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The House met at 10 a.m.

Monsignor George B. Flinn, Vicar
General, Pastoral Life in Ministry, Di-
ocese of Altoona-Johnstown, Pennsyl-
vania, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, source of all that is
good and holy, be with us today. These
men and women gather here as rep-
resentatives of the people, honored by
such a call to service, but also fully
aware of the awesome responsibility
such a vocation demands.

Grant them the insight to discern
what is in the best interest of all our
citizens, the wisdom to choose what is
good and moral and just, and the cour-
age to do what is necessary, even in the
face of adversity, misunderstanding
and opposition.

Help them to grasp the nobility of
their calling to serve in the arena of
politics, aptly named the ‘“‘art of the
possible,” as they face the challenge of
making possible the growth of our citi-
zens and our Nation, in virtue and in-
tegrity and prosperity.

May all that is accomplished today
reflect a true spirit of justice, compas-
sion, concern and real dedication to the
well-being of all the citizens of our be-
loved country. Amen.

——
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. SHUSTER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 10 one-minutes on each side.

———————

WELCOMING MONSIGNOR GEORGE
B. FLINN

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

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to thank, honor and express my
sincere appreciation for Monsignor
George Flinn, our guest chaplain. Rev-
erend Flinn, originally from Cresson,
Pennsylvania, and as we say back
home, up the mountain, has dedicated
his life to faith and community out-
reach. His service has made the Al-
toona-Johnstown area a better place to
live because of his commitment to our
local parishes.

Reverend Flinn has been assigned to
a number of churches in central Penn-
sylvania, including Sacred Heart and
Saint Rose of Lima in Altoona, and
Saint Monica of Chest Springs. Most
notable to me, though, is his service at
Saint John Gualbert, where he orga-
nized a major campaign to renovate
the interior walls of the cathedral.

This drive became known as ‘‘This is
Our Church,” while Monsignor Flinn
uniquely reached out to local busi-
nesses, community leaders and the Dio-
cese of Altoona-Johnstown. This type
of outreach has truly made our neigh-
borhoods and small towns a much bet-
ter place and a more memorable place.
His story is a reminder to us all to
take a moment from our busy sched-
ules to help others and reach out to the
community.

As we mourn the passing of Pope
John Paul and celebrate the appoint-
ment of Pope Benedict, we should also

commend and thank our local church
leaders like Monsignor Flinn, because
their hard work is truly making our
Nation a better place to live.

——————

END THE FILIBUSTERS ON
QUALIFIED NOMINEES

(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. Mr. Speaker, John
Bolton is the President’s nominee to be
U.S. ambassador to the U.N. The Sen-
ate has not yet voted on his nomina-
tion. A few Members are holding up
that vote so they can explore his treat-
ment of lower-level staffers.

Janice Rogers Brown and Priscilla
Owen are two of the President’s nomi-
nees to be Federal judges. The Senate
has not yet voted on their nomina-
tions. A few Democrats have promised
to hold up these votes so they can
prove a political point.

What do these three have in common,
I mean, other than being victims of the
Senate’s partisan machinations? They
are all highly qualified. They would all
do a great job. They would all receive
the support of a majority of Senators.
They are all nominated for jobs that
are currently vacant. That is right; the
jobs the President has asked these peo-
ple to do are not being done.

That is not the President’s fault.
That is not BILL FRIST’s fault. Some
Democrats paid a political price for ob-
structionism last November. It seems
that some of them are still slow learn-
ers.

————

AN INDEPENDENT JUDICIARY

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

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, over in
Baghdad, we are attempting to estab-
lish a democracy which will require an
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independent judiciary. Iraqis will learn
that to have a society of laws, you need
an independent judiciary to enforce
them. But here in Washington, D.C., we
have a majority leader who is attempt-
ing to demagogue and abuse the inde-
pendence of our American judicial sys-
tem, to intimidate them to one par-
ticular ideological position.

This is undemocratic, it is
unhealthy, and it does not respect the
democratic traditions that require an
independent judiciary in this country.
It is a case of an abuse of power and it
needs to stop.

We see today in the energy bill a pro-
vision to ignore the independence of
the law to give immunity to a polluter.
We need the majority leader of the U.S.
House to understand that our freedoms
come from an independent judiciary.
The freedom of speech, the freedom of
religion that would be taken away in
one single moment from the U.S. Con-
gress stands because of an independent
judiciary.

This arrogance and abuse of power
needs to stop.

——
FINANCIAL LITERACY

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

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
balancing a checkbook and principles
such as saving and investing seem like
a foreign language to much of our Na-
tion’s youth. Sadly, many of our high
school graduates lack the basic skills
to handle their own finances. Combine
that with the spending power of teen-
agers, $150 billion annually, and it
should come as no surprise that when
they go off to college, credit card com-
panies cannot hand out the plastic fast
enough to these new customers who
have no credit history, no income and
no job. In fact, in 2001, more young peo-
ple filed for bankruptcy than graduated
from college.

With April being Financial Literacy
Month, it is time to show that finance
and economic lessons simply do not
end in the classroom. The earlier stu-
dents learn about dollars and cents, the
better equipped they will be to enter
the world with knowledge about how to
save, how to earn and how to spend.

Mr. Speaker, studies have shown fi-
nancial education has been linked to
lower delinquency rates for mortgage
borrowers, higher participation and
contribution rates in retirement plans,
improved spending and saving habits
and higher net worth.

The need for financial education in
our classrooms and at home has never
been more apparent. Increasing finan-
cial literacy is key to helping our next
generation reach their full potential.

———
THE ENERGY BILL
(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I have
nothing against classics. I drove a 1968
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Barracuda to work today. But I am
looking at hybrids because of the high
cost of gas and to get a little more effi-
cient.

The Republicans are offering us a
classic energy bill today, firmly rooted
in the 1950s: no improvements in effi-
ciency, no investment in energy-effi-
cient technologies, no breakthroughs.
Even worse, $8 billion of subsidies to
the oil and gas industry. Well, heck,
they need it. That was only the quar-
terly profit of HExxonMobil gouging
people at the pump last quarter. They
want to give us more of the same.

The President’s own energy informa-
tion administration says this bill will,
quote, have only negligible impact on
production, consumption and imports
of oil. In fact, they said it will probably
increase the price of gasoline by 3 cents
per gallon. I guess that is to pay for the
new subsidies to the suffering oil and
gas industry.

That is an energy policy for the 21st
century?

———

THE PROMISING PARTNERSHIP OF
INDIA AND THE UNITED STATES

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, under the leadership of Presi-
dent George W. Bush and Indian Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh, India and
the United States continue to make
progress toward strengthening our
strategic partnership.

Last week, President Bush and Sec-
retary Rice met with Indian External
Affairs Minister Natwar Singh. Sec-
retary Rice highlighted, ‘It is impor-
tant that the U.S.-India relationship
continues to grow as we recognize the
growing importance of India as a global
factor.” Due to shared values as the
world’s largest democracy working
with the world’s oldest democracy, our
countries are continuing on a path of
cooperation that will strengthen eco-
nomic opportunities and enhance na-
tional security.

After years of military conflict be-
tween India and Pakistan, the two na-
tions recently approved numerous ef-
forts of bilateral relations. And this
week India’s Prime Minister Singh met
with Pakistan President Pervez
Musharraf in his birthplace in New
Delhi to discuss the next steps to fur-
thering the peace process. It is mutu-
ally beneficial for both countries to co-
operate for bilateral trade while help-
ing win the war on terrorism.

In conclusion, God bless our troops
and we will never forget September 11.

OIL DRILLING IN THE GREAT
LAKES
(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this week the President said he would
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have written a different energy bill
without the $8 billion in giveaways for
the oil and gas companies. ‘“The Presi-
dent has made his views known, in
terms of any incentives in the legisla-
tion, that oil and gas companies don’t
need any incentives when the price of
oil is where it is right now.” That is
the President of the United States
commenting on the legislation we are
going to have before us. Imagine if we
spent those $8 Dbillion of taxpayer
money on developing new energy-effi-
cient cars or new types of cars that
would make America free.

We have got to get rid of the old poli-
tics of special interest politics, writing
legislation for special interests who
give resources to campaigns, and start
building a stronger America.

In addition to giving the big oil com-
panies $8 billion of taxpayer money,
imagine the oil rigs along the shores of
Chicago, Pittsburgh, Buffalo, western
Michigan. It is an unwelcome thought
for 30 million Americans who get their
daily drinking water from the Great
Lakes. Drilling is currently banned on
the Great Lakes, but this bill would
change the law from today’s outright
ban.

Last night, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY), the gentleman from

Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN), the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MCHUGH),
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER) and I offered a bipartisan
amendment to permanently extend the
ban on drilling in the Great Lakes.

Consequently, this bill places the
Great Lakes directly in harm’s way.
Imagine those oil rigs. Now imagine an
oil spill closing the beaches and endan-
gering drinking water.

———————

KEYSTONE HEIGHTS HIGH SCHOOL
BAND

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I wish to brag on my talented
young constituents, the cover girls and
boys that were featured in Roll Call
this week. The band and color guard of
the Keystone Heights Marching Indian,
Florida, high school band visited Wash-
ington, D.C., this weekend. While here
with Band Director Jason Dobson, they
performed at the Jefferson Memorial
and Capitol Hill. They played ‘‘El Capi-
tan,”” a John Philip Sousa march;
“Pevensey Castle” by Robert Sheldon;
“Tis the Gift to Be Simple,” an 18th
century Shaker folk tune; and saving,
of course, the best for last, student
conductor Ashley Poplin conducted
them in ‘“The Washington Post,” an-
other Sousa march.

French horn player Karlo Martin,
still fresh after three sleepless nights,
described the trip as ‘‘really enjoy-
able.”
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I am proud of the students in Flor-
ida’s Sixth Congressional District for
their hard work and their skill. Being
in a marching band is strenuous
enough, but central Florida with all its
heat adds an extra impediment to the
challenge. Job well done.

——
0 1015

WEAKENED ETHICS RULES: NO
WONDER REPUBLICANS ARE SO
CONFIDENT

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, what
are House Republicans afraid of? True,
there are constant newspaper reports
about a member of the Republican
leadership participating in question-
able activities dealing with Wash-
ington lobbyists, trips overseas and
questionable financial dealings. How-
ever, if Republicans are so confident
that these activities do not constitute
a breaking of the House rules, why
have the Republicans made it virtually

impossible for the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct to do its
job?

BEarlier this year, the Republicans
weakened the ethics rules. Under the
new Republican rules, if a majority of
the committee cannot determine
whether or not an investigation should
proceed after 45 days of receiving a
complaint, it would simply be dropped.
Under the old bipartisan ethics rules, a
subcommittee was created after the 45-
day deadline to investigate the ethics
charges.

It is no wonder Republican leaders
are so confident. If they keep their Re-
publican troops on the committee in
line, they do not have to worry about
an investigation. And this is no way to
run an ethics committee. It is time
that House Republicans join the Demo-
crats in rejecting these new rules in
favor of fair, bipartisan rules that re-
store confidence to the House ethics
process.

————

F/A-22

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

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the F/A-22 Raptor,
one of the most important weapons the
Air Force has in its fight to protect our
country.

On Friday the Pentagon approved the
F/A-22 for full-rate production. I am
glad the Pentagon is recognizing what
we have known all along: the Raptor is
a superior and essential weapon for our
Air Force.

It is our duty in Congress to ensure
the safety of every American, and fully
funding the F/A-22 goes a long way to-
ward that end. Our bloated and bureau-
cratic government offers many oppor-
tunities to reduce spending and balance

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the budget. But our Nation’s defense is
not the place to cut funds. The F/A-22
will let the United States military con-
tinue dominating our adversaries.

To prepare for tomorrow’s threats,
we need to fund these planes today. Mr.
Speaker, I ask the Members to join me
in supporting the F/A-22 program.

———

WEAKENED ETHICS RULES:
ETHICS COMMITTEE NOW A SHELL

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, on Janu-
ary 4, 2005, the first day of the 109th
Congress, this House adopted several
changes to the House ethics rules that
many in this body warned would se-
verely weaken the ability of the House
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct to enforce the highest stand-
ards of ethical conduct in its Members,
officers, and employees.

In the middle of March, these warn-
ings, sadly, came to pass when the
House Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct failed to adopt committee
rules that would have given it the abil-
ity to investigate credible allegations
of misconduct even in cases where par-
tisan considerations caused the com-
mittee to be deadlocked.

Now we are left with a shell of a com-
mittee, a paper tiger that can perform
only a fraction of the advisory, en-
forcement, and investigatory duties as-
signed it.

The absence of a functioning ethics
committee and the collapse of the eth-
ics enforcement process are untenable,
unacceptable, and irresponsible. In the
eyes of the American people, this can
only serve to undermine the integrity
and credibility of the Members of the
House and the House as institution.

—————

CLARENCE GAINES

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay my respects to Coach Clarence
“Big House” Gaines, who passed away
on Monday April 18, 2005. Coach Gaines
was a college basketball icon, having
guided the Winston-Salem State Uni-
versity Rams to an amazing 828 wins
during his 47 seasons at Winston-Salem
State University. His record of success
places him fifth on the NCAA career
coaching wins list, just behind Dean
Smith, Adolph Rupp, Bob Knight, and
Jim Phelean.

Under Coach Gaines’s leadership, the
Winston-Salem State Rams won 11
CIAA titles and became the first pre-
dominantly black college to ever win
an NCAA basketball title.

Coach Gaines was inducted into
many halls of fame and was named
CIAA Coach of the Year several times.
He was also named NCAA Coach of the
Year in 1967.
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Coach Gaines was a truly remarkable
man, and he will be missed. My condo-
lences go out to his wife, Clara, and his
two children.

———

NORTHEAST REGIONAL ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

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

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, this
week a tripartisan group of original co-
sponsors has joined together to reintro-
duce our bill to create a Northeast Re-
gional Economic Development Com-
mission to invest in the most dis-
tressed areas of Maine, New Hamp-
shire, Vermont, and New York.

Economic development commissions
are now in existence in Alaska; Mis-
sissippi; the Midwest; and, of course,
Appalachia; among other places. These
bodies have a proven track record of
success. For example, since its cre-
ation, the ARC has cut the number of
distressed counties in their region in
half.

Today, when one looks at the statis-
tics, the border region of the Northeast
has just as strong a need as the other
areas. We need direct Federal invest-
ments to turn our economies around.
Our bill does that and ensures both
local planning and the advancement of
regional goals like sustainable land
use.

We are proud to have such a strong
tripartisan group working together to
promote economic development in the
Northeast. We look forward to advanc-
ing our bill and working with other re-
gions who want to grow their econo-
mies and bring prosperity back.

————
ENERGY POLICY

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

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, in re-
cent months Americans have been
struggling to cope with rising gas
prices. And today the Republican ma-
jority and the U.S. House of Represent-
atives bring forward a comprehensive,
a comprehensive, energy program.

And let me tell the Members this: we
need to have a comprehensive energy
program so that we can avoid losing
jobs due to high energy costs.

This week it is a comprehensive en-
ergy bill that will drastically reduce
the costs of energy. It will lower en-
ergy prices for consumers, revitalize
our economy, and create jobs. That is
because the money that was diverted
to high energy costs can now go to
goods and services; and most impor-
tantly, this bill will reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil.

Mr. Speaker, our opponents on the
other side of the aisle have only given
blather. They have only given bluster.
They have not offered a comprehensive
policy. We today are going to offer a
comprehensive energy policy to help
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all Americans and reduce the cost of
gasoline.

———

NATIONAL WHEELCHAIR BASKET-
BALL ASSOCIATION PRESIDENT’S
SPIRIT AWARDS

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

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, the Na-
tional Wheelchair Basketball Associa-
tion is the largest and oldest wheel-
chair sports organization in the world.
Established over 50 years ago, the
NWBA has provided opportunities for
people with physical disabilities, in-
cluding children and disabled veterans,
to play the game of basketball.

The NWBA runs on generosity and
volunteers; and one of those volunteers
is Harry Vines of Sherwood, Arkansas,
who has served as president since 2001.
Harry is known in Arkansas for many
volunteer activities, most significantly
as coach of the Arkansas Rollin’ Razor-
backs, a five-time national champion-
ship wheelchair basketball team that
he helped found in 1978. A high school
All American basketball player at Cen-
tral High School in Little Rock, Harry
played at Oklahoma City University
before returning to Arkansas as a
coach and later a rehab counselor and
administrator.

Harry and the NWBA award, the
NWBA Spirit Awards, recognize the
work of outstanding volunteers and or-
ganizations that support the NWBA.
The 2005 Spirit Award recipients in-
clude long-time UT-Arlington Jim
Hayes, Bluegrass Invitational Tour-
nament director Evelyn Bologna, Divi-
sion III chairman Tim Stout, and the
University of Illinois’ Wheelchair
Sports Program.

Congratulations to all of these out-
standing individuals.

————
PASS DR-CAFTA

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, it is hard
to believe, but it was 2 long decades
ago that we saw tyranny in Central
America bring war and turmoil to our
doorstep. Today, through U.S. assist-
ance and the resolve of our neighbors
to the south, civil war has been re-
placed by burgeoning democracies and
free markets. Chaos has been replaced
with the growing prevalence of the rule
of law. Rather than a growing national
security threat, this region has become
an increasingly reliable partner in the
war on terror, drug interdiction, and
migration control. As fellow democ-
racies, we are bound together by geog-
raphy and a common commitment to
liberty.

With the Dominican Republic Central
American Free Trade Agreement, we
have an opportunity to solidify this
success and lock in the tremendous po-
litical and economic progress that has
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been made. President Bush has made it
clear that advancing the cause of free-
dom and liberty is central to our for-
eign policy goals. Passage of the DR-
CAFTA will be a significant step for-
ward in ensuring that the institutions
of democracy and political pluralism
are firmly entrenched throughout this
hemisphere.
———

WEAKENED ETHICS RULES: WHO
ARE THEY TRYING TO PROTECT?

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

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, since the
beginning of this year, the House Re-
publican leadership has worked to un-
dermine the ethics process here. First,
the leadership floated an ethics pro-
posal that would have allowed Mem-
bers of its leadership to continue to
serve in leadership if they were in-
dicted. When that did not go over too
well, the leadership decided it could
protect one of its own by making it
more difficult to investigate unethical
behavior. The leadership rushed
through a new rule that would end an
ethics compliant after 45 days if no
agreement could be reached on how to
proceed. Under the old rules, if the two
parties could not come to an agree-
ment, a subcommittee was automati-
cally appointed to investigate.

Finally, to guarantee that Repub-
lican leadership would be able to quash
any ethic complaints, they purged the
committee of three members, including
the chairman, who were not always
willing to toe the party line. Then they
replaced them with party loyalists.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader-
ship is going to extreme measures to
weaken our ethics rules. It makes one
wonder just whom they are trying to
protect. Ethics and morals have been
overtaken by hypocrisy.

———

CONGRESS UNDER REPUBLICAN
LEADERSHIP

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

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I was
elected to Congress just a little over 2
years ago, and our economy was in
tough shape when I got in Congress. I
did not really realize how tough a
shape it was in. But under the leader-
ship of this House, the leadership of the
Speaker, the majority leader, we have
worked on the problems of high unem-
ployment, the low stock market. We
made the tough choices and invested in
our economy in 2003, and the result was
a significant job growth.

Now in this Congress we have taken
on additional good work. We have
passed a highway bill, class action re-
form, bankruptcy reform. And this
week, Mr. Speaker, we are going to
work on our energy bill. This is impor-
tant and timely legislation. Every
member on our committee was heard
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on their concerns. Every amendment
was made in order and voted on, most
on a roll call vote; and the bill passed
out of committee with bipartisan sup-
port.

We had an energy bill 2 years ago,
and that energy bill unfortunately was
derailed by a procedural motion in the
other body, and it was largely derailed
by trial lawyers who felt that they
were not getting their just desserts
from the energy bill. Mr. Speaker, that
is why it was outrageous to read in
“Roll Call” yesterday that the senior
vice president of the Association of
Trial Lawyers of America said that
they were upset with the asbestos bill
over in the other body and it may have
an impact on fund-raising from this
particular bar.

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous.
Where are the calls for investigation?
Where are the calls for ethics from the
other body?

————
SRI LANKA

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
during the recess, I was privileged to
visit the country of Sri Lanka where
there exists tension and sometimes
open warfare between the government
and the Tamilians.

Fortunately, partially as a result of
the tsunami, there is a cease fire. I
trust that the cease fire will continue,
that a peaceful accord will be reached.
But in the meantime, I would urge that
we do everything within our power to
make sure that relief resources are
equally and fairly deployed throughout
all areas of the country that were, in
fact, affected. There is a tremendous
resolve to try and arrive at peace. I
hope, Mr. Speaker, that we will help.

———

TAKE POLITICS OUT OF THE
ETHICS PROCESS

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we
need to ask ourselves every now and
then in a moment of truth on a bipar-
tisan basis what this House is doing.
Ethics rules should be there to pros-
ecute somebody who has broken them.
The same rules should be there to pro-
tect somebody who is innocent.

The Democrat members on the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct do not want to meet. They do not
want to give the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) due process. They do not
want to give him an up-or-down vote.
They are very content to discuss it
with their allies at The Washington
Post or the New York Times. They do
not want to talk about how many edu-
cational trips they have been on with
their families, although there is a list.
They do not want to talk about how
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many of their family members work in
their campaigns and are reimbursed
and on their campaign payroll, but
there is a list.
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Is this what the Democrats really
want? I think that the Democrats
would be serving this House well if
they would say to their ethics com-
mittee members, we want you to meet.
We want due process for ToM DELAY or
any other Member who may have a
question about things.

Right now we cannot address that be-
cause they will not come to the meet-
ings. I ask my Democrat colleagues to
do the right thing, let us move on with
the ethics process and take the politics
out of this, because there are a lot of
questions on both sides of the aisle
right now, and the House is being un-
derserved by this committee.

———

WEAKENED ETHICS RULES

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

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, in par-
tial response to my colleague’s last
statements, it is The Wall Street Jour-
nal that says, it is the odor. It is the
Rocky Mountain News that says it is
hypocrisy. The Christian Science Mon-
itor calls it hubris, and the New York
Times says it is autocratic behavior,
and the San Diego Union Tribune sim-
ply calls it disgraceful.

It turns out that there are a lot of
different ways to describe the House
Republicans’ ethical challenges. When
the Republicans took over Congress in
1994, they promised to usher in a new
era of politics. For years they had tried
to make the case that Democrats were
corrupt, and in a new Republican era
they promised to clean house and
change the rules to make Congress
more accountable to the people that we
represent.

Well, they changed the rules. This
year they changed the rules to prevent
the ethics committee from doing its
job, and they tried and tried and unfor-
tunately failed to change the rules of
their own caucus to allow indicted
Members to retain their leadership of-
fices.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to reinstate
the ethics rules in this House. It is
time that Republicans join the Demo-
crats in supporting the Mollohan reso-
lution, so that people can get a fair
hearing, but it is done within a body
that is operating properly.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore(Mr.
GRAVES). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will postpone further
proceedings today on motions to sus-
pend the rules on which a recorded vote
or the yeas and nays are ordered, or on
which the vote is objected to under
clause 6 of rule XX.
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Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later today.

RAY CHARLES POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 504) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 4960 West Washington Boule-
vard in Los Angeles, California, as the
“Ray Charles Post Office Building”’.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 504

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RAY CHARLES POST OFFICE BUILD-
ING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 4960
West Washington Boulevard in Los Angeles,
California, shall be known and designated as
the ‘“‘Ray Charles Post Office Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Ray Charles Post Of-
fice Building”’.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the bill, H.R. 504.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
Committee on Government Reform, I
rise in support of H.R. 504. This legisla-
tion designates this post office in Los
Angeles as the Ray Charles Post Office
Building to celebrate the life of the
great American entertainer.

All 53 members of the California con-
gressional delegation have cosponsored
this legislation to comply with the
committee policy on post office-nam-
ing bills.

Mr. Speaker, Ray Charles Robinson
was born in Albany, Georgia, in 1930.
He was raised in Florida, and com-
pletely lost his sight by age 7. Amaz-
ingly, he overcame his lack of sight
and began to study piano, saxophone,
and clarinet at a school for the blind
and deaf.

He ultimately became a traveling
musician and shortened his name to
Ray Charles to differentiate himself
from the famous boxer of that time,
Ray Robinson. During his career that
spanned more than 5 decades, Ray
Charles won an outstanding 12
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Grammy Awards, including the best
R&B recording three consecutive years
from 1961 through 1963: ‘“‘Hit the Road
Jack,” “I Can’t Stop Loving You,” and
“Busted.” He was unquestionably one
of the world’s most successful musi-
cians of the 20th century.

Mr. Speaker, it is important for all of
us to understand how groundbreaking
his music fusion of gospel, blues, pop,
country, and jazz really was.

His ingenuity paved the way for
other giants in music history, includ-
ing Aretha Franklin and Elvis Presley.
Ray Charles passed away in Beverly
Hills, California, on June 10, 2004. This
post office will serve as an important
memorial to Ray Charles’s legacy and
influence on American popular music.

I want to thank the distinguished
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATSON), my colleague on the com-
mittee, for her work on H.R. 504.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield such time as
she might consume to the gentle-
woman from California, (Ms. WATSON)
who is the author of this legislation.

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 504,
a bill to rename a post office located in
Los Angeles, California, the Ray
Charles Post Office, is a small act to
commemorate one of the true giants of
the 20th century in popular music.

Ray Charles is both a national treas-
ure and a international phenomenon.
He was also a long-time resident of Los
Angeles and the 33rd Congressional
District, living right around the corner
from me.

The story of Ray Charles’s life is full
of paradoxes. It is about rags to riches,
the sacred and the profane, and tri-
umph overcoming tragedy. It is the
material of Horatio Alger and Mark
Twain. It is a uniquely American story;
and his music, a melting pot blend of
pop, country, gospel, blues and jazz,
brilliantly reflects the rich American
cultural and musical tapestry in its
various shades, shapes, and premoni-
tions.

Much has been written about Ray
Charles’s life, and his rise from poverty
and obscurity in St. Augustine, Flor-
ida, to his decision to migrate to Se-
attle, a decision he made by asking a
friend to find him the farthest point
from Florida on a map of the Conti-
nental United States.

Many of you have probably seen the
movie ‘“‘Ray,” and the Oscar-winning
performance of Jamie Foxx. What we
learned from the life of Ray Charles is
that he constantly persevered in the
face of adversity and often over-
whelming odds. He learned very early
that the two constants of life are
change and adaptation. Those qualities
are reflected in spades in his music.

He secularized gospel music, wed it
to jazz rhythms and sensibilities, and
popularized, almost singlehandedly,
music known as rhythm and blues.

But the music of Ray Charles, as true
to his legacy, cannot be confined to one
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genre or type of music. In 1962, Ray
Charles spit in the eye of conventional
wisdom, as well as his producers, and
recorded one of the great country al-
bums, ‘“Modern Sounds in Country and
Western.” Billboard Magazine listed it
as the number one-selling album for 14
weeks in a row, a feat that has not
been duplicated since then.

Ray Charles’s accomplishments were
all the more profound when we con-
sider that the races in America were
still largely segregated, particularly in
the South. Ray Charles’s revolutionary
approach to music was also reflected in
his politics and his deep and abiding
commitment to Martin Luther King
and the plight of the African Ameri-
cans.

Ray Charles may not have been on
the front lines, but he put his money
where his mouth was. In his autobiog-
raphy, Ray Charles wrote about his
life-long love affair with music. ‘I was
born with the music inside me,” he
wrote. ‘“That is the only explanation I
know of. It was, of course, already with
me when I arrived on the scene. It was
a necessity for me like food or like
water.”

Ray Charles has provided comfort to
millions of Americans from all races
and backgrounds and made their lives
brighter with the genius of his music.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would note
that this legislation, to name a post of-
fice in honor of Ray Charles, is but a
small tribute to a man who started
from nowhere and ended up as a na-
tional treasure and a global phe-
nomenon. God bless, Ray Charles.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I have
no other speakers at the moment and
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume to close for our side.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House Government Reform Committee,
I am pleased to join my colleagues in
consideration of H.R. 504, legislation
naming a postal facility in Los Ange-
les, California, after the legendary Ray
Charles.

H.R. 504 was introduced by my good
friend and colleague, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATSON), on Feb-
ruary 1, 2005, and unanimously reported
by our committee on April 13, 2005.

The bill enjoys the support of the en-
tire California delegation. As we have
already heard, Ray Charles was born in
Albany, Georgia, on September 23, 1930,
and moved with his family to Green-
ville, Florida.

And like later in his life, Charles’s
childhood was one marked by tragedy
and hardship. At age 5, he watched
helplessly as his brother drowned to
death in the family bathtub. That same
year he became inflicted with glau-
coma and lost his sight altogether by
the age of 7.

By age 15, both of his parents had
died. Displaying courage far beyond his
years, Ray Charles persevered during
this time of unimaginable hardship.
Determined to make something of his
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life, Ray Charles turned to music.
After playing in local clubs, Charles
decided that Florida was not the place
for his budding music career.

So at age 17 he decided to move to
Seattle and sing in a band playing Nat
King Cole-style music at area night-
clubs. In Seattle, Ray Charles’s unpar-
alleled skill drew rave reviews, and he
had his first hit at age 19 with the
rhythm and blues hit, ‘‘Confession
Blues.”

In all, Ray Charles would win an as-
tounding 12 Grammy Awards, including
three in 3 consecutive years for ‘Hit
the Road Jack,” ‘I Can’t Stop Loving
You,” and ‘“‘Busted.”

Once when Ray Charles was asked if
he ever considered taking it easy fol-
lowing all of the success he had had,
Charles quickly responded, for what?
Music is like a part of me. It is not
something I do on the side. It is like
my blood line, like my breathing appa-
ratus.

Tragically, Ray Charles did not live
long enough to witness the success of
the movie hit ‘“‘Ray’ that told the
story of his life. He died on June 10,
last year, shortly before the movie’s re-
lease. Jamie Foxx did an exemplary job
portraying Ray Charles.

The story of Mr. Charles’s life is so
compelling that it is hard to imagine
the American public not becoming en-
grossed in the story of his life. Ray
Charles was truly a man for all sea-
sons, and an incredible gospel, jazz,
blues and big band artist, all rolled in
one.

He has his own star on Hollywood
Boulevard’s Walk of Fame. He is the
recipient of a bronze medallion pre-
sented by the French Republic. His
version of Hoagy Carmichael’s ‘‘Geor-
gia on My Mind,” was named the Geor-
gia State song, and he was one of the
original inductees into the Rock and
Roll Hall of Fame.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATSON) for introducing this legisla-
tion. Ray Charles was and will always
be an American hero and icon. He has
given the American people and the en-
tire world the everlasting gift of his
beautiful music.

I commend my colleague for seeking
to honor the legacy of Ray Charles in
this manner. Mr. Speaker, I know that
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS), as well as the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) who are
both great patrons of the arts and tre-
mendous lovers of music had intended
to be here to make some comments.

Unfortunately, they could not. So I
would urge swift passage of this legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I urge
all Members to support the passage of
H.R. 504.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of naming the 4960 West
Washington Boulevard, Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia post office after one of America’s great-
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est musical artists, Ray Charles. As an inter-
national icon who mastered many styles from
blues and jazz to rock ‘n’ roll and gospel, Ray
Charles deserves this recognition

Born Ray Charles Robinson in Albany,
Georgia on September 23, 1930, he would
later shorten his name to Ray Charles to avoid
confusion with boxer Sugar Ray Robinson.
Ray’s inspirational life story is well known but
deserves retelling.

Blind since childhood and orphaned as a
teenager, Ray Charles lived a life that traveled
from despair to fame to redemption. He had
been playing piano since he was three years
old. In 1937, he entered the St. Augustine
School for the Deaf and Blind as a charity stu-
dent, studied classical piano and clarinet, and
learned to read and write music in Braille.
Both his parents died by the time Ray turned
15.

At that age, Ray Charles left school and
joined dance bands in Florida, then moved to
Seattle, where a talent content appearance led
to work playing at the Elks Club. He formed
the McSon Trio with two other musicians—a
group modeled on the Nat King Cole jazz
group—and they soon moved to Los Angeles
where they recorded their first single “Confes-
sion Blues,” which Charles wrote.

Throughout his life, Ray Charles overcame
racial prejudice, drug addiction and other set-
backs to forge a singular life in music and
popular culture, and as a media celebrity.
Charles’ intense renditions of classic songs
earned him the nickname “The Genius.”

Charles’ litany of awards is numerous. He
was an original inductee into the Rock and
Roll Hall of Fame. He is also a member of the
Blues Foundation Hall of Fame, the Blues Hall
of Fame, the Songwriters’ Hall of Fame, the
Grammy Hall of Fame, the Jazz Hall of Fame,
the Florida Artists Hall of Fame, and the Geor-
gia Music Hall of Fame to name some. His de-
finitive version of Hoagy Carmichael's 1930
classic “Georgia on My Mind” (1960) became
the official state song of Georgia.

Ray said once, “Music’s been around a long
time, and there’s going to be music long after
Ray Charles is dead. | just want to make my
mark, leave something musically good behind.
If it's a big record, that's the frosting on the
cake, but music’s the main meal.”

Mr. Speaker, we all can dine on his wide
assortment of musical treats. Ray Charles’
American legacy is well served by the naming
of a public building after him.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
MARCHANT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 504.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

SERGEANT BYRON W. NORWOOD
POST OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1001) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 301 South Heatherwilde Boule-
vard in Pflugerville, Texas, as the
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““Sergeant Byron W. Norwood Post Of-
fice Building”’.
The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1001
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SERGEANT BYRON W. NORWOOD
POST OFFICE BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 301
South Heatherwilde Boulevard in
Pflugerville, Texas, shall be known and des-
ignated as the ‘‘Sergeant Byron W. Norwood
Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Sergeant Byron W.
Norwood Post Office Building”’.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT).

———

0 1045

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 1001.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRAVES). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1001 is an impor-
tant piece of legislation that names
this Pflugerville, Texas, Post Office as
the Sergeant Byron W. Norwood Post
Office Building.

I am proud the House is considering
this bill today because Sergeant Byron
Norwood is, without question, an
American hero.

Mr. Speaker, Byron Norwood grew up
in Pflugerville, a small town outside of
Austin, and enjoyed playing the trum-
pet in the high school jazz band and
marching band. He was a star in sev-
eral high school theater productions.
After graduation, he joined the Ma-
rines, following in the footsteps of both
of his grandfathers who served with the
Marine Corps during World War II. He
ultimately became a sergeant assigned
to the 3rd Battalion, 1st Marine Regi-
ment, 1lst Marine Division in Camp
Pendleton, California.

Mr. Speaker, Sergeant Norwood
bravely served two tours of duty in
Iraq. During his second tour he was
tragically Kkilled by a sniper in the
Anbar province of Iraq on November 13
of 2004. In the trying days that fol-
lowed, Byron’s mother, Janet Norwood,
wrote a letter to President Bush to say
how dedicated her son was to his coun-
try. Mrs. Norwood said in the letter
that in spite all that the family had
been through, they still supported the
war. Afterwards, the White House in-
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vited Mr. and Mrs. Norwood to the

State of the Union speech.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
my colleague, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. McCAUL), for introducing
this legislation and seeing it to the
floor today.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House Committee on Government Re-
form, I am pleased to join my colleague
in consideration of the H.R. 1001, legis-
lation naming a U.S. postal facility in
Pflugerville, Texas, after Sergeant
Byron Norwood.

H.R. 1001 was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. McCAUL) on
March 1, 2005 and unanimously re-
ported by our committee on April 13,
2005. The bill enjoys the support and
cosponsorship of the entire Texas dele-
gation.

Sergeant Byron W. Norwood died on
November 13, 2004, as a result of enemy
action in Fallujah. Sergeant Norwood
was assigned to the 3rd Battalion, 1st
Marine Regiment, 1st Marine Division,
I Marine Expeditionary Force, in Camp
Pendleton in California before being
deployed to Iraq.

Sergeant Norwood was recognized by
the President posthumously during his
State of the Union address for his brav-
ery and sacrifice to our country. The
President also recognized Sergeant
Norwood’s parents, Janet and Bill, for
the tremendous grace they displayed in
the wake of their son’s death.

A native of Texas, Byron was well
liked by his fellow soldiers because not
only was he an exemplary soldier, but
he was also a terrific person. He was
described by members of his regiment
as a person who was not afraid to show
his emotions, and was always there to
listen and lend support to his friends
during difficult times.

Mr. Speaker, it is important that
during times of war we take time to re-
member its human cost, that people as
loving and caring as Sergeant Byron
Norwood are sacrificing their lives to
protect ours.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. MCCAUL)
for introducing this legislation. It is a
wonderful tribute to a great man and
an extraordinary soldier. I urge swift
adoption of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
McCAUL).

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague and
fellow classmate, the gentleman from
Coppell, Texas (Mr. MARCHANT), for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, this morning I rise in
support of this bill which I introduced
to name the Pflugerville Post Office
after Marine Sergeant Byron Norwood.

I am honored to come before the

House and the American people to tell
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them of the sacrifice of the family and
the heroics of a Marine who embodies
all who are engaged in helping keep
this world safe.

You may remember one of the high
points of President Bush’s State of the
Union address is when he honored the
memory of Sergeant Norwood, who was
killed last November during the as-
sault on Fallujah in Iraq.

There the President said, ‘“‘We have
said goodbye to some very good men
and women who died for our freedom,
and whose memory this Nation will
honor forever. One name we honor is
Marine Corps Sergeant Byron Norwood.
Ladies and gentlemen, with grateful
hearts we honor our military families
represented here this evening by Ser-
geant Norwood’s mom and dad, Janet
and Bill Norwood.”

The President read from a letter By-
ron’s mother wrote to him. She said,
“When Byron was home the last time,
I said that I wanted to protect him like
I had since he was born. He just hugged
me and said, ‘You’ve done your job,
Mom. Now it’s my turn to protect
you.””’

He protected not only his mother,
but the Nation.

President Bush honored Sergeant
Norwood’s parents, Bill and Janet, who
stood up to represent all of the families
who have found themselves paying the
ultimate price for freedom. And we all
remember the embrace between Janet
and Safia from Iraq right here in the
Chamber of this House, up there. It was
truly the defining moment of the State
of the Union.

The cameras panned towards the
Norwoods seated behind First Lady
Laura Bush. The Members of the Con-
gress, the Cabinet and assembled dig-
nitaries turned and recognized Mr. and
Mrs. Norwood with applause. With the
eyes of the Nation on the Norwoods, a
woman seated next to Mrs. Bush named
Safia, an Iraqi refugee and activist
against Saddam Hussein’s terrible re-
gime, turned and embraced Mrs. Nor-
wood. It was truly a remarkable mo-
ment of gratitude that was seen around
the world. And it was one of the most
emotional experiences in the long his-
tory of State of the Union speeches.

In some of the fiercest fighting since
the fall of Saddam Hussein, Sergeant
Norwood and his fellow Marines waged
an assault to liberate Fallujah from
the evil that impeded our efforts to
free and liberate the people of Iraq.
During the fighting, Sergeant Norwood
found himself positioned outside of a
house where seven of his fellow Ma-
rines were being held captive by the in-
surgents. A trained and experienced
Marine, Norwood stormed the residence
and freed his band of brothers from
their captors. Tragically, during his ef-
forts to liberate his buddies, Sergeant
Norwood was mortally wounded.

But by his actions Sergeant Norwood
embodied the verse found in the Gospel
of John, Chapter 15:13, ‘‘Greater love
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hath no man than this, that a man lay
down his life for his friends.”

Sergeant Byron Norwood loved his
country, and we as a Nation can do
something to honor the sacrifice he
made in saving the lives of those seven
Marines. Today I ask my colleagues’
support for legislation to name the
post office in Pflugerville after Ser-
geant Byron Norwood.

When I approached Bill and Janet
Norwood with the idea of naming the
post office in Pflugerville after their
son, they were humble; but they want-
ed to make sure that this bill would
honor not only Byron but all of our
fallen heroes, and today we can honor
their request.

In a letter sent to me by Sergeant
Norwood’s mother, Janet, they wrote a
very compelling and powerful message
to me. This is a picture of Sergeant
Byron Norwood and she wrote to me,
“Representative McCCAUL, we wanted
you to know how much we have appre-
ciated your visits to our home. It was
a pleasure to meet you and Linda and
to be able to share more about Byron
with you. Knowing that you and so
many other Americans honor and re-
spect his sacrifice helps greatly to ease
our SOrrows.

“Thank you also for the flag, the one
that was flown over the Capitol on the
day that Byron died, which will always
have a special place in the beautiful
display box with his other treasures
from his Marine Corps service.

‘“He would be so amazed and so
proud. The whole idea of naming the
post office is such a stunning honor.
One of the things we worried about was
that people would soon forget about
Byron. If your bill passes, that will
never happen and that is such a great
comfort.”

No, we will not forget about Byron
and we will not forget about the other
fallen heroes defending freedom. As
with all the parents I have met with
who have lost a loved one in this war,
they all say the same thing, ‘“‘Finish
the job.”

We must realize that while this Fed-
eral building will bear his name, it will
also stand as a symbol for all those
who have died in the name of Amer-
ica’s freedom and security by showing
the world Americans never forget their
heroes. Today we can honor those he-
roes through Sergeant Byron Norwood
by giving the post office in his home-
town his name.

Mr. Speaker, naming the
Pflugerville, Texas, Post Office for Ma-
rine Sergeant Byron Norwood is the
very least we can do for the memory
and the family whose son paid the ulti-
mate sacrifice.

May God bless Janet and Bill Nor-
wood and may He hold Byron in the
palm of His hand.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to be
a cosponsor of House Resolution 1001
that honors Sergeant Byron Norwood. I
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urge all Members to support this legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
MARCHANT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1001.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

RECOGNIZING A NATIONAL WEEK
OF HOPE IN COMMEMORATION
OF THE 10-YEAR ANNIVERSARY
OF THE TERRORIST BOMBING IN
OKLAHOMA CITY

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 184) recognizing
a National Week of Hope in commemo-
ration of the 10-year anniversary of the
terrorist bombing in Oklahoma City.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 184

Whereas on April 19, 1995, at 9:02 a.m. cen-
tral daylight time in Oklahoma City, Okla-
homa, America was attacked in one of the
worst terrorist attacks on American soil,
killing 168 and injuring more than 850 Ameri-
cans;

Whereas this dastardly act of domestic ter-
rorism affected thousands of families and
horrified millions of people across the State
of Oklahoma and the United States;

Whereas the people of Oklahoma and the
United States responded to this tragedy
through the remarkable efforts of local,
State, and Federal law enforcement, fire, and
emergency services, search and rescue teams
from across the United States, public and
private medical personnel, and thousands of
volunteers from the community who saved
lives, assisted the injured, comforted the be-
reaved, and provided meals and support to
those who came to Oklahoma City to help
those endangered or otherwise affected by
this terrorist act;

Whereas the people of Oklahoma and the
United States pledged themselves to create,
build, and maintain a permanent national
memorial to remember those who were
killed, those who survived, and those
changed forever;

Whereas the Oklahoma City National Me-
morial draws hundreds of thousands of visi-
tors from around the world every year to the
site of this tragic event in American history;

Whereas the Oklahoma City National Me-
morial brings comfort, strength, peace, hope,
and serenity to the many visitors who come
to the memorial and museum each year to
remember and to learn about this tragic
event;

Whereas the 10th anniversary of the ter-
rorist bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Fed-
eral Building in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma,
is on April 19, 2005; and

Whereas the Oklahoma City National Me-
morial will commemorate the anniversary of
the terrorist bombing by recognizing the
week of April 17-24, 2005, as the National
Week of Hope, which will include a day of
faith, a day of understanding, a day of re-
membrance, a day of sharing, a day of toler-
ance, a day of caring, and a day of inspira-
tion, and the annual Oklahoma City Memo-
rial Marathon, A Run to Remember: Now,
therefore, be it
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Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) joins with all Americans to send best
wishes and prayers to the families, friends,
and neighbors of the 168 people killed in the
terrorist bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah
Federal Building;

(2) thanks the thousands of first respond-
ers, rescue workers, medical personnel, and
volunteers from the Oklahoma City commu-
nity and from communities around the Na-
tion who answered the call for help that
April morning and in the days and weeks
that followed;

(3) sends best wishes and thoughts to those
injured in the bombing, and expresses grati-
tude for their recovery;

(4) resolves to stand with all Americans to
promote the goals and mission established
by the Oklahoma City National Memorial as
stated in the following mission statement of
the memorial: “We come here to remember
those who were killed, those who survived,
and those changed forever. May all who leave
here know the impact of violence. May this
memorial offer comfort, strength, peace,
hope, and serenity.”’;

(5) encourages Americans to observe a Na-
tional Week of Hope—

(A) to commemorate the 10th anniversary
of the Oklahoma City bombing; and

(B) to allow each American to participate
in an event each day of that week to teach a
lesson that—

(i) hope can exist in the midst of political
violence;

(ii) good endures in the world even among
those who commit bad acts; and

(iii) there is a way to resolve differences
other than by resorting to terrorism or vio-
lence;

(6) congratulates the people of Oklahoma
City for making tremendous progress over
the past decade and for demonstrating their
steadfast commitment to such lessons; and

(7) applauds the people of Oklahoma City
as they continue to persevere and to stand as
a beacon to the rest of the Nation and the
world attesting to the strength of goodness
in overcoming evil wherever it arises.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H. Res. 184.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this important resolu-
tion recognizes the National Week of
Hope in commemoration of the 10th-
year anniversary of the terrorist bomb-
ing in Oklahoma City.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK), the distin-
guished sponsor of House Resolution
184.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.
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House Resolution 184 recognizes a
National Week of Hope. Some people
might be surprised to think that we are
commemorating an incident that took
168 lives, and we are talking not in
terms of the lives taken, but we are
talking in terms of the hope that has
been generated.

It was 10 years ago yesterday that,
intentionally, domestic terrorists ex-
ploded a truck bomb in front of the Al-
fred P. Murrah Federal Building in
Oklahoma City. One hundred sixty-
eight lives were lost, including 19 chil-
dren. Eight hundred fifty people were
injured; hundreds of buildings were
damaged in addition to the destruction
of the Murrah Building. Thirty chil-
dren were orphaned; 219 children lost at
least one parent. And yet despite all
this, all this, we talk about hope be-
cause the response of Oklahoma City
has shown that not only are we not de-
terred by acts of terrorism, but the
best qualities of our community in
Oklahoma City are brought to the fore-
front by that.
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We are grateful for the thousands of
people who came from across America
to assist in the disaster relief efforts,
but we are more grateful for the thou-
sands of Oklahomans who since that
time have pitched in to remember what
happened there and to use it as a foun-
dation for making better lives.

The children of those who were
killed, all through private donations,
have college funds guaranteed to them.
We have now the national memorial
built on the site of the former Murrah
Building where yesterday we had serv-
ices with Vice President CHENEY,
former President Bill Clinton, the gov-
ernor and former governor of OKla-
homa, myself and many others, speak-
ing to commemorate and remember the
lives lost and the lives changed forever
in that building.

The Murrah Building housed regional
offices for a number of Federal agen-
cies: Secret Service; Social Security;
Drug Enforcement Agency; Housing
and Urban Development; Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explo-
sives; Armed Services Recruiting and
many others. But where once it was a
symbol of the Federal Government,
now it is a symbol of people who, be-
cause of tragedy, turned to their faith,
turned to caring for one another, car-
ing for the victims, caring for the sur-
vivors, caring for the rescue workers.

We want to commemorate that with
a National Week of Hope, to know not
only will we not be deterred by ter-
rorist acts, but also we are resolved to
make it known that even among hate
there is a people and a community of
faith in the United States of America.
That is the community of Oklahoma
City, and hope can exist in the midst of
violence.

God endures in the world, even when
bad acts are committed, and there is a
way to resolve differences other than
by resorting to terrorism or violence.
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Because of that, a museum was estab-
lished that promotes hope. The Murrah
National Institute for the Prevention
of Terrorism has been established, and
we are grateful to the entire Nation,
not only for the outreach of people
that came for rescue operations and
have helped in the rebuilding, but for
the thoughts and the prayers, and we
want to remember that with the Na-
tional Week of Hope.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield such time as
he might consume to the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN), a new
Member of the House and a cosponsor
of this resolution from the 2nd District
of Oklahoma.

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing time. I want to thank the Members
of the Oklahoma delegation, the gen-
tlemen from OKklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK,
Mr. LucAs, Mr. SULLIVAN and Mr.
COLE), for coming together to support
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today and join my
colleagues in voicing support for House
Resolution 184. Just over 24 hours ago
marked the 10th anniversary of the
Murrah Federal Building bombing in
Oklahoma City. We should never forget
the lives lost and forever changed by
the events of this day.

On April 19, 1995, at 9:02 a.m. while
the building employees worked at their
desks, the visitors walked the halls and
the children played in the day care cen-
ter, a massive explosion caused by a
terrorist bomb leveled the entire north
side of the building. In the end, 168 in-
nocent men, women and children sense-
lessly lost their lives as they were car-
rying on with their daily schedules.

The devastation does not end, how-
ever, with the sons and daughters, the
husbands and wives, and the brothers
and sisters that lost their lives on that
day. Left in the aftermath were 30 or-
phaned children and 219 children who
lost at least one parent. These, too, are
victims of this horrific act. In total, 850
people were physically injured by the
bombing.

In addition to the human loss, there
was damage to over 300 buildings. This
damage caused over 7,000 Oklahomans
to be left without a place to work and
left 462 residents homeless. With this in
mind, my heartfelt sympathy goes out
to all the families in my State of Okla-
homa and around the Nation who suf-
fered a loss during this tragedy.

I tell my colleagues that during the
10 years since the bombing, the healing
process has been taking place in Okla-
homa City, and the scars are healing in
a remarkable fashion. The healing is
attributable to the people of the city
and the State who have shown their
strong will and perseverance over the
past decade by rebuilding. Out of the
rubble and the heartbreak, they have
built a beautiful memorial for all to
visit.

Rather than allowing fear to Kkeep
them away from the downtown area,
the people of Oklahoma City have con-
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tinued the city’s growth beyond the
memorial. The area surrounding the
memorial is now flourishing with busi-
nesses, restaurants and family enter-
tainment. OKlahoma City and the
State of Oklahoma could have given up
during this tragedy, but instead, they
became emboldened as they faced the
difficult challenges placed before them.

This growth in Oklahoma City shows
the strength that can be accomplished
through the power of hope. My col-
league, the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. ISTOOK) mentioned that earlier. It
shows Oklahomans’ hope for a safe
place to work, our hope for a safe place
to take our families, and above all, our
hope for normalcy after such a tragic
event.

The great accomplishments that
have been demonstrated by my fellow
Oklahomans since April 19, 1995, should
be an example to all those in our Na-
tion and around the world who face ad-
versity in their own lives.

The people of Oklahoma City deserve
the recognition and remembrance that
this resolution provides them. I am
honored to give my support to this res-
olution which recognizes a National
Week of Hope and commemoration of
not only the loss in Oklahoma City,
but the resilience of its residents.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield as much time as he may consume
to the gentleman from the State of
Oklahoma (Mr. COLE), my distin-
guished colleague. The gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) was the OKla-
homa Secretary of State on April 19,
1995.

(Mr. COLE of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank the gentleman from
Texas for yielding me time, and I cer-
tainly want to thank the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) for offer-
ing this thoughtful and gracious and
heartfelt resolution.

I want my remarks on the floor
today to be spontaneous, just as the re-
sponse to the bombing in Oklahoma
City was by thousands of Oklahomans
and millions of Americans.

There are some dates that one re-
members in their life. If one is from my
generation, they remember the day
that President Kennedy was assas-
sinated, with crystal clarity; and I
think all Americans remember where
they were and what they were doing
when the awful tragedy of 9/11 un-
folded; and certainly all Oklahomans,
and I think many Americans, remem-
ber where they were on April 19, 1995.

I certainly remember where I was. I
was walking into the West entrance of
the State capitol through a tunnel just
at 9 o’clock, and I felt the tremble, and
I wondered what it was, walked on
down the hall into my office. My sec-
retary immediately came and said
something awful has happened in down-
town Oklahoma City; we do not know
what, but something terrible has hap-
pened.
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That was followed immediately by a
call from my wife who at the time was
three blocks away from the blast site,
working in a law office in downtown
Oklahoma City, fortunately on the 14th
floor and fortunately out of harm’s
way. But she called to say, something
terrible is occurring. She said, I can see
through my windows there is smoke
billowing up out of downtown, and
there are hundreds of people in the
streets, streaming away; something
awful has happened.

I immediately left my office and
walked upstairs to the governor’s of-
fice. As I walked through the door, I
looked to my right, which was where
the press room was located in that
suite of offices, and I saw Governor
Keating and his chief of staff, Clinton
Key, and they were watching on tele-
vision, only 9 minutes into the disaster
at that point, but already helicopters
from local televisions stations were
there and giving us an aerial view.
There was a great deal of speculation
on the television about what had oc-
curred, people attributing this to a
natural gas explosion.

Governor Keating, who was a former
FBI agent and had investigated inci-
dents of terrorism in the 1960s on the
West Coast, knew immediately what it
was. He said that is no natural gas ex-
plosion. That is a car bomb. That is
some sort of explosive device that has
been set off deliberately.

From that moment forward, I
watched an extraordinary response
from one of the great public leaders
that I have ever been privileged to as-
sociate with, Governor Frank Keating,
as he marshaled the State and moved it
forward to deal with the tragedy in
front of him.

I saw a marvelous response from his
wife, to skip ahead just a moment,
Cathy Keating, who organized the me-
morial service that moved most Ameri-
cans. That was her idea on the second
day of the tragedy.

We were meeting that night, still not
knowing, frankly, how many people
had died, whether or not survivors were
there, still dealing with all the tragedy
associated with the event. She came
into the meeting we were having in the
governor’s mansion and said, We need
to have a memorial service; people
need to grieve.

I remember honestly thinking at the
time, how in the world can we pull off
something like this; we have more than
we can handle in front of us. I made
that sentiment known, and the first
lady, to her enduring credit, said, You
leave it to me. People want to be in-
volved.

I watched that extraordinary thing
come forward as volunteers pitched in,
as thousands of people who could not
help immediately wanted to do some-
thing to respond and to help and to as-
sist the victims of the tragedy. She
made that happen, and without her,
frankly, it would have never occurred.

I remember many other people. There
were so many heroes in those days, so
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many people. Ron Norick, the mayor of
Oklahoma City, again I think one of
the great public leaders in history, cer-
tainly in my State, the fire chiefs, the
police officers, the responders, but
most important, just average people,
we could not ask for something and not
get it. Frankly, we had more help pour-
ing in than we could easily coordinate
on the first few days.

I will tell my colleagues this, too. I
am a very strong and very good Repub-
lican, and I certainly never voted for
Bill Clinton, but I have got to tell my
colleagues, he was a great President of
the United States in that particular
tragedy. I will always be grateful for
what he did.

I remember the first day, again, of
the incident, and President Clinton had
called at 1 o’clock in the afternoon. By
that point, the governor and his team
had moved to the Civil Emergency
Management Center, an underground
location at the capitol complex in
Oklahoma City, and President Clinton
and Frank Keating were old friends.
Frank Keating had been the student
body president at Georgetown when
President Clinton was the sophomore
class president at Georgetown. So
there was a familiarity and an ease of
communication that was wonderful to
have in a crisis like that.

I remember the President imme-
diately offering all the aid at the dis-
posal of the United States of America;
and let me tell my colleagues, my fel-
low Americans, you do not know how
lucky you are when you are in a crisis
to be an American until that happens
to you, because the response was over-
whelming, and the President was gen-
erous and gracious and amazingly help-
ful.

As we moved forward in that discus-
sion, President Clinton asked Governor
Keating the obvious and most impor-
tant question in some ways: Do you
have any idea who is responsible for
this terrible event? I remember there
was lots of speculation about who
might be responsible. There is still
some speculation today, I suppose, but
Governor Keating was nothing if not
cautious and careful as a law enforce-
ment official; and he said, We have no
earthly idea and we need to be very
careful here that blame not be placed
on communities or things that did not
happen.

The President very thoughtfully said,
Well, I certainly hope it was not a for-
eign national, because if it was, we will
be at war someplace in the world in 6
months. I thought about that a lot
after 9/11 and what unfolded there and
how prophetic he was, indeed, in that
particular vision.

The day went on and it was a re-
markable day, it was an intense day,
but I suppose my most enduring mem-
ory of the day is leaving the capitol at
3:00 in the morning and driving down
Lincoln Boulevard to get home and
looking out the window and seeing this
incredible line of people standing out-
side of a blood center at 3:00 in the
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morning, still wanting to do something
to help. Amazing.
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My role in that particular crisis, as it
unfolded, was to do what Governor
Keating told me to do; and that was to
work with the Federal Government on
the rebuilding process, and I focused
my energy on that. We got a study and
figured out how much damage there
had been, and we began to understand
how many lives and how terrifically
awful it would be. And then I turned to
the person that I knew would be the
most helpful in that crisis at the Fed-
eral level and that was my good friend,
Congressman LUCAS. He represented
that area of Oklahoma City at that
point. And let me tell you, he was a ty-
rant, a Trojan in working on behalf of
Oklahoma City and the victims. He did
everything you could ask him to do
and more, just simply a magnificent re-
sponse on the part of my dear and good
friend.

In that crisis, there was a lot of
praise, and I think justifiably for Okla-
homans, but I also think a vein of spec-
ulation, Well, only Oklahomans would
respond this way. It is kind of a fron-
tier community, it is relatively homo-
geneous, it is very conservative, it is
very family oriented, has a strong basis
of faith, and only in a place like that
would a response like that occur.

I did not think that was true, but 1
have to tell you, on 9/11, when I
watched a very diverse and very sec-
ular and very different New York City
respond in exactly the same way as
Oklahomans had responded, I had con-
firmed in an awful moment what I
knew then, that the Oklahoman re-
sponse was fundamentally an American
response. That is the way Americans
behave toward one another when
things do not go well. So I will always
remember this particular day.

Obviously, it is seared in my memory
very, very deeply, and I remember the
tragedies that unfolded afterwards and,
frankly, remember the response to
those tragedies even more profoundly.

But in closing, I would like to say, in
reflecting on Oklahoma City, and I
think it is clearly the lessons of 9/11 as
well, that out of evil, grace comes; and
I saw enormous grace on April 19, 1995,
in Oklahoma City. And out of terror,
courage comes; and I saw great cour-
age, from the first responders to the
average person that went in.

I remember Rebecca Anderson, who
was the one first responder and nurse
whom we lost, because she went back
into a dangerous building. And I re-
member my good friend Tim Giblet,
who was working downtown at the
time, who saved a number of people,
again going into a building, doing what
he had no training to do. He was not an
emergency worker, he just knew people
needed help. So the courage was there.

And out of despair, hope, because
there is a great deal of hope that comes
when you see how your country and
your fellow human beings respond in a
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crisis. And, finally, out of adversity, as
my good friend, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) mentioned, tri-
umph. Because if you went to Okla-
homa City today and you went to that
exact spot, you would find a magnifi-
cent memorial. You would find, more
importantly, a museum that not only
tells the story, but puts the awful na-
ture of terrorism in a broader context;
and you would find a city that believes
in itself and its future, probably more
profoundly today than it did on April
18 of 1995.

That is a lesson I think all of us as
Americans ought to remember. We all
believe in our country, but when you
have a particular crisis, that is when
America is at its very best. Certainly,
on this particular day that is when
Oklahoma was at its very best. And I
will always be grateful to Governor
Keating, the First Lady, Cathy
Keating; to my good friend FRANK
LucAs, who was there when we needed
him; to the other members of our dele-
gation, Senator Nickles, Senator
INHOFE, who were also magnificent; but
first and foremost to the people of
Oklahoma City, who showed when you
are challenged what you can do; and
then to our fellow Americans, who at
every level, at every moment, re-
sponded in the most helpful, the most
thoughtful, and in the most supportive
of ways.

