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The House met at 2 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. JACKSON of Illinois).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 3, 2008.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JESSE L.
JACKSON, Jr., to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

Rabbi Felipe Goodman, Temple Beth
Sholom, Las Vegas, Nevada, offered the
following prayer:

Our God and God of our ancestors,
God of Compassion, God of Justice, God
of Peace, we ask for Your blessing for
this House of Representatives, for our
country, and for all our leaders. Grant
them, O God, the ability to lead us
with true understanding of Your vision
so that this land under Your provi-
dence be an influence for good through-
out the world. Protect the men and
women of our Armed Forces who stand
in harm’s way so that we may enjoy
the blessings of freedom and liberty.
May it be Your will that they speedily
return in full physical and spiritual
health to their families and loved ones.

Let us remember, O God, where we
came from so that we may never forget
the destination of our journey as a Na-
tion. Let us be always mindful that we
are all children of immigrants. Give us
the wisdom to understand what the re-
sponsibility of fighting oppression,
fighting poverty, and injustice really
means. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

————————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERK-
LEY) come forward and lead the House
in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. BERKLEY 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.

WELCOMING RABBI FELIPE
GOODMAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY) is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pleasure to welcome Rabbi
Felipe Goodman to the United States
Congress. His credentials are as im-
pressive as his spirit and his commit-
ment. I know because not only is he
my rabbi, he’s my close personal
friend.

Born in Mexico City, he is an alumni
of Mexico City’s University of the New
World and obtained his master’s degree
from the Jewish Theological Seminary.
Ordained in 1996, Rabbi Goodman now
leads one of the most vibrant and fast-
est-growing conservative congregations
in the United States, Temple Beth Sho-
lom in my hometown of Las Vegas, Ne-
vada.

In his 10 years of service, his con-
gregation has grown from 100 to more
than 700 families. He has built an en-
tire new campus and is building a new
home for its thriving school.

On January 5, 2007, 1 day after his
40th birthday, Rabbi Goodman became
a United States citizen.

Rabbi Goodman is the co-author of
‘““‘Hagadah de Pesaj,”” which is the most
widely used edition of The Pesach
Hagadah used in Latin America.

Singled-out by international leaders
for both his ideas and hard work,
Felipe became vice president of the
World Union of Jewish Students.

He is one of 12 members of The Rab-
binic Cabinet of The Chancellor of The
Jewish Theological Seminary and
serves as a member of The Joint Place-
ment Commission of The Rabbinical
Assembly, The United Synagogue and
JTS. The Seminary recently appointed
him to the Joint Retirement Board of
The Conservative Movement. He’s a
former member of The Executive Coun-
cil of The Rabbinical Assembly and its
Nominating Committee.

But more than any degree or honor
or appointment, he is an important,
warm, caring, and respected spiritual
and religious leader in Las Vegas, Ne-
vada, a devoted husband to Liz; a won-
derful father to Yoshua, Daniela, and
Ariela.

I am honored to have him here with
us in the House today and honored to
call Rabbi Felipe Goodman my rabbi
and my friend.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
clause 5(d) of rule XX, the Chair an-
nounces to the House that, in light of
the resignation of the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. WYNN), the whole num-
ber of the House is 434.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the following
enrolled bills and joint resolution were
signed:
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by the Speaker on Thursday, May 22,
2008:

H.R. 2356, to amend title 4, United
States Code, to encourage the display
of the flag of the United States on Fa-
ther’s Day

H.R. 2517, to amend the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act to authorize ap-
propriations; and for other purposes

H.R. 4008, to amend the Fair Credit
Reporting Act to make technical cor-
rections to the definition of willful
noncompliance with respect to viola-
tions involving the printing of an expi-
ration date on certain credit and debit
card receipts before the date of the en-
actment of this Act

S. 2829, to make technical corrections
to section 1244 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008,
which provides special immigrant sta-
tus for certain Iraqis, and for other
purposes

S. 3029, to provide for an additional
temporary extension of programs under
the Small Business Act and the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958, and
for other purposes

S. 3035, to temporarily extend the
programs under the Higher Education
Act of 1965

S.J. Res. 17, directing the United
States to initiate international discus-
sions and take necessary steps with
other Nations to negotiate an agree-
ment for managing migratory and
transboundary fish stocks in the Arctic
Ocean

by Speaker pro tempore HOYER on
Tuesday, May 27, 2008:

H.R. 6081, to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide benefits
for military personnel, and for other
purposes

———

OUR TROOPS NEED FUNDING

(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, Congress adjourned for Me-
morial Day having failed to pass an
emergency troop funding bill that our
military says is vital to successful op-
erations in Iraq and Afghanistan, in-
cluding pay for our brave men and
women in uniform.

Because the majority refuses to bring
a clean bill to the floor, the military
has announced that they will shift
funding from one priority to another in
order to meet the needs of our troops
and civilian military employees. It is
disappointing that when our military
needs money to protect American fam-
ilies, the majority refuses to appro-
priate the funding without tying on
billions more in unrelated spending.

On behalf of my constituents, many
of whom serve proudly in the military,
we need to work together for a clean
emergency supplemental bill to be
brought to the floor immediately for
consideration. Our Nation is at risk
with a delay in military funding, a fail-
ure to renew FISA, and limits on our
energy independence.
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In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th.

————

THE LITTLE FELLOW FROM IRAN

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, the little fel-
low from Iran, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad,
is ranting and saber rattling again
against Israel and the United States.

The L.A. Times reports the dictator
said, ‘“The Zionist regime of Israel . . .
is about to die and will soon be erased
from the scene”. And, ‘“The time for
the fall of the satanic power of the
United States has come and the count-
down to annihilation . . . has started.”

The devil of the desert is preaching
hate and murder in the name of radical
Islam. Throughout history more people
have been murdered, pillaged, tortured,
and plundered in the name of religion
than any other reason.

With Iran’s dictator’s involvement in
supplying aid against the TUnited
States in Iraq, his support of
Hezbollah, and his desire to have nu-
clear weapons to use against Israel, the
world of nations must not diminish
this loose cannon’s evil ambition.

Freedom-loving people of all nations
and religions must see the dictator as a
menace. Hopefully, the people of Iran
will replace their trigger-happy leader
with a regime that wants peace.

In the meantime Ahmadinejad should
never doubt the United States’ resolve
for a safe and secure Israel. The U.S.
will do whatever necessary to keep the
flame of liberty burning at home and in
the Middle East, even if the little fel-
low doesn’t like it.

And that’s just the way it is.

————

COMMENDING WALTER LUTHERAN
HIGH SCHOOL, AUSTIN POLY-
TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL, AND
RICHARD T. CRANE HIGH
SCHOOL

(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,
over the weekend I had the opportunity
to visit three schools in my congres-
sional district, and I want to take the
opportunity to commend and congratu-
late all three of them.

The Walter Lutheran High School in
Melrose Park, Illinois, where I at-
tended their graduation Sunday, and I
was Dpleased that my nephew Dante
Davis was one of the graduates; then
the Austin Polytechnical High School,
which focuses on manufacturing, in
Chicago yesterday; and last night I had
a town hall meeting at the Richard T.
Crane High School in Chicago on stop-
ping school violence.

All of them are outstanding, and I
commend them.
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ENERGY

(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, since 2006
the Democrats have been completely in
control of Congress. The Democrat
leadership continues to put a roadblock
in the way of accessing American oil.
Gas prices have doubled in the past
year. At the station down the street
from my home, gas is now over $4 a
gallon.

House Republicans believe in increas-
ing production of American-made en-
ergy. Vast untapped American energy
resources are currently under lock and
key and off-limits. American energy
resources can make our Nation more
secure and less dependent on foreign
oil.

House Republicans believe not only
in technologies like wind, solar, and
biomass but that we ought to make use
of the billions of barrels of oil in Alas-
ka, off the deep waters of the Outer
Continental Shelf, and on Federal
lands. We can do this in an environ-
mentally sensitive way. And we should
eliminate the red tape it takes to build
a new oil refinery.

We should develop American-made
energy.

———

HOW TO BRING DOWN THE COST
OF GAS

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today gas
prices are hovering around $4 a gallon,
and good legislation that would help
ease the pain at the pump languishes
due to congressional inaction. Wash-
ington is just not working for average
taxpayers in North Carolina.

Recently, I've seen some good ideas
to deal with high gas prices, but we
can’t seem to get them brought to the
floor for a vote.

For example, I'm a cosponsor of Mr.
YOoUNG’s American Energy Independ-
ence and Price Reduction Act, which
addresses both sides of this issue. It
would tap domestic oil in an environ-
mentally sensitive way and then use
the tens of billions of dollars of Federal
revenue to invest in 18 different exist-
ing alternative energy programs, from
wind energy to water energy, all with-
out raising taxes.

How high will the Pelosi premium
have to get before we vote on common-
sense legislation like this? This bill
proves that we can bring down the
price of gas while investing in the en-
ergy of the future without raising
taxes on America’s working families.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 23, 2008.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
The Speaker, The Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the
permission granted in clause 2(h) of rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
May 23, 2008, at 10:13 a.m.:

That the Senate passed S. 1965.

That the Senate passed S. 2420.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
LORRAINE C. MILLER,
Clerk of the House
(By Robert F. Reeves, Deputy Clerk).

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 2, 2008.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
The Speaker, The Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the
permission granted in clause 2(h) of rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
June 2, 2008, at 4:53 p.m.:

That the Senate passed S. 2062.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
LORRAINE C. MILLER,
Clerk of the House.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 3, 2008.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
The Speaker, The Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the
permission granted in clause 2(h) of rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
June 3, 2008, at 11:22 a.m.:

Appointments:

Mexico-United States Interparliamentary
Group.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
LORRAINE C. MILLER,
Clerk of the House.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend 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.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today.
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SUPPORTING NATIONAL MEN’S
HEALTH WEEK

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
138) supporting National Men’s Health
Week, as amended.

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

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 138

Whereas despite the advances in medical
technology and research, men continue to
live an average of almost 6 years less than
women and African-American men have the
lowest life expectancy;

Whereas all 10 of the 10 leading causes of
death, as defined by the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, affect men at a
higher percentage than women;

Whereas between ages 45-54, men are 3
times more likely than women to die of
heart attacks;

Whereas men die of heart disease at almost
twice the rate of women;

Whereas men die of cancer at almost one
and a half times the rate of women;

Whereas testicular cancer is one of the
most common cancers in men aged 15-34, and
when detected early, has a 95 percent sur-
vival rate;

Whereas the number of cases of colon can-
cer among men will reach over 55,000 in 2007,
and almost half will die from the disease;

Whereas the likelihood that a man will de-
velop prostate cancer is 1 in 6;

Whereas the number of men contracting
prostate cancer will reach over 218,890 in
2007, and almost 27,050 will die from the dis-
ease;

Whereas African-American men in the
United States have the highest incidence in
the world of prostate cancer;

Whereas significant numbers of male-re-
lated health problems, such as prostate can-
cer, testicular cancer, infertility, and colon
cancer, could be detected and treated if
men’s awareness of these problems was more
pervasive;

Whereas more than one-half the elderly
widows now living in poverty were not poor
before the death of their husbands, and by
age 100 women outnumber men 8 to 1;

Whereas educating both the public and
health care providers about the importance
of early detection of male health problems
will result in reducing rates of mortality for
these diseases;

Whereas appropriate use of tests such as
Prostate Specific Antigen (PSA) exams,
blood pressure screens, and cholesterol
screens, in conjunction with clinical exam-
ination and self-testing for problems such as
testicular cancer, can result in the detection
of many of these problems in their early
stages and increases in the survival rates to
nearly 100 percent;

Whereas women are 100 percent more like-
ly to visit the doctor for annual examina-
tions and preventive services than men;

Whereas men are less likely than women to
visit their health center or physician for reg-
ular screening examinations of male-related
problems for a variety of reasons, including
fear, lack of health insurance, lack of infor-
mation, and cost factors;

Whereas National Men’s Health Week was
established by Congress and first celebrated
in 1994 and urged men and their families to
engage in appropriate health behaviors, and
the resulting increased awareness has im-
proved health-related education and helped
prevent illness;
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Whereas the Governors of over 45 States
issue proclamations annually declaring
Men’s Health Week in their States;

Whereas since 1994, National Men’s Health
Week has been celebrated each June by doz-
ens of States, cities, localities, public health
departments, health care entities, churches,
and community organizations throughout
the Nation, that promote health awareness
events focused on men and family;

Whereas the National Men’s Health Week
website has been established at
www.menshealthweek.org and features Gov-
ernors’ proclamations and National Men'’s
Health Week events;

Whereas men who are educated about the
value that preventive health can play in pro-
longing their lifespan and their role as pro-
ductive family members will be more likely
to participate in health screenings;

Whereas men and their families are en-
couraged to increase their awareness of the
importance of a healthy lifestyle, regular ex-
ercise, and medical checkups; and

Whereas June 9 through 15, 2008, is Na-
tional Men’s Health Week, which has the
purpose of heightening the awareness of pre-
ventable health problems and encouraging
early detection and treatment of disease
among men and boys: Now, therefore, be it

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

(1) the Congress supports the annual Na-
tional Men’s Health Week; and

(2) requests that the President of the
United States issue a proclamation calling
upon the people of the United States and in-
terested groups to observe National Men’s
Health Week with appropriate ceremonies
and activities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS) and the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

0 1415

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, I am pleased to
join my colleagues in the consideration
of H. Con. Res. 138, as amended, which
expresses Congress’s support of Men’s
Health Week, which is designed to raise
awareness of men’s health issues and
the importance of preventative health
care in order to improve the lifespan of
American men.

H. Con. Res. 138, which was intro-
duced by the gentleman from Mary-
land, Representative ELIJAH CUMMINGS,
on May 1, 2007, was amended and re-
ported from the Oversight Committee
on May 15, 2008, before being passed by
voice vote. The measure has the sup-
port and sponsorship of 59 Members of
Congress, and expresses support for in-
creased medical awareness that will
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improve the health and well-being of
American men.

According to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, all of the 10
leading causes of death among Ameri-
cans, such as cancer and heart disease,
affect our Nation’s men at a higher
rate than our women. On average, the
male life expectancy in America is 6
years lower than the life expectancy of
their female counterparts. A leading
cause of this disparity is that men are
100 percent less likely to visit a doctor
for screening and preventative medical
checkups. This reluctance is tragic, as
many life-threatening conditions are
mitigated when found through early
detection.

Congress recognized the need to en-
courage preventative medicine by in-
creasing health awareness in American
men when it established National
Men’s Health Week in 1994. Now, 14
years later, this commemorative week
has helped to raise awareness and
lower illness among American men.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge the
swift passage of this measure, as it will
continue to encourage the men of our
country to take a more active and pre-
ventative role in safeguarding their
health, and, therefore, the health of
America.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

I rise today in support of this resolu-
tion promoting National Men’s Health
Week. Across this Nation, men are re-
minded daily about the benefits of liv-
ing a healthy life. Whether through ex-
ercise, a balanced diet, or regular visits
to the doctor, these simple steps can
lead to longer, more vibrant lives.
Sadly, many men still neglect the
basic preventative measures and often
fail to realize the ripple effect their de-
clining health can have on those
around them.

It is no secret that men have a short-
er lifespan than women. Of the 10 lead-
ing causes of death in this country,
men lead women in all 10. Yes, some of
this can be attributed to lifestyle dif-
ferences. Men are prone to engage in
heavier drinking, smoking, and risky
behaviors. But the sad reality is that
men all too often neglect to seek out
the medical help they need. Studies
have shown that men are significantly
less likely to visit the doctor than
women are.

Congress and the President estab-
lished National Men’s Health Aware-
ness Week in May 1994. They chose the
week leading up to Father’s Day, when
our focus on the male figures in our life
is greatest, to bring national attention
to the critical health issues facing men
and to highlight the preventative
measures that are necessary and avail-
able.

Early detection is vital, and in many
cases, increases chances for survival.
Men’s Health Awareness Week helps
bring this information to light and
highlights the proactive steps that men
can take to improve their chances for a
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long, healthy life. The benefits of a
more proactive approach to men’s
health extends not only to the indi-
vidual, but to their families, friends,
society, and the Nation.

Better long-term health means fewer
medical expenses for families, tax-
payers, and employers. When women
outlive their spouses, often by more
than half a decade, they face the finan-
cial, emotional, and physical burden of
living out their remaining years in sol-
itude. This can ultimately place undue
stress on a family or taxpayers.

Men’s Health Awareness Week helps
broaden our understanding of the seri-
ous health risks facing men and the
simple steps we can all take to help
mitigate their effects. So I urge my
colleagues not only to support this res-
olution, but to honor its message. If
you’re a man, go to the doctor. If
you’re a woman, encourage your hus-
band, brother, son, and friends to do so.
Take a walk, go for a jog, or eat a piece
of fruit. After all, we all know that an
apple a day keeps the doctor away.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
continue to reserve.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to my distin-
guished colleague from the State of
Idaho (Mr. SALI).

Mr. SALI. I thank the gentlewoman.

Today, I rise in support of H. Con.
Res. 138, supporting National Men’s
Health Week. Not only should we be
recognizing this important health issue
this week, but Congress should also be
addressing other issues critical to the
American people, especially rising fuel
prices.

As Americans across this country
pay an average of $3.98 per gallon,
these prices hit families, and particu-
larly school children. Just yesterday,
the Calhoun Times reported in Georgia
that, and I quote, ‘“High gas prices hit
high school sports. With gas prices
soaring to record heights, the cost of
taking teams on the road has become a
looming storm on the horizon of high
school athletics that has led some to
worry what the future may have in
store. All across the country, people
are dealing with the pinch of high gas
prices. With high school teams’ main
mode of transportation still the aver-
age school bus, which runs on diesel,
costs are even higher.”

This is unacceptable, Mr. Speaker.
We need to act now to lower gas prices.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
continue to reserve.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support this resolution,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
as we observe and promote Men’s
Health Week, I am pleased to note that
both the Illinois Department of Public
Health and the City of Chicago’s De-
partment of Public Health, under able
leadership of their commissioners,
place great emphasis on men’s health,
and have two activities coming up this
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week; Saturday at Malcolm X College,
and next week, the day before Father’s
Day, at Malcolm X Community Col-
lege, where the focus is men’s health.

I urge passage of this measure.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvIs) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 138, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 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.

