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more often here in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise in support the Motion to Instruct Con-
ferees on H.R. 5122, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007.

The motion to instruct offered by my col-
league, Representative CHET EDWARDS, would
instruct House conferees to insist on Senate-
passed language regarding the TRICARE re-
tail pharmacy program. That language would
allow TRICARE beneficiaries to purchase pre-
scriptions from their local pharmacies at the
same cost as through mail-order services, en-
suring that our veterans and military retirees
are not forced to pay more merely to visit their
neighborhood drug store.

The Veterans Health Care Act of 1992 re-
quires drug manufacturers to grant a Federal
pricing discount on all drugs provided to the
Department of Defense, Veterans’ Administra-
tion, the Public Health Service and the Coast
Guard. Unfortunately, not all drug manufactur-
ers grant this discount on drugs provided to
retail pharmacy stores, instead only applying
the discount to mail-order prescriptions.

It is understandable that the Department of
Defense would want to contain growing pre-
scription drug costs. However, forcing
TRICARE beneficiaries to obtain prescriptions
by mail-order is not the solution—rather, we
need to clarify that drug manufacturers must
provide Federal pricing for all medications dis-
pensed through the TRICARE retail pharmacy
network. Section 721 of the Senate version of
the Defense Authorization bill would do just
this.

Representatives of the Department of De-
fense have acknowledged that Federal pricing
for pharmaceuticals dispensed through the
TRICARE retail pharmacy network would “sig-
nificantly” contain growing prescription drug
costs. It has been estimated that if the Senate
provision is enacted, it could save taxpayers
up to $251 million in fiscal year 2007, and
more than $300 million annually by fiscal year
2009, by requiring Federal pricing discounts to
be applied to these TRICARE retail phar-
macies.

| have heard serious concerns expressed by
veterans and military retirees in my district
about this issue many times this summer.
There are times when it is not possible to wait
for a mail order to come before a person
might need to begin taking their prescriptions.
In those cases, for example, the men and
women who have bravely served our country
should not be punished for buying their pre-
scriptions down the block. Our veterans, mili-
tary retirees and their families deserve to have
the option to use a pharmacy, and the serv-
ices of a pharmacist, when they have ques-
tions regarding their prescriptions and their
health. Passing this motion to instruct allows
them that option.

We must ensure that our veterans and mili-
tary retirees receive the benefits they have so
courageously earned, and this motion to in-
struct will help guarantee they are not penal-
ized for doing so. | support this motion to in-
struct, and strongly urge my colleagues to do
as well.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion
to instruct.
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. EDWARDS).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed with
amendments in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R. 2066. An act to amend title 40, United
States Code, to establish a Federal Acquisi-
tion Service, to replace the General Supply
Fund and the Information Technology Fund
with an Acquisition Services Fund, and for
other purposes.

———
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 on the bill, H.R. 503, and to in-
sert extraneous material on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

————

AMERICAN HORSE SLAUGHTER
PREVENTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 981 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. 503.
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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. 503) to
amend the Horse Protection Act to
prohibit the shipping, transporting,
moving, delivering, receiving, pos-
sessing, purchasing, selling, or dona-
tion of horses and other equines to be
slaughtered for human consumption,
and for other purposes, with Mr. PUT-
NAM in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.

As designees of the majority leader,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON), the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. WHITFIELD), the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SWEENEY)
each will control 10 minutes.

September 7, 2006

As designees of the minority leader,
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY) and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I know that H.R. 503 is
an emotional issue for many people. It
is my hope that this debate will give us
a chance to look beyond the emotion
and actually explore the facts of the
issue in this particular bill. It is impor-
tant that this discussion be fair, that it
be open; and to that end the committee
that I chair, the Energy and Commerce
Committee, held a hearing a month ago
that included witnesses from both sides
and was fair and balanced. We put to-
gether a completely balanced hearing;
and at the end of that hearing, it was
clear to me that the majority of the ex-
perts have spoken, and they have spo-
ken that H.R. 503 is bad policy and that
it is bad for horses.

It is not a secret that I am opposed to
the bill in its current form. Despite
what may have been said, it is not be-
cause I do not like horses. It is not be-
cause I had some bad experience when
I was young. In fact, I had and continue
to have very positive experiences with
horses. My opposition to this bill stems
from the simple fact that it comes with
negative consequences that I believe
are being overlooked.

Ever since the bill has been intro-
duced, I have been bombarded by calls,
letters, and meeting requests from peo-
ple both in my district and all over the
country on both sides of the issue. I
have heard from ranchers and horse
owners as well as the American Quar-
ter Horse Association, the American
Veterinary Medical Association, the
American Association of Equine Prac-
titioners, American Farm Bureau, Na-
tional Cattlemen’s Beef Association,
the Texas and Southwestern Cattle
Raisers Association. The list goes on
and on. I have also been approached by
proponents of the bill that are very
supportive and very emotionally and
strongly attached to this particular
bill. Unfortunately for those folks, I
must say that I am opposed to the bill
because the majority of the evidence is
that it is a bad bill. In fact, over 200 na-
tional organizations oppose the bill.
Yesterday, even the United States De-
partment of Agriculture came out in
opposition to the bill. These are groups
that, frankly, I consider to be rep-
resentative of rural America, and they
have all said the same thing: H.R. 503
will lead to a miserable existence for
thousands of horses and is an outright
attack at animal agriculture.

The care and the overall health of
the animals, and notably the rights of
their owners, should always be the pri-
mary concern when taking up legisla-
tion of this nature. Processing unman-
ageable and unwanted horses provides
a humane alternative to continuing a
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