It is a day to remember not only in
terms of what is worst in humanity but
what is best about America.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong support
of H. Res. 184, a resolution recognizing a Na-
tional Week of Hope in commemoration of the
10-year anniversary of the terrorist bombing in
Oklahoma City. | also would like to commend
my friend and colleague, the gentleman from
Oklahoma, Mr. ISTOOK, for his efforts in bring-
ing such a meaningful bill before the House
for consideration.

April 19, 1995, will always be seared in my
memory as a day on which | see the worst
and the best of human nature. As the then
acting Secretary of State for Oklahoma, it was
not just the facts of that fateful day alone that
cut quick to my heart. It was the realization
that what happened in Oklahoma City would
impact all of Oklahoma, all of America, and all
of the world in the weeks ahead.

But, Mr. Speaker, as the world witnessed
this tragedy, and as Americans sought an-
swers to untold numbers of questions—the
most compelling being why—there came an
unexpected response: it was clear that Ameri-
cans did not need an answer in order to move
forward. Mr. Speaker, Oklahomans responded
immediately, and that response began at the
exact same place of the tragedy the base of
the Murrah Federal Building itself, only mo-
ments after 9:02 AM. Amazingly, this reply
sent a shockwave that was not only felt for
just a few miles radius, but one that resonated
all over the world.

On April 19, 1995 terrorism struck the heart-
land of America. But, if 168 lives taken, 850
individuals injured, families ripped forever of
loved ones, and lives changed forever rep-
resented America’s loss, then 12,384 volun-
teers and rescue workers, 190,000 estimated
Oklahomans attending funerals for bombing
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victims, and an unprecedented outpouring of
love, aid, and hope from across the country
represented America’s spirit. And Americans
response America’s heart may have suffered a
terrible blow, but America’s spirit only grew
stronger.

This bill commemorates the 10 year anni-
versary of a terrible tragedy and | am proud as
an Oklahoman to stand in this chamber to
offer my full support of its passage. This anni-
versary is not only an opportunity to remem-
ber, but an opportunity to celebrate the Amer-
ican spirit that unifies and buoys her citizens
in their most challenging times of need.

Mr. Speaker, | again praise the gentleman
from Oklahoma for this timely legislation and
urge support for the passage of H. Res. 184.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the United States was
forever changed on April 19, 1995, at 9:02
a.m. Central time. What began as a
perfect spring day in Oklahoma City,
quickly turned into a nightmare when
a bomb exploded in front of the Alfred
P. Murrah Federal Building, killing 168
people and injuring more than 850.

Today, as we reflect on that horrific
event, I am proud to stand before you
in support of H. Res. 184, recognizing a
National Week of Hope in commemora-
tion of the 10th-year anniversary of the
terrorist bombing in Oklahoma City.
So much has changed since that fateful
day. No longer do we as American citi-
zens believe that we are isolated from
terror. We know that the threat of an-
other terrorist attack is very real. In
the face of this threat, however, we
have chosen to face our fears and to
work together to keep our country
safe.

Immediately following the explosion
on April 19, the true character of
Americans emerged. Law enforcement
personnel, bystanders, and those who
had narrowly escaped harm rushed to-
ward danger to attend to those who
were injured by the explosion. Because
of their heroism, many lives that oth-
erwise would have been lost were saved
that day.

In Oklahoma City today, where the
Alfred Murrah Building once stood,
stands a poignant memorial that re-
minds us of each cherished life that
was lost that tragic day. It also serves
as an important reminder to all of us
that each day is truly a blessing.

Mr. Speaker, I want to state my em-
phatic support for this bill. The Na-
tional Week of Hope will provide all
Americans with the opportunity to re-
flect on the importance and value of
human life. The National Week of Hope
will include a day of faith, a day of un-
derstanding, a day of remembrance, a
day of sharing, a day of tolerance, a
day of caring, and a day of inspiration.
Each day represents a core value that
reflects the strength of our Nation.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) for introducing
this meaningful legislation. I pray that
all Americans will take cognizance of
it and continue to demonstrate the
bravery and compassion that were ex-
hibited that tragic day in Oklahoma.
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Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, how
much time does our side have remain-
ing?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRAVES). The gentleman from Texas
has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from OKla-
homa (Mr. LUCAS).

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of H. Res. 184, a bill recog-
nizing a National Week of Hope in com-
memoration of the 10th anniversary of
the terrorist bombing in Oklahoma
City.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, 10 years ago, on
April 19, 1995, an act of unimaginable
death and destruction occurred in
Oklahoma City when the Alfred P.
Murrah Federal Building was blown up
in one of the deadliest terrorist attacks
on American soil, killing 168 of our
friends and family, 19 of them children.
In that instance, America’s heartland
lost its innocence. It shocked our Na-
tion. It changed our lives forever.

Few events in the past quarter cen-
tury have rocked Americans’ percep-
tions of themselves and their institu-
tions and brought together the people
of our Nation with greater intensity
than this heinous act. My primary dis-
trict office was a block and a half away
from the Murrah Building. I will never
forget, I will never forget being in Dal-
las with the rest of the Oklahoma Fed-
eral delegation at a BRAC hearing
when a news station radio reporter
tapped me on the shoulder and said,
Congressman, we have a report that
the Federal building in Oklahoma City
has been bombed. They say the build-
ing is gone. Where is your office? The
thoughts that went through my mind
in that instant about my loyal staffers.

The delegation came rushing back.
As I walked through my damaged of-
fice, a block and a half away, on the
opposite side of the Murrah Building,
looking at the destruction, and being
thankful I had lost none of my people,
but knowing the heartbreak, the help-
lessness we all felt looking at that ter-
ror, that devastation that transpired
on that day.

Now, the bombing was a cowardly act
of tragic proportions, and 10 years after
the bombing, many of those affected
are still trying to make sense of it. But
what we know for certain is that on
that day we came together as a State
and as a Nation in the face of adver-
sity. We comforted those afflicted, we
rebuilt our devastated city, we did not
let the terrorists win.

I want to take this time to honor and
remember not only those who lost
their lives, but also those who sur-
vived. We honor those who lost loved
ones, those who upon hearing of the
devastation rushed to the city to offer
what help they could, the firemen, the
policemen, the nurses, the structural
engineers, even the community mem-
bers who brought food and water for
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the rescuers. They are heroes to all
Oklahomans.

Like so many other people in OKkla-
homa, this event has shaped my life,
and as the TU.S. Congressman rep-
resenting downtown Oklahoma City at
the time of the bombing, I have had the
privilege and the opportunity to work
these past 10 years to help ease the
burden on Oklahoma City as a result of
that devastating tragedy. From re-
questing Federal money to assisting in
the rebuilding efforts, to introducing
to the House the legislation that estab-
lished the national memorial, I am
honored to have had the chance to help
in some small way.

Mr. Speaker, I close today the way 1
closed a speech I made on this very
House floor on May 2, 1995, just 13 days
after the attack. As you remember, a
spontaneous memorial formed around
the perimeter of the Murrah Building,
just as one did years later in New York
City, a mound of wreaths, bouquets,
teddy bears, tear-stained poems laid
out, paying tribute to those who per-
ished.

One particular offering spoke, I be-
lieve, for all Oklahomans. It consisted
of a teddy bear with a paper heart at-
tached, bearing a crayon inscription
which read as follows: ‘‘Oklahoma, bro-
kenhearted, yes; broken spirit, never.”
Ten years after the bombing, we Okla-
homans are stronger than ever.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK),
the sponsor of House Resolution 184, to
close.

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, as is evi-
dent a great many people responded to
this situation. Over 12,000 emergency
workers, rescue workers and volunteer
workers, were at the site within a mat-
ter of only a couple of days. They came
from all over America, for which we
are grateful and will always remember.

I want to add some additional thanks
to some people that have not been
mentioned that I, as someone who
shared representation of Oklahoma
City with Congressman LUCAS at the
time, and as someone who now rep-
resents that specific building site, I
want to express appreciation for those
with whom we also worked.

As a member of the Committee on
Appropriations, I worked directly with
former Chairman Bob Livingston,
former Speaker Newt Gingrich, and
former Infrastructure Chairman Bud
Shuster in making sure that we fash-
ioned the correct Federal response.
And, in fact, something in the neigh-
borhood of $200 million flowed in to re-
imburse law enforcement and safety
expenses, to pay the cost of rebuilding
hundreds of damaged properties, to es-
tablish a permanent revolving loan
fund for the redevelopment of the area,
the area that surrounds the former
Murrah site, to build the new Federal
building and campus, which was opened
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just over a year ago, and of course to
establish the national memorial, mu-
seum, and the antiterrorism institute
in Oklahoma City.

We are grateful for how the country
reached out to our community and to
our State, and as has been made clear
by everyone who has spoken, we are
most grateful of all for the wonderful
nature, character and spirit of the peo-
ple of Oklahoma that have taken dis-
aster and used it as something to build
upon and make a stronger America,
with stronger faith and a stronger
Oklahoma.

COMMENTS BY CONGRESSMAN ERNEST ISTOOK
AT APRIL 19, 2005, 10-YEAR ANNIVERSARY
COMMEMORATION OF MURRAH BUILDING
BOMBING, OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA

Today we gather to remember and renew
our strength and our bonds as Americans and
as Oklahomans.

Tomorrow, the U.S. House will designate
this week as a National Week of Hope, to
carry across the Nation the message of hope
that we share today.

In this resolution, we state that we join
with this community in hope and prayer in a
national week of hope and ask the Nation to
join us in the wish that we will all learn
these 3 lessons stated in the resolution: that
hope can exist in the midst of political vio-
lence, that good endures in the world even
among those who commit bad acts, and that
there is a way to resolve our differences
other than by resorting to terrorism and vio-
lence.

The resolution states that the Congress
congratulates the people of Oklahoma City
for making tremendous progress over the
past decade and for demonstrating their
steadfast commitment to these three les-
sons. It applauds the people of Oklahoma
City for standing as a beacon to the Nation,
and a beacon to the world, attesting to the
strength of goodness in overcoming evil. How
proper it is that it says that Oklahoma City
stands as a beacon.

So often I heard the words of former Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan saying America needs to
be a shining city on a hill. Those looking for
a shining city need look no farther than
Oklahoma City. We will adopt the resolution
because America has learned from what has
happened here. America has learned from our
actions, not from our words, that have
touched the soul of the Nation. I want to
mention 2 symbols; one not far away from
here sits atop the dome of the state Capitol.
It is a special symbol, a statue crafted by
Enoch Kelly Haney called ‘The Guardian,’ an
Indian brave with a tall spear, its end plant-
ed in the earth.

That statue is a way of saying ‘Here we
stand. We shall not be moved.” That thought
says a lot about the spirit of Oklahoma, and
the spirit of Oklahoma City, and our refusal
to be deterred by the obscenity of terrorism.

But being steadfast and immobile, we rec-
ognize here is only a virtue if we are already
in the right place and doing the right thing.
If we send a message that we will not be
moved, then we must make sure we are
standing firm for what is good and for what
is virtuous. Fortunately, this is a place that
aspires to stand for the good, and we have
fertile soil for virtue.

Oklahomans know that it is not enough to
inherit great blessings; blessings have to be
shared. We have to make this a better com-
munity and a better land than we found it,
better for our children, better for our grand-
children.

And the key is to this found in the other
symbol the enduring emblem of this memo-
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rial, an American elm know as the survivor
tree.

The survivor tree was damaged. It was
scarred. It was denuded. Almost, but not
quite, it was killed. Why did the survivor
tree withstand the blast and the shock? The
answer is quite simple, as President Clinton
mentioned, it is the roots; the roots pre-
served it. Despite all that it suffered, its
roots were deep, and they preserved it. And
that is why this city endures and prospers,
despite the blast, the deaths, the injuries.
Here we stand, and the reason we shall not
be moved is because our roots go deep, and
they are planted in the proper soil. And that
is the soil of faith the eye that sees the foli-
age gradually return concealing some of the
scars as we see in the lives of so many sur-
vivors. Those scars and the progress may be
visible but what is not visible is the roots.
The roots were not created by any public of-
ficial, not any organization of survivors, not
by the many who so willingly came here to
give aid. The roots of the survivor tree were
made by God, and this city’s roots are plant-
ed deeply in the faith in God. It is God who
has inspired the enduring faith that has
mended hearts, sparked outpourings of gen-
erosity, and provided sheltering arms for
people to shed their tears in that embrace.
As one person expressed it to me, ‘our faith
is greater than their sin.’

So often, we invoke the words, ‘God bless
America.” We need to remember, God has al-
ready blessed America. God has already
blessed Oklahoma. God has already blessed
Oklahoma City. Instead of only asking for
God’s blessings, maybe we need to spend
more time with us blessing God, and praising
him for our lives and our land, and praising
him for the faith that sustains the city.

Without God, this city, this state, and this
Nation have no roots. With Him, our roots
are solid and they nourish us. We have many
great symbols here in the city and in the me-
morial, but it is God who has provided the
greatest symbol of all—the Survivor Tree.
We could never do that, for only God can
make a tree.

Thank you for being the people of faith,
and may America bless God.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, on April 19,
1995, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma suffered one
of the worst terrorist attacks on American soil,
killing 168 people and injuring more than 850
Americans. Before the terrorist attacks of 9/11,
the Oklahoma City bombing was the worst act
of terrorism ever committed on American soil.

As a native Oklahoman, | was devastated
by this terrible act of terror, the innocent loss
of life, the destruction of the Alfred P. Murrah
Federal Building and the hundreds of other
buildings that were damaged in the sur-
rounding Oklahoma City area.

The people of Oklahoma responded to this
tragedy through the remarkable and valiant ef-
forts of local, state, and federal law enforce-
ment, fire, emergency services, and search
and rescue teams from across the United
States. Thousands of volunteers from the
community came and saved lives, assisted the
injured, comforted the bereaved and gave
hope to the victims and their families.

This tragedy could have torn Oklahoma City
apart, but instead, the tragedy united an entire
community and an entire nation. On that ter-
rible day, out of the rubble, the people of
Oklahoma City resoundingly stood up against
terror to stand as a beacon of light to the rest
of the nation and the world, attesting to the
fact that good will always triumph over evil,
wherever evil may arise.

On the 10th anniversary of this tragedy, |
commend my fellow Oklahomans for their
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strength, their faith, and for their resolve to
move forward in the face of overwhelming
odds to build a better Oklahoma and a greater
America.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
MARCHANT) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 184.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
O 1130

JUDGE EMILIO VARGAS POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1072) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 151 West End Street in Goliad,
Texas, as the ‘“‘Judge Emilio Vargas
Post Office Building”’.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1072

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF JUDGE EMILIO
VARGAS POST OFFICE BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 151
West End Street in Goliad, Texas, shall be
known and designated as the ‘‘Judge Emilio
Vargas Post Office Building’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Judge Emilio Vargas
Post Office Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRAVES). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT)
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this meaningful legisla-
tion honors Emilio Vargas, a com-
mitted social advocate in south Texas.
H.R. 1072 designates the postal facility
in Goliad, Texas, as the Judge Emilio
Vargas Post Office Building. I am
pleased to join with all Members of my
home State of Texas as a cosponsor of
H.R. 1072.
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Judge Vargas worked at the Depart-
ment of Human Services as a case-
worker directly helping citizens in
need for 28 years. He also served as a
trustee on the Goliad Independent
School District Board, and for the past
10 years he has been a justice of the
peace for Goliad County, which in
Texas is an elected position in which
one earns the title ‘‘judge.”

I know the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HINOJOSA) feels strongly about the
contributions of Judge Vargas, and I
congratulate my colleague for advanc-
ing H.R. 1072 on the floor today.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. CUELLAR).

Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, I stand
in support of H.R. 1072, which, as the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT)
has said, has the unanimous support of
the whole Texas delegation, both
Democrats and Republicans, the 32
members of the Texas delegation.

H.R. 1072 is a piece of legislation that
will name the post office in Goliad,
Texas, after a great American, a great
Texan, Judge Emilio Vargas. Judge
Emilio Vargas is a first-generation
American who was born in Goliad.

As a child, he attended segregated
schools because of his Hispanic back-
ground. Despite that, he went off to
Bee College, graduated, and then he
volunteered, joined the American Air
Force where he served as an airman.
After serving his country, he went
home and focused on improving the
lives of his people in the community.

During the 1960s, Judge Vargas was
active in the civil rights movement
and worked to eliminate the poll tax in
Texas. He worked to increase Hispanic
participation in government and fo-
cused on getting an educated popu-
lation in his community. For 14 years
he served in the Goliad Independent
School District Board of Trustees,
where he focused on education. He be-
lieved in the words of President John
F. Kennedy when President Kennedy
said the progress of a Nation can be no
swifter than the progress of its edu-
cational system; and he worked hard to
make sure that students could go to
school, go to college, and become good
citizens and become part of the Amer-
ican Dream.

I stand here with the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA) in support of this
particular bill, H.R. 1072, and ask that
we name the post office in Goliad after
this great American, great Texan,
Judge Vargas.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA), the sponsor of
this legislation.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 1072, a
bill to name the post office in Goliad,
Texas, in honor of Judge Emilio
Vargas.
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I thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Chairman ToM DAVIS) and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN), for their assist-
ance in moving this legislation to the
floor prior to the Cinco de Mayo cele-
bration. I also thank the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. MARCHANT) as
well as four other Members of Con-
gress, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ORTIZ), the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
REYES), the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GONZALEZ), and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. CUELLAR) for their kind
words on behalf of this legislation to
name this Federal building for an out-
standing citizen.

Judge Vargas is a first-generation
American who was born in Goliad,
Texas. As a child, he attended seg-
regated schools because of his Mexican
heritage. Yet his father and mother al-
ways taught him to be proud of being
an American. He took this lesson to
heart and after graduating from Bee
College, he volunteered and joined the
Air Force where he served as an air-
man. After leaving the Air Force, he
returned home and spent the rest of his
life working to improve the lives of the
people in his community of Goliad.

During the 1960s, Judge Vargas was
active in the civil rights movement
and worked to eliminate the poll tax in
Texas. Since then, he has fought to in-
crease Hispanic participation in gov-
ernment at all levels.

Judge Vargas understands the impor-
tance of developing an educated popu-
lation. For 14 years, he served on the
Goliad Independent School District
Board of Trustees. During his tenure,
the Goliad School District was voted
one of the 10 best school boards in
Texas. Because of his commitment to
quality education, numerous students
from Goliad have gone to prestigious
colleges and universities, including the
U.S. military academies.

For over 28 years, Judge Vargas
served with the Texas Department of
Human Services as a caseworker, dis-
tinguishing himself for helping the in-
digent and vulnerable in a six-county
region. He worked with a Job Corps
program helping to train new workers
and with the surplus commodity pro-
grams feeding hungry families.

For the past 10 years, he has served
as the justice of the peace for Goliad
County and for 9 years was a reserve
deputy for the Goliad County Sheriff’s
Department.

In addition to his military, his public
and civic service, Judge Vargas has
also dedicated a large part of his life to
the preservation and celebration of
Goliad’s rich heritage and historical
significance. For my fellow colleagues
who may not be aware, Goliad, Texas,
is the birthplace of Mexican General
Ignacio Zaragoza. General Zaragoza is
a Texas-born hero who on May 5, 1862,
led his Army of 4,000 Mexican soldiers
to defeat 1,000 of Napoleon’s men. This
military victory is credited as the ac-
tion that turned the tide of the French-
Mexican War in Mexico’s favor.
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To honor General Zaragoza’s memory
and heroism, citizens throughout Texas
and Mexico celebrate May 5 every year
as the international holiday of Cinco
de Mayo. The city of Goliad and her
citizens also played a significant role
in the war for Texas independence. The
massacre at Goliad of Colonel James
Fannin and 342 of his troops who had
surrendered to General Santa Ana
made ‘“‘Remember Goliad” as impor-
tant a rallying cry for Texans in their
struggle for independence as ‘‘Remem-
ber the Alamo.”

As a member of the Zaragoza Society
for over 45 years and as chairman for at
least a decade, Judge Emilio Vargas
has worked to bring national recogni-
tion to Goliad’s historic significance in
Mexican history, and Texas and U.S.
history. He has participated in numer-
ous cultural exchanges with Mexico
and has been awarded the Promio Ohtli
Award by the Mexican Ministry of For-
eign Affairs for his outstanding work
in fostering better international rela-
tions between the United States and
Mexico.

In closing, I often have heard Judge
Emilio Vargas say no mission is too
difficult and no sacrifice too great.
Judge Vargas has truly lived by these
words as he has dedicated his life to
the people of Goliad. I can think of no
better way to honor this distinguished
service to his community than by nam-
ing the Goliad Post Office in his honor.
I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I simply
want to commend and congratulate the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA)
for his outstanding recognition and
sensitivity and in raising awareness
relative to the contributions of local
residents of his congressional district.
People who would otherwise never be
heard of or heard from, he takes the
time to highlight their accomplish-
ments and their achievements. I com-
mend the gentleman for it, join in full
support of this legislation, and urge its
swift passage.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, | join my South
Texas colleague, RUBEN HINOJOSA, in asking
the House to pass H.R. 1072 to name the
Post Office in Goliad, Texas, after Judge
Emilio Vargas.

A child of our times, Judge Vargas, a first-
generation American, was born in Goliad and
attended segregated schools because he was
Mexican. He overcame the disadvantages in-
herent in segregation by graduating from Bee
College and serving in the U.S. Air Force.

After his service, he came home to spend
his life laboring to improve the lives of South
Texans. During the 1960s, Judge Garza was
a civil rights pioneer. He fought the evil of the
poll tax that flew in the face of democracy and
he worked to persuade more Hispanics to par-
ticipate in government.

He knew that education was the magic bul-
let for improving a population. He devoted
much of his efforts to service on the Goliad
Independent School District Board of Trustees.
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His inspiration—and his work on local edu-
cation issues—resulted in many young people
from Goliad going to prestigious colleges and
universities, including the U.S. military acad-
emies.

Judge Vargas served with the Texas De-
partment of Human Services helping those
who had no money and no hope. His work
with the Job Corps program helped train new
workers, teaching people to help themselves.
Also devoted to the rule of law, he has served
as the Justice of the Peace for Goliad County
and for 9 years was a Reserve Deputy for the
Goliad County Sheriff's Department.

Goliad is rich in the history of both Mexico
and the United States. Goliad was the birth-
place of Mexican General Zaragoza who de-
feated the French Army, for which we cele-
brate Cinco de Mayo. Goliad also played a
significant role in the War for Texas Independ-
ence.

For his life’s work in championing the better
angles of our democracy and our community,
it is a just reward for the Goliad Post Office to
carry the name of this unique American Pa-
triot.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 1072, a bill to designate the post-
al facility in Goliad, Texas, as the “Judge
Emilio Vargas Post Office Building.” This bill
was introduced by my good friend and col-
league, Congressman RUBEN HINOJOSA.

Born in Goliad, Texas, Judge Vargas has
dedicated his life to the people of Goliad, and
| find it most fitting to honor his service by
naming the Goliad Post Office after him.

As a first-generation American, Judge
Vargas attended segregated schools because
of his Mexican heritage. After attending Bee
College, he volunteered and joined the Air
Force as an airman. Upon leaving the Air
Force, Judge Vargas worked to improve the
lives of the people in the community. He was
active during the civil rights movement during
the 1960s and he continues to fight to in-
crease Hispanic participation in government.

Judge Vargas served 14 years on the
Goliad Independent School District Board of
Trustees. While he was there, the Goliad
School Board was voted one of the 10 best
school boards in Texas. Judge Vargas under-
stands the importance of developing an edu-
cated population, and because of his commit-
ment, numerous students have gone on to
prestigious colleges and universities, including
the U.S. military academies.

For 28 years, Judge Vargas served as a
caseworker with the Texas Department of
Human Services, helping the indigent and vul-
nerable in a six-county region. During his ten-
ure, he worked with the Job Corps program
helping to train new workers, and with the Sur-
plus Commodity Programs to feed hungry
families.

During the past 10 years, Judge Vargas has
served as the Justice of the Peace for Goliad
County and for 9 years was a Reserve Deputy
for the Goliad County Sheriff’'s Department.

Goliad is the birthplace of Mexican General
Zaragoza whose defeat of the French Army is
celebrated as Cinco de Mayo. In addition,
Goliad has played a significant role in the War
for Texas Independence. Judge Vargas has
been a member of the Zaragoza Society for
over 45 years, and the chairman for at least
a decade. Through this work, Judge Vargas
brought national recognition to Goliad’s his-
toric significance both in Mexican and Texas
history.

April 20, 2005

| believe it is most fitting to honor Judge
Vargas' service to the people of Goliad by
naming the Goliad Post Office after him, and
urge my colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
MARCHANT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1072.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

SUPPORTING GOALS AND IDEALS
OF NATIONAL INDOOR COMFORT
WEEK

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 130) recognizing
the contributions of environmental
systems and the technicians who in-
stall and maintain them, the quality of
life of all Americans and supporting
the goals and ideals of National Indoor
Comfort Week, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 130

Whereas for over 100 years, our Nation has
been improved by the heating, ventilation,
air conditioning, and refrigeration systems
that keep our buildings warm in the winter
and cool in the summer;

Whereas the contractors that install heat-
ing, ventilation, air conditioning, and refrig-
eration systems are comprised of small busi-
nesses located in all 50 states;

Whereas according to the Office of Advo-
cacy at the Small Business Administration,
small businesses [represents] represent 99.7
percent of all employers and employ half of
all private sector employees;

Whereas the heating, ventilation, air con-
ditioning, and refrigeration industry is a
growing field that continues to create jobs
and grow small businesses;

Whereas indoor environmental systems
have saved millions of lives and improved
the health of our citizens;

Whereas because of environmental sys-
tems, food is preserved, modern medicine is
possible, and children breathe easier;

Whereas the men and women who design,
manufacture, install, and maintain heating,
ventilation, air conditioning, and refrigera-
tion systems play a crucial role in our econ-
omy;

Whereas professional certified technicians
save the Nation millions of dollars each year
through the design and installation of more
efficient equipment that provides essential
comfort while reducing energy usage; and

Whereas the Air Conditioning Contractors
of America have proposed designating the
week of April 17-23, 2005, as National Indoor
Comfort Week: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) recognizes the contributions that envi-
ronmental systems have made to the quality
of life of all Americans;

(2) commends the technicians who install
and maintain environmental systems;

(3) recognizes that these small business
contractors have benefited from the reduced
regulatory burden provided as a result of
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passage of the Regulatory Flexibility Act of
1980 and the Small Business Regulatory En-
forcement Fairness Act of 1996 (SBREFA);

(4) commends small business air condi-
tioning contractors for participating in the
Occupational Safety and Health Administra-
tion panels required by SBREFA to better
educate regulators on the effect of Federal
rules on small businesses;

(5) recognizes that small business air con-
ditioning contractors have actively sup-
ported the Section 7(a) loan guarantee pro-
gram administered by the Small Business
Administration; and

(6) supports the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Indoor Comfort Week, as proposed by
the Air Conditioning Contractors of Amer-
1ca.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ADERHOLT). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) and the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ) each will con-
trol 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on this resolution.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This resolution recognizes the con-
tributions of indoor environmental sys-
tems, commonly known as heating and
air conditioning, and the technicians
who install and maintain these sys-
tems. On a day like today where the
temperature is expected to go above 80
degrees, I am particularly grateful for
air conditioning that makes it easier
to do our jobs each day. Heating and
air conditioning provide a high quality
of life for all Americans. This resolu-
tion simply supports the goals and
ideals of National Indoor Comfort
Week, which is taking place this week
and sponsored by the Air Conditioning
Contractors Association.

The Air Conditioning Contractors of
America are comprised mainly of small
businesses. In fact, over 98 percent of
HVAC contractors are small busi-
nesses. This is an industry that many
of us take for granted, until we call
upon them for service. They are re-
sponsible for ensuring that in the win-
ter our heating systems work and in
the summer our air conditioner hums
along without interruption.

And it is because of air conditioning
that many parts of our great Nation,
particularly in the South and West,
have grown into booming areas, cre-
ating new jobs and enhancing our econ-
omy.

There are very few people left in our
country who can remember what it was
like without refrigeration. Now refrig-
eration takes away most of the con-
cerns we used to have about how our
food is preserved. Refrigeration also
protects vital medicines from contami-
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nation and helps us conquer diseases
that have plagued mankind for genera-
tions.
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Children and seniors have cleaner,
safer air to breathe. The filtration sys-
tems in many HVAC units in our
homes, office buildings and factories
help purify the air that we breathe,
helping to lower the effect of airborne
diseases.

For all these reasons and more, I
urge all of my colleagues to support
passage of this resolution and salute
the small business men and women who
work in the HVAC industry.

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

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

We are here today to consider legisla-
tion honoring the contributions of the
heating, ventilation, air conditioning
and refrigeration industries, a large
segment of our small business constitu-
ency. Although we often fail to think
about the relevance to our everyday
lives, the impact of these industries
and firms can be seen in every house-
hold across the Nation. This resolution
honors the men and women that strive
to improve the lives of Americans by
providing quality services on a daily
basis.

This industry has helped to drive the
economy by creating thousands of
good-paying jobs every year. In 2002,
heating, air conditioning and refrigera-
tion mechanics and installers held
nearly 250,000 jobs, and approximately
15 percent of these workers were classi-
fied as self-employed.

The heating and cooling industry has
also set the standard for creating inno-
vative, environmentally safe products
that help to preserve and strengthen
our environment for future generations
to enjoy. New technologies are con-
stantly developed to ensure efficient
energy use so that we can keep indoor
environments safe and comfortable
while protecting our outdoor environ-
ments. Without the modern conven-
iences and environmental advances the
industry has developed, Americans
would not have the means to enjoy the
quality of life as we know it today.
Clearly, given the unique contributions
of the small businesses in this indus-
try, it is only fitting that we find ways
to recognize the exceptional work of
these service men and women.

In recognizing what they have
brought to the table, we must also
strive to equip the indoor cooling in-
dustries with the resources they need
to succeed, including access to capital,
reduction of regulatory burden, afford-
able health care, business development
and technical assistance. Entre-
preneurs in service industries across
the board deserve our full support in
ensuring that these programs and ini-
tiatives are utilized to their fullest po-
tential.

I would like to take a moment to rec-
ognize Tim Slattery and Allyson Ivans
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of the House Small Business Com-
mittee minority staff and Piper
Largent of the majority staff for their
work on this legislation. I would also
like to commend the Air Conditioning
Contractors of America. This organiza-
tion has been instrumental over the
years in demonstrating how vital their
industry is to communities across the
country.

I am pleased to offer my support in
designating the week of April 17-23,
2005, as National Indoor Comfort Week.
The heating, ventilation, air condi-
tioning and refrigeration industries are
deserving of our attention. I cannot
overstate the important role that the
small businesses in these industries
have played in improving our health,
safety and overall quality of life.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ADERHOLT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZULLO) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, H. Res. 130, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution, as amended, was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

EXPRESSING CONDOLENCES OF
CONGRESS IN AFTERMATH OF
RECENT SCHOOL SHOOTING IN
RED LAKE, MINNESOTA

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 126) ex-
pressing the condolences and deepest
sympathies of the Congress in the
aftermath of the recent school shoot-
ing at Red Lake High School in Red
Lake, Minnesota.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Clerk read the entire resolution
into the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 126

Whereas, on March 21, 2005, a troubled
teenager opened fire at the Red Lake High
School in Red Lake, Minnesota, Kkilling five
students, one teacher, and one security
guard, after previously killing his grand-
father and his grandfather’s companion in
their own home, before killing himself: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) condemns, in the strongest possible
terms, the tragic violence which occurred at
Red Lake High School in Red Lake, Min-
nesota;

(2) honors the heroism and memory of Der-
rick Brun, whose courageous actions and
self-sacrifice no doubt saved the lives of oth-
ers;

(3) honors the heroism, courage, and mem-
ory of Daryl Lussier, Michelle Sigana, Neva
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Rogers, Dewayne Lewis, Chase Lussier,
Alicia Spike, Thurlene Stillday, and
Chanelle Rosebear, who lost their lives in
this terrible tragedy;

(4) offers condolences to all of the families,
friends, and loved ones of the victims;

(5) honors the heroism of Ryan Auginash,
Steven Cobenais, Lance Crowe, Jeffrey May,
and Cody Thunder, all of whom were wound-
ed, and expresses hope for the rapid and com-
plete recovery of these victims as well as
support for their families, friends, and loved
ones;

(6) applauds the Red Lake Band of Chip-
pewa for their strength as a community in
dealing with this tragedy;

(7) applauds the hard work, dedication, and
professional conduct exhibited by local,
State, and Federal law enforcement officials
and the other community leaders and private
citizens who offered their support and assist-
ance; and

(8) applauds the hard work and dedication
of the health care personnel and commends
them for providing tireless and sensitive
care to the victims, the families, and the en-
tire community;

(9) encourages the American people to
renew their commitment to and support for
efforts to prevent school violence.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. KLINE) and the gentle-
woman from Minnesota (Ms. McCOL-
LUM) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KLINE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on H.
Con. Res. 126.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H. Con. Res. 126, which expresses the
condolences and deepest sympathies of
the Congress in the aftermath of the
recent shooting at Red Lake High
School in Red Lake, Minnesota. I want
to express my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON)
for his leadership in introducing this
resolution and providing an oppor-
tunity for Members of Congress to ex-
press our condolences and support for
the Red Lake community.

On March 21, 2005, a 16-year-old stu-
dent opened fire at the Red Lake High
School, taking the lives of five stu-
dents, one teacher and one security
guard before ending his own. This trou-
bled teenager is also responsible for the
deaths of his grandfather and his
grandfather’s friend.

As we express our sympathies today,
we pause to honor the bravery of he-
roes such as Derrick Brun, an unarmed
school security guard whose self-sac-
rifice allowed time for a fellow security
guard to rush a group of students to
safety while costing Derrick his own
life. We also honor the memories of
those who lost their lives in this ter-
rible tragedy and offer our heartfelt
sympathy and condolences to the loved
ones they left behind.
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Finally, we express our support for
the tight-knit Red Lake community.
We wish a speedy and complete phys-
ical recovery for the five students who
were wounded, and a complete emo-
tional recovery for all those affected
by this tragedy. The continued recov-
ery of the Red Lake community would
not be possible without the hard work
and dedication shown by the local,
State and Federal law enforcement of-
ficials who have responded to this situ-
ation and the support, care and assist-
ance given by health care personnel
and private citizens both inside and
outside this community.

Mr. Speaker, we are all saddened by
this tragedy and condemn the violence
which occurred at Red Lake High
School on that awful day in March. I
am thankful for the opportunity to ex-
press the condolences of Congress to
the victims of this tragedy as well as
to their loved ones and surrounding
community.

Again, I thank the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) for his lead-
ership on this resolution and urge my
colleagues to support H. Con. Res. 126.

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

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H. Con. Res. 126, and I want to thank
my colleague from Minnesota for
bringing this resolution to the floor.
Our hearts have been with the Red
Lake Band of Chippewa over the past
month, and I want to express my deep-
est sympathies to the families and
friends who lost loved ones on March
21. I also wish a speedy recovery to
those who still remain in the hospital.

I would like our opening statement
to come from the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSON). He represents
the Red Lake in Congress and has in-
troduced this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time.

I have the honor of representing the
people of the Red Lake Nation, which
is a very strong people, a very proud
people. They have a beautiful reserva-
tion in northwestern Minnesota, fairly
remote, but they have some of the
most beautiful land in the country.
This tragedy that occurred on March 21
has affected every single member of
the Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indi-
ans.

This is a very tight-knit community.
I was there to attend many of the fu-
nerals. I can tell from personal experi-
ence that there was not, I think, a sin-
gle person on the reservation that was
not affected by this terrible tragedy.
Lives were lost, as has been said, fami-
lies were shattered, and this entire
community was reduced to quiet heart-
break and painful tears. Many of us
witnessed that.
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But, as I said, they are a strong com-
munity, they are responding well under
the circumstances, and what I am
doing here is giving people an oppor-
tunity to show what we have experi-
enced up at the Red Lake Reservation
during this period of time.

I cannot tell you how many letters
and e-mails and phone calls we have re-
ceived, a tremendous outpouring with-
in Indian country from every part of
the world, the United States, from
other parts of the world, calling and of-
fering their sympathy, their condo-
lences and their support for the people
of the Red Lake Nation.
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So I think I speak for all Members of
Congress when I say that we here offer
our heartfelt sympathy and support for
these families.

I heard from many of my colleagues
shortly after this incident occurred.
And we also want to, as was said, offer
thanks and appreciation to everybody
who stepped up to help in the after-
math of this tragedy. Of course, the
tribal leadership has done an out-
standing job and they were there to
make sure that the response was co-
ordinated and effective. The tribal po-
lice did an outstanding job. We had a
lot of other local first responders that
came in and helped out. The health
care professionals on the reservation
and in the surrounding area were out-
standing in their help and support. So-
cial workers, the school personnel, ev-
erybody up there just really pulled to-
gether. And because of that, some of
these young people that were wounded
look like they are going to come out of
this, after a long recovery, doing okay.

Of the five people that were wounded,
two of them still remain in the hos-
pital, and they are going to have a long
recovery. But they are doing well.
They are actually coming around fast-
er than people expected. I have had the
opportunity to go up and visit with
them and their family on two different
occasions. And shortly after this oc-
curred, it was kind of a touch-and-go
situation. But they really have re-
sponded. And there are some brave
young men that are still in the hos-
pital and are going to take some time
to recover.

One of the things that, in trying to
do what one can do to console people in
this kind of situation, the one thing
that I think everybody agreed with up
at the Red Lake Band is that some-
thing good has to come out of this ter-
rible tragedy. And as we speak, there is
a meeting going on over in the Ray-
burn office building that some of us
pulled together with the tribal leaders,
with the members of the Minnesota
delegation, and, by the way, I want to
thank all of my fellow members of the
Minnesota delegation for co-sponsoring
this resolution and being there to sup-
port us in any way that they can. They
have been outstanding both in the
House and in the other body. But that
meeting is going on now, and I have
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never seen such a group of high-level
Federal officials from the administra-
tion in one place in just the time that
I have been in Washington.

And that shows that this is not only
something that concerns us in the Con-
gress. The President and the adminis-
tration have stepped up. The President
had a representative up at the Red
Lake Reservation for the first funerals.
The director of the BIA spent consider-
able time up there, as well as many
other folks from different agencies. So
we have had a tremendous response
from not only Members of Congress but
from members of the administration.
And I can speak on behalf of all of the
people in Red Lake, that response has
been greatly appreciated.

But as I said, the Tribal Council,
they are having a tough time because
it is a remote area. They do not have
the resources to meet the basic needs,
and what we need to do in this Con-
gress is help them to put together a
plan so that they can emerge as a
stronger Red Lake Nation but, more
importantly than that, that we can
give the young people of this reserva-
tion that are going to be the future
leaders the hope and opportunity of
support that they need so that they
can carry on the great tradition of the
Red Lake Nation.

And, lastly, I would like to say that
a number of these folks that were in-
volved in this were true heroes. They
shielded classmates, friends. Because of
their actions, fewer people were injured
and fewer people died. They were true
heroes. And in the tradition of the Red
Lake Nation, what they would refer to
these people as is warriors. They
earned the designation of warrior be-
cause they stood up at a time when it
was needed.

So I just appreciate the support of all
my colleagues. I encourage my col-
leagues to support us and to continue
to support us as we move forward to
help the Red Lake Nation become
stronger and have more opportunity
for young people in the future.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to join my col-
leagues from Minnesota in expressing
my condolences, all of Minnesota’s
condolences, all of the country’s condo-
lences, to the families and loved ones
of the victims of the tragic shooting at
Red Lake High School. And I too would
like to thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KLINE) and the gentle-
woman from Minnesota (Ms. McCOL-
LUM) for bringing this to the floor, as
well as the leadership, especially the
leadership that the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) has had on
this issue in his district.

I think all of us would have a dif-
ficult time imagining the profound sad-
ness that the families are feeling. But
beyond the immeasurable human trag-
edy of the lives lost that day, this inci-
dent has created fear in the minds of
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parents and teachers and, most impor-
tantly, kids, who may no longer view
their school as a safe place. Schools
must be a place of learning and a place
that challenges young minds, not a
place where students live in fear.

However, in this tragedy we found
heroes. Heroes, as the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. KLINE) mentioned, like
Derrick Brun, who bravely stood at the
entrance to the school and confronted
the shooter, giving his partner time to
alert school officials. This courage and
other courage we saw from others
throughout this incident no doubt
saved lives.

We all honor the memories of all of
the victims whose lives were cut trag-
ically short by the needless act of vio-
lence.

Mr. Speaker, we must all work to-
gether to make sure that events like
this do not happen again. Our thoughts
and prayers go out to everyone who
was touched by this tragedy. We are
committed to work together, all of us,
to find solutions so that no more young
lives are cut short.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO).

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I join my
Minnesota colleagues in expressing sor-
row and support to the people of Red
Lake, Minnesota, as they take steps to
heal their community after the un-
speakable tragedy of March 22.

It must have been a moment of un-
imaginable horror when parents real-
ized that the children they sent off to
school that morning were caught up in
such terrible violence. In addition to
those Kkilled and injured, the entire
community has been victimized by
these acts of violence. After the initial
shock, the community must come to-
gether to grieve their losses and ask
the difficult questions: What went
wrong and what can be done to keep it
from happening again?

We were also reminded that there are
heroes in tragedy who put their own
safety aside to save the lives of others.
Derrick Brun showed us what is good
about this world in a moment that we
needed reassuring.

The world watched a tragedy unfold
in Red Lake. We must stand with this
community as it pulls together to treat
its injured and to heal its wounds. We
offer our condolences and support as
they continue the healing process that
they have just begun.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

And I thank my colleague from the
Seventh Congressional District for of-
fering this resolution at this time to
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pay tribute and to offer our condo-
lences to all of the people, not only of
the victims but even of the people who
committed these terrible acts up in
Red Lake.

Unfortunately, I think most of Amer-
ica, most Members of Congress will al-
ways think of Red Lake now in the
terms of this great tragedy. But I
would like to take a few minutes to
think of a happier time, of a prouder
time. And it is a story that most of the
Members should know, and most of the
Members do not, of what happened in
1997 in Red Lake. And that was the
story of Gerald Kingbird and the story
of the warriors who came down from
Red Lake and brought a basketball
team to the Minnesota State basket-
ball tournament, and they offered
something that had not been seen on
many Indian reservations for many
years, and that was a sense of pride, a
sense of hope, and a sense of unity.

It was perhaps one of the greatest
basketball teams ever assembled. They
lost in the semi-finals that year to the
Wabasso Rabbits 117 to 113, and it was
perhaps the greatest basketball game
ever played in the history of the State
of Minnesota. And I bring that to Mem-
bers’ attention because, yes, this high
school has been the scene of a terrible
tragedy, but it has also been the scene
of enormous pride in Native American
activities. And what they did in 1997 in
that game and in that tournament, I
think, should also stand as a tribute to
the people of Red Lake.

So, Mr. Speaker, I will insert an arti-
cle into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
and I hope that my colleagues will read
this article because I think it speaks of
the kind of pride that we saw in 1997.

Clearly, this is a terrible tragic time
for the people in Red Lake. But I hope
that they will reflect and that we will
reflect that there have been better
days before and there will be better
days to come.

I agree with my colleagues that we
must do all that we can to make our
schools safe. I agree with my col-
leagues when we say that schools
should be places where kids want to go
and feel comfortable. And we at the
Federal level, and I am sure our col-
leagues at the State level, will do all
that we can.

But I do not think we should take
from this a belief that this is going to
be a common occurrence or that this is
really what happens in too many
schools today. This is a rare occur-
rence, and we hope that it will never
happen again. But we also hope that
Members will remember that there
have been happy and proud days in the
days of the Red Lake Reservation and
there will be happy and proud days to
come.

The material previously referred to is
as follows:

[From the Star Tribune, Apr. 3, 2005]
“I’M GOING TO STAY HERE ALWAYS,” SAYS A
RED LAKE STAR
(By Doug Grow)

RED LAKE, MN.—At the time, I didn’t get
it.
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In 1997, the Red Lake High School boys’
basketball team earned a trip to the Twin
Cities for the state high school basketball
tournament.

Not only were Red Lakers thrilled by this
first-time development, all of Indian country
adopted this group of kids. The Red Lake
Warriors were Native America’s team.

After a few days here, I think I've finally
begun to understand why. That team rep-
resented something far greater than winning
on the basketball court. It represented tri-
umph. Finally, the rest of us were linking
these words: success and reservation.

The Red Lake team lost in the semifinals
of the tournament that year, but in the proc-
ess they won over the hearts of thousands of
Minnesotans. Behind the incredible perform-
ance of a sophomore point guard, Gerald
Kingbird, the team overcame a huge fourth-
quarter deficit and forced overtime against
Wabasso.

The Wabasso Rabbits finally pulled out a
117-113 victory in what many believe was the
most magnificent high school game ever
played in Minnesota. Videos of that game
still are constantly played all over Red
Lake.

In fact, new teachers at the high school
often are shown a tape of the game as part of
their orientation. At a place where there is
often failure, the tape of that game shows
what is possible.

Smiling shyly, Kingbird talked of how he
recently played the tape for one of his three
daughters.

“I showed it and when you get to the
fourth quarter, the announcer is always say-
ing, ‘Kingbird! Kingbird! Kingbird!’*’ he said.
“When it was over she started calling me
‘Daddy Kingbird.””’

Kingbird’s 24 now. He’s married to his high
school sweetheart, Kimberly Pemberton.
They both have degrees in elementary edu-
cation from Bemidji State University. They
have three daughters and a home in the res-
ervation town of Redby. He works at the
Seven Clans Casino in Red Lake, but both
hope to begin teaching at the reservation’s
elementary school in the fall.

“Why did you come back?”’ I asked
Kingbird in a conversation Friday morning.
“You could live anywhere. What’s the draw
of this place that seems so harsh?”’

Kingbird looked at me, befuddled. There
was a long period of silence as he mulled
over what he considered an absurd question.

“This is my home,” he said. ‘I grew up
here; my family is here; I'm going to stay
here always. I’ve lived in Bemidji. I've been
to the Cities. From what I can see, this is no
different than any other place, except for the
color of skin of the people.”

It is no different and it is vastly different.

Visitors often are reminded that they
aren’t really in Minnesota anymore when
they cross into Red Lake.

“You just have to remember that it’s no
different than going to any other foreign
country,” said Gene Dillon, a white man who
was reluctantly closing his Redby restaurant
after running it for 18 years with his wife,
Darlene, who is also white. ‘It was just like
when I was in the Navy. When you went to
another country, the commander would al-
ways remind us that ‘now you play by their
rules.””

In Red Lake in the past few days, there
often was anger at the sight of reporters. But
there also was extraordinary graciousness.

One morning, my colleagues and I were in
the home of Chunky and Barbara Brun, the
parents of Derrick Brun, the security guard
who was among those killed on March 21.

The phone was ringing off the hook. Re-
porters from across the country were calling
for interviews.

Each time the phone rang, Brun would
pick up the receiver and quietly explain to
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the reporter that he wasn’t doing interviews
on this day. He hoped they understood. He
wasn’t trying to be rude.

It typically took Brun five minutes to run
down an interview request. Despite his griev-
ing, he never became angry.

In the past few days, I met political hacks
but also saw people move into positions of
leadership with strength and dignity.

At the moment his son was arrested and
charged with conspiracy in the March 21
killings at Red Lake High, Tribal Chairman
Floyd (Buck) Jourdain Jr. no longer was in a
position to be the face of Red Lake in these
days of pain and media attention.

Tribal secretary Judy Roy took on the
task of being the public leader. She did not
relish the role. She constantly urged all of us
to be patient in judging the Jourdain family.
At the same time she filled his shoes as the
person in front of cameras, speaking for Red
Lake.

There are several problems at Red Lake.
Fear of more violence now has been added to
such longtime ills as poverty, family dys-
function, truancy and chemical addiction.

Kingbird knows all about the woes. But, he
said, when he and Kimberly were adolescent
sweethearts, they vowed to get college edu-
cations and come back home to teach.

““Maybe we can help,” he said.

And it never should be forgotten that Red
Lake can be a place of triumph.

Thursday  night, for example, the
Kingbirds’ youngest daughter, 1-year-old
TeAnndra, took her first steps.

‘“‘She took four steps,” her proud father
said, ‘“‘and then looked around and started
clapping.”

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time and commend the gentleman
from northwestern Minnesota (Mr. PE-
TERSON) for offering this resolution and
all of my Minnesota colleagues in join-
ing in a moment of reflection and of
solidarity for the people of the Red
Lake Band, to pray for those whose
lives were taken, for those who sur-
vived, for the families of all, victims
and perpetrator alike.

This is an occasion to mourn, but it
is an occasion also to reflect, to join
our hearts in prayer, but to reflect on
the past and to consider what might be
for the future.

The gentlewoman from Minnesota
(Ms. McCoLLUM) has spoken eloquently
about the tragedy at Red Lake. The
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETER-
SON) who represents the district, who
knows the people intimately, the peo-
ple of Red Lake, has spoken about the
spirit of warrior on the reservation. I
would like to think in a broader term
about the Nishnawbe people, who have
not been well treated going back to the
times of the treaties of the 1850s; and
particularly among them, the Red
Lake, that ceded in 1863 11 million
acres to the United States for $500,000,
a paltry sum in comparison to the
value and the expanse of land.
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In 1889, they ceded an additional 2.9
million acres for a 50-year trust fund,
only a third of which went to the peo-
ple of Red Lake.
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And again to the 1902 Western Town-
ship Treaty, they again ceded 256,000
acres to the United States for very lit-
tle in return, except for recognition.
The Nishnawbe people deserve better
than recognition, deserve more than
beads and blankets, for their land,
their rights, the rights to hunt and
fish, the right to earn a living.

Over 100 years ago, the first edu-
cation was introduced into Red Lake.
Lewis and Clark passed through the
Red Lake territory, but it was not
until the mid-1930s that a high school
was established in Red Lake. They
have been a proud people, proud to rely
upon themselves and the resources of
their traditions. It is going to take
more than a visit to the sweat lodges
to heal the pain and the suffering that
the people feel because of this tragedy.

I pray that Red Lake will be known
for more than this incident that is just
an intrusion upon a long and proud his-
tory. But I pray also, and I urge this
body, to pay attention not just to Red
Lake, to the Nishnawbe people and to
the First Americans, but to the needs
that they have throughout this coun-
try, for greater investment in edu-
cation, greater investment in job train-
ing and opportunities, for greater in-
vestment in health care, and housing
and water and sewer and road and de-
velopment and access on the reserva-
tions of this country. That is the great
tragedy, that they are not served, our
first peoples of this land.

We have taken from them the riches,
the resources, minerals and hydro-
carbons; we have given very little back
in return. In recent years, casino gam-
bling has provided a revenue stream
and a source of opportunity for invest-
ment on many of the reservations of
the native American peoples. But it
has not benefited all. Red Lake is
among those that has not benefited,
has not been able to enjoy a revenue
stream.

But even for those who have been
able to develop a revenue stream over
the last 20 years, you cannot erase 200
years of mistreatment in 2 decades.
And let this incident, while an anach-
ronism, not resulting from internal fer-
ment and neglect on the reservation,
but an intrusion upon the people of Red
Lake, let this be a call to attention to
think more constructively and produc-
tively about the needs of native Ameri-
cans and our responsibility to invest
more and to help them lift themselves
out of poverty.

Over 50 percent unemployment rate
on this reservation alone. There is
more we can do together. First we
must heal. First we must help those at
Red Lake, proportionately a greater
scar for them than was Columbine, to
heal, to look forward, to look to the fu-
ture, and to rebuild and ignite again
the spirit of pride and of accomplish-
ment, which should be their heritage.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, could I inquire how much
time is left on this side.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ADERHOLT). The gentlewoman from
Minnesota has 4% minutes remaining.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
other speakers in the room.

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

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
might consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to use the
words of the Red Lake Band of the
Chippewa, and I quote from a document
that they shared with us today: ‘“The
Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians is
experiencing the worst crisis in our
history. Throughout this ordeal, our
law enforcement officers, teachers, stu-
dents, medical personnel, our people
have acted with great courage and
honor. Our people are strong, our chil-
dren are strong, and our hope is strong.

“Our greatest hope is that you, our
President, Senators, and Representa-
tives and Department officials, will be
our partners as we undertake the task
of making these essential improve-
ments towards a better way of life for
the people of Red Lake.”

Mr. Speaker, 1 month ago a disturbed
young man took the lives of nine peo-
ple on the Red Lake Reservation, and
then he took his own. This violent act
devastated the Red Lake community,
and once again tragically demonstrates
to all of America how violence can hap-
pen by our children, against our chil-
dren and educators, and it can happen
anywhere at any time.

This tragedy, along with other school
shootings that have occurred over the
past several years leave no question
that we still have much work to do in
addressing the needs of our youth in
this country. Too many of our children
are in crisis, unable to find the help
that they need from either families or
communities.

As policymakers, we have a responsi-
bility to invest the resources, and more
importantly, the attention into the
lives of our young people and in their
families’ lives as well before tragedy
occurs.

All Americans and Minnesotans ex-
tend our prayers, our condolences, and
support for the families of the Red
Lake Nation as they heal and rebuild
their community.

I would like to close with just once
again saying that this resolution de-
serves our support. The Red Lake Band
of Chippewa have our deepest condo-
lences at this time of enormous grief.
Our prayers are with you.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want again to thank
my colleagues in the Minnesota delega-
tion for their words today and my col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. PETERSON), for offering this reso-
lution. And I would just urge all of my
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colleagues in the House to support H.
Con. Res 126.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 126. Today, |
join my colleagues in expressing my deepest
sympathies to the people of the Red Lake
Reservation.

This tragedy reveals the sad truth that
school-related violence can occur anywhere in
this country regardless the socio-economic
conditions of a community.

In Indian country, however, the statistics
show that Indian children face greater barriers
than non-Indian youth. Indian youth suffer
from the highest rates of suicide. They have
the highest rates of school victimization and
use alcohol, drugs and tobacco more than
their counterparts. Indian youth also drop out
of school at higher rates than other students.

What can we do? For starters, we can reau-
thorize the Indian Health Care Improvement
Act which will provide significant improve-
ments to the delivery of health care services
for Indian people and authorize funding for
health programs, projects, and facilities.

We can increase funding for Indian country
law enforcement, public safety and victim as-
sistance programs to help combat the prob-
lems of juvenile crime and violence on our In-
dian lands.

We can also increase funding for schools
and colleges located on Indian reservations
that were the subject of significant decreases
in the president’'s 2006 budget.

| look forward to working with my colleagues
to identify how we can help the Red Lake
Community specifically.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, | rise on be-
half of all Minnesotans to extend my heartfelt
sympathy to the families, friends and loved
ones of the victims of the school shootings at
Red Lake High School and to the entire Red
Lake community.

On March 21, 2005, tragedy struck Red
Lake, Minnesota and left a community dev-
astated and a Nation shocked.

Mr. Speaker, we are all deeply saddened by
this horrific event, and our thoughts and pray-
ers go out to the families of the victims and
the entire Red Lake community.

We commend the Red Lake tribal leaders
and members, local law enforcement officers,
school officials and medical support staff for
their heroism and courage in response to this
tragedy.

Now, we must use this occasion to mourn
the loss of loved ones and prevent similar
tragedies in the future. The people of Min-
nesota will never forget this terrible loss of in-
nocent lives. May those who died be remem-
bered forever in our hearts.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
KLINE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 126.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

H2171

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

RECOGNIZING THE UNIVERSITY OF
PITTSBURGH AND DR. JONAS
SALK ON THE FIFTIETH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE DISCOVERY OF
THE SALK POLIO VACCINE

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
resolution (H. Res. 208) recognizing the
University of Pittsburgh and Dr. Jonas
Salk on the fiftieth anniversary of the
milestone discovery of the Salk polio
vaccine, which has virtually elimi-
nated the disease and its harmful ef-
fects, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 208

Whereas Dr. William S. McEllroy, Dean of
the University of Pittsburgh School of Medi-
cine, in 1947 recruited Dr. Jonas Salk to de-
velop a virus research program at the Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh;

Whereas Dr. Salk, the first member of his
family to attend college, had prior to moving
to the University of Pittsburgh served in an
appointment at the University of Michigan
for 5% years, and during this period at the
University of Michigan, which was during
World War II, Dr. Salk became known for his
expertise on the immunology of influenza
and developed the vaccine that continues to
be used against influenza;

Whereas Dr. Salk set up a research labora-
tory in The Municipal Hospital for Con-
tagious Diseases, now Salk Hall at the Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh;

Whereas the epidemic of polio peaked in
1952, having affected nearly 58,000 people,
mainly children and young adults;

Whereas many of those affected were con-
fined to mechanical ventilators known as
iron lungs to breathe while many others
were crippled and needed crutches for mobil-
ity;

Whereas University of Pittsburgh faculty
member Dr. Jonas Salk and his team of re-
searchers developed the first vaccine against

polio;
Whereas in April 1955, at the University of
Michigan’s Rachkam Auditorium, Dr.

Francis announced the results of the most
comprehensive field trial ever conducted in
the history of public health, involving
1,830,000 children in 217 areas of the United
States, Canada, and Finland, indicating the
vaccine was safe and effective;

Whereas the Salk polio vaccine was ap-
proved for widespread public use and the in-
cidence of polio in the United States fell by
85-90 percent during the first 3 years of wide-
spread use of Salk’s polio vaccine (1955-1957);

Whereas the Salk polio vaccine developed
at the University of Pittsburgh is considered
one of the most significant medical achieve-
ments of the twentieth century;

Whereas the international immunization of
children and young adults at that time re-
sulted in the worldwide eradication of polio
by 1962 and since that time has prevented
any significant re-emergence of the disease;

Whereas in 1963 Dr. Salk founded the Jonas
Salk Institute for Biological Studies, an in-
novative center for medical and scientific re-
search; and

Whereas Dr. Salk’s last years were spent
searching for a vaccine against AIDS: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—
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(1) recognizes the University of Pittsburgh
and the University of Michigan on the fif-
tieth anniversary of the discovery and the
declaration that the Salk polio vaccine was
potent, virtually eliminating the disease and
its harmful effects;

(2) recognizes the pioneering achievement
of Dr. Jonas Salk and his team of research-
ers at the University of Pittsburgh in the de-
velopment of the Salk polio vaccine;

(3) recognizes the unprecedented scope and
magnitude of the field trials conducted by
Dr. Thomas Francis, Jr., and his team of
more than 100 statisticians and epidemiolo-
gists at the University of Michigan; and

(4) states its appreciation to—

(A) the University of Pittsburgh for the
elimination of a disease that caused count-
less deaths and disabling consequences;

(B) the members of Dr. Salk’s research
team;

(C) the individuals, a majority of whom
were residents of Allegheny County, Penn-
sylvania, who generously agreed to partici-
pate in clinical trials to validate the efficacy
of the polio vaccine;

(D) the family members of Dr. Salk for
their participation in medical history;

(E) the University of Michigan for its ef-
forts in proving the Salk polio vaccine was
safe and effective; and

(F) the members of Dr. Francis’ team of
statisticians and epidemiologists.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURPHY) and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DOYLE) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURPHY).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the resolution currently under con-
sideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on a res-
olution that I have introduced with my
colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DOYLE), and the honor-
able ranking member of the U.S. House
Energy and Commerce Committee, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL), to recognize the 50th anniver-
sary of the discovery of the Salk polio
vaccine and the efforts of the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh, Dr. Salk, the Uni-
versity of Michigan, Dr. Thomas
Francis, Jr., which has virtually elimi-
nated the disease and its devastating
effects.

Polio is a disease that can attack the
motor nerves and the spinal cord leav-
ing one paralyzed. In the most severe
cases, the muscle of the respiratory
system and throat are affected, impair-
ing speech, swallowing and breathing
which can lead to paralysis or even
death.