RECOGNIZING THE STATE OF MIN-
NESOTA’S 150TH ANNIVERSARY.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 923) recognizing
the State of Minnesota’s 150th anniver-
sary.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 923

Whereas Minnesota was established as a
territory on March 2, 1849, and became the
32nd State on May 11, 1858;

Whereas Minnesota is also known as the
“Gopher State’’, the ‘“‘North Star State’’, and
the ‘‘Land of 10,000 Lakes’’;

Whereas Minnesota’s name comes from the
Dakota word ‘‘minesota’, meaning ‘‘water
that reflects the sky’’, and Native Americans
continue to play a defining role in Min-
nesota’s proud heritage;

Whereas the cities of Minneapolis and St.
Paul were established after the completion
of nearby Fort Snelling, a frontier outpost
and training center for Civil War soldiers;

Whereas more than 338,000,000 tons of Min-
nesota iron ore were shipped between 1940
and 1945 that contributed to the U.S. mili-
tary victory in World War II, and an addi-
tional 648,000,000 tons of iron ore were
shipped between 1945 and 1955 that boosted
post-war economic expansion in the U.S.;

Whereas in 1889, the Saint Mary’s Hospital,
now known as the Mayo Clinic, opened its
doors to patients in Rochester, Minnesota,
and is now known worldwide for its cutting-
edge care;

Whereas Minnesota continues to be a lead-
er in innovation and is currently home to
more than 35 Fortune 500 Companies;

Whereas Minnesota houses over 30 institu-
tions of higher education including the Uni-
versity of Minnesota, a world-class research
university where the first open heart surgery
and first bone marrow transplant was per-
formed in the United States;

Whereas farmland spans over half of Min-
nesota’s 54 million acres and the agriculture
industry is Minnesota’s second largest job
market, employing nearly 80,000 farmers;

Whereas Minnesota is the Nation’s number
one producer of sugarbeets and turkeys;

Whereas Minnesota is a national leader in
the production and use of renewable energy,
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which helps our Nation reduce its depend-
ency on foreign sources of oil;

Whereas the Mall of America located in
Bloomington, Minnesota, is the Nation’s
largest retail and entertainment complex,
spanning 9,500,000 square feet and providing
more than 11,000 jobs;

Whereas Minnesota has 90,000 miles of lake
and river shoreline, which includes the coast
of Lake Superior, the largest of North Amer-
ica’s Great Lakes;

Whereas the Minneapolis-St. Paul area is
nationally recognized for its parks, muse-
ums, and cultural events; and

Whereas the people of Minnesota have a
timeless reputation of compassion, strength,
and determination: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives congratulates the State of Minnesota
on its 150th anniversary and the contribu-
tions it continues to make to America’s
economy and heritage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. DAVIS) and the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, I am pleased to
join my colleagues in the consideration
of H. Res. 923, which recognizes the
150th anniversary of the State of Min-
nesota and highlights its contributions
to America’s economy and heritage.

H. Res. 923 was introduced by our col-
league, Congresswoman MICHELLE
BACHMANN of Minnesota, on January
16, 2008, and was considered by and re-
ported from the Oversight Committee
on May 1, 2008, by voice vote. This
measure has the support and cospon-
sorship of 120 Members of Congress, in-
cluding all of the Members from the
State of Minnesota.

On March 2, 1849, Minnesota was es-
tablished as a territory, and it became
the 32nd State on March 11, 1858. Also
known as the Gopher State, the North
Star State, and the Land of 10,000
Lakes, Minnesota’s name comes from
the Dakota word ‘‘minesota,” meaning
“water that reflects the sky.”

Minnesota has been and continues to
be a leader in innovation in science and
education. It is home of the Mayo Clin-
ic, which is known for its cutting-edge
medical work, and over 30 institutions
of higher education, including the Uni-
versity of Minnesota, a world-class re-
search university, which performed the
first open heart surgery and the first
bone marrow transplant in America. I
should also mention that Minnesota is
currently home to more than 35 For-
tune 500 companies and is leading the
Nation in the production and use of re-
newable energy.
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So, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank the gentlewoman from Min-
nesota for sponsoring the measure at
hand. Given the 150th anniversary of
Minnesota’s statehood and the enor-
mous contributions Minnesota has
made to our Nation and the world, I
urge passage of this resolution.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution seeks to
commemorate the 150th anniversary of
Minnesota becoming a State. In Feb-
ruary of 1857, Congress passed an ena-
bling act that defined the State bound-
aries and authorized the establishment
of a State government for the people of
Minnesota. Among other things, it
called for a convention to establish a
State constitution. As is normal in a
democracy, the Democrats and Repub-
licans could not come to a final agree-
ment on language, which resulted in
the drafting of two distinct constitu-
tions.

Ultimately, a conference committee
of five members from each party was
formed in order to work out the dif-
ferences and create one constitution
both sides could agree to. This hap-
pened in August of 1857. Although nei-
ther party agreed to sign along with
members of the other party, a con-
sensus on the language was agreed
upon and two copies were made and
signed. Minnesota’s State constitution
was born.

A few months later, on May 11, 1858,
President James Buchanan signed leg-
islation granting statehood to Min-
nesota, making it the 32nd State in the
Union. Until that point, Minnesota
held the status of a territory for more
than 9 years. Henry Hastings Sibley,
the State’s first Governor, famously
uttered Minnesota is finally free ‘‘from
the trammels of territorial vassalage.”

On this occasion of the sesquicenten-
nial, it is important that we recognize
all that Minnesota has to offer. It is
truly a time of celebration for the 5
million-plus residents of Minnesota,
and there is a lot to celebrate. Its geog-
raphy and terrain are among the most
precious and beautiful our Nation has
to offer. It is home to the headwaters
of the mighty Mississippi River, which
has been so crucial to the development
of the economic viability of our Na-
tion.

Minnesota is a land rich in natural
resources and remains among the lead-
ers in agriculture and iron production.
Minnesota’s farming industry feeds and
nourishes many of our Nation’s citi-
zens today. Minnesotans are known to
be a people with a sense of pride in
their history and tradition. Many Min-
nesotans have had profound impact on
the lives of people all across our Na-
tion.
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For instance, the founders of the
world-renowned Mayo Clinic, Dr. Wil-
liam Mayo and his two sons, William
and Charles, began their practice in
Minnesota.

H4839

Minnesota is also the birthplace of
one of America’s greatest literary fig-
ures and favorite authors, F. Scott
Fitzgerald. His literary works have
reached millions and continue to have
a great 1impact on our youth.
Fitzgerald’s ‘“The Great Gatsby’’ is re-
garded as one of the great American
novels.

In conclusion, the State of Minnesota
is one that is rich in nature, resources,
and, most importantly, in people and
heritage. For this reason, I ask my col-
leagues to support H. Res. 923, recog-
nizing the State of Minnesota’s 150th
anniversary.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
continue to reserve.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to my distin-
guished colleague from the State of
Idaho (Mr. SALI).

Mr. SALI. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman.

I rise in support of H. Res. 923, recog-
nizing the 150th anniversary of the
great State of Minnesota. While I rise
in support and recognition of this anni-
versary, I also rise to remind my col-
leagues that we must address rising
fuel prices.

Some have blamed rising fuel prices
on those who own and manage big oil
companies. In a recent study, however,
Robert Shapiro, TUndersecretary of
Commerce for Economic Affairs under
President Bill Clinton, found that the
vast majority of oil and natural gas
company shares are owned broadly by
middle-income Americans through mu-
tual funds, pension funds and indi-
vidual retirement accounts, while a
mere 1.5 percent of the shares of public
0il companies are owned by company
executives. That means that when Con-
gress levies additional taxes on oil
companies, the American public will
pay for that tax in one of two ways; ei-
ther through their pension or mutual
funds, or by paying a higher price at
the pump.

Mr. Speaker, increasing taxes is not
the answer to rising fuel prices.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
continue to reserve.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as she may consume to the spon-
sor of this resolution, my colleague
from Minnesota (Mrs. BACHMANN).

Mrs. BACHMANN. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina for yielding to me.

This is a wonderful, delightful resolu-
tion to be able to speak on this after-
noon. It is the State of Minnesota’s
150th birthday. We have had a big party
all year, we are going to continue to
have a big party all year, and it is my
honor to be able to present this resolu-
tion before our distinguished body and
also to let the American people know
the entire Minnesota delegation has
joined me on this resolution. All Demo-
crats, all Republicans, we are united in
this great party of celebrating Min-
nesota’s 150th birthday.



H4840

Mr. Speaker, as this resolution’s au-
thor, I rise to support House Resolu-
tion 923. As Minnesota turns a very
proud 150 years old, we are no worse for
the wear as a State, and I am very hon-
ored to recognize the contributions
that Minnesota has made to the United
States economy and to our great herit-
age of freedom and prosperity.

On March 3rd, 1849, Minnesota was
established as a United States terri-
tory as part of the Northwest Terri-
tory, and later we became the 32nd
State in this great country, on May 11,
1858.

Minnesota is now home to over 5 mil-
lion very lucky people. Minnesota is
renowned for our welcoming commu-
nities, our high quality schools and our
valuable natural resources. Minneso-
tans take advantage of those resources
every weekend that we can, our beau-
tiful lakes, our forests, our prairies.
“Minnesota Nice’ is more than a say-
ing for us; it is our way of life, and we
welcome you to come and enjoy our
hospitality any time you get to our
great State of Minnesota.

We are also known as the Gopher
State. We are also known as the North
Star State and the Land of 10,000
Lakes. But, truth be told, we actually
have over 15,000 lakes in our great
State. Our name comes from the Da-
kota word ‘‘minesota,” which means
“water that reflects the sky,” in other
words, sky blue waters. And it is that,
and more.

Native Americans continue to play
an extremely important role in Min-
nesota and a defining role in our very
proud heritage. The influence of the
Native Americans can be seen not only
in the names of our local towns, our
local lakes and our natural landmarks,
but also in the enduring culture of con-
servation of the land and the great love
that every Minnesotan shares and our
bond with the outdoors.

It was in 1889 that the Saint Mary’s
Hospital, now known as the world fa-
mous Mayo Clinic, opened its doors to
patients in Rochester, Minnesota. They
are now known worldwide for their cut-
ting-edge care, and quite often in the
news we will hear of yet one more
world leader who makes their way to
little Rochester, Minnesota, to receive
what we know in Minnesota is the fin-
est health care system in the United
States.

Minnesota also houses, Mr. Speaker,
over 30 institutions of higher edu-
cation. Education is a very strong
value in the State of Minnesota, in-
cluding the world renowned University
of Minnesota, a world class research
university of which we are all ex-
tremely proud and where the Nation’s
and world’s first open heart surgery
was performed and also the first bone
marrow transplant was performed in
the United States.

Minnesota continues to be a leader in
innovation. In fact, Minnesota is cur-
rently home to more than 35 Fortune
500 companies. Yes, we are the State,
Mr. Speaker, that gave you SPAM, and
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we are the State that gave you the
Post-it note.

But our rise in corporate and techno-
logical prominence has not com-
promised our agricultural background.
Farmland spans over half of Min-
nesota’s 54 million acres. My father
was born on a farm and grew up on a
farm, and farming is a way of life for
many of our Minnesota people. The ag
industry is a jewel in Minnesota and it
is Minnesota’s second largest job mar-
ket, employing nearly 80,000 farmers
that serve to feed the world.

At a time when energy costs and pro-
duction are dominating the headlines,
Minnesota is a national leader in the
protection and use of renewable en-
ergy. We are very proud of this fact,
and it helps our Nation reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil.

For 150 years, Mr. Speaker, Min-
nesota has attracted a very special cal-
iber of people, marked by our spirit and
by our character. The citizens of the
State of Minnesota are dedicated to
our families. Families are very impor-
tant. Faith is very important in our
State, our communities, and also in
our Nation. We are people of faith. We
are people of charity. We are people of
hope and dedication, love and compas-
sion. We have a very high rate of giving
in the State of Minnesota.

Mr. Speaker, I hope you and my fel-
low colleagues will join me in recog-
nizing the rich history and the sub-
stantial contributions that Minnesota
and Minnesotans have made to this
great Nation. We have a lot to be proud
of, Mr. Speaker, and this legislation
marks yet one more happy milestone
in Minnesota’s long history of success.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield such time as
he may consume to one of the cospon-
sors of this resolution, Representative
WALZ from Minnesota.

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Thank you,
Mr. DAvIS, for managing the bill. A
special thank you to my colleague
from a little further upstate in Min-
nesota, Mrs. BACHMANN. Thank you for
your kind words. Your pride and enthu-
siasm for our State is evident, and I
think all of us who live there under-
stand why.

I, too, rise to ask my colleagues to
join me in congratulating the great
State of Minnesota, the 32nd State. It
is our sesquicentennial, 150 years.
From the natural beauty of the Mis-
sissippi River, across to the plains near
South Dakota, this is a State that
amongst the stark beauty has planted
the seeds, as you heard my previous
colleague talk about, of innovation,
from health care to computer tech-
nology to agriculture.

I am especially proud to represent
the southern area of the State, the
First District, those many towns, like
Winona along the Mississippi River,
which were the stopping points near
the upper end of the paddle boats that
brought our forebearers to Minnesota.
The courthouses and the city halls still
represent that long heritage, that rich
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tradition and that sense of community
that had people staking out a new life
in the ‘big woods,” in the Land of
10,000 Liakes.

I am proud to have the City of New
Ulm in my district. New Ulm is, as you
might expect, a very, very German
town. It boasts the ‘“‘Herman the Ger-
man’’ statue that is the second largest
brass statue behind only the Statue of
Liberty in the United States. There is
the proud tradition of the Minnesota
Music Hall of Fame that captures the
tradition of the many musicians and
folk artists that have come through
and lived in Minnesota. Both Winona
and New Ulm were capitals of a day,
and I am very proud of them during the
sesquicentennial celebration.

The City of Rochester, as you heard
my colleague mention, the small town
on the prairie that the Mayo brothers
opened the door to a hospital and have
established the most advanced critical
hospital in probably the world. The
Mayo Clinic is a destination. You must
fly there to get there. There is not a
large city to draw you there, but there
is the absolute guarantee of the most
quality care that you can receive any-
where in the world. They are leading
the way not only in innovations in
medical research, they are leading the
way in how we deliver health care to
all Americans.

Also the City of Austin, known for
many, many things, and one also you
heard my colleague mention, the in-
vention of SPAM and the SPAM Mu-
seum. Mr. Speaker, I invite you and
anyone to please visit this wonderful
place. You will find out how SPAM is
made, first and foremost, but it also is
something about the Hormel Institute
and this other great company. They
have a research lab that is there that is
called the Hormel Institute. By most
accounts the Hormel Institute will fea-
ture the international conference on
carcinogens and in cancer research, es-
pecially melanomas, and the Hormel
Institute, when the story of how cancer
is solved, it will probably start in Aus-
tin, Minnesota. It is something we are
very proud of, a public-private partner-
ship.

Minnesotans have always prided
themselves on their education, of in-
vesting in their children. Garrison
Keillor talks about all of our children
are above average. We know that we
have a ways to go, but we do take pride
in that, from our many, many public
schools and institutions of higher
learning, producing one of the highest
graduation rates in the country, and
usually in the very top three of all SAT
and ACT scores. So there is a great
pride in this.

It is those residents of Southern Min-
nesota that I am here today to con-
gratulate, people who have chosen to
live in a somewhat harsh climate, to
take the opportunity to settle this
land, to move into the Upper Midwest
and to settle and create not just places
to live, but communities that were vi-
brant and growing, and that under-
stood that the investments we put
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back in them would benefit this coun-
try.

So, I am proud of our State. I am
proud of what our State contributes to
this Nation, just like our other 49
States and territories do. This Nation
is strongest when we are altogether,
and admission of Minnesota as the 32nd
State strengthened this great Union.
Today I say congratulations to all Min-
nesotans, and we are looking forward
to the next 150 years.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I look for-
ward to the opportunity to visit Min-
nesota myself later this year. I urge
our colleagues to support H. Res. 923,
recognizing the State of Minnesota’s
150th anniversary, and yield back the
balance of my time.

Mrs. BACHMANN. Mr. Speaker, as this res-
olution’s author, | rise to support H. Res. 923.
As Minnesota turns a proud 150 years old, |
am honored to recognize the contributions she
has made to America’s economy and heritage.

On March 3, 1849, Minnesota was estab-
lished as a U.S. territory and later became the
32nd state on May 11, 1858. It is now home
to over five million people and is renowned for
its welcoming communities, quality schools
and valuable natural resources. “Minnesota
Nice” is more than a saying; it's a way of life.

Minnesota is known as the Gopher State,
the North Star State, and the Land of 10,000
Lakes; and its name comes from the Lakota
word minesota, meaning “water that reflects
the sky.” Native Americans continue to play a
defining role in Minnesota’s proud heritage.
Their influence can be seen not only in the
names of local towns and lakes and natural
landmarks, but also in the enduring culture of
conservation and love for the outdoors.

In 1889, the Saint Mary’s Hospital, now
known as the Mayo Clinic, opened its doors to
patients in Rochester, Minnesota and is now
known worldwide for its cutting-edge care.

And Minnesota houses over 30 institutions
of higher education including the University of
Minnesota—a world-class research university
where the first open heart surgery and first
bone marrow transplant were performed in the
United States.

Minnesota continues to be leaders in inno-
vation. In fact, Minnesota is currently home to
more than 35 Fortune 500 Companies.

But our rise in corporate and technological
prominence has not compromised our agricul-
tural background. Farmland spans over half of
Minnesota’s 54 million acres and the agri-
culture industry is Minnesota’s second largest
job market, employing nearly 80,000 farmers.

At a time when energy costs and production
are dominating the headlines, Minnesota is a
national leader in the production and use of
renewable energy, which helps our nation re-
duce its dependence on foreign oil.

For one-hundred and fifty years, Minnesota
has attracted a special caliber of people,
marked by their spirit and character. The citi-
zens of our great state are dedicated to their
families, their communities and their country.
They are people of faith and charity, hope and
dedication, love and compassion.

Mr. Speaker, | hope you and my fellow col-
leagues will join me in recognizing the rich his-
tory and substantial contributions Minnesota
has made to its nation. Minnesotans have a
lot to be proud of, and this legislation marks
another milestone in Minnesota’s long history
of success.
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
would urge passage of this resolution,
and yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvVIS) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 923.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 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.

———

SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND
IDEALS OF THE ARBOR DAY
FOUNDATION AND NATIONAL
ARBOR DAY

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 1114) supporting
the goals and ideals of the Arbor Day
Foundation and National Arbor Day.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 1114

Whereas the Arbor Day Foundation was
founded in 1972 and now has nearly 1,000,000
members;

Whereas these members and the countless
supporters of the Arbor Day Foundation con-
tinue to further the mission of the Founda-
tion, which is to ‘‘inspire people to plant,
nurture, and celebrate trees’’;

Whereas the Arbor Day Foundation man-
ages the 260-acre Arbor Day Farm to serve as
a model of environmental stewardship;

Whereas the Arbor Day Foundation dis-
tributes more than 10,000,000 trees annually
through its Trees for America program;

Whereas the Arbor Day Foundation has
worked with the Department of Agri-
culture’s Forest Service since 1990, helping
to plant nearly 12,000,000 trees in national
forests damaged by fire, insects, or other
causes;

Whereas J. Sterling Morton recognized the
need for trees in Nebraska and proposed a
tree-planting holiday called ‘‘Arbor Day’’ in
1872;

Whereas the observation of Arbor Day soon
spread to other States and is now observed
nationally and in many other countries;

Whereas J. Sterling Morton once observed
that ‘‘the cultivation of trees is the cultiva-
tion of the good, the beautiful, and the enno-
bling in man’’; and

Whereas National Arbor Day, the last Fri-
day in April, will be celebrated on April 25,
2008: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) supports the goals and ideals of the
Arbor Day Foundation; and

(2) requests that the President issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe National Arbor Day
with appropriate activities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. DAvVIS) and the gentle-
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woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, I present for con-
sideration H. Res. 1114, which expresses
the support of Congress for the envi-
ronmental goals and ideals of Arbor
Day and the work of the Arbor Day
Foundation.

