corcept, some 
were funded by the NIH, and one was funded 
by both Corcept and the NIH. 

For instance, in 2006, Dr. Schatzberg pub-
lished a study involving human subjects 
treated with mifepristone for psychotic 
major depression. This study was supported 
by several NIH grants. In the acknowledge-
ments section of the paper, Dr. Schatzberg 
disclosed that he had a financial interest in 
Corcept Therapeutics, which has a licensing 
agreement for mifepristone. Dr. Schatzberg 
also disclosed that he ‘‘played no direct role 
in the recruitment, assessment, or follow-up 
of subjects enrolled in this study,’’ and ‘‘was 
not directly involved in the analysis of data 
stemming from this research.’’ This disclo-
sure raises some interesting questions re-
garding Dr. Schatzberg’s involvement in the 
study. Specifically, how could Dr. 
Schatzberg monitor the research funded with 
his NIH grants if he was not involved closely 
in the study? 

Dr. Schatzberg was also a lead investigator 
in a study on mifepristone for treating psy-
chotic major depression back in 2002. This 
study was supported by a grant from Corcept 
along with related support from the National 
Institute of Mental Health (NIMH), one of 
the NIH’s institutes. I am wondering how 
such grants are provided and how the pos-
sible conflict of interests are managed and 
by whom. 

Furthermore, Dr. Schatzberg is listed as 
the primary investigator on 
ClinicalTrials.gov for another study to treat 
patients with depression with mifepristone, 
which began in 2005. This NIH funded trial is 
listed as active but is not recruiting pa-
tients. The estimated enrollment was for 100 
patients in this randomized, double-blind, 
placebo-controlled study. Also, Dr. 
Schatzberg is listed on ClinicalTrials.gov as 
the ‘‘study director’’ for a phase III clinical 
trial to ‘‘evaluate the effectiveness of 
mifepristone to treat adults with psychotic 
major depression.’’ This trial is also funded 
by the NIH and is now actively recruiting pa-
tients. 

According to the ‘‘NIH Grants Policy 
Statement’’ the primary investigator of an 
NIH grant is ‘‘responsible for the scientific 
or technical aspects of the grant and for day- 
to-day management of the project or pro-
gram.’’ So the question arises: how could Dr. 
Schatzberg monitor the research funded with 
his NIH grants if he was not involved closely 
in the study? 

I also understand that Stanford had a li-
censing agreement with Corcept and was 
paying royalties to Dr. Schatzberg for sev-
eral years. Again, I am wondering how Stan-
ford could manage Dr. Schatzberg’s conflicts 
when it also has a financial interest in the 
company and the research outcome. 

I would appreciate a greater understanding 
of Stanford’s role in ‘‘managing’’ Dr. 
Schatzberg’s conflicts of interest regarding 
his NIH grants to study mifepristone. Ac-
cordingly, please respond to the following 
questions and requests for information. The 
time span of this request covers 1995 to the 
present. For each response, please repeat the 
enumerated request and follow with the ap-
propriate answer. 

1. Following the series by the San Jose 
Mercury News, did the NIH examine Stan-
ford’s management of Dr. Schatzberg’s con-
flicts of interest? If yes, please provide me 
with copies of all pertinent documents and 
communications. If not, why not? 

2. According to the ‘‘NIH Grants Policy 
Statement,’’ Dr. Schatzberg’s role as the pri-
mary investigator of his NIH grants is to be 
‘‘responsible for the scientific or technical 
aspects of the grant and for day-to-day man-
agement of the project or program.’’ How 
can Dr. Schatzberg live up to these obliga-
tions when Stanford’s press statement 
claims that he ‘‘played no direct role in the 
recruitment, assessment, or follow-up of sub-
jects enrolled in this study,’’ and ‘‘was not 
directly involved in the analysis of data 
stemming from this research’’? 

3. Does the NIH allow researchers to recuse 
themselves from involvement in the research 
funded by their own NIH grants? If yes, did 
the NIH allow Dr. Schatzberg to recuse him-
self from any of the grants made to him by 
the NIH? 

4. Please provide a list of all NIH grants re-
ceived by Dr. Schatzberg. For each grant, 
please provide the following: a. Name of 
grant; b. Topic of grant; and c. Amount of 
funding for grant. 