While polio is still present in varying
degrees in at least six countries, the
discovery of the Salk polio vaccine was
a monumental achievement in reduc-
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ing the effects of the disease and pre-
venting any significant reemergence of
the disease in the Western Hemisphere.

Prior to moving to the University of
Pittsburgh, Dr. Jonas Salk, who was
the first member of his family to at-
tend college, served in an appointment
at the University of Michigan for 5%
years during World War II, where he
became known for his expertise on the
immunology of influenza.

In 1947, Dr. William McEllroy, dean
of the University of Pittsburgh School
of Medicine at the time, recruited Dr.
Salk to develop a virus research pro-
gram at the University of Pittsburgh
where Dr. Salk set up a research lab-
oratory in a municipal hospital for
contagious diseases, now Salk Hall at
the University of Pittsburgh.

In 1952, a marked increase in polio
saw tens of thousands confined to iron
lungs unable to breathe. Others were
confined to wheelchairs and could only
walk with the assistance of steel braces
and crutches. Along with the spreading
disease each summer, there was an in-
creasing spreading fear in many par-
ents and also within communities to
close down theatres, public swimming
pools, and other public places in hopes
of reducing this disease.

During this time, Dr. Salk’s research
continued. And in 1953 human trials of
the developing Salk polio vaccine were
extended to include almost 500 children
and adults, the majority of whom were
residents of Allegheny County, Penn-
sylvania.

It was not until 1955 that Dr. Salk
and his researchers discovered the ac-
tual polio vaccine at the University of
Pittsburgh. That same year at the Uni-
versity of Michigan’s Rachkam Audito-
rium, Dr. Salk’s mentor, Dr. Francis,
announced the results of the most com-
prehensive field trial ever conducted in
the history of public health, involving
1,830,000 children in 217 areas of the
United States, Canada and Finland, in-
dicating the vaccine was safe and effec-
tive.

As a result of Dr. Salk’s innovative
vaccine, the incidence of polio in the
United States fell by 85 to 90 percent
during the first 3 years of vaccination
use. Some 450 million dosages were ad-
ministered worldwide. And the effec-
tiveness of this vaccine is responsible
for not only international immuniza-
tion but also for the suppression of
polio in most of the world, even by
1962.

Dr. Salk’s team brought under con-
trol an escalating health problem and a
dreaded virus, which is why the Salk
polio vaccine is considered one of the
most significant medical achievements
of the 20th century, and has effectively
safeguarded the world from the men-
acing virus for 50 years.

The March of Dimes has raised mil-
lions of dollars for research of polio. In
addition, Rotary International ini-
tially pledged 125 million back in 1985
to fund the Polio Plus program to im-
munize the world. But the money the
Rotary has contributed so far exceeds
600 million.
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These models of public-private part-
nership to eradicate polio worldwide,
Polio Plus and the March of Dimes,
have delivered vaccine across the globe
on camel, helicopter, and motor bike.

Arguably, the Salk polio vaccine and
the public-private efforts in the eradi-
cation of polio rank among the great-
est public health achievements in the
history of humankind.

As we celebrate this 50th anniver-
sary, I am particularly pleased that I
remain an adjutant associate professor
at the University of Pittsburgh School
of Medicine and the University of
Pittsburgh School of Public Health. I
am particularly proud of the role my
alma mater has played in this great
public health achievement, and we in
Congress join in this celebration.

I would also like to express my high
esteem and appreciation to the chair-
man of the U.S. House Energy and
Commerce Committee, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON); and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), for agreeing
to consider this important resolution
to recognize Dr. Salk, Dr. Francis, the
University of Pittsburgh, the Univer-
sity of Michigan on the 50th anniver-
sary of the discovery of the Salk polio
vaccine.

In addition, I would like to thank my
colleagues for their support in helping
to bring this resolution to the House
floor to recognize this medical break-
through that has protected, prevented,
and saved countless numbers of lives
from the ravages of polio.

I encourage my colleagues to adopt
the resolution.

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

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self as much time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to recognize
the heroic efforts of researchers from
the University of Pittsburgh and the
University of Michigan to develop the
first vaccine against polio.

Before I do that, though, I do want to
thank my colleague and good friend,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURPHY), for introducing this resolu-
tion and for managing the time on his
side, as well as to thank our chairman,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON), and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL),
for their support in this effort.

A devastating polio epidemic struck
the United States in the early 1950s,
causing thousands of cases of lingering
paralysis and death.
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By 1952 the epidemic had affected
nearly 58,000 people, mainly children
and young adults. Many of those af-
fected were combined to mechanical
ventilators known as iron lungs, while
others were crippled and needed
crutches to get around.

Dr. Jonas Salk, Dr. Julius Youngner,
and a team of dedicated researchers at
the University of Pittsburgh School of
Medicine worked diligently for years to
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find a vaccine against this terrible dis-
ease, despite the belief by many of
their colleagues that vaccination
would never prevent polio. Neverthe-
less, thousands of Pittsburgh school-
children offered up their arms to be in-
jected with the experimental vaccine
providing enough evidence of its effec-
tiveness to launch a large-scale trial of
1.8 million children.

On April 12, 1955, at a convocation
held at the University of Michigan, Dr.
Thomas Francis, Jonas Salk’s former
mentor, announced that the massive
field trial of the Salk vaccine, which he
had overseen, had been successful. The
announcement that the vaccine was
safe, effective and potent cleared the
way for widespread use of the vaccine
and made Dr. Salk one of the Nation’s
most revered figures. Subsequent in-
oculations of children and young adults
virtually eradicated polio from the
United States by 1962.

In light of this momentous achieve-
ment it is appropriate that the House
recognize the many individuals who
were involved in the effort, including
those who generously agreed to partici-
pate in the clinical trials that wvali-
dated the efficacy of this vaccine.

The importance of the pioneering
work of Dr. Jonas Salk and his team of
researchers at the University of Pitts-
burgh cannot be overstated. Their
work saved countless lives and had a
monumental impact on the quality of
life around the globe. Consequently, I
want to take the opportunity of this
anniversary to recognize the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh for its vital con-
tribution to eliminating this dev-
astating threat to public health; and I
want to commend Dr. Youngner, now
professor emeritus at the University of
Pittsburgh, for his hard work and dedi-
cation those many years ago.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this resolution.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of the Murphy resolution. | would like to thank
my colleagues, Representatives MURPHY and
DoYLE, for offering this resolution today, com-
memorating the development and the field
trials of the Salk polio vaccine 50 years ago.

Fifty years ago, Dr. Thomas Francis, Jr. an-
nounced from the University of Michigan’s
Rackham Auditorium words that people
around the globe were waiting to hear: the
Salk polio vaccine works. With those simple
words, eradication efforts began in earnest to
rid the world of this terrible disease.

Mr. Speaker, in the early 1950s, Dr. Jonas
Salk, a postdoctoral student of Dr. Francis’ at
the University of Michigan, developed a prom-
ising vaccine against poliomyelitis in his lab-
oratory at the University of Pittsburgh. In what
has been called the largest cooperative effort
undertaken in peacetime, the Salk vaccine
was tested in the most comprehensive field
trials ever conducted. Overseeing those trials
was Dr. Francis, Director of the Poliomyelitis
Vaccine Evaluation Center and founding chair
of the Department of Epidemiology at the Uni-
versity of Michigan School of Public Health.

Mr. Speaker, the polio field trials were un-
precedented in scope and magnitude. Dr.
Francis and his team of more than 100 statisti-
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cians and epidemiologists tabulated data re-
ceived from hundreds of public health officials
and doctors who participated in the study. The
trials involved. 1,830,000 children in 217 areas
of the United States, Canada and Finland. No
field trial of this scale has been conducted
since.

This historic event is a source of pride for
the University of Michigan and the state of
Michigan as a whole. Since that day 50 years
ago, polio has been nearly eradicated. In Au-
gust 2002, there were no confirmed cases re-
ported in the United States, and only 483 con-
firmed cases of acute poliomyelitis reported to
authorities worldwide.

| would like to thank Representatives MUR-
PHY and DOYLE for their work on this resolu-
tion and congratulate the University of Michi-
gan and the University of Pittsburgh on the
50th anniversary of the Salk polio vaccine.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to speak
on a resolution that | have introduced with my
colleague from Pennsylvania, Congressman
MICHAEL DOYLE, and the Honorable Ranking
Member of the U.S. House Energy and Com-
merce Committee, Congressman JOHN DIN-
GELL of Michigan, to recognize the 50th anni-
versary of the discovery of the Salk polio vac-
cine and the efforts of the University of Pitts-
burgh, Dr. Jonas Salk, the University of Michi-
gan, and Dr. Thomas Francis, Jr., which has
virtually eliminated the disease and its dev-
astating effects.

Polio is a disease that can attack the motor
nerves in the spinal cord, leaving one para-
lyzed. In the most severe cases, the muscles
of the respiratory system and throat are af-
fected, impairing speech, swallowing and
breathing, which can lead to paralysis or even
death. While polio is still present in varying de-
grees, the discovery of the Salk polio vaccine
was a monumental achievement in reducing
the effects of the disease and preventing any
significant reemergence of the disease in the
western hemisphere.

Prior to moving to the University of Pitts-
burgh, Dr. Jonas Salk, who was the first mem-
ber of his family to attend college, served in
an appointment at the University of Michigan
for 5% years during World War 1l, where he
became known for his expertise on the immu-
nology of influenza.

In 1947, Dr. William S. McEllroy, Dean of
the University of Pittsburgh School of Medi-
cine, recruited Dr. Salk to develop a virus re-
search program at the University of Pittsburgh
where Dr. Salk set up a research laboratory in
the Municipal Hospital for Contagious Dis-
eases, now Salk Hall at the University of Pitts-
burgh.

Others were confined to wheelchairs or
could only walk with the assistance of steel
braces and crutches. Along with the disease
fear spread in many parents which led com-
munities to close down theaters, public swim-
ming pools and other public places. In 1952,
a marked increase in polio saw tens of thou-
sands confined to iron lungs to be able to
breathe.

During this time, Dr. Salk’s research contin-
ued. In 1953, human trials of the developing
Salk polio vaccine were extended to include
almost 500 children and adults, the majority of
whom were residents of Allegheny County,
PA.

It was not until 1955 that Dr. Salk and his
researchers discovered the actual polio vac-
cine at the University of Pittsburgh. That same
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year, at the University of Michigan’s Rachkam
Auditorium, Dr. Salk’'s mentor, Dr. Francis, an-
nounced the results of the most comprehen-
sive field trial ever conducted in the history of
public health, involving 1,830,000 children in
217 areas of the United States, Canada, and
Finland, indicating the vaccine was safe and
effective.

As a result of Dr. Salk’s innovative vaccine,
the incidence of polio in the United States fell
by 85-90 percent during the first 3 years of
vaccination use. Some 450 million doses were
administered worldwide.

The effectiveness of this vaccine is respon-
sible for not only international immunization,
but also for the suppression of polio in most
of the world in 1962. Dr. Salk’s team brought
under control an escalating health problem
and a dreaded virus, which is why the Salk
polio vaccine is considered one of the most
significant medical achievements of the twen-
tieth century and has effectively safeguarded
the world from the menacing virus for 50
years.

The March of Dimes raised millions for re-
search and treatment of Polio. In addition, Ro-
tary International pledged $120 million in 1985
to fund the Polio Plus program to immunize
the world. The money the Rotary has contrib-
uted so far exceeds $600 million. A model of
public-private partnership to eradicate polio
worldwide, Polio Plus delivered vaccine across
the globe on camel, by helicopter and motor-
bike.

Arguably, the Salk Polio vaccine and the
public-private efforts to eradicate polio are
among the greatest public health achieve-
ments in the history of the world. | am particu-
larly proud of the role my alma mater has
played in this great public health achievement
and we in Congress join in this celebration.

| would also like to express my high esteem
and appreciation to the Chairman of the U.S.
House Energy and Commerce Committee, the
gentleman from Texas Mr. JOE BARTON (R-—
TX) and the Ranking Member, the gentlemen
from Michigan Mr. JOHN DINGELL (D-MI), for
agreeing to consider this important resolution
to recognize Dr. Salk, Dr. Francis, the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh and the University of Michi-
gan on the fiftieth anniversary of the discovery
of the Salk polio vaccine.

In addition, | would also like to thank my
colleagues for their support in helping to bring
this resolution to the House floor to recognize
this medical breakthrough that has protected,
prevented and saved countless numbers of
lives from the ravages of polio.

| encourage my colleagues to adopt the res-
olution, and Mr. Speaker, and | reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
want to express strong support for the resolu-
tion before the House today. | thank Rep-
resentative MURPHY for introducing this bill.

Immunizations have been the most success-
ful medical intervention in terms of saving lives
and sparing mankind from life-long disabilities
resulting from infectious disease.

Fifty years ago we began using the Salk
polio vaccine discovered by Dr. Jonas Salk. In
1957, three years after the first widespread
use of Dr. Salk’s vaccine in the United States,
polio in the U.S. fell by 85-90 percent. Polio,
which annually ravaged communities across
this nation and the world, causing death and
permanent disability, has been virtually absent
in the United States for quite some time now.
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Polio and its harmful effects have been vir-
tually eliminated in nation after nation. Pres-
ently, there are less than a handful of nations
that are plagued by polio in largely isolated
communities. We are on the brink of elimi-
nation of this scourge.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURPHY) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, H. Res. 208, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative.

Mr. MURPHY. 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 and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 6, ENERGY POLICY ACT
OF 2005

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 219 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 219

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6) to ensure
jobs for our future with secure, affordable,
and reliable energy. The first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour and 30
minutes, with 30 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and 20 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of each of the
Committees on Science, Resources, and
Ways and Means. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. The bill shall be consid-
ered as read. No amendment to the bill shall
be in order except those printed in the report
of the Committee on Rules accompanying
this resolution. Each such amendment may
be offered only in the order printed in the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as
read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment except as
specified in the report, and shall not be sub-
ject 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. At the conclusion
of consideration of the bill for amendment
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
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to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.
UNFUNDED MANDATE POINT OF ORDER

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
make a point of order.

Mr. Speaker, pursuant to section 426
on the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, I make a point of order against
consideration of the rule, H. Res. 219.

Page 1, line 7, through page 2, line 1,
of H. Res. 219 states, ‘“‘All points of
order against consideration of the bill
are waived.” The rule makes in order
H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act of 2005,
which contains a large unfunded man-
date on State and local governments in
violation of Section 425 of the Budget
Act. Section 426 of the Budget Act spe-
cifically states that the Committee on
Rules may not waive Section 425, and
therefore this rule violates section 426.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) makes a point of order that
the resolution violates section 426(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

In accordance with section 426(b)(2)
of that Act, the gentleman has met the
threshold burden to identify the spe-
cific language in the resolution on
which the point of order is predicated.

Under section 426(B)(4) of the act, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) each will control
10 minutes of debate on the question of
consideration.

Pursuant to section 426(b)(3) of the
act, after that debate, the Chair will
put the question of consideration, to
wit: “Will the House now consider the
resolution?”’

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, back in 1995, my Repub-
lican colleagues, the so-called cham-
pions of States’ rights, led the fight to
pass the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act, a bill they claimed would stop the
Federal Government from imposing the
costs of federally mandated programs
on States and localities.

Well, here we are 10 years later and
the tables have turned. My Republican
colleagues are bringing a bill to the
floor that imposes a multibillion dollar
unfunded mandate on communities
around the country whose water sup-
plies have been tainted by the fuel ad-
ditive MTBE. This additive, a known
brown water contaminant used by oil
companies for nearly two decades, has
seeped into our Nation’s water supply.
In all, MTBE has been detected in over
1,800 water systems, which serve 45 mil-
lion Americans. This is the water that
our constituents, our communities and
our families use, and it has been con-
taminated with a potential human car-
cinogen.

Despite knowing all of this, the Re-
publican leadership has no reservations
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about shielding oil companies from any
liability to the damages caused by
MTBE. And then if that were not bad
enough, they have included a nearly $2
billion bailout for these same compa-
nies. So while communities will be left
to cover the overwhelming costs of
cleanup, not only will these oil compa-
nies get a free pass, but they will also
get another kickback at the expense of
taxpayers.

Here the Republican leadership is
once again weighing the interests of
big oil above the health and safety of
our communities.

Specifically, Section 1502 of the en-
ergy bill we are talking about today
creates a safe harbor for MTBE manu-
facturers against lawsuits that at-
tempt to hold them accountable for the
damage their product has wrought on
the water supplies of communities all
over the country.

As the letter the Congressional Budg-
et Office sent to the gentleman from
California (Chairman DREIER) yester-
day explains, while the bill creates a
safe harbor for the MTBE manufactur-
ers, it sticks our State and local gov-
ernments with a bill that could be as
large as $29 billion.

During these bad economic times,
how many States and local commu-
nities can afford that?

By blocking the claims of local gov-
ernments against the MTBE manufac-
turers, this bill will force communities
to come up with hundreds of millions
of dollars to clean up their water. CBO
concludes that the annual cost of this
mandate over the next 5 years is likely
to exceed $62 million, which accord-
ingly triggers the unfunded mandate
law Republicans so proudly backed in
1995.

The fact is that the rule waives all
points of order against the bill. The
Budget Act specifically says that the
Committee on Rules cannot waive
points of order against unfunded man-
dates, yet the Republican leadership
blatantly ignores this.

Mr. Speaker, the House can either
choose to consider this bill in spite of
the bill’s unfunded mandate, or it can
send this bill back to committee and
strike the MTBE section from the bill,
eliminating the violation of this point
of order. At the end of this debate,
therefore, I will call for a vote on a mo-
tion to continue consideration or fix
this problem.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) bringing this issue up. In
fact, the issue about the MTBE liabil-
ity safe harbor is part of the bill. We
believe that we are responsibly dealing
with a problem that exists, has existed
for quite some time.

Years ago the EPA made a very clear
decision about not only MTBE, they
understood some of the effects of
MTBE, they understood some of the
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problems of MTBE, but they also un-
derstood MTBE cleans the air. It does a
very effective job of making sure that
the smog which we had seen in our cit-
ies, in our airways all across the
United States was a huge problem and
one that needed to be dealt with not
only from a health perspective, but
also from a perspective of the ability
that we have of what we were creating
as a result of emissions.

So the EPA made a decision to en-
sure that MTBE would be a product
that would be available in gasoline,
and in many instances and in many
States there was a provision that re-
quired companies to put MTBE in as
additives in gasoline.

We are aware that there are prob-
lems. We are aware that not because of
MTBE but just as a result of storage
tanks, underground storage tanks that
do leak, that MTBE has been a part of
that that has leaked into our under-
ground water sources.

Parties that are responsible for those
tanks have paid almost 95 percent of
the underground storage tank cleanup
according to the EPA. And we recog-
nize that there are many other sites
where this is still a problem, where
cleanup is needed, where cleanup would
be involved.

Today what we are asking is part of
this wonderful energy bill. We are ask-
ing to make sure that we will limit the
liability, a safe harbor for those people
who have been a part of this so that we
can clean up these storage tanks and
we can move on.

There is more than $850 million in
what is called a LUST Fund that has
been set aside in this bill that will help
communities to clean up, to work with
those people who own those storage
tanks, to clean up the groundwater, to
clean up the contaminants and to clean
up the problem.

But the fact of the matter is that
MTBE by itself is simply not nec-
essarily a problem. And under the Fed-
eral Rules of Evidence and under the
many statutes that are being claimed
in lawsuits, they are calling this a de-
fective product. MTBE is not a defec-
tive product. We knew from the EPA
and we understood what MTBE was,
the problems that were associated with
it; and the EPA has never labeled it as
a carcinogenic. It is still being utilized
today because it does a great job of
cleaning up smog.

So what we are attempting to do in
this bill is to make sure that we move
forward with the problem, provide
money, but let us move on with this
country in going straight to the clean-
up.

We support, I support what is in the
energy bill. I appreciate all of my col-
leagues voting in support of this, not
only the MTBE provision, but also the
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS).
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Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
raising this point of order. I believe
that it goes right to the heart of the
problem with the MTBE provisions in
this bill. They pass on huge costly
problems to other parties.

In this case, H.R. 6 would shift the
costs of cleaning up MTBE ground-
water contamination on to the towns,
the cities, and the water districts
around this country. In other words, it
would shift these cleanup costs from
the oil companies responsible for the
mess to our constituents, who have to
live with the mess.

Mr. Speaker, MTBE has caused dam-
age to the groundwater across our Na-
tion. It is found in 1,861 different water
systems, 29 different States, serving 45
million people. Cleanup costs are esti-
mated at around 29, maybe $30 billion.
I might point out to my colleagues
that there are about $2 billion in the
LUST fund, and it is to cover all kinds
of leakage, not just MTBE.

This is a huge problem, and it is not
going away. It is the fault of the MTBE
industry, and they should have to fix
it.

Mr. Speaker, the MTBE industry
says it was forced to put MTBE in gas-
oline by the Clean Air Act amendments
of 1990. There is no MTBE mandate in
that law. Even the chairman of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce
has acknowledged that.

Industry representatives have testi-
fied before Congress that MTBE has
been widely used since 1979. This is an
ARCO circular from around the 1980s
urging refiners to add MTBE. By the
time of the 1990 Clean Air amendments,
the industry had already added 120 mil-
lion barrels of MTBE to gasoline.

Even more damning are the docu-
ments unearthed in recent court cases
proving conclusively that the industry
knew as early as the 1980s about the
dangers MTBE posed to groundwater.
It still went on adding it to gasoline.
The special protection for MTBE man-
ufacturers is in this bill because they
are finally being taken to task for the
damages they knowingly caused.

Recent court cases regarding respon-
sibility for MTBE groundwater con-
tamination have come down on the side
of local water companies and cities.
These cases have forced manufacturers
to pay to clean up or replace MTBE-
contaminated water supplies. The most
celebrated has been the $60 million set-
tlement for south Lake Tahoe and the
nearly $400 million for Santa Monica.

In my district, the tiny little coastal
town of Cambria had one of its two
drinking water sources permanently
damaged by MTBE. After it sued,
Cambria was able to get Chevron to
pay a $9 million settlement to help the
town to build a desalinization plant;
but under this bill, the taxpayers of
Cambria, and of hundreds of towns,
large and small, across this country
would be forced to pay for the MTBE
cleanup on their own.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) is right

H2175

to raise this point of order. We should
support the point of order and take
this terrible provision out, which is
going to force our constituents to
shoulder the burden of cleanup on to
the constituents.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the
chairman of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, who is an expert on
this issue.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
of all the things to come on the floor of
the House of Representatives and claim
with a straight face that we should
have a debate about, claiming that
what is in the bill with regards to the
MTBE is an unfunded mandate, is one
of the biggest whoppers I can imagine,
with all due respect.

I want to read some of the language
of the bill, and I have to put my read-
ing classes on to do it.

We specifically authorize in the bill
additional funding, $50 million, to
avoid the creation of unfunded man-
dates. It is in the bill, a specific alloca-
tion of $50 million to avoid the creation
of unfunded mandates.

The Leaking Underground Storage
Trust fund has a balance right now of
$2 billion. The bill before us dedicates
some of that balance specifically to go
out and inspect existing underground
storage tanks, to enforce if those in-
spections find that there is a leak, and
to fund improvements in the operation
of these underground storage tank pro-
grams. It is in the bill. That is not an
unfunded mandate. If anything, it is a
specific allocation in the bill to enforce
the program that we have, to put addi-
tional funds into it and to make sure
that we prevent the problem. That is
funded. That is not unfunded.

Now, the real debate is not whether
it is an unfunded mandate or not. The
real debate is what we should do about
MTBE; and as my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), has
already pointed out, we can have a le-
gitimate policy debate about that. The
bill allows States that want to ban
MTBE to do it. That is not mandating
the States. That is telling the States,
you want to use MTBE in your gasoline
supply to get cleaner air, fine. You do
not want to use it, that is fine, too.

The bill also has a provision in it
that over the course of the next, I
think, 10 years, depending on some sci-
entific studies and various things,
there could be a point in time that we
have a Federal ban on MTBE. It may
not, it may, but it could happen.

People forget in the 1991 Clean Air
amendments we required an oxygen
amendment to make the gasoline burn
cleaner in nonattainment areas. There
were two ways to do that at the time:
use ethanol or use MTBE. There was
not a mandate to use MTBE, but there
was a requirement in nonattainment
areas you had to do something in terms
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of putting more oxygen in the gasoline
to make it burn cleaner. Most of the
market went to MTBE.

We then found out, and we knew be-
fore the fact actually, that if the gaso-
line that had MTBE leaked out into
the environment that the MTBE would
disassociate a little bit quicker be-
cause it was more missable, and it
would get into the water supply, or
water table, and it causes an odor. So
there have been a number of lawsuits.
The gentlewoman mentioned two of
them, in Lake Tahoe, one in California,
where there have been out-of-court set-
tlements for several millions of dollars
because of that odor. That did not es-
tablish that MTBE is a defective prod-
uct.

This bill does have a safe harbor, not
just for MTBE but also for ethanol,
that by definition of the product, the
chemical composition, that it is not de-
fective; but if you use it negligently,
you can be sued upon it. If the right
warnings are not with it, you can be
sued. There are all kinds of reasons.
You can sue and win, as has been
shown; but that does not mean that it
in and of itself is defective.
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Interestingly enough, in one of the
cases the gentlewoman from California
quoted, the amount of the settlement
was less than the legal fees that the
law firm representing the community
in California claimed. So that commu-
nity is now suing their law firm, saying
you ripped us off, you are asking for
more money to settle the suit than we
got to clean the water up.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, let me
respond to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), and
simply say this is an unfunded man-
date. The CBO says so. Here is the let-
ter we received yesterday, and it says
very clearly that this is an unfunded
mandate.

I know my colleagues all have great
confidence in the CBO. My colleague,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS), made the following statement
on CBO just a few months ago. He said,
the Congressional Budget Office is a

April 20, 2005

professional organization that assists
the United States Congress in knowing
in a nonpartisan way those impacts on
the laws that we pass.

Well, here it is in black and white.
CBO says this is an unfunded mandate,
and people need to understand that if
they do not vote for what we are saying
here today, they are supporting an un-
funded mandate.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, April 19, 2005.
Hon. DAVID DREIER,
Chairman, Committee on Rules, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Based on a prelimi-
nary review of H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act
of 2005, as introduced in the House of Rep-
resentatives on April 18, 2005, CBO estimates
that enacting this legislation would reduce
direct spending by $1.1 billion over the 2006—
2010 period and by $0.4 billion over the 2006—
2015 period. CBO and the Joint Committee on
Taxation estimate that the legislation would
reduce revenues by $4.0 billion over the 2006—
2010 period and by $7.9 billion over the 2006—
2015 period. The estimated direct spending
and revenue effects are summarized below. A
table with additional details is attached.

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars—

2005 2006 2007 2008

2009

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Estimted Budget Authority

0 221 509  —1,640

Estimated Outlays

0 196 424 —1,605

Estimated R

163 =212 =115 —1227

1707

211
221

—331
=311
—655

146
166
—673

139
139
—714

141 139 62
139 62

—761 —820 —865

1The JCT estimate assumes the bill will be enacted by July 1, 2005. CBO’s estimate assumes enactment near the end of fiscal year 2005.

Sources: CBO and Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT).

Implementing this legislation also would
affect spending subject to appropriation ac-
tion, but CBO has not completed an estimate
of the potential discretionary costs.

H.R. 6 contains numerous mandates as de-
fined in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
(UMRA) that would affect both intergovern-
mental and private-sector entities. Based on
our review of the bill, CBO expects that the
mandates (new requirements, limits on ex-
isting rights, and preemptions) contained in
the bill’s titles on motor fuels (title XV), nu-
clear energy (title VI), electricity (title XII)
and energy efficiency (title I) would have the
greatest impact on State and local govern-
ments and private-sector entities.

CBO estimates that the cost of complying
with intergovernmental mandates, in aggre-
gate, could be significant and likely would
exceed the threshold established in UMRA
($62 million in 2005, adjusted annually for in-
flation) at some point over the next five
years because we expect that future damage
awards for state and local governments
under the bill’s safe harbor provision (title
XI) would likely be reduced. As explained
below, that provision would shield the motor
fuels industry from liability under certain
conditions.

Section 1502 would shield manufacturers of
motor fuels and other persons from liability
for claims based on defective product relat-

federal requirements. The provision would
impose both an intergovernmental and pri-
vate-sector mandate as it would limit exist-
ing rights to seek compensation under cur-
rent law. (The provision would not affect
other causes of action such as nuisance or
negligence.)

Under current law, plaintiffs in existing
and future cases may stand to receive sig-
nificant amounts in damage awards, based,
at least in part, on claims of defective prod-
uct. Because section 1502 would apply to all
such claims filed on or after September 5,
2003, it would affect more than 100 existing
claims filed by local communities, states,
and some private companies against oil com-
panies. Individual judgments and settle-
ments for similar lawsuits over the past sev-
eral years have ranged from several million
dollars to well over $100 million. Based on
the size of damages already awarded and on
information from industry experts, CBO an-
ticipates that precluding existing and future
claims based on defective product would re-
duce the size of judgments in favor of state
and local governments over the next five
years. CBO estimates that those reductions
would exceed the threshold established in
UMRA in at least one of those years. Be-
cause significantly fewer such cases are
pending for private-sector claimants, CBO
does not have a sufficient basis for esti-

the bill would exceed the threshold estab-
lished in UMRA primarily for two reasons.
First, some of the requirements established
by the bill would hinge on future regulatory
action for which information is not avail-
able. Second, UMRA does not specify wheth-
er CBO should measure the cost of extending
a mandate relative to the mandate’s current
costs or assume that the mandate will expire
and measure the costs of the mandate’s ex-
tension as if the requirement were new. The
bill would extend the existing mandate that
requires licensees to pay fees to offset rough-
1y 90 percent of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission’s annual appropriation. Measures
against the costs that would be incurred if
current law remains in place, the cost to the
private sector of extending this mandate
would exceed the annual threshold estab-
lished in UMRA ($123 million in 2005, ad-
justed annually for inflation).

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contacts are Lisa Cash
Driskill, (for federal costs), who can be
reached at 226-2860, Theresa Gullo (for inter-
governmental mandates), who can be reached
at 225-3220, and Patrice Gordon (for private-
sector mandates), who can be reached at 226—
2940.

ing to motor vehicle fuel containing methyl mating expected reductions in damage Sincerely, DOUGLAS HOLTZ-EAKIN
tertiary butyl ether or renewable fuel. That awards for the private sector. - Di ’t
protection would be in effect as long as the CBO cannot determine whether the aggre- trector.
fuel is in compliance with other applicable gate cost of the private-sector mandates in Attachment.
ESTIMATED EFFECTS ON DIRECT SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR H.R. 6
By fiscal year, in millions of dollars—

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING
Title |—Energy Efficiency:

Estimated Budget Authority 0 0 300 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




April 20, 2005

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

H2177

ESTIMATED EFFECTS ON DIRECT SPENDING AND REVENUES FOR H.R. 6—Continued

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars—

2005 2006 2007 2008

2009

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Estimated Outlays

Title VI—Nuclear Matters:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

Title IX—Research and Development:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

Title XIl—Electricity:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

Title XVIIl—Geothermal Energy:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

Title XX—O0il and Gas:

Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays
Title XXI—Coal:

Estimated Budget Authority
Estimated Outlays

Title XXIl—Arctic National Wildlife Refuge:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

Total:
Estimated Budget Authority

0 0 255 215
0 64 0 0
0 64 0 0
0 50 50 50
0 25 50 50
0 50 100 50
0 50 60 70
0 2 2 2
0 2 2 2
0 54 56 57
0 54 56 57
0 1 1 1
0 1 1 1
0 0 0 —2000
0 0 0 —2,000
0 221 509 —1,640

Estimated Outlays

0 196 424 —1,605

Title XIl—Electricity

NET CHANGES IN REVENUES
0 38 38 38

Title XIll—Energy Tax Incentives !

163 =310 —-1213 —1.265 -

Total

163 =212 =115 —1227 -

30 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

50 50 50 50 50 50 50
50 50 50 50 50 50 50

100 50 50 50 50 50 50
80 70 70 50 50 50 50

oo

59 66 44 37 39 37 34
59 66 44 37 39 37 34

-1 =500 -1
-1 —500 -1

211
211

-1 =75

—75

139 62
139 62

—-331
=311

141

166 139 141

38 38 38 38 38 38 38
745 —693 =711 —752 —799 —858 —903
707 —655 —673 —714 —761 —820 —865

1The JCT estimates the bill will be enacted by July 1, 2005. CBO's estimates assume enactment near the end of fiscal year 2005.

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation and CBO.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. COSTA).

(Mr. COSTA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for raising this point of order.

When the current majority took over
the control of the Congress, one of
their first actions was to pass the Un-
funded Mandated Reform Act; and as a
State legislator, I applauded their ef-
forts because it was appropriate and
fitting. The bipartisan legislation pro-
vided a funding cap that Congress
could impose on States and local gov-
ernments.

Mr. Speaker, here, today, I believe
that we are breaking that commitment
to our local governments and to com-
munities if we pass this energy bill
without moving to strike the legisla-
tion to MTBE. Unless we impose a
spending cap, we are imposing too
great of a financial burden on local
government that is already hard
pressed throughout our country.

There is no doubt that the MTBES
pose a significant environmental
health threat to our communities. If
released into the water table, a small
portion of MTBEs can ruin a commu-
nity’s supply of drinking water. In ad-
dition, exposure to this has resulted, as
we know, in a number of cases of can-
cer, birth defects, and other illnesses.

Mr. Speaker, it is also evident that
the legislation, I believe, is a direct
violation of the Unfunded Mandated
Reform Act. The MTBE provisions pre-
sented in the energy bill would restrict
the existing rights of States and com-
munities to seek compensation under
the law. The same provisions would im-
pose larger financial costs of the clean-
up of those communities throughout
our country; and notwithstanding the
argument of a Member of $560 million,
that is but the tip of the iceberg.

Approximately half the Members of
our House have served in our State leg-
islatures. I was a past president of the
National Conference of State Legisla-
tures. I will enter into the RECORD at
the end of my statement their opinion,
in fact, that this is a violation of the
Unfunded Mandates Act that they, too,
supported in the mid-1990s when the
majority enacted this very important
piece of legislation.

For my own district, the 20th district
in California, we believe the costs
could exceed $150 million because of
the large number of sites that we have.
This bill eliminates my district’s abil-
ity to hold producers liable for the
problem and help them assist in clean-
ing up. On top of this, I believe that
this does little to deal with the
threats.

I urge that we support the point of
order of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF
STATE LEGISLATURES,
Re H.R. 6—Unfunded Mandates
April 20, 2005.
Hon. JOE BARTON,
Chairman, House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, Washington, DC.
Hon. DAVID DREIER,
Chairman House Rules Committee,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN DINGELL,
House Energy and Commerce Committee,
Washington, DC.
Hon. LOUISE SLAUGHTER,
House Rules Committee,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: The National Con-
ference of State Legislatures urges you to
support a point of order against H.R. 6 for its
inclusion of unfunded federal mandates that
would be imposed on state and local govern-
ments with the adoption of this legislation.
NCSL further urges you to strike those sec-
tions that include these unfunded mandates
that exceed the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act threshold as identified by the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s preliminary review of
H.R. 6, The Energy Policy Act of 2005.

During the 108th Congress, unfunded fed-
eral mandates exceeding $51 billion were im-
posed on state and local governments. The
House’s FY2006 Budget Resolution, H. Con.
Res. 95, would impose unfunded mandates of
over $30 billion in FY2006 alone if adopted by
a conference committee. The unfunded man-
dates proposed in H.R. 6 would serve to
worsen what already is an unacceptable situ-
ation.

Thank you for your consideration of our
concerns and we are hopeful you will vote
not to impose further unfunded mandates on
state and local governments.

Respectfully,
REPRESENTATIVE JOE HACKNEY,
North Carolina House of Representatives,
Chair, NCSL Standing Committees
SENATOR BEVERLY GARD,
Indiana State Senate, Vice Chair, NCSL
Standing Committees

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) has 1 minute remaining.
The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN) has 1% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Texas
has the right to close.

Mr. MCGOVERN. May I ask the gen-
tleman from Texas how many other
speakers he has.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, yes. 1
appreciate the gentleman asking. I will
be closing, so if the gentleman would
please proceed.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
my remaining time of 12 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me time, and I rise in strong
support of this point of order.

Simply saying in the legislation that
this is not an unfunded mandate does
not make the fact that it is not an un-
funded mandate. Failure to provide the
resources by which the directed activ-
ity is required under the law is what
makes it an unfunded mandate.

We have communities throughout
California that have had environ-
mental and economic havoc wreaked
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upon them from the use of MTBE, in
many instances, as the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. CAPPS) pointed
out, after the knowledge was available
and was continued to pursue the use of
this compound as an additive to the
fuels of our automobiles.

Those communities now are stuck
with the costs of either cleaning up
that drinking water supply, finding an
alternative source and dealing with it,
and they must do so. To suggest now
that we are going to provide a safe har-
bor, that we are going to restrict the
liability or prohibit the liability from
those who knew of the dangers of this
to our environment, to our drinking
water supplies, to our citizens, and on
the other hand, we are going to direct
communities to clean this up when, in
fact, the resources will not be available
to do that, they are not there at the
local level, and they are not forth-
coming from the United States.

MTBE is just another way in which
this Congress, this Republican leader-
ship, wants to corrupt the process by
which these communities can be made
whole. They want to corrupt the proc-
ess by which these companies can be
protected from the liability that they
assumed when they knowingly did
that. It is just a continued process of
corruption of the process of this Con-
gress that we cannot deal with this
straight up.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we have already heard
the chairman of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce tell us how this
trust fund, the LUST Trust Fund, has
$2 billion that has been set aside, that
is waiting for this issue, for cleanup of
MTBE. We heard very clearly that
some almost $1 billion more will be
added to the bill to make sure that we
address this issue.

MTBE is not a defective product.
MTBE does a very good job at what it
is supposed to do, and that is clean the
air.

Today and tomorrow this House will
be considering the energy bill. I think
it is time for us to move forward. I
urge each of my colleagues to vote
“‘yes,” that we will continue the debate
on the rule today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to section 426(b)3 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the
Chair will now put the question of con-
sideration.

The question is, Will the House now
consider House Resolution 219?

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes 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 9 of rule XX, this 15-

minute vote on consideration of House
Resolution 219 will be followed by two
b-minute votes; suspending the rules
and agreeing to House Concurrent Res-
olution 126, and suspending the rules
and agreeing to House Resolution 208.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays
193, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 112]

YEAS—231
Aderholt Gillmor Norwood
AKkin Gingrey Nunes
Alexander Gohmert Nussle
Bachus Gonzalez Ortiz
Baker Goode Osborne
Barrett (SC) Goodlatte Otter
Bartlett (MD) Granger Oxley
Barton (TX) Graves Paul
Bass Green (WI) Pearce
Bean Green, Gene Pence
Beauprez Gutknecht Peterson (PA)
Biggert, Hall Petri
Bilirakis Harris Pickering
Bishop (UT) Hart Pitts
Blackburn Hastings (WA) Platts
Blunt Hayes Poe
Boehlert Hayworth Pombo
Boehner Hefley Porter
Bonilla Hensarling Price (GA)
Bonner Herger Pryce (OH)
Bono Hinojosa Putnam
Boozman Hobson Radanovich
Boustany Hoekstra Ramstad
Bradley (NH) Hostettler Regula
Brady (TX) Hulshof Rehberg
Brown (SC) Hunter Reichert
Brown-Waite, Hyde s
Ginny Inglis (SC) gz%ls
Burgess Issa
Burton (IN) Istook gzggfsl %iL)
Buyer Jenkins Rogers (KY)
Calvert Jindal R 0" )
gers (MI)
Camp Johnson (CT) Rohrabacher
Cannon Johnson (IL) R N
os-Lehtinen
Cantor Johnson, Sam Royce
Capito Jones (NC) R
yan (WI)
Carter Keller KS)
Castle Kennedy (MN) Ryun (
: Saxton
Chabot King (IA) Schwarz (MI)
Chocola King (NY) ) )
Coble Kingston Sens_e nbrenner
Cole (OK) Kirk Sessions
Conaway Kline Shadegg
Cox Knollenberg Shaw
Crenshaw Kolbe Shays
Cubin LaHood Sherwood
Culberson Latham Shimkus
Cunningham LaTourette Shuster
Davis (KY) Leach Simmons
Davis, Jo Ann Lewis (CA) Simpson
Davis, Tom Lewis (KY) Sm}th (NJ)
Deal (GA) Linder Smith (TX)
DeLay LoBiondo Sodrel
Dent Lucas Souder
Diaz-Balart, M.  Lungren, Daniel ~ Stearns
Doolittle E. Sullivan
Drake Mack Tancredo
Dreier Manzullo Taylor (NC)
Duncan Marchant Terry
Ehlers McCaul (TX) Thomas
Emerson McCotter Thornberry
English (PA) McCrery Tiahrt
Everett McHenry Tiberi
Feeney McHugh Turner
Ferguson McKeon Upton
Fitzpatrick (PA) McMorris Walden (OR)
Flake Melancon Walsh
Foley Mica Wamp
Forbes Miller (FL) Weldon (FL)
Fortenberry Miller (MI) Weldon (PA)
Fossella Miller, Gary Weller
Franks (AZ) Moran (KS) Westmoreland
Frelinghuysen Murphy Whitfield
Gallegly Musgrave Wicker
Garrett (NJ) Myrick Wilson (NM)
Gerlach Neugebauer Wilson (SC)
Gibbons Ney Wolf
Gilchrest Northup Young (AK)
NAYS—193
Abercrombie Baca Becerra
Ackerman Baird Berkley
Allen Baldwin Berman
Andrews Barrow Berry
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Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carson
Chandler
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (TN)
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gordon
Green, Al
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hinchey
Holden

Case

DeGette
Diaz-Balart, L.
Foxx
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Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor

Payne

Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall

Rangel

Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Sabo

Salazar
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Sanders
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz (PA)
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sherman
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—10

Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kuhl (NY)
Portman

Sweeney
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY) (during the vote). Members are
advised 2 minutes remain in this vote.

0 1327

Messrs. PEARCE, SMITH of Texas,
ORTIZ, REYES and Ms. BEAN changed
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the question of consideration was

decided in the affirmative.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

Stated for:
Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 112

| was unavoidably detained. Had |

been

present, | would have voted “yea.”
Stated against:
Ms. BEAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 112,
| cast a vote of “yea” which should have been
“nay.” It is my wish to correct this matter for
the record. Had | been present, | would have

voted “no.”
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EXPRESSING CONDOLENCES OF
CONGRESS IN AFTERMATH OF
RECENT SCHOOL SHOOTING IN
RED LAKE, MINNESOTA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 126.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
KLINE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 126, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 0,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 113]
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RECOGNIZING THE UNIVERSITY OF
PITTSBURGH AND DR. JONAS
SALK ON THE FIFTIETH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE DISCOVERY OF
THE SALK POLIO VACCINE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FoLEY). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 208,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURPHY) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 208, as amended, on which the yeas
and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 0,
not voting 12, as follows:

YEAS—424

Abercrombie Clay Gerlach
Ackerman Cleaver Gibbons
Aderholt Clyburn Gilchrest
Akin Coble Gillmor
Alexander Cole (OK) Gingrey
Allen Conaway Gohmert
Andrews Conyers Gonzalez
Baca Cooper Goode
Baird Costa Goodlatte
Baker Costello Gordon
Baldwin Cox Granger
Barrett (SC) Cramer Graves
Barrow Crenshaw Green (WI)
Bartlett (MD) Crowley Green, Al
Barton (TX) Cubin Green, Gene
Bass Cuellar Grijalva
Bean Culberson Gutierrez
Beauprez Cummings Gutknecht
Becerra Cunningham Hall
Berkley Davis (AL) Harman
Berman Davis (CA) Harris
Berry Dayvis (FL) Hart
Biggert Davis (IL) Hastings (FL)
Bilirakis Davis (KY) Hastings (WA)
Bishop (GA) Davis (TN) Hayes
Bishop (NY) Davis, Jo Ann Hayworth
Bishop (UT) Davis, Tom Hefley
Blackburn Deal (GA) Hensarling
Blumenauer DeFazio Herger
Blunt Delahunt Herseth
Boehlert DeLauro Higgins
Boehner DeLay Hinchey
Bonilla Dent Hinojosa
Bonner Diaz-Balart, M. Hobson
Bono Dicks Hoekstra
Boozman Dingell Holden
Boren Doggett Holt
Boswell Doolittle Honda
Boucher Doyle Hooley
Boustany Drake Hostettler
Boyd Dreier Hoyer
Bradley (NH) Duncan Hulshof
Brady (PA) Edwards Hunter
Brady (TX) Ehlers Hyde
Brown (OH) Emanuel Inglis (SC)
Brown (SC) Emerson Inslee
Brown, Corrine Engel Israel
Brown-Waite, English (PA) Issa

Ginny Eshoo Istook
Burgess Etheridge Jackson (IL)
Burton (IN) Evans Jackson-Lee
Butterfield Everett (TX)
Buyer Farr Jefferson
Calvert Fattah Jenkins
Camp Feeney Jindal
Cannon Ferguson Johnson (CT)
Cantor Filner Johnson (IL)
Capito Fitzpatrick (PA) Johnson, E. B.
Capps Flake Johnson, Sam
Capuano Foley Jones (NC)
Cardin Forbes Jones (OH)
Cardoza Ford Kanjorski
Carnahan Fortenberry Kaptur
Carson Fossella Keller
Carter Frank (MA) Kennedy (MN)
Castle Franks (AZ) Kildee
Chabot Frelinghuysen Kilpatrick (MI)
Chandler Gallegly Kind
Chocola Garrett (NJ) King (IA)

King (NY) Nadler Scott (GA)
Kingston Napolitano Scott (VA)
Kirk Neal (MA) Sensenbrenner
Kline Neugebauer Serrano
Knollenberg Ney Shadegg
Kolbe Northup Shaw
Kucinich Norwood Shays
Kuhl (NY) Nunes Sherman
LaHood Nussle Sherwood
Langevin Oberstar Shimkus
Lantos Obey Shuster
Larsen (WA) Olver Simmons
Larson (CT) Ortiz Simpson
Latham Osborne
LaTourette Otter :ﬁe;g%%er
Leach 83121;3 Smith (NJ)
Levin Pallone gﬁizﬁ E%‘]}X)
Lewis (CA) Pascrell Snyder
Lewis (GA) Pastor Sodrel
Lewis (KY) Paul .
Linder Payne Solis
Lipinski Pearce Souder
LoBiondo Pelosi Spratt
Lofgren, Zoe Pence Stark
Lowey Peterson (MN) Stearns
Lucas Peterson (PA) Strickland
Lungren, Daniel  Petri Stupak

E. Pickering Sullivan
Lynch Pitts Tancredo
Mack Platts Tanner
Maloney Poe Tauscher
Manzullo Pombo Taylor (MS)
Marchant Pomeroy Taylor (NC)
Markey Porter Terry
Marshall Portman Thomas
Matheson Price (GA) Thompson (CA)
Matsui Price (NC) Thompson (MS)
McCarthy Pryce (OH) Thornberry
McCaul (TX) Putnam Tiahrt
McCollum (MN) Radanovich Tiberi
McCotter Rahall Tierney
McCrery Ramstad Towns
McDermott Rangel Turner
McGovern Regula Udall (CO)
McHenry Rehberg Udall (NM)
McHugh Relcl}ert Upton
McIntyre Renzi Van Hollen
McKeon Reyes Velazquez
McKinney Reynolds :
McMorris Rogers (AL) %1;{3;:;1{(561%)
McNulty Rogers (KY) Walsh
Meehan Rogers (MI) Wamp
Meek (FL) Rohrabacher Wasserman
Meeks (NY) Ros-Lehtinen Schultz
Melancon Ross Waters
Menendez Rothman Watson
Mica Roybal-Allard
Michaud Royce Watt
Millender- Ruppersberger Waxman

McDonald Rush Weiner
Miller (FL) Ryan (OH) Weldon (FL)
Miller (MI) Ryan (WI) Weldon (PA)
Miller (NC) Ryun (KS) Weller
Miller, Gary Sabo Westmoreland
Miller, George Salazar Wexler
Mollohan Sanchez, Linda ~ Whitfield
Moore (KS) T. Wicker
Moore (WI) Sanchez, Loretta Wilson (NM)
Moran (KS) Sanders Wilson (S0)
Moran (VA) Saxton Wolf
Murphy Schakowsky Woolsey
Murtha Schiff Wu
Musgrave Schwartz (PA) Wynn
Myrick Schwarz (MI) Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—10
Bachus Foxx Sweeney
Case Kelly Young (FL)
DeGette Kennedy (RI)
Diaz-Balart, L. Sessions
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall no. 113
| was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

[Roll No. 114]

YEAS—422

Abercrombie Chabot Fossella
Ackerman Chandler Foxx
Aderholt Chocola Frank (MA)
Akin Clay Franks (AZ)
Alexander Cleaver Frelinghuysen
Allen Clyburn Gallegly
Andrews Coble Garrett (NJ)
Baca Cole (OK) Gerlach
Baird Conaway Gibbons
Baker Conyers Gilchrest
Baldwin Cooper Gillmor
Barrett (SC) Costa Gingrey
Barrow Costello Gonzalez
Bartlett (MD) Cox Goode
Barton (TX) Cramer Goodlatte
Bass Crenshaw Gordon
Bean Crowley Granger
Beauprez Cubin Graves
Becerra Cuellar Green (WI)
Berkley Culberson Green, Al
Berman Cummings Green, Gene
Berry Cunningham Grijalva
Biggert Davis (AL) Gutierrez
Bilirakis Davis (CA) Gutknecht
Bishop (GA) Davis (FL) Hall
Bishop (NY) Davis (IL) Harman
Bishop (UT) Davis (KY) Harris
Blackburn Davis (TN) Hart
Blumenauer Davis, Jo Ann Hastings (FL)
Blunt Davis, Tom Hastings (WA)
Boehlert Deal (GA) Hayes
Boehner DeFazio Hayworth
Bonilla Delahunt Hefley
Bonner DeLauro Hensarling
Bono DeLay Herger
Boozman Dent Herseth
Boren Diaz-Balart, M. Higgins
Boswell Dicks Hinchey
Boucher Dingell Hinojosa
Boustany Doggett Hobson
Boyd Doolittle Hoekstra
Bradley (NH) Doyle Holden
Brady (PA) Drake Holt
Brady (TX) Dreier Honda
Brown (OH) Duncan Hooley
Brown (SC) Edwards Hostettler
Brown, Corrine Ehlers Hoyer
Brown-Waite, Emanuel Hulshof

Ginny Emerson Hunter
Burgess Engel Hyde
Burton (IN) English (PA) Inglis (SC)
Butterfield Eshoo Inslee
Buyer Etheridge Israel
Calvert Evans Issa
Camp Everett Istook
Cannon Farr Jackson (IL)
Cantor Fattah Jackson-Lee
Capito Feeney (TX)
Capps Ferguson Jefferson
Capuano Filner Jenkins
Cardin Fitzpatrick (PA) Jindal
Cardoza Flake Johnson (CT)
Carnahan Foley Johnson (IL)
Carson Forbes Johnson, E. B.
Carter Ford Johnson, Sam
Castle Fortenberry Jones (NC)
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Jones (OH) Moore (WI) Saxton
Kanjorski Moran (KS) Schakowsky
Kaptur Moran (VA) Schiff
Keller Murphy Schwartz (PA)
Kennedy (MN) Murtha Schwarz (MI)
Kildee Musgrave Scott (GA)
Kilpatrick (MI) Myrick Scott (VA)
Kind Nadler Sensenbrenner
King (IA) Napolitano Serrano
King (NY) Neal (MA) Sessions
Kingston Neugebauer Shadegg
Kirk Ney Shaw
Kline Northup Shays
Knollenberg Norwood Sherman
Kolbe Nunes Sherwood
Kucinich Nussle Shimkus
Kuhl (NY) Oberstar Shuster
LaHooq Obey Simmons
Langevin Olvgr Simpson
Lantos Ortiz Skelton
Larsen (WA) Osborne Slaughter
Larson (CT) Otter Smith (NJ)
Latham Owens Smith (TX)
LaTourette Oxley Smith (WA)
Leach Pallone Snyder
Lovin Pastor Sodrel

v a ;
Lewis (CA) Paul Solls
Lewis (GA) Payne S

X pratt

Lewis (KY) Pearce Stark
Linder Pelosi Stearns
Lipinski Pence Stupak
LoBiondo Peterson (MN) Sullivan
Lofgren, Zoe Peterson (PA) Tancredo
Lowey Petri Tanner
Lucas Pickering Tauscher
Lungren, Daniel  Pitts

E. Platts Taylor (MS)
Lynch Poe %glqlur O
Mack Pombo Thorflas
Maloney Pomeroy
Manzullo Porter Thompson (CA)
Marchant Portman Thompson (MS)
Markey Price (GA) Thornberry
Marshall Price (NC) Tiahrt
Matheson Pryce (OH) T}berl
Matsui Putnam Tierney
McCarthy Radanovich Towns
McCaul (TX) Rahall Turner
McCollum (MN) ~ Ramstad Udall (CO)
McCotter Rangel Udall (NM)
McCrery Regula Upton
McDermott Rehberg Van Hollen
McGovern Reichert Velazquez
McHenry Renzi Visclosky
McHugh Reyes Walden (OR)
McIntyre Reynolds Walsh
McKeon Rogers (AL) Wamp
McKinney Rogers (KY) Wasserman
McMorris Rogers (MI) Schultz
McNulty Rohrabacher Waters
Meehan Ros-Lehtinen Watson
Meek (FL) Ross Watt
Meeks (NY) Rothman Waxman
Melancon Roybal-Allard Weiner
Menendez Royce Weldon (FL)
Mica Ruppersberger Weldon (PA)
Michaud Rush Westmoreland
Millender- Ryan (OH) Wexler

McDonald Ryan (WI) Whitfield
Miller (FL) Ryun (KS) Wicker
Miller (MI) Sabo Wilson (NM)
Miller (NC) Salazar Wilson (SC)
Miller, Gary Sanchez, Linda Wolf
Miller, George T. Woolsey
Mollohan Sanchez, Loretta Wu
Moore (KS) Sanders Wynn

NOT VOTING—12
Bachus Gohmert Sweeney
Case Kelly Weller
DeGette Kennedy (RI) Young (AK)
Diaz-Balart, L. Strickland Young (FL)
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution, as amended, was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘‘Resolution
recognizing the University of Pitts-
burgh, Dr. Jonas Salk, the University
of Michigan, and Dr. Thomas Francis,
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Jr., on the fiftieth anniversary of the
discovery and the declaration that the
Salk polio vaccine was potent, vir-
tually eliminating the disease and its
harmful effects.””.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
114 | was inadvertently detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 6, ENERGY POLICY ACT
OF 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this rule being consid-
ered on the floor today is a very bal-
anced rule that makes in order 22
Democratic amendments, three bipar-
tisan amendments and five Republican
amendments. This means that of the 30
amendments that we will be consid-
ering here on the floor over the next 2
days, over 80 percent of them have been
substantially authored by a Democrat,
giving the minority party a fair and
public opportunity to come to the floor
and debate how their dissenting views
could improve this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this legislation which improves and
strengthens our country’s national en-
ergy policy. American prosperity and
American jobs rely upon energy that is
abundant, affordable and reliable. Hav-
ing access to save affordable energy is
fundamental to America’s success,
both as a Nation and to each and every
one of us as individual Americans and
certainly our families.

The safe and reliable energy avail-
able here in America has brought eco-
nomic growth, jobs, freedom, and the
highest quality of life in human his-
tory. This is why the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON), my good friend,
has invested so much of his commit-
tee’s time and effort in bringing a prod-
uct to the floor today that takes im-
portant steps to ensuring that secure
and reliable energy for our country is
made available.

The legislation that we consider here
on the floor today ensures that Amer-
ican producers can meet the demands
placed upon them by consumers while
also creating incentives to modernize
the way we find, develop, and produce
energy. The Energy Policy Act of 2005
will create jobs here in America as we
promote innovation, new conservation
requirements, and new domestic energy
sources. Reliable sources of energy also
will secure millions of existing jobs
over the decades, and producing more
domestic energy will mean Americans
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can worry less about whether the out-
comes of distant conflicts will mean
fewer jobs, less growth, and reduced op-
portunity.

Some of the most important accom-
plishments of this legislation include
improving our Nation’s electricity
transmission capacity and reliability;
promoting a cleaner environment by
encouraging new innovations and the
use of alternate power sources; pro-
moting clean coal technology; and pro-
viding incentives for renewable ener-
gies such as biomass, wind, solar, and
hydroelectricity; providing leadership
in energy conservation; clarifying the
Federal Government’s role in siting
liquified natural gas, known as LNG,
facilities; decreasing America’s dan-
gerous dependence on foreign oil; and
encouraging more nuclear and hydro-
power production.

The provisions in this legislation will
also create hundreds of thousands of
jobs due to the costs associated with
the current high energy prices. The
new jobs will be in all sectors, includ-
ing manufacturing, construction, agri-
culture, and technology.

Another important benefit of this
legislation is its crucial energy con-
servation and environmental protec-
tion measures that will improve the
quality of life for all Americans for
decades to come. Among other things
that the bill will do, it will make the
Federal Government a leading-edge
creator and consumer of energy-effi-
cient technologies; it will fund a state-
of-the-art project and program to get
hydrogen fuel-cell vehicles on the road
by 2020; it will improve regulation on
hydroelectric dams to allow for more
hydroelectric power generation while
preserving existing protections for the
environment; increasing funding for
the Department of Energy’s Clean Cit-
ies program; authorize two new Clean
School Bus programs; take critical
steps towards reducing greenhouse gas
emissions; and will bring much-needed
supplies of natural gas to the public by
allowing for more natural gas explo-

ration, transportation, and develop-
ment.
Further, it will increase America’s

use of solar energy; it will contain a re-
newable fuels requirement to add 5 bil-
lion gallons per year of ethanol and
other renewable-based fuel to the Na-
tion’s gasoline supply; it will provide
$1.8 billion for the Clean Coal Power
initiative; and it will increase funding
for the Department of Transportation
to continue its already very important
work on incorporating average fuel
economy standards.

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud of
these accomplishments that are being
made by this legislation and would like
to take this opportunity to commend
the hard work of many committee
chairmen who have toiled late into the
night, along with their staffs, for the
production of this bill, including the
gentleman from Texas (Chairman BAR-
TON), the gentleman from California
(Chairman PoMBO), the gentleman from
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California (Chairman THOMAS), and the
gentleman from New York (Chairman
Boehlert), and crafting this important
legislation on behalf of American fami-
lies and workers. I encourage all of my
colleagues to support this very impor-
tant not only fair rule but also the un-
derlying legislation.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SESSIONS) for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, last week the Repub-
lican leadership made a mockery of the
democratic process with the bank-
ruptcy bill by closing debate and not
even allowing one amendment to that
important bill. There was outrage
across the country. And today we are
considering the rule for another impor-
tant bill, the energy bill, and the Com-
mittee on Rules made in order 31
amendments this time. I can only hope
that the pressure to be fair is finally
getting to them.

But while this may seem to be a
small step in the right direction, it is a
far cry from where this House should
be. And once again a majority of
amendments were shut out from re-
ceiving a vote on the floor. Important
amendments on important issues like
global warming, a topic not even men-
tioned once in this bill, and MTBE li-
ability protection were denied a vote
by the heavy hand of the Committee on
Rules and the Republican leadership.
So we still have a long way to go before
democracy is restored in this House.

As for the underlying bill, we have
seen this movie before. Two years ago
the energy bill did nothing to help con-
sumers with high energy costs. It did
nothing to help the environment. It
hurt taxpayers. It was a lousy piece of
legislation. And it failed, rightly, to
reach the President’s desk.

It is déja vu all over again. It is a
new Congress. There is a new bill num-
ber and a new name for the bill. But let
us be clear. This bill is actually worse
than the bill the House considered in
the last Congress.