H. Res. 1114, which was introduced by
my colleague, Representative JEFF
FORTENBERRY, on April 16, 2008, was re-
ported from the Oversight Committee
on May 1, 2008 by voice vote. This
measure has the support and sponsor-
ship of 53 Members of Congress, and
recognizes the importance of Arbor
Day and the Arbor Day Foundation in
preserving America’s green spaces.

J. Sterling Morton, the father of
Arbor Day, once observed that, ‘“The
cultivation of trees is the cultivation
of the good, the beautiful, and the en-
nobling in man.”” Established in 1872 as
a tree planting holiday and celebra-
tion, Arbor Day has had a powerful and
positive effect on America’s landscape
and ecosystem, and is now observed
both nationally as well as in many for-
eign countries.

Mr. Speaker, we can’t speak about
National Arbor Day without men-
tioning the work of the National Arbor
Day Foundation which was created
with a mission to inspire people to
plant, nurture, and celebrate trees. The
Foundation has attracted almost 1 mil-
lion members to become passionate
about conservation and is worthy to be
commemorated for their efforts to dis-
tribute 10 million plus trees annually
for planting. And so I ask, Mr. Speaker,
that we show our support of Arbor Day
and the Arbor Day Foundation by
agreeing to H. Res. 1114.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to my distin-
guished colleague from the State of Ne-
braska, the author of this resolution,
Mr. FORTENBERRY.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I thank the
gentlelady from North Carolina for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, J. Sterling Morton, the
founder of Arbor Day and an out-
standing Nebraskan, once said, ‘“‘Each
generation of humanity takes the
earth as trustees.”” That is the spirit
embodied in Arbor Day. The simple act
of planting a tree provides resources
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and beauty for future generations, and
engages in good environmental stew-
ardship. This resolution supports the
goals of National Arbor Day and the
National Arbor Day Foundation.

I would like to begin by expressing
my sincere appreciation to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. WAXMAN), the chairman of the
Committee on Government Reform,
and Mr. CLYBURN of South Carolina for
his help today, and the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS),
the ranking member of the committee,
for their help in bringing this impor-
tant resolution to the floor.

A bit of history on Arbor Day. J.
Sterling Morton served as United
States Secretary of Agriculture, and is
honored as one of two Nebraskans to
have a statue in the United States Cap-
itol. His former home, Arbor Lodge in
Nebraska City, is now the centerpiece
of a truly magnificent State historical
park.

An early pioneer to the Nebraska ter-
ritory, he first proposed Arbor Day in
1872 to address the absence of trees in
Nebraska. Trees were needed to
produce fuel and building materials,
provide the necessary shade and wind
breaks, as well as to prevent soil ero-
sion. It is estimated that Nebraskans
planted more than 1 million trees dur-
ing that first Arbor Day.

Before long, the idea spread. Arbor
Day is now celebrated in all 50 States
and in many Nations throughout the
world. Although National Arbor Day is
always the last Friday in April, indi-
vidual States observe Arbor Day on
various dates, according to the most
appropriate tree planting times.

Another outstanding Nebraskan,
John Rosenow, built upon that legacy.
In 1972, he established the National
Arbor Day Foundation. Its mission is
to ‘‘inspire people to plant, nurture,
and celebrate trees.” Through its Trees
for America program, it distributes
more than 8 million trees annually.
The Foundation has worked with the
United States Department of Agri-
culture’s forest service since 1990, help-
ing to plant nearly 4 million trees in
national forests that have been dam-
aged by fire, insects, or other natural
causes. The Foundation has also
branched out beyond the United States
borders, promoting environmental ac-
tivities throughout the world, includ-
ing rainforest preservations.

Mr. Speaker, it is very appropriate
that we honor Arbor Day and its vision
of dedication to tree planting. We
should also recognize the countless in-
dividuals in our country who have
planted trees in fulfillment of this im-
portant vision.

J. Sterling Morton once also said,
“Other holidays repose on the past.
Arbor Day proposes for the future.” By
supporting this resolution, we honor
the spirit of Arbor Day. Planting trees
is about planting for the future.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to my distin-
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guished colleague from the State of
Idaho (Mr. SALI).

Mr. SALI. I thank the gentlewoman.

I rise in support of H. Res. 1114, sup-
porting the goals and ideals of the
Arbor Day Foundation and National
Arbor Day. I wholeheartedly support
the planting as well as the manage-
ment of healthy trees and forests. The
Forest Service has estimated that a
healthy and well managed forest could
sequester much more of our national
carbon emissions than our forests cur-
rently sequester, currently seques-
tering an estimated 10 percent of our
national carbon emissions.

I rise in support of this resolution. I
also rise to urge my colleagues to ad-
dress other issues facing our Nation,
especially rising fuel prices. Increasing
the supply of crude oil and ultimately
its price is the single most effective
thing Congress can do to lower gas
prices. Today, 73 percent of every dol-
lar we pay for gasoline is the price of
producing crude oil. And yet, according
to a study just released by the Bureau
of Land Management, while onshore
public lands in the United States are
estimated to contain 31 billion barrels
of oil and 231 trillion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas, some 60 percent of these lands
are completely closed to leasing. Con-
gress must act to 1lift the restrictions
on America’s energy rich public lands
and increase exploration for and pro-
duction of American crude oil and nat-
ural gas, and do so in an environ-
mentally friendly manner.

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

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to thank the gentleman from Ne-
braska for introducing this resolution.

I am reminded that my mother was a
serious conservationist who just loved
the beauty of flowers and trees. I would
urge passage of this resolution as I
close by remembering the words of
Joyce Kilmer who had a poem called
“Trees.” He said that:

I think that I shall never see

A poem so lovely as a tree.

A tree that may in summer wear

A nest of robins in her hair;

Upon whose bosom snow has lain;
Who intimately sleeps with the rain.
Poems are made by fools like me,
But only God can make a tree.

I would urge passage.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of this resolution honoring the goals and
ideals of the Arbor Day Foundation and Na-
tional Arbor Day.

Trees—They provide us with shelter and
warmth. They clean the air we breathe. Their
majesty inspires awe and alters landscapes.
Mankind owes its livelihood to these miracles
of nature, yet it is so easy to overlook their im-
portance and beauty.

These traits were not lost to J. Sterling Mor-
ton, a pioneer who moved from Detroit to the
unforgiving, treeless plains of the Nebraska
Territory in 1854. A journalist and avid lover of
nature, Morton used his position as editor of
Nebraska’s first newspaper to spread agricul-
tural information and his enthusiasm for trees.
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His words did not fall on deaf ears. Fellow
pioneers soon realized how valuable trees
were to their survival, not only for fuel and
building materials, but for the stability of the
soil and shade from the arid sun.

Once appointed as the secretary of the Ne-
braska Territory, on January 4, 1872 Morton
first proposed a tree-planting holiday called
“Arbor Day.” That same year, on April 10, citi-
zens across Nebraska planted over one mil-
lion trees.

The first official Arbor Day was held on April
10, 1874 and by 1885 it became a legal holi-
day in Nebraska to be celebrated on April 22,
J. Sterling Morton’s birthday. Throughout the
1870’s the appeal spread across the nation
and it was not long before Arbor Day was
celebrated in each state of the United. States.

Today, Arbor Day is observed not only
throughout this great nation, but across the
globe. While most states observe Arbor Day
on the last Friday in April, celebrations have
evolved to correspond with varying ideal plant-
ing weather.

In response to growing national and inter-
national popularity, the Arbor Day Foundation
was founded in 1972 to “inspire people to
plant, nurture, and celebrate trees.” The Arbor
Day Foundation fuels their mission through the
Arbor Day Farm, promoting and coordinating
events, working with government and cor-
porate entities, and distributing over’ 10 million
trees annually.

What began as a local holiday born of one
man’s enthusiasm has flourished into a global
celebration. From Florida to Oregon and Cam-
bodia to Venezuela, people gather to honor
the ideals of Arbor Day.

| urge my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion and cherish its goal, captured convincingly
in the words of its founder, J. Sterling Mor-
ton—"the cultivation of trees is the cultivation
of the good, the beautiful, and the ennobling
in man.”

Mr. Davis of Illinois. I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DaAvis) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 1114.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 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.

———

DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.,
POST OFFICE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1734) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 630 Northeast Killingsworth
Avenue in Portland, Oregon, as the
“Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., Post Of-
fice”.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:
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H.R. 1734
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. POST
OFFICE.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 630
Northeast Killingsworth Avenue in Portland,
Oregon, shall be known and designated as
the “‘Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Post Of-
fice”.

(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 ‘“Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr. Post Office’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. DAVIS) and the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield such time as
he might consume to the sponsor of
this resolution, Representative
BLUMENAUER from the State of Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy.

I rise today in asking my colleagues
to join me in this legislation to des-
ignate the facility of the postal service
on Northeast Killingsworth in Portland
as the Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Post Office.

Dr. King, as a powerful symbol of ra-
cial justice and social equality in our
country, is a fitting designation for
this facility. I have had some experi-
ence in the community dealing with
recognition for Dr. King. Some 20 years
ago as Portland’s Commissioner of
Public Works that I worked with the
community, notably of my friend Ber-
nie Foster, the publisher of The Scan-
ner newspaper, and others, to designate
Union Avenue after Dr. King. It was an
eye opening experience for me, a re-
minder of the troubled racial past of
our community and our State. While
Oregon has a rich cultural heritage for
black Americans, it had a rocky path
towards racial equality.

While slavery was declared illegal
early in Oregon’s history, in 1848, the
provisional government had exclu-
sionary laws surrounding land owner-
ship. And when Oregon was admitted to
the Constitution, it had exclusionary
laws then. It was only after a long and
aggressive struggle that progress was
made.

In 1914, the NAACP opened a chapter
in Portland, and continues to be the
oldest continually chartered chapter
west of the Mississippi. This movement
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was bolstered by the independent black
owned weekly newspaper, The Advo-
cate, that dated back 105 years in Port-
land that tirelessly featured articles
and editorials dealing with the evils of
segregation, lynching, employment op-
portunities, and other issues that kept
the reality of Jim Crow and the press-
ing need for civil rights in the State,
local, and national agenda in the fore-
front. Sadly, it wasn’t until 1927 that
the Oregon State Constitution was fi-
nally amended to remove the clause de-
nying blacks the right to vote, even
though Oregon had ratified the 14th
amendment in 1868.

We have been, in our community,
trying to come to grips with that past.
And, as I mentioned, it was a tumul-
tuous experience we had 20 years ago in
the renaming of Union Avenue after
Dr. King. But it did come to pass. In
the course of the 20 years, we have
watched steady progress as we have
dealt with our past and as we look for-
ward to the future.

I find the renaming of this post office
after Dr. King to be significant on so
many different levels. First of all, it
came about as the result of a grass-
roots community effort led by local
letter carriers, Jamie Partridge and
Isham Harris, that epitomized the serv-
ice from that particular post office,
something that people in the commu-
nity remark to me as sort of an island,
one of these 37 outposts of the post of-
fice where half the world’s mail is de-
livered every day. But this is a linkage
to people, and it is a very special office
signified by the leadership of letter
carriers themselves.
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Starting with their fellow workers,
moving out through the Piedmont and
Concordia Neighborhood Associations,
the Sabin Neighborhood Association,
showing deep community pride in its
heritage.

I find today, Mr. Speaker, that it is
particularly noteworthy because we
are going to make history, in all likeli-
hood, tonight or tomorrow, where
there will be enough votes for the nom-
ination of the first African American
nominee of a major party for President
of the United States, and one who I sin-
cerely hope is elected.

Having the opportunity to reflect on
that great national achievement, while
we have the recognition locally for Dr.
King and his achievements and the
progress that has been made in our
community gives me great pride. I'm
pleased that we take a small step for-
ward with the designation of this Post
Office in the honor of Dr. King, and
hope that my colleagues will join me in
supporting it.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to express
my strong support of this bill desig-
nating the post office located at 630
Northeast Killingsworth Avenue in
Portland, Oregon as the Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. Post Office.
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Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. is one of
the most important public figures of
our times. His leadership during the
civil rights movement helped to make
America the country it is today, a
country that strives for equality, jus-
tice and liberty for all its citizens. Dr.
King is an American icon and, as such,
deserves this honor and recognition.

Dr. King, a southern Baptist min-
ister, was instrumental in leading the
civil rights movement during the 1950s
and 60s. After his march on Washington
in 1963, Dr. King’s memorable and often
quoted I Have a Dream speech estab-
lished him as one of the greatest public
speakers of his time.

In over 2,500 speeches over the course
of his career Dr. King cried out against
segregation and other forms of racial
inequity, bringing discrimination to
the forefront of people’s minds and
making civil rights a primary concern.

His ceaseless efforts to end racial dis-
crimination and segregation through
nonviolent means earned him a Nobel
Peace Prize in 1964, making him the
youngest recipient in history. He has
also been honored with a Presidential
Medal of Freedom and a Congressional
Gold Medal. In 1983 Congress estab-
lished a national holiday as a tribute
to his memory.

Widely recognized as one of the most
pivotal figures in the battle to end big-
otry and discrimination on the basis of
race, Dr. King led the Montgomery Bus
Boycott in 1955, helped to found the
Southern Christian Leadership Con-
ference in 1957, and was instrumental
in orchestrating the famous Bir-
mingham, Alabama protests.

Towards the end of his life, Dr. King
expanded his message to apply to im-
poverished Americans. The Poor Peo-
ple’s Campaign focused on the eco-
nomic injustice and tried to reach out
to poor people of all races and cultures.
Dr. King dedicated his life to ensuring
the principles this country holds so
dear, those of liberty and justice for all
citizens.

I thank my respected colleague, EARL
BLUMENAUER, for introducing this leg-
islation, and reserve the balance of my
time.

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

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
House Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, it is my unique
pleasure to join my colleagues in the
consideration of H.R. 1734, which des-
ignates the facility of the TUnited
States Postal Service located at 630
Northeast Killingsworth Avenue in
Portland, Oregon as the Martin Luther
King, Jr. Post Office.

The naming of a postal facility in
Northwest America, hundreds of miles
from Dr. King’s civil rights battlefield
in the Deep South, is a strong testi-
mony to the far-reaching impact this
pivotal figure had on our Nation as a
whole.
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H.R. 1734 was introduced by Rep-
resentative EARL BLUMENAUER of Or-
egon on March 28, 2007, and was consid-
ered by and reported from the Over-
sight Committee on April 9, 2008, by
voice vote.

Mr. Speaker, we’re all well aware of
the activism of Dr. Martin Luther King
during his lifetime on this Earth. From
his leadership in helping to organize
the Montgomery Bus Boycott in 1955,
to his riveting I Have a Dream speech,
Dr. King reminded our country of its
fundamental responsibility to safe-
guard the natural, God-given rights of
all men so that we are free to pursue
our goals and aspirations without the
artificial walls of skin color, religious
affiliation, sexuality or any other
pointless barrier that separates us
from our fellow human persons.

Mr. Speaker, let us join our col-
leagues from the great State of Oregon,
and once again pay tribute to the life
and work of the great Reverend Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. by renaming
this postal facility at 630 Northeast
Killingsworth Avenue in Portland, Or-
egon in honor of this great American
hero. I strongly urge passage of this
bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield as
much time as he may consume to my
distinguished colleague from the State
of Idaho (Mr. SALI).

Mr. SALI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of this bill to designate this Port-
land post office in the name of and
memory of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

While I support this designation, I
note with some disappointment that
we are not also addressing rising fuel
prices on this week’s schedule. Dr.
King spoke passionately about our Na-
tion’s moral obligation to make sure
that the needs of the poor and the el-
derly are met.

American senior citizens and low-in-
come households have been dispropor-
tionately affected by higher energy
costs. In 2006, before the skyrocketing
and record-breaking fuel price in-
creases we are seeing today, low-in-
come households in America spent
nearly 20 percent of their income on
energy-related expenditures.

This is a moral issue, an issue which,
for many low-income families, senior
citizens and hardworking families, af-
fects their access to education, and
even to their doctors. It’s time for Con-
gress to act on that moral obligation
to take care of the poor and the elder-
ly, and lift the restrictions on Amer-
ica’s energy rich public lands to in-
crease exploration for and production
of American crude oil and natural gas,
and do so in an environmentally friend-
ly manner.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
continue to reserve time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I urge all
Members to support the passage of H.R.
1734.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of our time and
urge support for this resolution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvVIS) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1734.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

CHI MUI POST OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 5477) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 120 South Del Mar Avenue in
San Gabriel, California, as the ‘‘Chi
Mui Post Office Building”’.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5477

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

SECTION 1. CHI MUI POST OFFICE BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 120
South Del Mar Avenue in San Gabriel, Cali-
fornia, shall be known and designated as the
““Chi Mui Post Office Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—AnNy 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 ‘‘Chi Mui Post Office
Building”’.

THE SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. DAvis) and the gentle-
woman from North Carolina, (Ms.
FoxXx) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Now, Mr.
Speaker, it’s my pleasure to yield such
time as he might consume to the spon-
sor of this resolution, Representative
ADAM SCHIFF from California.

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois for yielding, and I want to
thank him, Mr. WAXMAN and the staff
on the committee for working with me
on this legislation.

I'm proud to stand here today to
honor a well-respected and dedicated
leader from the San Gabriel Valley.
Mr. Chi Mui was a beloved member of
the Asian American community in
Southern California, and the mayor of
the city of San Gabriel, where he dedi-
cated himself to improving the quality
of life for his neighbors, community
and country. I can’t think of a more
fitting tribute to such an exceptional
man than naming the post office in San
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Gabriel, the town where he touched so
many lives, in his honor.

Chi Mui’s story epitomizes the Amer-
ican dream. Born in Toisan, China, Chi
Mui was a man of humble origins
whose early experiences enabled him to
relate and connect to the Asian com-
munity in California.

After spending many of his early
years in Hong Kong, Chi moved with
his parents to New York City’s vibrant
Chinatown in 1963, at the age of 10. Chi
spoke Cantonese with his parents, who
were a seamstress and a cook, but
quickly immersed himself in the lan-
guage of his new home. As a new immi-
grant, he remembered feeling like an
outsider on the edge of society, and
found refuge, his own oasis in the New
York Public Library, where he broad-
ened his mind and developed a lifelong
commitment to supporting public li-
braries.

His time reading and studying in the
library served him well as he continued
his schooling, graduating cum laude
with a bachelor’s degree in civil engi-
neering from Polytechnic University in
New York in 1980. After attending New
York University, he moved west and
began his distinguished career in public
service.

In Los Angeles he served as deputy to
one of our colleagues, LUCILLE ROYBAL-
ALLARD, and later to California State
Senator, Richard Polanco. As their
deputy, and in his own time, Chi began
working to better the lives of immi-
grants in the region. Chi Mui’s immi-
grant roots and experiences gave him a
special insight and the wisdom and
ability to connect with generations of
people who came to this country for a
better life.

Chi was a key player in the develop-
ment of 600 units of affordable and sen-
ior housing in Los Angeles’ Chinatown,
and taught citizenship classes to help
hundreds of legal residents become U.S.
citizens. In 1999 he led an alliance of
community leaders, neighborhood
groups and businesses to save 50 acres
of open space known as the ‘“Cornfield”’
in downtown Los Angeles. This land be-
came California’s first ever urban
State park, and is now known as the
Los Angeles State Historic Park.