5. Please provide a list of any other inter-
actions that Dr. Schatzberg has had with the 
NIH to include membership on advisory 
boards, peer review on grants, or the like. 
The span of this request covers 1998 to the 
present. 

6. Stanford has claimed that Dr. 
Schatzberg’s research has been monitored by 
an NIH Data Safety Monitoring Board 
(DSMB). Does the NIH DSMB provide over-
sight of conflicts of interest for a study? If 
so, please explain. If not, why not? 

I look forward to hearing from you by no 
later than August 14, 2008. If you have any 
questions, please contact my Committee 
staff, Paul Thacker at (202) 224–4515. Any for-
mal correspondence should be sent electroni-
cally in PDF searchable format to 
BrianlDowney@finance-rep.senate.gov. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 

Ranking Member. 

f 

CHANGES TO S. CON. RES. 70 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, section 
222 of S. Con. Res. 70, the 2009 budget 
resolution, permits the chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee to revise the 
allocations, aggregates, and other lev-
els in the resolution for legislation im-
proving education, including legisla-
tion that makes higher education more 
accessible or more affordable. The revi-
sions are contingent on certain condi-
tions being met, including that such 
legislation not worsen the deficit over 
the period of the total of fiscal years 
2008 through 2013 or the period of the 
total of fiscal years 2008 through 2018. 

I find that the conference report to 
accompany H.R. 4137, the Higher Edu-
cation Opportunity Act, satisfies the 
conditions of the reserve fund for im-
proving education. Therefore, pursuant 
to section 222, I am adjusting the ag-
gregates in the 2009 budget resolution, 
as well as the allocation provided to 
the Senate Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions Committee. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing revisions to S. Con. Res. 70 be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2009—S. CON. RES. 70; REVISIONS TO THE 
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO SECTION 222 
DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR IMPROVING 
EDUCATION 

[In billions of dollars] 

Section 101 
(1)(A) Federal Revenues: 

FY 2008 ............................................................................. 1,875.401 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 2,029.653 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 2,204.695 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. 2,413.285 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. 2,506.063 
FY 2013 ............................................................................. 2,626.571 

(1)(B) Change in Federal Revenues: 
FY 2008 ............................................................................. ¥3.999 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. ¥67.746 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 21.297 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. ¥14.785 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. ¥151.532 
FY 2013 ............................................................................. ¥123.648 

(2) New Budget Authority: 
FY 2008 ............................................................................. 2,564.237 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 2,538.292 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 2,566.671 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. 2,692.511 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. 2,734.155 
FY 2013 ............................................................................. 2,858.894 

(3) Budget Outlays: 
FY 2008 ............................................................................. 2,466.678 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 2,573.270 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 2,625.593 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. 2,711.470 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. 2,719.582 
FY 2013 ............................................................................. 2,852.035 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2009—S. CON. RES. 70; REVISIONS TO THE 
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO SECTION 222 
DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR IMPROVING 
EDUCATION 

In millions of dollars 

Current Allocation to Senate Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions Committee: 

FY 2008 Budget Authority ................................................ 9,874 
FY 2008 Outlays ............................................................... 9,745 
FY 2009 Budget Authority ................................................ 9,349 
FY 2009 Outlays ............................................................... 8,088 
FY 2009–2013 Budget Authority ...................................... 62,263 
FY 2009–2013 Outlays ..................................................... 60,084 

Adjustments: 
FY 2008 Budget Authority ................................................ ¥10 
FY 2008 Outlays ............................................................... * 
FY 2009 Budget Authority ................................................ ¥9 
FY 2009 Outlays ............................................................... ¥114 
FY 2009–2013 Budget Authority ...................................... 36 
FY 2009–2013 Outlays ..................................................... ¥60 

Revised Allocation to Senate Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions Committee: 

FY 2008 Budget Authority ................................................ 9,864 
FY 2008 Outlays ............................................................... 9,745 
FY 2009 Budget Authority ................................................ 9,340 
FY 2009 Outlays ............................................................... 7,974 
FY 2009–2013 Budget Authority ...................................... 62,299 
FY 2009–2013 Outlays ..................................................... 60,024 

*less than $500,000. 

f 

CHILDREN’S DEATHS BY 
FIREARMS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, after 
more than a decade of decline, the 
number of children and teens killed by 
firearms is again increasing. I would 
like to take a moment to break down 
some of the statistics that contribute 
to this alarming fact. An analysis of 
firearm violence data by the Children’s 
Defense Fund found that 3,006 children 
and teens were killed by guns in 2005. 
This marked the first time that more 
than 3,000 kids were killed by firearms 
in many years and the first yearly in-
crease in the number of children’s 
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deaths since 1994. Broken down, this 
amounts to 1 child or teen dying every 
3 hours in America, 8 children a day, or 
58 children every week. 