Mr. Speaker, once again I will vote
against this bill because it is nothing
more than a giveaway to the oil, gas,
and other energy industries at a time
when they do not need these give-
aways, because it will not lower energy
prices for consumers, because it does
not reduce our Nation’s dependency on
foreign oil, and because it harms the
environment.

Our Nation is facing a severe energy
crisis. Since January of 2001, the price
of crude oil has more than doubled,
reaching an all-time high just last
week of $568 per barrel. In just the last
7T weeks, gasoline prices have ballooned
to $2.28 per gallon nationwide. In my
home State of Massachusetts, gas
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prices have risen over 40 cents per gal-
lon in just 1 year. There the average
driver has been forced to bear the fi-
nancial burden of this dramatic in-
crease, paying an additional $330 each
year since 2000. That is a tax increase
courtesy of the Bush administration
and the Republican Congress.

And despite this reality, the bill we
are debating today does absolutely
nothing to address the rising price of
gas. Instead, it gives kickbacks in the
form of tax breaks and subsidies to oil
and gas companies, which will actually
increase the price of gas at the pump.
In all, the energy industry would re-
ceive $8 billion in tax breaks under this
bill despite their record-high profits.

President Bush is no friend of the en-
vironment, but at least he had the
sense to propose some exploration of
renewable energy sources. The Presi-
dent’s budget called for $6.7 billion in
tax breaks for energy with 72 percent
of these tax breaks going toward re-
newable sources of energy and energy
efficiency. But under this bill, only 6
percent of the $8 billion in tax breaks
goes for the renewable sources of en-
ergy and energy efficiency.

It seems impossible, but the House
Republicans have actually made the
President 1look 1like an environ-
mentalist. In a recent statement before
the American Society of Newspaper
Editors, President Bush said, “I will
tell you with $565 oil, we don’t need in-
centives to oil and gas companies to
explore. There are plenty of incentives.
What we need is to put a strategy in
place that will help this country over
time become less dependent.”’

If the President is really looking for
that sensible strategy, he will not find
it in this bill.

So if this bill does not help control
the price of gas at the pump, decrease
our dependence on foreign oil, or invest
in renewable sources of energy, what
does it do?

Unique to this year’s legislation is
section 320, language which would give
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission, FERC, sole authority to make
decisions regarding the construction,
expansion, and operation of liquefied
natural gas facilities, LNGs. Currently
both FERC and States play a role in
the siting and environmental review of
the proposed LNG facilities.

And the current process, Mr. Speak-
er, has not halted the construction of
new LNG facilities. So why is this pro-
vision in the bill? To date, neither the
House nor the Senate has held a single
hearing on this issue in supporting this
language. The LNG provision in this
bill directly undermines the ability of
State and local officials to ensure that
any new LNG facility is not sited in an
area where it could pose a danger to
the surrounding community.

On November 21, 2003, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security warned of
an increase risk of terrorist attacks,
noting of particular concern al Qaeda’s
continued interest in targeting liquid
natural gas, chemical, and other haz-
ardous materials facilities.
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In my district there is a proposal to
construct an LNG storage tank in Fall
River. If approved, the actual site
would be just 1,200 feet from homes and
over 9,000 people live within a 1-mile
radius of the tank. The tankers that
would deliver the LNG would have to
pass under two bridges in Rhode Island
and two bridges in Massachusetts. I
could not think of a worse location for
these tankers if I tried. So if this site
were approved, thousands of American
citizens would be in danger from an ex-
plosion or a spill.

To their credit, like many other
State and local communities, the resi-
dents of Fall River, led by Mayor Ed
Lambert, have been on the frontlines
fighting against this LNG facility.
They have instead pushed for more re-
mote siting, in areas less densely popu-
lated. But if this bill passes, cities like
Fall River would have little ability to
block or influence the siting of future
LNG facilities.

So I am pleased that the rule makes
in order the Castle-Markey amend-
ment, which would strike section 320
from the bill; and I urge my colleagues
to join me in voting for this amend-
ment. And, Mr. Speaker, I insert into
the RECORD a letter of opposition to
section 320 from Mayor Ed Lambert
from Fall River this morning.

CITY OF FALL RIVER,
Fall River, MA, April 20, 2005.

DEAR MEMBERS OF CONGRESS: I am writing
to express my concerns with language con-
tained within the current draft of the energy
bill. As the Mayor of a community involved
in this debate over LNG import terminal
siting, I am concerned that language cur-
rently contained within this draft of the en-
ergy bill would severely minimize or take
away the right of local and state govern-
ments to participate in the process of siting
LNG import terminals.

It appears to me that this bill would seek
to give FERC overreaching authority when
it comes to siting LNG import terminals. I
find it ironic that those who normally argue
for states’ rights would want to give the fed-
eral government such broad and sweeping
powers. Further, I am not convinced that we
are currently engaged in a process that
would appropriately balance energy interests
with homeland security concerns. Mark
Prescott, Chief of the Coast Guard’s Deep-
water Ports Standards Division was recently
quoted in an April 3, 2005 Newsday article as
saying, ‘‘Is it easier to protect an offshore fa-
cility? Probably not, but the consequences of
something happening there are far less than
the consequences of something happening in
a ship channel in the middle of a city.” If the
Coast Guard recognizes that LNG import ter-
minals, if placed in offshore or remote set-
tings would pose less of a risk to the public
in the event of an incident, then why doesn’t
the rest of our government? In this same ar-
ticle the Coast Guard also spoke to the issue
of security for LNG tankers in offshore or re-
mote settings vs. an onshore setting. The
costs for bringing LNG tankers into heavily
populated areas are extremely high and very
burdensome for the governmental entities
that must not only pick up the costs but also
the increased responsibilities. I believe that
these issues, security and putting additional
burdens on our already overtaxed Coast
Guard and Department of Homeland Secu-
rity as well as associated costs are all very
important matters to consider. The goal of



H2182

this bill as it is currently worded appears to
be to place private energy interests above all
else.

In conclusion, I vehemently oppose, and
believe that other local and state officials
around the country involved with this LNG
import terminal siting debate would also op-
pose, any attempts to remove or abridge a
state or local community’s right to be in-
volved with any and all review processes
that pertain to LNG import terminals. The
goal of the federal government should be to
listen to what state and local governments
have to say and to use that input to set good
national policy when it comes to siting these
terminals. Anything less than that is a dere-
liction of duty.

Thank you for your time and consider-
ation.

Very truly yours,
EDWARD M. LAMBERT, JR.,
Mayor.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard about
the MTBE provision in this bill. I will
not go into detail about that again, but
let me say that the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS) brought for-
ward a very thoughtful amendment re-
garding MTBE. This is a very real
problem in many communities across
the country, and the Republican lead-
ership should have at least had the
guts to allow an up-or-down vote on
the Capps amendment. I can only as-
sume that the leadership is once again
protecting their corporate friends from
a vote that they know they would lose.

Finally, this legislation would open
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
one of our Nation’s few remaining envi-
ronmental treasures, to oil and drill-
ing. For years the oil industry has tar-
geted this coastal plain; and under the
guise of national security, they have
argued that without access to oil in the
Arctic, we will continue to be depend-
ent upon foreign oil. Though it is cer-
tainly a good soundbite, the reality is
that even under the most optimistic
scenarios, oil from the refuge would
meet a tiny fraction of this country’s
needs.

So let us be clear. Big Oil’s priorities
go beyond ANWR. Opening ANWR to
drilling sets a precedent for the open-
ing of other protected areas in the fu-
ture. So to my friends in California and
Florida, they should know one thing:
they are probably next.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot say it more
simply than this: the Energy Policy
Act is a bad bill, and it must be de-
feated. This bill will destroy the envi-
ronment, reward special interests at
the expense of consumers and tax-
payers, and limit States’ rights.

We have a once-in-a-lifetime oppor-
tunity to reduce and eliminate our de-
pendency on foreign oil. We have an op-
portunity to develop wind and fuel-cell
technology. We have an opportunity to
reduce the amount of greenhouse gases
and combat global warming. This bill
squanders those opportunities.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This bill is pro-consumer. This en-
ergy bill is pro-growth for our economy
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in this country. And the Republican
majority owes a great deal of the
strength and ability of this strong bill
to a strong leader that we have, and at
this time I would like to yield time to
that gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from San Dimas, California
(Mr. DREIER), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time, and I appre-
ciate his managing this rule.

Mr. Speaker, gasoline prices, gaso-
line prices, gasoline prices. That is
what my constituents are talking to
me about. And they do not need to talk
to me about it. All I need to do is go
and try to fill my car up myself, which
I do, and I will tell the Members that it
is very clear that those prices have
continued to increase.
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They are increasing, in large part,
because of global demand and the fact
that we have to do everything that we
possibly can to ensure that we move in
the direction of alternative sources of
energy and making sure that we have
access to obtain domestic energy self-
sufficiency.

We have a rule here which is a very
fair and balanced rule. I wish we could
have made a lot more amendments in
order, but we made 30 amendments in
order on this measure. In the 107th
Congress, we made 16 amendments in
order; in the 108th Congress, 22 amend-
ments made in order; and now, in the
109th Congress, 30 amendments made in
order.

Twenty-two of those 30 amendments
were offered by Democrats. Three of
those 30 amendments made in order are
bipartisan amendments, Democrats
and Republicans joining together to
offer amendments, and five of those 30
amendments are offered by Repub-
licans. I believe that we are going to
allow for the debate to take place on a
wide range of issues.

I want to congratulate all of my col-
leagues and committee chairmen who
have worked on this. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS),
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT), and my good friend, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
PoMBO), who is here in the Chamber.

Lots of people have worked to fash-
ion this very, very important piece of
legislation. It has been in the works for
6 years. We have been this close, this
close to making it happen in the past,
Mr. Speaker, and unfortunately, the
fact that we have not been able to
make it happen in the past has played
a role in increasing the cost of gaso-
line, has played a role in ensuring that
we have not been able to pursue alter-
native sources of energy, has played a
role in making us more dependent on
foreign sources of oil.

So, Mr. Speaker, I will say that I be-
lieve that we now are on the verge of
what will be another great bipartisan
victory in this Congress.
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I am very proud that Democrats and
Republicans have come together in
large numbers on both sides to pass
bankruptcy reform legislation, class
action reform legislation, our Con-
tinuity of Congress bill, permanent re-
peal of the death tax, and passage of
the REAL 1.D. Border Security Act. All
of these measures have passed with be-
tween 42 and 122 Democrats joining
with Republicans to make sure they
pass.

Tomorrow, we are going to pass out
this measure, again with strong, bipar-
tisan support, ensuring that we work
together to get the work of the Amer-
ican people done.

Support this rule and support the
passage of this very important legisla-
tion.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2% minutes to the distinguished minor-
ity whip, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I heard the
previous speaker’s comment. This is
not a bipartisan bill. That does not
mean that some Democrats will not
vote for it, but none of the ranking
members were involved in this policy,
and they are not voting for it.

Mr. Speaker, the United States of
America needs an energy strategy that
not only reduces our Nation’s depend-
ence on foreign sources of oil, but also
strengthens our national security.

As a bipartisan group of 26 national
security officials, including Robert
McFarlane, President Reagan’s Na-
tional Security Adviser, and Jim Wool-
sey, President Clinton’s CIA Director,
recently stated in a letter to President
Bush: ““It should be a top national se-
curity priority of the United States to
significantly reduce its consumption of
foreign oil. The United States’ depend-
ence on imported petroleum poses a
risk to our homeland security and to
our economic well-being.”

Yet, Mr. Speaker, this Republican en-
ergy bill does virtually nothing to re-
duce our dependence on petroleum
products. In fact, at a time of record
profits for the oil and gas industries,
these traditional energy producers
stand to reap 93 percent of the tax in-
centives in this bill, or $7.5 billion.

Do we know who said they did not
need it? The President of the United
States, George W. Bush said that just a
day ago.

Renewable energy and conservation
receive only 7 percent of the resources
allotted in this bill. This bill is simply
a rehash of the same policies and in-
centives that have made us more, not
less, energy dependent.

It would provide more than $22 bil-
lion to the oil and gas and other energy
industries in tax breaks, direct spend-
ing, and authorizations. Does anybody
who is paying $2.50 or $3 at the pump
think that the energy companies are
hurting for dollars? I think not.

It would shift the costs of MTBE
cleanup from manufacturers to the
American taxpayers. I think most
Americans do not think that is a good



April 20, 2005

policy. Furthermore, the problem with
it is, that is why we do not have an en-
ergy bill, because the majority leader
demanded of the Senate that that be in
there, and the Senate would not take
it.

It would weaken the Clean Air Act
and, unbelievably, this Republican bill
would actually increase gas prices by 3
cents per gallon, according to the Bush
administration’s own Energy Depart-
ment. Apparently, this Republican ma-
jority believes you need to pay more
for gasoline.

There is a reason that this energy
bill is going nowhere fast. It is bad pol-
icy, and it fails to address the energy
needs of this great Nation. I urge my
colleagues to oppose it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN).

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, this
is interesting, hearing our colleagues
talk about this bill. I think that people
and many of our colleagues know that
this bill has been born out over 4 years
of hard work, hundreds of hearings,
hundreds of hours of testimony. It is a
balanced bill. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
believe it is one that bridges the needs
that we have today with where we need
to be in the future as we look to renew-
able energy sources and alternative
sources.

One of the things that the chairman
mentioned a few moments ago is bipar-
tisan support that we have had on some
of our initiatives, and certainly we feel
like we will see this on the energy bill.
We saw it in committee, and I would
commend the gentleman from Texas
(Chairman BARTON) for the wonderful
work he did on the bill in committee.

Over the past few weeks, we had 122
Democrats that voted with us on the
continuity of government bill, 50
Democrats voted with us on class ac-
tion, 73 Democrats voted with us on
bankruptcy reform, and 42 supported us
on repeal of the death tax, and our
REAL I.D. Act. I hope this is a sign of
things to come, that there will be bi-
partisan cooperation as we look to this
energy bill, because it is a fair bill. It
is a fair rule that addresses this bill.

Mr. Speaker, supporting this rule and
supporting this bill is good for small
business. It is great for American small
business, for Main Street, for jobs cre-
ation. We have an economy that has
created nearly 2 million jobs in the
past couple of years, 3 million jobs in
the past couple of years. We are excited
about what is happening with the
growth of the economy. We know that
this bill is going to do good work in
continuing to support Main Street,
support our small business community,
support our small business manufac-
turers, and will address some of the
concerns they have about energy pol-
icy, oil policy, electrical policy and
how it affects the business that they
carry forth every day.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to support the rule and to sup-
port the bill.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER), the ranking Democrat of the
House Committee on Rules.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate that we are debating a rule,
for a change, that provides Members of
the House a chance to offer their ideas
about how we can improve the coun-
try’s energy policies. We had almost 90
amendments submitted to the Com-
mittee on Rules and we were granted 30
of them. I think we can still do better
than that, but it sure is better than
last week’s closed rule on the bank-
ruptcy bill. In fact, this rule even
makes an amendment in order that I
offered. I think it is the first one I have
gotten in about 9 years, and I do want
to tell my colleagues that I am happy
to have it, because it will save the gov-
ernment a lot of money.

I urge my colleagues to closely fol-
low the debate we are having on this
bill today and tomorrow because, in its
current form, I believe it has the wrong
priorities. At a time when o0il compa-
nies are enjoying record profits, the
bill gives billions of dollars in new sub-
sidies. It gives 94 percent of its benefits
to the oil and gas industry, and only 6
percent to conservation and renewable
energy efforts, which are the areas that
really make the country energy inde-
pendent.

This brand of taxpayer-funded cor-
porate welfare is so off the mark that
even President Bush, a former energy
executive himself, recently stated that
oil companies have all the incentives
they need to keep on drilling in the
form of $50 a barrel crude.

Americans already are shelling out
their hard-earned cash for the most ex-
pensive gasoline in our history. We
should not ask them to give out even
more in the form of corporate give-
aways for the oil companies.

One of the things we will hear today
and that we have been hearing for
years now is that the way to reduce our
use of foreign oil is to drill in the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska.
We hear claims that in a few years,
ANWR will be producing 10 billion bar-
rels a day and all of our problems will
be solved. Well, Mr. Speaker, the gov-
ernor of Alaska says he does not know
if there is any oil in there at all.

Now, I know we have debated this
issue before, but take another look at
it, because recent press reports expose
the ANWR drilling issue for the polit-
ical Trojan horse that it is. The New
York Times reported in February, and
I will submit this for the RECORD, that
the oil companies do not think there is
much, or any, marketable oil in the
Arctic Refuge.

Back in the 1980s, they drilled a cou-
ple of test holes in ANWR, and they
certainly were not very excited about
what they found, because even though
they have held the results close to
their chests, two of the companies that
drilled those holes have pulled out of
going to ANWR. In fact, they are say-
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ing that that is of no use to them. Over
the past several years, Chevron Texaco,
British Petroleum, and ConocoPhilips
have all withdrawn from the group
that lobbies for drilling in ANWR.

So if the major oil companies, the
people who are the experts in the field,
the folks we depend on to do the drill-
ing, if they do not think there is oil
there, then why are we doing it? Be-
cause it is a Trojan horse. They claim
if they do not have the right to drill in
ANWR, they will not have any right to
drill where the oil really is, and that is
off the coast of Florida, off the coast of
California, and in the Gulf of Mexico,
which is where they really want to go.

So pay close attention here because
if this passes, the next oil exploration
may be in your backyard.

The material previously referred to
follows:

[From the New York Times, Feb. 21, 2005]
BIG OIL STEPS ASIDE IN BATTLE OVER ARCTIC
(By Jeff Gerth)

WASHINGTON, Feb. 20—George W. Bush first
proposed drilling for oil in a small part of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in Alas-
ka in 2000, after oil industry experts helped
his presidential campaign develop an energy
plan. Five years later, he is pushing the pro-
posal again, saying the nation urgently
needs to increase domestic production.

But if Mr. Bush’s drilling plan passes in
Congress after what is expected to be a fierce
fight, it may prove to be a triumph of poli-
tics over geology.

Once allied, the administration and the oil
industry are now far apart on the issue. The
major oil companies are largely uninterested
in drilling in the refuge, skeptical about the
potential there. Even the plan’s most opti-
mistic backers agree that any oil from the
refuge would meet only a tiny fraction of
America’s needs.

While Democrats have repeatedly blocked
the drilling plan, many legislators believe it
has its best chance of passage this year, be-
cause of a Republican-led White House and
Congress and tighter energy supplies.
Though the oil industry is on the sidelines,
the president still has plenty of allies. The
Alaska Congressional delegation is eager for
the revenue and jobs drilling could provide.
Other legislators favor exploring the refuge
because more promising prospects, like drill-
ing off the coasts of Florida or California,
are not politically palatable. And many Re-
publicans hope to claim opening the refuge
to exploration as a victory in the long-run-
ning conflict between development interests
and environmentalists.

The refuge is a symbol of that larger de-
bate, said Senator Lisa Murkowski, an Alas-
ka Republican who is a major supporter of
drilling. Opponents agree. ‘“‘This is the No. 1
environmental battle of the decade,” said
Representative Edward J. Markey, Democrat
of Massachusetts.

Whether that battle will be worthwhile,
though, is not clear. Neither advocates nor
critics can answer a crucial question: how
much oil lies beneath the wilderness where
the administration wants to permit drilling?

Advocates cite a 1998 government study
that estimated the part of the refuge pro-
posed for drilling might hold 10 billion bar-
rels of oil. But only one test well has been
drilled, in the 1980’s, and its results are one
of the industry’s most closely guarded se-
crets.

A Bush adviser says the major oil compa-
nies have a dimmer view of the refuge’s pros-
pects than the administration does. “If the
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government gave them the leases for free
they wouldn’t take them,” said the adviser,
who would speak only anonymously because
of his position. ‘“No oil company really cares
about ANWR,”’ the adviser said, using an ac-
ronym for the refuge, pronounced ‘‘an-war.”

Wayne Kelley, who worked in Alaska as a
petroleum engineer for Halliburton, the oil
services corporation, and is now managing
director of RSK, an oil consulting company,
said the refuge’s potential could ‘“‘only be de-
termined by drilling.”

‘“The enthusiasm of government officials
about ANWR exceeds that of industry be-
cause oil companies are driven by market
forces, investing resources in direct propor-
tion to the economic potential, and the evi-
dence so far about ANWR is not promising,”’
Mr. Kelley said.

The project has long been on Mr. Bush’s
agenda. When he formulated a national en-
ergy policy during the 2000 campaign he
turned to the oil industry for help. Heading
the effort was Hunter Hunt, a top executive
of the Hunt Oil Company, based in Dallas.

The Bush energy advisers endorsed opening
a small part—Iless than 10 percent of the 19-
million-acre refuge—to oil exploration, an
idea first proposed more than two decades
ago. The refuge, their report stated, ‘‘could
eventually produce more than the amount of
oil the United States now imports from
Iraq.”

The plan criticized President Bill Clinton’s
energy policies, both in the Middle East,
where most of the world’s oil lies, and in the
United States. In 1995 Mr. Clinton vetoed leg-
islation that authorized leasing in the Alas-
ka refuge. An earlier opportunity to open it
collapsed after oil spilled into Alaskan wa-
ters in 1989 from the Exxon Valdez. Subse-
quent efforts, including one in Mr. Bush’s
first term, also failed.

Mr. Hunt, through an aide, declined an
interview request. Others who advised Mr.
Bush on his energy plan said including the
refuge was seen as a political maneuver to
open the door to more geologically prom-
ising prospects off the coasts of California
and Florida. Those areas, where tests have
found oil, have been blocked for years by fed-
eral moratoriums because of political and
environmental concerns.

“If you can’t do ANWR,” said Matthew R.
Simmons, a Houston investment banker for
the energy industry and a Bush adviser in
2000, ‘“‘you’ll never be able to drill in the
promising areas.”’

Shortly after assuming office, Mr. Bush
asked Vice President Dick Cheney to lead an
examination of energy policy. A May 2001 re-
port by a task force Mr. Cheney assembled
echoed many of Mr. Bush’s campaign prom-
ises, including opening up part of the refuge.
The report called for further study of the
Gulf of Mexico and other areas. The next
year, Mr. Bush said ‘‘our national security
makes it urgent’’ to explore the refuge.

By then, the industry was moving in the
opposite direction. In 2002 BP withdrew fi-
nancial support from Arctic Power, a lob-
bying group financed by the state of Alaska,
after an earlier withdrawal by Chevron Tex-
aco. BP, long active in Alaska, later moved
its team of executives to Houston from Alas-
ka, a company executive said.

“We’re leaving this to the American public
to sort out,” said Ronnie Chappell, a BP
spokesman, of the refuge. About a year ago,
ConocoPhillips also stopped its financial
support for Arctic Power, said Kristi A.
DesdJarlais, a company spokeswoman.

Ms. DesJarlais said her company had a
‘“‘conceptual interest’” in the refuge but ‘‘a
more immediate interest in opportunities
elsewhere.”

Other companies have taken similar posi-
tions. George L. Kirkland, an executive vice
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president of Chevron Texaco, said a still-
banned section in the Gulf of Mexico, where
the company has already drilled, was of more
immediate interest. ExxonMobil also has
shown little public enthusiasm for the ref-
uge. Lee R. Raymond, the chairman and
chief executive, said in an television inter-
view last December, ‘I don’t know if there is
anything in ANWR or not.”

For the Interior Department, however, the
refuge is the best land-based opportunity to
find new oil. Any lease revenues, estimated
by the department to be $2.4 billion in 2007,
would be split between the federal and state
governments. Advocates say oil production
could reach one million barrels per day. In a
decade from now, when the site might be
fully developed, that would be about 4 per-
cent of American consumption, according to
federal forecasts.

David L. Bernhardt, deputy chief of staff to
the secretary of the interior, cited a 1998
study by the United States Geological Sur-
vey estimating that the refuge might hold
10.4 billion barrels of recoverable oil. (The
estimate for offshore oil is 76 billion barrels.)

But that study has significant weaknesses,
which Mr. Bernhardt acknowledged. Its esti-
mates are of ‘‘petroleum resources’’—poten-
tial oil deposits—instead of ‘‘petroleum re-
serves,’”” which refers to oil that has been dis-
covered.

Ken Bird, a geological survey official who
worked on the study, said the federal geolo-
gists did not have access to test data from
the only exploratory well drilled on the ref-
uge, by Chevron Texaco and BP in the 1980’s.
An official with one of the companies, speak-
ing anonymously because of the confiden-
tiality of the test, said that if the results
had been encouraging the company would be
more engaged in the political effort to open
the refuge.

There has not been much discussion about
the refuge between the companies and the
Bush administration, according to industry
and government officials.

“I don’t think I've talked to the oil indus-
try over the last several years about the eco-
nomic potential of ANWR,” Mr. Bernhardt
said.

The relationship between the administra-
tion and the oil industry has been a
flashpoint for critics of Mr. Bush. Demo-
crats, upset that Mr. Cheney refused to dis-
close information about his task force meet-
ings with industry executives, see a cozy al-
liance.

Their concerns are heightened because of
the former ties between the industry and Mr.
Bush and Mr. Cheney and the administra-
tion’s stance on issues like climate change.
The president once headed a small explo-
ration company, and Mr. Cheney previously
was chief executive of Halliburton.

‘“Big 0il,” Senator John Kerry said in last
year’s presidential campaign, now calls ‘‘the
White House their home.”

Some industry executives say their views
are more aligned with those of Republicans
on a broad range of issues including regula-
tion, the environment and energy supply,
and they were heartened by the initial pro-
nouncements of the Bush administration.
But some say they feel let down by Mr.
Bush’s inability to lift bans on oil explo-
ration.

“When this administration came in, the
president and the vice president recognized
there was a problem of energy supply and de-
mand,” said Tom Fry, the executive director
of the National Offshore Industries Associa-
tion. But Mr. Cheney’s task force, Mr. Fry
said, talked only about offshore drilling as
something to be studied. ‘“They never say
they will 1lift the moratoria,” he said.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. TERRY).
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Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and the bill.

This legislation is perhaps the most
important bill we will deal with in this
session. The lack of a comprehensive
energy plan is hurting our families and
our economy. Global energy demand is
soaring, America’s natural resources
are finite and flat, rising energy im-
ports are driving record trade deficits
as runaway energy costs drag down the
U.S. economy. Unless we implement a
long-term, comprehensive energy plan,
Americans will pay even more to heat
their homes, drive their cars to work,
and feed their families and provide
other essentials for our loved ones.

For the Members of this Chamber,
this bill is our opportunity to ensure a
better future. The Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, along with other
committees of jurisdiction, have pro-
duced an energy bill that recognizes to-
day’s needs while preparing for the fu-
ture.

To meet today’s energy needs, this
legislation does several things. It ex-
pands the Nation’s natural gas supply,
primarily by clarifying the Federal
Government’s role in LNG facilities. It
increases our supplies of gasoline and
diesel by adding new refineries, lim-
iting the number of specialty blends,
and establishing a b5-billion-gallon re-
newable fuel standard.

This energy bill adds diversity to our
energy portfolio by encouraging more
nuclear power, clean coal, and renew-
able energies. It doubles our efforts in
energy conservation and efficiency, it
reduces America’s dangerous depend-
ence on foreign oil, and improves our
Nation’s electrical transmissions.

But this energy bill looks beyond the
horizon as well. By boosting the use of
hydrogen fuel cells, microturbines, and
other forms of new energy tech-
nologies, we can begin preparing to
meet the energy demands of tomorrow.
I was proud to work with my colleague
from across the aisle, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. DOYLE) to dou-
ble the authorized funding for this
year’s hydrogen title. It is just one of
many forward-thinking provisions in
this legislation.

The energy sector represents a $650
billion piece of the American economy.
It is the engine that powers other sec-
tors of the U.S. economy, and I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on the
rule and the bill.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MATSUI), our distin-
guished new Member of the Committee
on Rules.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding me this time.

I rise in opposition to this rule and to
the underlying bill. The Republican
majority has brought to the Floor a
bill that subsidizes the past at the ex-
pense of the future, and we should not
vote for it.

I am particularly troubled about the
amnesty this bill gives to MTBE pol-
luters and the effect it has on my home
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State of California. In 1990, the oil in-
dustry began adding MTBE to gasoline
in order to make it burn cleaner. The
industry knew that MTBE was a harsh
groundwater pollutant and had safe al-
ternatives at its fingertips.
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But the industry used MTBE anyway.
25 years later, over 18,000 water sys-
tems in 29 States are infected with
MTBE, including three wells in my
home district of Sacramento.

Making our drinking water clean will
cost an estimated $29 billion nation-
wide. I think polluters should pay that
bill. Our cities and towns agree. Not
surprisingly, however, the Texas-based
MTBE manufacturers think they de-
serve a bailout. So they went to their
friends in Washington, and the Repub-
lican majority gave them a blanket
amnesty for cleaning up their pollu-
tion. It is unbelievable and our con-
stituents should be horrified.

Mr. Speaker, we should be investing
in renewables and conservation. We
should be strengthening our natural se-
curity by reducing our dependence on
foreign oil. We should be doing a lot of
things today. Protecting guilty pol-
luters is not one of them.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
rule and the underlying bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. SULLIVAN).

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, we
need an energy policy desperately in
this country. We needed it 30 years ago.
This is an excellent bill. It addresses
the energy policy in a very comprehen-
sive way. It addresses oil and gas. It
addresses conservation which people
over here say it does not, and it does;
environmental issues, electrical, hy-
dropower, everything is addressed, nu-
clear. It is a very comprehensive bill.

And we need this for many perspec-
tives, but most importantly passing
this very important bill is important
for National security issues as well as
jobs and economic development.

You know, people talk about high gas
prices in this country, and people go
back to their districts and say that gas
is high. Well, one way we can reduce
the cost of gasoline for everyone in this
country is we expand refining capacity
in this country. And we address this in
this bill.

Right now our refineries are oper-
ating at almost maximum capacity.
Like our chairman said in the com-
mittee, if we added five new refineries
today in America, it still would not ad-
dress the demand that we have. In
many instances when we do get oil and
gas drilled here domestically, some-
times we have to send that oil to an-
other country to refine it, and we buy
it back at a higher value.

That is what third world countries
do, and we need to stop that. It is very
important that we address the ANWR
situation, and open ANWR. And a lot of
the environmentalists will say, we can-
not do that, it might hurt some species
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of some animal or insect. But we need
to think of the human species from
time to time. If we open ANWR, if you
put it in perspective, if it was the size
of the OU football field, the area that
we are talking about drilling in would
be the size of a postage stamp on that
football field.

And the beauty of it is, we can
produce oil, experts say, at least 2 mil-
lion barrels a day out of ANWR, and
that is exactly what we were importing
from Saddam Hussein in Iraq before all
of this 9/11 happened.

It is asinine that we rely so much on
foreign oil, especially in areas around
the world that we have carpet-bombed.
It is ridiculous. So we need to spur do-
mestic production, support this very
important comprehensive energy bill
that is for jobs and economic develop-
ment, as well as a National security
issue for this country. I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
24 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the dean of
the House and the ranking Democrat
on the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee.

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN) for yielding me this
time. This is a bad bill. It is a bad rule,
unfair; and the procedure is unfair and
bad.

The rule does not allow an amend-
ment that I submitted with the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT)
and the gentleman from New Mexico
(Mr. UpALL), which related to the out-
rageous hydroelectric relicensing pro-
visions in the bill; nor does it allow an
amendment by the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS) to strike the
unjustified and unjustifiable gifts to
the producers of MTBE.

And last of all, it denies the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)
the right to offer an amendment to
stop natural gas and oil companies
from drilling in the Great Lakes. I
tried to fix the hydroelectric section of
this bill, which creates new rights and
procedures for the licensing of dams
that generate electricity from our riv-
ers.

It gives these rights only to one
group of people, the electrical utilities.
Others who have legitimate concerns,
the cities, the sportsmen, the States,
the Indian tribes, the conservationists,
the irrigators, farmers or ranchers are
not afforded that same right, a gro-
tesquely unfair procedure.

The bill also allows utilities alone to
propose alternatives to the resource
provisions recommended by the Secre-
taries of the Interior, Agriculture Or
Commerce, that must, must be accept-
ed if they meet certain criteria. Again,
none of the legitimate other parties to
the procedures are given this right.

This is grotesquely unfair. The rivers
produce power. They are public re-
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sources, not the playthings of private
utilities. The amendment we submitted
would have corrected a number of the
most egregious abuses unless in this
section we apply the new rights to all
parties in equal fashion. But by not al-
lowing this amendment, that is fore-
closed.

The bill also forecloses a vote on the
billions of dollars bestowed in this bill
to producers of MTBE. Again, a gro-
tesquely and unfair and unwise pro-
posal.

Finally, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK) sought to offer a sim-
ple, straightforward amendment pro-
hibiting any State or Federal permit to
lease for new oil and gas drilling in or
under the Great Lakes, one of the great
treasures, 20 percent of the water in
the world, the free fresh water which is
so important to us. Are we being al-
lowed to debate and vote on this
amendment which would inconvenience
powerful oil and gas producers? The an-
swer to that is no.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
rule. I urge my colleagues to see to it
that we teach the Rules Committee
that their function is to facilitate de-
bate, not to deny Members the oppor-
tunity to discuss matters of impor-
tance on this floor. This is the people’s
House, not the residents of a group of
special interests, but it gives every ap-
pearance of that. It rather smells that
way.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, a gen-
tleman who came to the Rules Com-
mittee last night to seek the oppor-
tunity to debate today this very impor-
tant energy bill is here with us today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP).

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me. I
am torn, I will have to tell you. I sup-
port the President, and I support the
President’s request for a national en-
ergy policy.

But he sent a request for $6.7 billion
of tax incentives, 72 percent of which
was for renewables and energy effi-
ciency; and this base bill has 6 percent
of the total for those two very impor-
tant functions given the crisis that we
face today.

I am the cochairman of the Renew-
able Energy and Energy Efficiency
Caucus. Over half of the House are
members. We asked for four amend-
ments last night to ratchet this back
up some, just a little; and all four were
denied. That is not right.

Yet there are so many important
things in this bill. So I am torn. I do
not want to vote against the new resi-
dential personal 15 percent tax credit
for photovoltaics that does not exist
today, or the 20 percent tax credit for
homeowners to install energy-effi-
ciency improvements to their home, or
Charlie Bass’s billion dollar rebate pro-
gram for investment in renewable en-
ergy.

But I am telling you, all of it to-
gether is 6 percent instead of 72 percent
that our President asked us for. I am
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for the President. I am for his plan.
And I hope that the conference report
after we work with the Senate has it
all in there, because no one in this
House wants an energy policy more
than me. I have worked for a decade as
an appropriator on those important in-
vestments, yet I asked for amendments
to improve this bill, and every one of
them was denied.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAMP. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, 1 appreciate the honesty of
the gentleman. Let me suggest the way
that he can reunite himself: help us
vote down the rule. That will not jeop-
ardize the bill. When the rule is voted
down, the Rules Committee will have
to do the right thing.

Mr. WAMP. Reclaiming my time, Mr.
Speaker, I want to move the process
forward. I want to get to the Senate.
But I want a bill that is good for Amer-
ica. And I want the President’s pro-
posal. I want the 72 percent on renew-
ables and energy efficiency and alter-
natives and clean fuels, extend the tax
credit so people will drive these hybrid
cars. This does not even extend that
tax credit. It is not enough. We need to
do more.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1% minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ESHO00.)

(Ms. ESHOO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time. I
rise in opposition to this rule. The
State of California sends $50 billion
more to the Federal Government while
getting nothing in return for that $50
billion.

With this bill, Californians are being
asked to sacrifice even more while get-
ting nothing in return. Here are some
examples: according to the Department
of Energy, the bill will raise gasoline
prices by 8 cents a gallon. I think that
that is an outrage.

The bill’s MTBE liability waiver will
let refiners off the hook for cleaning up
drinking water that has been contami-
nated by their product. Local govern-
ments are going to have to pay the en-
tire cost. And the CBO has said this is
an unfunded mandate.

The bill will undermine the ability of
States to ensure that liquefied natural
gas terminals are sited and operate
safely. The bill will undermine States’
appeals rights under the Coastal Zone
Management Act.

The bill paves the way for building
energy facilities on the outer conti-
nental shelf, including areas subject to
gas and oil drilling.

In listening to State leaders about
this bill, I could not find anyone, from
the Governor on down, who has said
that this is a wonderful bill and it
should be supported and passed. In-
stead, I have heard many concerns,

Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

from the Lieutenant Governor, from
members of the Governor’s cabinet, the
attorney general, the coastal commis-
sion, the Public Utilities Commission,
local governments, and water utilities.

Mr. Speaker, I will include in the
RECORD a packet of letters from the
coastal commission, the California
PUC, the lieutenant governor, and the
California Ocean Protection Council.

Under this rule, I do not think we
even have the opportunity to debate
and vote on the most important
amendments dealing with them.

I ask my colleagues, particularly my
California colleagues, to join me in
voting against the rule and the under-
lying bill.

The letters previously referred to are
as follows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, April 19, 2005.
Re House Consideration of Comprehensive
Energy Legislation.
Hon. ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER,
Governor, State Capitol Building,
Sacramento, California.

DEAR GOVERNOR SCHWARZENEGGER, On
April 13th, our committees (the House Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce and the
House Committee on Resources) completed
work on elements of a comprehensive energy
bill that will come before the full House of
Representatives as soon as April 20th.

After participating in the debate and re-
viewing the products that emerged from our
respective committees, we foresee serious
dangers for the State of California if this leg-
islation is enacted.

While the delegation has received your let-
ter supporting the removal of the participant
funding section from the electricity title of
the bill, we have not heard from you about
other provisions that will more directly and
immediately affect California. As we and
other members of the delegation determine
how to best represent the interests of our
State, we believe it’s important to under-
stand your views on some of the key provi-
sions before us as well as your overall posi-
tion on the legislation.

Most of the elements of the legislation are
not new. They were part of the conference
report on H.R. 6, which was considered by
the House and Senate in 2003. Among the few
new provisions are those that would further
disadvantage our State. We’ve described
below some of the provisions that we con-
sider most troubling for California.
LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS (LNG) FACILITY SITING

(NEW PROVISIONS)

The bill will hand over exclusive jurisdic-
tion for the siting of liquefied natural gas
(LNG) facilities to the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission (FERC), preventing the
states from having a role in approving the
location of LNG terminals and the condi-
tions under which these terminals must op-
erate. In addition, states will have to seek
FERC permission before conducting safety
inspections, and they will be barred from
taking any independent enforcement action
against LNG terminal operators for safety
violations. Finally, for the next six years,
LNG terminal operators will be allowed to
withhold underutilized capacity from other
LNG suppliers. In other words, LNG terminal
operators can legally exercise market power
to drive up the cost of natural gas. When the
El Paso Corporation and its independent af-
filiates allegedly conspired to withhold nat-
ural gas pipeline capacity in order to inflate
the costs of natural gas and electricity in
California in 2000 and 2001, the State sought
relief from FERC and the courts. E1 Paso
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eventually agreed to a $1.5 billion settlement
to partially compensate California con-
sumers for its anticompetitive actions.
Under this bill, it would become legal for an
LNG terminal operator to engage in similar
anticompetitive behavior.

For these reasons, the provision is unani-
mously opposed by the California Public
Utilities Commission, which, as you know, is
fighting FERC in the courts for jurisdiction
over an LNG terminal in the heart of the
Port of Long Beach. This provision is also
opposed by the California Ocean Protection
Council, which includes two members of your
cabinet, and the California Coastal Commis-
sion.

EROSION OF STATES’ RIGHTS UNDER THE COAST-

AL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT (CZMA) (PROVI-

SIONS FROM H.R. 6)

The bill weakens California’s rights under
the Coastal Zone Management Act to object
to a FERC-approved coastal pipeline or en-
ergy facility project when the project is in-
consistent with the State’s federally-ap-
proved coastal management program. Cur-
rently when there is a disagreement about a
project, the Secretary of Commerce, through
an administrative appeals process, deter-
mines whether and under what conditions
the project can go forward. States can
present new evidence supporting their argu-
ments to the Secretary. Under this bill,
states will not be allowed to present new evi-
dence to the Secretary, and the Secretary
will not be allowed to seek out evidence on
his or her own. The Secretary will only be al-
lowed to rely on the record compiled by
FERC. Furthermore, the bill imposes an ex-
pedited timeline for appeals, which may not
allow a full review of the facts. The Cali-
fornia Coastal Commission and the Cali-
fornia Ocean Protection Council oppose this
provision.

ENERGY RELATED FACILITIES ON THE OUTER

CONTINENTAL SHELF (0CS) (PROVISIONS FROM

H.R. 6)

The bill will give the Department of Inte-
rior permitting authority for ‘‘alternative’’
energy projects, such as wind projects, situ-
ated on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). It
also grants the Department of Interior au-
thority to permit other types of energy fa-
cilities, including facilities to ‘‘support the
exploration, development, production, trans-
portation, or storage of oil, natural gas, or
other minerals.”” These facilities could be
permitted within coastal areas currently
subject to congressional moratoria on oil
and gas leasing. (Again, both the California
Coastal Commission and the California
Ocean Protection Council have indicated
that they oppose this provision.)

ETHANOL MANDATE (PROVISION FROM H.R. 6)

The Clean Air Act’s two percent oxygenate
requirement forces refiners selling gasoline
in California to blend more ethanol into
their fuel than is needed for air quality pur-
poses. Instead of improving air quality, the
unnecessary use of ethanol is increasing pol-
lution in parts of the State, according to a
preliminary report from the California Air
Resources Board. The oxygenate require-
ment is also adding to the cost of fuel. Last
year, you asked the U.S. EPA to waive the
oxygenate requirement, and last week, 50
members of the California congressional del-
egation reiterated support for your request
in a letter to Acting EPA Administrator Ste-
phen L. Johnson.

Under the energy bill coming before the
House, however, California refiners will have
to blend even more ethanol into their gaso-
line or pay (in the form of credit purchases)
not to use it. Two years ago, a Department
of Emnergy analysis of this provision indi-
cated that it could add more than 8 cents to
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the cost of a gallon of gasoline. In a time of
skyrocketing gas prices, this new mandate
amounts to hidden tax on California motor-
ists, which will subsidize a single industry
located largely in the Midwest.

While some have argued that the ethanol
mandate will be a boon to California agri-
culture, we see no evidence to support this
argument. According to the U.S. Energy In-
formation Administration (EIA), the ethanol
mandate will greatly expand production of
corn-based ethanol, but only 0.2% of the na-
tion’s corn is produced in California. More
important, EIA projects that the ethanol
mandate will result in no increase in the pro-
duction of cellulosic ethanol (ethanol made
from agricultural and forestry residues and
other resources), which is the primary type
of ethanol that can be produced in Cali-
fornia.

MTBE LIABILITY WAIVER AND TRANSITION FUND
(PROVISIONS FROM H.R. 6)

The bill provides liability protection for
the producers of the gasoline additive MTBE,
hampering the efforts of local governments,
water utilities, and others to hold producers
and oil companies responsible for the costs of
cleaning drinking water supplies that have
been contaminated by MTBE. In California,
South Lake Tahoe and Santa Monica have
been able to reach settlements with the in-
dustry for the cleanup of their drinking
water after successfully arguing that the in-
dustry sold a defective product. If the liabil-
ity protection in the bill is enacted, then
MTBE will be deemed a safe product and the
industry will be relieved from virtually any
obligation to pay cleanup costs. In June 2003,
fourteen state attorneys general wrote in op-
position to this provision, and the provision
has been opposed by the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, the National League of Cities, the
National Association of Counties, the Na-
tional Association of Towns and Townships,
and the Association of California Water
Agencies, among others.

REFINERY REVITALIZATION (NEW PROVISIONS)

This bill includes language which will re-
quire the Secretary of Energy to designate
“refinery revitalization zones” in areas that
have experienced mass layoffs or contain an
idle refinery and have an unemployment rate
that exceeds the national average by 10 per-
cent. In areas that meet these criteria, the
Secretary of Energy is given authority to
site a new refinery within six months of re-
ceiving a petition for approval. The criteria
outlined in the language would result in
much of California being designated a ‘‘refin-
ery revitalization zone,” from Imperial to
East Los Angeles and north of San Jose. In
fact, more than half of California’s 53 con-
gressional districts would be subject to these
provisions.

This language erodes the state, air board
and communities permitting and enforce-
ment authority for these refineries by grant-
ing sweeping new authority to the Depart-
ment of Energy. The Department is empow-
ered to coordinate and set binding deadlines
for all federal authorizations and environ-
mental reviews, including those currently
conducted by air quality management dis-
tricts. The Department of Energy, however,
is not trained and experienced in issuing air
permits and is not familiar with the various
rules implemented by local agencies as part
of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) re-
quired by the Clean Air Act. For these rea-
sons, the South Coast Air Quality Manage-
ment District has expressed serious reserva-
tions about this provision.

PREEMPTING CALIFORNIA APPLIANCE
EFFICIENCY STANDARDS (NEW PROVISION)

An amendment added to the bill in the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee will preempt
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California’s new efficiency standards for ceil-
ing fans, pending the implementation of a
federal standard. The U.S. Department of
Energy has been notoriously slow in pro-
pounding efficiency standards, falling years
behind statutory deadlines for setting or up-
dating efficiency standards for other appli-
ances, such as air conditioners. Preempting
California and forcing it to wait indefinitely
for a federal standard runs completely
against the State’s effort to reduce elec-
tricity demand. Indeed, the ceiling fan
standard is part of a California Energy Com-
mission demand reduction package that will
reduce peak power demand by 1,000
megawatts within 10 years, saving con-
sumers $75 a year in energy costs and con-
serving as much power as can be generated
by three large power plants.

HYDROELECTRIC DAM RELICENSING (PROVISIONS

FROM H.R. 6)

The bill restructures the hydroelectric re-
licensing process to give special preference
to dam operators. Other parties with legiti-
mate interests in relicensing, including
states, tribes, conservationists, farmers, and
fishermen, would not be afforded the same
opportunities.

Under current law, federal resource agen-
cies can impose conditions on a hydro-
electric license for the protection of natural
resources and wildlife. Under the bill a dam
operator, and only a dam operator, will be
entitled to a trial-type hearing before a re-
source agency to dispute the evidence that
the agency uses to justify placing conditions
on a license. The bill also requires resource
agencies to accept alternative license condi-
tions proposed by a dam operator. Otherwise,
the agencies must meet nearly impossible
standards to justify a decision to deny the
alternative.

River resources belong to more than dam
operators. With licenses that last for up to 50
years, relicensing is one of the few chances
to make sure that resources are adequately
protected for all stakeholders. In California,
there are more than 300 federally-regulated
hydroelectric dams; over 200 will undergo re-
licensing in the next 10 to 15 years. Denying
all stakeholders equal footing in the process
is fundamentally unfair and is a recipe for
protracted litigation.

CONCLUSION

We believe there are many other aspects of
the legislation which will have a negative
impact on our State, but these provisions
clearly run contrary to the interests of Cali-
fornia, and we believe they will undermine
the policies and positions the State is pur-
suing under your Administration. Before the
delegation votes on this legislation, Mem-
bers should have the benefit of your views on
these provisions and the bill as a whole. This
legislation is too important a matter for the
nation’s largest state to be silent on.

Although time is short, the issues we’ve
outlined have been in the public domain for
the past several months, going back to No-
vember 2003 in most cases. Therefore, we ask
for your input before the House votes on this
legislation this week. Thank you for timely
consideration of this important request.

Sincerely,
ANNA G. ESHOO,
Committee on Energy
and Commerce.
HENRY A. WAXMAN,
Committee on Energy
and Commerce.
LoIS CAPPS,
Committee on Energy
and Commerce.
GRACE F. NAPOLITANO,
Committee on Re-
sources.
GEORGE MILLER,
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Committee on  Re-
sources.
HiLDA L. SOLIS,
Committee on Energy
and Commerce.
CALIFORNIA OCEAN
PROTECTION COUNCIL,
Sacramento, CA, April 4, 2005.
Representative HENRY WAXMAN,
30th Congressional District, Rayburn House Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC.
Representative ANNA G. ESHOO,
Longworth House Office Building, Washington,
DC.
Representative Lois CAPPS,
23rd Congressional District, Longworth House
Office Building, Washington, DC.
Representative HILDA SOLIS,
32nd Congressional District, Longworth House
Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES WAXMAN, ESHOO,
CAPPS AND SOLIS: Thank you for your March
15, 2005 letter to the California Ocean Protec-
tion Council regarding the pending national
energy bill and your concerns about poten-
tial impact of this legislation on ocean and
coastal protection.

The California Ocean Protection Act is in-
tended to help California coordinate and act
on ocean and coastal issues of statewide and
national significance. The membership of the
Council includes the Secretary of the Re-
sources Agency, who serves as chairman, the
Secretary of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), and the Chair
of the State Lands Commission, who is cur-
rently the Lieutenant Governor. One State
Senator and one Assemblymember also are
appointed to serve as non-voting members of
the Council.

The Council is committed to maintaining
California as a leader in ocean and coastal
management. The Council stands ready to
fully implement the California Ocean Pro-
tection Act and Governor Schwarzenegger’s
Ocean Action Plan. At our first meeting on
March 21 the Council discussed the need to
maintain strong ocean and coastal protec-
tion measures. As a Council we did not sug-
gest a position on the energy bill, but
reached consensus on the need to re-affirm
California’s position on the following ocean
and coastal protection issues:

Congressional Oil and Gas Moratorium.
The Council opposes any effort to lift the
Congressional moratorium on offshore oil
and gas leasing activities that has been pro-
tecting our shores since 1982.

Coastal Zone Management Act. The Coun-
cil opposes efforts to reduce the ocean and
coastal protections provided by the Coastal
Zone Management Act.

Liquefied Natural Gas Facility Siting. The
Council objects to efforts to reduce or elimi-
nate a state’s role in the siting of Liquefied
Natural Gas facilities.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide
input on these critical issues facing Cali-
fornia and other coastal states. Please con-
tact Brian Maird, assistant secretary for
Ocean and Coastal Policy, California Re-
sources Agency if you have additional ques-
tions, or would like to further engage Cali-
fornia in efforts to protect and manage ocean
and coastal resources. He can be reached at

(916) 657-0198 or via e-mail at
brian@resources.ca.gov.
Sincerely,
MIKE CHRISMAN,
Chairman, California
Ocean Protection
Council, Secretary

for Resources.
CRUZ BUSTAMANTE,
California Lieutenant
Governor.
ALAN LLOYD,
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Secretary  for  Cali-

fornia EPA.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
March 23, 2005.
Re Federal Legislation to Strip California of
its Coastal Regulatory Authority.

Hon. ANNA ESHOO,
California Congressional Representative,
Palo Alto, CA.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN ESH00: As Chair of
the California State Lands Commission and
a member of the newly-created California
Ocean Protection Council, I am writing to
express my strong opposition to the energy
legislation currently pending in Congress.

California is world-renowned for its 1,100
miles of breathtaking coastline. Our ocean
supports an abundance of marine life that is
critical to the health of the world’s eco-
system and our state’s economy. A healthy
ocean is inseparable from California’s herit-
age and way of life. The proposed energy leg-
islation is a threat to our state’s environ-
mental autonomy and coastal stewardship.
Protecting our coast means protecting a
vital asset of California’s economy, as it pro-
vides more than $450 billion and hundreds of
thousands of jobs to our state.

The House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee is currently reviewing substantial
changes in federal energy policy, including
the rewriting the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act to grant the federal administra-
tion sweeping new authority over Califor-
nia’s coastal management and role in plan-
ning for coastal development. These changes
would give the Secretary of the Interior new
authority over energy-related leases, ease-
ments and right-of-way issues without any
role for the affected state. This invasion of
states’ rights would eliminate California’s
ability to adequately protect our coast.

Another concern to Californians is the fed-
eral government’s effort to strip the state of
the ability to determine the siting of lique-
fied natural gas (LNG) terminals. The state
should be able to continue to play a mean-
ingful role in determining the appropriate
location of any gas terminal within the
state’s boundaries.

Finally, any proposal that would give way
to the lifting of the moratorium on offshore
oil drilling along our coast is abhorrent to
the vast majority of California’s voters and
its public officials. The moratorium was put
in place in 1990 by then-President George
H.W. Bush. Californians continue to over-
whelmingly support making the moratorium
permanent.

On March 21, the other members of the
Ocean Council joined me in expressing oppo-
sition to this ‘‘so-called” energy bill as the
Council’s first official act. Today, I ask that
you let the voice of Californians prevail in
any decisions being made about the future of
our coast.

With kindest regards,
CRUZ M. BUSTAMANTE
Lieutenant Governor.
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION,
San Francisco, CA, March 23, 2004.
Re Energy Bill, Title IIT Oil and Gas.
Hon. JOE BARTON,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN DINGELL,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES BARTON AND DIN-
GELL: On behalf of the California Coastal
Commission (the Commission), I write to ex-
press our strong objection to provisions in
the Energy Bill that would compromise the
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) moratorium
on oil drilling, seriously weaken the Coastal
Zone Management Act (CZMA) protection of
states rights, and eviscerate California’s role
in siting new liquefied natural gas (LNG) ter-
minals. Relative to the OCS moratorium, the
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legislation calls for a study that would open
the door to carrying out an exploratory in-
ventory of natural gas reserves within mora-
toria areas off the California coast. Such an
inventory would seriously undermining the
longstanding bipartisan legislative morato-
rium on new mineral leasing activity on sub-
merged lands of the OCS that has been in-
cluded in every Appropriations bill for more
than twenty years. The effect of this provi-
sion is to weaken the prohibitions on oil and
gas development off the California coast that
were first put in place in 1990 through execu-
tive order by President George H. W. Bush
and then extended to the year 2012 by Presi-
dent Bill Clinton.

The Commission also objects to proposed
amendments to the CZMA. The proposed leg-
islation would severely undercut the ability
of coastal states to exercise their right to
protect coastal resources pursuant to the
federal consistency review provisions of the
CZMA that have been law for more than
thirty years. It would eliminate meaningful
state participation in the appeal to the Sec-
retary of Commerce of consistency decisions
relative to OCS oil drilling and other federal
activities by imposing unreasonable and un-
workable time limitations for the processing
of the appeal. The time limits set forth in
the legislation are totally inadequate to en-
able the Secretary of Commerce to develop a
complete record for the appeal and to review
all the materials on which the decision must
be based. Additionally, the unreasonably
short time frame makes it nearly impossible
for states to submit all necessary and appro-
priate information the Secretary must take
into account in acting on the consistency ap-

eal.

P Finally, the Commission opposes the legis-
lation’s provisions to trump state’s rights by
giving the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission (FERC) authority over the siting of
LNG terminals. The Commission objects to
any amendments to the Natural Gas Act and
Natural Gas Policy Act that would expand
FERC’s authority to preempt state regula-
tions, condemn property for siting and con-
struction of natural gas pipelines, and estab-
lish schedules and develop the exclusive
record for administrative review of all State
and Federal decisions under Federal law.

The energy legislation’s provisions are di-
rectly contrary to California’s strong inter-
est in safeguarding its precious coastal re-
sources from offshore oil and gas drilling-re-
lated activities. If you or your staff has ques-
tions, please contact Peter Douglas, Execu-
tive Director, at (415) 904-5201.

Sincerely,
MEG CALDWELL,
Chair, California Coastal Commission.

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION,
San Francisco, CA, April 11, 2005.

Re Energy Policy Act of 2005, Title III, Sec.

320 Proposed Amendments Concerning

Siting of Liquefied Natural Gas Termi-

nals
Representative ANNA ESHOO,
Washington, DC

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ESH0O: The Cali-

fornia Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
strongly opposes the liquefied natural gas
(LNG) provisions in section 320 of title III of
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct), and
urges you to vote in favor of any proposed
amendment to strike section 320 from title
IIT during markup, which we understand will
take place on Tuesday, April 12, 2005. Section
320 would give the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission (FERC) exclusive juris-
diction over proposed liquefied natural gas
(LNG) facilities. This disproportionate con-
trol in the hands of FERC could have very
serious consequences for California, due to
FERC’s lack of understanding of local condi-
tions, such as seismic issues, and refusal to
have hearings to consider the views of safety
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experts other than the consultants of the
LNG project sponsors. The CPUC supports a
more balanced approach in which amend-
ments to the Natural Gas Act would provide
for concurrent jurisdiction between the
FERC and the States.

The CPUC agrees that LNG terminals are
necessary. It is not a question for us should
there be LNG terminals on the West Coast,
including California. The real issue is how to
make sure they are safely located, and what
safeguards would be sufficient to mitigate
the risks, especially for sites in densely pop-
ulated areas. The CPUC is aware of at least
seven different LNG proposals to serve
Southern California. Whether the market
would support more than two or three of
them has been questioned by many experts.
Similarly, of the 56 proposed LNG import
terminals along the coast of North America,
most of them will never be built due to mar-
ket conditions. The point is that even with-
out the LNG provisions in this bill, there
will be new LNG terminals to meet our
needs.

The LNG provisions in the proposed
EPAct, if enacted, would severely undermine
the careful evaluation of the safety issues
that is necessary, particularly in densely
populated areas, by depriving the States of
decisionmaking authority, and by allowing
the FERC to expedite the processes an con-
trol the administrative records. In addition,
in sharp contrast to Europe and Japan, the
LNG provisions would insulate the LNG ter-
minal operators from any regulatory safe-
guards against their exercise of market
power at least through January 1, 2011. As a
result of these LNG provisions, California
could end up with unsafe LNG terminals,
which could pose daily risks to nearby com-
munities, and California could be faced with
the potential exercise of market power, like
we faced during the energy crisis just four
years ago.

These risks can be prevented or minimized
if a more balanced approach, such as concur-
rent jurisdiction, were utilized. In that way,
the States could apply their expertise, not to
block LNG terminals, but to ensure that
they are safely sited and some regulatory
check could exist to protect the consumers.
The consequences of these risks, if there
were an accident, earthquake or terrorist at-
tack at one of the California LNG terminals,
would be to the nearby communities. The
State of California should have decision-
making authority and should not be made
helpless and unable to protect the health and
safety of our citizens. Similarly, if there
were a new energy crisis caused by LNG ter-
minal operators exercising market power,
California utilities and their ratepayers
would be the victims. The LNG provisions
should be stricken from title III, so that the
CPUC and other States can help prevent
such a crisis from occurring.

This concurrent jurisdiction approach
worked in the 1970s when the CPUC and the
FERC both certificated proposed LNG facili-
ties at Point Conception, instead of going
forward with the initial proposal approved
by the FERC at the City of Oxnard. Although
the CPUC has been blamed for defending our
jurisdiction over LNG terminals in Cali-
fornia in the current litigation between the
FERC and CPUC in the Ninth Circuit, the
CPUC tried to resolve the dispute and work
cooperatively with the FERC at the outset.
It was the FERC, who resisted our efforts
and chose to make this a test case for the
courts. It was the FERC, who rejected the
CPUC’s request for a hearing in that pro-
ceeding even though the proposed LNG fa-
cilities at the Port of Long Beach would be



April 20, 2005

in a densely populated area and built on
landfill with 27 active earthquake faults
within 100 miles of it. Section 320 would give
this same FERC exclusive authority over
proposed LNG terminals in California and
other States, and it provides only that FERC
should consult with the State Commissions
prior to the FERC issuing its order. This
consultation requirement will not provide
any protection for California citizens.

For these reasons, we urge you to oppose
section 320 and vote in favor of striking the
LNG provisions from the proposed EPAct.
We urge you ’to consider a more balanced ap-
proach, such as concurrent jurisdiction,
which would combine the expertise of federal
and state agencies, and result in real co-
operation.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL R. PEEVEY,
President.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN) a member of the
Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I appreciate the gentleman yielding me
this time. I want to talk about a very
important issue that should appeal to
all Republicans and Democrats in this
House, and that is gas prices.

One provision that is included in this
bill, the Boutique Fuel Reduction Act,
is very, very important to reducing the
price spikes that we are experiencing.