An avid runner and an athlete, he
cared deeply about improving rec-
reational facilities and opportunities
for youth in the urban area of Los An-
geles, and helped obtain $35 million in
State funding in 2001 for recreational
facilities and activities in the new Los
Angeles State Historic Park.

Chi also helped expand the capacity
of the Alpine Recreation Center, which
doubled in size due to his efforts. He
volunteered his time to coach youth at
the Alpine Center where he taught
teamwork and sportsmanship.

He also founded and co-founded the
Los Angeles Chinatown Athletic Asso-
ciation Volleyball Club and created a
night basketball program for at-risk
youth. Youth are still benefiting from
his legacies. Both programs are still
going strong today.
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Chi Mui’s experience as an immi-
grant and his close ties to his Chinese
heritage led him to be active in the
Chinese American community in the
L.A. area. In recognition of his leader-
ship, he was elected President of the
Los Angeles Chinese American Citizens
Alliance twice. The Alliance was
founded in San Francisco in 1895, and
advocates for equal political, economic
and educational opportunities for Chi-
nese Americans.

Chi believed in working together
with everyone, and often brought dif-
ferent cultures and races together to
work on common problems. While he
was close with the Chinese American
community, he also worked hand in
hand with the Indochinese and Chinese-
Vietnamese communities, and he was
an important link between the Asian
American community in San Gabriel
and all other residents where he served
on the San Gabriel City Council.

Chi Mui was one of only a handful of
first-generation Chinese Americans to
successfully run for office when he was
elected to the San Gabriel City Council
in March of 2003. He made history as
the first Asian and Chinese American
City Council member and mayor since
the City of San Gabriel’s incorporation
in 1913.

Remembering how important library
access was to him, Chi was a devoted
member of the Friends of San Gabriel
Public Library, and led the effort to
open the county public library in San
Gabriel on Saturdays to provide more
services to residents and students with-
out increasing costs.

However, his personal passion on the
City Council was the ‘‘greening’’ of the
community, and he worked tirelessly
to preserve the quality of life that San
Gabriel residents value. A long-time
advocate of parks and open space, Chi
Mui helped the city obtain funds for
the master plan and redesign of Vin-
cent Lugo Park, and successfully
pushed for additional trees and green-
ery on neighborhood streets.

For several years, Chi fought a cou-
rageous battle with cancer, during
which he continued his work for the
residents of San Gabriel. On April 27,
2006, at the age of 53, Chi passed away
with his wife Betty and a few close
friends at his side.
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He was greatly loved by the City of
San Gabriel, and those who knew him
saw his commitment to making the
city a wonderful community for life-
long residents and new commerce as
well.

I greatly enjoyed the chance to work
with him during his tenure on the city
council and know I speak for a great
many when I say how much we all miss
him.

People around the country recently
finished celebrating Asian Pacific
American Heritage Month which ended
on Saturday, May 31. Asian Americans
have touched many lives around the
country, and Chi Mui is no exception.
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It is fitting that we pass this legisla-
tion, H.R. 5477, which will add yet an-
other Asian American name to a very
short list of post offices honoring this
important community.

Chi Mui will never be forgotten by
those who knew him. He had a pro-
found effect on the people of southern
California and the City of San Gabriel.
Future generations will recognize his
good work in our community as we pre-
serve his memory and rename the San
Gabriel post office in his honor.

I thank again the gentleman from Il-
linois.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I reserve the
balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 5477, legislation to name the
post office in San Gabriel, California,
in honor of Chi Mui.

Today, we honor Chi Mui who passed
away from cancer on April 27, 2006. His
accomplishment in serving the citizens
of San Gabriel, California, as the first
Asian and Chinese American council
member and mayor of San Gabriel was
a testament to his lasting dedication
and friendship to the community.

The modest beginning of Chi Mui’s
life did not forecast the dramatic and
incredible impact he would have on the
people of Los Angeles. Born in China
on October 26, 1952, Mayor Mui was the
son of a seamstress and a cook. At the
age of 10, he moved with his family out
of his home in China and into New
York City where he quickly learned to
speak English. In 1980, Mayor Mui
graduated cum laude with a degree in
civil engineering from Polytechnic
University of New York and subse-
quently moved to southern California.

Before being elected to the San Ga-
briel City Council in 2003, Mayor Mui
wasted no time in devoting his efforts
to his new community. He was instru-
mental in developing 600 units of af-
fordable and senior housing in Los
Angeles’s Chinatown and spent his
time teaching citizenship classes in
order to help hundreds of fellow immi-
grants achieve citizenship in their new
home.

A passion for open space, Mayor Mui
led the efforts to obtain the space and
the $35 million necessary to build the
first urban state park in downtown Los
Angeles. Mayor Mui was also a devoted
athlete and cofounded the Los Angeles
Chinatown Athletic Association
Volleyball Club where he worked as a
coach teaching and reinforcing life les-
sons that continue well beyond
volleyball.

In a city where one in two residents
is Asian, Mayor Mui played a role as li-
aison between the city government and
the Asian community. As a city coun-
cil member, he led the efforts to open
the county public library in San Ga-
briel on Saturdays to provide greater
access to residents without increasing
cost.

His tireless work for the Asian com-
munity was recognized when he was
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twice elected President of the Los An-
geles Chinese American Citizens Alli-
ance.

Recognizing his ability and devotion
to San Gabriel in the Asian commu-
nity, the council appointed him vice-
mayor in 2005. In 2006, it elevated him
to the position of mayor, an invaluable
step that linked the members of the
Asian community.

With gratitude to his service to the
San Gabriel community, I ask all
Members to join me in supporting H.R.
5477,

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

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

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the House
Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, I rise to present for our
consideration H.R. 5477, which names
the facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 120 South Del Mar
Avenue in San Gabriel, California, as
the ‘““Chi Mui Post Office Building.”

Chi Mui is best known for his com-
mitment to public service as the
former mayor of the Southern Cali-
fornia City of San Gabriel. H.R. 5477
was first introduced by Representative
ADAM SCHIFF on February 21, 2008, and
is supported by over 50 Members of
Congress, many of whom hail from the
State of California. The bill before us
has been considered by the Oversight
Committee and was approved by the
panel on April 16, 2008, by voice vote.

Regarded as a role model to those in-
terested in pursuing public service,
Mayor Mui was able to rise from the
most humble beginnings to become one
of Southern California’s most respected
local leaders and social advocates.

A tireless fighter for immigrant
rights and affordable housing, Chi
Mui’s accomplishments and contribu-
tions go beyond his service as mayor of
San Gabriel of California, to include
his work on improving opportunities
for deserving youth and ensuring inclu-
sion and integration of Southern Cali-
fornia’s Asian American population.

Mr. Speaker, it was only a few short
weeks ago that we here in the House
were celebrating both National Public
Service Recognition Week and Asian
Pacific American Heritage Month.
Mayor Chi Mui’s life helped to high-
light the significance of celebrating
both of these commemorative celebra-
tions. Therefore, I ask my colleagues
to join me in recognizing this extraor-
dinary American citizen by passing
H.R. 5477.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield as
much time as he may consume to my
distinguished colleague from the State
of Idaho (Mr. SALI).

Mr. SALI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 5477 designating this post
office in the name of Chi Mui.

While I rise in support of this resolu-
tion, I again rise to urge my colleagues
to address rising fuel prices. Chi Mui’s
efforts to improve his community are
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akin to the efforts of America’s chari-
table organizations that seek to meet
the needs of Americans all across our
lands. Today, as Americans across this
country pay $3.98 per gallon at the
pump, these prices hit nearly every
facet of life, including those charities
providing care for many Americans in
need.

One Tennessee paper reported today
on the effects these prices are having
on charities, and it says, ‘‘Nonprofit
agencies and charities that rely on vol-
untary drivers to help carry out their
work say soaring gas prices are forcing
volunteers to scale back or even stop
driving. This means there are fewer
people to drive cancer patients to
treatment and fewer people to deliver
food to the needy.”

Congress has a moral obligation to
address rising fuel prices by imme-
diately lifting the restrictions on
America’s energy-rich public lands to
increase exploration for and production
of American crude oil and natural gas
and to do so in an environmentally
friendly manner.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I urge all
Members to support the passage of H.R.
5477, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
urge support for this resolution, and I
yield back the balance of our time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvIis) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5477.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE
DIVERSITY ASSURANCE ACT

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3774) to provide for greater
diversity within, and to improve policy
direction and oversight of, the Senior
Executive Service, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3774

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Senior Execu-
tive Service Diversity Assurance Act’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—

(1) according to the Govermment Account-
ability Office—

(A) minorities made up 22.5 percent of the in-
dividuals serving at the GS-15 and GS-14 levels
and 15.8 percent of the Senior Executive Service
in 2007;

(B) women made up 34.3 percent of the indi-
viduals serving at the GS-15 and GS-14 levels
and 29.1 percent of the Senior Executive Service
in 2007; and

(C) although the number of career Senior Ex-
ecutive Service members increased from 6,110 in
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2,000 to 6,555 in 2007, the representation of Afri-
can-American men in the career Senior Execu-
tive Service declined during that same period
from 5.5 percent to 5.0 percent; and

(2) according to the Office of Personnel Man-
agement—

(A) black employees represented 6.1 percent of
employees at the Senior Pay levels and 17.8 per-
cent of the permanent Federal workforce com-
pared to 10.1 percent in the civilian labor force
in 2007;

(B) Hispanic employees represented 4.0 per-
cent of employees at the Senior Pay levels and
7.8 percent of the permanent Federal workforce
compared to 13.3 percent of the civilian labor
force in 2007; and

(C) women represented 28.2 percent of employ-
ees at the Senior Pay levels and 43.9 percent of
the permanent Federal workforce compared to
45.7 percent of the civilian labor force in 2007.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act—

(1) the term “‘Director’ means the Director of
the Office of Personnel Management;

(2) the term ‘‘Senior Executive Service’’ has
the meaning given such term by section 2101a of
title 5, United States Code;

(3) the terms ‘“‘agency’’, ‘‘career appointee’’,
and ‘‘career reserved position’’ have the mean-
ings given them by section 3132 of title 5, United
States Code; and

(4) the term ““SES Resource Office’’ means the
Senior Executive Service Resource Office, estab-
lished under section 4.

SEC. 4. SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE RESOURCE
OFFICE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Director shall establish within the Office of Per-
sonnel Management an office to be known as
the Senior Executive Service Resource Office.
The mission of the SES Resource Office shall
be—

(1) to improve the efficiency, effectiveness,
and productivity of the Senior Executive Service
through policy formulation and oversight;

(2) to advance the professionalism of the Sen-
ior Executive Service; and

(3) to ensure that, in seeking to achieve a Sen-
ior Erecutive Service reflective of the Nation’s
diversity, recruitment is from qualified individ-
uals from appropriate sources.

(b) FUNCTIONS.—It shall be the function of the
SES Resource Office to make recommendations
to the Director with respect to regulations, and
to provide guidance to agencies, concerning the
structure, management, and diverse composition
of the Senior Ezxecutive Service. In order to
carry out the purposes of this section, the SES
Resource Office shall—

(1) take such actions as the SES Resource Of-
fice considers necessary to manage and promote
an efficient, elite, and diverse corps of senior ex-
ecutives by—

(A) creating policies for the management and
improvement of the Senior Executive Service;

(B) providing oversight of the performance,
structure, and composition of the Senior Execu-
tive Service; and

(C) providing guidance and oversight to agen-
cies in the management of senior executives and
candidates for the Senior Executive Service;

(2) be responsible for the policy development,
management, and oversight of the Senior Execu-
tive Service pay system;

(3) develop standards for certification of each
agency’s Senior Executive Service performance
management system and evaluate all agency ap-
plications for certification;

(4) be responsible for developing and moni-
toring programs for the advancement and train-
ing of senior executives, including the Senior
Executive Service Federal Candidate Develop-
ment Program;

(5) provide oversight of, and guidance to,
agency executive resources boards;

(6) be responsible for the administration of the
qualifications review board;
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(7) establish and maintain annual statistics
(in a form that renders them useful to appoint-
ing authorities and candidates) on—

(A) the total number of career reserved posi-
tions at each agency;

(B) the total number of vacant career reserved
positions at each agency;

(C) of the positions under subparagraph (B),
the mumber for which candidates are being
sought;

(D) the number of individuals who have been
certified in accordance with section 3393(c) of
title 5, United States Code, and the composition
of that group of individuals with regard to race,
ethnicity, sex, age, and individuals with disabil-
ities;

(E) the composition of the Senior Ezxecutive
Service with regard to race, ethnicity, sex, age,
and individuals with disabilities;

(F) the composition of executive resources
boards with regard to race, ethnicity, sex, and
individuals with disabilities; and

(G) the composition of qualifications review
boards with regard to race, ethnicity, sex, and
individuals with disabilities;

(8) make available to the public through the
official public internet site of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, the data collected under
paragraph (7);

(9) establish mentoring programs for potential
candidates for the Senior Executive Service, in-
cluding candidates who have been certified as
having the executive qualifications mnecessary
for initial appointment as a career appointee
under a program established pursuant to section
3396(a) of title 5, United States Code;

(10) conduct a continuing program for the re-
cruitment of women, members of racial and eth-
nic minority groups, and individuals with dis-
abilities for Senior Executive Service positions,
with special efforts directed at recruiting from
educational institutions, professional associa-
tions, and other sources;

(11) advise agencies on the best practices for
an agency in utilicing or consulting with an
agency’s equal employment or diversity office or
official (if the agency has such an office or offi-
cial) with regard to the agency’s Senior Execu-
tive Service appointments process; and

(12) evaluate and implement strategies to en-
sure that agencies conduct appropriate outreach
to other agencies to identify candidates for Sen-
ior Executive Service positions.

(c) PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUALLY IDENTIFI-
ABLE INFORMATION.—For purposes of subsection
(b)(8), the SES Resource Office may combine
data for any agency that is not named in sec-
tion 901(b) of chapter 31, United States Code, to
protect individually identifiable information.

(d) COOPERATION OF AGENCIES.—The head of
each agency shall provide the Office of Per-
sonnel Management with such information as
the SES Resource Office may require in order to
carry out subsection (b)(7).

SEC. 5. CAREER APPOINTMENTS.

(a) PROMOTING DIVERSITY IN THE CAREER AP-
POINTMENTS PROCESS.—Section 3393 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by inserting after the
first sentence the following: ‘‘In establishing an
erecutive resources board, the head of the agen-
cy shall, to the extent practicable, ensure diver-
sity of the board and of any subgroup thereof or
other evaluation panel related to the merit staff-
ing process for career appointees, by including
members of racial and ethnic minority groups,
women, and individuals with disabilities.”’; and

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by adding after the
last sentence the following: ‘‘Consideration
should also be given to improving diversity by
including members of racial and ethnic minority
groups, women, and individuals with disabilities
on qualifications review boards.”’.

(b) REGULATIONS.—Within 1 year after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Director
shall promulgate regulations to implement sub-
section (a) and to improve diversity in executive
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resources
boards.

(c) REPORT.—Within 1 year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Director shall
submit to the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs of the Senate a report
evaluating agency efforts to improve diversity in
erecutive resources boards and of the members
designated by agencies to serve on qualifications
review boards, based on the information col-
lected by the SES Resource Office under sub-
paragraphs (F) and (G) of section 4(b)(7).

SEC. 6. ENCOURAGING A MORE DIVERSE SENIOR
EXECUTIVE SERVICE.

(a) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE DIVERSITY
PLANS.—Within 1 year after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, each agency, in consulta-
tion with the Office of Personnel Management,
shall submit to the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment a plan to enhance and maximize opportu-
nities for the advancement and appointment of
minorities, women, and individuals with disabil-
ities in the agency to the Senior Executive Serv-
ice. Agency plans shall address how the agency
is identifying and eliminating barriers that im-
pair the ability of minorities, women, and indi-
viduals with disabilities to obtain appointments
to the Senior Executive Service and any actions
the agency is taking to provide advancement op-
portunities, including—

(1) conducting outreach to minorities, women,
and individuals within the agency and outside
the agency;

(2) establishing and maintaining training and
education programs to foster leadership develop-
ment;

(3) identifying career enhancing opportunities
for agency employees;

(4) assessing internal availability of can-
didates for Senior Executive Service positions;
and

(5) conducting an inventory of employee skills

and addressing current and potential gaps in
skills and the distribution of skills.
Agency plans shall be updated at least every 2
years during the 10 years following enactment
of this Act. An agency plan shall be reviewed by
the Office of Personnel Management and, if de-
termined to provide sufficient assurances, proce-
dures, and commitments to provide adequate op-
portunities for the advancement and appoint-
ment of minorities, women, and individuals with
disabilities to the Senior Executive Service, shall
be approved by such Office. An agency may, in
updating its plan, submit to the Office of Per-
sonnel Management an assessment of the im-
pacts of the plan.

(b) SUMMARY AND EVALUATION.—Within 180
days after the deadline for the submission of
any report or update under subsection (a), the
Director shall transmit to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of the
Senate a report summarizing and evaluating the
agency plans or updates (as the case may be) so
submitted.

(c) COORDINATION.—The Office of Personnel
Management shall, in carrying out subsection
(a), evaluate existing requirements under section
717 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C.
2000e-16) and section 501 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 791) and determine how
agency reporting can be performed so as to be
consistent with, but not duplicative of, such sec-
tions and any other similar requirements.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. DAVIS) and the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

boards and qualifications review
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks.

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

There was no objection.

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

I introduced H.R. 3774, the Senior Ex-
ecutive Diversity Assurance Act, on
October 9, 2007. The bill was considered
by the Federal Workforce Sub-
committee on April 15, 2008, and by the
full Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform on May 1, 2008, when
it was approved with amendment by
voice vote.

Mr. Speaker, I want wanted to thank
Senator AKAKA for introducing a com-
panion bill in the Senate, S. 2148, and
for co-chairing an April 3, 2008, joint
hearing where both the House and the
Senate Federal Workforce Subcommit-
tees examined the need for legislation
to improve diversity at the highest lev-
els of the Federal Government.

According to data from the Office of
Personnel Management, the percentage
of minorities and women at senior pay
levels in the Federal Government, in-
cluding the SES, is lower than in the
civilian workforce and the Federal
workforce as a whole. According to
GAO, the number of African American
men in the SES actually decreased be-
tween the years of 2000 and 2007. I be-
lieve that H.R. 3774 takes an important
step towards improving the diversity of
the Senior Executive Service.

This bill is a long time coming. Since
2003, I have requested Government Ac-
countability Office reports and hear-
ings on this issue. As chairman of the
Subcommittee on the Federal Work-
force Postal Service in the District of
Columbia, I held a hearing in May 2007
on diversity in the SES. Following that
hearing, my staff and I met with a
number of Federal employee organiza-
tions, including the African American
Federal Executives Association, the
National Association of Hispanic Fed-
eral Executives, the Asian American
Government Executives Network, Fed-
erally Employed Women, Blacks in
Government, and the Senior Execu-
tives Association.

We learned that the lack of diversity
in the SES is not skewed to a shortage
of women and minorities at the GS-15
and GS-14 levels, which are the devel-
opment pools for the SES. According to
the Government Accountability Office,
in 2007, minorities made up 22.5 percent
of the employees in the SES develop-
ment pool. At the same time, minori-
ties made up only 15.8 percent of the
SES. Rather, we heard that there are
concerns with the selection process,
and there is a lack of oversight and ac-
countability in promoting and hiring
minorities in the SES.

