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thing? Plus, in looking at the bigger 
plane, I do not believe a realistic as-
sessment of the military construction 
needs at the bases throughout the 
United States and the landing needs 
throughout the world has been looked 
at because you are going to have to in-
crease landing space, you are going to 
have to increase hangar space for the 
larger airplane Airbus is putting for-
ward. That is in the GAO report. 

On the foreign trade subsidies, the 
Air Force says it cannot consider for-
eign subsidies when it looks at the cost 
of contract proposals. As a result, the 
GAO will not review that issue either. 
But the United States is currently 
suing the European Union for sub-
sidizing the same company to which 
the Air Force has awarded this new 
tanker contract. We expect that ruling 
on this WTO case very soon. We antici-
pate getting somewhere—if we win this 
case—a $4.5 billion judgment against 
Airbus and EADS for this same frame 
they are now being rewarded by the Air 
Force for with a $35 billion contract. 
So they subsidized the civilian aircraft, 
militarized it, and put it into the mili-
tary building field. We sued them on 
this for an illegal international sub-
sidy. We are giving them a contract 
here for $35 billion on the same sub-
sidized plane. Only Congress can decide 
this issue, but I submit this is not the 
way we want to encourage other gov-
ernments around the world to operate. 

Then a final issue is on foreign cor-
rupt practices. The Air Force considers 
each bidder’s ability to execute a 
major contract, but it cannot evaluate 
the business practices used by each 
company, and neither can the GAO. 
But all U.S.-based companies are sub-
ject to the Foreign Corrupt Practices 
Act. I submit we must require that 
same sort of performance. If a company 
is going to bid on a major U.S. military 
contract, they should be subjected to 
the same rules. I think this would be 
something that EADS, the parent cor-
poration of Airbus, would be willing to 
be subjected to. We should require that 
they and other foreign companies com-
pete for Defense contracts and hold 
themselves to the same standards we 
require of U.S. companies under this 
Foreign Corrupt Practices Act. Again, 
the Air Force has not considered this 
piece in their overall analysis. 

The bottom line is I think this is a 
highly flawed contract on the basis of 
the military not following its own de-
sign requests of its smaller plane; sec-
ond, the United States awarding a con-
tract on a subsidized plane that was il-
legally subsidized; and third, that these 
companies are operating under dif-
ferent rules. A foreign company oper-
ated under a more favorable set of 
rules. I think the Congress should look 
at all of these issues and say this is not 
the way we want to go on these tank-
ers. We want to build them in the 
United States. We want these jobs in 

the United States. We want the work-
ers to be in the United States. We want 
the military industrial complex to be 
U.S. based and not foreign based. 

As a gentleman said to me some time 
ago: There are two things we shouldn’t 
be dependent upon another country’s 
government for, and that is for your 
defense and for your food. Here we are 
being subject to a foreign government’s 
building of a major piece of our mili-
tary complex. The tankers are some-
thing that extend the ability for us to 
be able to fly missions. They are crit-
ical to our air campaigns. We are going 
to be dependent upon primarily a for-
eign producer to be able to build these 
planes. I think that has untold prob-
lems—potential problems—for us down 
the road and it would be something it 
seems to me this Congress should take 
a very aggressive look at and say no, 
we don’t want to go that route. The 
GAO report will come out next week. It 
is going to be a key issue in this over-
all decisionmaking process. 

Mr. President, I thank you and my 
colleagues for the time. 

I yield the floor and note the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SALAZAR). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is now closed. 

f 

CONSUMER-FIRST ENERGY ACT OF 
2008—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 3044, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to S. 3044, a bill to pro-

vide energy price relief and hold oil compa-
nies and other entities accountable for their 
actions with regard to high energy prices, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 
this time on behalf of Marylanders who 
are worried. They are worried because 
of the high cost of energy. They are 
worried about the cost of filling the 
tanks in their cars with gasoline. They 
want us to do something about it. They 
are looking to us. They recall just 7 
years ago, when President Bush took 
office, and the price of gasoline at the 
pump was less than $1.50 a gallon. 
Today, it is over $4 a gallon. It is hav-
ing a direct impact on people in my 

State and around the Nation being able 
to afford to operate their automobiles. 

I can tell you businesses in Mary-
land—and I am sure my colleagues 
have similar stories around the Na-
tion—particularly small businesses 
that rely upon their car or truck for 
transportation, don’t have the ability 
to afford the increased cost of energy. 
They are on the brink of going out of 
business because of the rising energy 
cost. They want us to do something 
about it. 

I am particularly disappointed and 
frustrated that the Republicans de-
cided twice this week to deny us an op-
portunity to do what we should be 
doing—legislating on this very impor-
tant issue. 

The Consumer-First Energy Act of 
2008 would have made a major dif-
ference in the cost of energy in the 
United States. I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of that legislation. Yet the Re-
publicans used a procedural road-
block—a filibuster—to prevent us from 
taking up that legislation, debating it, 
acting on amendments, and doing what 
we should be doing. The Republicans 
said the status quo is acceptable. Well, 
the status quo is not acceptable. 

What would this legislation do? 
First, it would say taxpayers don’t 
need to subsidize the oil companies. 
The oil companies are making record 
profits. In 2002, their profits were $29 
billion. Last year, that grew to $124 bil-
lion. They don’t need public subsidies. 
Taxpayers should not be subsidizing 
them. By the way, they are not invest-
ing their profits back into this coun-
try. They are not looking at ways to 
make this Nation more energy secure, 
nor are they investing in renewable en-
ergy sources. The President said, on 
April 14, 2005, that if oil reaches $55 a 
barrel, there is no need for the Govern-
ment to subsidize further efforts on be-
half of the oil industry. The price now 
is $140 a barrel. So the subsidies were 
provided. That $17 billion should be re-
invested in America, rather than sub-
sidizing oil companies for even greater 
profits. Let’s use that for making this 
Nation energy secure, and let’s use it 
for renewable energy sources. 

That is exactly what this legislation 
would do. 

There has been a lot of talk about a 
windfall profits tax. I happen to believe 
the oil industry is entitled to a profit— 
just not an obscene profit, taking ad-
vantage of the world circumstances in 
oil. With the windfall profit provision 
of this legislation, it would tell the oil 
companies to invest a little bit of that 
money here in America, in renewable 
energy sources. That is what it does. It 
is a clear message about the security of 
America. 

This legislation would take on the 
speculators. A large part of the cost is 
not that we are using more oil because, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 12:48 Jan 21, 2011 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR08\S11JN8.000 S11JN8W
R

ei
er

-A
vi

le
s 

on
 D

S
K

D
V

H
8Z

91
P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 B

O
U

N
D

 R
E

C
O

R
D


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-12T19:23:41-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