Let me just explain. This map right
here of America looks like a piece of
modern art. It shows you all of the dif-
ferent fuels we have running around
America.

Because of the Clean Air Act, a very
good law, we never thought about hav-
ing a Federal fuel system, so today we
have 18 different base blends of gaso-
line; throw the different octanes in
there, we have 45 different fuels.

So we have a full distribution sys-
tem, national in scope; we have pipe-
lines and refineries that are meant to
put one fuel out there for America that
was built in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s,
which was the last time that it was up-
graded. Now, when we go from winter
blend to summer blend gasoline, we
throw all of these different blends into
the system.

What that does for all of our con-
sumers, our constituents, is it makes
those boutique fuels short in supply
and therefore high in price. It makes
the system which is running at full ca-
pacity very vulnerable to price spikes
if there is any hiccup in supply. This
map of 45 different blends is a result.

The current ozone nonattainment
areas, the blue areas on this map, 217
counties. But now with the new 8-hour
ozone rule which has been released last
year, takes effect in 2 years, 474 coun-
ties in America will now be out of at-
tainment with respect to the ozone
rule.

That is the red counties. That means
we go from 217 counties to 474 counties
that will have to select new blends of
gasoline. What this bill does is it says
let us get some common sense to this
system. Let us have the Department of
Energy and the EPA figure out a Fed-
eral fuel system so we can maintain

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

our clean air standards, but stand-
ardize our fuel blends so we can sta-
bilize our supply of gasoline and there-
fore stabilize our price of gasoline.

If there is a problem in supply over-
night, an immediate problem like we
had in Arizona last year, Wisconsin on
a couple of times with a pipeline break
or a refinery fire, the EPA has waiver
authority on a 20-day basis to fix that.

The second thing we do is we cap the
amount of fuel blends so the problem
does not get any worse now that we are
running to the 8-hour rules. We can
have clean air and cheap gas at the
same time, Mr. Speaker. That is what
this bill does. I urge adoption of this
rule and this bill.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, this rule to begin with is fur-
ther evidence of the contempt which
the majority of this House has for
something called democracy.

We have heard in a few brief minutes
from both a Republican and a Demo-
crat their unhappiness that important
issues will not be brought forward.

Why? Well, we work probably all day
today; we may work a half day tomor-
row. So in this week when we could
have worked many days and debated
many amendments at length, we will
have some not discussed at all and oth-
ers discussed for a handful of minutes
because this majority cannot be both-
ered with anything as cumbersome to
them as open debate and having Mem-
bers have to record themselves.

0 1430

One of the issues which is given inad-
equate time, it is given some time but
inadequate time, I think 10 minutes, is
an outrageous effort by the majority to
further diminish the ability of elected
State governments to defend their own
citizens.

State governments are sometimes
popular around here and sometimes
not. When State governments, demo-
cratically elected governors and legis-
latures, appear to be obstacles to let-
ting major players in the energy indus-
try get whatever they want, then they
are to be diminished, they are to be
dismissed, they are to be thrown out of
the process.

With regard to liquefied natural gas
terminals, a very important issue, an
issue which has become more impor-
tant because of their relevance to the
terrorism threat which security offi-
cials tell us is the case, this bill takes
a limited State role in the siting of
these and makes it a nonexistent State
role.

The ability of governors and legisla-
tures—I have a Republican governor in
my State who does not like a proposal
to site an energy plant in a wholly in-
appropriate place, way up river in the
city of Four Rivers, which the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
McGOVERN) and I share. This gov-
ernor’s objections will be muffled. So I
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guess I should congratulate you on the
bipartisanship of your contempt for de-
mocracy. It is not just our colleague
from Tennessee who could not get
amendments through; my Republican
governor cannot get his voice heard.

This rule and this bill ought to be de-
feated.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT).

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS) for yielding me time.

Many of you have heard the story
about the fellow that was sitting on his
porch and water came trickling
through his yard. A fellow drove by in
his Jeep and said, Jump on, the dam is
giving way; this place is going to be
flooded. And he said, I've got faith in
God; God is going to save me.

The guy drives off.

Here comes more water. Here comes
a boat. The guy in the boat says, Jump
in, there is more water coming. The
guy, No, I have faith in God; God is
going to save me. And he climbs up on
the rooftop as the water gets higher
and higher.

Here comes a helicopter. He drops a
ladder and with a megaphone says,
Grab hold of the ladder. The man says,
No, I have got faith in God; God is
going to save me.

The water gets higher. The man
drowns. He goes to heaven. He says,
God I had faith in you. Why did you not
save me? God said, I sent you a Jeep
and a boat and helicopter, why did you
not make use of it?

When we hear people crying today,
We need oil, we need gasoline with
prices that are down, we need natural
gas prices to come down, I cannot help
but hear this small voice saying, Use
what I gave you.

This Nation has been so richly
blessed with so much in the way of re-
sources. It is time to end the excuses.
We can always find excuses, things we
do not like about any bill. They sure do
that down the hall.

It is time to end the excuses. It is
time down the hall to finally do the
right thing and use the resources with
which this Nation has been so richly
blessed.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in opposition to this rule and urge
its defeat.

This is a bad bill for my State of
Florida. The bill could be made much
better, including by an amendment
that I have offered, that the Com-
mittee on Rules refused to be made in
order.

This bill, in my judgment, guts the
Coastal Zone Management Act. What is
this law? This is a law that allows gov-
ernors, Governor Jeb Bush, Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger, to have their
voices heard as to where a particular
facility might be sited. It does not give
the State a right to veto the decision,
just simply to have its voice heard.
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What this bill does is undermine that
process that has worked very well for
decades, and the rule deprives the
House of Representatives of an open
and honest debate about the fact that
this bill is tantamount to repeal of the
Coastal Zone Management Act, and I
do not think any Member of Congress
wants to stand on this floor and admit
or agree that we should repeal the
Coastal Zone Management Act.

We are once again, remarkably,
trampling on the rights of our States.
We are substituting the judgment of
governors with bureaucrats in Wash-
ington that are expected to understand
our States better in terms of environ-
mental impact, in terms of economic
impacts.

The beaches on the coast of State of
the Florida should be judged and
policed by the governor of the State of
Florida, not by somebody in an agency
in Washington.

I urge defeat of the rule.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. OSBORNE).

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time. I
rise to support the rule and the under-
lying bill.

As everyone knows, high energy
costs are the greatest drag that we cur-
rently have on our economy and actu-
ally on world economy; and every year
we delay passing this legislation, we
become more dependent on foreign oil.

I would like to mention very quickly
a small part of the energy bill which
has to do with ethanol and biodiesel.
The bill mandates 5 billion gallons of
ethanol production by 2012. Interest-
ingly enough, here this year, in 2005, we
will produce 4.5 billion, so we are al-
most there. Next year, 2006, we will
produce well over 5 billion which will
be 7 years before the end date of 2012.
So we have great capacity to do even
better.

Ethanol today is produced in 20 dif-
ferent States, and I predict that within
a few years, using biomass, all 50
States in the Union will produce some
form of ethanol.

Today the average price of a gallon of
gasoline is reduced by 29 cents by the
ethanol production that we now have.
The average price around the country
is about $2.20. Without ethanol today,
it would be roughly $2.50.

Ethanol increases the price of corn
by between 25 and 50 cents a bushel.
What is so big about that? The impor-
tant thing is, it reduces the cost of the
farm bill because as prices of corn go
up, we have fewer farm payments. So
over the next 10 years ethanol produc-
tion will reduce the cost of the farm
bill by roughly $6 billion.

It reduces the trade deficit by $64 bil-
lion over the next 8 years. It creates
243,000 jobs and adds $200 billion to
GDP over the next 8 years. So it re-
duces our dependence on foreign oil.
We think this is critical and has great
potential.

At the present time, Brazil mandates
23 percent of their fuel supply be from
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ethanol. We certainly could hit 7 or 8
percent in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule and the under-
lying bill because, despite Republican
claims, this energy bill really does not
help American families with the cost of
power or the skyrocketing gas prices.
This bill does, however, help the ad-
ministration’s special interest friends.
It is riddled with billions of dollars of
taxpayer giveaways to the nuclear, oil
and gas industries.

I am appalled that we are doing noth-
ing to reduce gas prices at a time when
oil companies are reaping obscene prof-
its. Current prices of oil are lingering
at $50 a barrel and are expected to con-
tinue to skyrocket.

We should be focusing on reducing
our dependence on foreign oil by diver-
sifying our energy sources, not by en-
couraging more oil and gas production.

This bill does little to promote re-
newable energy, the energy of our fu-
ture. Given the latest revelations
about the wanton falsification of sci-
entific studies of the proposed Yucca
Mountain Repository, Congress should
not funnel one more penny of taxpayer
dollars into the Yucca Mountain
Project.

Additional problems continued to
plague the site. The courts have ruled
that the EPA radiation standards will
not protect the health and safety of the
American people. Instead of making
the United States safer, the proposed
Yucca Mountain Project provides a ter-
rorist target that could cause massive
economic and civilian casualties.

In the Committee on Rules, my col-
league, the gentleman from Nevada
(Mr. PORTER) and I offered a simple
amendment that would have included
Yucca Mountain in the Nuclear Site
Threat Assessment Study, already a
part of the energy bill. Despite the
findings of the GAO and the National
Academy of Sciences that there are se-
curity vulnerabilities present at reac-
tor sites during high-level radioactive
waste, there has been no threat assess-
ment conducted at the mother of all
radioactive waste sites, Yucca Moun-
tain.

Regardless of how any of us feels
about Yucca Mountain, the Federal
Government has a duty to assess the
risks, not just to protect Nevada and
our neighbors in the West, but for the
well-being of our Nation. Unfortu-
nately, the Committee on Rules did not
put that amendment in order.

Now is the time to create an energy
plan that will wean our country off of
foreign oil. It is not the time to line
the pockets of the special interests.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
very backward, very foolish, very good
piece of legislation if you are in the en-
ergy business.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
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(Mr. HALL), the vice chairman of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Dallas for his very ca-
pable handling of this rule.

We have to have this rule. This rule
spawns H.R. 6, and I feel very strongly
that the time has come and gone sev-
eral times for Congress to pass a com-
prehensive energy bill. There is not
any better time to do it than today,
but from this very next vote we are
going to vote to give the President a
bill to sign into law. This rule makes
that possible.

I do not know about the rest of my
colleagues, I am not positive about
them, but I have been receiving a lot of
phone calls from my constituents ex-
pressing their concern about the high
cost of the gasoline.

According to the Department of En-
ergy, the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, a gallon of gasoline has gone
up 42 cents from this very time last
year, a year ago.

This is real money and that adds up.
And I, for one, would like to see us be
able to go home this weekend and tell
our constituents that we are one step
closer to a little relief, and I cannot do
that without this rule.

While H.R. 6 is not going to give us $1
a gallon gas the moment this is passed
into law, it is a very important first
step toward bringing down the price of
gasoline by allowing the production of
more domestic o0il and by fostering
greater conservation of energy, thus
increasing supply and lowering de-
mand.

Gas prices are high now in part be-
cause we have had no comprehensive
national energy policy for the past few
decades. We cannot afford to watch an-
other 10 years go by without acting. We
need this rule today.

We cannot let our country to get into
a situation where we are absolutely de-
pendent on foreign sources of oil; with-
out this rule we are dependent. We are
already certainly currently today de-
pendent on foreign sources for 62 per-
cent of our Nation’s supply. By 2010,
that percentage is projected to grow to
75 percent. This is unacceptable.

H.R. 6 will decrease our country’s de-
pendence on foreign oil by increasing
domestic gas and oil exploration and
development on nonpark Federal lands.

I am particularly pleased about the
inclusion of language to open part of
ANWR. This rule makes this possible.
According to the Energy Department,
this coastal plain is the largest unex-
plored, potentially onshore basin in the
United States.

The U.S. Geological Survey esti-
mates that there are $16 billion barrels
of recoverable oil there. Now hear this:
This is enough o0il to offset all Saudi
imports for the next 30 years.

Even better, oil could be developed in
ANWR as soon as 3 years from the first
lease sale, and none of it would be
available for export. It would all be
used at home.

Of equal importance to me in this bill
is my provision on Ultra-deepwater and



April 20, 2005

Unconventional Onshore Natural Gas.
The program created by this legisla-
tion will foster the development of new
technologies to increase domestic nat-
ural gas and oil production, increase
domestic oil supplies, and pay for itself
through increased royalties, amongst
other benefits.

According to an analysis by the En-
ergy Information Administration, this
program will increase production of
natural gas by 3.8 trillion cubic feet
and oil by 850 million barrels, increase
Federal royalties in more than suffi-
cient amounts to pay for the effort,
and lower the price of both fuels, but
not without this bill.

An analysis by the Bureau of Eco-
nomic Geology at the University of
Texas says this will come back to us,
five to one.

It is time to save this generation of
youngsters and help them be able to
say what university am I going to
enter rather than what branch of serv-
ice am I going to have to enter to get
energy, when we have plenty here at
home if we could mine it.

This is a good bill and a good rule, a bill
that has been worked on and debated for five
years. Its purpose is to promote conservation,
reduce our dependence on foreign oil, improve
our economy and create new jobs and prob-
ably keep our young men and women from
having to fight a war for energy when we have
enough energy at home if we pass this bill. I'm
proud to support it and | urge my colleagues
to do the same by voting yes on this rule.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) has 5% min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) has 4% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I oppose
this rule.

I wanted to offer an amendment to
remove the bill’s special protection for
MTBE manufacturers, but with this
rule, the House is deprived of that vote.
The Republican leadership knows it
could well lose a vote on such amend-
ment.

MTBE is responsible, after all, for
polluting groundwater in hundreds of
communities. Cleanup costs are esti-
mated in the billions. Currently, MTBE
manufacturers are being held account-
able in court, but this bill gives them
safe harbor.

Many of us have water districts or
towns with lawsuits against MTBE
manufacturers that will be voided
under this bill. For example, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FER-
GUSON), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. GARRETT) and the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN);

And from Connecticut, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) and the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SIMMONS);

And from my home State, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER),
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the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PoMBO), the gentleman
from California (Mr. CARDOZzA), the
gentleman from California (Mr.
NUNES), the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS), the gentleman from
California (Mr. GALLEGLY), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON),
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Gary Miller), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT), and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX).
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Just examples, all with pending law-
suits from a few of the 29 States being
polluted with this MTBE in the
groundwater. The special protection in
this bill for MTBE manufacturers is
completely unwarranted. It will cost
our constituents a fortune.

This is an unfair rule, and we should
vote it down.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON), the chairman of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks, and include extra-
neous material.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I want to rise in strong support of the
rule. It is a good rule in spite of some
of the comments that been made about
it. The process has been fair. I want to
make a few very quick remarks.

The committees of jurisdiction each
held an open markup. The committee
that I chair, the markup, including
opening statements, took 3% days. We
considered every amendment that was
offered; and we accepted, I would say,
40 percent of the amendments. Many of
those were accepted from Members of
the minority of my committee who
ended up voting against the bill; but
because I felt it improved the bill, we
took the amendments enthusiastically.

Eighty amendments were offered at
the Committee on Rules yesterday. I
believe that the Committee on Rules
has made in order about 30 of those. It
may be a little bit fewer than that, but
a large number of amendments have
been made in order, including a sub-
stitute by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

We accepted amendments on the
floor on some of the more controversial
areas in the bill. My good friend, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), was speaking earlier about the
LNG siting provision. The gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) will have
an amendment on the floor sometime
tomorrow to strike that provision. I
happen to think the LNG siting provi-
sion is a good part of the bill. We are
importing more net liquefied natural
gas, and we are going to import more.
We need to find areas to site those fa-
cilities. It is interstate commerce, so
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission does have primary jurisdiction;
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but the bill before us says the States
shall be involved, not may be, shall be.

The bill before us has a specific list
of conditions that have to be consid-
ered, including population density and
alternative siting. The bill before us
has a first-time-ever guarantee that
the States have the automatic right to
go in and inspect these facilities for
safety conditions.

We have worked very hard on that
LNG siting provision to make sure that
States are very involved; but ulti-
mately, on the final decision, as it
should be because this is interstate
commerce, the FERC is the one that
makes the final decision.

So, Mr. Speaker, I know this is a con-
tentious bill. It has been before the
House each of the last two Congresses.
We have passed it. The last Congress
we passed the conference report, but
the Senate did not bring it up. Today
or tomorrow, we want to pass this bill.
We want to go to conference with the
Senate later this spring, bring back the
conference report and put a bill on the
President’s desk to help our energy fu-
ture.

I would urge a ‘‘yes” vote on the rule.
It is a good rule and fair to all in-
volved.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON).

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I thank my col-
league for allowing me to take some
time.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this rule and the underlying
bill. In a desire to pass any comprehen-
sive energy bill, some of my colleagues
may be willing to overlook the massive
damage that this bill would do to our
existing clean air policies. I do not
blame the energy companies for ignor-
ing their responsibility. It is our re-
sponsibility to protect the people as
the people’s representatives against
dangers.

As a matter of fact, I acknowledge
and applaud TXU and UPS for their ef-
forts in the right direction in north
Texas, but section 1443 of H.R. 6 would
give polluters in dirty-air areas extra
time to continue polluting.

Under the existing act, areas that
have unhealthy air are required to re-
duce ozone-forming smog pollution by
set statutory deadlines. Section 1443
would delay the adoption of urgently
needed anti-pollution measures in com-
munities throughout this country for a
decade or more. My amendments pre-
sented to the Committee on Rules
would have corrected this or would
have also given some time for the com-
panies to record their progress; but, of
course, they were not made in order.

My colleagues will hear that the EPA
does not disapprove of this. Well, is
anybody surprised? These are the peo-
ple who were appointed by the same
people that allowed the energy compa-
nies to write most of this bill.

This provision will mean more asth-
ma attacks, hospital visits, and pre-
mature deaths for residents of the
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ozone odor nonattainment areas which
includes the area that all my great
friends over here live in and I live in.
We need a fair bill that addresses the
urgent need for clean air for ourselves
and our children.

Mr. Speaker, prolonging our dirty air
problem is not the solution. I urge my
colleagues that desire clean air for
themselves and their constituents to
oppose this rule and oppose this bill. I
am from an energy-producing State.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy.

We are fond of saying around here
that the world changed after Sep-
tember 11, but the energy bill did not.
This bill is virtually identical to Dick
Cheney’s energy task force and where
the House has been these last 4 years
with concerns, notwithstanding the
Enron scandal, skyrocketing gasoline
prices and demands on scarce oil sup-
plies in unstable parts of the world.

It is ironic that the American
public’s vision is much clearer than
Congress. They want to increase the
CAFE standards. The public has very
clear views about the Arctic Wildlife
Refuge, that it is the last place Amer-
ica should look for oil, not the next
place.

They oppose a waiver and relief to
the MTBE manufacturers at the ex-
pense of State and local authorities
and the quality of local drinking water.

This bill is looking at our energy
problem through a rearview mirror. It
gives too much to the wrong people to
do the wrong thing and is dramatically
out of step with what the American
public wants and needs.

The politics of today and yesterday’s
policies do not provide an energy road
map for the future. It is true that lots
of people have been working very hard
on this bill, but I would suggest that
never have so many worked so hard
and so long to do so little to change
the direction of this country’s energy
future.

For the sake of the country, one
hopes that there will come a time when
the needs and wishes of the public is
heard and it will be reflected in an en-
ergy policy for this century, cost-effec-
tive and rational; preserving the qual-
ity of life, rather than operating on the
cheap.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, with regard
to the rule, the majority just does not
get it. Out of 90 amendments that were
offered last night in the Committee on
Rules, there were 22 Democratic
amendments made in order.

Thanks for making the 22 amend-
ments in order; but quite frankly, it is
not enough. This is the energy bill.
This is an important bill. As my col-
leagues have heard from various Mem-
bers here today, a lot of important
amendments were not made in order.
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The gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. CAPPS) talked about the MTBE
issue. Her amendment was not made in
order.

The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) just talked
about her clean air amendment which
was not made in order.

The gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. RAHALL) had a coal amendment
which was not made in order.

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. OLVER), and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN
HOLLEN) had an amendment on global
warming, to come up with a strategy
to deal with it. That was not made in
order.

My colleagues heard from the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY)
talk about Yucca Mountain. Her
amendment was not made in order.

Tax credits for hybrid cars. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
talked about hydroelectric licensing.
That was not made in order.

So a lot of very important and vital
issues, we have been shut out from of-
fering them here today. If we are going
to have a real democracy and a real de-
bate on this issue, these important
issues should have a place for debate
here on the House floor.

Let me just finally say instead of
bringing up yet another bill that re-
wards corporate donors, I wish the
leadership on the other side would
think about the future, about the world
our children and grandchildren will in-
herit and give us an energy bill that
actually makes the world a better
place.

This bill does not do it, and I would
urge my colleagues to vote against it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to thank my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle for their vig-
orous debate that took place, not only
yesterday in the Committee on Rules.
The gentleman from Texas (Chairman
BARTON) spoke about the days and days
and hours of debate and amendment
process of preparing this bill.

I think we have got a good bill. I
think we are going to find out when
the ultimate vote comes that a vast
majority of Members of this House are
going to say we want to make sure that
America has an energy policy, an en-
ergy policy that encourages not only
conservation but also the opportunity
for America to be less dependent on
foreign oil, one that makes sure the
Federal Government begins the process
to form a critical mass in solar energy
and other new technologies to make
sure that America’s businesses catches
on to this and that we become environ-
mentally sensitive and comprehensive
in our future, but mostly that we are
able to grow our economy, continue job
growth, and make sure that we protect
jobs that exist today.

Mr. Speaker, I think that this rule
was fair. I believe that the underlying
legislation is common sense. America
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not only wants and deserves an energy
policy, but today our four committee
chairmen, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT); the gentleman
from California (Mr. POMBO); the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS);
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, have
led us down a path to where we have an
opportunity to make history right in
front of us, produce this bill, produce
for the American public something
that will help America to grow and be-
come competitive in the world.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that I sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 6.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

——

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 219 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 6.

The Chair designates the gentle-
woman from West Virginia (Mrs.
CAPITO) as Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole, and requests the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) to as-
sume the chair temporarily.
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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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6) to en-
sure jobs for our future with secure, af-
fordable, and reliable energy, with Mr.
LATHAM (Acting Chairman) in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
the rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.

General debate shall not exceed 1
hour and 30 minutes, with 30 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and 20 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing member of each of the committees
on Science, Resources, and Ways and
Means.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON) and the gentleman from Michigan
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(Mr. DINGELL) each will control 15 min-
utes from the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON).
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act of
2005. Passage of this comprehensive bill
will ensure a more affordable, environ-
mentally friendly energy supply.

America’s prosperity and national se-
curity are at stake. The bill before us
today is a balanced bill and it is a bi-
partisan bill. It will have lower energy
prices over time for consumers, it will
help spur our economy, create hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs, and take un-
precedented steps to promote greater
energy conservation and efficiency.

The Energy Policy Act of 2005, among
other things, improves our Nation’s
electric transmission capacity; pro-
motes a cleaner environment with new
innovations on alternative power
sources, the Clean Cities authorization,
and the hydrogen fuel cell car program;
it promotes clean coal technologies,
provides incentives for renewable ener-
gies, such as biomass, wind, solar and
hydroelectricity.

The bill would provide leadership in
energy conservation by establishing
new mandatory efficiency require-
ments for Federal buildings, and ex-
pands the Energy Star program to tell
American consumers what products
save the most energy.

The bill also provides an efficient ap-
proval process for siting new liquified
natural gas facilities. It would, for the
first time, give an expedited procedure,
hopefully in brownfield areas and high-
unemployment areas, for expanding or
building some new refineries. We have
not built a new o0il refinery in this
country for the past 30 years.

I could go on and on, Mr. Chairman,
but simply let me say at the beginning
of the debate that it is time for an en-
ergy policy for America. It is time for
the House of Representatives to say we
want a strong economy based on the
world’s best and most open free market
for energy supplies, and also to put
some incentives in for conservation.

I strongly support the bill, and I look
forward to the debate we are about to
begin.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, we
have a bad bill. It is represented as
being something which is going to save
money and increase energy supplies.
The Energy Information agency says
neither of these cases is true. It is not
going to reduce energy prices, but rath-
er will increase the cost of gasoline.

Let us look at what our country
needs. It needs Congress to pass a real
energy bill, not a flawed bill that will

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

hurt the environment, hurt consumers,
and cost taxpayers a bundle of money.
Democrats have been trying to work
with our Republican colleagues to get
balanced, sensible legislation, starting
with a clean slate in a bipartisan fash-
ion.

We have been denied that oppor-
tunity. The Republican leadership
chose, instead, to push an outdated en-
ergy bill which had its origins in the
secret Cheney Energy Task Force and
was negotiated in secret conference
meetings which excluded the Demo-
crats.

The administration’s own Energy In-
formation Administration analyzed the
old bill saying changes to production,
consumption, imports, and prices are
negligible. It even found, as I noted,
that gasoline prices under the bill
would increase more than if the bill
were not enacted.

While the bill will little help our en-
ergy independence, it is far from be-
nign. Despite our efforts to overturn
the antienvironmental provisions of
the bill, it weakens laws such as the
Safe Drinking Water Act and the Leak-
ing Underground Storage Tank pro-
gram that protect the environment and
public health.

The bill also changes hydroelectric
power policies by undercutting safe-
guards for dam relicensing. It gives
power producers more and better rights
than States, tribes, and other public
entities. It jeopardizes not only fish,
but the overall health of our river sys-
tems and the recreational activities
that they sustain; and it confers, un-
fairly, rights on people, while not tak-
ing the same care of the concern of the
citizenry generally.

The bill eliminates requirements for
public participation and deference to
the States in decisions about the siting
of electric transmission lines and nat-
ural gas facilities.

As far as consumers are concerned, it
is hard to imagine a better case for in-
creasing consumer protections than
the debacle which took place in the
West Coast electricity markets in 2000
and 2001. The Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission has determined
widespread fraud existed, and there are
tapes to prove it; yet this bill gives
only cosmetic reforms in law and, in
point of fact, repeals the Public Utility
Holding Company Act of 1935, which
protects consumers and investors.

And it does nothing to assure refunds
of unjust and unreasonable over-
charges. While blackouts cost the con-
sumers $80 billion, this bill holds a sen-
sible reliability provision hostage to
its more controversial provision and
caps the necessary expenditure to set
the job right.

Taxpayers will also be hit hard by
this bill. We do not know the total
cost, but last time it cost over $30 bil-
lion, four times the amount requested
by the administration.

This is a bad bill. I urge my col-
leagues to reject it.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
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tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), a
member of the committee.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I have a little different
view of this.

This is a good bill. It is a bill this
country needs. We need a national en-
ergy policy, there is no question about
it, and I congratulate the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BARTON) on years of
hard, dedicated work to bring this to
the floor.

Having said that, like any other bill
I have ever seen, it is not a perfect bill;
it has its good and bad parts. And if I
could, Mr. Chairman, just for the
record, I would like to have a little
quick colloquy with the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, I
would be happy to have a colloquy with
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, as my
colleague from Texas knows, the elec-
tricity title is very, very important to
my consumers and my constituents in
the southeast as well as in the north-
west, and one of the provisions in the
title that is not there is regarding
participatory funding.

Since that is a fairly standard
thought-out thing in regional trans-
mission organizations, I am concerned
that the bill does not have any lan-
guage in there to assure me and my
constituents that they are not going to
have to pay extra. We do really want to
help people that are having blackouts
and brownouts, but we do not think we
should pay the whole load.

What can I anticipate
participatory funding down the road?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NORWOOD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, as the gentleman well knows, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS)
offered an amendment in the com-
mittee that struck the participatory
funding language from the conference
report, but at that time, I assured the
gentleman from Georgia and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi and several
other interested Congressmen in the
committee that when we go to con-
ference with the Senate, we will work
out language that is fair and balanced
and protects the rights of the incum-
bent local utilities and also the inde-
pendent power producers to find a fair
and balanced way in which to build and
maintain the transmission system for
our great Nation’s electricity grid.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman very much. As he knows, I
agree participatory means ‘‘everybody
pays,” and those that reap the advan-
tages of this, which will be the genera-
tors of electricity and the receivers of
electricity, need to pay. And I am all
right with that.

I thank my colleague, and I look for-
ward to working with him on this as we
move forward toward conference.

on
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, there
will be a provision in the conference re-
port that comes back when we report
the conference out.

Mr. NORWOOD. I thank the Chair-
man.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, Repub-
lican leaders say that the bill before us
is comprehensive energy legislation
that will meet the Nation’s energy
needs by protecting the environment
and safeguarding consumers. Well,
these are the right goals, but there is
only one problem: The bill accom-
plishes none of them. This is an
antienvironment, anticonsumer, anti-
taxpayer bill.

This bill fails to provide secure, sus-
tainable, and affordable energy sup-
plies. It does nothing about the most
important energy issues facing our Na-
tion, like addressing global warming
and reducing the Nation’s dependence
on foreign oil. Instead, this bill lav-
ishes taxpayer subsidies on big energy
companies, while weakening our envi-
ronmental laws.

I have never encountered a time
when the disconnect between rhetoric
and reality has been so enormous. The
President says he wants to save Social
Security, yet he proposes a plan that
would cut benefits and privatize the
program. Republicans in Congress say
they want limited government, yet
they enact legislation intruding on the
end-of-life decisions for the poor
woman in Florida. Congressional lead-
ers say they want to support high
moral standards in government, yet
they gut the ethics process in the
House. And in this so-called energy bill
we shower billions on special interests
while ignoring our Nation’s serious en-
ergy needs.

The Republican energy plan is a bo-
nanza for the energy industry. While
natural gas, heating oil, and gasoline
prices have skyrocketed, we are going
to be giving these companies more
money. Shell Oil reported the highest
corporate profits in the history of the
United Kingdom. ExxonMobil an-
nounced the largest annual profit ever
made by a public company, $25 billion.

There are steps we could take to ad-
dress our energy problems, but this leg-
islation ignores them. We urgently
need to reduce our dependence on for-
eign oil, yet America’s dependence on
oil imports will grow by 75 percent over
the next 20 years under this bill.

The bill fails to address the market
abuse and manipulation that caused
the California energy crisis, costing
consumers in California and western
States billions of dollars.

This bill carves a loophole in the
laws protecting our coastlines, our for-
ests, and our public lands. And under
this bill, when a big oil company pol-
lutes community drinking water, the
o0il companies will no longer be held re-
sponsible for cleaning it up. It is a
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windfall for ExxonMobil, but an attack
on communities all around this coun-
try facing contaminated drinking
water.

This bill makes the most significant
changes to the Clean Air Act in 15
years, allowing corporate polluters to
expose 53 million Americans to air pol-
lution for years longer than current
law.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
fundamentally flawed legislation.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the
distinguished majority whip and a
member of the committee.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
me this time to speak in favor of this
bill, and I thank him for his great lead-
ership to bring this bill to the floor.

For 6 years now, the President of the
United States has been saying that one
of our primary failings as a country
was to have an energy policy that
moved forward. For three Congresses,
our body has responded to that, first
with the leadership of the gentleman
from Texas as chairman of the sub-
committee, and now with his leader-
ship as chairman of the full committee,
bringing an energy bill to the House
floor for three straight Congresses.

What we do here today and tomorrow
can be extremely important to solve
the problems that we see at the gas
pumps today, to solve the problems
that we see if you try to buy fertilizer
today, to solve the natural gas prob-
lems.

Now, it will not solve these problems
next week or next month, or even
maybe the month after that. If, how-
ever, we had passed the bill my col-
league had brought to the floor 4 years
ago, these problems we see today would
not be the large problems that we see
today. And for the leadership of this
chairman, the leadership of the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and the leadership of the chair-
man of the Committee on Resources, 1
am grateful.

I am also grateful to our friends on
the other side, led by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). They did
the hard work they did in the markup.
While they may not have agreed with
all of the final product, certainly many
parts of this product benefited from the
work they did on this committee.

One of the things we have done is il-
lustrated here by a map that just
shows how many kinds of fuel there are
all over the United States. We have
tried to limit the numbers of those
fuels in this bill, and even asked the
EPA to look to the future and see what
that right number is.

Every time you make gasoline less of
a commodity and make it more of a
specialty item, you increase the cost,
reduce the reliability, and the access to
gasoline. We hope to move away from
that. We hope to do more things to use
conservation and use renewable fuels.

This is the right step. It is after the
right time. I wish I could say it is the
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right step at the right time, but, Mr.
Chairman, it is not the fault of our
committee or our body.

We need to move forward now. I urge
passage of this bill.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY).
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, this is
truly a bad bill. Every day we have pic-
tures on the screen of consumers pull-
ing up to the gas pump, paying an arm
and a leg for gasoline. We have 150,000
young men and women over in the Mid-
dle East protecting our country in that
region, and largely as well the oil sup-
plies coming into our country.

This bill does nothing in order to
deal with that problem. In fact, the De-
partment of Energy analysis of an al-
most identical bill in the last Congress
concluded that changes to production,
consumption, imports, and prices are
negligible. The bill would open the
pristine Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
ugee to oil and natural gas exploration
even though there is such a small sup-
ply of oil and gas there that most of
the o0il companies have pulled out of
the coalition trying to open it to drill-
ing.

This bill contains a liability waiver
for the big o0il companies that would
force cities and States to spend billions
to clean up drinking water supplies
that have been contaminated with the
gasoline additive MTBE which is
known to cause cancer.

This bill tramples on the right of
State and local governments to protect
their citizens from potentially dan-
gerous energy facilities such as large
liquefied natural gas terminals that
would be sited right in the middle of
densely populated cities in our coun-
try, even though we know they would
be the number one terrorist target con-
structed in that city.

This bill allows o0il and gas compa-
nies to pollute drinking water by
granting them special exemptions from
the Clean Water Act.

This bill allows refineries and utili-
ties to increase air pollution with spe-
cial exemptions from the Clean Air
Act.

There is a special provision in this
bill to protect Halliburton from ever
facing any Federal regulation of a
practice of drilling for oil using the hy-
draulic fracturing technique that actu-
ally injects diesel fuel into the water
supply.

There is a special provision added
that authorizes grants and other assist-
ance to something called the Dine
Power Authority, an enterprise of the
Navaho Nation. Who are the bene-
ficiaries of that provision? Why do they
deserve our largess? We never had a
hearing on it.

There is a special provision in the
bill that provides a $1.3 billion subsidy
to the Idaho National Laboratory to
build a special advance nuclear reactor
to produce hydrogen for the hydrogen
car. Bad bill; vote ‘‘no.”
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Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to H.R. 6.

| have the greatest respect and affection for
the Chairman of the Committee, the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON),
but | must say in all honesty that this is really
a terrible energy bill.

The Chairman comes from Texas, and I'm
sure that from a Lone Star State perspective,
this looks like a pretty good bill. But most of
our constituents don’t come from oil producing
states. Most of our constituents are energy
consumers, and from a consumer perspective
this bill is seriously deficient. In fact, | would
suggest that this bill is a bit like that old Clint
Eastwood spaghetti Western: “The Good, the
Bad and the Ugly.”

There is a tiny bit of good in the bill—like
extending daylight saving time by a month in
the Spring and a month in the Fall. Now, that
was a good idea, it really was—and I'm glad
that the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON)
and | were able to get it in the bill.

But in all honesty | think | have to say that
for the most part, what we have here before
us today is one truly Bad and Ugly bill:

First, let’s take a look at the Bad:

This bill does virtually nothing to address
the current spike in crude oil prices or the
price of gasoline at the pump. In fact, a De-
partment of Energy analysis of an almost iden-
tical bill in the last Congress concluded that
“changes to production, consumption, imports
and prices are negligible.”

This bill would open the pristine Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge to oil and natural gas
exploration, even though there is such a small
supply of oil and gas there that most of the oil
companies have pulled out of the coalition try-
ing to open it to drilling.

This bill contains a liability waiver for the big
oil companies that would force cities and
states to spend billions to clean up drinking
water supplies that have been contaminated
with the gasoline additive MTBE, which is
known to cause cancer.

This bill tramples on the right of state and
local governments to protect their citizens from
potentially dangerous energy facilities, such as
large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminals
sited right in the middle of densely populated
urban areas.

This bill allows oil and gas companies to
pollute drinking water by granting them special
exemptions from the Clean Water Act.

This bill allows refineries and utilities to in-
crease air pollution with special exemptions
from the Clean Air Act.

This bill gives utilities who dam the public’s
waterways special rights to appeal and
change conditions federal resource agencies
placed on their hydropower license in order to
protect fish, the environmental, irrigation, navi-
gation or other public uses of our nation’s riv-
ers.

This bill repeals the Public Utility Holding
Company Act, a consumer and investor pro-
tection law that restricts utilities from self-deal-
ing and limits their ability to diversify into risky
unregulated business ventures at the expense
of utility consumers.

Second, let’s take a look at the just plain
Ugly.

There’s a special provision in this bill for
Home Depot that preempts several states ex-
isting or proposed energy efficiency standards
for ceiling fans.

There’s a special provision in here to protect
Halliburton from ever facing any Federal regu-
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lation of the practice of drilling for oil using the
hydraulic fracturing technique that actually in-
jects diesel fuel into acquifers.

There’s the special provision added that au-
thorizes “grants and other assistance” to
something called “the Dine Power Authority,
an Enterprise of the Navajo Nation.” Who are
they? Why do they deserve our largess?

There’s the special provision added that
provides a special exemption from our Na-
tion’s nuclear nonproliferation law for a Cana-
dian company named Nordion, so that they
won’t be required to ever agree to convert
their nuclear reactor to using Low-Enriched
Uranium fuel and targets, but can instead con-
tinue to use bomb-grade Highly Enriched Ura-
nium that is a potential terrorist target.

There’s the special provision in the bill that
provides a $1.3 billion subsidy to the ldaho
National Laboratory to build a special ad-
vanced nuclear reactor to produce hydrogen
for the hydrogen car.

This is not what a national energy policy
should be—a tiny bit of Good in a sea of Bad
and Ugly provisions. No. We should try to
seek a fair balance between the interests of
consumers and producers, between the need
for new production and the preservation of our
natural environment. We should take advan-
tage of America’s strength—our technological
superiority—and not play to our weakness (the
fact that we control only 3 percent of the
world’s oil reserves, while OPEC controls
more than 70 percent).

Americans own more cars than there are li-
censed drivers, and yet this energy bill does
nothing to address the fuel efficiency of cars.
Instead this bill offers up the false hope that
drilling in the Arctic Refuge will solve our en-
ergy problems, ignoring that the United State’s
3 percent of world oil reserves will never
match our 25 percent of world oil consump-
tion. For some fuzzy math, we would sacrifice
the last great wilderness in America, an area
biologically unique within the American Arctic.

It didn’t have to be this way. | lived through
the energy policy battles of the late It didn’t
have to be this way. It really didn’t. But the
Republican Majority that controls this Con-
gress today decided to make energy policy
partisan with a bill that is extreme and over-
reaching. So | would say to my Republican
Colleagues, you may have the votes to prevail
here on the House floor this week, but this ex-
treme bill will not become law. Democrats in
this body, along with our colleagues in the
Senate, will fight to ensure that the Bad and
Ugly provisions that presently make up the
bulk of this bill are deleted or revised. And if
they are not, we will fight to prevent this bill
from moving to the President’s desk.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this
bill. We can and must do much better.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS).

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BARTON) for yielding me this time and
for his great work on this bill. It
sounds like it is not the bill that I
voted on, but I am very pleased to sup-
port it. There is no more important bill
in my time here in Congress than the
bill we are addressing today, and there
is no more important bill for the State
of Illinois than the bill we are address-
ing today. It makes all of the years of
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our work pay off because I think this
time we will get it across the finish
line because it meets the demands of
the country. We have to diversify our
energy portfolio. We can no longer rely
on one fuel source, whether it is for
electricity generation or to move our
vehicles. We have to diversify our en-
ergy portfolio, and that is what this
bill does.

This bill brings clean coal tech-
nology, strengthens nuclear power; and
it actually helps renewable power in
the aspect of wind power. It does great
things for relicensing hydroelectric
power. It helps expand the trans-
mission grid and block the backlogs
that helped cause the major blackout
that we had 2 years ago. It addresses a
diversified energy portfolio on fuels.

It brings renewable fuels to the fore-
front in this debate. Gasoline is $2.20,
$2.30. Consumers can buy E-85 ethanol
fuel for $1.65 a gallon. So what we have
been doing in the past is working. This
bill addresses the supply end, and it
also addresses the demand end. We
have to have a national energy policy.
We can no longer allow the country to
not have a plan.

I am excited about an opportunity to
pass this bill on the floor tomorrow,
move it to conference, and get it to the
President’s desk. I want to commend
the bipartisan majority that passed it
out of the committee, and commend
the chairman for his work.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition, strong opposition to this
bill. My colleagues have outlined the
many problems with it. It does nothing
to impact gas prices. In fact, according
to the Energy Information Agency, it
will raise prices at the pump. It gives
billions to industries with already-
soaring profits, and it weakens a host
of environmental laws.

Mr. Chairman, one provision epito-
mizes the bill’s failures. H.R. 6 grants
liability protection for people who
make MTBE who are responsible for
polluting groundwater in dozens of
States, leaving hundreds of commu-
nities saddled with billions of dollars in
cleanup costs. Supporters claim it is
fair to protect MTBE producers from
liability since Congress mandated its
use in the Clean Air Act, but there is
no mandate for MTBE and even the
chairman of the committee has ac-
knowledged as much. In fact, 120 mil-
lion barrels were added to gasoline be-
fore the clean air regulations were ever
issued. Most damning, documents un-
earthed in court cases show that manu-
facturers knew the dangers MTBE
posed to groundwater, and they still
added it to gasoline. The result is what
we have today, over 1,800 contamina-
tion sites in 29 different States serving
45 million Americans.

I wanted to offer an amendment to
strike this provision because in its wis-
dom the House leadership would not
want to vote on this. Perhaps it is be-
cause too many Members on both sides
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of the aisle represent districts with bad
MTBE problems in places where law-
suits are pending. Because of the
MTBE provisions alone, we should re-
ject this bill.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN),
one of nine Democrats on the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce who
voted for this bill in committee.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

There was pressure to rush this bill
out of the committee without a mark-
up, but I am glad the committee made
the right decision. We had a 3-day full
committee markup where almost every
imaginable energy issue was raised,
from cow manure energy to ocean
power. We even extended daylight sav-
ings time to save energy.

Overall, there are many beneficial
provisions in this bill, such as resolv-
ing permit confusion, improving elec-
tric reliability, and mandating Federal
energy conservation.

Importantly, this bill provides incen-
tives to clean coal technology, renew-
able energies like wind and solar; and
it also increases LIHEAP funding au-
thorization to $5 billion for this year.

Very quickly, I want to thank the
chairman for inclusion of a number of
provisions in the bill, such as the pro-
vision encouraging the siting on lique-
fied natural gas (LNG), which is impor-
tant to energy security to cut into the
rising natural gas prices that threaten
our economy.

The top concern of homeowners and
manufacturers in our district are the
high natural gas prices. If we keep off-
shore production limits, we have to
have LNG to import from other coun-
tries. We included some modern incen-
tives for petroleum coke gasification
S0 we can see what we can do with basi-
cally a byproduct, and important coal
gasification incentives. Energy diver-
sity brings economy-wide benefits.

I commend the authorization of a
complex well-testing project at the
Rocky Mountain Oilfield Testing Cen-
ter. The ability to tap more resources
with fewer wells provides a public ben-
efit for environmental protection.

The bill contains a study on LIHEAP
reform. Providing energy assistance to
families in cold and hot weather is a
public necessity, and I thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
and the gentleman from Texas (Chair-
man BARTON) for accepting two new
amendments, one which would require
the Department of Energy and the Na-
tional Cancer Institute to conduct a
health assessment of those living in
proximity to petrochemical and refin-
ery facilities.

Many of my constituents live and
work near these facilities. The commu-
nities are concerned, and they deserve
the most accurate health information
about their community.

There is a lot to be said about this
bill. We have an energy bill for the first
time in my 12 years in Congress.
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. SOLIS).

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, today I
rise in opposition to the energy bill.
The bill limits States’ rights to protect
their water supplies and protect their
air quality, risks the public health of
our working families, and leaves our
States to pick up the tab for contami-
nation.

First, the bill puts important ground-
water supplies at risk by allowing die-
sel fuel and other contaminants to be
injected into the ground with no over-
sight by EPA.

Second, supporters of the bill refuse
to take steps to prevent leaks into the
groundwater from underground storage
tanks by rejecting attempts to require
new replacement storage tanks near
drinking water wells or sensitive areas
to be secondarily contained.

Third, the bill would make States
weaken programs to prevent leaks dur-
ing fuel delivery or risk losing Federal
cleanup funds.

Finally, the language unnecessarily
targets poor and underserved commu-
nities for the unrestricted siting of new
refineries. Together, all these actions
are environmental and public health
injustices. While the bill benefits cor-
porate America, it leaves communities
like mine with more contaminated
groundwater, increases the cost of
cleanup borne by taxpayers and water
providers, and increases the risks to
public health for all Americans.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BUYER).

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON) for yielding me this time. The
gentleman has done a magnificent job
leading the committee on this new bill.

I would just say, in America we face
some great challenges with regard to
formulation of our energy policy. The
oil demand growth keeps rising due to
the industrialization of the emerging
world. China consumes 7 million bar-
rels per day; and if China’s rise in
world prominence is similar to that of
Korea and Japan, China will consume
20 million barrels per day in less than
10 years.

The last big oil discovery was 30
yvears ago in the North Sea. China is
trying to buy oil companies in Canada;
India is trying to buy oil companies in
Russia; the present world production
capacity is 83 million barrels a day;
and we are running an estimated 81.5
million today, which means we are in
the red zone. The 14 largest oil fields in
the world are 40 years old. Once they
are taken out to 50 percent, water and
fluids need to be pumped to keep pro-
duction at existing levels. We have
some significant challenges. Support
this bill.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield for the purpose of a unani-
mous consent request to the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

April 20, 2005

(Mr. SHAYS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, protecting our environment
and promoting energy independence are two
of the most important jobs | have as a Mem-
ber of Congress. Unfortunately, the bill before
us today represents a real missed opportunity
to reduce our dependence on foreign oil, pro-
mote energy efficiency and conservation, and
improve our air, land and water quality.

For decades, our country has lacked a na-
tional energy policy. While | did not agree with
the Administration’s energy plan, | was grate-
ful President Bush put forward a comprehen-
sive proposal. The President's energy plan
was superior to the severely flawed bill before
us today.

We had a chance to devise a forward-look-
ing energy policy that would have increased
fuel efficiency, made polluters (including
MTBE producers) pay for harming our environ-
ment, and advanced a renewable portfolio
standard. Instead what we have is quite a bad
bill.

Instead of creating a balanced energy policy
that provides incentives to make renewable
energy more affordable and widely available,
we are making fiscally irresponsible and envi-
ronmentally-reckless decisions for the benefit
of a few profitable industries that don’t need
this kind of help from taxpayers.

| fail to understand why the major thrust of
the bill’'s tax provisions involve further sub-
sidizing the fossil fuel industry, rather than
providing incentives for conservation and re-
newable sources of energy. These are enor-
mously profitable industries operating in a time
of record energy prices. Clearly, these profits
demonstrate the market has already provided
the fossil fuel industries with sufficient incen-
tive to increase production.

| strongly oppose a provision in the bill that
allows for the permanent activation of the
Cross Sound Cable. In doing so, the bill sub-
verts the regulatory process and ignores
sound environmental policy regarding the
depth at which the Cable should be buried.

In addition to its environmental shortsighted-
ness, | also oppose provisions in this bill re-
lated to energy transmission. For instance, the
Energy Policy Act allows the Federal Electric
Regulatory Commission (FERC) to preempt
state siting authorities when it is determined
that a high-voltage power line is of “national
significance,” and overrides state authorities
when expanding or siting new liquefied natural
gas (LNG) terminals. In our own Long Island
Sound just off Connecticut, this is a very real
possibility. While energy security is a national
issue, it seems to me the communities who
will live with these siting decisions deserve a
voice in the process.

Finally, | strongly oppose opening the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge to drilling. We simply
won’t have a world to live in if we continue our
neglectful ways. In my judgment, it would be
far better to develop prudent and lasting alter-
nate fuel energies than to risk irreparable
damage to the wilderness of one of North
America’s most beautiful frontiers. Drilling in
the Arctic will not fix our energy problems—
with so little oil available up there it couldn’t
possibly, as it will take a decade to get the oil
down here. That time would be far better
spent developing clean, renewable energy
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sources that will provide infinite energy without
imperiling our last remaining wilderness areas.

| look forward to the day when we will have
an opportunity to vote for a fiscally-prudent,
environmentally-responsible national energy
policy. Today is not that day.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS), a
distinguished subcommittee chairman.

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, here
we go again. As I said, this is the third
time, and it should be a charm.

We have passed this comprehensive
legislation before; and I know I speak
for a lot of my colleagues, probably on
both sides of the aisle, that we should
finally move forward after the large in-
creases in gasoline. This is a timely
piece of legislation.

The Department of Energy predicts
by the year 2025, U.S. oil and natural
gas demand will rise by 46 percent with
energy demand increasing 1 percent for
every 2 percent in GDP growth. This
increase in demand at home, coupled
with the explosion of demand world-
wide, has led to the increase in the cost
of crude oil.

To combat this, and the resulting
record gas prices, the American people
today are looking for Congress to act
and we are doing it. This legislation
contains a number of provisions that
would lower gas prices. H.R. 6 encour-
ages more domestic production of oil,
promotes a greater refining capacity,
and increases the gasoline supply by
stopping the proliferation of expensive
regional boutique fuels.
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Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support H.R. 6 and finally enact
solid, comprehensive energy legislation
for the American people.

Mr. Chairman, here we go again. As they
say, the third time’s the charm. This is the
third Congress in a row we have tried to pass
comprehensive energy legislation. | know |
speak for many of my colleagues in saying |
hope we can finally move forward and enact
this very important and increasingly timely leg-
islation.

As we all know too well, energy is the life-
blood of the economy. The availability of en-
ergy at reasonable prices is key to economic
growth and stability. Comprehensive national
energy policy must ensure affordable, reliable
energy and also promote national security.
H.R. 6 does that and | urge all my colleagues
to support it.

The Department of Energy predicts that by
the year 2025, U.S. oil and natural gas de-
mand will rise by 46 percent, with energy de-
mand increasing 1 percent for every 2 percent
growth in GDP. This increased demand at
home, coupled with an explosion of demand
worldwide, has lead to an increase in the cost
of crude oil. To combat this and the resulting
record gas prices, the American people are
looking to Congress to act.

This legislation contains a number of provi-
sions that would lower gas prices. H.R. 6 en-
courages more domestic production of ail, pro-
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motes a greater refining capacity, and in-
creases the gasoline supply by stopping the
proliferation of expensive regional boutique
fuels.

Ending our dependence on foreign oil is not
only important to the economy but also doubly
important to national security. Currently, the
U.S. imports about 60 percent of its oil. The
Department of Energy projects this number
will increase to 73 percent by the year 2025.
In order to ensure reliable and secure supplies
of oil, we have no choice but to increase the
domestic supply.

Another way H.R. 6 increases domestic pro-
duction of oil is by opening ANWR to oil and
gas exploration. USGS estimates that there is
between 5.7 and 16.0 billion barrels of oil that
is technically recoverable. This estimate does
not take into account that with new tech-
nology, the share will become higher. A re-
source of this magnitude cannot simply be ig-
nored. H.R. 6 goes a long way to end our reli-
ance on foreign oil.

| once again urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 6 and finally enact solid, comprehensive
energy legislation for the American people.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. GILLMOR), another dis-
tinguished subcommittee chairman.

Mr. GILLMOR. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time and
for his great work on this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this country needs to
create a new energy landscape that be-
gins shrinking our disproportionate re-
liance on foreign energy sources and
begins building one that places Amer-
ican ingenuity, producers and con-
sumers at the forefront.

I want to highlight one provision and
that is the provision that significantly
strengthens the important Leaking Un-
derground Storage Tank program. The
bill increases State funding from the
LUST trust fund for States containing
a larger number of tanks or whose
leaking tanks present a greater threat
to groundwater, it requires onsite in-
spections of underground storage tanks
every 3 years, it institutes operator
training requirements for tank owners
and operators, and the legislation al-
lows States to stop deliveries of fuel to
noncompliant regulated tanks in order
to achieve legal enforcement.

These are all strong recommenda-
tions not only made by the General Ac-
counting Office, but they have also
been previously passed by the House.
They are proenvironment, antipolluter
provisions. I urge their support and the
support of the bill.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON), another
distinguished subcommittee chairman.

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

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, yes, we
have an energy crisis, and the sad
thing is that it did not start this year,
but neither did this bill which started
more than 4 years ago. Maybe with gas
prices hovering near $2.50 a gallon, we
can finally get this bill to the Presi-
dent’s desk.
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I was glad to see that my bipartisan
amendment extending daylight saving
time for 2 months was included in this
bill. Estimates show that it will save
more than 100,000 barrels of oil for
every day that we extend daylight sav-
ing time. I want to remind my col-
leagues that 2 years ago, we had a
blackout, an electric blackout through
much of the Midwest. In this bill we fi-
nally impose reliability standards on
the electric industry so that, hopefully,
that will not happen again.

I want to say, too, as the cochair of
the Auto Caucus, it was important for
the chairman to agree to add $200 mil-
lion for hybrid and alternative fuel cell
vehicles. We hope that the Senate leg-
islation will even go more in terms of
incentives so that private consumers
going to the showroom are going to be
able to take advantage of those incen-
tives to purchase those vehicles so that
we can get those on the road.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BOUCHER).

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

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Michigan
for yielding this time to me and com-
mend him on his outstanding leader-
ship with regard to the energy bill now
before us.

I have supported the passage of com-
prehensive energy legislation for the
last two Congresses, and I rise in sup-
port of the measure that is before the
House this afternoon. While I do not
support all of the sections of the bill,
there are a number of provisions in the
energy measure that I believe will en-
hance our Nation’s energy policy and
energy security. For example, the leg-
islation makes valuable improvements
in the area of energy efficiency and re-
newable energy and would make per-
manent the Northeast Home Heating
0il Reserve.

Of particular interest to me is the
title on coal which would provide for
the implementation of the Clean Coal
Power Initiative to develop projects
that would utilize clean coal tech-
nologies. The coal title also provides
for the clean air coal program to en-
hance the deployment of fully devel-
oped clean coal technologies. Coal is
our Nation’s most abundant natural re-
source for energy production, and it is
appropriate that we take steps to ac-
complish the goal of incenting coal use
and thereby relieving to some extent
the pressure that we are experiencing
at the present time on natural gas
prices. The Clean Air Coal Program
would help to advance that objective.

The electricity title in the energy
bill contains some beneficial provi-
sions, and I particularly want to call
attention to the smart metering title
which I proposed 2 years ago in order
to accelerate the deployment of real-
time metering. When consumers have
knowledge of the savings they can real-
ize by using appliances during offpeak
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hours, the peaks can be flattened and
the utilities can avoid the necessity of
having to build some very expensive
new generating facilities.

I am pleased that during the last
Congress, we were able to reach a com-
promise which is also reflected in the
bill before us today regarding the ap-
plication of section 210 of PURPA, and
the legislation contains the non-
controversial and much-needed section
that would make transmission reli-
ability standards mandatory.

I am concerned, however, that the
bill before us includes a provision that
would cap spending on the implementa-
tion of the reliability standards. I am
concerned about that and would hope
that when this measure becomes law,
enough money will be available for
adequate enforcement.

I also remain concerned about the
total repeal of the Public Utilities
Holding Company Act without ensur-
ing that adequate consumer protec-
tions remain in place. And I have not
been convinced that there is a need to
give the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission the ultimate authority to
site transmission power lines.

I support the legislation and I en-
courage my colleagues to vote for it. I
want to conclude these remarks by
complimenting again the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) on his
outstanding leadership and also com-
plimenting the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. He was willing to
work in a bipartisan fashion in order to
establish consensus on a number of
these measures. I applaud him for that
willingness and for the effective work
that he has done in bringing this meas-
ure to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, I encourage the pas-
sage of the bill.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
LATHAM). The gentleman from Texas is
recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to compliment the mem-
bers of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce on both sides of the aisle for
the way we prepared this legislation. It
was reported out of committee 39-16
last Wednesday night after a 3Y2-day
markup. Every amendment that was
offered that wanted to be voted on and
considered was.

Most of the members who have spo-
ken in opposition to the bill on the
floor from the Committee on Energy
and Commerce had amendments that
were accepted in committee. I think
every member that has said something
negative about the bill actually got
something in the bill, and yet it was
not exactly the way they wanted it in
terms of the total package, so they are
obviously reserving their right to vote
against the bill.

It is a fair and balanced bill. It helps
the existing conventional resources. It
also has a title on conservation. It will
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reform our electricity grid. It looks to
the future in the hydrogen fuel initia-
tive and the clean coal technology.
While it is not a panacea, it is a bill
that is right for this country. It is
right to pass it at this time and send it
to the other body so that we can go to
conference later this summer and put a
bill on the President’s desk.

I would urge a ‘‘yes” vote on final
passage after all the amendments have
been debated tomorrow afternoon.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time on the majority side for
the Committee on Science.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman from Illinois is recognized.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

As chairman of the Science Sub-
committee on Energy, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 6, the Energy
Policy Act of 2005, particularly those
provisions that originated with the
Science Committee and are now con-
tained in Title IX of the bill, the Re-
search and Development title.

H.R. 6 represents a good investment
in advanced, cutting-edge energy tech-
nologies to expand and diversify our
energy supply, meet growing demand
and reduce the environmental impact
of energy production and use. The only
changes to the R&D title from the
108th Congress are ones that reflect the
latest research, the emergence of inno-
vative technologies and new ways of
thinking about our power problems.

Most noteworthy is a pilot grant pro-
gram to encourage the design and con-
struction of energy-efficient buildings
that demonstrates new efficiency tech-
nologies. Also worth mentioning are
two new additions to the subtitle on re-
newable energy R&D.

First is a grant program for States to
support the development and dem-
onstration of solar technologies na-
tionwide. Second, the bill requires the
Department to work with industry to
create biorefinery demonstration
projects. As a result, this bill does
more for renewable energy R&D than
any other energy bill previously con-
sidered by the House.

The bill also recognizes that ad-
vanced energy technologies do not
grow on trees. Instead, they grow out
of basic scientific research like those
that are supported by the DOE at our
universities and national laboratories.
That is why H.R. 6 increases authorized
funding to the DOE Office of Science
which supports over 40 percent of basic
research in the physical sciences, more
than any other Federal agency. This
funding will support basic fusion re-
search and greater use of supercom-
puters for energy applications, as well
as systems biology research and the
construction and operation of sci-
entific facilities like the rare isotope
accelerator.

America cannot hope to compete in
the world economy based on labor
costs. Our competitive strength is the
depth of our ingenuity and technology,
and the science programs in this bill
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are the basic building blocks of our
technological edge.

In closing, I want to thank the lead-
ership of the Committee on Science
and my colleagues on the committee
for their contributions to the develop-
ment of the provisions in the R&D title
of H.R. 6.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), chairman of the Committee on
Science, and the gentlewoman from Il-
linois (Mrs. BIGGERT), chair of the Sub-
committee on Energy, for their hard
work and cooperation in developing the
foundation of Title IX, the R&D title of
this bill.

A stable domestic energy supply is
essential to the economic well-being
and security of our Nation. While the
bill on the floor today has provisions
that are not acceptable to many Demo-
crats and Republicans, there are good
points worth mentioning in Title IX. Of
particular note are the provisions en-
suring greater DOE cooperation with
the smaller colleges and universities
who will train our next generation of
scientists, mathematicians, techni-
cians and teachers. The Department, as
well as the traditional large research
universities, could benefit from the
enormous pool of talented researchers
in the Nation’s smaller colleges and
universities, and I encourage greater
collaboration.