The Senior Executive Service Diver-
sity Assurance Act aims to address

H4847

these concerns. H.R. 3774, as reported
by the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, reestablishes the
Senior Executive Service Resource Of-
fice within the Office of Personnel
Management and adds new require-
ments for the office such as requiring
the collection of data on the mark-up
of the selection panels that considered
candidates for SES positions. OPM cur-
rently encourages agencies to make
these panels diverse but collects no
data on the panels.
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The bill requires agencies to ensure
diversity by including, to the extent
practicable, minorities, women, and in-
dividuals with disabilities on executive
resources boards and any other panels
or subgroups used to select SES ap-
pointees. This bill provides that OPM
and agencies should also give consider-
ation to improving diversity in quali-
fications review boards, which are the
panels set up by OPM to certify the
leadership qualifications of potential
SES appointees. The bill requires OPM
to issue regulations and report to Con-
gress on agency efforts to improve the
diversity of executive resources boards
and qualifications review boards.

Finally, under this bill, agencies will
be required to submit diversity plans,
modeled on the current requirement
that agencies submit plans for the hir-
ing and advancement of individuals
with disabilities. Each agency must
submit a plan to OPM describing what
efforts the agency is making to en-
hance and maximize opportunities for
the advancement and appointment of
minorities, women, and individuals
with disabilities to the SES. These
plans will have to be updated every 2
years for 10 years, and OPM will be re-
quired to submit a report to Congress
summarizing and evaluating agency
plans. I have also included a findings
section that will help explain the pur-
pose and intent of the legislation which
is to address the concerns of the num-
bers of minorities in the SES.

Diversity will not be achieved in the
SES on good intentions and failed poli-
cies. Now is the time to improve diver-
sity in the SES, particularly since 90
percent of the current SES corps will
retire over the next 10 years. Diversity
of gender, ethnicity, age, and disabil-
ities, as well as diversity of education,
thinking, and experience are crucial if
the Federal workforce is to mirror the
communities we live in and serve. Pay-
ing close attention to diversity is the
key to staying competitive in an in-
creasingly global economy and recruit-
ing the best and brightest workforce. It
is my belief that all Americans want to
work for organizations where they
have the opportunity to use their
skills, their knowledge to develop their
careers. The Senior Executive Service
Diversity Assurance Act will help pro-
vide that opportunity.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge pas-
sage of H.R. 3774.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak on
H.R. 3774, the Senior Executive Service
Diversity Assurance Act.

In April of this year, the Department
of Justice wrote to the committee rais-
ing a number of constitutional con-
cerns with the introduced version of
this legislation. While a number of
changes were made to address these
concerns during committee consider-
ation of the legislation, some remained
concerned that the legislation could
still be vulnerable to constitutional
challenges. For example, making de-
mographic information about these
senior executive service candidates and
incumbents available for hiring pur-
poses could suggest that this informa-
tion should be taken into account in
the selection process.

But I stand before you today to raise
a concern much bigger than the state
of our Federal workforce. I stand be-
fore you today to bring your attention
to the woeful lack of attention that
has been given this Congress to the
skyrocketing gas prices throughout
this Nation.

Throughout the country, for the first
time in our history, a gallon of gas at
local gas stations averages more than
$4, and there appears to be no relief in
sight for working class Americans.

House Republicans have introduced a
comprehensive plan to lower gas prices
and preserve energy independence. The
Republican plan would increase the
production of American-made energy
in an environmentally safe way. It
would promote new, clean, and reliable
energy sources. It would cut red tape
and increase the supply of American-
made fuel and energy. And it would en-
courage greater efficiency by offering
conservation tax incentives.

The Democrats, however, have no
such plan to help American families
and small businesses deal with their in-
creasing pain at the pump.

At a time when our country is facing
a serious crisis in energy prices, with
all due respect to my colleague from II-
linois, my assumption is that most
Americans would prefer that we focus
on solving America’s energy woes,
rather than spending valuable floor
time debating the creation of various
offices within the Office of Personnel
Management.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
continue to reserve our time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further speakers and yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
in closing, I want to thank and com-
mend chairman of the Oversight Com-
mittee, Representative HENRY WAX-
MAN, and the ranking member, Rep-
resentative ToM DAVIS, for their out-
standing leadership and work on this
legislation.

I also want to commend all of our
staff persons on both sides of the com-
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mittee, both the Democratic side and
the Republican side. And especially do
I want to commend my staff director
for the Subcommittee on the Federal
Workforce, District of Columbia and
Postal Service, Ms. Tania Shand, for
the tremendous work that she has done
on this issue over the last 3 years in ac-
tuality.

And with that, Mr. Speaker, I urge
passage of this bill.

I yield back the balance of our time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvVIS) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3774, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

TELEWORK IMPROVEMENTS ACT
OF 2008

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4106) to improve teleworking
in executive agencies by developing a
telework program that allows employ-
ees to telework at least 20 percent of
the hours worked in every 2 adminis-
trative workweeks, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4106

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Telework
Improvements Act of 2008”’.

SEC. 2. TELEWORK.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
chapter 63 the following:

“CHAPTER 65—TELEWORK

“Sec.

““6501. Definitions.

¢6502. Governmentwide telework require-
ment.

¢6503. Implementation.

¢6504. Telework Managing Officer.

‘6505. Evaluating telework in agencies.

‘‘6506. Continuity of operations.

“§6501. Definitions

‘“‘For purposes of this chapter—

‘(1) the term ‘agency’ means an Executive
agency (as defined by section 105), except as
provided in section 6506(c);

‘“(2) the term ‘telework’ or ‘teleworking’
refers to a work arrangement under which an
employee regularly performs the duties and
responsibilities of such employee’s position,
and other authorized activities, from home
or another worksite removed from the em-
ployee’s regular place of employment; and

‘“(3) the term ‘continuity of operations’ re-
fers to an effort within individual executive
departments and agencies to ensure that pri-
mary mission essential functions continue to
be performed during a wide range of emer-
gencies, including localized acts of nature,
accidents, public health emergencies, and
technological or attack-related emergencies.
“§6502. Governmentwide telework require-

ment

‘‘(a) TELEWORK REQUIREMENT.—
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‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this chap-
ter, the head of each agency shall establish a
policy under which employees shall be au-
thorized to telework, subject to paragraph
(2) and subsection (b).

‘“(2) REGULATIONS.—The policy of each
agency under this subsection—

‘“(A) shall be in conformance with regula-
tions which the Administrator of General
Services shall, within 120 days after the date
of the enactment of this chapter and in co-
ordination with the Office of Personnel Man-
agement, prescribe for purposes of this sub-
section; and

‘“(B) shall ensure that employees are au-
thorized to telework—

‘(i) to the maximum extent possible; and

‘(ii) without diminishing employee per-
formance or agency operations.

“(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CIR-
CUMSTANCES.—Nothing in subsection (a) shall
be considered—

‘(1) to require the head of an agency to au-
thorize teleworking in the case of an em-
ployee whose duties and responsibilities—

““(A) require daily access to classified in-
formation;

‘(B) require daily face-to-face contact with
members of the public or other persons, or
the use of equipment, at the employee’s reg-
ular place of employment; or

‘(C) are such that their performance from
a site removed from the employee’s regular
place of employment is not feasible; or

‘(2) to prevent the temporary denial of
permission for an employee to telework if, in
the judgment of the agency head—

‘“(A) the employee is needed to respond to
an emergency;

‘“(B) the employee requires additional
training; or

“(C) the denial is necessary, for a specific
or ascertainable period of time, to achieve
goals and objectives of programs adminis-
tered by the agency.

‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this chapter shall—

‘(1) be considered to require any employee
to telework; or

““(2) prevent an agency from permitting an
employee to telework as part of a continuity
of operations plan.

“§ 6503. Implementation

“In order to carry out the purposes of this
chapter—

‘(1) the head of each agency shall ensure
that—

‘‘(A) appropriate training is provided to su-
pervisors and managers and to all employees
who are authorized to telework; and

‘(B) no distinction is made between tele-
workers and nonteleworkers for purposes of
performance appraisals;

‘(2) the General Services Administration,
in coordination with the Office of Personnel
Management, shall provide advice, assist-
ance, and, to the extent necessary, training
to agencies, including with respect to—

““(A) questions of eligibility to telework,
including considerations relating to em-
ployee performance; and

‘(B) making telework part of the agency’s
goals, including those of individual super-
visors and managers;

‘“(3) the General Services Administration,
in coordination with the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and the National Institute
of Standards and Technology, shall prescribe
regulations, within 120 days after the date of
the enactment of this chapter, to ensure the
adequacy of information and security protec-
tions for information and information sys-
tems used in, or otherwise affected by, tele-
working; such regulations shall be consistent
with information security policies and guid-
ance issued by the Office of Management and
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Budget and the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, and shall, at a min-
imum, include requirements necessary—

““(A) to control access to agency informa-
tion and information systems;

‘“(B) to protect agency information (in-
cluding personally identifiable information)
and information systems;

“(C) to limit the
vulnerabilities;

‘(D) to protect information systems not
under the control of the agency that are used
for teleworking; and

‘“(E) to safeguard the use of wireless and
other telecommunications capabilities used
for telework purposes; and

‘“(4) the General Services Administration
shall—

““(A) maintain a central, publicly available
telework website to be jointly controlled and
funded by the General Services Administra-
tion and the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment; and

‘“(B) include on that website any regula-
tions relating to telework and any other in-
formation the General Services Administra-
tion and the Office of Personnel Management
consider appropriate.

“§6504. Telework Managing Officer

‘‘(a) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each agency may ap-
point an officer to be known as the
‘Telework Managing Officer’. If an agency
appoints a Telework Managing Officer, such
Officer—

‘‘(A) shall be appointed—

‘(1) by the Chief Human Capital Officer of
such agency; or

‘“(ii) if none, by the head of such agency;
and

‘“(B) shall be compensated at a rate not
less than the minimum rate of basic pay for
grade GS-15 of the General Schedule.

‘“(2) WAIVER.—The Administrator of Gen-
eral Services may waive the minimum rate
requirement under paragraph (1)(B) with re-
spect to an agency if such agency has fewer
than 100 employees (determined on a full-
time equivalent basis) and the head of such
agency certifies that being required to com-
ply with paragraph (1)(B) would adversely
impact agency operations.

“‘(b) LIMITATIONS.—An individual may not
hold the position of Telework Managing Offi-
cer as a noncareer appointee (as defined in
section 3132(a)(7)), and such position may not
be considered or determined to be of a con-
fidential, policy-determining, policy-mak-
ing, or policy-advocating character.

‘“(c) DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.—The
duties and responsibilities of the Telework
Managing Officer of an agency shall be as
follows:

‘(1) Serving as—

‘“(A) an advisor on teleworking to the head
of such agency and to the Chief Human Cap-
ital Officer of such agency (if any);

‘““(B) a resource on teleworking for super-
visors, managers, and employees of such
agency; and

‘“(C) the agency’s primary point of contact
on teleworking matters for employees of
such agency, Congress, and other agencies.

‘“(2) Ensuring that the agency’s tele-
working policy is communicated effectively
to employees.

‘“(3) Ensuring that electronic or written
notification is provided to each employee of
specific telework programs and the agency’s
teleworking policy, including authorization
criteria and application procedures.

‘“(4) Developing and administering a track-
ing system for compliance with Government-
wide telework reporting requirements.

“(6) Providing to the Comptroller General
and to the Administrator of General Services
such information as the Comptroller General

introduction of
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may require to prepare the annual reports
under section 6505(b).

‘“(6) HEstablishing a system for receiving
feedback from agency employees on the
agency’s telework policy.

‘(T Developing and implementing a pro-
gram to identify and remove barriers to
telework and to maximize telework opportu-
nities in the agency.

‘“(8) Ensuring that employees are notified
of grievance procedures available to them (if
any) with respect to any disputes that relate
to telework.

‘“(9) Performing such other duties and re-
sponsibilities relating to telework as the
head of the agency may require.

“(d) ALTERNATIVE TO TELEWORK MANAGING
OFFICER.—If no Telework Managing Officer
is appointed under subsection (a) with re-
spect to an agency, the duties and respon-
sibilities of a Telework Managing Officer
shall be carried out by the Chief Human Cap-
ital Officer of, or a career employee in, such
agency, as determined by the agency head.
“§6505. Evaluating telework in agencies

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller Gen-
eral shall establish a system for evaluating—

‘(1) the telework policy of each agency:;
and

‘“(2) employee participation in telework
programs at each agency.

‘“(b) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Comptroller
General shall, based on the system estab-
lished under subsection (a), submit an an-
nual report to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of
the Senate. Each report under this sub-
section shall, with respect to the period cov-
ered by such report—

‘(1) evaluate the telework policy of each
agency;

‘“(2) for each agency, indicate the total
number of employees in such agency and
identify—

““(A) the number and percentage of employ-
ees who were eligible to telework;

‘“(B) the number and percentage of employ-
ees who teleworked an average of at least
once a week on a regular basis, determined
based on time spent actually teleworking;

‘(C) the number and percentage of employ-
ees who teleworked an average of at least 20
percent of the hours that they worked in
every 2 administrative workweeks, deter-
mined based on time spent actually tele-
working;

‘(D) the number and percentage of employ-
ees who teleworked at least once a month on
a regular basis, determined based on time
spent actually teleworking;

‘‘(E) the number and percentage of employ-
ees who were not authorized to telework and
the reasons why they were not so authorized;

‘“(F) the number and percentage of employ-
ees who were authorized to telework and
then later stopped teleworking, the reasons
why those employees stopped teleworking,
and whether their stopping was voluntary or
due to other factors, such as office coverage
needs or productivity;

‘(G) the extent to which barriers to maxi-
mizing teleworking opportunities have been
identified and eliminated;

‘‘(H) the impact (if any) of the agency’s
telework policy on the recruitment and re-
tention of employees;

‘“(I) the impact (if any) of the agency’s
telework policy on the performance of agen-
cy employees; and

‘“(J) the level of employee satisfaction
with the agency’s telework policy, deter-
mined based on employee feedback;

‘(3) evaluate the compliance of each agen-
cy with the requirements of this chapter;
and
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‘‘(4) identify best practices in agency
telework programs.

A report under this subsection shall be sub-
mitted for the year in which the regulations
under section 6502(a)(2)(A) take effect and for
each of the 4 succeeding years. Each such re-
port shall be submitted within 6 months
after the end of the year to which it relates.

“(c) MINIMUM REQUIREMENT FOR COMPLI-
ANCE.—For purposes of subsection (b)(3), an
agency shall not be considered to be in com-
pliance with the requirements of this chap-
ter unless the employees of such agency who
were authorized to telework were permitted
to telework for at least 20 percent of the
hours that they worked in every 2 adminis-
trative workweeks (disregarding any work-
weeks for which such employees did not sub-
mit a request or for which they were other-
wise ineligible to telework).

“§ 6506. Continuity of operations

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The head of each agency
shall ensure that—

‘(1) to the maximum extent practicable,
telework is incorporated into the continuity
of operations planning of such agency; and

‘“(2) mission critical personnel, as deter-
mined by the head of such agency, are
equipped to telework in time of a catas-
trophe.

‘“(b) COORDINATION RULE.—The continuity
of operations plan of an agency shall super-
sede any telework policy of such agency to
the extent that they are inconsistent with
one another.

‘‘(c) AGENCY DEFINED.—For purposes of car-
rying out subsection (a)(2), the term ‘agency’
means an agency named in paragraph (1) or
(2) of section 901(b) of title 31.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—(1) The analysis for part III of title
5, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to chapter 63 the
following:

“65. Telework 6501”.

(2) Section 622 of the Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2005,
as contained in the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2005 (6 U.S.C. 6120 note) is amended
by striking ‘‘designate a ‘Telework Coordi-
nator’ to be” and inserting ‘‘appoint a
Telework Managing Officer or designate the
Chief Human Capital Officer or other career
employee to be”’.

SEC. 3. CHIEF HUMAN CAPITAL OFFICERS COUN-
CIL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 14 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“SUBCHAPTER II—CHIEF HUMAN
CAPITAL OFFICERS COUNCIL
“§1421. Chief Human Capital Officers Council

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
a Chief Human Capital Officers Council, con-
sisting of—

‘(1) the Director of the Office of Personnel
Management, who shall act as chairperson of
the Council;

‘(2) the Deputy Director for Management
of the Office of Management and Budget,
who shall act as vice chairperson of the
Council;

‘“(3) the Administrator of General Services;
and

‘“(4) the Chief Human Capital Officers of
Executive departments and any other mem-
bers who are designated by the Director of
the Office of Personnel Management.

“‘(b) FUNCTIONS.—The Chief Human Capital
Officers Council shall meet periodically to
advise and coordinate the activities of the
agencies of its members on such matters as
modernization of human resources systems,
improved quality of human resources infor-
mation, telework (as defined by section 6501),
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and legislation affecting human resources
operations and organizations.

‘(c) EMPLOYEE LABOR ORGANIZATIONS AT
MEETINGS.—The Chief Human Capital Offi-
cers Council shall ensure that representa-
tives of Federal employee labor organiza-
tions are present at a minimum of 1 meeting
of the Council each year. Such representa-
tives shall not be members of the Council.

‘‘(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each year, the Chief
Human Capital Officers Council shall submit
a report to Congress on the activities of the
Council.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—(1) Chapter 14 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking the mat-
ter before section 1401 and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“CHAPTER 14—CHIEF HUMAN CAPITAL

OFFICERS

‘‘SUBCHAPTER I—AGENCY CHIEF HUMAN
CAPITAL OFFICERS

“Sec.
¢‘1401. Establishment of agency Chief Human
Capital Officers.
¢“1402. Authority and functions of agency
Chief Human Capital Officers.
‘‘SUBCHAPTER II—CHIEF HUMAN CAPITAL
OFFICERS COUNCIL

¢“1421. Chief Human Capital Officers Council.

“SUBCHAPTER I—AGENCY CHIEF HUMAN
CAPITAL OFFICERS”.

(2) The analysis for part II of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by striking
the item relating to chapter 14 and inserting
the following:

“14. Chief Human Capital Officers 1401”.

(3) Section 1303 of Public Law 107-296 (5
U.S.C. 1401 note) is repealed.

SEC. 4. REPORTING REQUIREMENT.

(a) INCORPORATION OF TELEWORK INTO CON-
TINUITY OF OPERATIONS PLANNING.—Within 12
months after the effective date of the regula-
tions under section 6502(a)(2)(A) of title 5,
United States Code (as amended by section
2), the General Services Administration, in
coordination with the Office of Personnel
Management, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, and the Chief Human Cap-
ital Officers Council, shall report to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress on the in-
corporation of telework into agencies’ con-
tinuity of operations planning, including—

(1) the extent to which such incorporation
has occurred within each of the respective
agencies;

(2) the extent to which each agency has
conducted continuity of operations tests and
exercises incorporating telework for essen-
tial and non-essential personnel;

(3) the extent to which agencies have used
telework in response to emergencies; and

(4) any recommendations the General Serv-
ices Administration considers appropriate.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the term ‘‘appropriate committees of
Congress’” means the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate;

(2) the terms ‘‘telework’ and ‘‘continuity
of operations’” have the meanings given
those terms by section 6501 of title 5, United
States Code (as amended by section 2); and

(3) the term ‘‘agency’” means an agency
named in paragraph (1) or (2) of section 901(b)
of title 31, United States Code.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. DAVIS) and the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
each will control 20 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I introduced H.R. 4106
on November 7, 2007, to improve the ef-
ficiency of the Federal workforce by al-
lowing more employees to telework.