Firearms are the cause of death of 
more children between the ages of 10 
and 19 than any other cause except car 
accidents. In 2005 alone, a shocking 69 
preschoolers were killed by firearms. 
Between 1979 and 2005, gun violence 
took the lives of over 104,000 children 
and teens. 

A closer look at these 3,006 tragedies 
show 1,972 children and teens were 
homicide victims, 822 children and 
teens committed suicide, and 212 chil-
dren and teens died in accidental or un-
determined circumstances; 2,654 were 
boys and 352 were girls; 404 were under 
the age of 15, 131 were under the age of 
10, and 69 were under the age of 5. 

More than five times as many chil-
dren and teens suffered nonfatal gun 
injuries during the same period. 

Mr. President, these staggering sta-
tistics cannot and must not be ignored. 
We must strengthen our gun laws to 
limit children’s assess to guns. As a fa-
ther and a grandfather, I urge my col-
leagues to take up and pass sensible 
gun safety legislation so that this 
frightening trend will not continue. 

f 

IDAHOANS SPEAK OUT ON HIGH 
ENERGY PRICES 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, In mid- 
June, I asked Idahoans to share with 
me how high energy prices are affect-
ing their lives, and they responded by 
the hundreds. The stories, numbering 
over 1,000, are heartbreaking and 
touching. To respect their efforts, I am 
submitting every e-mail sent to me 
through energylprices@crapo.senate 
.gov to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
This is not an issue that will be easily 
resolved, but it is one that deserves im-
mediate and serious attention, and Ida-
hoans deserve to be heard. Their sto-
ries not only detail their struggles to 
meet everyday expenses, but also have 
suggestions and recommendations as to 
what Congress can do now to tackle 
this problem and find solutions that 
last beyond today. I ask unanimous 
consent to have today’s letters printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

I have a 2001 Hyundai Elantra, well main-
tained, until lately—I can no longer afford 
much [periodic maintenance]. In any case, it 
gets approximately 35 mpg. It now costs me 
over $50 to fill the tank. My wife works 32– 
35 hours per week at [Walmart] in Ontario, 
Oregon. She makes $10 per hour, since it’s in 
Oregon. [She drives more than] 18 miles each 
way to work. 

My doctor at [the Veterans Administration 
hospital] is 86 miles one way. My wife’s or-
thopedic doctor is in Nampa—roughly 50 
miles. [She has another doctor] in Merid-
ian—roughly 68 miles each way. I am dis-
abled on Social Security disability. I receive 

army retirement and VA disability, partially 
offset by my retired pay. 

Thank God and Walmart, I get a slight dis-
count on household expenses at Walmart. 

We’re talking $200 per month, or more, for 
gasoline. Do something besides talk! Drill 
Here—Drill Now—Pay Less! 

TARO. 

I doubt you will use this story because it 
will not help support the corporate energy 
giants or their lobbyists and it will not reaf-
firm the status quo as I believe Washington 
wants to continue to do. 

We are paying more for energy at our 
house, just like everyone else. It costs us 
more to drive to work, to visit family, to 
take a vacation and to keep our home be-
cause of high gasoline, electricity, and nat-
ural gas costs. Food costs us much more, too. 

But we are taking action ourselves to re-
duce the costs and contribute helping solve 
the larger question about global warming 
and what we are doing to our own environ-
ment. We bought a hybrid car to reduce gas 
consumption. We bicycle to work. We turn 
off lights when we leave the room. We turn 
down the temperature of our water heater. 
We contribute to our utilities green energy 
program. We recycle, reuse, and restore. We 
invest in only green energy and companies 
that are forwarding a future that is not de-
pendent on fossil fuels and that gives back to 
the people and resources they depend on. 
And we buy only food that is grown in as sus-
tainable way as possible to support the best 
farmers and the practices they use. We sup-
port farmers who are stewards of the land. 

