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Big Oil companies for deepwater drilling con-
tracts in the Gulf region. Unfortunately, this 
provision did not make it into the final 
House-Senate passed package. Signed into 
law on December 19, 2007. Under new require-
ments in the Energy Independence Law and 
pressure from Congress, the FTC announced 
in May it would begin the rulemaking proc-
ess to implement-the market manipulation 
provision. 

Reduces our dependence on foreign oil— 
cutting our consumption of oil by 2.9 million 
gallons per year in 2030—more than what we 
currently import from all Persian Gulf coun-
tries combined. 

Lowers energy costs for consumers with oil 
prices projected to decline from more than 
$100 per barrel to $57 per barrel in 2016 (in 
2006 dollars) in part due to the new energy 
law. 

The new fuel standard for cars and trucks 
will save American families $700 to $1,000 per 
year at the pump. 

Reduces global warming emissions by 2030 
by up to 24 percent of what the U.S. needs to 
do to help save the planet. 

Building, appliance, and lighting efficiency 
standards will save consumers $400 billion 
through 2030. 

Renewable Energy and Energy Conserva-
tion Tax Act—This legislation would end un-
necessary subsidies to Big Oil companies, in-
vest in clean, renewable energy and energy 
efficiency, and help reduce global warming. 
The bill includes provisions that will gen-
erate hundreds of thousands of green jobs in-
cluding an estimated 70,000 solar energy jobs, 
more than 20,000 biodiesel jobs, and protect 
an additional 75,000 wind industry jobs. 
President Bush has threatened to veto this 
bill. 

Energy Price Gouging Prevention Act— 
This bill will provide immediate relief to 
consumers by giving the Federal Trade Com-
mission (FTC) the authority to investigate 
and punish those who artificially inflate the 
price of energy. It will ensure the Federal 
Government has the tools it needs to ade-
quately respond to energy emergencies and 
prohibit price gouging—with a priority on 
refineries and big oil companies. President 
Bush has threatened to veto this bill. 

No Oil Producing and Exporting Cartels 
(NOPEC) Act—Legislation to enable the De-
partment of Justice to take legal action 
against foreign nations for participating in 
oil cartels that drive up oil prices globally 
and in the United States. President Bush has 
threatened to veto this bill. 

Energy Market Manipulation Prevention— 
The new Farm Bill increases Commodity Fu-
tures Trading Commission oversight author-
ity to detect and prevent manipulation of en-
ergy prices. President Bush vetoed this bill, 
but the Congress has overridden that veto. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. HASTINGS of Washington is as 
follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1233 OFFERED BY MR. 

HASTINGS OF WASHINGTON 

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

SEC. 3. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution or the operation of the 
previous question, it shall be in order to con-
sider any amendment to the bill which the 
proponent asserts, if enacted, would have the 
effect of lowering the national average price 
per gallon of regular unleaded gasoline. Such 
amendments shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for thirty minutes equally 
divided and controlled by the proponent and 
an opponent, shall not be subject to amend-

ment, and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of 
order against such amendments are waived 
except those arising under clause 9 of rule 
XXI. For purposes of compliance with clause 
9(a)(3) of rule XXI, a statement submitted for 
printing in the Congressional Record by the 
proponent of such amendment prior to its 
consideration shall have the same effect as a 
statement actually printed. 

(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 de-
scribed the rule using information from Con-
gressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Congres-
sional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous question 
is defeated, control of debate shifts to the 
leading opposition member (usually the mi-
nority Floor Manager) who then manages an 
hour of debate and may offer a germane 
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. 

Mr. ARCURI. 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. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 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 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, given the stated concerns of 
borrowing by the majority, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, it’s my understanding that 
pursuant to rule XXVIII of the Rules of 
the House, upon adoption of the con-
ference report on the budget by both 
the House and the Senate, the Clerk of 
the House will be instructed to prepare 
a joint resolution adjusting the public 
debt limit; is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, further inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, am I further correct that by 
operation of rule XXVIII, upon adop-
tion of this conference report by both 
the House and the Senate, this joint 
resolution adjusting the debt limit will 
be considered as passed by the House 
and transmitted to the Senate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Fur-
ther inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his inquiry. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, will there be a separate vote 
in the House on passing this joint reso-
lution adjusting the debt limit up-
wards? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Not by 
operation of rule XXVIII. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Fur-
ther inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, by operation of this rule, will 
the vote by which the conference re-
port is passed by the House be consid-
ered the vote on passage of the joint 
resolution adjusting the debt limit? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. CON. 
RES. 70, CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION ON THE BUDGET FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2009 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 1214, I call up the 
conference report on the Senate con-
current resolution (S. Con. Res. 70) set-
ting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2009 and including the appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years 
2008 and 2010 through 2013. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1214, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
May 20, 2008, at page 9997.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to that rule, the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, every 
year the Budget Committee has one 
all-important task, and that’s to out-
line a budget for Congress to follow. 
Today, we do just that as we pass the 
conference agreement on the budget for 
fiscal 2009. The Senate passed the con-
ference agreement just yesterday. 

Passing a budget is never an easy 
task. This, in fact, will be the first 
time in 8 years that Congress has 
passed a concurrent budget resolution 
in an election year. Our conference 
agreement charts a new course. It re-
turns the budget to balance reaching a 
surplus of $22 billion in the year 2012 
and staying in surplus through 2013. 
Our budget adheres to pay-as-you-go 
because we believe in it. It embraces 
middle-income tax cuts and holds non- 
defense domestic discretionary spend-
ing to an increase of about 1 percent 
over inflation. 

b 1100 

Our budget begins by undoing the 
damages done by the President’s budg-
et to services that people depend upon. 