Telework has a number of benefits
for both agencies and employees. A
happy workforce is a productive work-
force, and giving employees the oppor-
tunity to telework can help boost pro-
ductivity by cutting down on com-
muting time, reducing absenteeism,
and allowing for greater organizational
flexibility.

Improving telework can also help re-
duce pollution, traffic congestion, and
the significant financial burdens that
Federal employees face from high gas
prices.

Unfortunately, telework is not being
used to the fullest extent, and accord-
ing to a report on telework released by
the Office of Personnel Management in
December 2007, only 6 percent of Fed-
eral employees participated in
telework programs in 2006.

H.R. 4106 will improve telework in
many key ways, while also allowing
the government to maintain security
of government information and to up-
hold performance standards. The bill
defines telework and requires the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office to
evaluate agency telework programs.

The bill requires the head of each
agency to establish a telework policy
authorizing employees to telework.
The bill sets a consistent standard by
providing that an agency will only be
considered to be in compliance with
the bill’s requirements if employees
who are authorized the telework are al-
lowed to do so at least 20 percent of the
hours worked in every two workweeks.

Under H.R. 4106, each agency is re-
quired to either appoint a telework
managing officer or designate their
chief human capital officer or a career
employee to carry out the responsibil-
ities of a telework managing officer
who will serve as the agency’s primary
point of contact on telework.

The bill also improves the ability of
the government to respond to emer-
gencies by requiring larger agencies to
incorporate telework into their con-
tinuity of operations plans.

This bipartisan bill was amended and
approved by the Oversight Committee
by a voice vote on March 13, 2008. A
number of changes were made during
the committee’s consideration of the
bill to address suggestions raised by
the ranking minority member of the
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committee, Representative ToM DAVIS,
such as requiring that essential per-
sonnel be equipped to telework during
a catastrophe.

We are considering the bill today
with an amendment that makes fur-
ther changes to the bill based on feed-
back from the Office of Personnel Man-
agement. For example, the amendment
clarifies the definition of continuity of
operations to cover a situation such as
the 2006 flooding of the Internal Rev-
enue Service headquarters building.
The amendment also requires GSA and
OPM to jointly find and operate a cen-
tral telework Web site.

This bill will allow more Federal em-
ployees to telework but at the same
time ensures that agencies have the
necessary flexibility, guidance, and
oversight.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I urge swift pas-
sage of H.R. 4106.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak on
H.R. 4106, the Telework Improvements
Act of 2008. This legislation is designed
to encourage more Federal employees
to participate in telework programs.
This legislation moved through com-
mittee, and I understand Chairman
WAXMAN worked with Ranking Member
ToM DAVIS to make several improve-
ments to this legislation.

Getting serious about promoting
telework is a major step in the right
direction, but telework only indirectly
addresses the problem of soaring gas
prices. Mr. Speaker, gas prices have
gone up $1.63 since Democrats took
control of this House last January, and
as far as anybody knows, Democrats
still have no plan to address this prob-
lem.

The Republicans, on the other hand,
stand ready to address the problem
with a blueprint that promotes alter-
native and renewable fuels, harnesses
technologies already being employed
successfully by many of our global
competitors, and encourages respon-
sible oil and gas exploration designed
to unlock America’s natural energy re-
sources and end our dependence on for-
eign fuel imports.

I remain concerned that none of the
bills being considered today do any-
thing to address the pain at the pump
currently facing our Nation.

American families and small busi-
nesses are begging Congress to throw
them a life preserver amid today’s
soaring gas prices, but no relief is in
sight. No wonder Americans believe
Washington is broken.

Most Americans believe it is past
time to start addressing the real prob-
lems facing American families. I note
with some disappointment that not a
single piece of legislation to help lower
gas prices is on the House schedule this
week.

I reserve the balance of my time.

O 1545

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield such time as



June 3, 2008

he might consume to a member of our
subcommittee and a cosponsor of this
legislation, Representative SARBANES
from the State of Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. I want to thank the
chairman of our subcommittee, Rep-
resentative DAVIs, for yielding this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 4106, the Telework Improve-
ments Act of 2008.

As a daily commuter from Baltimore
to the District of Columbia, I know
how frustrating it can be to spend
hours a day traveling. And with a focus
on gas prices that we’ve heard repeat-
edly today, we need to explore prag-
matic and innovative alternatives.

I've worked closely with Sub-
committee Chairman DAVIS and with
Chairman HENRY WAXMAN on this legis-
lation, and I thank them for their lead-
ership. Last year, when I offered a
similar amendment to the energy bill,
they helped to ensure that the amend-
ment passed the House by voice vote,
and I am pleased we will now pass this
measure so that we can begin to ex-
pand telework options for the Federal
workforce.

This is a win, win, win. A stronger
telework policy will be good for the
Federal Government, it will be good for
the Federal worker, and of course it
will be good for the environment. At a
time when a large percentage of the
Federal workforce is at or approaching
retirement age, we need to recruit and
retain the best and brightest of a new
generation of workers. By crafting
strong and effective telework policies,
agencies can compete for these workers
and retain them.

The U.S. Patent and Trademark Of-
fice and the Defense Information Sys-
tems Agency, which have some of the
most robust telework policies in the
Federal Government, are perfect exam-
ples of how agencies can utilize
telework to recruit and retain a first-
rate workforce. USPTO and DISA have
retained workers, despite having a
workforce that is in high demand else-
where.

The private sector is still far ahead
of the government in terms of embrac-
ing telework as a recruiting tool. We
must catch up if we want to compete.
In fact, the Federal Government can
and should be a model employer and a
driving force for increasing produc-
tivity while striking the right balance
between family and work.

If you want to understand the com-
petitive edge that comes from
telework, you don’t have to take my
word for it, just listen to what one
major CEO said. ‘“What would I say to
a CEO who resists greater employee
flexibility because of concerns about
loss of accountability and produc-
tivity? I would hope he was a compet-
itor, and I would keep my mouth shut.
Companies that don’t believe in this
are going to be trapped by it in the
end.” We don’t want the Federal Gov-
ernment to be trapped either, and
that’s why it is important to embrace
telework.
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Telework is also beneficial to Federal
workers by helping to improve quality
of life and strike a better work/family
balance. It would have the effect of giv-
ing back a couple hours a day to com-
muters who would otherwise be stuck
in traffic, time they could spend with
their families. At a time when gas
prices are soaring, it could also have a
profound economic benefit for families
that are struggling in the current eco-
nomic climate.

So again, in conclusion, I want to say
that telework is a win, win, win. It’s
good for the Federal Government, it’s
good for the Federal workers, and it’s
great for our environment.

I am pleased the House has taken up
this legislation, and look forward to
working with the Senate to ensure that
it becomes law.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, while this
legislation will give a break from high
gas prices to some Federal employees,
the vast majority of Americans have to
use their cars to go to work and to
other activities and are paying an aver-
age of $4 a gallon, the highest prices in
history, while the Democratically con-
trolled Congress does nothing to help
those hardworking Americans who
struggle to do the right thing every
day, but are receiving no assistance
from the Democrat majority here.

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
in closing, I once again want to com-
mend the chairman of the Oversight
Committee, Mr. WAXMAN from Cali-
fornia, for his outstanding leadership
and support. I also want to express ap-
preciation to the ranking member, Mr.
ToMm DAVIS from Virginia, for his sup-
port and leadership.

I also want to thank all of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee, especially
the ranking member, Mr. MARCHANT, as
well as all of the Members on both
sides of the aisle. Our staffs have done
a tremendous job of working through
all of the snares that may have existed
and have helped us shape a piece of leg-
islation that I think is going to give
enormous benefit to the American peo-
ple. We are going to be able to cut
down on the use of gasoline as people
commute to and from work. We're
going to be able to reduce pollution.
And we’re going to enhance the cre-
ation of a more desirable environment.
So I thank all of those who have been
a part of making this day possible. I
urge passage of this legislation.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of H.R. 4106, the Telework Improve-
ments Act of 2008.

| would like to thank Congressman DANNY
DAvis for introducing this important and nec-
essary legislation. | also want to recognize
Chairman HENRY WAXMAN and Ranking Mem-
ber Tom DAvis on the Oversight and move-
ment Reform Committee for reporting out a
good bill for our consideration today.

As many of my colleagues know, | have
been a long-time and staunch supporter of
telework or telecommuting. Telework offers a
21st century workplace option that can reduce
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traffic congestion and air pollution, as well as
cut gasoline consumption and dependency on
foreign oil. Study after study has shown that
telework benefits employees and employers. It
gives employees the flexibility they need to
meet daily demands.

Employers—both government and private
businesses—get the benefit of increased pro-
ductivity, improved morale, fewer sick leave
days used, better worker retention, and re-
duced costs for office space.

My legislation enacted in 2001 mandated a
phased-in program to expand the number of
federal employees who telework with the goal
of giving every eligible federal worker this
workplace option by the end of 2005. While
annual surveys by the Office of Personnel
Management on telework by federal employ-
ees have shown some progress in meeting
the law’s mandate, there is much more that
agencies can do to expand the number of fed-
eral telecommuters and this legislation is an
important next step in making the Federal
Government a model telework employer.

To emphasize the importance of telework in
the federal workplace, when | chaired the
Commerce-Justice-Science Appropriations
subcommittee, | included provisions in the FY
2005, FY 2006 and FY 2007 spending bills for
the departments of Commerce, Justice, and
State and related agencies to withhold $5 mil-
lion from the agencies which fail to meet the
2001 law.

| am proud to be an original cosponsor and
strong proponent of the Telework Improve-
ments Act that we are considering today. It will
require the head of each executive agency to
establish a policy under which employees may
be authorized to telework and allow authorized
employees to be allowed to telework at least
20 percent of the hours worked in every two
administrative workweeks.

Given the soaring cost of gas, | can think of
no better time for us to be passing this bill and
encouraging further adoption of telework. In
the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, in-
cluding my district in northern Virginia,
telework has the added benefit of taking cars
off the road and reducing congestion and air
pollution. It is also a good policy to have in
place for continuity of operations in the event
of an emergency.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge my colleagues
to vote in support of this legislation so that we
can ensure that the federal workforce is mak-
ing full use of teleworking.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to speak in on H.R. 4106, the Telework
Improvements’ Act of 2008. This issue has
long been a struggle for many of us here in
Congress, especially those Members rep-
resenting the National Capital Region.

The problem is far too many federal agen-
cies are missing the opportunity to promote
teleworking among their employees. Ninety
percent of the employees eligible to telework
do not do so at this time.

With the vast majority of the federal govern-
ment’s workforce located here in the National
Capital Region, utilizing telework will have an
immediate and dramatic impact on the traffic
congestion in the region. It will also increase
worker productivity as our Federal workforce
spends less time commuting to and from work
every day. As an added benefit, keeping peo-
ple off the roads will reduce our carbon emis-
sions. Everybody benefits, not just the tele-
workers.
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Several improvements were made to this
legislation during Committee consideration,
many at my request. First, the reported
version includes stronger language regarding
the protection of information being accessed
through remote networks. This IT security lan-
guage is important to reassure the general
public that, as we promote the use of telework
in federal agencies, the government is taking
necessary steps to make sure personal infor-
mation is safeguarded.

Second, the reported version requires agen-
cies to further integrate telework into their con-
tinuity of operations planning by making sure
mission critical personnel are prepared to
telework in the event of a major disaster, such
as a terrorist attach or an outbreak of the pan-
demic flu.

Third, the reported version tasks the Chief
Human Capital Officers Council with being a
central coordinator of best practices for agen-
cies regarding telework.

Fourth, the reported version gives agencies
some flexibility in determining how best to pro-
mote telework within their workforce by allow-
ing them to either assign the telework respon-
sibilities to the agency’s Chief Human Capital
Officer or to a career official at the agency.

Promoting the use of telework by our federal
workforce will improve employee efficiency
and ultimately lead to improved service to the
American public, and | appreciate the major-
ity’s willingness to work with us on this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, | am happy to support this leg-
islation and urge its adoption.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 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 Illinois (Mr.
DAvIsS) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4106, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

FEDERAL FOOD DONATION ACT OF
2008

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the Senate
bill (S. 2420) to encourage the donation
of excess food to nonprofit organiza-
tions that provide assistance to food-
insecure people in the United States in
contracts entered into by executive
agencies for the provision, service, or
sale of food.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The text of the Senate bill is as fol-
lows:

S. 2420

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the
Food Donation Act of 2008”’.

SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is to encourage ex-
ecutive agencies and contractors of execu-
tive agencies, to the maximum extent prac-

“‘Federal
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ticable and safe, to donate excess, apparently
wholesome food to feed food-insecure people
in the United States.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) APPARENTLY WHOLESOME FOOD.—The
term ‘‘apparently wholesome food” has the
meaning given the term in section 2(b) of the
Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Food Dona-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 1791(b)).

(2) EXCESS.—The term ‘‘excess’’, when ap-
plied to food, means food that—

(A) is not required to meet the needs of ex-
ecutive agencies; and

(B) would otherwise be discarded.

(3) FOOD-INSECURE.—The term ‘‘food-inse-
cure’’” means inconsistent access to suffi-
cient, safe, and nutritious food.

(4) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.—The term
“nonprofit organization” means any organi-
zation that is—

(A) described in section 501(c) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986; and

(B) exempt from tax under section 501(a) of
that Code.

SEC. 4. PROMOTING FEDERAL FOOD DONATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Federal Acquisition Regulation issued in ac-
cordance with section 25 of the Office of Fed-
eral Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 421)
shall be revised to provide that all contracts
above $25,000 for the provision, service, or
sale of food in the United States, or for the
lease or rental of Federal property to a pri-
vate entity for events at which food is pro-
vided in the United States, shall include a
clause that—

(1) encourages the donation of excess, ap-
parently wholesome food to nonprofit orga-
nizations that provide assistance to food-in-
secure people in the United States; and

(2) states the terms and conditions de-
scribed in subsection (b).

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—

(1) CosTs.—In any case in which a con-
tractor enters into a contract with an execu-
tive agency under which apparently whole-
some food is donated to food-insecure people
in the United States, the head of the execu-
tive agency shall not assume responsibility
for the costs and logistics of collecting,
transporting, maintaining the safety of, or
distributing excess, apparently wholesome
food to food-insecure people in the United
States under this Act.

(2) LIABILITY.—An executive agency (in-
cluding an executive agency that enters into
a contract with a contractor) and any con-
tractor making donations pursuant to this
Act shall be exempt from civil and criminal
liability to the extent provided under the
Bill Emerson Good Samaritan Food Dona-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 1791).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. CLAY) and the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, S. 2420, the Federal
Food Donation Act, is a modest meas-
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ure designed to help address a very
large problem, hunger in America. In
2005, 25 million people in this country,
including 9 million children, had to
rely on soup kitchens and other chari-
table feeding programs to help meet
their nutritional needs.

S. 2420 is very similar to legislation
introduced by Representative JO ANN
EMERSON, H.R. 4220, which passed the
House on a voice vote last December. It
requires Federal agencies to include in
their food service and space rental con-
tracts a provision which encourages
contractors to donate any surplus
wholesome food to nonprofit organiza-
tions that provide assistance to the
hungry. This bill builds on the work of
some innovative nonprofit organiza-
tions and think tanks that have been
conducting similar programs in the pri-
vate sector.

The bill also includes provisions
which would ensure that cost of col-
lecting, transporting and storing do-
nated food would not be borne by the
Federal Government, and that execu-
tive agencies and contractors would be
protected from civil or criminal liabil-
ity.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to take up
S. 2420, the Federal Food Donation Act.
The House version of this legislation,
H.R. 4220, was introduced by Represent-
ative JO ANN EMERSON and was passed
by the House last December.

S. 2420 would require the Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation to be amended to
provide certain contracts for the provi-
sion, service or sale of food, include a
clause encouraging the donation of ex-
cess food to organizations such as
homeless shelters. In doing so, the leg-
islation also states agencies and con-
tractors making donations would be
protected from civil or criminal liabil-
ity associated with the donation.

Mrs. EMERSON has been a leader in
the effort to relieve hunger in this Na-
tion, and I applaud her dedication to
this issue. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
S. 2420, the Federal Food Donation Act of
2008. This bill would require a clause in fed-
eral food services contracts greater than
$25,000 to encouraging donations to nonprofit
organizations, such as food banks and food
pantries.

| have been active in the fight against hun-
ger for over two decades. Following my first
visit to Ethiopia during its famine in 1984, |
worked across the aisle to fight hunger both at
home and abroad. | was pleased to work for
the passage of the Bill Emerson Good Samari-
tan Act of 1996 that protected organizations
donating food to charitable organizations from
liability in order to spur greater donations.

However, | am concerned that rising food
commodity prices and gasoline prices could
hamper efforts by food banks and food pan-
tries to meet the needs of the hungry. In meet-
ing with charitable organizations in my con-
gressional district, it is clear that the business
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community and government agencies could be
doing much more to support efforts to a grow-
ing number of families relying on food assist-
ance from charitable organizations.

Anyone who has visited a grocery store in
the last year understands the challenge our
food banks are facing. U.S. grocery prices in-
creased 5.1 percent overall during the last
year, with a 17-percent increase in cost for
dairy products, a 13-percent increase for rice
and pasta, and a 12-percent increase in the
cost of breads. This has a tremendous impact
on the bottom line for American families. For
example, if a family earns $45,000 a year, it
now costs them an extra $1,000 to maintain
the same food, gas, and basic goods pur-
chases compared to 2006—a 9.6-percent in-
crease. This makes more families dependent
on food assistance, and even more affluent
families less likely to donate to food banks
and food pantries.

| am proud that the food banks and food
pantries, grocery stores, and chambers of
commerce in my district are coming together
to raise awareness of this challenge and de-
velop community-based solutions. Given the
large federal agency presence in my district, |
believe that this bill will help supplement their
efforts.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting this pragmatic and necessary
legislation.

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

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time and urge my
colleagues to support this measure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the Senate bill, S. 2420.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the Senate
bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

FEDERAL AGENCY DATA
PROTECTION ACT

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4791) to amend title 44, United
States Code, to strengthen require-
ments for ensuring the effectiveness of
information security controls over in-
formation resources that support Fed-
eral operations and assets, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4791

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 “Federal Agency Data Protection Act’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Purpose.

Sec. 3. Definitions.

Sec. 4. Authority of Director of Office of Man-

agement and Budget to establish
information security policies and
procedures.
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Sec. 5. Responsibilities of Federal agencies for
information security.
Federal agency data breach motification

requirements.

Sec. 6.

Sec. 7. Protection of government computers
from risks of peer-to-peer file
sharing.

Sec. 8. Annual independent audit.

Sec. 9. Best practices for privacy impact assess-
ments.

Sec. 10. Implementation.

SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is to protect person-
ally identifiable information of individuals that
is maintained in or transmitted by Federal agen-
cy information systems.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

(a) PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFORMATION
AND MOBILE DIGITAL DEVICE DEFINITIONS.—Sec-
tion 3542(b) of title 44, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraphs:

““(4) The term ‘personally identifiable informa-
tion’, with respect to an individual, means any
information about the individual maintained by
an agency, including information—

“(A) about the individual’s education, fi-
nances, or medical, criminal, or employment his-
tory;

“(B) that can be used to distinguish or trace
the individual’s identity, including name, social
security number, date and place of birth, moth-
er’s maiden name, or biometric records; or

“(C) that is otherwise linked or linkable to the
individual.

“(5) The term ‘mobile digital device’ includes
any device that can store or process information
electronically and is designed to be used in a
manner not limited to a fixed location, includ-
ing—

““(A) processing devices such as laptop com-
puters, communication devices, and other hand-
held computing devices; and

“(B) storage devices such as portable hard
drives, CD-ROMs, DVDs, and other portable
electronic media.”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 208 of
the E-Government Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-
347; 44 U.S.C. 3501 note) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1)(A)—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘information that
is in an identifiable form’ and inserting ‘‘per-
sonally identifiable information’’; and

(B) in clause (ii)(I1), by striking ‘‘information
in an identifiable form permitting the physical
or online contacting of a specific individual’’
and inserting ‘‘personally identifiable informa-
tion’’;

(2) in subsection (b)(2)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘in-
formation that is in an identifiable form’ and
inserting ‘‘personally identifiable information’’;

(3) in subsection (b)(3)(C), by striking ‘‘infor-
mation that is in an identifiable form’ and in-
serting ‘‘personally identifiable information’’;
and

(4) in subsection (d), by striking the text and
inserting ‘‘In this section, the term ‘personally
identifiable information’ has the meaning given
that term in section 3542(b)(4) of title 44, United
States Code.”’.

SEC. 4. AUTHORITY OF DIRECTOR OF OFFICE OF
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET TO ES-
TABLISH INFORMATION SECURITY
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.

Section 3543(a) of title 44, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end of paragraph (5) the following: ‘‘, including
plans and schedules, developed by the agency
on the basis of priorities for addressing levels of
identified risk, for conducting—

“(A) testing and evaluation, as required
under section 3544(b)(5); and

“(B) remedial action, as required under sec-
tion 3544(b)(6), to address deficiencies identified
by such testing and evaluation’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
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‘““(9) establishing minimum requirements re-
garding the protection of personally identifiable
information maintained in or transmitted by mo-
bile digital devices, including requirements for
the use of technologies that efficiently and ef-
fectively render information unusable by unau-
thorized persons;

““(10) requiring agencies to comply with—

“(A) minimally acceptable system configura-
tion requirements consistent with best practices,
including checklists developed under section 8(c)
of the Cyber Security Research and Develop-
ment Act (Public Law 107-305; 116 Stat. 2378) by
the Director of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology; and

‘“‘(B) minimally acceptable requirements for
periodic testing and evaluation of the implemen-
tation of such configuration requirements;

‘““(11) ensuring that agency contracts for (or
involving or including) the provision of informa-
tion technology products or services include re-
quirements for contractors to meet minimally ac-
ceptable configuration requirements, as required
under paragraph (10);

““(12) ensuring the establishment through reg-
ulation and guidance of contract requirements
to ensure compliance with this subchapter with
regard to providing information security for in-
formation and information systems used or oper-
ated by a contractor of an agency or other orga-
nization on behalf of the agency; and’’.

SEC. 5. RESPONSIBILITIES OF FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES FOR INFORMATION SECURITY.

Section 3544(b) of title 44, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(D)(iii), by striking ‘‘as
determined by the agency’’ and inserting ‘‘as re-
quired by the Director wunder section
3543(a)(10)"’;

(2) in paragraph (5)—

(4) by inserting after “annually’ the fol-
lowing: “‘and as approved by the Director’’;

(B) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (4);

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as sub-
paragraph (D); and

(D) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following:

‘““(B) shall include testing and evaluation of
system configuration requirements as required
under section 3543(a)(10);

““(C) shall include testing of systems operated
by a contractor of the agency or other organiza-
tion on behalf of the agency, which testing re-
quirement may be satisfied by independent test-
ing, evaluation, or audit of such systems; and’’;
(3) by striking ‘“‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(7);
(4) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (8) and inserting a semicolon; and

(5) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(9) plans and procedures for ensuring the
adequacy of information security protections for
systems maintaining or transmitting personally
identifiable information, including requirements
for—

‘“(A) maintaining a current inventory of sys-
tems maintaining or transmitting such informa-
tion;

‘“‘(B) implementing information security re-
quirements for mobile digital devices maintain-
ing or transmitting such information, as re-
quired by the Director (including the use of
technologies rendering data unusable by unau-
thorized persons); and

““(C) developing, implementing, and overseeing
remediation plans to address vulnerabilities in
information security protections for such infor-
mation;”’.

SEC. 6. FEDERAL AGENCY DATA BREACH NOTIFI-
CATION REQUIREMENTS.

(a) AUTHORITY OF DIRECTOR OF OFFICE OF
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET TO ESTABLISH DATA
BREACH POLICIES.—Section 3543(a) of title 44,
United States Code, as amended by section 4, is
further amended—

(1) by striking “‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(7);
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(2) in paragraph (8)—

(4) by striking “‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (D);

(B) by striking the period and inserting *;
and’’ at the end of subparagraph (E); and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘“(F) a summary of the breaches of informa-
tion security reported by agencies to the Direc-
tor and the Federal information security inci-
dent center pursuant to paragraph (13);”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(13) establishing policies, procedures, and
standards for agencies to follow in the event of
a breach of data security involving the disclo-
sure of personally identifiable information, spe-
cifically including—

“(A) a requirement for timely notice to be pro-
vided to those individuals whose personally
identifiable information could be compromised
as a result of such breach, except no notice shall
be required if the breach does not create a rea-
sonable risk—

““(i) of identity theft, fraud, or other unlawful
conduct regarding such individual; or

““(ii) of other harm to the individual;

‘““(B) guidance on determining how timely no-
tice is to be provided;

“(C) guidance regarding whether additional
special actions are mecessary and appropriate,
including data breach analysis, fraud resolution
services, identify theft insurance, and credit
protection or monitoring services; and

‘““(D) a requirement for timely reporting by the
agencies of such breaches to the Director and
Federal information security center.”.

(b) AUTHORITY OF CHIEF INFORMATION OFFI-
CER TO DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN INVENTORIES.—
Section 3544(a)(3) of title 44, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by inserting after ‘“‘authority to ensure
compliance with’’ the following: ‘‘and, to the ex-
tent determined necessary and explicitly author-
ized by the head of the agency, to enforce’’;

(2) by striking “‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (D);

(3) by inserting ‘“‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E); and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(F) developing and maintaining an inven-
tory of all personal computers, laptops, or any
other hardware containing personally identifi-
able information;”’ .

(c) INCLUSION OF DATA BREACH NOTIFICA-
TION.—Section 3544(b) of title 44, United States
Code, as amended by section b5, is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘““(10) procedures for mnotifying individuals
whose personally identifiable information may
have been compromised or accessed following a
breach of information security; and

““(11) procedures for timely reporting of infor-
mation security breaches involving personally
identifiable information to the Director and the
Federal information security incident center.’’.

(d) AUTHORITY OF AGENCY CHIEF HUMAN CAP-
ITAL OFFICERS TO ASSESS FEDERAL PERSONAL
PROPERTY.—Section 1402(a) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking *‘, and’ at the end of para-
graph (5) and inserting a semicolon;

(2) by striking the period and inserting
and’’ at the end of paragraph (6); and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(7) prescribing policies and procedures for
exit interviews of employees, including a full ac-
counting of all Federal personal property that
was assigned to the employee during the course
of employment.”’.

SEC. 7. PROTECTION OF GOVERNMENT COM-
PUTERS FROM RISKS OF PEER-TO-
PEER FILE SHARING.

(a) PLANS REQUIRED.—AS part of the Federal
agency responsibilities set forth in sections 3544
and 3545 of title 44, United States Code, the
head of each agency shall develop and imple-
ment a plan to ensure the security and privacy
of information collected or maintained by or on
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behalf of the agency from the risks posed by cer-
tain peer-to-peer file sharing programs.

(b) CONTENTS OF PLANS.—Such plans shall set
forth appropriate methods, including both tech-
nological (such as the use of software and hard-
ware) and nontechnological methods (such as
employee policies and user training), to achieve
the goal of securing and protecting such infor-
mation from the risks posed by peer-to-peer file
sharing programs.

(¢) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLANS.—The head of
each agency shall—

(1) develop and implement the plan required
under this section as expeditiously as possible,
but in no event later than six months after the
date of the enactment of this Act; and

(2) review and revise the plan periodically as
necessary.

(d) REVIEW OF PLANS.—Not later than 18
months after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Comptroller General shall—

(1) review the adequacy of the agency plans
required by this section; and

(2) submit to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate a report
on the results of the review, together with any
recommendations the Comptroller General con-
siders appropriate.

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) PEER-TO-PEER FILE SHARING PROGRAM.—
The term ‘‘peer-to-peer file sharing program’’
means computer software that allows the com-
puter on which such software is installed (A) to
designate files available for transmission to an-
other such computer, (B) to transmit files di-
rectly to another such computer, and (C) to re-
quest the transmission of files from another such
computer. The term does not include the use of
such software for file sharing between, among,
or within Federal, State, or local government
agencies in order to perform official agency
business.

(2) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’ has the
meaning provided by section 3502 of title 44,
United States Code.

SEC. 8. ANNUAL INDEPENDENT AUDIT.

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR AUDIT INSTEAD OF
EVALUATION.—Section 3545 of title 44, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
uation’’ and inserting “‘audit’ ; and

(2) in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a),
by striking ‘‘evaluation’ and inserting ‘“‘audit’
both places it appears.

(b) ADDITIONAL SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR
AUDITS.—Section 3545(a) of such title is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘subset
of the agency’s information systems;” and in-
serting the following: ‘‘subset of—

‘(i) the information systems used or operated
by the agency; and

“(ii) the information systems used, operated,
or supported on behalf of the agency by a con-
tractor of the agency, any subcontractor (at any
tier) of such a contractor, or any other entity,”’;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking “‘and’ at
the end;

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(D) a conclusion whether the agency’s infor-
mation security controls are effective, including
an identification of any significant deficiencies
in such controls.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(3) Each audit under this section shall con-
form to generally accepted government auditing
standards.”’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Each of the following provisions of section
3545 of title 44, United States Code, is amended

¢

‘eval-
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by striking ‘‘evaluation’ and inserting ‘‘audit’
each place it appears:

(A) Subsection (b)(1).

(B) Subsection (b)(2).

(C) Subsection (c).

(D) Subsection (e)(1).

(E) Subsection (e)(2).

(2) Section 3545(d) of such title is amended to
read as follows:

‘““(d) EXISTING AUDITS.—The audit required by
this section may be based in whole or in part on
an audit relating to programs or practices of the
applicable agency.’’.

(3) Section 3545(f) of such title is amended by
striking ‘‘evaluators’ and inserting ‘‘auditors’’.

(4) Section 3545(g)(1) of such title is amended
by striking ‘‘evaluations’ and inserting ‘‘au-
dits’’.

(5) Section 3545(g)(3) of such title is amended
by striking ‘‘Evaluations’ and inserting ‘‘Au-
dits”’.

(6) Section 3543(a)(8)(A) of such title is
amended by striking ‘‘evaluations’ and insert-
ing “‘audits’’.

(7) Section 3544(b)(5)(D) of such title (as redes-
ignated by section 5(2)(C)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘“‘a evaluation’ and inserting ‘“‘an audit’’.

SEC. 9. BEST PRACTICES FOR PRIVACY IMPACT
ASSESSMENTS.

Section 208(b)(3) of the E-Government Act of
2002 (Public Law 107-347; 44 U.S.C. 3501 note) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking “‘and’ at
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) develop best practices for agencies to fol-
low in conducting privacy impact assessments.”’.
SEC. 10. IMPLEMENTATION.

Except as otherwise specifically provided in
this Act, implementation of this Act and the
amendments made by this Act shall begin not
later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. CLAY) and the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Sub-
committee of Information Policy, Cen-
sus and National Archives, I am
pleased to join my colleagues in the
consideration of H.R. 4791, the Federal
Agency Data Protection Act, a bill to
protect personally identifiable infor-
mation of individuals that is main-
tained in or transmitted by Federal
agency information systems.

H.R. 4791, which I introduced along
with Chairman HENRY WAXMAN and
Representative ED TOWNS on December
18, 2007, was reported from the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government
Reform on May 21, 2008. I want to also
thank Ranking Member ToM DAVIS for
working with us on this legislation, es-
pecially on the notification provision.
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Despite progress made with the im-
plementation of the Federal Informa-
tion Security Management Act, or
FISMA, GAO found that pervasive
weaknesses continue to exist primarily
because agencies fail to maintain se-
cure IT networks. As a result, GAO
concluded that Federal financial data
are at risk of unauthorized modifica-
tion or destruction, sensitive informa-
tion at risk of inappropriate disclosure,
and critical operations at risk of dis-
ruption.

H.R. 4791 would secure our agencies’
IT access and require an annual audit
of agency programs. The bill would
also establish a comprehensive defini-
tion for ‘‘personally identifiable infor-
mation” and mandate that agencies
notify individuals when their personal
information is accessed in a data
breach.

Mr. Speaker, in light of today’s re-
port that 1,000 patients at Walter Reed
Army Medical Center and other mili-
tary hospitals had their names, Social
Security numbers and birth dates ex-
posed in a security breach, this is a
timely measure that provides Ameri-
cans with some assurance that the Fed-
eral Government will work diligently
to protect their personal information.

I urge the swift passage of H.R. 4791.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak on
H.R. 4791, the Federal Agency Data
Protection Act. While we appreciate
the majority’s willingness to incor-
porate several suggestions from our
side such as including language from
H.R. 2124, Representative ToM DAVIS’
Federal Agency Data Breach Protec-
tion Act, we remain concerned that
this legislation misses some key oppor-
tunities to advance legislation which
truly strengthens our Federal informa-
tion security laws.

But, Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
speak on a much more pressing issue,
an issue of great concern to all Ameri-
cans.

With gas prices soaring to $3.98 per
gallon over the weekend, according to
AAA, the House returned officially
from Memorial Day break today, but
believe it or not, not a single piece of
legislation to help lower gas prices is
on the House schedule this week. This
is particularly amazing since then Mi-
nority Leader NANCY PELOSI promised
the American people ‘‘a commonsense
plan” to lower gas prices way back in
April, 2006. And it’s particularly trou-
bling since House Republicans unveiled
a comprehensive plan to lower gas
prices 2 weeks ago and has promoted
that plan across the country during
last week’s Memorial Day recess.

Instead of delivering on their April,
2006, promise, however, the Democrats
in charge of Congress have delivered
only a staggering $1.65 Pelosi premium,
meaning consumers are forced to pay
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$1.656 more per gallon of gasoline com-
pared to what they paid on January 4,
2007, the Democrats’ first day in the
majority.

For an average family that fills up
its two cars once a week, that’s an as-
tronomical 2,574 more dollars per year
that they are forced to pay at the
pump. That’s $2,674 less that families
have for their children’s educational
expenses; $2,574 less for family vaca-
tions this summer; and $2,574 less for
food costs, which also are sky-
rocketing.

No wonder Democrats are continuing
to feel the heat for doing nothing,
nothing, to address the rising cost of
gasoline.

Let me quote part of a column in
Monday’s New Hampshire Union Lead-
er about what Congress has done to
contribute to American families’ and
small businesses’ pain at the pump:

““‘Congress has prevented the drilling
in the Alaska National Wildlife Refuge,
which could be providing 1 million gal-
lons of oil per day. Congress has put 85
percent of the U.S. coastal areas off-
limits for drilling. Congress has re-
cently prohibited the processing of oil
shale, which could provide substantial
quantities of oil economically . . .

“To sum it up, Congress has done
nothing to help but lots to increase on
our dependence on foreign oil and in-
crease the price Americans pay for oil
and gas.”’

An op-ed published over the weekend
in the Athens, Georgia, Banner-Herald
makes the case that the Democratic
Congress has contributed to the recent
surge in gas prices:

“Drilling is prohibited in the Alaska
National Wildlife Refuge, a potential
source of 1 million barrels a day, 5 per-
cent of America’s daily oil consump-
tion. Also off-limits is 85 percent of
America’s coastline.

“Americans deserve to know the
story, in all its gory details, of what
their government has done and is doing
to cause high prices at the pump and to
make gasoline, indeed, all energy,
more scarce and more expensive in the
future.”

Indeed, while Democrats have offered
nothing more than broken promises
and policies that drive up gas prices,
House Republicans have unveiled a
comprehensive plan for lower gas
prices and energy independence. The
GOP blueprint promotes alternative
and renewable fuels, harnesses tech-
nologies already being employed suc-
cessfully by our global competitors,
and unlocks America’s natural energy
resources through the responsible ex-
ploration of oil and gas in the United
States, a reform backed by the major-
ity of Americans, according to a new
Gallup Poll. How much Ilonger will
Democrats ignore the will of the Amer-
ican people by keeping the House Re-
publicans’ plan off the House floor?

Another quote from the Charleston,
West Virginia, Daily Mail: ‘“Doing
Nothing is What Democrats in Con-
gress Have Specialized in, and That’s
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One of the Reasons Gasoline Costs $4
Per Gallon.”

Mr. Speaker, we can stand here and
deal with a lot of issues that we're
dealing with this week, but we need to
get to the issues that the American
people want us to deal with, and that’s
the soaring price of gasoline and en-
ergy costs.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, in closing, I
want to urge the House to support this
bill, H.R. 4791, and to say that the
American people expect that personal
information that they share with their
government should be kept private and
should be protected, and this bill will
ensure that that information is pro-
tected.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, secure
information is the lifeblood of effective govern-
ment. But we’ve seen a wide range of inci-
dents involving data loss or theft, privacy
breaches, and security incidents at Federal
agencies.

In almost all of these cases, Congress and
the public would not have learned of these
events had we not requested the information.
After all, despite the volume of sensitive infor-
mation held by agencies—tax returns, military
records, health records, to name a few—there
currently is no requirement that agencies no-
tify citizens whose personal information may
have been compromised. We need to ensure
the public knows when its sensitive personal
information has been lost or compromised.

Therefore | am pleased we incorporated my
legislation, H.R. 2124, which requires timely
notice be provided to individuals whose sen-
sitive personal information could be com-
promised by a breach of data security at a
Federal agency.

In addition to focusing on ensuring adequate
protection of individuals’ personal information
held by the Federal Government, | have also
spent years focusing on general, government-
wide information management and security
policy.

For example, the Privacy Act and the E-
Government Act of 2002 outline the param-
eters for the protection of personal informa-
tion. The Federal Information Security Man-
agement Act (FISMA), which | authored, re-
quires each agency to create a comprehen-
sive risk-based approach to agency-wide infor-
mation security management, through pre-
paredness, evaluation, and reporting require-
ments.