I would also like to highlight the
work of several of our Members on key
components of DOE research and devel-
opment in Title IX:

The interest of the gentleman from
California (Mr. HONDA) in the progress
of the Next Generation Lighting Initia-
tive, the Stanford linear accelerator
and the Joint Genomics Institute and
his work with the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) on transit bus
demonstrations of fuel cells;

The continued dedication of the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WOOL-
SEY) and the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. UDALL) to clean, renewable and ef-
ficient energy technologies;

The work of the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. COSTELLO) to ensure that uti-
lization of our vast coal resources only
gets cleaner and more efficient;

The vision of the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ZOE LOFGREN) in sup-
port of domestic fusion energy research
and international fusion projects;

The work of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DAVIS) to ensure good
science continues at Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory, particularly in the
area of high-end computing;

The efforts of the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MILLER) to estab-
lish a nationwide network of advanced
energy technology transfer centers to
get technologies off the laboratory
shelf and into the marketplace;

Finally, the tireless commitment of
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
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JACKSON-LEE) to research and develop-
ment at historically black colleges and
universities and other minority-serving
institutions.

The Committee on Science contrib-
uted virtually all of Title IX, the re-
search and development title of this
bill. While research and development
programs typically have not been con-
troversial, I believe the Title IX provi-
sions represent a major part of this leg-
islation. The R&D programs authorized
in this bill will provide the means to
produce energy that this country will
need for the foreseeable future.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, it
gives me great pleasure to yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BOEHLERT), the illustrious chair-
man of the Committee on Science.

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, with
great regret, but with even greater
conviction, I rise in opposition to this
bill. While this bill certainly has some
worthy provisions, including those re-
ported out by our committee, overall
this bill is a step backward. This bill
will not lessen our dependence on for-
eign oil, and it will do nothing to re-
duce energy prices. It will increase the
deficit, weaken our economy, com-
promise our national security and en-
danger our environment.

The supporters of this bill are cer-
tainly right about one thing. We des-
perately need a good national energy
policy. This measure does not pass that
test.
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Our growing dependence on foreign
oil puts us at the mercy of unstable
and unfriendly foreign regimes. It gives
terrorists additional targets and puts
money in their hands. It weakens the
dollar by worsening the balance of
trade. We would start every day $500
million-plus in the hole on our balance
of trade because of the imported oil. It
pumps money out of the domestic econ-
omy and into the hands of those who
would wish us ill.

In short, our oil dependence rep-
resents a significant and growing
threat to our national security, and na-
tional security should be first and fore-
most in the minds and hearts of every-
one in this Chamber.

So what do we do to reduce our de-
pendence on foreign o0il? Yes, we need
to increase the supply of fossil and nu-
clear and renewable energy.

But most importantly, we need to be-
come more energy efficient. And does
this bill do to make us more energy ef-
ficient? Virtually nothing.

The Federal Energy Information Ad-
ministration found that last year’s en-
ergy bill would have almost no impact
on energy demand and energy prices;
and that bill, if anything, made more
of an effort to tame consumption. The
Alliance for an Energy Efficient Econ-
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omy has estimated that this year’s en-
ergy bill would not save a single barrel
of 0il by 2020.

That is both tragedy and farce. We
know how to treat our oil addiction.
We can make appliances more energy
efficient without inconveniencing any-
one. We can make our cars more effi-
cient without sacrificing safety. My
CAFE amendment would reduce oil
consumption in 2020 by 2 million bar-
rels a day. That is more than twice the
amount that is expected per day from
drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge.

What does this bill do instead of try-
ing to make us more energy efficient?
At a time of fiscal crises and record oil
prices, the bill provides new mandatory
spending that will go directly to the oil
industry, and it provides mandatory
breaks for the oil industry on royal-
ties.

The bill provides massive tax breaks
for profitable oil companies and next
to nothing for new technologies that
could help wean us from foreign oil.
Here is what the President said last
week on that issue: “With $55 oil we
don’t need incentives to oil and gas
companies to explore.”” The President’s
budget devoted 72 percent of its pro-
posed energy tax incentives to alter-
natives. This bill provides just 6 per-
cent to alternatives while providing
more than a billion dollars in addi-
tional tax breaks.

We would not have to look far to
come up with better ideas. While the
House has been writing a bill based on
ideological purity rather than careful
analysis, others have come forward
with bipartisan, sensible balanced ap-
proaches to energy policy. Groups like
the National Commission on Energy
Policy and the Alliance to Save Energy
and the Energy Future Coalition have
all offered carefully considered pro-
posals that could have formed the basis
of an effective bill with Republican cre-
dentials.

But instead, we have decided to close
our minds and open our purse in a way
that will harm taxpayers and con-
sumers and weaken our economic
health and national security.

We can do better. We ought to do bet-
ter. We have an obligation to do better.
Let us defeat this bill and start over.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, the
chairman of the Committee on Science
knows what is right. The energy bill
before us today is bad for the con-
sumer, bad for the environment, and it
does not make us energy independent.
In fact, it is the ultimate reason we are
insecure as a Nation.

In fact, by promoting the interests of
corporations over consumers and pollu-
tion over conservation, this bill makes
the United States much less secure.

H.R. 6 will harm more than just our
environment, however. America’s con-
tinued reliance on Middle East oil for
the majority of our energy needs is the
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single largest factor that contributes
to our lack of national security. It is
time we stopped all efforts to drill in
ANWR because this is only a stop-gap
measure. Instead, we need real energy
independence, and that will only come
when we start focusing our efforts as a
Nation on clean, renewable sources of
energy, conservation, and efficiency. It
would be hypocritical for anyone who
cares about our Nation’s well-being to
vote for this legislation. I urge my col-
leagues, join me, vote against it.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. INGLIS), a member
of the Committee on Science.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the chair-
man of the Committee on Science. We
have an opportunity to do better.

I hope that we do better as we im-
prove the hydrogen title of this bill.
Perhaps the other body will have a
title that will work a little bit better
in the hydrogen area, and I hope that
we will catch the vision of a different
way of getting around.

Imagine that one takes delivery
today in Spartanburg, South Carolina
of a brand new BMW. It runs on hydro-
gen. It is powered and controlled by a
computer, maybe made by IBM, maybe
software by Microsoft. These are com-
panies committed to making hydrogen
and to making smart cars work. They
get in the car, they program it to go
somewhere, they take their hands off
the wheel. It seems like science fiction,
but the good news is that we on the
Committee on Science are in the busi-
ness of making science fiction into re-
ality, and it is not that far away.

If we can make a commitment like
we made when we decided to go to the
Moon, we can get there. We as a Nation
can decide that now is the time to real-
ly commit to forging ahead to create a
hydrogen economy. Now is the time to
be spending good money on that. It is
time to stop simple spending and start
thoughtful investing. There is a big dif-
ference. In this bill we have the oppor-
tunity to do just that, to invest serious
money in the technology that can lead
us to a hydrogen economy. If we do
that, we will do good work for the
American people and we will lessen our
dependence on Middle Eastern oil.

And, by the way, it is also about jobs.
If we can retool the automobile and
make it so that we not just develop the
technology but also produce it here, we
can tremendously expand the economy
of the United States, providing jobs
and, while doing that, cleaning up the
environment and reducing the oil pres-
sure on the Middle East. That is a
trifecta. Let us get about it with a bet-
ter title.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. HONDA).

(Mr. HONDA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. HONDA. Mr. Chairman, there are
very few things I like about this energy
bill. However, I do support title IX, and
I am proud to be the ranking member
of the Committee on Science’s Energy
Subcommittee, which authored this
portion of the bill.

We have included such beneficial pro-
grams as energy efficiency and renew-
able energy research and development
in the areas of solar, wind, geothermal,
bioenergy, and other alternative en-
ergy sources that will be critical to our
future energy independence.

Also included are research programs
into distributed energy and electric en-
ergy systems, which will make us less
reliant on fragile transmission grid,
and the next generation lighting initia-
tive, which will reduce future demand
for electricity through efficiency.

We have also increased support for
the basic sciences at the Department of
Energy generally and focused on sev-
eral programs in particular, such as
nanotechnology research and develop-
ment, advanced scientific computing
research, and fusion energy sciences.

It is a credit to the collegial bipar-
tisan nature of the Committee on
Science members and staff that all of
these important provisions are in-
cluded in a product that both sides of
the aisle can support. There is so much
agreement that I do not have any
amendments to offer here today; and as
a side bar, I would like to also com-
mend the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BOEHLERT), chairman; and the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. GOR-
DON), our ranking member, for this
kind of collegial activity.

Unfortunately, I cannot say the same
thing about the rest of the bill. Drill-
ing in the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge and liability waivers for producers
of MTBE are not going to reduce gas
prices today and are not steps toward a
sustainable energy future. And in con-
trast, the bill does not address increas-
ing fuel economy standards, which is a
concrete step we can take to reduce en-
ergy consumption.

Even President Bush, an oil man, ad-
mits that with $55 a barrel of oil, we do
not need incentives for oil and gas
companies to explore. He recently said,
“There are plenty of incentives. What
we need is to put a strategy in place
that will help this country over time
become less dependent.”

This bill does not do enough to make
this Nation less dependent on energy,
be it from imported or domestic
sources. We need a bill that focuses on
our long-term future needs, not one
that is stuck in the past.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
bill.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield for the purpose of making a unan-
imous consent request to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, | am concerned
this bill will not clear the Budget responsibility.
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H.R. 6 technically does not violate the
Budget Act because it is an unreported bill,
and Budget Act points of order generally only
apply to reported bills. The bill generally is in-
consistent with the 302(a) allocations for both
the 2005 and House-passed 2006 budget res-
olutions. Section 2053 of the bill does, how-
ever, create a new entitlement program out-
side the budget window (specifically, FY
2016). It uses a portion of outer-continental re-
ceipts to fund new mandatory state-run con-
servation, education, and infrastructure pro-
grams. Estimates indicate that the annual cost
of this provision could be in the range of $1.75
billion. If H.R. 6 were a reported bill, such a
provision might subject the bill to a section
303 point of order.

We just passed a Budget only after clari-
fying a point of order would defeat any Appro-
priations bill over Budget.

It appears that we have to expand this point
to protect against bills like this.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

In closing, I express my appreciation
for the leadership of the Committee on
Science and my colleagues on the com-
mittee for their contributions to the
development of the provisions in the
R&D title of H.R. 6. They are bipar-
tisan, forward thinking, balanced, and
speak to the importance that we as a
Congress place on the role of tech-
nology in our energy future.

I would also express my appreciation
for the extremely professional staff of
all the relevant committees, as well as
the key leadership staff who worked
diligently on this bill for months and
in some cases years. I want to thank
the able staff of Committee on Science
and its Energy Subcommittee. Their
contributions and those of countless
others have resulted in a better bill
which I urge my colleagues to support.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to take back the
balance of my time for the purpose of
yielding time to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
LATHAM). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
gentleman for yielding me this time.

First of all, I am grateful that the
Committee on Science had an oppor-
tunity to provide insight into this leg-
islation.

I have an amendment that I will be
discussing later on in the day that
speaks to the purpose of my standing
today in general debate, and that is to
make, I think, the declaration that we
clearly need to have an energy policy.

My amendment will engage farmers
and ranchers in Texas and all over the
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Nation to give them extra training and
resources to assess the availability and
viability of bioenergy. But it is impor-
tant that, although this legislation
may not be all that we want it to be,
the very fact that there is going to be
a review of electricity and trans-
mission is important, the very fact
that we acknowledge the high cost of
gasoline, even though I might say to
my distinguished friend from Ten-
nessee I offered an amendment that
might determine why there is such an
increase in gasoline prices, why the
transportation costs are so high, and of
course that was not allowed.
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But we will have a number of debates
dealing with the price of gasoline.

This is not a ‘‘get-you’” time in
America. This should not be, We get
the industry or we get the consumer.
This needs to be a time when we sit
down and reconcile over these very
frightening issues.

I want jobs in my community. I want
a thriving energy industry. In fact, I
had an initiative that would report on
the deposits in Texas and Louisiana
offshore so that we could be more inde-
pendent of foreign oil and do more do-
mestic drilling in a safe and environ-
mentally manageable way.

This bill today will allow us to de-
bate these questions.

Am I disappointed? In some sense,
yes, that global warming is not men-
tioned, that more of the environmental
emphasis is not mentioned; but if we do
not move from point A to point B to
point C to have a real energy policy,
there will be no way, if you will, to en-
sure for the American people a safe and
secure America.

It is a question of energy security. I
would ask my colleagues to consider
this legislation as we move forward.

Mr. Chairman, | speak today with mixed
emotions. While | realize the importance of
having a comprehensive energy bill, | am con-
cerned that the bill does not do enough.
Please do not misunderstand me, there are
good aspects to the bill. For example, the bill
provides for much needed advances in Energy
Efficiency, Renewable Energy, and Nuclear.
However, there is still much work to be done.
To this end, | plan to offer an amendment and
work with Members, and industry with hopes
of improving upon some key aspects of the
bill.

Before going any further, | think it is impor-
tant to touch upon the question everyone is
asking, “Why Are Gas Prices So High?”
Whether right or wrong, the common answer
has been that supply is not able to keep up
with demand. According to recent studies,
overall prices are rising because of the razor-
thin supply and demand balance in the global
crude oil market (i.e. the increase demand for
oil in China and India has played a major role
in driving up oil prices around the world). In
addition, the situation in Iraq has not helped.
Unfortunately, there seems to be no end in
sight to this problem.

According to the Energy Information Admin-
istration, EIA prices in 2005 are projected to
remain high, at an expected average of $2.28
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per gallon for the April to September summer
season, 38 cents above last summer. Similar
high motor gasoline prices are expected
through 2006. Monthly average prices are pro-
jected to peak at about $2.35 per gallon in
May. Summer diesel fuel prices are expected
to average $2.24 per gallon. As in 2004, the
primary factor behind these price increases is
crude oil costs.

In the United States, additional changes in
gasoline specifications and tight refinery ca-
pacity can be expected to increase operating
costs slightly and limit supply flexibility, adding
further pressure on pump prices. Despite high
prices, demand is expected to continue to rise
due to the increasing number of drivers and
vehicles and increasing per-capita vehicle
miles traveled.

While these may be the facts, it does not sit
well with my constituents back in Texas, and
for that matter with all Americans. Thus, as
the bill moves along the legislative process, |
will be working with Members and industry to
establish a sense of the Congress that the
Secretary of Energy, acting through the Ad-
ministrator of the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, should commence an immediate inves-
tigation on the causes of high gasoline prices
in the United States and, in collaboration with
the petroleum industry and the Congress, de-
velop a solution to such prices. At the rate we
are going, the average American will not be
able to afford to drive.

It is important for me to mention that | will
also work with Members of Congress to en-
courage the Secretary of the Interior, in con-
sultation with other appropriate Federal agen-
cies, every 2 years, to transmit a report to the
Congress assessing the contents of natural
gas and oil deposits at existing drilling sites off
the coasts of Louisiana and Texas. It is impor-
tant that we do our best to become an energy
independent Nation. This can only be done
through the full utilization of energy sources
within our Nation’s geographic influence. Cur-
rently, most if not all, of the nations we import
oil from are either directly or indirectly hostile
towards the U.S. Many of these nations pro-
vide funding to terrorist groups who oppose
the U.S. and at any time could decide not to
sell oil to us. Where would that leave us? It is
important that we know what we have right
hear at home. The aforementioned two-year
assessment would allow an inventory of exist-
ing oil and gas supplies and an evaluation of
techniques or processes that may exist in
keeping those wells protected.

Needless to say, | represent residents and
businesses that call the 18th Congressional
District of Texas their home. Energy and en-
ergy related companies and dozens of other
exploration companies are the backbone of
the Houston economy. For this reason, the
18th Congressional District can claim well-es-
tablished energy producing companies and
suppliers as well as those engaged in renew-
able energy exploration and development.

| believe that the effects of rising energy
prices have had and will continue to have a
chilling effect on our Nation’s economy. Every-
thing we as consumers eat, touch or use in
our day-to-day lives have energy costs added
into the price we pay. Today, our society is in
the midst of major sociological and technical
revolutions, which will forever change the way
we live and work. We are moving from a pre-
dominantly industrial economy to an informa-
tion-centered economy. While or society has
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an increasingly older and longer living popu-
lation the world has become increasingly
smaller, integrated and interdependent.

As with all change, current national and
international transformations present both dan-
gers and opportunities, which must be recog-
nized and seized upon. Thus, the question
arises, how do we manage these changes to
protect the disadvantaged, disenfranchised
and disavowed while improving their situation
and destroying barriers to job creation, small
business, and new markets?

One way to address this issue is to ensure
that this Nation becomes energy independent
through the full utilization of energy sources
within our Nation’s geographic influence. Be-
fore concluding, let me say that as legislators,
we must boldly define, address and find solu-
tions to future energy problems. We know that
the geological supply of fossil fuel in not infi-
nite, but finite. We know that our Nation’s best
reserves of fuel sources are in the forms of
coal and natural gas, among others.

| would only caution my colleagues, admin-
istration officials, academics, industry leaders,
environmental groups and consumers not to
assume that we have learned all that is there
is to know about energy extraction, refining,
generation, or transportation but that we are
still learning. We must bring to this debate a
vigor and vitality that will enliven our efforts to
not have a future of energy have and have
nots, due to out of control energy demand with
few creative minds working on the solution to
this pressing problem.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the gentleman from California
(Mr. PoMBO) is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS), the sub-
committee chairman.

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Chairman, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 6.

For too many years, Madam Chair-
man, our domestic energy policy has
languished, driving investment over-
seas and increasing our reliance on for-
eign energy resources. Yet, we con-
tinue the cycle of tolerating irrespon-
sible energy policies, continuing to dis-
courage investment in domestic energy
production and, subsequently, becom-
ing more dependent on foreign sources
of energy.

Relying on foreign and, sometimes,
hostile nations for energy and minerals
jeopardizes our national security,
Madam Chairman. And for the safety
and security of our homeland, I want
the United States to be reasonably self-
sufficient in meeting the demands of
our current energy consumption.

H.R. 6 makes strides in ensuring our
domestic security by streamlining the
permitting process for renewable and
traditional sources of energy, while
protecting the integrity of the environ-
mental review process. H.R. 6 also con-
tains provisions to spur production of
renewable energies such as geothermal
so we can reduce our reliance on tradi-
tional sources.

Through this important legislation,
we will have increased ability to utilize
the vast renewable energy resources on
our public lands in an environmentally
responsible manner.
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I urge all of my colleagues to support
the passage of this legislation that will
allow us to capitalize on our Nation’s
energy exploration and development
technology, commitment to environ-
mental quality and conservation, and
work ethic to develop our domestic en-
ergy resources.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. RAHALL) is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise in opposition to the pending
legislation, surprise, because it will do
absolutely nothing to lower the price
of motor fuel and reduce America’s de-
pendence on foreign oil.

This legislation is antitaxpayer,
anticonsumer, and antienvironmental.
It is social security for the oil indus-
try. We have before us a bill that
squanders what could have been a bold
stroke for American energy independ-
ence. It could have been visionary, and
it could have been daring in developing
new energy technologies and fuel
sources.

Instead, we have before us a bill
which contains a litany of various tax
breaks and polluter protections for en-
ergy producers who are already experi-
encing record profits at the expense of
the American public.

The bill contains $8 billion in tax
breaks, largely for well-heeled oil and
gas conglomerates who are already
milking our constituents at the pump.
In the Resources title alone, CBO says
there is nearly a half a billion dollars
of direct spending to subsidize the oil
and gas industry over the next 10 years.
To put it bluntly, if the taxpayer is
feeling the pain of an energy crisis, it
is coming from the derrick sticking out
of his back pocket, and this measure
does nothing to ease it.

Even President Bush recently stated,
“I will tell you, with $55 oil, we don’t
need incentives to oil and gas compa-
nies to explore. There are plenty of in-
centives.”” These are President Bush’s
own words.

But has that stopped the Republican
majority from bestowing such largesse
on some of their biggest benefactors?
Of course not. Because when one pulls
the curtain aside on this bill, what we
find is a wacky old fellow pulling the
manipulating levers, reaching deep
into the Treasury and deep into the
pockets of ordinary Americans.

This bill, as I said, could have been a
bold stroke, but it missed that mark. It
ignores coal, America’s most abundant
energy resource. It pays mere lip serv-
ice to coal. There is nothing here that
would actually encourage an electric
utility to install or invest in clean coal
technology. There is nothing here that
would advance bona fide technologies
for coal gasification or liquefaction to
run our factories and vehicles.

And, to add insult to injury, the sin-
gle substantive coal provision in this
bill favors Western Federal coal, pri-
marily in the Powder River Basin of
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Wyoming, over all other coals. It would
give Federal coal from that region an
artificial, competitive advantage to
the detriment of coal producers and
consumers in other States. Already,
this Western coal has infiltrated util-
ity markets traditionally served by Ap-
palachian and Midwestern producers.
To now provide these producers of Fed-
eral coal with special treatment in the
form of relief from competitive bidding
and the payments of royalties is un-
seemly and has no part in what is sup-
posed to be a national energy policy
bill.

It is, in effect, a direct assault upon
all other coal, including coal from my
home State of West Virginia, and it is
a direct assault on consumers, jobs,
and the economy and the communities
which rely on coal from States like
West Virginia who are not given spe-
cial treatment under this provision.

Yet, under the rule governing debate
on this bill, I was denied the ability to
offer an amendment to strike this pro-
vision, an effort that came very close
to succeeding when the House last con-
sidered this bill. Could it be that be-
cause I came so close to knocking it
out of this bill on the House Floor of
the last Congress I was denied that op-
portunity this year? Could it be be-
cause the Republican leadership fears
debate on this provision and will only
allow amendments that they can bet
the House will fail to pass? All of this,
all of it is why every newspaper in my
congressional district that has edito-
rialized on this bill has editorialized
against this bill.

We are engaging in an exercise of
microwave legislating today. The Re-
publican leadership has hauled out the
remains of last year’s freeze-dried en-
ergy bill and are seeking to warm it up
for yet another taxpayer-financed
feast.

The people of America will not be
played for fools. They will not be made
to believe that all of our energy prob-
lems will go away if we simply grant
misplaced and inappropriate tax cuts
to energy fat cats, and if we allow pol-
luters to get off the hook and short-
change the health and safety protec-
tions of our citizens.

I urge a no vote on the bill.

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

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE), the
subcommittee vice chairman.

Mr. PEARCE. Madam Chairman, I
rise today in support of the energy bill
that we are discussing on the floor.

Madam Chairman, the absolute truth
is that Americans are paying more at
the pump today than ever before. Home
heating costs have escalated dramati-
cally. These things are both reflections
of the lack of an energy policy. All we
are suggesting in this energy bill is
that we need to recognize the dynamic
forces that are at play in today’s econ-
omy, and that we need to take steps to
correct it.
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For instance, natural gas in this Na-
tion is hovering in the $7 range, but if
we look over in the Asian areas and in
Russia, it is 95 cents and 70 cents. What
is happening is that we are outsourcing
jobs to those other nations because
they are paying one-tenth the price for
natural gas that we are paying here,
and yet our friends on the other side of
the aisle some days want to talk about
outsourcing jobs and the horrific effect
that it has on the economy; and today
we are doing something factual about
it, and yet they want to turn an eye
and say, That is okay, send those jobs;
we probably did not need them to start
with.

They would have us believe that
what we are facing and what we are
giving is simply a handout to the oil
companies, and what we are doing is
simply trying to develop new sources of
oil that is extremely expensive to
reach. We are drilling on some offshore
platforms that cost billions of dollars
to set in place. We are drilling on those
with great risk that we will lose
money, and what we are simply saying
is that deep well incentives should be
in place.

Now, the incentives that are in place
for onshore production are either very
difficult areas to drill in or the incen-
tives only kick in after the price falls
to a certain level.

Madam Chairman, it is time for us to
pass an energy bill. The consumers in
this Nation depend on it, and they are
depending on Republicans because our
friends on the other side of the aisle
refuse to help.

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER), the distinguished
former chairman of the Committee on
Resources.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

This bill, first and foremost, should
be rejected by this Congress, because it
is very bad for the consumers, it is a
very bad deal for the taxpayers, it is
lousy for the environment, and it cer-
tainly does not do much for the Amer-
ican economy.

This bill is another missed oppor-
tunity to take America into the future,
to take America into the leadership
around the world in energy production,
energy innovation, and energy tech-
nology; to create a new generation of
important products, and a new genera-
tion of jobs.

But what this bill does not under-
stand is that energy sufficiency and
sustainability is very different from
energy oil independence. The first is
achievable in the national interest and
the other is not. Oil independence is
not achievable in this bill or in any bill
you can bring to the floor.

If we were really seeking to strength-
en America’s hand with respect to en-
ergy and our economy, we would do all
that is possible to develop a national
sustainable energy policy that would
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minimize our dependence on foreign
oil. That is not this bill.

Rather than placing too much of our
emphasis on new oil supplies, we would
build a national energy policy that is
based upon the strength of our country,
rather than its weaknesses. Those
strengths are the marketplace, innova-
tion, technology, and capital. If these
economic forces were truly unleashed
to provide a national energy policy, the
role of coal and oil would be greatly di-
minished and would still be important,
but diminished.

America’s energy policy would evolve
into one where business decisions, cap-
ital allocations, research commit-
ments, and environmental policy would
coincide to make businesses more effi-
cient and productive, develop new prod-
ucts and services, would expand and
cover the environment, would be easier
and less expensive and clean.

Such a policy demands a synergy of
most parts of national energy policy.
To date, these ideas have been treated
as a stepchild, as they are in this bill.
To do so, the Congress would have to
stop thinking about energy policy as
an extension of the past. They would
have to think about it as going out to
embrace the future, with American
technology, American ingenuity,
American talent, American capital,
and the American marketplace. Amer-
ica should go out and embrace the fu-
ture, rather than dumping billions and
billions of dollars into trying to bring
the past a little bit further forward, to
bring the fossil fuels a little bit further
forward.

That is the mistake of this bill, that
is the tragedy of this bill, and that is
the missed opportunity. That is the
reason why this bill does so little for
the consumer.

In fact, it harms the consumer at the
pump by increasing the price of gaso-
line. That is why it is such a bad deal
for the taxpayer, because the taxes are
used for old production, for old ideas,
not for innovation, not for the future,
and not for a sustainable energy policy.
That is why it is so bad for the environ-
ment, because they use tax policy to
drive environmental decisions that
otherwise would not be made and, of
course, that is why it is bad for the
economy, because it continues our de-
pendence. In fact, it drives us deeper
into the dependence on the most unsta-
ble countries in the world, into the
hands of those countries that simply
cannot provide stable environments for
the production of those energy re-
sources.

That is why a different policy would
be about a sustainable energy policy,
not trying to achieve oil independence,
or foreign oil independence as this bill
does. It is unfortunate, because what
we do is we miss the opportunity to
bring about what the best and the
brightest prospects of America have al-
ways offered, and that is new innova-
tion, new technologies, new discov-
eries, new capital formation, and a new
economy. But this bill does not do it.
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This bill resides in the past century.
This bill resides with the old indus-
tries. This bill resides with the old
ideas, and it certainly resides with the
old and tired subsidies that milk the
taxpayers, to turn around and give
them to now the most profitable com-
panies in the American economy at
this time.

It is very unfortunate, and it should
be rejected.
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Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Chairman, I think I am on a
different bill than I just heard de-
scribed here. I applaud the energy effi-
ciency and conservation in this bill. I
applaud the increasing of renewable
technologies in this bill. I applaud the
hydrogen fuel cell program in this bill.
I applaud the next-generation nuclear
in this bill. I applaud the clean coal
technology.

I applaud the incentives for deep gas
drilling. That is the one issue I do not
think we do enough in this bill. I be-
lieve we need to do much more to in-
crease the supply of natural gas, and I
hope in conference we can.

Current natural gas prices are ex-
porting thousands of American jobs,
the best jobs we have, the chemical
plants, fertilizer factories, and those
who melt steel and ore and use a lot of
national gas.

We as a country have an island to
ourselves with natural gas; they are
not world prices. When everybody pays
$50 for oil, we have the highest prices
for natural gas of all modern countries,
and we are losing the companies who
use large quantities of it.

Just to compare, we are 40 percent
higher on natural gas than Europe. We
are 50 percent higher than Japan. We
are 600 percent higher than South
America. We are 800 percent higher
than Russia. We heat our homes, our
schools, our hospitals, and our busi-
nesses with natural gas.

It is the bridge to hydrogen. All hy-
drogen today generally is made from
natural gas; it is the easiest way to
make it. It can assist us in transpor-
tation, with our buses, taxi cabs, deliv-
ery trucks, by using natural gas rather
than oil. We need, in the final bill, to
have a much stronger chapter with
natural gas; it is the one area that I
think we need stronger in this bill.

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Chairman, I
yield the remainder of my time to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE), a valued member of our Re-
sources Committee.

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

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Chairman, the
best way that I can characterize this
bill is that it is a Jurassic Park bill in
that it is about dinosaurs, of dinosaurs,
and in a sense by dinosaurs.

It depends on the hope that somehow
dead dinosaurs will appear underneath
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the continent of the United States
where they just do not exist. We con-
sume 25 percent of the oil; we have
only 3 percent of the world’s oil re-
serves. If you drill in Mt. Ranier Na-
tional Park, the Arctic and Yosemite,
the oil is not there; the dead dinosaurs
decided to die somewhere else.

This is a doomed policy of searching
for dead dinosaurs. And it is a dino-
saur-like philosophy that we should de-
cide to subsidize technology being de-
veloped in the late 1800s in 2005. We
should be giving these subsidies to the
nascent wind, solar, wave power, en-
ergy-efficient cars so we can build en-
ergy-efficient cars here rather than in
Japan.

You do not give mother’s milk to a
65-year-old person; you give it to the
nascent infant industries that need it.
That is not what happened to this bill,
where 94 percent of the subsidy goes to
an industry, the most profitable in
American history; one company had $8
billion profit in the third quarter last
year on your $55 a barrel oil.

That is what is going on in this bill.
What we should be doing is hearing les-
sons from our successful past, where we
showed where we increase the effi-
ciency of our cars; that is an energy fu-
ture. We need the new Apollo energy
plan, a visionary high-tech plan, not a
dinosaur-like plan.

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentlewoman
from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN), the full
committee vice chairwoman.

Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 6, the
Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Wyoming is often called the energy
basket of America, but people in my
State who are taking out emergency
loans just to fill up their pickup’s
tanks would not know it. In my home
town of Casper, gas is $2.10 a gallon; in
Cheyenne it is almost $2.20. It is $2.30
in Riverton and $2.40 in Jackson.

Madam Chairman, that is just too
much. Some of the people around the
country who pay close to $3 a gallon
might think Wyoming’s prices are a
bargain. But remember, Wyoming cov-
ers almost 100,000 square miles. That is
a lot of miles on the highway to do
business, and a lot of money at the gas
pump.

Wyoming cannot support subways or
mass transit when we do not have
masses in the first place. This spike in
gas prices has real consequences for
people in Wyoming whose drives to
work are measured not by the length of
the country and western song on the
radio, but by the entire country and
western album.

When our country was threatened by
terror attacks on 9/11, Congress acted.
Now Congress is called upon to act
again. To keep our economy sound in
Wyoming, we must pass this energy
plan.

This bill will cut our reliance on for-
eign energy and put our focus where it
belongs, on domestic production.
Would you rather get the oil we need
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from the Middle East or from midwest
Wyoming? I know where I stand, and I
have a number of bills within this
package that address domestic energy
production.

It seems I have spent most of my
congressional lifetime helping to de-
velop this package, so I know a little
bit about it. It will strengthen Amer-
ica’s standing as the Nation with the
most strict environmental laws on
Earth. It will streamline the process to
safely explore for new energy sources
and put us on the road to energy self-
sufficiency.

The opponents of this bill urge a
“no” vote because it is not a quick fix
at the pump. Madam Chairman, since
when does a quick fix actually fix any-
thing? When does a ‘‘no’” vote without
an alternative actually fix anything?
What America needs and what we have
needed for a long time, for more than a
generation, is a comprehensive energy
plan.

I urge my colleagues to support the
plan before us today.

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, may
I inquire as to how much time is re-
maining.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. PoMBO) has 3V
minutes remaining.

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to myself.

I guess here we go again. You know,
we have had the opportunity in the
House four or five times to debate the
energy bill. And I look at the history of
energy policy in this country and the
efforts of Congress to try to deal with
the very real energy demands that we
have today in this country.

We are not providing enough energy
to meet the demands that we have. You
know, you go back 30 years ago, and
the United States was dependent on
foreign energy about 30 percent. About
30 percent of our oil came from foreign
sources.

We did very little to deal with that.
There was a pledge made by then-Presi-
dent Carter that we were going to be-
come independent. The President and
succeeding Presidents have talked
about becoming independent from for-
eign oil. But we did not adopt the kind
of policies that we had to to increase
the amount of domestic production so
that we were not so dependent on for-
eign oil.

I look at it today and nearly two-
thirds of the energy that we consume
in this country comes from foreign
countries. And that is a direct result of
the failure on the part of Congress to
pass a national energy policy. We have
not addressed that. I look at what we
are doing wrong in terms of producing
additional energy in this country. And
I think if you listen to the debate from
some of my colleagues, you know what
we are doing wrong. Yeah, you know,
we did not have a lot of dinosaurs die
under Yosemite or Yellowstone, you
are right; but we had a whole heck a
lot of them die in the Arctic plains.

There is o0il and gas in Alaska. It is
there. We all know it is there. And yet



H2204

we still have the same people year
after year after year coming down,
whether gas is $20 a barrel or $60 a bar-
rel they are still opposed to doing it.
We have the same people come down
here year after year after year that op-
posed putting a pipeline to move that
gas from Alaska to the lower 48 States.

We have the same people who come
to the floor year after year and oppose
every single attempt that is made to
increase the amount of energy pro-
duced in this country. Year after year
they oppose it.

Last year we had an amendment to
make it easier to site renewable energy
on Federal lands. And the same people
that are down here today opposing this
bill opposed that bill on renewable en-
ergy. Yeah, you know, it all sounds
great. You can come down here and
talk about how we need more renew-
able energy.

But when you have a chance to vote
for it, you vote no; and you do it every
single time. You know, we hear this
over and over again.

You know, when the bill moved
through the committee, we had 20 or 25
amendments. Not a single one of those
amendments was a partisan vote, a
party-line vote. Hvery single one of
them we had members of the minority
and majority that joined together to
either pass or defeat the amendment.
There was so much support for this bill
coming out of the Resources Com-
mittee, it passed on a voice vote.

Every time that we get this bill up
before the House, it passes with both
majority and minority votes. There is
support for doing this. I ask my col-
leagues with $55 a barrel oil, do you not
think it is time that you did some-
thing? If you do not like this bill,
where is your alternative? Because as
of yet all you do is the same old rhet-
oric.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. STARK) each will con-
trol 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS).

Mr. THOMAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Once again the House is debating a
‘“‘comprehensive energy package.” I do
have to say that as far as the Ways and
Means Committee is concerned, it is
just slightly less comprehensive than it
has been in the past. But that is be-
cause we understand, having gone
through a conference with the Senate,
the kind of package that will maximize
our chances in producing a fair and bal-
anced tax section.

In discussing what we do in this par-
ticular bill, and I enjoy hearing people
discuss it as though it is the conference
report that is in front of us, it is in
fact, and I will say it flatly, and in a
negotiating position, before us to sit
down and work with the Senate.

It does have renewable provisions in
the tax package, but by a small
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amount. The majority focus is on the
infrastructure of this country, the elec-
tric power lines, gas collecting lines,
and supporting a structure which will
be the backbone of our energy needs
clearly for the next quarter of a cen-
tury before any of the innovative ap-
proaches begin to carry a significant
share of our energy needs.

I might also caution Members not to
get too carried away looking at this
particular piece of legislation under
the heading of an energy bill and as-
sume that we have done nothing since
the conference report that was agreed
upon between the House and Senate
was passed by the House and not the
Senate.

I would ask you to go back and refer
to legislation passed just a short time
ago under the title of the Working
Families Tax Relief Act. In that bill we
had incentives for wind, open biomass,
electric cars, and alternative-fuel vehi-
cles.

In the American Jobs Creation Act,
we provided incentives for ethanol, bio-

diesel, geothermal, solar, open bio-
mass, municipal solid mass, and re-
fined coal.

I know the other side is going to offer
that constant lament, what have you
done for me lately? The answer is, let
us get to conference, put together a
package, once again come to the floor
of the House with a conference agree-
ment, we will pass that conference
agreement, and the Senate will pass
that conference agreement. And I will
conclude my opening remarks by say-
ing, I was very pleased that on the
Ways to the Means Committee, five
Democrats understood, one, the strat-
egy that we are undertaking, and, two,
supported the content of that strategy
by voting for the Ways and Means posi-
tion.

I know a number of people have a def-
inition of bipartisan, but based upon
the recent history of the Ways and
Means Committee, five Democrats sup-
porting a measure offered in that com-
mittee is unprecedented bipartisan sup-
port. And I was very pleased for it.

Madam Chairman, I retain the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to this bill. First of all, it is im-
properly titled. It is not an energy pol-
icy act at all; it is the delay bill. Now,
why is it the delay bill?

Well, it is a bill that delays energy
self-sufficiency by enacting tax breaks
and policies that benefit the oil and gas
industry and ignores renewable alter-
natives.

It delays protecting the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. It delays hold-
ing the makers of MTBE accountable
for destroying drinking water. It
delays the end of $8 billion in special
interest tax breaks. It delays fishery
restoration by giving dam owners free
rein.
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It delays protecting our children who
suffer more and more from asthma as
this bill delays enactment of stricter
smog regulations. It delays protecting
our shorelines from oil and gas devel-
opment. It delays cleaner air and lower
gas prices by mandating an agricul-
tural welfare program called ethanol.
It delays the end of corporate welfare
for the likes of Enron and Home Depot.
It delays the ability of States to enact
tougher energy efficiency laws.

I could keep going, Madam Chair-
man, but I do not want to delay the
proceedings any further.

The bill was written by and for the
oil and gas industry with the involve-
ment of a small band of powerful Mem-
bers of Congress. Its very existence
raises questions of ethical behavior.
But as we know, our Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct is unable
to meet to consider such transgressions
because of delay by my colleagues on
the Republican side of the aisle which
delay Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct action against one of
their own.

The purpose is not to enact a sane
energy policy for our country at all. In
fact, as I have outlined above, it delays
that very possibility. It is an
antienvironment, anticonsumer,
antienergy self-sufficiency and irre-
sponsible corporate welfare bill.

Rather than considering this legisla-
tion, we should be considering why
““delay’” continues to rule the House of
Representatives.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Pennsylvania (Ms. HART), a mem-
ber of the committee.

Ms. HART. Madam Chairman, I
thank the chairman and my colleagues
on the committee for moving forward
such an excellent package as part of
the energy bill.

I think many of us have spent the
last several years hoping that we would
get an energy bill passed. There are a
number of reasons why; in my district,
clearly one of the most important is
simply the cost of energy, whether it is
home heat, whether it is the cost to
manufacturers which is costing us jobs.
We need to move forward with this en-
ergy bill.

My district is home to a number of
manufacturers. I have met with many
of them since the beginning of the year
when we were hoping that we would get
the energy bill moving. What they have
asked for us is to help them with their
higher overhead, ultimately helping
them with their competitiveness, help-
ing jobs to remain in our district. Obvi-
ously, these companies’ employees are
much more susceptible to layoffs with-
out the energy bill.

I am also hearing from home owners,
many of the elderly in my district with
older homes, who need some help, some
incentives to improve their homes,
some tax assistance so they will have
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more energy-efficient homes, to those
who are building new homes, more in-
centives.

The bill also addresses our aging
electric transmission system. Many of
our transmission system lines were
built 30 to 50 years ago, and it is esti-
mated by 2015 electricity consumption
will increase by 28 percent. We need to
repair and rebuild the 160,000 miles of
electrical transmission lines. This bill
will reduce the time for depreciation
recovery and improve the opportunity
for those companies to update those
lines, helping in efficiency, helping in
opportunity to have cheaper energy.

It is important also that we encour-
age new kinds of fuel. Especially im-
portant are fuel cells and, in fact, pro-
viding new jobs and better technology.
Fuel cell technology in the United
States is growing. The use of it is
growing and, in fact, jobs in that field
are growing. I think it is important
that this bill provide a 15 percent tax
credit for business installation of fuel
cell power plants and residential fuel
cell investments.

This is a great technology. It is one
that has been utilized in other parts of
the world to a further extent than it
has been utilized in the United States.
The help in this bill will encourage fur-
ther use of fuel cells.

This bill makes changes of the Tax
Code that will speed the development
of newer and cleaner production of en-
ergy. It will help curb energy costs. It
will help move our economy forward.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill, and I especially commend my col-
leagues on the Committee on Ways and
Means for the tax provisions.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT)
without further delay.

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Chairman,
Friday is Earth Day, but that will not
stop the Republicans from passing leg-
islation that will make the Earth dirti-
er, more polluted and warmer.

The Republican legislation favors
corporate America over Main Street in
America. It will neither ask nor answer
any of the energy issues that threaten
our environment, our economy and fu-
ture generations. Instead, the Repub-
licans will answer the greatest chal-
lenge of our time by telling Americans
to dig deeper into their pockets for big
oil.

At a time when America needs en-
ergy vision, Republicans have provided
us with their corporate donor lists. De-
spite soaring prices, despite dangers to
our economy and security for our de-
pendence on o0il, the administration
puts forward the deal of the century for
big oil, gas and coal. It rewards its
friends and encourages America’s ad-
diction to oil.

Nothing in this bill will lower gaso-
line prices a single penny. Nothing in
this bill will alter our dependence on
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oil. Nothing in this bill will address the
needs and concerns of the American
people facing economic peril at the
pump every morning when they put $50
worth of gas into their car. Instead,
Americans from Maine to California
will pay at the pump and pay through
the nose. Big o0il’s profits today defy
description.

The CEO of ExxonMobil who does not
think global warming is real was paid
$38 million last year. The price of crude
oil jumped $2 a barrel yesterday. That
added $1 billion of earnings to Mobil’s
earnings. Maybe that explains why oil
and gas companies have reduced their
investment in facilities by 20 percent
even as their profits have increased 400
percent.

The oil and gas industry is sitting
atop a mountain of cash looking down
on Americans who are held hostage by
runaway gas prices that grow the
mountain of oil prices even higher. And
we are giving them $7 billion more
today. They do not need it. Across the
country gasoline prices are 20 percent
higher than they were a year ago. Nei-
ther wages nor economic opportunities
come close to bridging that kind of def-
icit for the American family.

The only choice for more Americans
is to pay more, save less, use consumer
debt. Oh, yeah, remember the bank-
ruptcy bill? And give up something to
make the frayed ends meet, while
ExxonMobil’s CEO pockets $38 million.

With the price of crude oil sky high,
you would think we would be declaring
a 12-alarm economic fire that endan-
gers the lives of every American family
and the economic health of our econ-
omy.

Let me quote something that sums
this up. “We are grossly wasting our
energy resources and other precious
raw materials as though their supply
was infinite.” President Jimmy Carter
spoke those words in 1976, almost 30
years ago. We laughed at him when he
put on a sweater and said maybe we
should turn the thermostat down 1 de-
gree.

Yet today Americans propose a pol-
icy that seeks to roll backward from
the ominous warnings of the mid-1970s.
America needs vision and leadership,
but the Republicans will pass a bill
that endorses and rewards the tradi-
tional forms of energy. It proposes cut-
ting billions in promising renewable
energy provisions. It proposes waiving
liability for companies that pollute our
groundwater. It subsidizes oil, gas and
coal. It fails to address meaningful
automobile conservation. And worst of
all, we are going to go up to the Alaska
Wildlife Refuge and we are going to
drill.

We are going to drill our way to ob-
livion if we follow this pattern.

Mr. THOMAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 10 seconds.

I anxiously look forward to the de-
bate on the Democrat substitute and
would willingly yield time to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) to make all the points he
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just made on the majority bill on the
minority bill since they include in
their entirety the tax section of the
majority’s bill.

Madam Chairman, I yield 1%2 minutes
to the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Chairman,
earlier this year I reintroduced the
Residential Solar Energy Tax Credit
Act, which would provide a 15 percent
tax credit for the purchase of solar
water heating systems and photo-
voltaic systems to be installed in resi-
dential settings.

The maximum amount of this credit
is $2,000 and the credit cannot apply to
solar energy systems used to heat
swimming pools. I am pleased this pro-
vision has been included in the tax
title to H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act
of 2005.

The solar energy industry in our Na-
tion has been growing at a clip of 25
percent per year for the past several
years, yet U.S. manufacturers export 75
percent of their products because of the
higher up-front costs of solar energy
systems as compared to other energy
sources.

Purchasing a solar energy system is
like buying a car and prepaying for all
the gas it would ever need. This makes
consumers understandably hesitant de-
spite the environmental and other
gains associated with solar energy. Na-
tional polls consistently find that over
85 percent of Americans want greater
support for solar power, and solar
power can play a role in our energy
mix from coast to coast.

It is my belief that the residential
solar tax credit will help advance this
important form of renewable energy.
And in stark contrast to the protesta-
tions of my friends on the left, we are
willing to embrace these technologies.
It is proven by this solar energy tax
credit. I thank the chairman for its in-
clusion.

I urge support of the legislation.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Chairman,
some folks will get a lot of mileage out
of this bill, but it will not be the hard-
working Americans who have to pay
more and more at the gas pump as a di-
rect result of the policies of this Bush
administration.

When the same collection of fossil
fuel dinosaurs and tax loophole lobby-
ists come here and order Congress to
““fill ’er up,” with special favors, they
seldom go away on ‘empty.”’

National security demands a bal-
anced energy policy that encourages
more new energy technology and re-
newable alternatives. But in this bill,
security is sacrificed at the altar of
whichever lobbyist had the biggest lim-
ousine.

Our families’ health depends on clean
air and water, but this collection of tax
breaks, loopholes, handouts and waiv-
ers ensures only continued healthy
profits for some of the worst polluters
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in the world. And this bill is not just
about more smoke in the air, it is
about more smoke and mirrors.

Take, for example, the synthetic fuel
provision that I tried unsuccessfully to
strike in the Committee on Ways and
Means; it is really about tax dodging
through synthetic accounting. Unscru-
pulous companies get what some esti-
mate to be up to $4 billion a year by
spraying starch on coal or pine tar on
coal. This does not add to the energy
capability of the coal. It does not cause
the coal to burn in a less polluting
manner. Its sole purpose is to generate
significant tax dodging. That is why
Enron was about to embark on this
gimmick that so many companies have
abused, and which this Committee on
Ways and Means refuses to end.

This energy bill is not just about
over-reliance on fossil fuels. It is about
fossilized ideals. It is about a lost op-
portunity for America to be the world’s
leader in energy technology.

With our security at stake, when so
much of the world’s oil is located in
areas as inflammable above ground as
the fuel they hold underground, with
our families’ health dependent on not
letting the quality of our air and our
water deteriorate even further than it
has under this Administration, this en-
ergy bill is the latest example of spend-
ing today, while the future will be
billed in dollars, safety and health.

That bill will be due and paid by our
children and our grandchildren, like
my new little Ella.

Mr. THOMAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself 15 seconds.

I also look forward to seeking to
yield to my friend from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT) during the debate on the mi-
nority substitute bill, because the pro-
vision he just viciously attacked on the
floor as being totally unacceptable is
in the Democrats’ bill as well. I look
forward to having those words spoken
against their own substitute because it
contains exactly the same language.

Madam Chairman, I yield 1%2 minutes
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER).

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

Mr. WELLER. Madam Chairman, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 6, bal-
anced legislation designed to reduce
our dependence on imported energy, a
balanced approach that has earned bi-
partisan support in the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, emphasizes
conservation, alternative sources of en-
ergy, as well as finding more domestic
sources of energy.
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I take my brief amount of time to
focus on what I consider to be the most
consumer-oriented provision of this
legislation, legislation that rewards
conservation, conservation at home.

Twenty percent of all the energy we
consume in America, one-fifth of our
energy consumed, is consumed at
home. In fact, the average American
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spends about $1,500 a year in heating
and cooling their home. Just think if
they could save 10, 20, 30 percent. It
means not only energy conservation to
save energy but it would help their
pocketbooks as well.

This legislation today contains provi-
sions out of H.R. 1212, legislation that
provides up to a $2,000 tax credit that
homeowners can use in their existing
home to make it more energy efficient,
put in better windows, better doors,
better insulation, do a better job of
sealing the home. If they meet the Fed-
eral standard by reducing their energy
consumption by 30 percent, they can
reduce their taxes with up to a $2,000
tax credit, 20 percent of the first $10,000
they invest.

Bottom line is we need to encourage
energy conservation. What better place
to start than right at home. I urge bi-
partisan support for this legislation.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) for yielding me
time.

Madam Chairman, gas prices are
going up every single day, and this bill
does nothing to bring down the costs at
the pump. In fact, it might just make
the problem worse.

The energy czars must be the major-
ity leader and company, and they
wrote this bill behind closed doors.
This bill is immoral. It is a shame and
it is a disgrace. This bill was conceived
in darkness and born in a den of iniq-
uity.

This bill does not do one thing to
bring down the price of gasoline at the
pump. We can do better. We can do
much better. We should vote against
this bill.

Mr. THOMAS. Madam Chairman, how
much time is left?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) has 134
minutes remaining.

Mr. THOMAS. And the other side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK) has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. THOMAS. And who has the right
to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) has the
right to close.

Mr. THOMAS. We have one speaker
remaining.

Mr. STARK. Madam Chairman, I am
happy to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the distinguished minority leader.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK) who I am
very proud of for yielding me time and
for his leadership.

I want to commend four of our rank-
ing members, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL) of the Committee on Resources,
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the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) of the Committee on Ways
and Means, and the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) of the Com-
mittee on Science for their exceptional
leadership in presenting an alternative
view to the Republican bill that is on
the floor today. Unfortunately, we will
not have a Democratic substitute, con-
trary to what the gentleman said.

Madam Chairman, the American peo-
ple deserve an energy policy that is
worthy of the 21st century, not one
mired in the policies of the past, but a
bill that looks forward, not backward.
It is imperative that our country have
an energy policy for the future, and it
is a matter of national security that
we reduce our dependence on foreign
oil so that we will be able to take care
of our own security and not have to
send our troops in harm’s way for oil.

It is critical to our environment that
we invest in emerging technologies and
renewable energy and invest in energy
efficiency and conservation. It is vital
for our economy that our country’s
economic growth is not constrained by
the price of oil and that our consumers
do not have to pay such a serious price
at the pump for gasoline.

The opportunity is here, really, for
an energy bill that would put our coun-
try on the right path. But this bill that
the Republicans have put forth today
misses that opportunity. Instead of a
positive plan for moving our country
forward, the Republican bill is warmed-
over stew of old provisions and out-
dated policies.

The Republican bill is anti-consumer,
anti-taxpayer, anti-environment, and
with its MTBE provisions, it is harmful
to children and other living things.

The Republican bill was conceived in
secrecy. It was written with the influ-
ence of the energy lobbyists, and it
shows. It should be rejected by this
Congress.

First, this bill is anti-consumer. Gas
prices are soaring, and this bill makes
matters worse. The price of gasoline is
approaching $3 in some parts of our
State; and nationwide, gas prices are
up 42 cents above a year ago. When it
costs nearly $560 for an American work-
er to fill his tank, it is time for relief.
Yet it is the fifth year of the Bush ad-
ministration, and there has been no
meaningful action to lower gas prices
at the pump.

Madam Chairman, according to the
Bush administration’s own Department
of Energy, this Republican bill will ac-
tually increase gas prices by three
cents a gallon and will have almost no
effect on production, consumption, or
prices.

The consumer is not served well
when the public interest is not served,
and the public interest is not served by
this bill. Indeed, it is a gift to the spe-
cial interest.

This bill is wrong because by its elec-
tricity provisions it fails to protect the
public from Enron-style fraud and
abuse. By arbitrary caps on private
spending to improve the reliability of
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our Nation’s electricity grid, the bill
goes wrong. It is also wrong by repeal-
ing the Public Utility Holding Com-
pany Act, which protects consumers
and investors from corporate abuses.

Second, the bill is anti-taxpayer, and
I know that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK) and some of the
members of the Committee on Ways
and Means addressed some of these
concerns. The bill is loaded with tax
breaks and royalty relief for oil and
gas companies. Of $8.1 billion in tax in-
centives in the bill, $7.5 billion, a stag-
gering 93 percent, is for traditional en-
ergy sources such as oil, natural gas,
nuclear power, and electricity trans-
mission.

Even President Bush has said that
when the price of oil is over $50 a barrel
that the oil industry does not need re-
lief; and yet the President wants this
bill to come to his desk from Congress
as soon as possible.

Democrats have better ideas. I par-
ticularly want to commend the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BISHOP)
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) for their amendment to
lower gas prices, promote energy effi-
ciency, advance emerging technologies
for energy efficiency and conservation
and to improve consumer protection.

This bill is anti-environment, as the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL) pointed out. It will open the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge to oil and
gas drilling, all for the sake of a 6-
month supply of oil that will not even
be available for 10 years. If this un-
spoiled place is not special enough to
save for our grandchildren, what is?
Once they despoil the ANWR, nothing
else is sacred.

Indeed, this bill makes it easier for
oil drilling in protected areas off our
magnificent coastlines.

The bill contains other anti-environ-
mental provisions, including weak-
ening the Clean Air Act, weakening the
Clean Water Act, weakening the Safe
Drinking Water Act and the National
Environmental Policy Act.

Finally, this bill is harmful to chil-
dren and all living things. The provi-
sion on the gasoline additive MTBE, a
few drops of which can poison entire
drinking water systems, the provisions
in this bill for MTBE are a breath-
taking example of pandering to special
interests. Instead of eliminating MTBE
now, remember I said a few drops can
poison entire drinking water systems,
instead of eliminating it now, the bill
gives the MTBE industry 9 years for a
phase-out, and it would give MTBE
producers liability protection in con-
tamination lawsuits.

Okay. You are poisoning the water
supply, you do not have to stop for 9
years, you have no liability for con-
tamination, and on top of that, we are
going to give you $2 billion in sub-
sidies, $2 billion in subsidies to help
MTBE manufacturers.

The dirty little secret is that the
MTBE industry knew all along that it
would leak out of gasoline storage
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tanks and contaminate groundwater,
but they lobbied for it to be added to
our gasoline anyway. Now they do not
want to pay for the cleanup. They want
taxpayers to pick up the tab.

The provision on MTBE included in
this bill, at the majority leader’s in-
sistence, killed the bill in the last Con-
gress, and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), the majority leader, is in-
sisting on including it again this year.
In fact, this is the majority leader’s
bill that we are debating today.

Madam Chairman, it is time for us to
look forward. It is time for an energy
policy worthy of the 21st century.

This Republican energy bill is clearly
designed to help energy companies
make more money, not to help Ameri-
cans consumers save money.

I urge my colleagues to stand up for
a forward-looking energy bill to ensure
our national security, to grow our
economy, to protect our environment,
and to keep our water and air safe for
our children.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on the Democratic amendments for an
energy policy for the future, and I urge
my colleagues to ‘‘just say no’ to the
gentleman from Texas’ (Mr. DELAY)
disgraceful MTBE giveaway and his
outdated boondoggle of an energy bill.

Mr. THOMAS. Madam Chairman, I
would inquire of the Chair, the 1
minute that was on the minority side,
does that expire?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has fol-
lowed the tradition of the House to
allow additional time to the minority
leader, and her 1 minute expired.

Mr. THOMAS. Madam Chairman, I
appreciate that, and I yield myself 15
seconds.

If we could get the mileage out of the
gallon of gasoline that they get out of
1 minute, we would not need an energy
policy in this country.

First of all, I want to thank the five
Democrats on the Committee on Ways
and Means who had the courage to vote
for this excellent tax provision. Under-
standing the pressure they are under,
based upon the comments that were
just made, truly it was a heroic vote.

Madam Chairman, it is now my
pleasure to yield the remainder of the
time to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ENGLISH).

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.
Madam Chairman, at a time of record-
high energy prices, the growth of the
economy is at risk, and it is critical
that Congress take the necessary steps
to put in place a comprehensive energy
policy.

The bill before us, frankly, is more
limited in scope than I would prefer. It
is not as ambitious as I would like in
creating market incentives to overhaul
the energy side of our economy; but,
nevertheless, support of this bill is a
critical first step for Congress to move
forward to meet the critical goal of an
effective national energy policy.

Its passage will set us on the right
path by encouraging the creation of
new technologies, by promoting renew-
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able energy sources, by modernizing
and expanding our energy infrastruc-
ture, including our power energy infra-
structure, and encouraging conserva-
tion.

I believe we need to move forward on
this bill. It is long overdue and has
been a priority of Congress since this
President came into office. The time
has come for us to pass an energy bill.

Unfortunately, we have seen the va-
cancy of the debate today, the fact
that we are not seeing an alternative
being offered by the other side. We
have heard about new ideas from them,
but all we have been offered is warmed-
over rhetoric, and there is no tech-
nology available to us that could ever
make good use of that.

Please pass this legislation. It is long
overdue. The time has come for us to
put in place a national energy policy.

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Chairman, when
George W. Bush was running for president six
years ago, he said that our country had been
without a comprehensive energy policy for a
decade. We are now going on sixteen years
with no energy plan for America, and it is not
for lack of trying.

The House of Representatives has passed
Energy legislation four times, only to have the
bills die in the Senate because of partisan
politicking. Keeping the lights on should not be
a partisan issue. Filling up a gas tank should
not be a partisan issue.

Madam Chairman, gas prices are at an all-
time high. | want to thank Chairman JOE BAR-
TON for working with me to include a provision
in this bill to curb the production of boutique
fuel blends and address this issue head-on.

The current gasoline supply includes spe-
cially formulated, boutique fuels which are re-
quired by law in certain communities.

When supplies are limited, gas prices rise
quickly—sometimes overnight.

For example: Missourians can fill their gas
tanks up in Springfield and drive 3 hours to St.
Louis. When they get there, they'll be filling
their tanks up with a completely different type
of gasoline. But if St. Louis ever runs short on
their boutique fuel, gas stations there can’t sell
what consumers could buy back in Springfield.

The energy bill we will vote on tomorrow
caps the number of these special fuel blends
and allows communities faced with a shortage
due to unforeseen circumstances, such as a
refinery fire, a waiver to use conventional gas-
oline. This plan relies on simple economics: if
we create a larger market for a greater
amount of gasoline, we’ll help drive prices
down.

By including this proposal in the energy bill,
the House is moving the country one step
closer to lowering the sky-high price of gas for
consumers.

Madam Chairman, it's time to see some
common sense at the gas pump. | urge my
colleagues to support this rule, support the un-
derlying bill, and vote for lower gas prices and
increased energy independence for America.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chairman, if ever there
was a time when this country needed a smart,
forward-looking energy strategy, this is it. En-
ergy prices throughout the country are close to
record highs. Consumers in my State are
struggling with soaring gasoline costs. The
price of gasoline in Michigan today is 36 cents
a gallon higher than it was just 1 year ago.
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Steep increases in the price of natural gas
have resulted in skyrocketing increases in
consumers’ home heating bills over the past
few winters.

So what is the response of the House of
Representatives? The Leadership of the
House has brought a bill to the Floor that will
do little or nothing to reign in energy prices.
This is virtually the same bill that the Senate
rejected 2 years ago. According to the Bush
administration’s own Energy Information Ad-
ministration, the policies contained in this leg-
islation will have a negligible effect on energy
production, consumption, imports and prices.

Instead of bringing us a comprehensive en-
ergy bill that brings down gas prices and en-
courages greater U.S. energy independence,
the bill before the House is little more than a
grab-bag of special interest giveaways. For
example, the tax title of this legislation con-
tains just over $8 billion worth of tax incen-
tives. Only about 6 percent of these go to en-
ergy efficiency, renewable energy or conserva-
tion. Nearly all of the $8 billion goes to the oil,
gas and nuclear industries, as well as electric
utilities.