Take Medicare and Medicaid, for ex-
ample, pillars of medical care for mil-
lions of Americans. The President 
would cut Medicare by $479 billion over 
the next 10 years and Medicaid by $94 
billion. We reject those cuts. We re-
store Medicare and Medicaid to current 

services, and we accommodate adding 
up to $50 billion more for the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program, fully offset, 
to reach the millions of children who 
are eligible but not yet enrolled in 
CHIP. 

The President proposes $18 billion in 
cuts over 5 years in new fees on mili-
tary retirees and veterans, actually in-
creases in fees of $18 billion. We reject 
those fees and add $3.7 billion above 
current services to the veterans’ health 
care system. 

The President even digs into edu-
cation, cutting Function 500, edu-
cation, training, employment and so-
cial services, not only next year but 
over the next 5 years by $32.7 billion. 
We reject the President’s cuts in edu-
cation and, in particular, his elimi-
nation of 47 educational programs. In-
stead, we make significant increases 
for education every year over the next 
5 years. 

Our budget supports not just invest-
ments in education as such, but in re-
search and development and science 
and innovation, through NIH and NSF 
and other entities, providing substan-
tially more than the President re-
quested. 

Finally, since strong countries are 
made up of strong communities, we be-
lieve that law enforcement grants and 
community development grants and 
transportation grants are part of the 
Federal role. We, therefore, reverse the 
President’s deep cuts in the commu-
nity development and social services 
block grants and in LIHEAP and law 
enforcement, and our budget invests in 
the Nation’s infrastructure. 

Because this budget upholds all of 
these priorities, it has drawn support 
from dozens of nonpartisan groups, 
from the AARP to the American Le-
gion to the American Hospital Associa-
tion. All of them and many more have 
sent us letters of support, and I encour-
age my colleagues to support it as well. 

We face in this country not just this 
budget deficit, not just a trade deficit, 
but an energy deficit that is on the 
minds of us all. Read the President’s 
budget, however, and you will find lit-
tle that’s new about skyrocketing en-
ergy costs, renewable energy, clean 
fuel technology, conservation, and effi-
ciency. What you will find are heavy 
hits on LIHEAP, the one program that 
helps families weather the high price of 
fuel oil, heat their homes in winter and 
cool them in summer. Our budget re-
stores LIHEAP to a level that’s $3 bil-
lion above the President’s budget. And 
for funding development of alternative 
fuels, renewable energies, and other en-
ergy initiatives, our budget provides 
$7.7 billion. 

As I mentioned, this conference 
agreement extends tax cuts to help 
middle-income families caught in the 
current slump. For example, we protect 
20 million middle-income households 
from being hit by the alternative min-

imum tax, 20 million Americans for 
whom it was never intended. We ac-
commodate the extension of the mid-
dle-income tax cuts, the child tax cred-
it, marriage penalty relief, and the 10 
percent individual income tax bracket. 

Our colleagues on the other side will 
claim, however, that this budget raises 
taxes. Let me say emphatically, this 
budget does not raise taxes. But don’t 
take my word for it. Here’s what out-
side experts say. 

The Committee for a Responsible 
Federal Budget: ‘‘The conference 
agreement does not raise taxes.’’ 

The Hamilton Project of the Brook-
ings Institution: ‘‘The budget would 
not raise taxes.’’ 

The Center on Budget and Policy Pri-
orities: ‘‘This year’s budget does not 
include a tax increase.’’ 

There is one other criticism our col-
leagues across the aisle may make but 
cannot sustain as to this conference 
agreement. In terms of national secu-
rity, we provide the same dollars as the 
President’s base budget requested, ex-
cept that we call for better stewardship 
and better priorities, such as non-
proliferation, supporting nonprolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons and materials, 
maybe the most menacing threat fac-
ing us. 

If anything, our conference agree-
ment protects the homeland and inter-
nal security more than the President’s 
budget because we reverse his cuts in 
local law enforcement and firefighters 
and the Coast Guard and the first re-
sponders. Most important of all, we do 
everything that I have cited within the 
context of a balanced budget. 

When President Bush took office in 
2001 the budget was in surplus by $236 
billion. His economists looked out over 
10 years and saw nothing but surpluses, 
$5.6 trillion in all. President Bush told 
the country we could have it all, guns, 
butter and tax cuts, too, and never 
mind the deficit. Now, almost 8 years 
later, we see the disastrous con-
sequences. Under the fiscal policies of 
this administration, the Bush adminis-
tration, our national debt has mush-
roomed, increased from $5.7 trillion in 
2001 to $10 trillion in 2009. 

Since the Republicans controlled the 
House, the Senate and the White House 
during much of this time, they cannot 
escape responsibility for these abysmal 
fiscal results. 

Faced with these grim facts, what 
does the President’s budget propose for 
2009? More of the same. He is still in ef-
fect saying that we can have the guns 
and the butter and the tax cuts, too, 
and that deficits don’t really matter 
because foreign investors will keeping 
buying our Treasury bonds. 

In contrast, the budget before us is a 
step in the right direction. It may not 
be the grand or final solution, but this 
budget moves us in the right direction, 
enforcing fiscal responsibility, though 
not to the exclusion of other values 
that we hold dear. 
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