And I know high fuel prices are making 
Americans use less gas, drive less, and think 
more before they get in the car and take a 
trip. The same is happening all across Amer-
ica, even previously unresponsive corpora-
tions like Walmart and Chevrolet and Ford 
and General Motors are taking actions to 
curb fuel costs, use less fuel, make more effi-
cient cars, and save energy because the ris-
ing prices and changing energy markets af-
fect their bottom line. The only ones who are 
not taking any action are those who are 
making a profit from high energy prices. 

The fact is, changes in the world of energy 
prices and changes in our perspective on how 
humans are affecting the environment we 
live in are changing too. And people are tak-
ing action rather than wait for our unrespon-
sive and partisan public officials to do some-
thing. 

If you do anything or want to take any ac-
tion, promote energy conservation in any 
and all ways and renewable energy produc-
tion in all its forms. Under no circumstances 
should we further exploit the fossil fuel re-
sources this country has. We will need them 
in the long term so they are investment in 
our future and best kept where they are and 
their exploitation now would only speed the 
further decline of this country and our glob-
al environment. 

If you want to promote nuclear energy, 
then any proposal and supporter of such a 
bill should also volunteer their land and the 
land of their family for the storage of nu-
clear waste (the Idaho National Lab does not 
count). . . Or such proponents should volun-
teer to move next to the site that will store 
such waste. If you or anyone else can pass 
that red face test, then I would support mov-
ing ahead with such legislation. 

I think, first and foremost, you should pass 
a cap and trade bill on carbon. It is the only 
way in which we can develop a viable econ-
omy and take advantage of the new opportu-
nities offered by the challenges of energy in 

the future and preserve the planet in which 
we live. 

I also think that the profits being afforded 
to energy companies as a result of increasing 
costs to citizens should be taxed. No one 
wants to remove corporate profits but record 
profits and changes in markets to provide for 
this are opportunities for providing funding 
for new and important initiatives without 
undue loss of corporate profitability or re-
turns on investments to shareholders. 

The ‘‘problem’’ with America is that we do 
not want to sacrifice our future for the short 
term economic gain of a few short years and 
the short term political gains one party or 
the other can make. We are not like China in 
that way and if we stoop to competing with 
them at that level, we not only destroy the 
environment but lose our values and what we 
stand for. This has been the approach of the 
current administration and its party and it 
is something we need to excrete out of our 
system as soon as possible so that we can 
once again embrace the democratic prin-
ciples and public trusts this country was 
founded on. 

I wish you luck and I hope you can see 
your way to what needs to be done. We all 
will be doing what we can out here, in the 
land of the free and home of the brave. 

Respectfully, 
GREGG. 

I work at the site and drive 100 miles 
roundtrip. Our union per diem has not [in-
creased] in years to stay current with the 
outrageous gas prices. It has also affected 
my being able to go to Island Park to the lot 
my parents bought in 1970 and has since been 
willed to me. I used to make weekend trips 
every week but cannot even afford to buy gas 
to pull the trailer up to the lot, let alone 
pull the boat up and buy gas for it. I am the 
Job Supervisor for Construction on the Tank 
Farm Closure Project and have received sev-
eral recognition awards for my work and just 
won the Eagle Award for the Tank Farm. 
Maybe I can sell them and get money for gas 
to continue going to work. We need to build 
Generation IV reactors and start getting our 
own oil and not depend on foreign countries 
that can’t stand us to begin with. 

LARRY, Blackfoot. 

Like many Americans, my husband and I 
have tried to support the American economy 
by buying U.S. branded products; but as we 
are getting to within seven years of retire-
ment we need to make our retirement sav-
ings a top priority. We calculated the cost of 
owning our Ford vehicles and compared 
them to the overall cost of a Toyota Prius 
using $3.20 a gallon gas cost. The Prius won 
by a nose, so we bought one last year. This 
year we traded in our last Ford for another 
Prius. We have been able to keep our retire-
ment savings at the same level because of 
these purchases. This, of course, means we 
can no longer haul the larger loads or go into 
the back country on the unimproved roads 
like we did before the cost of gas became un-
reasonable. We have made accommodations; 
but the changes have limited our recreation 
choices. These are minor issues compared to 
the families who cannot make these changes 
because they have mortgages that are now 
close to the value of the property due to the 
falling real estate market and their other 
costs have risen with the price of gas. These 
people are being squeezed from all sides. 

KATHLEEN. 

[Thank you for not passing the climate 
change bill] that was one of the stupidest 
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