With oil and gas prices—to say nothing of
energy industry profits—near record levels,
why are we extending these additional sub-
sidies? Just the other day, President Bush
said that “with $55 oil we don’t need incen-
tives to oil and gas companies to explore.
There are plenty of incentives.” Yet this bill is
chock-full of these unneeded incentives.
There’s $3.3 billion in oil and gas production
tax incentives, plus a number of “royalty holi-
day” provisions for energy extraction on public
lands. It's easy to see how this legislation is
good for the bottom lines of oil and gas com-
panies, but it's consumers that need our help
today.

| know that the proponents of this legislation
have been saying that opening up the Arctic
Wildlife Refuge to oil drilling will help bring
down gas prices. This simply is not the case.
We have no idea how much oil lies beneath
the Refuge. The New York Times reported in
February that the “major oil companies are
largely uninterested in drilling in the refuge,
skeptical about the potential there.

“Even the plan’s most optimistic backers
agree that any oil from the refuge would meet
only a tiny fraction of America’s needs.”

The crusade to drill in the Refuge is a dis-
traction. Even if there is extractable oil there,
it would take nearly a decade to bring the en-
ergy to market.

This country badly needs a balanced energy
policy. We can’t drill our way to energy secu-
rity. We need a balance between energy pro-
duction, on the one hand, and greater use of
renewable sources of energy and conservation
on the other. The bill before the House today
doesn’'t even pretend to seek balance, and |
urge my colleagues to reject it.

Mr. FILNER. Madam Chairman, this legisla-
tion takes our nation in the wrong direction
and fails to meet our energy needs. This is a
missed opportunity. We could have boosted
our nation’s commitment to renewable and ef-
ficient energy, thereby curbing our reliance on
foreign oil, creating 21st century jobs, pro-
tecting the environment and providing afford-
able and reliable energy for America’s fami-
lies. We could have taken on the oil compa-
nies that are gouging all our constituents at
the gas pumps. We could have fought for
more hybrid vehicles, higher fuel economy
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standards and other 21st century tech-
nologies.
But, instead, the Republican energy bill

doles out favors to the oil, gas and coal com-
panies, keeping our nation stuck in the 20th
century. This bill allows the oil companies to
rip up the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. This
bill protects companies that have polluted our
water with MTBE. We now know that GOP
means gas, oil and petroleum!

The Rules Committee blocked two amend-
ments | would have offered to this bill. The
first would have simply extended the tax credit
for geothermal energy, giving energy compa-
nies the time they need to build geothermal fa-
cilities and actually use the incentive this Con-
gress already approved. My amendment
would have promoted the development of geo-
thermal energy in Imperial Valley, California,
and around the nation, creating good jobs and
a source of clean, domestically-produced, en-
vironmentally friendly, reliable energy. Yet the
Republicans on the Rules Committee shot
down this common sense amendment, pre-
venting us from even taking a vote on it.

They also blocked my amendment to ad-
dress another very serious issue we are facing
in Imperial Valley—air pollution from power
plants across the border in Mexico. In the 21st
century, U.S. companies should not be able to
skirt their environmental obligations by moving
a few miles across the border! My amendment
would have simply required power plants in
the border region to meet our environmental
standards if they wish to transmit electricity
into the United States. In exchange for trans-
mission permits from the Department of En-
ergy, power plants in Mexicali, Mexico would
have been forced to pay for projects in Impe-
rial Valley to off-set the air pollution they are
sending across the border into our commu-
nities. With the highest child asthma rate in
California, Imperial County certainly needs the
help, but the Republicans on the Rules Com-
mittee once again turned their backs on us.

We will continue fighting for a better ap-
proach to energy in this Nation. We will fight
for an investigation of the oil companies to de-
termine if any wrongdoing has contributed to
the sky-high gas prices. We will fight for a
commitment to geothermal energy and other
clean and renewable energy sources. And we
will continue fighting for an energy policy that
reduces pollution in the border region and
around the country.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Madam Chair-
man, | want to express my deep disappoint-
ment that the Rules Committee did not accept
a bipartisan amendment authored by Mr. STu-
PAK, myself, and other Great Lakes area
members last night. This important amend-
ment would have permanently banned oil and
gas drilling in and under the Great Lakes. The
current ban is set to expire in 2007.

| am proud to say that | have long been a
proponent of banning oil and gas drilling on
the Great Lakes and have voted to do so at
every possible opportunity. The Great Lakes
are home to the world’s largest supply of fresh
water. In fact, the Great Lakes make up 95
percent of the United States’ fresh surface
water.

For those of us in the Great Lakes states,
the Great Lakes represent a critical compo-
nent of our environment, our economy and our
identity. The risks drilling poses to the lakes
are unacceptable.

Congress has a history in support of ban-
ning drilling on the Great Lakes. A ban was
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first approved in 2002 and has been extended
twice since. However, the time has come to
end the uncertainty surrounding drilling on the
Great Lakes. A permanent ban should be put
into place.

While | am disappointed the Rules Com-
mittee has prevented the House from including
a ban on drilling on the Great Lakes, | plan to
work night and day with my colleagues to get
a permanent ban approved—either in con-
ference or as a stand-alone piece of legisla-
tion. This is a fight | will not give up.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chairman, over the
past couple of years | have corresponded with
the Department of Energy on an issue of par-
ticular concern to me. The Department of En-
ergy continues to spend millions of dollars,
over $60 million so far, to defend private con-
tractors who caused injury to citizens down-
wind of the Hanford nuclear reservation de-
spite provisions of the Price Anderson Act to
the contrary. The American taxpayers should
no longer have to bear the burden of defend-
ing private contractors who have harmed citi-
zens. | would like to submit my most recent
letter to the Department of Energy and asked
that it be made part of the RECORD.

MARCH 4, 2005.
Hon. SAMUEL BODMAN,
U.S. Department of Energy,
Washington DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Thank you for your
September 2003 response to my questions
about the Hanford Nuclear Reservation case.
However, I have ongoing concerns about the
Department of Energy’s (DOE) willingness to
represent DuPont and General Electric at a
cost of millions of taxpayer dollars. I believe
that the Department’s financial support is
not only ill conceived, but that it violates
the intent of Congress in passing the Price
Anderson Act (PAA).

Regarding question numbered ‘2" of the
2003 letter, we have been informed that while
the district judge accepted the defendants’
standard of proof for injuries, that decision
was soundly reversed by the Ninth Circuit on
the merits.

I am concerned that DOE continues to
fund, at considerable taxpayer expense, an
ongoing series of technical motions by the
contractors.

It was the intent of the Congress of the
United States when it enacted the Price An-
derson Act, to encourage the development of
nuclear energy and at the same time to pro-
vide ‘‘full compensation to the victims of nu-
clear incidents,” including the people who
were exposed to radiation from nuclear fa-
cilities such as Hanford. The actions of the
Department of Energy in spending large
sums of taxpayer dollars to forestall com-
pensation to citizens who were exposed to ra-
diation releases from Hanford, represents ac-
tion by a federal agency that is directly con-
trary to the intent of Congress.

I recently learned that federal Judge
Nielsen, on March 30, 2004, rejected the mo-
tion of DuPont and General Electric that
they be dismissed from the case because they
contracted with the government to run Han-
ford. In underwriting such a motion with
taxpayer funds the Department violated the
intent of Congress in passing the Price An-
derson Act. The fact that the PAA reim-
burses the companies when people are in-
jured from a nuclear incident precluded the
necessity for a ‘‘contractor immunity’ de-
fense as Judge Neilsen held. I have now
learned that you intend to financially sup-
port an appeal of that Order. Any further at-
tempts to evade the intent of the PAA by the
DOE we believe to be a serious concern for
the Congress.
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Your letter notes that the DOE does not
‘“‘disagree with the proposition that low
doses of radiation can cause some forms of
cancer.” In addition, there are government
studies that show exposure to radiation con-
tributed to the onset of the claimants’ ill-
nesses. Yet the DOE continues to defend the
contractors. It would appear that contrary
to the fact that workers can be compensated
for thyroid cancer, non workers who were ex-
posed to more Iodine 131 than many workers
would be denied similar treatment. I do not
understand this logic. What policy consider-
ation drives this inconsistent behavior?

I also learned that the motions of DuPont
and General Electric to have all cases dis-
missed as being filed too late based upon the
Statute of Limitations has been dismissed.
More than $60 million of taxpayer funds have
been spent by DuPont and General Electric
for 15 years of loosing motions and adverse
rulings. Again, I do not understand why the
Department of Energy continues to spend
millions of dollars paying lawyers to at-
tempt to defeat claims that the Congress of
the United States determined should be com-
pensated.

I further note that the Hanford plaintiffs
were just successful in filing a motion de-
claring that the operations at Hanford were
an ‘‘ultra hazardous activity.” This holding
is consistent with Congress’ findings regard-
ing the operations of nuclear facilities. We
note again that the Department of Energy
spent thousands upon thousands of dollars
defending this untenable defense (Energy
Employees Occupational Illness Compensa-
tion Act of 2000, 42 U.S.C. §7384 et seq).

I understand that a trial date has been set,
and that General Electric and DuPont are
taking the position that Iodine 131, which
was released in enormous quantities from
Hanford, does not cause thyroid cancer. Is
that the position of the Department of En-
ergy? If not, please explain if the Depart-
ment is taking the position that the Price
Anderson Act does not apply to a person ex-
posed to radiation below a certain dose, and
if so what that dose is.

I understand that several million dollars
more could be spent in the next year or two
continuing to defend this action. That would
result in taxpayers’ money approaching the
$100,000,000 being paid to lawyers to prevent
compensation to victims of radiation expo-
sure from Hanford.

All of the defenses you have previously
supported have been rejected by a federal
court. Has the Department of Energy author-
ized any amount of money for settlement of
this case? It would appear that more money
may well be spent to thwart the intent of the
Price Anderson Act than would be spent in
victims’ compensation.

Please provide me with a detailed justifica-
tion for any continued payment by the De-
partment of Energy for the defense of this
litigation, including specific justifications
for any motions currently or intending to be
filed or appealed seeking to dismiss most or
all of the cases and why such action does not
violate Congress’ intent in enacting the

PAA.
Sincerely,
PETER DEFAZIO,
Member of Congress.
Mr. FARR. Madam Chairman, | rise in

strong opposition to this so-called comprehen-
sive energy bill before us today. This energy
package have a new wrapping and bow but it
is the same white elephant gift for the Amer-
ican people that sadly passed in this House
last Congress.

Our Nation’s energy policy must strike a
sound balance by pursuing improvements in
fuel technology and energy efficiency; main-
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taining a clean environment; and preserving
our wilderness areas and public lands.

Instead, by refusing to commit to improving
and investing in sustainable fuel technology,
we are putting our technology and manufac-
turing industries at a competitive disadvantage
when the rest of the planet is searching for al-
ternatives to fossil fuels.

We are missing an opportunity here; as a
future energy policy this legislation is bumbling
along because of following the policies in this
bill would be like driving into the future by
looking through the rearview mirror with its
heavily weighted dependence on fossil fuels.

H.R. 6 falls depressingly short of addressing
our energy needs in both the short and the
long term.

Based on the pro-industry recommendations
of the Cheney Energy Task Force report, this
bill is anti-taxpayer, anti-environment, anti-con-
sumer and is loaded down with special-inter-
est giveaways.

Madam Chairman, more than ninety percent
of the subsidies in H.R. 6 would go to the oil,
gas, coal and nuclear industries, leading to
more pollution, more oil drilling and more ra-
dioactive-waste-producing nuclear power.

By contrast, only about six percent of the
tax breaks would go to energy efficiency and
renewable energy incentives that could actu-
ally save consumers money and reduce our
dependence on dirty energy sources.

Madam Chairman, gas prices, gas prices,
gas prices and more gas prices. It's the most
asked question | hear in my district and rightly
so with prices in my home town of more than
$3 a gallon and a national average price at a
record level of $2.24 a gallon—more than 50
percent higher than average gas prices in
2002.

According to the Bush Administration’s own
Energy Department estimates, this Republican
bill will actually increase gas prices by 3 cents
and will have virtually no effect on production,
consumption, or barrel prices.

American consumers are being squeezed at
the pump while the big oil companies are
reaping record profits and the Republican
Leadership is passing an energy bill that will
further raise gas prices.

How in good faith can we go back to out
constituencies with a national energy policy
that does not address the future, does not ad-
dress short term fixes or long term solutions.

Madam Chairman, several provisions in
H.R. 6 will weaken California’s rights as a
State to govern itself. These include changes
in: LNG terminal siting, weakening the Coastal
Zone Management Act, and expanding alter-
native energy projects situated on the Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS).

The bill will hand over exclusive jurisdiction
for the siting of liquefied natural gas (LNG) fa-
cilities to the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission (FERC), preventing the states from
having a role in approving the location of LNG
terminals and the conditions under which
these terminals must operate. This bill even
goes as far as making the States seek FERC
permission before conducting safety inspec-
tions! Plus, they will be barred from taking any
independent enforcement action against LNG
terminal operators for safety violations.

H.R. 6 weakens California’s rights under the
CZMA to object to a FERC-approved coastal
pipeline or energy facility project when the
project is inconsistent with the State’s feder-
ally-approved coastal management program.
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Currently when there is a disagreement about
a project, the Secretary of Commerce, through
an administrative appeals process, determines
whether and under what conditions the project
can go forward. States can present new evi-
dence supporting their arguments to the Sec-
retary.

Under H.R. 6, states will not be allowed to
present new evidence to the Secretary, and
the Secretary will not be allowed to seek out
evidence on his or her own. The Secretary will
only be allowed to rely on the record compiled
by FERC. Furthermore, the bill imposes an ex-
pedited timeline for appeals, which may not
allow a full review of the facts.

We have to protect our shores and near wa-
ters. H.R. 6 will give the Department of Interior
permitting authority for “alternative” energy
projects, such as wind projects, situated on
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). It also
grants the Department of Interior authority to
permit other types of energy facilities, includ-
ing facilities to “support the exploration, devel-
opment, production, transportation, or storage
of oil, natural gas, or other minerals”.

Another very dear issue in California is the
fuel additve MTBE (methyl tertiary butyl
ether), | oppose shielding MTBE producers
from product liability lawsuits, thereby forcing
taxpayers to pick up the tab to clean up con-
taminated groundwater in places such as the
Salinas Valley, the salad bowl of the world,
which has already tested positive for MTBE.

The bill even includes a $2 billion taxpayer-
financed subsidy to MTBE producers to con-
vert facilities to produce other chemicals.

The obvious gouging of California con-
sumers is significant evidence that the elec-
tricity energy market lacks much needed con-
trols.

Does H.R. 6 correct this? NO—Instead of
protecting Americans from the market manipu-
lation that has become all too prevalent, H.R.
6 is weighed down by special interest exemp-
tions that will do more harm than good.

The bill does not give federal regulators the
tools they need to prevent and punish bad ac-
tors like Enron who manipulate power mar-
kets. Instead H.R. 6 offers cosmetic reforms.

Moreover, the bill does nothing to provide
refunds to my constituents and West Coast
consumers who paid unjust and unreasonable
electricity prices during 2000-2001.

Madam Chairman, it's plain and simple—
H.R. 6: fails to lower gasoline prices; fails to
improve our nation’s energy efficiency or pro-
mote sustainable alternatives; fails to ade-
quately address future infrastructure needs;
fails to learn from the lessons of the California
electricity crisis; and fails to prevent future
“Enrons” from manipulating energy markets at
the expense of consumers.

| urge my colleagues to oppose this legisla-
tion so we can develop a comprehensive en-
ergy policy that looks to the future and doesn’t
rely on repackaged outdated technologies
from the past.

Mr. KING of lowa. | rise today in strong sup-
port of H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act. We
need a balanced energy policy in this country,
and this bill takes great strides towards
achieving that balance.

As a founding co-chair of the House Ag En-
ergy Users Caucus, | am concerned that the
Corn Belt is being held hostage to high gas,
diesel and natural gas prices. Farmers utilize
diesel and gasoline to operate their equipment
and transport their product. Farmers have had
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to tighten their belts as prices have increased.
Therefore, | am in strong support of this en-
ergy bill that allows for exploration in the Arctic
National Wildlife Reserve (ANWR), which will
allow for more domestic supply of oil.

Nothing has caused more concern for agri-
culture than the price of natural gas. Natural
gas is the primary feedstock for anhydrous
ammonia and other fertilizers and accounts for
90 percent of the cost of making nitrogen fer-
tilizer. The surge in natural gas prices over the
last 4 years has been a key reason why nitro-
gen fertilizer costs have jumped by nearly 50
percent at the farm level. This rise in prices
has contributed to the growing reliance on im-
ported fertilizer. For that reason, | am in strong
support of the natural gas provisions in this bill
and would urge Members to oppose amend-
ments that would weaken any natural gas pro-
visions in the bill.

Finally Madam Chairman, most of my col-
leagues know that lowa is not only a con-
sumer of energy, but a producer of energy.
The Fifth District of lowa is an energy export
center, exporting ethanol and biodiesel all
across this nation. This bill includes a 5 billion
gallon Renewable Fuels Standard that will be
good for our energy independence while se-
curing rural economies. However, | want to
see the bill come back from conference with
an 8 billion gallon standard.

| urge my colleagues to vote in favor of the
Energy Policy Act.

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Madam
Chairman, | rise today in strong opposition to
the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Madam Chairman, this bill represents a lost
opportunity. Now, more than ever, we need an
energy bill that will wean the Nation off of for-
eign oil. We need to do this so hard-working
Americans are no longer subjected to the
ever-rising costs of gasoline and we have to
do this for the safety and security of our Na-
tion.

In my home district, the average price for a
gallon of regular unleaded is $2.22 compared
to $1.76 just one year ago. Yet, the bill before
us will do nothing to relieve Americans from
the skyrocketing costs of gas. My colleagues,
even the Bush Administration recognizes this;
with the Energy Information Administration
saying that the bill would actually increase gas
prices rather than reduce them.

What's worse is that while the bill does
nothing to relieve Americans of their burden at
the gas pump, it also takes an additional $7.5
billion out of their pockets as a tax giveaway
to oil, gas, coal and nuclear industries—indus-
tries that are earning record profits—without
setting a course towards energy independ-
ence. The President himself said, just last
week, “With $55 oil we don't need incentives
for oil and gas companies to explore. There
are plenty of incentives.”

This Congress needs to establish an energy
policy that sets America free from its depend-
ence on imported oil. Yet, only seven percent
of the tax incentives in this bill will go towards
renewable energy and energy efficiency—
leaving us to be reliant on the same old en-
ergy sources.

H.R. 6 is, unfortunately, par for the course
for the Republican Leadership, which has
turned a blind eye to scientific discovery—be
it medical, physical, or otherwise. America
cannot continue to be a world leader with re-
gard to scientific discovery unless we invest
and provide incentives, including for energy
sources of the future.
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In addition to its misdirected energy prior-
ities, the bill contains several dirty little foot-
notes. It will pollute our air and water and ex-
ploit our federal lands. It exempts MTBE man-
ufacturers from cleaning up the groundwater
they polluted—violating our Nation’s long-
standing polluter pay policy. It will let oil and
gas companies off the hook from the Safe
Water Drinking Act—allowing them to skirt
water standards.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot continue to go
down the same worn out path. We must set
the Nation on a course to energy independ-
ence which means promoting cleaner, less ex-
pensive energy that we control. That requires
a balanced energy policy that aids domestic
production but, more importantly, sends us in
a new direction by investing in renewable and
energy efficient technologies. Unfortunately,
H.R. 6 does not meet this goal, leaving our
Senate colleagues to find a better way. Hope-
fully, they will be able to craft a bill that
achieves a better balance than this legislation.

| urge a “no” vote on H.R. 6.
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The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered read for amendment under
the 5-minute rule.

The text of H.R. 6 is as follows:

H.R.6

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Energy Policy Act of 2005”°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for the bill is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE I—ENERGY EFFICIENCY
Subtitle A—Federal Programs

101. Energy and water saving measures
in congressional buildings.

Energy management requirements.

Energy use measurement and ac-
countability.

Procurement of energy efficient
products.

Energy Savings Performance Con-
tracts.

Voluntary commitments to reduce
industrial energy intensity.
Advanced Building Efficiency

Testbed.
Federal building
standards.
Sec. 111. Daylight savings.

Subtitle B—Energy Assistance and State
Programs

Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program.

Weatherization assistance.

State energy programs.

Energy efficient appliance rebate
programs.

Energy efficient public buildings.

Low income community energy ef-
ficiency pilot program.

Subtitle C—Energy Efficient Products

Sec. 131. Energy Star Program.

Sec. 132. HVAC maintenance consumer edu-
cation program.

Energy conservation standards for
additional products.

Energy labeling.

Preemption.

State consumer product energy ef-
ficiency standards.

Sec.

102.
108.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 104.

Sec. 105.

Sec. 107.

Sec. 108.

Sec. 109. performance

Sec. 121.
122.
123.
124.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

125.
126.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 133.
134.
135.
136.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
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Subtitle D—Public Housing

Sec. 141. Capacity building for energy-effi-
cient, affordable housing.

Sec. 142. Increase of cdbg public services cap
for energy conservation and ef-
ficiency activities.

Sec. 143. FHA mortgage insurance incen-
tives for energy efficient hous-
ing.

Sec. 144. Public housing capital fund.

Sec. 145. Grants for energy-conserving im-
provements for assisted hous-
ing.

Sec. 147. Energy-efficient appliances.

Sec. 148. Energy efficiency standards.

Sec. 149. Energy strategy for HUD.

TITLE II—RENEWABLE ENERGY
Subtitle A—General Provisions

Sec. 201. Assessment of renewable energy re-
sources.

Sec. 202. Renewable energy production in-
centive.

Sec. 203. Federal purchase requirement.

Sec. 204. Insular areas energy security.

Sec. 205. Use of photovoltaic energy in pub-
lic buildings.

Sec. 206. Grants to improve the commercial
value of forest biomass for elec-
tric energy, useful heat, trans-
portation fuels, petroleum-
based product substitutes, and
other commercial purposes.

Sec. 207. Biobased products.

Sec. 208. Renewable energy security.

Subtitle C—Hydroelectric
PART I—ALTERNATIVE CONDITIONS

Sec. 231. Alternative conditions and
fishways.

PART II—ADDITIONAL HYDROPOWER

Sec. 241. Hydroelectric production incen-
tives.

Sec. 242. Hydroelectric efficiency improve-
ment.

Sec. 243. Small hydroelectric power projects.

Sec. 244. Increased hydroelectric generation
at existing Federal facilities.

Sec. 245. Shift of project loads to off-peak

periods.
TITLE III—OIL AND GAS—COMMERCE

Subtitle A—Petroleum Reserve and Home
Heating Oil

Sec. 301. Permanent authority to operate
the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve and other energy pro-
grams.

302. National Oilheat Research Alli-
ance.

303. Site selection.

304. Suspension of Strategic Petroleum
Reserve deliveries.

Subtitle B—Production Incentives

320. Liquefaction or gasification nat-
ural gas terminals.

Hydraulic fracturing.

0Oil and gas exploration and produc-
tion defined.

Outer Continental Shelf provisions.

Appeals relating to pipeline con-
struction or offshore mineral
development projects.

333. Natural gas market transparency.

Subtitle C—Access to Federal Land

344. Consultation regarding oil and gas
leasing on public land.

346. Compliance with executive order
13211; actions concerning regu-
lations that significantly affect
energy supply, distribution, or

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

321.
328.

Sec.
Sec.

329.
330.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

use.

3565. Encouraging Great Lakes oil and
gas drilling ban.

358. Federal coalbed methane regula-
tion.

Subtitle D—Refining Revitalization

371. Short title.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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372.
373.
374.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Findings.

Purpose.

Designation of Refinery Revitaliza-
tion Zones.

Memorandum of understanding.

State environmental permitting as-
sistance.

Coordination and expeditious re-
view of permitting process.

Compliance with all environmental
regulations required.

Definitions.
TITLE IV—COAL

Subtitle A—Clean Coal Power Initiative

Sec. 401. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 402. Project criteria.
Sec. 403. Report.
Sec. 404. Clean Coal Centers of Excellence.
Subtitle B—Clean Power Projects
411. Coal technology loan.
412. Coal gasification.
Sec. 414. Petroleum coke gasification.
Sec. 416. Electron scrubbing demonstration.

Subtitle D—Coal and Related Programs
Sec. 441. Clean air coal program.

TITLE V—INDIAN ENERGY

501. Short title.

502. Office of Indian Energy Policy and
Programs.

Indian energy.

Consultation with Indian tribes.

Four Corners transmission
project.

TITLE VI—-NUCLEAR MATTERS

Subtitle A—Price-Anderson Act
Amendments

Short title.

Extension of indemnification au-
thority.

Maximum assessment.

Department of Energy
limit.

Incidents
States.

Reports.

Inflation adjustment.

Treatment of modular reactors.

Applicability.

Prohibition on assumption by
United States Government of
liability for certain foreign in-
cidents.

Sec. 611. Civil penalties.

Sec. 612. Financial accountability.

Subtitle B—General Nuclear Matters

621. Licenses.

622. NRC training program.

623. Cost recovery from government
agencies.

Elimination of pension offset.

Antitrust review.

Decommissioning.

Limitation on legal fee reimburse-
ment.

Report on feasibility of developing
commercial nuclear energy gen-
eration facilities at existing
Department of Energy sites.

Uranium sales.

Cooperative research and develop-
ment and special demonstra-
tion projects for the uranium
mining industry.

Whistleblower protection.

Medical isotope production.

Fernald byproduct material.

Safe disposal of greater-than-class
c radioactive waste.

Prohibition on nuclear exports to
countries that sponsor ter-
rorism.

National uranium stockpile.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
meetings.

Employee benefits.

375.
376.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 3717.

Sec. 378.

Sec. 379.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

503.
504.
505.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. line

601.
602.

Sec.
Sec.

603.
604.

Sec.
Sec. liability

Sec. 605. outside the TUnited
606.
607.
608.
609.

610.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

624.
625.
626.
621.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 629.

630.
631.

Sec.
Sec.

632.
633.
634.
635.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 636.

638.
639.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 640.

Subtitle C—Additional Hydrogen Production

Provisions

Sec. 651. Hydrogen production programs.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec

Sec

Sec
Sec
Sec

Sec.

652

661

. 668

662.

663.

664.

665.

666.

667.

. Definitions.

Subtitle D—Nuclear Security

. Nuclear facility threats.

Fingerprinting for criminal history
record checks.

Use of firearms by security per-
sonnel of licensees and certifi-
cate holders of the Commission.

Unauthorized introduction of dan-
gerous weapons.

Sabotage of nuclear facilities or
fuel.

Secure transfer of nuclear mate-
rials.

Department of Homeland Security
consultation.

. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE VII—VEHICLES AND FUELS
Subtitle A—Existing Programs

. 701,

. 704,
. 705.
. 706.

707.

Use of alternative fuels by dual-
fueled vehicles.

Incremental cost allocation.

Lease condensates.

Review of Energy Policy Act of 1992
programs.

Report concerning compliance with
alternative fueled vehicle pur-
chasing requirements.

Subtitle B—Hybrid Vehicles, Advanced

Vehicles, and Fuel Cell Buses
PART 1—HYBRID VEHICLES

Sec. 711. Hybrid vehicles.

Sec

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

. 112

721.
722.
723.
724.

731.

. Hybrid retrofit and electric conver-
sion program.
PART 2—ADVANCED VEHICLES
Definitions.
Pilot program.
Reports to Congress.
Authorization of appropriations.
PART 3—FUEL CELL BUSES
Fuel cell transit bus demonstra-
tion.

Subtitle C—Clean School Buses

741
742

743.
T44.

751.
752.

753.

754.
756.

757.
758.
759.

. Definitions.

. Program for replacement of certain
school buses with clean school
buses.

Diesel retrofit program.

Fuel cell school buses.

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous
Railroad efficiency.

Mobile emission reductions trading
and crediting.

Aviation fuel conservation and
emissions.

Diesel fueled vehicles.

Reduction of engine idling of

heavy-duty vehicles.
Biodiesel engine testing program.
High occupancy vehicle exception.
Ultra-efficient engine technology
for aircraft.

Subtitle E—Automobile Efficiency

771

2.

773.

4.

801.
802.

. Authorization of appropriations for
implementation and enforce-
ment of fuel economy stand-
ards.

Revised considerations for deci-
sions on maximum feasible av-
erage fuel economy.

Extension of maximum fuel econ-
omy increase for alternative
fueled vehicles.

Study of feasibility and effects of
reducing use of fuel for auto-
mobiles.

TITLE VIII-HYDROGEN

Definitions.
Plan.
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Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

803.
804.
805.
806.
807.
808.
809.
810.

TITLE IX—RESEARCH AND

900.
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Programs.

Interagency task force.
Advisory Committee.

External review.

Miscellaneous provisions.
Savings clause.

Authorization of appropriations.
Solar and wind technologies.

DEVELOPMENT
Short title; definitions.

Subtitle A—Science Programs

901.
902.
903.

904.
905.

906.
907.

908.
909.

910.

Office of Science programs.

Systems biology program.

Catalysis Research and Develop-
ment Program.

Hydrogen.

Advanced scientific computing re-
search.

Fusion Energy Sciences program.

Science and Technology Scholar-
ship Program.

Office of Scientific and Technical
Information.

Science and engineering pilot pro-
gram.

Authorization of appropriations.

Subtitle B—Research Administration and

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

911.
912.
913.
914.

915.

916.
917.

918.
919.

920.
921.

Operations

Cost Sharing.

Reprogramming.

Merit-based competition.

External technical review of de-
partmental programs.

Competitive award of management
contracts.

National Laboratory designation.

Report on equal employment op-
portunity practices.

User facility best practices plan.

Support for science and energy in-
frastructure and facilities.

Coordination plan.

Availability of funds.

Subtitle C—Energy Efficiency

922.
923.
924.
925.
926.

921.

928.
929.
930.
931.

CHAPTER 2—DISTRIBUTED ENERGY AND
ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS

932.

933.

CHAPTER 1—VEHICLES, BUILDINGS, AND

INDUSTRIES

Programs.

Vehicles.

Buildings.

Industries.

Demonstration and commercial ap-
plication.

Secondary electric vehicle battery
use program.

Next generation lighting initiative.

Definitions.

Authorization of appropriations.

Limitation on use of funds.

Distributed energy.
Electricity transmission and dis-
tribution and energy assurance.

933A. Advanced portable power devices.

934.

Authorization of appropriations.

Subtitle D—Renewable energy

935.
936.
937.
938.
939.
940.
941.
942.

943.
944.
945.

Subtitle E—Nuclear Energy Programs

Findings.

Definitions.

Programs.

Solar.

Bioenergy programs.

Wind.

Geothermal.

Photovoltaic demonstration pro-
gram.

Additional programs.

Analysis and evaluation.

Authorization of appropriations.

Sec. 946. Definition.
Sec. 947. Programs.

CHAPTER 1—NUCLEAR ENERGY RESEARCH

PROGRAMS

Sec. 948. Advanced fuel recycling program.
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Sec. 949. University nuclear science and en-
gineering support.

University-National
interactions.

Nuclear Power 2010 Program.

Generation IV Nuclear Energy Sys-
tems Initiative.

Civilian infrastructure and facili-
ties.

Nuclear energy research and devel-
opment infrastructure plan.
Idaho National Laboratory facili-

ties plan.
Sec. 956. Authorization of appropriations.
CHAPTER 2—NEXT GENERATION NUCLEAR
PLANT PROGRAM

Definitions.

Next generation nuclear
plant.

Advisory committee.

Program requirements.

Authorization of appropriations.

Subtitle F—Fossil Energy
CHAPTER 1—RESEARCH PROGRAMS

962. Enhanced fossil energy research
and development programs.

Fossil research and development.

Oil and gas research and develop-
ment.

Transportation fuels.

Fuel cells.

Carbon dioxide capture research
and development.

Sec. 968. Authorization of appropriations.

CHAPTER 2—ULTRA-DEEPWATER AND UNCON-
VENTIONAL NATURAL GAS AND OTHER PE-
TROLEUM RESOURCES

Sec. 969. Program authority.

Sec. 970. Ultra-deepwater and unconven-
tional onshore natural gas and
other petroleum research and
development program.

Sec. 950. Laboratory
951.

952.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 953.
Sec. 954.

Sec. 955.

9517.
958.

Sec.
Sec. power
959.
960.
961.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

963.
964.

Sec.
Sec.

965.
966.
9617.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 971. Additional requirements for
awards.

Sec. 972. Advisory committees.

Sec. 973. Limits on participation.

Sec. 974. Sunset.

Sec. 975. Definitions.

Sec. 976. Funding.

Subtitle G—Improved coordination and

management of civilian science and tech-
nology programs

Sec. 978. Improved coordination and man-
agement of civilian science and
technology programs.

TITLE X—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
MANAGEMENT

1002. Other transactions authority.
1003. University collaboration.
1004. Sense of Congress.

TITLE XII—ELECTRICITY
1201. Short title.
Subtitle A—Reliability Standards
Sec. 1211. Electric reliability standards.

Subtitle B—Transmission Infrastructure
Modernization

Siting of interstate electric trans-
mission facilities.

Third-party finance.

Transmission system monitoring.

Advanced transmission tech-
nologies.

Electric transmission and dis-
tribution programs.

Advanced Power System Tech-
nology Incentive Program.

Office of Electric Transmission
and Distribution.

Subtitle C—Transmission Operation
Improvements

Sec. 1231. Open nondiscriminatory access.

Sec. 1232. Sense of Congress on Regional

Transmission Organizations.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 1221.
1222.
1223.
1224.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1225.

Sec. 1226.

Sec. 1227.

Sec. 1233. Regional Transmission Organiza-
tion applications progress re-
port.

Federal utility participation in
Regional Transmission Organi-
zations.

Standard market design.

Native load service obligation.

Study on the benefits of economic
dispatch.

Subtitle D—Transmission Rate Reform

Sec. 1241. Transmission infrastructure
vestment.

Subtitle E—Amendments to PURPA

Sec. 12561. Net metering and additional
standards.

1252. Smart metering.

1253. Cogeneration and small power pro-
duction purchase and sale re-
quirements.

1254. Interconnection.

Subtitle F—Repeal of PUHCA

1261. Short title.

1262. Definitions.

1263. Repeal of the Public Utility Hold-
ing Company Act of 1935.

Federal access to books
records.

State access to books and records.

Exemption authority.

Affiliate transactions.

Applicability.

Effect on other regulations.

Enforcement.

Savings provisions.

Implementation.

Transfer of resources.

Effective date.

Service allocation.

Authorization of appropriations.

Conforming amendments to the
Federal Power Act.

Subtitle G—Market Transparency,
Enforcement, and Consumer Protection

Sec. 1281. Market transparency rules.

Sec. 1282. Market manipulation.

Sec. 1283. Enforcement.

Sec. 1284. Refund effective date.

Sec. 1285. Refund authority.

Sec. 1286. Sanctity of contract.

Sec. 1287. Consumer privacy and unfair trade
practices.

Subtitle H—Merger Reform
1291. Merger review reform and ac-
countability.
1292. Electric utility mergers.
Subtitle I—Definitions
Sec. 1295. Definitions.

Subtitle J—Technical and Conforming
Amendments

Sec. 1297. Conforming amendments.
Subtitle K—Economic Dispatch
Sec. 1298. Economic dispatch.
TITLE XIII—ENERGY TAX INCENTIVES
Sec. 1300. Short title; etc.

Subtitle A—Energy Infrastructure Tax
Incentives

Natural gas gathering lines treat-
ed as 7-year property.

Natural gas distribution lines
treated as 15-year property.

Electric transmission property
treated as 15-year property.

Expansion of amortization for cer-
tain atmospheric pollution con-
trol facilities in connection
with plants first placed in serv-
ice after 1975.

Modification of credit for pro-
ducing fuel from a nonconven-
tional source.

Modifications to special rules for
nuclear decommissioning costs.

Sec. 1234.

1235.
1236.
1237.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

in-

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 1264. and
1265.
1266.
1267.
1268.
1269.
1270.
1271.
1272.
1273.
1274.
1275.
1276.
1277.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 1301.
Sec. 1302.
Sec. 1303.

Sec. 1304.

Sec. 1305.

Sec. 1306.
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Sec. 1307

Sec. 1308
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. Arbitrage rules not to apply to
prepayments for natural gas.

. Determination of small refiner ex-
ception to oil depletion deduc-
tion.

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous Energy Tax

Sec. 1311

Sec. 1312
Sec. 1313
Sec. 1314
Sec. 1315
Sec. 1316

Sec. 1317

Subtitle
Sec. 1321

Sec. 1322

Incentives

. Credit for residential energy effi-
cient property.

. Credit for business installation of
qualified fuel cells.

. Reduced motor fuel excise tax on
certain mixtures of diesel fuel.

. Amortization of delay rental pay-
ments.

. Amortization of geological and
geophysical expenditures.

. Advanced lean burn technology
motor vehicle credit.

. Credit for energy efficiency im-
provements to existing homes.

C—Alternative minimum tax relief

. New nonrefundable personal cred-
its allowed against regular and
minimum taxes.

. Certain business energy credits al-
lowed against regular and min-
imum taxes.

TITLE XIV—MISCELLANEOUS
Subtitle C—Other Provisions

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

1441.

1442.
1443.

1444.
1446.

1447.
1448.
1449.

1450.
1451.

Continuation of transmission se-
curity order.

Review of agency determinations.

Attainment dates for downwind
ozone nonattainment areas.

Energy production incentives.

Regulation of certain oil used in
transformers.

Risk assessments.

Oxygen-fuel.

Petrochemical and oil refinery fa-
cility health assessment.

United States-Israel cooperation.

Carbon-based fuel cell develop-
ment.

TITLE XV—ETHANOL AND MOTOR FUELS
Subtitle A—General Provisions

Sec. 1501

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 1513

1502.
1508.

1504.
1505.

1506.

1507.

1508.
1509.

1510.

1511.

1512.

. Renewable content of motor vehi-
cle fuel.

Fuels safe harbor.

Findings and MTBE transition as-
sistance.

Use of MTBE.

National Academy of Sciences re-
view and presidential deter-
mination.

Elimination of oxygen content re-
quirement for reformulated
gasoline.

Analyses of motor vehicle fuel
changes.

Data collection.

Reducing the proliferation
State fuel controls.

Fuel system requirements harmo-
nization study.

Commercial byproducts from mu-
nicipal solid waste and cel-
lulosic biomass loan guarantee
program.

Cellulosic biomass and waste-de-
rived ethanol conversion assist-
ance.

. Blending of compliant reformu-

lated gasolines.

of

Subtitle B—Underground Storage Tank

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

1521.
1522.

1523.

1524.
1525.

Compliance

Short title.

Leaking
tanks.

Inspection of underground storage
tanks.

Operator training.

Remediation from oxygenated fuel
additives.

underground storage
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1526.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1641

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

1527.
1528.
1529.
1530.

1531.
1532.
1533.

1601.
1605.

1606.
1607.
1608.
1609.
1610.
1611.

1612.

1613.

Release prevention,
and enforcement.
Delivery prohibition.
Federal facilities.
Tanks on Tribal lands.
Additional measures to protect
groundwater.
Authorization of appropriations.
Conforming amendments.
Technical amendments.

Subtitle C—Boutique Fuels
. Reducing the proliferation of bou-
tique fuels.
TITLE XVI—STUDIES

Study on inventory of petroleum
and natural gas storage.

Study of energy efficiency stand-
ards.

Telecommuting study.

LIHEAP report.

0il bypass filtration technology.

Total integrated thermal systems.

University collaboration.

Reliability and consumer protec-
tion assessment.

Report on energy integration with
Latin America.

Low-volume gas reservoir study.

compliance,

TITLE XVII-RENEWABLE ENERGY

Sec. 1701

Sec. 1702

Sec. 1703

TITLE

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

1801.
1802.

1803.
1804.

1805.
1806.
1807.
1808.
1809.
1810.
1811.
1812.
1813.
1814.
1815.

1816.
1817.

1818.
1819.
1820.

. Grants to improve the commercial
value of forest biomass for elec-
tric energy, useful heat, trans-
portation fuels, petroleum-
based product substitutes, and
other commercial purposes.

. Environmental review for renew-
able energy projects.

. Sense of Congress regarding gen-
eration capacity of electricity
from renewable energy re-
sources on public lands.

XVIII—-GEOTHERMAL ENERGY

Short title.

Competitive lease sale require-
ments.

Direct use.

Royalties and near-term produc-
tion incentives.

Expediting administrative action
for geothermal leasing.

Coordination of geothermal leas-
ing and permitting on Federal
lands.

Review and report to Congress.

Reimbursement for costs of NEPA
analyses, documentation, and
studies.

Assessment of geothermal energy
potential.

Cooperative or unit plans.

Royalty on byproducts.

Repeal of authorities of Secretary
to readjust terms, conditions,
rentals, and royalties.

Crediting of rental toward roy-
alty.

Lease duration and work commit-
ment requirements.

Advanced royalties required for
suspension of production.

Annual rental.

Deposit and use of geothermal
lease revenues for 5 fiscal years.

Repeal of acreage limitations.

Technical amendments.

Intermountain West Geothermal
Consortium.

TITLE XIX—HYDROPOWER

Sec. 1901

Sec. 1902

Sec. 1903

. Increased hydroelectric genera-
tion at existing Federal facili-
ties.

. Shift of project loads to off-peak
periods.

. Report identifying and describing
the status of potential hydro-
power facilities.

TITLE XX—OIL AND GAS—RESOURCES

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Subtitle A—Production incentives

2001. Definition of Secretary.

2002. Program on oil and gas royalties
in-kind.

Marginal property production in-
centives.

Incentives for natural gas produc-
tion from deep wells in the
shallow waters of the Gulf of

2003.

2004.

Mexico.

2005. Royalty relief for deep water pro-
duction.

2006. Alaska offshore royalty suspen-
sion.

2007. Oil and gas leasing in the National

Petroleum Reserve in Alaska.

2008. Orphaned, abandoned, or idled
wells on Federal land.
2009. Combined hydrocarbon leasing.

2010. Alternate energy-related uses on
the outer Continental Shelf.

Preservation of geological
geophysical data.

Oil and gas lease acreage limita-
tions.

Deadline for decision on appeals of
consistency determination
under the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1972.

Reimbursement for costs of NEPA
analyses, documentation, and
studies.

Gas hydrate production incentive.

Onshore deep gas production in-
centive.

Enhanced oil and natural gas pro-
duction incentive.

0Oil shale.

Use of information about oil and
gas public challenges.

Subtitle B—Access to Federal land

2021. Office of Federal Energy Project
Coordination.

Federal onshore oil and gas leas-
ing and permitting practices.
Management of Federal oil and

gas leasing programs.
Consultation regarding oil and gas
leasing on public land.

2011. and
2012.

2013.

2014.
2015.
2016.
2017.

2018.
2019.

2022.
2023.

2024.

2025. Estimates of oil and gas resources
underlying onshore Federal
land.

2026. Compliance with executive order
13211; actions concerning regu-
lations that significantly affect
energy supply, distribution, or
use.

Pilot project to improve Federal
permit coordination.

Deadline for consideration of ap-
plications for permits.

Clarification of fair market rental
value determinations for public
land and Forest Service rights-
of-way.

Energy facility rights-of-way and
corridors on Federal land.

Consultation regarding energy
rights-of-way on public land.

Electricity transmission line
right-of-way, Cleveland Na-
tional Forest and adjacent pub-
lic land, California.

Sense of Congress regarding devel-
opment of minerals under
Padre Island National Sea-
shore.

Livingston Parish mineral rights
transfer.

2027.

2028.

2029.

2030.

2031.

2032.

2033.

2034.

Subtitle C—Naval Petroleum Reserves

Sec.

2041. Transfer of administrative juris-
diction and environmental re-
mediation, Naval Petroleum
Reserve Numbered 2, Kern
County, California.
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Sec. 2042.

Sec. 2043.
Sec. 2044.
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Land conveyance, portion of Naval
Petroleum Reserve Numbered 2,
to City of Taft, California.

Revocation of land withdrawal.

Effect of transfer and conveyance.

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions

Sec. 2051.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

TITLE

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

2052.

2053.
2054.

2101.
2102.

2103.
2104.

2105.

2106.

2107.
2108.
2109.

2201.
2202.
2203.

2204.
2205.
2206.
2207.

2208.
2209.

2210.

2211.
2212.

Split-estate Federal oil and gas
leasing and development prac-
tices.

Royalty payments under leases
under the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act.

Domestic offshore energy rein-
vestment.

Repurchase of leases that are not
allowed to be explored or devel-
oped.

TITLE XXI—COAL

Short title.

Lease modifications for contig-
uous coal lands or coal depos-
its.

Approval of logical mining units.

Payment of advance royalties
under coal leases.

Elimination of deadline for sub-
mission of coal lease operation
and reclamation plan.

Amendment relating to financial
assurances with respect to
bonus bids.

Inventory requirement.

Application of amendments.

Resolution of Federal resource de-
velopment conflicts in the Pow-
der River Basin.

XXII—ARCTIC COASTAL PLAIN
DOMESTIC ENERGY

Short title.

Definitions.

Leasing program for lands within
the coastal plain.

Lease sales.

Grant of leases by the Secretary.

Lease terms and conditions.

Coastal Plain environmental pro-
tection.

Expedited judicial review.

Federal and State distribution of
revenues.

Rights-of-way across the Coastal
Plain.

Conveyance.

Local government impact aid and
community service assistance.

TITLE XXIII—SET AMERICA FREE (SAFE)

Sec. 2301.
Sec. 2302.
Sec. 2303.
Sec. 2304.

Sec. 2305.

Short title.

Findings.

Purpose.

United States Commission on
North American Energy Free-
dom.

North American energy freedom
policy.

TITLE XXV—GRAND CANYON HYDRO-

GEN-POWERED TRANSPORTATION
DEMONSTRATION

Sec. 2501. Short title.

Sec. 2502. Definitions.

Sec. 2503. Findings.

Sec. 2504. Research, development, and dem-

onstration program.
Sec. 2505. Reports to Congress.
Sec. 2506. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE XXVI—ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 2601.

Sec. 2602.

Limitation on required review
under NEPA.

Enhancing energy efficiency
management of Federal lands.

in

TITLE I—ENERGY EFFICIENCY
Subtitle A—Federal Programs

SEC. 101.

ENERGY AND WATER SAVING MEAS-
URES IN CONGRESSIONAL BUILD-
INGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part 3 of title V of the
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
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U.S.C. 8251 et seq.) is amended by adding at

the end the following:

“SEC. 552. ENERGY AND WATER SAVINGS MEAS-

URES IN CONGRESSIONAL BUILD-
INGS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Architect of the
Capitol—

‘(1) shall develop, update, and implement a
cost-effective energy conservation and man-
agement plan (referred to in this section as
the ‘plan’) for all facilities administered by
Congress (referred to in this section as ‘con-
gressional buildings’) to meet the energy
performance requirements for Federal build-
ings established under section 543(a)(1); and

‘(2) shall submit the plan to Congress, not
later than 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this section.

‘“(b) PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—The plan shall
include—

‘(1) a description of the life cycle cost
analysis used to determine the cost-effec-
tiveness of proposed energy efficiency
projects;

‘(2) a schedule of energy surveys to ensure
complete surveys of all congressional build-
ings every 5 years to determine the cost and
payback period of energy and water con-
servation measures;

‘(3) a strategy for installation of life cycle
cost-effective energy and water conservation
measures;

‘“(4) the results of a study of the costs and
benefits of installation of submetering in
congressional buildings; and

“(5) information packages and ‘how-to’
guides for each Member and employing au-
thority of Congress that detail simple, cost-
effective methods to save energy and tax-
payer dollars in the workplace.

‘‘(c) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Architect of the
Capitol shall submit to Congress annually a
report on congressional energy management
and conservation programs required under
this section that describes in detail—

‘(1) energy expenditures and savings esti-
mates for each facility;

‘(2) energy management and conservation
projects; and

‘“(3) future priorities to ensure compliance
with this section.”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The
table of contents of the National Energy
Conservation Policy Act is amended by add-
ing at the end of the items relating to part
3 of title V the following new item:

“Sec. 552. Energy and water savings meas-
ures in congressional build-
ings.”.

(c) REPEAL.—Section 310 of the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999 (2 U.S.C.
1815), is repealed.

(d) ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE.—The Archi-
tect of the Capitol, building on the Master
Plan Study completed in July 2000, shall
commission a study to evaluate the energy
infrastructure of the Capital Complex to de-
termine how the infrastructure could be aug-
mented to become more energy efficient,
using unconventional and renewable energy
resources, in a way that would enable the
Complex to have reliable utility service in
the event of power fluctuations, shortages,
or outages.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Architect of the Capitol to carry out sub-
section (d), $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2006 through 2010.

SEC. 102. ENERGY MANAGEMENT REQUIRE-

MENTS.

(a) ENERGY REDUCTION GOALS.—

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 543(a)(1) of the
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8253(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘its
Federal buildings so that’ and all that fol-
lows through the end and inserting ‘‘the Fed-
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eral buildings of the agency (including each
industrial or laboratory facility) so that the
energy consumption per gross square foot of
the Federal buildings of the agency in fiscal
years 2006 through 2015 is reduced, as com-
pared with the energy consumption per gross
square foot of the Federal buildings of the
agency in fiscal year 2003, by the percentage
specified in the following table:

“Fiscal Year Percentage reduction

(2) REPORTING BASELINE.—The energy re-
duction goals and baseline established in
paragraph (1) of section 543(a) of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8253(a)(1)), as amended by this sub-
section, supersede all previous goals and
baselines under such paragraph, and related
reporting requirements.

(b) REVIEW AND REVISION OF ENERGY PER-
FORMANCE REQUIREMENT.—Section 543(a) of
the National Energy Conservation Policy
Act (42 U.S.C. 8253(a)) is further amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘“(3) Not later than December 31, 2014, the
Secretary shall review the results of the im-
plementation of the energy performance re-
quirement established under paragraph (1)
and submit to Congress recommendations
concerning energy performance require-
ments for fiscal years 2016 through 2025.”".

(c) EXCLUSIONS.—Section 543(c)(1) of the
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8253(c)(1)) is amended by striking ‘“An
agency may exclude’” and all that follows
through the end and inserting ‘‘(A) An agen-
cy may exclude, from the energy perform-
ance requirement for a fiscal year estab-
lished under subsection (a) and the energy
management requirement established under
subsection (b), any Federal building or col-
lection of Federal buildings, if the head of
the agency finds that—

‘(i) compliance with those requirements
would be impracticable;

“(ii) the agency has completed and sub-
mitted all federally required energy manage-
ment reports;

‘‘(iii) the agency has achieved compliance
with the energy efficiency requirements of
this Act, the Energy Policy Act of 1992, Ex-
ecutive orders, and other Federal law; and

‘“(iv) the agency has implemented all prac-
ticable, life cycle cost-effective projects with
respect to the Federal building or collection
of Federal buildings to be excluded.

‘(B) A finding of impracticability under
subparagraph (A)(i) shall be based on—

‘“(i) the energy intensiveness of activities
carried out in the Federal building or collec-
tion of Federal buildings; or

‘“(ii) the fact that the Federal building or
collection of Federal buildings is used in the
performance of a national security func-
tion.”.

(d) REVIEW BY SECRETARY.—Section
543(c)(2) of the National Energy Conservation
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253(c)(2)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘impracticability stand-

ards” and inserting ‘‘standards for exclu-
sion”’;

(2) by striking ‘a finding of imprac-
ticability’” and inserting ‘‘the exclusion’’;
and

(3) by striking ‘‘energy consumption re-
quirements’ and inserting ‘‘requirements of
subsections (a) and (b)(1)”.

(e) CRITERIA.—Section 543(c) of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
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U.S.C. 8253(c)) is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘“(3) Not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this paragraph, the Sec-
retary shall issue guidelines that establish
criteria for exclusions under paragraph (1).”.

(f) RETENTION OF ENERGY AND WATER SAV-
INGS.—Section 546 of the National Energy
Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8256) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(e) RETENTION OF ENERGY AND WATER SAV-
INGS.—An agency may retain any funds ap-
propriated to that agency for energy expend-
itures, water expenditures, or wastewater
treatment expenditures, at buildings subject
to the requirements of section 543(a) and (b),
that are not made because of energy savings
or water savings. Except as otherwise pro-
vided by law, such funds may be used only
for energy efficiency, water conservation, or
unconventional and renewable energy re-
sources projects.”’.

(g) REPORTS.—Section 548(b) of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8258(b)) is amended—

(1) in the subsection heading, by inserting
“THE PRESIDENT AND” before ‘“CONGRESS’’;
and

(2) by inserting
“Congress”’.

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
550(d) of the National Energy Conservation
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8258b(d)) is amended in
the second sentence by striking ‘‘the 20 per-
cent reduction goal established under sec-
tion 543(a) of the National Energy Conserva-
tion Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253(a)).” and in-
serting ‘‘each of the energy reduction goals
established under section 543(a).”.

SEC. 103. ENERGY USE MEASUREMENT AND AC-
COUNTABILITY.

Section 543 of the National Energy Con-
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8253) is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(e) METERING OF ENERGY USE.—

‘(1) DEADLINE.—By October 1, 2012, in ac-
cordance with guidelines established by the
Secretary under paragraph (2), all Federal
buildings shall, for the purposes of efficient
use of energy and reduction in the cost of
electricity used in such buildings, be me-
tered or submetered. Each agency shall use,
to the maximum extent practicable, ad-
vanced meters or advanced metering devices
that provide data at least daily and that
measure at least hourly consumption of elec-
tricity in the Federal buildings of the agen-
cy. Such data shall be incorporated into ex-
isting Federal energy tracking systems and
made available to Federal facility energy
managers.

‘‘(2) GUIDELINES.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Secretary, in consultation with
the Department of Defense, the General
Services Administration, representatives
from the metering industry, utility industry,
energy services industry, energy efficiency
industry, energy efficiency advocacy organi-
zations, national laboratories, universities,
and Federal facility energy managers, shall
establish guidelines for agencies to carry out
paragraph (1).

‘(B) REQUIREMENTS FOR GUIDELINES.—The
guidelines shall—

‘(i) take into consideration—

““(I) the cost of metering and submetering
and the reduced cost of operation and main-
tenance expected to result from metering
and submetering;

““(IT) the extent to which metering and sub-
metering are expected to result in increased
potential for energy management, increased
potential for energy savings and energy effi-
ciency improvement, and cost and energy

“President and” before
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savings due to utility contract aggregation;
and

“(III) the measurement and verification
protocols of the Department of Energy;

‘“(ii) include recommendations concerning
the amount of funds and the number of
trained personnel necessary to gather and
use the metering information to track and
reduce energy use;

‘‘(iii) establish priorities for types and lo-
cations of buildings to be metered and sub-
metered based on cost-effectiveness and a
schedule of 1 or more dates, not later than 1
year after the date of issuance of the guide-
lines, on which the requirements specified in
paragraph (1) shall take effect; and

‘“(iv) establish exclusions from the require-
ments specified in paragraph (1) based on the
de minimis quantity of energy use of a Fed-
eral building, industrial process, or struc-
ture.

‘(3) PLAN.—Not later than 6 months after
the date guidelines are established under
paragraph (2), in a report submitted by the
agency under section 548(a), each agency
shall submit to the Secretary a plan describ-
ing how the agency will implement the re-
quirements of paragraph (1), including (A)
how the agency will designate personnel pri-
marily responsible for achieving the require-
ments and (B) demonstration by the agency,
complete with documentation, of any finding
that advanced meters or advanced metering
devices, as defined in paragraph (1), are not
practicable.”.

SEC. 104. PROCUREMENT OF ENERGY EFFICIENT
PRODUCTS.

(a) REQUIREMENTS.—Part 3 of title V of the
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8251 et seq.), as amended by section
101, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 553. FEDERAL PROCUREMENT OF ENERGY
EFFICIENT PRODUCTS.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘agency’ has the
meaning given that term in section 7902(a) of
title 5, United States Code.

*“(2) ENERGY STAR PRODUCT.—The term ‘En-
ergy Star product’ means a product that is
rated for energy efficiency under an Energy
Star program.

‘(3) ENERGY STAR PROGRAM.—The term
‘Energy Star program’ means the program
established by section 324A of the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act.

‘“(4) FEMP DESIGNATED PRODUCT.—The
term ‘FEMP designated product’ means a
product that is designated under the Federal
Energy Management Program of the Depart-
ment of Energy as being among the highest
25 percent of equivalent products for energy
efficiency.

“(b) PROCUREMENT OF ENERGY EFFICIENT
PRODUCTS.—

‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—To meet the require-
ments of an agency for an energy consuming
product, the head of the agency shall, except
as provided in paragraph (2), procure—

‘“(A) an Energy Star product; or

‘“(B) a FEMP designated product.

‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The head of an agency is
not required to procure an Energy Star prod-
uct or FEMP designated product under para-
graph (1) if the head of the agency finds in
writing that—

‘“‘(A) an Energy Star product or FEMP des-
ignated product is not cost-effective over the
life of the product taking energy cost sav-
ings into account; or

‘(B) no Energy Star product or FEMP des-
ignated product is reasonably available that
meets the functional requirements of the
agency.

*“(3) PROCUREMENT PLANNING.—The head of
an agency shall incorporate into the speci-
fications for all procurements involving en-
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ergy consuming products and systems, in-
cluding guide specifications, project speci-
fications, and construction, renovation, and
services contracts that include provision of
energy consuming products and systems, and
into the factors for the evaluation of offers
received for the procurement, criteria for en-
ergy efficiency that are consistent with the
criteria used for rating Energy Star products
and for rating FEMP designated products.

‘‘(c) LISTING OF ENERGY EFFICIENT PROD-
UCTS IN FEDERAL CATALOGS.—Energy Star
products and FEMP designated products
shall be clearly identified and prominently
displayed in any inventory or listing of prod-
ucts by the General Services Administration
or the Defense Logistics Agency. The Gen-
eral Services Administration or the Defense
Logistics Agency shall supply only Energy
Star products or FEMP designated products
for all product categories covered by the En-
ergy Star program or the Federal Energy
Management Program, except in cases where
the agency ordering a product specifies in
writing that no Energy Star product or
FEMP designated product is available to
meet the buyer’s functional requirements, or
that no Energy Star product or FEMP des-
ignated product is cost-effective for the in-
tended application over the life of the prod-
uct, taking energy cost savings into account.

“(d) SPECIFIC PrODUCTS.—(1) In the case of
electric motors of 1 to 500 horsepower, agen-
cies shall select only premium efficient mo-
tors that meet a standard designated by the
Secretary. The Secretary shall designate
such a standard not later than 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this section,
after considering the recommendations of as-
sociated electric motor manufacturers and
energy efficiency groups.

““(2) All Federal agencies are encouraged to
take actions to maximize the efficiency of
air conditioning and refrigeration equip-
ment, including appropriate cleaning and
maintenance, including the use of any sys-
tem treatment or additive that will reduce
the electricity consumed by air conditioning
and refrigeration equipment. Any such treat-
ment or additive must be—

‘“(A) determined by the Secretary to be ef-
fective in increasing the efficiency of air
conditioning and refrigeration equipment
without having an adverse impact on air
conditioning performance (including cooling
capacity) or equipment useful life;

‘(B) determined by the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency to be
environmentally safe; and

‘“(C) shown to increase seasonal energy ef-

ficiency ratio (SEER) or energy efficiency
ratio (EER) when tested by the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology accord-
ing to Department of Energy test procedures
without causing any adverse impact on the
system, system components, the refrigerant
or lubricant, or other materials in the sys-
tem.
Results of testing described in subparagraph
(C) shall be published in the Federal Register
for public review and comment. For purposes
of this section, a hardware device or primary
refrigerant shall not be considered an addi-
tive.

‘‘(e) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall issue guidelines to
carry out this section.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents of the National Energy Conserva-
tion Policy Act is further amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 552 the
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 553. Federal procurement of energy ef-
ficient products.”.
SEC. 105. ENERGY SAVINGS PERFORMANCE CON-
TRACTS.
(a) LIMITATIONS.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 801(a) of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8287(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following subparagraph:

‘““(E) All Federal agencies combined may
not, after the date of enactment of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005, enter into more than
a total of 100 contracts under this title. Pay-
ments made by the Federal Government
under all contracts permitted by this sub-
paragraph combined shall not exceed a total
of $500,000,000. Each Federal agency shall ap-
point a coordinator for Energy Savings Per-
formance Contracts with the responsibility
to monitor the number of such contracts for
that Federal agency and the investment
value of each contract. The coordinators for
each Federal agency shall meet monthly to
ensure that the limits specified in this sub-
paragraph on the number of contracts and
the payments made for the contracts are not
exceeded.”.

(2) DEFINITION.—Section 804(1) of the Na-
tional Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8287c(1)) is amended to read as follows:

‘(1) The term ‘Federal agency’ means the
Department of Defense, the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and the Department of En-
ergy. .

(3) VALIDITY OF CONTRACTS.—The amend-
ments made by this subsection shall not af-
fect the validity of contracts entered into
under title VIII of the National Energy Con-
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8287 et seq.)
before the date of enactment of this Act, or
of contracts described in subsection (h).

(b) PERMANENT EXTENSION.—Effective Oc-
tober 1, 2006, section 801(c) of the National
Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C.
8287(c)) is repealed.

(c) PAYMENT OF COSTS.—Section 802 of the
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8287a) is amended by inserting *,
water, or wastewater treatment’’ after ‘“‘pay-
ment of energy’’.

(d) ENERGY SAVINGS.—Section 804(2) of the
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8287¢c(2)) is amended to read as follows:

‘(2) The term ‘energy savings’ means a re-
duction in the cost of energy, water, or
wastewater treatment, from a base cost es-
tablished through a methodology set forth in
the contract, used in an existing federally
owned building or buildings or other feder-
ally owned facilities as a result of—

‘““(A) the lease or purchase of operating
equipment, improvements, altered operation
and maintenance, or technical services;

‘(B) the increased efficient use of existing
energy sources by cogeneration or heat re-
covery, excluding any cogeneration process
for other than a federally owned building or
buildings or other federally owned facilities;
or

‘‘(C) the increased efficient use of existing
water sources in either interior or exterior
applications.”.

(e) ENERGY SAVINGS CONTRACT.—Section
804(3) of the National Energy Conservation
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8287c(3)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘“(3) The terms ‘energy savings contract’
and ‘energy savings performance contract’
mean a contract that provides for the per-
formance of services for the design, acquisi-
tion, installation, testing, and, where appro-
priate, operation, maintenance, and repair,
of an identified energy or water conservation
measure or series of measures at 1 or more
locations. Such contracts shall, with respect
to an agency facility that is a public build-
ing (as such term is defined in section 3301 of
title 40, United States Code), be in compli-
ance with the prospectus requirements and
procedures of section 3307 of title 40, United
States Code.”.

(f) ENERGY OR WATER CONSERVATION MEAS-
URE.—Section 804(4) of the National Energy
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Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8287c(4))
is amended to read as follows:

‘“(4) The term ‘energy or water conserva-
tion measure’ means—

‘““(A) an energy conservation measure, as
defined in section 551; or

‘(B) a water conservation measure that
improves the efficiency of water use, is life-
cycle cost-effective, and involves water con-
servation, water recycling or reuse, more ef-
ficient treatment of wastewater or
stormwater, improvements in operation or
maintenance efficiencies, retrofit activities,
or other related activities, not at a Federal
hydroelectric facility.”.

(g) REVIEW.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Energy shall complete a review
of the Energy Savings Performance Contract
program to identify statutory, regulatory,
and administrative obstacles that prevent
Federal agencies from fully utilizing the pro-
gram. In addition, this review shall identify
all areas for increasing program flexibility
and effectiveness, including audit and meas-
urement verification requirements, account-
ing for energy use in determining savings,
contracting requirements, including the
identification of additional qualified con-
tractors, and energy efficiency services cov-
ered. The Secretary shall report these find-
ings to Congress and shall implement identi-
fied administrative and regulatory changes
to increase program flexibility and effective-
ness to the extent that such changes are con-
sistent with statutory authority.

(h) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Any energy
savings performance contract entered into
under section 801 of the National Energy
Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8287) after
October 1, 2006, and before the date of enact-
ment of this Act, shall be deemed to have
been entered into pursuant to such section
801 as amended by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion.

SEC. 107. VOLUNTARY COMMITMENTS TO RE-
DUCE INDUSTRIAL ENERGY INTEN-
SITY.

(a) VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of Energy is authorized to enter into
voluntary agreements with 1 or more persons
in industrial sectors that consume signifi-
cant amounts of primary energy per unit of
physical output to reduce the energy inten-
sity of their production activities by a sig-
nificant amount relative to improvements in
each sector in recent years.

(b) RECOGNITION.—The Secretary of En-
ergy, in cooperation with the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency and
other appropriate Federal agencies, shall
recognize and publicize the achievements of
participants in voluntary agreements under
this section.

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘energy intensity’’ means the primary en-
ergy consumed per unit of physical output in
an industrial process.

SEC. 108. ADVANCED BUILDING EFFICIENCY
TESTBED.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of En-
ergy, in consultation with the Administrator
of General Services, shall establish an Ad-
vanced Building Efficiency Testbed program
for the development, testing, and demonstra-
tion of advanced engineering systems, com-
ponents, and materials to enable innovations
in building technologies. The program shall
evaluate efficiency concepts for government
and industry buildings, and demonstrate the
ability of next generation buildings to sup-
port individual and organizational produc-
tivity and health (including by improving in-
door air quality) as well as flexibility and
technological change to improve environ-
mental sustainability. Such program shall
complement and not duplicate existing na-
tional programs.
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(b) PARTICIPANTS.—The program estab-
lished under subsection (a) shall be led by a
university with the ability to combine the
expertise from numerous academic fields in-
cluding, at a minimum, intelligent work-
places and advanced building systems and
engineering, electrical and computer engi-
neering, computer science, architecture,
urban design, and environmental and me-
chanical engineering. Such university shall
partner with other universities and entities
who have established programs and the capa-
bility of advancing innovative building effi-
ciency technologies.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary of Energy to carry out this
section $6,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
2006 through 2008, to remain available until
expended. For any fiscal year in which funds
are expended under this section, the Sec-
retary shall provide ¥ of the total amount to
the lead university described in subsection
(b), and provide the remaining 25 to the other
participants referred to in subsection (b) on
an equal basis.

SEC. 109. FEDERAL BUILDING PERFORMANCE
STANDARDS.

Section 305(a) of the Energy Conservation
and Production Act (42 U.S.C. 6834(a)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘“CABO
Model Energy Code, 1992 and inserting ‘‘the
2003 International Energy Conservation
Code’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(3) REVISED FEDERAL BUILDING ENERGY
EFFICIENCY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Secretary of Energy shall estab-
lish, by rule, revised Federal building energy
efficiency performance standards that re-
quire that—

‘(1) if life-cycle cost-effective, for new Fed-
eral buildings—

‘“(I) such buildings be designed so as to
achieve energy consumption levels at least
30 percent below those of the version current
as of the date of enactment of this paragraph
of the ASHRAE Standard or the Inter-
national Energy Conservation Code, as ap-
propriate; and

‘(IT) sustainable design principles are ap-
plied to the siting, design, and construction
of all new and replacement buildings; and

““(i1) where water is used to achieve energy
efficiency, water conservation technologies
shall be applied to the extent they are life-
cycle cost effective.

“(B) ADDITIONAL REVISIONS.—Not later
than 1 year after the date of approval of each
subsequent revision of the ASHRAE Stand-
ard or the International Energy Conserva-
tion Code, as appropriate, the Secretary of
Energy shall determine, based on the cost-ef-
fectiveness of the requirements under the
amendments, whether the revised standards
established under this paragraph should be
updated to reflect the amendments.

“(C) STATEMENT ON COMPLIANCE OF NEW
BUILDINGS.—In the budget request of the Fed-
eral agency for each fiscal year and each re-
port submitted by the Federal agency under
section 548(a) of the National Energy Con-
servation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 82568(a)), the
head of each Federal agency shall include—

‘(i) a list of all new Federal buildings
owned, operated, or controlled by the Fed-
eral agency; and

‘(i) a statement concerning whether the
Federal buildings meet or exceed the revised
standards established under this para-
graph.”.

SEC. 111. DAYLIGHT SAVINGS.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 3(a) of the Uniform
Time Act of 1966 (15 U.S.C. 260a(a)) is amend-
ed—
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(1) by striking ‘“‘April” and inserting
“March’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘October’” and inserting
“November”’.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 9
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Energy shall report to
Congress on the impact this section on en-
ergy consumption in the United States.

Subtitle B—Energy Assistance and State

Programs
SEC. 121. LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSIST-
ANCE PROGRAM.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 2602(b) of the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621(b))
is amended by striking ‘‘and $2,000,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 2002 through 2004’ and in-
serting ‘‘and $5,100,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2005 through 2007"°.

(b) RENEWABLE FUELS.—The Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42
U.S.C. 8621 et seq.) is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

‘“‘RENEWABLE FUELS

“SEC. 2612. In providing assistance pursu-
ant to this title, a State, or any other person
with which the State makes arrangements to
carry out the purposes of this title, may pur-
chase renewable fuels, including biomass.”.

(¢) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary of
Energy shall report to Congress on the use of
renewable fuels in providing assistance under
the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.).

SEC. 122. WEATHERIZATION ASSISTANCE.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 422 of the Energy Conservation and
Production Act (42 U.S.C. 6872) is amended
by striking ‘‘for fiscal years 1999 through 2003
such sums as may be necessary’ and insert-
ing  ‘‘$500,000,000 for fiscal year 2006,
$600,000,000 for fiscal year 2007, and
$700,000,000 for fiscal year 2008”.

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 412(7) of the En-
ergy Conservation and Production Act (42
U.S.C. 6862(7)) is amended by striking ‘125
percent’’ both places it appears and inserting
‘150 percent’’.

SEC. 123. STATE ENERGY PROGRAMS.

(a) STATE ENERGY CONSERVATION PLANS.—
Section 362 of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6322) is amended by
inserting at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘“(g) The Secretary shall, at least once
every 3 years, invite the Governor of each
State to review and, if necessary, revise the
energy conservation plan of such State sub-
mitted under subsection (b) or (e). Such re-
views should consider the energy conserva-
tion plans of other States within the region,
and identify opportunities and actions car-
ried out in pursuit of common energy con-
servation goals.”’.

(b) STATE ENERGY EFFICIENCY GOALS.—Sec-
tion 364 of the Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 6324) is amended to read
as follows:

‘““‘STATE ENERGY EFFICIENCY GOALS

‘““SEC. 364. Each State energy conservation
plan with respect to which assistance is
made available under this part on or after
the date of enactment of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 shall contain a goal, consisting of
an improvement of 25 percent or more in the
efficiency of use of energy in the State con-
cerned in calendar year 2012 as compared to
calendar year 1990, and may contain interim
goals.”.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 365(f) of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6325(f)) is amended
by striking ‘‘for fiscal years 1999 through 2003
such sums as may be necessary’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$100,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
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2006 and 2007 and $125,000,000 for fiscal year

2008”’.

SEC. 124. ENERGY EFFICIENT APPLIANCE RE-
BATE PROGRAMS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘‘eligible
State’” means a State that meets the re-
quirements of subsection (b).

(2) ENERGY STAR PROGRAM.—The term “‘En-
ergy Star program’ means the program es-
tablished by section 324A of the Energy Pol-
icy and Conservation Act.

(3) RESIDENTIAL ENERGY STAR PRODUCT.—
The term ‘‘residential Energy Star product”
means a product for a residence that is rated
for energy efficiency under the Energy Star
program.

(4) SECRETARY.—The term
means the Secretary of Energy.

(6) STATE ENERGY OFFICE.—The term
‘“‘State energy office’” means the State agen-
cy responsible for developing State energy
conservation plans under section 362 of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42
U.S.C. 6322).

(6) STATE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘State pro-
gram’ means a State energy efficient appli-
ance rebate program described in subsection
(0)(1).

(b) ELIGIBLE STATES.—A State shall be eli-
gible to receive an allocation under sub-
section (c¢) if the State—

(1) establishes (or has established) a State
energy efficient appliance rebate program to
provide rebates to residential consumers for
the purchase of residential Energy Star prod-
ucts to replace used appliances of the same
type;

(2) submits an application for the alloca-
tion at such time, in such form, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require; and

(3) provides assurances satisfactory to the
Secretary that the State will use the alloca-
tion to supplement, but not supplant, funds
made available to carry out the State pro-
gram.

(c) AMOUNT OF ALLOCATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
for each fiscal year, the Secretary shall allo-
cate to the State energy office of each eligi-
ble State to carry out subsection (d) an
amount equal to the product obtained by
multiplying the amount made available
under subsection (f) for the fiscal year by the
ratio that the population of the State in the
most recent calendar year for which data are
available bears to the total population of all
eligible States in that calendar year.

(2) MINIMUM ALLOCATIONS.—For each fiscal
yvear, the amounts allocated under this sub-
section shall be adjusted proportionately so
that no eligible State is allocated a sum that
is less than an amount determined by the
Secretary.

(d) USE OF ALLOCATED FUNDS.—The alloca-
tion to a State energy office under sub-
section (¢) may be used to pay up to 50 per-
cent of the cost of establishing and carrying
out a State program.

(e) ISSUANCE OF REBATES.—Rebates may be
provided to residential consumers that meet
the requirements of the State program. The
amount of a rebate shall be determined by
the State energy office, taking into consider-
ation—

(1) the amount of the allocation to the
State energy office under subsection (c);

(2) the amount of any Federal or State tax
incentive available for the purchase of the
residential Energy Star product; and

(3) the difference between the cost of the
residential Energy Star product and the cost
of an appliance that is not a residential En-
ergy Star product, but is of the same type as,
and is the nearest capacity, performance,
and other relevant characteristics (as deter-

‘““‘Secretary’’
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mined by the State energy office) to, the res-
idential Energy Star product.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary to carry out this section
$50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2006
through 2010.

SEC. 125. ENERGY EFFICIENT PUBLIC BUILD-
INGS.

(a) GRANTS.—The Secretary of Energy may
make grants to the State agency responsible
for developing State energy conservation
plans under section 362 of the Energy Policy
and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6322), or, if
no such agency exists, a State agency des-
ignated by the Governor of the State, to as-
sist units of local government in the State in
improving the energy efficiency of public
buildings and facilities—

(1) through construction of new energy ef-
ficient public buildings that use at least 30
percent less energy than a comparable public
building constructed in compliance with
standards prescribed in the most recent
version of the International Energy Con-
servation Code, or a similar State code in-
tended to achieve substantially equivalent
efficiency levels; or

(2) through renovation of existing public
buildings to achieve reductions in energy use
of at least 30 percent as compared to the
baseline energy use in such buildings prior to
renovation, assuming a 3-year, weather-nor-
malized average for calculating such base-
line.

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—State energy offices
receiving grants under this section shall—

(1) maintain such records and evidence of
compliance as the Secretary may require;
and

(2) develop and distribute information and
materials and conduct programs to provide
technical services and assistance to encour-
age planning, financing, and design of energy
efficient public buildings by units of local
government.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purposes of this section, there are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of Energy $30,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2006 through 2010. Not more than 10
percent of appropriated funds shall be used
for administration.

SEC. 126. LOW INCOME COMMUNITY ENERGY EF-
FICIENCY PILOT PROGRAM.

(a) GRANTS.—The Secretary of Energy is
authorized to make grants to units of local
government, private, non-profit community
development organizations, and Indian tribe
economic development entities to improve
energy efficiency; identify and develop alter-
native, renewable, and distributed energy
supplies; and increase energy conservation in
low income rural and urban communities.

(b) PURPOSE OF GRANTS.—The Secretary
may make grants on a competitive basis
for—

(1) investments that develop alternative,
renewable, and distributed energy supplies;

(2) energy efficiency projects and energy
conservation programs;

(3) studies and other activities that im-
prove energy efficiency in low income rural
and urban communities;

(4) planning and development assistance
for increasing the energy efficiency of build-
ings and facilities; and

(5) technical and financial assistance to
local government and private entities on de-
veloping new renewable and distributed
sources of power or combined heat and power
generation.

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘“‘Indian tribe’” means any In-
dian tribe, band, nation, or other organized
group or community, including any Alaskan
Native village or regional or village corpora-
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tion as defined in or established pursuant to
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), that is recognized as eli-
gible for the special programs and services
provided by the United States to Indians be-
cause of their status as Indians.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purposes of this section there are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary
of Energy $20,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2006 through 2008.

Subtitle C—Energy Efficient Products
SEC. 131. ENERGY STAR PROGRAM.

(a) AMENDMENT.—The Energy Policy and
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6201 et seq.) is
amended by inserting the following after sec-
tion 324:

“SEC. 324A. ENERGY STAR PROGRAM.

“There is established at the Department of
Energy and the Environmental Protection
Agency a voluntary program to identify and
promote energy-efficient products and build-
ings in order to reduce energy consumption,
improve energy security, and reduce pollu-
tion through voluntary labeling of or other
forms of communication about products and
buildings that meet the highest energy effi-
ciency standards. Responsibilities under the
program shall be divided between the De-
partment of Energy and the Environmental
Protection Agency consistent with the terms
of agreements between the 2 agencies. The
Administrator and the Secretary shall—

‘(1) promote Energy Star compliant tech-
nologies as the preferred technologies in the
marketplace for achieving energy efficiency
and to reduce pollution;

‘(2) work to enmhance public awareness of
the Energy Star label, including special out-
reach to small businesses;

‘(3) preserve the integrity of the Energy
Star label;

‘“(4) solicit comments from interested par-
ties prior to establishing or revising an En-
ergy Star product category, specification, or
criterion (or effective dates for any of the
foregoing);

‘(5) upon adoption of a new or revised
product category, specification, or criterion,
provide reasonable notice to interested par-
ties of any changes (including effective
dates) in product categories, specifications,
or criteria along with an explanation of such
changes and, where appropriate, responses to
comments submitted by interested parties;
and

‘(6) provide appropriate lead time (which
shall be 9 months, unless the Agency or De-
partment determines otherwise) prior to the
effective date for a new or a significant revi-
sion to a product category, specification, or
criterion, taking into account the timing re-
quirements of the manufacturing, product
marketing, and distribution process for the
specific product addressed.”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The
table of contents of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 324 the fol-
lowing new item:

‘“‘Sec. 324A. Energy Star program.’’.
SEC. 132. HVAC MAINTENANCE CONSUMER EDU-
CATION PROGRAM.

Section 337 of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6307) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(c) HVAC MAINTENANCE.—For the purpose
of ensuring that installed air conditioning
and heating systems operate at their max-
imum rated efficiency levels, the Secretary
shall, not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this subsection, carry out a
program to educate homeowners and small
business owners concerning the energy sav-
ings resulting from properly conducted
maintenance of air conditioning, heating,
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and ventilating systems. The Secretary shall
carry out the program in a cost-shared man-
ner in cooperation with the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency and
such other entities as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate, including industry trade
associations, industry members, and energy
efficiency organizations.

‘“(d) SMALL BUSINESS EDUCATION AND AS-
SISTANCE.—The Administrator of the Small
Business Administration, in consultation
with the Secretary of Energy and the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, shall develop and coordinate a Gov-
ernment-wide program, building on the ex-
isting Energy Star for Small Business Pro-
gram, to assist small businesses to become
more energy efficient, understand the cost
savings obtainable through efficiencies, and
identify financing options for energy effi-
ciency upgrades. The Secretary and the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration shall make the program information
available directly to small businesses and
through other Federal agencies, including
the Federal Emergency Management Pro-
gram and the Department of Agriculture.”.
SEC. 133. ENERGY CONSERVATION STANDARDS

FOR ADDITIONAL PRODUCTS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 321 of the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6291)
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (30)(S), by striking the pe-
riod and adding at the end the following:
“but does not include any lamp specifically
designed to be used for special purpose appli-
cations and that is unlikely to be used in
general purpose applications such as those
described in subparagraph (D), and also does
not include any lamp not described in sub-
paragraph (D) that is excluded by the Sec-
retary, by rule, because the lamp is designed
for special applications and is unlikely to be
used in general purpose applications.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘(32) The term ‘battery charger’ means a
device that charges batteries for consumer
products and includes battery chargers em-
bedded in other consumer products.

‘“(33) The term ‘commercial refrigerators,
freezers, and refrigerator-freezers’ means re-
frigerators, freezers, or refrigerator-freezers
that—

“‘(A) are not consumer products regulated
under this Act; and

‘“(B) incorporate most components in-
volved in the vapor-compression cycle and
the refrigerated compartment in a single
package.

‘“(34) The term ‘external power supply’
means an external power supply circuit that
is used to convert household electric current
into either DC current or lower-voltage AC
current to operate a consumer product.

‘“(35) The term ‘illuminated exit sign’
means a sign that—

‘“(A) is designed to be permanently fixed in
place to identify an exit; and

“(B) consists of an electrically powered in-
tegral light source that illuminates the leg-
end ‘EXIT’ and any directional indicators
and provides contrast between the legend,
any directional indicators, and the back-
ground.

‘“(36)(A) Except as provided in subpara-
graph (B), the term ‘distribution trans-
former’ means a transformer that—

‘(i) has an input voltage of 34.5 kilovolts
or less;

‘‘(ii) has an output voltage of 600 volts or
less; and

‘“(iii) is rated for operation at a frequency
of 60 Hertz.

‘(B) The term ‘distribution transformer’
does not include—

‘(i) transformers with multiple voltage
taps, with the highest voltage tap equaling

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

at least 20 percent more than the lowest
voltage tap;

‘(i) transformers, such as those commonly
known as drive transformers, rectifier trans-
formers, auto-transformers, Uninterruptible
Power System transformers, impedance
transformers, regulating transformers,
sealed and nonventilating transformers, ma-
chine tool transformers, welding trans-
formers, grounding transformers, or testing
transformers, that are designed to be used in
a special purpose application and are un-
likely to be used in general purpose applica-
tions; or

‘‘(iii) any transformer not listed in clause
(ii) that is excluded by the Secretary by rule
because—

“(I) the transformer is designed for a spe-
cial application;

‘“(IT) the transformer is unlikely to be used
in general purpose applications; and

‘(III) the application of standards to the
transformer would not result in significant
energy savings.

““(37) The term ‘low-voltage dry-type dis-
tribution transformer’ means a distribution
transformer that—

““(A) has an input voltage of 600 volts or
less;

‘(B) is air-cooled; and

‘“(C) does not use o0il as a coolant.

‘“(38) The term ‘standby mode’ means the
lowest power consumption mode that—

‘“(A) cannot be switched off or influenced
by the user; and

‘“(B) may persist for an indefinite time
when an appliance is connected to the main
electricity supply and used in accordance
with the manufacturer’s instructions,

as defined on an individual product basis by
the Secretary.

‘“(39) The term ‘torchiere’ means a portable
electric lamp with a reflector bowl that di-
rects light upward so as to give indirect illu-
mination.

‘“(40) The term ‘traffic signal module’
means a standard 8-inch (200mm) or 12-inch
(300mm) traffic signal indication, consisting
of a light source, a lens, and all other parts
necessary for operation, that communicates
movement messages to drivers through red,
amber, and green colors.

‘“(41) The term ‘transformer’ means a de-
vice consisting of 2 or more coils of insulated
wire that transfers alternating current by
electromagnetic induction from 1 coil to an-
other to change the original voltage or cur-
rent value.

‘“(42) The term ‘unit heater’ means a self-
contained fan-type heater designed to be in-
stalled within the heated space, except that
such term does not include a warm air fur-
nace.

‘“(43) The term ‘ceiling fan’ means a non-
portable device that is suspended from a ceil-
ing for circulating air via the rotation of fan
blades.

‘“(44) The term ‘ceiling fan light kit’ means
equipment designed to provide light from a
ceiling fan which can be—

‘““(A) integral, such that the equipment is
attached to the ceiling fan prior to the time
of retail sale; or

“(B) attachable, such that at the time of
retail sale the equipment is not physically
attached to the ceiling fan, but may be in-
cluded inside the ceiling fan package at the
time of sale or sold separately for subsequent
attachment to the fan.”.

(b) TEST PROCEDURES.—Section 323 of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (42
U.S.C. 6293) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(9) Test procedures for illuminated exit
signs shall be based on the test method used
under Version 2.0 of the Energy Star pro-
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gram of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy for illuminated exit signs.

‘“(10) Test procedures for distribution
transformers and low voltage dry-type dis-
tribution transformers shall be based on the
‘Standard Test Method for Measuring the
Energy Consumption of Distribution Trans-
formers’ prescribed by the National Elec-
trical Manufacturers Association (NEMA TP
2-1998). The Secretary may review and revise
this test procedure. For purposes of section
346(a), this test procedure shall be deemed to
be testing requirements prescribed by the
Secretary under section 346(a)(1) for distribu-
tion transformers for which the Secretary
makes a determination that energy con-
servation standards would be technologically
feasible and economically justified, and
would result in significant energy savings.

“(11) Test procedures for traffic signal
modules shall be based on the test method
used under the Energy Star program of the
Environmental Protection Agency for traffic
signal modules, as in effect on the date of en-
actment of this paragraph.

‘“(12) Test procedures for medium base
compact fluorescent lamps shall be based on
the test methods used under the August 9,
2001, version of the Energy Star program of
the Environmental Protection Agency and
Department of Energy for compact fluores-
cent lamps. Covered products shall meet all
test requirements for regulated parameters
in section 325(bb). However, covered products
may be marketed prior to completion of
lamp life and lumen maintenance at 40 per-
cent of rated life testing provided manufac-
turers document engineering predictions and
analysis that support expected attainment of
lumen maintenance at 40 percent rated life
and lamp life time.

‘“(13) The Secretary shall, not later than 18
months after the date of enactment of this
paragraph, prescribe testing requirements
for ceiling fans and ceiling fan light kits.”’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(f) ADDITIONAL CONSUMER AND COMMER-
CIAL PRoODUCTS.—The Secretary shall, not
later than 24 months after the date of enact-
ment of this subsection, prescribe testing re-
quirements for suspended ceiling fans, refrig-
erated bottled or canned beverage vending
machines, and commercial refrigerators,
freezers, and refrigerator-freezers. Such test-
ing requirements shall be based on existing
test procedures used in industry to the ex-
tent practical and reasonable. In the case of
suspended ceiling fans, such test procedures
shall include efficiency at both maximum
output and at an output no more than 50 per-
cent of the maximum output.”.

(¢) NEW STANDARDS.—Section 325 of the En-
ergy Policy and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C.
6295) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(u) BATTERY CHARGER AND EXTERNAL
POWER SUPPLY ELECTRIC ENERGY CONSUMP-
TION.—

‘(1) INITIAL RULEMAKING.—(A) The Sec-
retary shall, within 18 months after the date
of enactment of this subsection, prescribe by
notice and comment, definitions and test
procedures for the power use of battery char-
gers and external power supplies. In estab-
lishing these test procedures, the Secretary
shall consider, among other factors, existing
definitions and test procedures used for
measuring energy consumption in standby
mode and other modes and assess the current
and projected future market for battery
chargers and external power supplies. This
assessment shall include estimates of the
significance of potential energy savings from
technical improvements to these products
and suggested product classes for standards.
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Prior to the end of this time period, the Sec-
retary shall hold a scoping workshop to dis-
cuss and receive comments on plans for de-
veloping energy conservation standards for
energy use for these products.

‘(B) The Secretary shall, within 3 years
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, issue a final rule that determines
whether energy conservation standards shall
be issued for battery chargers and external
power supplies or classes thereof. For each
product class, any such standards shall be
set at the lowest level of energy use that—

‘(i) meets the criteria and procedures of
subsections (0), (p), (q), (1), (s8), and (t); and

‘‘(ii) will result in significant overall an-
nual energy savings, considering both stand-
by mode and other operating modes.

*“(2) REVIEW OF STANDBY ENERGY USE IN COV-
ERED PRODUCTS.—In determining pursuant to
section 323 whether test procedures and en-
ergy conservation standards pursuant to this
section should be revised, the Secretary shall
consider, for covered products that are major
sources of standby mode energy consump-
tion, whether to incorporate standby mode
into such test procedures and energy con-
servation standards, taking into account,
among other relevant factors, standby mode
power consumption compared to overall
product energy consumption.

‘(3) RULEMAKING.—The Secretary shall not
propose a standard under this section unless
the Secretary has issued applicable test pro-
cedures for each product pursuant to section
323.

‘‘(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Any standard issued
under this subsection shall be applicable to
products manufactured or imported 3 years
after the date of issuance.

‘“(6) VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS.—The Secretary
and the Administrator shall collaborate and
develop programs, including programs pursu-
ant to section 324A (relating to Energy Star
Programs) and other voluntary industry
agreements or codes of conduct, that are de-
signed to reduce standby mode energy use.

‘“(v) SUSPENDED CEILING FANS, VENDING
MACHINES, AND COMMERCIAL REFRIGERATORS,
FREEZERS, AND REFRIGERATOR-FREEZERS.—
The Secretary shall not later than 36 months
after the date on which testing requirements
are prescribed by the Secretary pursuant to
section 323(f), prescribe, by rule, energy con-
servation standards for suspended ceiling
fans, refrigerated bottled or canned beverage
vending machines, and commercial refrig-
erators, freezers, and refrigerator-freezers. In
establishing standards under this subsection,
the Secretary shall use the criteria and pro-
cedures contained in subsections (o) and (p).
Any standard prescribed under this sub-
section shall apply to products manufactured
3 years after the date of publication of a
final rule establishing such standard.

“(w) ILLUMINATED EXIT SIGNS.—Illumi-
nated exit signs manufactured on or after
January 1, 2006, shall meet the Version 2.0
Energy Star Program performance require-
ments for illuminated exit signs prescribed
by the Environmental Protection Agency.

‘“(x) TORCHIERES.—Torchieres manufac-
tured on or after January 1, 2006—

‘(1) shall consume not more than 190 watts
of power; and

‘“(2) shall not be capable of operating with
lamps that total more than 190 watts.

“(y) Low VOLTAGE DRY-TYPE DISTRIBUTION
TRANSFORMERS.—The efficiency of low volt-
age dry-type distribution transformers man-
ufactured on or after January 1, 2006, shall be
the Class I Efficiency Levels for distribution
transformers specified in Table 4-2 of the
‘Guide for Determining Energy Efficiency for
Distribution Transformers’ published by the
National Electrical Manufacturers Associa-
tion (NEMA TP-1-2002).

*“(z) TRAFFIC SIGNAL MODULES.—Traffic sig-
nal modules manufactured on or after Janu-
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ary 1, 2006, shall meet the performance re-
quirements used under the Energy Star pro-
gram of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy for traffic signals, as in effect on the date
of enactment of this subsection, and shall be
installed with compatible, electrically con-
nected signal control interface devices and
conflict monitoring systems.

‘“(aa) UNIT HEATERS.—Unit heaters manu-
factured on or after the date that is 3 years
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section shall be equipped with an intermit-
tent ignition device and shall have either
power venting or an automatic flue damper.

“(bb) MEDIUM BASE COMPACT FLUORESCENT
LAMPS.—Bare lamp and covered lamp (no re-
flector) medium base compact fluorescent
lamps manufactured on or after January 1,
2006, shall meet the following requirements
prescribed by the August 9, 2001, version of
the Energy Star Program Requirements for
Compact Fluorescent Lamps, Energy Star
Eligibility Criteria, Energy-Efficiency Speci-
fication issued by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and Department of Energy: min-
imum initial efficacy; lumen maintenance at
1000 hours; lumen maintenance at 40 percent
of rated life; rapid cycle stress test; and lamp
life. The Secretary may, by rule, establish
requirements for color quality (CRI); power
factor; operating frequency; and maximum
allowable start time based on the require-
ments prescribed by the August 9, 2001,
version of the Energy Star Program Require-
ments for Compact Fluorescent Lamps. The
Secretary may, by rule, revise these require-
ments or establish other requirements con-
sidering energy savings, cost effectiveness,
and consumer satisfaction.

‘“(cc) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 327 shall
apply—

‘(1) to products for which standards are to
be established under subsections (u) and (v)
on the date on which a final rule is issued by
the Department of Energy, except that any
State or local standards prescribed or en-
acted for any such product prior to the date
on which such final rule is issued shall not
be preempted until the standard established
under subsection (u) or (v) for that product
takes effect; and

‘“(2) to products for which standards are es-
tablished under subsections (w) through (bb)
on the date of enactment of those sub-
sections, except that any State or local
standards prescribed or enacted prior to the
date of enactment of those subsections shall
not be preempted until the standards estab-
lished under subsections (w) through (bb)
take effect.

‘(dd) CEILING FANS.—

‘(1) FEATURES.—AIl ceiling fans manufac-
tured on or after January 1, 2006, shall have
the following features:

‘“(A) Lighting controls operate independ-
ently from fan speed controls.

‘(B) Adjustable speed controls
more than 1 speed or variable speed).

‘“(C) The capability of reversible fan ac-
tion, except for fans sold for industrial appli-
cations, outdoor applications, and where
safety standards would be violated by the
use of the reversible mode. The Secretary
may promulgate regulations to define in
greater detail the exceptions provided under
this subparagraph but may not substantively
expand the exceptions.

¢“(2) REVISED STANDARDS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
provision of this Act, if the requirements of
subsections (o) and (p) are met, the Sec-
retary may consider and prescribe energy ef-
ficiency or energy use standards for elec-
tricity used by ceiling fans to circulate air in
a room.

“(B) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.—If the Sec-
retary sets such standards, the Secretary
shall consider—

(either
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‘(i) exempting or setting different stand-
ards for certain product classes for which the
primary standards are not technically fea-
sible or economically justified; and

‘“(ii) establishing separate exempted prod-
uct classes for highly decorative fans for
which air movement performance is a sec-
ondary design feature.

‘(C) APPLICATION.—Any air movement
standard prescribed under this subsection
shall apply to products manufactured on or
after the date that is 3 years after the date
of publication of a final rule establishing the
standard.”.

(d) RESIDENTIAL FURNACE FANS.—Section
325(f)(3) of the Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 6295(f)(3)) is amended by
adding the following new subparagraph at
the end:

‘(D) Notwithstanding any provision of this
Act, the Secretary may consider, and pre-
scribe, if the requirements of subsection (o)
of this section are met, energy efficiency or
energy use standards for electricity used for
purposes of circulating air through duct
work.”.

SEC. 134. ENERGY LABELING.

(a) RULEMAKING ON EFFECTIVENESS OF CON-
SUMER PRODUCT LABELING.—Section 324(a)(2)
of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act
(42 U.S.C. 6294(a)(2)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘“(F) Not later than 3 months after the date
of enactment of this subparagraph, the Com-
mission shall initiate a rulemaking to con-
sider the effectiveness of the current con-
sumer products labeling program in assisting
consumers in making purchasing decisions
and improving energy efficiency and to con-
sider changes to the labeling rules that
would improve the effectiveness of consumer
product labels. Such rulemaking shall be
completed not later than 2 years after the
date of enactment of this subparagraph.

“(G)(@) Not later than 18 months after date
of enactment of this subparagraph, the Com-
mission shall prescribe by rule, pursuant to
this section, labeling requirements for the
electricity used by ceiling fans to circulate
air in a room.

‘(ii) The rule prescribed under clause (i)
shall apply to products manufactured after
the later of—

‘(I) January 1, 2009; or

“(ITI) the date that is 60 days after the final
rule is prescribed.”.

(b) RULEMAKING ON LABELING FOR ADDI-
TIONAL PRODUCTS.—Section 324(a) of the En-
ergy Policy and Conservation Act (42 U.S.C.
6294(a)) is further amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘() The Secretary or the Commission, as
appropriate, may, for covered products re-
ferred to in subsections (u) through (aa) of
section 325, prescribe, by rule, pursuant to
this section, labeling requirements for such
products after a test procedure has been set
pursuant to section 323. In the case of prod-
ucts to which TP-1 standards under section
325(y) apply, labeling requirements shall be
based on the ‘Standard for the Labeling of
Distribution Transformer Efficiency’ pre-
scribed by the National Electrical Manufac-
turers Association (NEMA TP-3) as in effect
upon the date of enactment of this para-
graph.”.

SEC. 135. PREEMPTION.

Section 327 of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6297) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘“‘(h) CEILING FANS.—Effective on January
1, 2006, this section shall apply to and super-
sede all State and local standards prescribed
or enacted for ceiling fans and ceiling fan
light kits.”.

SEC. 136. STATE CONSUMER PRODUCT ENERGY
EFFICIENCY STANDARDS.

Section 327 of the Energy Policy and Con-

servation Act (42 U.S.C. 6297) is amended by
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adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘““(h) LIMITATION ON PREEMPTION.—Sub-
sections (a) and (b) shall not apply with re-
spect to State regulation of energy consump-
tion or water use of any covered product dur-
ing any period of time—

‘(1) after the date which is 3 years after a
Federal standard is required by law to be es-
tablished or revised, but has not been estab-
lished or revised; and

*“(2) before the date on which such Federal
standard is established or revised.”’.

Subtitle D—Public Housing
SEC. 141. CAPACITY BUILDING FOR ENERGY-EFFI-
CIENT, AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Section 4(b) of the HUD Demonstration
Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 9816 note) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting before the
semicolon at the end the following: ¢, includ-
ing capabilities regarding the provision of
energy efficient, affordable housing and resi-
dential energy conservation measures’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘¢, including such
activities relating to the provision of energy
efficient, affordable housing and residential
energy conservation measures that benefit
low-income families’’.

SEC. 142. INCREASE OF CDBG PUBLIC SERVICES
CAP FOR ENERGY CONSERVATION
AND EFFICIENCY ACTIVITIES.

Section 105(a)(8) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5305(a)(8)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘or efficiency’ after ‘‘en-
ergy conservation’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘, and except that’ and in-
serting *‘; except that’’; and

(3) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end the following: ‘‘; and except that each
percentage limitation under this paragraph
on the amount of assistance provided under
this title that may be used for the provision
of public services is hereby increased by 10
percent, but such percentage increase may
be used only for the provision of public serv-
ices concerning energy conservation or effi-
ciency’’.

SEC. 143. FHA MORTGAGE INSURANCE INCEN-
TIVES FOR ENERGY EFFICIENT
HOUSING.

(a) SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING MORTGAGE IN-
SURANCE.—Section 203(b)(2) of the National
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1709(b)(2)) is amended,
in the first undesignated paragraph begin-
ning after subparagraph (B)(ii)(IV) (relating
to solar energy systems), by striking ‘20 per-
cent’” and inserting ‘30 percent’’.

(b) MULTIFAMILY HOUSING MORTGAGE IN-
SURANCE.—Section 207(c) of the National
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1713(c)) is amended, in
the last undesignated paragraph beginning
after paragraph (3) (relating to solar energy
systems and residential energy conservation
measures), by striking ‘20 percent’” and in-
serting ‘30 percent’’.

(¢) COOPERATIVE HOUSING MORTGAGE INSUR-
ANCE.—Section 213(p) of the National Hous-
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715e(p)) is amended by
striking ‘20 per centum’ and inserting ‘30
percent’’.

(d) REHABILITATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD
CONSERVATION HOUSING MORTGAGE INSUR-
ANCE.—Section 220(d)(3)(B)(iii)(IV) of the Na-
tional Housing Act 12 U.S.C.
1715k (A)(3)(B)(iii)(IV)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘with respect to rehabilita-
tion projects involving not more than five
family units,”’; and

(2) by striking ‘20 per centum’’ and insert-
ing ‘30 percent’’.

(e) LOW-INCOME MULTIFAMILY HOUSING
MORTGAGE INSURANCE.—Section 221(k) of the
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 171561(k)) is
amended by striking ‘‘20 per centum’’ and in-
serting ‘30 percent’’.
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(f) ELDERLY HOUSING MORTGAGE INSUR-
ANCE.—Section 231(c)(2)(C) of the National
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715v(c)(2)(C)) is
amended by striking ‘‘20 per centum’ and in-
serting ‘30 percent’’.

(g) CONDOMINIUM HOUSING MORTGAGE IN-
SURANCE.—Section 234(j) of the National
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715y(j)) is amended
by striking ‘20 per centum’ and inserting
‘30 percent’’.

SEC. 144. PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND.

Section 9 of the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437g) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)(1)—

(A) in subparagraph (I), by striking ‘“‘and”
at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (J), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon;
and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraphs:

‘(K) improvement of energy and water-use
efficiency by installing fixtures and fittings
that conform to the American Society of Me-
chanical Engineers/American National
Standards Institute standards A112.19.2-1998
and A112.18.1-2000, or any revision thereto,
applicable at the time of installation, and by
increasing energy efficiency and water con-
servation by such other means as the Sec-
retary determines are appropriate; and

‘(L) integrated utility management and
capital planning to maximize energy con-
servation and efficiency measures.”’; and

(2) in subsection (e)(2)(C)—

(A) by striking ““The” and inserting the
following:

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

““(i1) THIRD PARTY CONTRACTS.—Contracts
described in clause (i) may include contracts
for equipment conversions to less costly util-
ity sources, projects with resident-paid utili-
ties, and adjustments to frozen base year
consumption, including systems repaired to
meet applicable building and safety codes
and adjustments for occupancy rates in-
creased by rehabilitation.

‘“(iii) TERM OF CONTRACT.—The total term
of a contract described in clause (i) shall not
exceed 20 years to allow longer payback peri-
ods for retrofits, including windows, heating
system replacements, wall insulation, site-
based generation, advanced energy savings
technologies, including renewable energy
generation, and other such retrofits.”.

SEC. 145. GRANTS FOR ENERGY-CONSERVING IM-
PROVEMENTS FOR ASSISTED HOUS-
ING.

Section 251(b)(1) of the National Energy
Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 8231(1)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘financed with loans’ and
inserting ‘‘assisted’’;

(2) by inserting after ¢“1959,” the following:
“which are eligible multifamily housing
projects (as such term is defined in section
512 of the Multifamily Assisted Housing Re-
form and Affordability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C.
1437f note)) and are subject to mortgage re-
structuring and rental assistance sufficiency
plans under such Act,”’; and

(3) by inserting after the period at the end
of the first sentence the following new sen-
tence: ‘“‘Such improvements may also include
the installation of energy and water con-
serving fixtures and fittings that conform to
the American Society of Mechanical Engi-
neers/American National Standards Institute
standards A112.19.2-1998 and A112.18.1-2000, or
any revision thereto, applicable at the time
of installation.”.

SEC. 147. ENERGY-EFFICIENT APPLIANCES.

In purchasing appliances, a public housing
agency shall purchase energy-efficient appli-
ances that are Energy Star products or
FEMP-designated products, as such terms
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are defined in section 553 of the National En-
ergy Conservation Policy Act (as amended
by this title), unless the purchase of energy-
efficient appliances is not cost-effective to
the agency.

SEC. 148. ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS.

Section 109 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C.
12709) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking ‘1 year after the date of the
enactment of the Energy Policy Act of 1992
and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2006°’;

(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“‘and”
at the end;

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the
period at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(iv) by adding at the end the following:

¢“(C) rehabilitation and new construction of
public and assisted housing funded by HOPE
VI revitalization grants under section 24 of
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
U.S.C. 1437v), where such standards are de-
termined to be cost effective by the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development.’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Council
of American’ and all that follows through
€90.1-1989’)” and inserting 2003 Inter-
national Energy Conservation Code’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘within 1 year after the
date of the enactment of the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 and inserting ‘‘by September 30,
2006”’; and

(B) by striking ‘“CABO” and all that fol-
lows through 1989’ and inserting ‘‘the 2003
International Energy Conservation Code’’;
and

(3) in subsection (c)—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘MODEL EN-
ERGY CODE” and inserting ‘THE INTER-
NATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION CODE’’; and

(B) by striking “CABO” and all that fol-
lows through 1989 and inserting ‘‘the 2003
International Energy Conservation Code’.
SEC. 149. ENERGY STRATEGY FOR HUD.

The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment shall develop and implement an inte-
grated strategy to reduce utility expenses
through cost-effective energy conservation
and efficiency measures and energy efficient
design and construction of public and as-
sisted housing. The energy strategy shall in-
clude the development of energy reduction
goals and incentives for public housing agen-
cies. The Secretary shall submit a report to
Congress, not later than 1 year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, on the energy
strategy and the actions taken by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
to monitor the energy usage of public hous-
ing agencies and shall submit an update
every 2 years thereafter on progress in im-
plementing the strategy.

TITLE II—RENEWABLE ENERGY
Subtitle A—General Provisions
SEC. 201. ASSESSMENT OF RENEWABLE ENERGY
RESOURCES.

(a) RESOURCE ASSESSMENT.—Not later than
6 months after the date of enactment of this
Act, and each year thereafter, the Secretary
of Energy shall review the available assess-
ments of renewable energy resources within
the United States, including solar, wind, bio-
mass, ocean (tidal, wave, current, and ther-
mal), geothermal, and hydroelectric energy
resources, and undertake new assessments as
necessary, taking into account changes in
market conditions, available technologies,
and other relevant factors.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—Not later than
1 year after the date of enactment of this
Act, and each year thereafter, the Secretary
shall publish a report based on the assess-
ment under subsection (a). The report shall
contain—
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(1) a detailed inventory describing the
available amount and characteristics of the
renewable energy resources; and

(2) such other information as the Secretary
believes would be useful in developing such
renewable energy resources, including de-
scriptions of surrounding terrain, population
and load centers, nearby energy infrastruc-
ture, location of energy and water resources,
and available estimates of the costs needed
to develop each resource, together with an
identification of any barriers to providing
adequate transmission for remote sources of
renewable energy resources to current and
emerging markets, recommendations for re-
moving or addressing such barriers, and
ways to provide access to the grid that do
not unfairly disadvantage renewable or other
energy producers.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purposes of this section, there are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of Energy $10,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2006 through 2010.

SEC. 202. RENEWABLE ENERGY PRODUCTION IN-
CENTIVE.

(a) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—Section 1212(a)
of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C.
13317(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘and which
satisfies”” and all that follows through ‘‘Sec-
retary shall establish.” and inserting ‘. If
there are insufficient appropriations to
make full payments for electric production
from all qualified renewable energy facilities
in any given year, the Secretary shall assign
60 percent of appropriated funds for that
year to facilities that use solar, wind, geo-
thermal, or closed-loop (dedicated energy
crops) biomass technologies to generate elec-
tricity, and assign the remaining 40 percent
to other projects. The Secretary may, after
transmitting to Congress an explanation of
the reasons therefor, alter the percentage re-
quirements of the preceding sentence.”’.

(b) QUALIFIED RENEWABLE ENERGY FACIL-
ITY.—Section 1212(b) of the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 13317(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘a State or any political”
and all that follows through ‘‘nonprofit elec-
trical cooperative’ and inserting ‘‘a not-for-
profit electric cooperative, a public utility
described in section 115 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, a State, Commonwealth,
territory, or possession of the United States
or the District of Columbia, or a political
subdivision thereof, or an Indian tribal gov-
ernment or subdivision thereof,”’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘landfill gas, livestock
methane, ocean (tidal, wave, current, and
thermal),” after ‘“‘wind, biomass,”.

(c) ELIGIBILITY WINDOW.—Section 1212(c) of
the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C.
13317(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘during the
10-fiscal year period beginning with the first
full fiscal year occurring after the enact-
ment of this section” and inserting ‘‘after
October 1, 2005, and before October 1, 2015,

(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—Section
1212(e)(1) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42
U.S.C. 13317(e)(1)) is amended by inserting
“landfill gas, livestock methane, ocean
(tidal, wave, current, and thermal),” after
“wind, biomass,”.

(e) SUNSET.—Section 1212(f) of the Energy
Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 13317(f)) is
amended by striking ‘‘the expiration of”’ and
all that follows through ‘of this section”
and inserting ‘“‘September 30, 2025°.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 1212(g) of the Energy Policy Act of
1992 (42 U.S.C. 13317(g)) is amended to read as
follows:

“(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to carry out this
section for fiscal years 2005 through 2025.
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‘“(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds made
available under paragraph (1) shall remain
available until expended.”’.

SEC. 203. FEDERAL PURCHASE REQUIREMENT.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—The President, acting
through the Secretary of Energy, shall seek
to ensure that, to the extent economically
feasible and technically practicable, of the
total amount of electric energy the Federal
Government consumes during any fiscal
year, the following amounts shall be renew-
able energy:

(1) Not less than 3 percent in fiscal years
2007 through 2009.

(2) Not less than 5 percent in fiscal years
2010 through 2012.

(3) Not less than 7.5 percent in fiscal year
2013 and each fiscal year thereafter.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) BiIoMASS.—The term ‘‘biomass’ means
any solid, nonhazardous, cellulosic material
that is derived from—

(A) any of the following forest-related re-
sources: mill residues, precommercial
thinnings, slash, and brush, or nonmerchant-
able material;

(B) solid wood waste materials, including
waste pallets, crates, dunnage, manufac-
turing and construction wood wastes (other
than pressure-treated, chemically-treated, or
painted wood wastes), and landscape or
right-of-way tree trimmings, but not includ-
ing municipal solid waste (garbage), gas de-
rived from the biodegradation of solid waste,
or paper that is commonly recycled;

(C) agriculture wastes, including orchard
tree crops, vineyard, grain, legumes, sugar,
and other crop by-products or residues, and
livestock waste nutrients; or

(D) a plant that is grown exclusively as a
fuel for the production of electricity.

(2) RENEWABLE ENERGY.—The term ‘‘renew-
able energy’’ means electric energy gen-
erated from solar, wind, biomass, landfill
gas, ocean (tidal, wave, current, and ther-
mal), geothermal, municipal solid waste, or
new hydroelectric generation capacity
achieved from increased efficiency or addi-
tions of new capacity at an existing hydro-
electric project.

(c) CALCULATION.—For purposes of deter-
mining compliance with the requirement of
this section, the amount of renewable energy
shall be doubled if—

(1) the renewable energy is produced and
used on-site at a Federal facility;

(2) the renewable energy is produced on
Federal lands and used at a Federal facility;
or

(3) the renewable energy is produced on In-
dian land as defined in title XXVI of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.)
and used at a Federal facility.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than April 15, 2007,
and every 2 years thereafter, the Secretary
of Energy shall provide a report to Congress
on the progress of the Federal Government
in meeting the goals established by this sec-
tion.

SEC. 204. INSULAR AREAS ENERGY SECURITY.

Section 604 of the Act entitled ‘“‘An Act to
authorize appropriations for certain insular
areas of the United States, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved December 24, 1980 (48 U.S.C.
1492), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(4) by striking the pe-
riod and inserting a semicolon;

(2) by adding at the end of subsection (a)
the following new paragraphs:

‘“(b) electric power transmission and dis-
tribution lines in insular areas are inad-
equate to withstand damage caused by the
hurricanes and typhoons which frequently
occur in insular areas and such damage often
costs millions of dollars to repair; and

‘“(6) the refinement of renewable energy
technologies since the publication of the 1982

H2221

Territorial Energy Assessment prepared pur-
suant to subsection (c) reveals the need to
reassess the state of energy production, con-
sumption, infrastructure, reliance on im-
ported energy, opportunities for energy con-
servation and increased energy efficiency,
and indigenous sources in regard to the insu-
lar areas.’’;

(3) by amending subsection (e) to read as
follows:

‘“(e)(1) The Secretary of the Interior, in
consultation with the Secretary of Energy
and the head of government of each insular
area, shall update the plans required under
subsection (c) by—

‘““(A) updating the contents required by
subsection (c);

‘“(B) drafting long-term energy plans for
such insular areas with the objective of re-
ducing, to the extent feasible, their reliance
on energy imports by the year 2012, increas-
ing energy conservation and energy effi-
ciency, and maximizing, to the extent fea-
sible, use of indigenous energy sources; and

‘“(C) drafting long-term energy trans-
mission line plans for such insular areas
with the objective that the maximum per-
centage feasible of electric power trans-
mission and distribution lines in each insu-
lar area be protected from damage caused by
hurricanes and typhoons.

‘(2) Not later than December 31, 2006, the
Secretary of the Interior shall submit to
Congress the updated plans for each insular
area required by this subsection.”; and

(4) by amending subsection (g)(4) to read as
follows:

‘(4) POWER LINE GRANTS FOR
AREAS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized to make grants to gov-
ernments of insular areas of the United
States to carry out eligible projects to pro-
tect electric power transmission and dis-
tribution lines in such insular areas from
damage caused by hurricanes and typhoons.

‘(B) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—The Secretary
may award grants under subparagraph (A)
only to governments of insular areas of the
United States that submit written project
plans to the Secretary for projects that meet
the following criteria:

‘‘(i) The project is designed to protect elec-
tric power transmission and distribution
lines located in 1 or more of the insular areas
of the United States from damage caused by
hurricanes and typhoons.

‘(i) The project is likely to substantially
reduce the risk of future damage, hardship,
loss, or suffering.

‘“(iii) The project addresses 1 or more prob-
lems that have been repetitive or that pose a
significant risk to public health and safety.

‘(iv) The project is not likely to cost more
than the value of the reduction in direct
damage and other negative impacts that the
project is designed to prevent or mitigate.
The cost benefit analysis required by this
criterion shall be computed on a net present
value basis.

‘‘(v) The project design has taken into con-
sideration long-term changes to the areas
and persons it is designed to protect and has
manageable future maintenance and modi-
fication requirements.

‘“(vi) The project plan includes an analysis
of a range of options to address the problem
it is designed to prevent or mitigate and a
justification for the selection of the project
in light of that analysis.

“(vil) The applicant has demonstrated to
the Secretary that the matching funds re-
quired by subparagraph (D) are available.

“(C) PRIORITY.—When making grants under
this paragraph, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to grants for projects which are likely
to—

INSULAR
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‘(i) have the greatest impact on reducing
future disaster losses; and

“(ii) best conform with plans that have
been approved by the Federal Government or
the government of the insular area where the
project is to be carried out for development
or hazard mitigation for that insular area.

(D) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The Federal
share of the cost for a project for which a
grant is provided under this paragraph shall
not exceed 75 percent of the total cost of
that project. The non-Federal share of the
cost may be provided in the form of cash or
services.

‘“(E) TREATMENT OF FUNDS FOR CERTAIN
PURPOSES.—Grants provided under this para-
graph shall not be considered as income, a
resource, or a duplicative program when de-
termining eligibility or benefit levels for
Federal major disaster and emergency as-
sistance.

‘“(F) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this paragraph $5,000,000 for each
fiscal year beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this paragraph.”.

SEC. 205. USE OF PHOTOVOLTAIC ENERGY IN
PUBLIC BUILDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part 4 of title V of the
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42
U.S.C. 8271 et seq.) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“SEC. 570. USE OF PHOTOVOLTAIC ENERGY IN
PUBLIC BUILDINGS.

‘“(a) PHOTOVOLTAIC ENERGY
CIALIZATION PROGRAM.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may es-
tablish a photovoltaic energy commer-
cialization program for the procurement and
installation of photovoltaic solar electric
systems for electric production in new and
existing public buildings.

‘“(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the pro-
gram shall be to accomplish the following:

‘““(A) To accelerate the growth of a com-
mercially viable photovoltaic industry to
make this energy system available to the
general public as an option which can reduce
the national consumption of fossil fuel.

‘“(B) To reduce the fossil fuel consumption
and costs of the Federal Government.

‘(C) To attain the goal of installing solar
energy systems in 20,000 Federal buildings by
2010, as contained in the Federal Govern-
ment’s Million Solar Roof Initiative of 1997.

(D) To stimulate the general use within
the Federal Government of life-cycle costing
and innovative procurement methods.

‘“(E) To develop program performance data
to support policy decisions on future incen-
tive programs with respect to energy.

¢“(3) ACQUISITION OF PHOTOVOLTAIC SOLAR
ELECTRIC SYSTEMS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The program shall pro-
vide for the acquisition of photovoltaic solar
electric systems and associated storage ca-
pability for use in public buildings.

“(B) ACQUISITION LEVELS.—The acquisition
of photovoltaic electric systems shall be at a
level substantial enough to allow use of low-
cost production techniques with at least 150
megawatts (peak) cumulative acquired dur-
ing the 5 years of the program.

‘“(4) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary shall
administer the program and shall—

‘“(A) issue such rules and regulations as
may be appropriate to monitor and assess
the performance and operation of photo-
voltaic solar electric systems installed pur-
suant to this subsection;

‘‘(B) develop innovative procurement strat-
egies for the acquisition of such systems; and

‘(C) transmit to Congress an annual report
on the results of the program.

‘“(b) PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEMS KEVALUATION
PROGRAM.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of enactment of this section,

COMMER-
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the Secretary shall establish a photovoltaic
solar energy systems evaluation program to
evaluate such photovoltaic solar energy sys-
tems as are required in public buildings.

¢“(2) PROGRAM REQUIREMENT.—In evaluating
photovoltaic solar energy systems under the
program, the Secretary shall ensure that
such systems reflect the most advanced tech-
nology.

“‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘(1) PHOTOVOLTAIC ENERGY COMMERCIALIZA-
TION PROGRAM.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out subsection (a)
$50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2006
through 2010. Such sums shall remain avail-
able until expended.

‘(2) PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEMS EVALUATION
PROGRAM.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out subsection (b) $10,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2006 through 2010.
Such sums shall remain available until ex-
pended.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for the National Energy Conserva-
tion Policy Act is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 569 the fol-
lowing:

‘“Sec. 570. Use of photovoltaic energy in pub-

lic buildings.”’.

SEC. 206. GRANTS TO IMPROVE THE COMMER-
CIAL VALUE OF FOREST BIOMASS
FOR ELECTRIC ENERGY, USEFUL
HEAT, TRANSPORTATION FUELS, PE-
TROLEUM-BASED PRODUCT SUB-
STITUTES, AND OTHER COMMER-
CIAL PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing:
(1) Thousands of communities in the

United States, many located near Federal
lands, are at risk to wildfire. Approximately
190,000,000 acres of land managed by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of
the Interior are at risk of catastrophic fire
in the near future. The accumulation of
heavy forest fuel loads continues to increase
as a result of disease, insect infestations, and
drought, further raising the risk of fire each
year.

(2) In addition, more than 70,000,000 acres
across all land ownerships are at risk to
higher than normal mortality over the next
15 years from insect infestation and disease.
High levels of tree mortality from insects
and disease result in increased fire risk, loss
of old growth, degraded watershed condi-
tions, and changes in species diversity and
productivity, as well as diminished fish and
wildlife habitat and decreased timber values.

(3) Preventive treatments such as remov-
ing fuel loading, ladder fuels, and hazard
trees, planting proper species mix and restor-
ing and protecting early successional habi-
tat, and other specific restoration treat-
ments designed to reduce the susceptibility
of forest land, woodland, and rangeland to
insect outbreaks, disease, and catastrophic
fire present the greatest opportunity for
long-term forest health by creating a mosaic
of species-mix and age distribution. Such
prevention treatments are widely acknowl-
edged to be more successful and cost effec-
tive than suppression treatments in the case
of insects, disease, and fire.

(4) The byproducts of preventive treatment
(wood, brush, thinnings, chips, slash, and
other hazardous fuels) removed from forest
lands, woodlands and rangelands represent
an abundant supply of biomass for biomass-
to-energy facilities and raw material for
business. There are currently few markets
for the extraordinary volumes of byproducts
being generated as a result of the necessary
large-scale preventive treatment activities.

(5) The United States should—

(A) promote economic and entrepreneurial
opportunities in using byproducts removed
through preventive treatment activities re-
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lated to hazardous fuels reduction, disease,
and insect infestation; and

(B) develop and expand markets for tradi-
tionally underused wood and biomass as an
outlet for byproducts of preventive treat-
ment activities.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) BioMASS.—The term ‘‘biomass’ means
trees and woody plants, including limbs,
tops, needles, and other woody parts, and 