These laws created a solid foundation for
Federal information security, making security
management an integral part of an agency’s
operations and ensuring agencies are actively
using best practices to secure the Federal
Government’s systems.

But it is now incumbent upon us to take
Federal information security to the next level—
to find new and innovative ways to secure
government information.

Unfortunately, | do not believe H.R. 4791
does enough. Most of the provisions contained
in this bill are a grab bag of vague require-
ments, additional mandates, and misplaced
priorities. It casts dynamic concepts in stone.
And it gives agency personnel more boxes to
check.

| have long called for a bill with teeth—and
an opportunity to discuss and debate the over-
all issues associated with improving Federal
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information security. | think we have missed
some key opportunities in that regard.

For example: (1) We haven'’t seriously con-
sidered, to my knowledge, the need to pursue
providing incentives for agency success—such
as financial incentives for agencies which
excel.

(2) We haven't given enough consideration,
to my knowledge, to the need to pursue fund-
ing penalties and personnel reforms which
provide real motivation for an agency to im-
prove its information security.

(3) Although I've pushed the scorecards for
many years, we need increased Congres-
sional oversight of agency information security
practices.

(4) Have we done enough to bring greater
consistency across the |G community regard-
ing standards and review regarding improved
information security?

(5) And in our recent review of this issue, |
do not believe we have considered, nor do we
address, what | believe is one of the most im-
portant and complex problems associated with
these issues: the difficulties faced by agency
Chief Information Officers in their attempts to
be successful and effective—both in terms of
their status within their agencies and their un-
derlying statutory authority.

(6) Also, have we taken a serious look at
whether the creation of a Federal CIO or an
Information Czar at OMB would improve the
Federal Government’s ability to handle and
process information? | do not believe so.

Yesterday, OMB Deputy Director for Man-
agement, Clay Johnson, wrote to the Com-
mittee asking to work with us on a handful of
concerns the Administration has with the cur-
rent draft of the legislation. Although the ma-
jority did make important modifications, remov-
ing controversial provisions affecting data bro-
kers for example, which were of particular
concern to Representative MIKE TURNER, other
areas still need to be addressed.

The Administration has expressed particular
concern about the bill's codification of terms
and requirements in statute, including the defi-
nition of “personally identifiable information”
as well as various technology-specific provi-
sions, including “personal digital devices” and
“peer-to-peer file-sharing programs”. | have
long maintained that effective security legisla-
tion should be technology neutral to enable
the government to adequately address con-
stantly evolving threats and technologies. Iron-
ically, we could find ourselves less secure as
agencies are forced to meet outdated man-
dates and requirements. | trust the majority is
willing to continue these discussions as the
leglslation moves forward.

Mr. Speaker, public confidence in govern-
ment is essential. In the end, the public de-
mands effective government. And effective
government depends on secure information. |
remain concerned that this legislation falls
short in a number of these important areas.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SALAZAR). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. CLAY) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 4791, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 6 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6:30 p.m.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. McCNULTY) at 6 o’clock
and 31 minutes p.m.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on motions to suspend the
rules previously postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

House Concurrent Resolution 138, by
the yeas and nays;

House Resolution 923, by the yeas and
nays;

House Resolution 1114, by the yeas
and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———

SUPPORTING NATIONAL MEN’S
HEALTH WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res.
138, as amended, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvis) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 138, as amended.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 362, nays 0,
answered ‘‘present’ 0, not voting 71, as
follows:

[Roll No. 367]

YEAS—362
Abercrombie Bean Boozman
Ackerman Becerra Boren
Aderholt Berkley Boucher
AKkin Berman Boustany
Alexander Berry Boyd (FL)
Allen Biggert Boyda (KS)
Altmire Bilbray Brady (PA)
Arcuri Bilirakis Brady (TX)
Bachmann Bishop (GA) Braley (IA)
Bachus Bishop (NY) Broun (GA)
Baird Bishop (UT) Brown (SC)
Baldwin Blackburn Brown-Waite,
Barrett (SC) Blumenauer Ginny
Barrow Blunt Buchanan
Bartlett (MD) Bonner Burgess
Barton (TX) Bono Mack Burton (IN)
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Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert

Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor

Capito

Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson

Carter

Castle

Chabot
Chandler
Childers
Clarke

Clay

Cleaver
Clyburn

Coble

Cohen

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper

Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Lincoln
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro

Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin

Farr

Fattah
Feeney
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foster

Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
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Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Kagen
Kaptur
Keller
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim

Myrick
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pastor
Paul
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sali
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
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Visclosky Watt Wilson (SC)
Walberg Waxman Wittman (VA)
Walden (OR) Welch (VT) Wolf
Walsh (NY) Westmoreland Woolsey
Walz (MN) Wexler Wu
Wamp Whitfield (KY) Yarmuth
Watson Wilson (OH) Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—T1
Andrews Hunter Pryce (OH)
Baca Inglis (SC) Radanovich
Boehner Jackson-Lee Richardson
Boswell (TX) Rohrabacher
Brown, Corrine Johnson (IL) Roskam
Cardoza Jones (OH) Rothman
gastur gamor;iskl Rush
azayoux ennedy
Courtney Knollenberg :Ei?ek
2g
Crowley Larsen (WA) Shuler
Cubin Lee Sires
Doolittle Maloney (NY) ,
Edwards McCollum (MN) ~ Smith (WA)
Ellison McGovern Udall (CO)
Emanuel McNerney Udall (NM)
Everett Meek (FL) Velazquez
Ferguson Moran (VA) Wasserman
Filner Murtha Schultz
Gallegly Musgrave Waters
Gilchrest Nadler Weiner
Gillibrand Pallone Weldon (FL)
Grijalva Pascrell Weller
Gutierrez Payne Wilson (NM)
Hinchey Pearce Young (FL)
Hulshof Peterson (PA)
[ 1857
Messrs. LINDER and MARKEY

changed their vote from

uyea.n

13 tx)

nay

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
concurrent resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. CAZAYOUX. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 367, had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 367, |
was unable to vote because of pressing busi-
ness with my constituents in my home district.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———————

RECOGNIZING THE STATE OF
MINNESOTA’S 150TH ANNIVERSARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 923, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Davis) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 923.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 363, nays 0,
not voting 70, as follows:

[Roll No. 368]

YEAS—363

Abercrombie Bachmann Bean
Ackerman Bachus Becerra
Aderholt Baird Berkley
Akin Baldwin Berman
Alexander Barrett (SC) Berry
Allen Barrow Biggert
Altmire Bartlett (MD) Bilbray
Arcuri Barton (TX) Bilirakis

Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Carter
Castle
Cazayoux
Chabot
Chandler
Childers
Clarke
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Lincoln
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foster

Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Kagen
Kaptur
Keller
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery

McDermott
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Musgrave
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pastor
Paul
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sali
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
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Snyder
Solis
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton

Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walz (MN)
Wamp
Watson
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Watt

Waxman
Welch (VT)
Westmoreland
Wexler
Whitfield (KY)
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman (VA)
Wolf

Woolsey

Wu

Yarmuth
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—T70

Andrews Hunter Radanovich
Baca Inglis (SC) Richardson
Boswell Jackson-Lee Rohrabacher
Brown, Corrine (TX) Roskam
Cardoza Johnson (IL) Rothman
Castor Jones (OH) Rush
Cleaver Kanjorski Sestak
Courtney Kennedy Shadegg
Crowley Knollenberg Shuler
Cubin Larsen (WA) Sires
Doolittle Lee Smith (WA)
Edwards Maloney (NY) Terry
Ellison McCollum (MN) Udall (CO)
Emanuel McGovern Udall (NM)
Everett McNerney Velazquez
Ferguson Meek (FL) Walsh (NY)
Filner Murtha Wasserman
Gallegly Nadler Schultz
Gilchrest Pallone Waters
Gillibrand Pascrell Weiner
Grijalva Payne Weldon (FL)
Gutierrez Pearce Weller
Hinchey Peterson (PA) Wilson (NM)
Hulshof Pryce (OH) Young (FL)
0O 1904

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
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:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 368, |
was unable to vote because of pressing busi-
ness with my constituents in my home district.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND
IDEALS OF THE ARBOR DAY
FOUNDATION AND NATIONAL
ARBOR DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 1114, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAvis) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 1114.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 364, nays 0,
not voting 69, as follows:

[Roll No. 369]

YEAS—364

Ackerman Bachmann Barton (TX)
Aderholt Bachus Bean

Akin Baird Becerra
Alexander Baldwin Berkley
Allen Barrett (SC) Berman
Altmire Barrow Berry
Arcuri Bartlett (MD) Biggert
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Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boren
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Carter
Castle
Cazayoux
Chabot
Chandler
Childers
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Cramer
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Lincoln
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry

Fossella
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Kagen
Kaptur
Keller
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
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McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Musgrave
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pastor
Paul
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sali
Sanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)

Smith (NJ) Terry Wamp
Smith (TX) Thompson (CA) Watson
Snyder Thompson (MS) Watt
Solis Thornberry Waxman
Souder T@ahrlt Welch (VT)
Space Tiberi Westmoreland
Speier Tierney Wexler
Spratt Towns Whitfield (KY)
Stark Tsongas Wilson (OH)
Stearns Turner .
Stupak Upton W}lson (80
Sullivan Van Hollen Wittman (VA)
Sutton Visclosky Wolf
Tancredo Walberg Woolsey
Tanner Walden (OR) Wu
Tauscher Walsh (NY) Yarmuth
Taylor Walz (MN) Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—69

Abercrombie Hulshof Pryce (OH)
Andrews Hunter Radanovich
Baca Inglis (SC) Richardson
Boswell Jackson-Lee Rohrabacher
Boustany (TX) Roskam
Brown, Corrine Johnson (IL) Rothman
Cardoza Jones (OH) Rush
Castor Kanjorski
Courtney Kennedy Sis?k
Crowley Knollenberg adegg

A Shuler
Cubin Larsen (WA) Sires
Davis, Tom Lee X
Doolittle Maloney (NY) ~ Smith (WA)
Ellison McCollum (MN) ~ Udall (CO)
Emanuel McGovern Udall (NM)
Everett McNerney Velazquez
Ferguson Meek (FL) Wasserman
Filner Murtha Schultz
Gallegly Nadler Waters
Gilchrest Pallone Weiner
Gillibrand Pascrell Weldon (FL)
Grijalva Payne Weller
Gutierrez Pearce Wilson (NM)
Hinchey Peterson (PA) Young (FL)
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
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:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 369, |
was unable to vote because of pressing busi-
ness with my constituents in my home district.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, | was absent
from the Chamber for rollcall votes 367, 368,
and 369 on June 3, 2008. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye” on all three votes.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Madam Speaker, on
Tuesday, June 3, 2008, | missed three re-
corded votes. Had | been present, the record
would reflect the following votes:

H. Con. Res. 138. Supporting National
Men’s Health Week, “yes.”

H. Res. 923. Recognizing the State of Min-
nesota’s 150th Anniversary, “yes.”

H. Res. 1114. Supporting the goals and
ideals of the Arbor Day Foundation and Na-
tional Arbor Day, “yes.”

————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, earlier today |
missed rollcall votes numbered 367 through
369. Had | been present, | would have voted
“aye” on rollcall 367 regarding, H. Con. Res.
138, Supporting National Men’s Health Week;
“aye” on rollcall 368 regarding, H. Res. 923,
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Recognizing the State of Minnesota’s 150th
Anniversary; and “aye” on rollcall 369 regard-
ing H. Res. 1114, Supporting the goals and
ideals of the Arbor Day Foundation and Na-
tional Arbor Day.

———————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 5839

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to have my
name removed as a cosponsor to H.R.
5839.

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

There was no objection.

———————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 5540, CHESAPEAKE BAY
GATEWAYS AND WATERTRAILS
NETWORK CONTINUING AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 110-677) on the
resolution (H. Res. 1233) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5540) to
amend the Chesapeake Bay Initiative
Act of 1998 to provide for the con-
tinuing authorization of the Chesa-
peake Bay Gateways and Watertrails
Network, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3021, 21ST CENTURY GREEN
HIGH-PERFORMING PUBLIC
SCHOOL FACILITIES ACT

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 110-678) on the
resolution (H. Res. 1234) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3021) to
direct the Secretary of Education to
make grants and low-interest loans to
local educational agencies for the con-
struction, modernization, or repair of
public kindergarten, elementary, and
secondary educational facilities, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

——
0 1915

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes
each.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
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IN MEMORY OF LT. GEN. WILLIAM
E. ODOM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
pay tribute to Lieutenant General Wil-
liam E. Odom, a great American and a
true patriot. General Odom passed
away last Friday at the age of 75 after
a lifetime of service to the Nation.
General Odom was a soldier and a
scholar. He was a teacher and the au-
thor of seven books on history and
international relations. He served
Presidents of both parties. He was one
of our Nation’s top experts on military
intelligence. He was a great visionary.
And he was among the first to cor-
rectly and courageously warn that in-
vading Iraq would be folly.

I am proud to say that he was a
friend. He generously shared his in-
sight and counsel with me, and I found
what he told and shared to be invalu-
able.

General Odom was born in Tennessee
and graduated from West Point. He re-
ceived a Ph.D. from Columbia Univer-
sity and became a leading author on
the Soviet Union. After teaching at
West Point and Columbia, he served in
the Carter administration as assistant
to the President for national security
affairs. Neither a Democrat nor a Re-
publican, he also served in the Reagan
administration as director of the Na-
tional Security Agency. After retiring
from the military, he became a pro-
fessor at Yale University and a senior
fellow with the Hudson Institute.

General Odom was a patriot in every
sense of the word. He served in Viet-
nam, and his family has continued to
serve. His son was wounded in Iraq. But
General Odom also understood that
true patriotism meant disagreeing with
your government’s actions when you
think they are wrong.

He opposed the invasion and occupa-
tion of Iraq long before it began when
it was not the popular thing to do and
long before most of the rest of the
country opposed it. His boss in the
Carter administration, Mr. Brzezinksi,
had this to say of his early opposition
to the invasion, ‘‘Among senior mili-
tary people, (Odom) was probably the
first to consider the war in Iraq a mis-
begotten adventure. He believed that
we’re just stoking hostility to the
United States in that region and devel-
oping an opposition that cannot be de-
feated by military means.”

In September of 2006, I and several of
my colleagues in the House invited
General Odom to speak at one of a se-
ries of ad hoc Congressional hearings
and forums hosted by the Progressive
Caucus on Iraq. General Odom de-
scribed how al Qaeda’s recruitment ef-
forts had been seriously weakened by
our efforts in Afghanistan, but he said
that al Qaeda’s recruitments soared
after the invasion of Iraq. General
Odom said, to (Osama bin Laden), the
invasion must have been manna from
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heaven, probably saving his organiza-
tion.” I can’t think of any more power-
ful argument against the invasion and
continued occupation of Iraq than what
he said.

General Odom did not just oppose the
administration’s policy. He offered a
real alternative that could both end
the conflict in Iraq and lay the founda-
tion for regional peace. He said, ‘‘No ef-
fective new strategy can be devised for
the United States until it begins with-
drawing its forces from Iraq. With-
drawal is the pre-condition for winning
support from countries in Europe that
have stood aside, and, other major pow-
ers including India, China, Japan, and
Russia. It will also shock and change
attitudes in Iran, Syria, and other
countries on Iraq’s borders making
them more likely to take seriously new
U.S. approaches to restoring regional
stability.”

Everyone who knew General Odom
knew that he was a tireless worker and
a straight shooter. He continued to op-
pose war virtually up until the day
that he died. Just 3 days before he
passed away, an op-ed article he co-au-
thored on Iran appeared in the Wash-
ington Post. The article opposed the
drumbeat of war against Iran and of-
fered a policy of diplomacy that can
stop Iran from acquiring nuclear weap-
ons. I hope every Member of this House
will read that article.

General Wiliam Odom was a military man
who worked hard for peace. If we had listened
to him about Iraq in 2002, we could have
saved tens of thousands of lives. | hope we
will listen to his words now, because they can
save many more lives in the future. General
Odom was a great inspiration while he was
alive, and | know that he will continue to in-
spire us in the days ahead.

[From the Washington Post, May 27, 2008]

A SENSIBLE PATH ON IRAN
(By Zbigniew Brzezinski and William Odom)

Current U.S. policy toward the regime in
Tehran will almost certainly result in an
Iran with nuclear weapons. The seemingly
clever combination of the use of ‘‘sticks”
and ‘‘carrots,’”” including the frequent official
hints of an American military option ‘‘re-
maining on the table,” simply intensifies
Iran’s desire to have its own nuclear arsenal.
Alas, such a heavy-handed ‘‘sticks” and
‘“‘carrots’ policy may work with donkeys but
not with serious countries. The United
States would have a better chance of success
if the White House abandoned its threats of
military action and its calls for regime
change.

Consider countries that could have quickly
become nuclear weapon states had they been
treated similarly. Brazil, Argentina and
South Africa had nuclear weapons programs
but gave them up, each for different reasons.
Had the United States threatened to change
their regimes if they would not, probably
none would have complied. But when
‘“‘sticks’” and ‘‘carrots’ failed to prevent
India and Pakistan from acquiring nuclear
weapons, the United States rapidly accom-
modated both, preferring good relations with
them to hostile ones. What does this suggest
to leaders in Iran?

To look at the issue another way, imagine
if China, a signatory to the nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty and a country that has de-
liberately not engaged in a nuclear arms
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race with Russia or the United States,
threatened to change the American regime if
it did not begin a steady destruction of its
nuclear arsenal. The threat would have an
arguable legal basis, because all treaty sig-
natories promised long ago to reduce their
arsenals, eventually to zero. The American
reaction, of course, would be explosive public
opposition to such a demand. U.S. leaders
might even mimic the fantasy rhetoric of
Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad re-
garding the use of nuclear weapons.

A successful approach to Iran has to ac-
commodate its security interests and ours.
Neither a U.S. air attack on Iranian nuclear
facilities nor a less effective Israeli one
could do more than merely set back Iran’s
nuclear program. In either case, the United
States would be held accountable and would
have to pay the price resulting from likely
Iranian reactions. These would almost cer-
tainly involve destabilizing the Middle East,
as well as Afghanistan, and serious efforts to
disrupt the flow of oil, at the very least gen-
erating a massive increase in its already
high cost. The turmoil in the Middle East re-
sulting from a preemptive attack on Iran
would hurt America and eventually Israel,
too.

Given Iran’s stated goals—a nuclear power
capability but not nuclear weapons, as well
as an alleged desire to discuss broader U.S.-
Iranian security issues—a realistic policy
would exploit this opening to see what it
might yield. The United States could indi-
cate that it is prepared to negotiate, either
on the basis of no preconditions by either
side (though retaining the right to terminate
the negotiations if Iran remains unyielding
but begins to enrich its uranium beyond lev-
els allowed by the Non-Proliferation Treaty);
or to negotiate on the basis of an Iranian
willingness to suspend enrichment in return
for simultaneous U.S. suspension of major
economic and financial sanctions.

Such a broader and more flexible approach
would increase the prospects of an inter-
national arrangement being devised to ac-
commodate Iran’s desire for an autonomous
nuclear energy program while minimizing
the possibility that it could be rapidly trans-
formed into a nuclear weapons program.
Moreover, there is no credible reason to as-
sume that the traditional policy of strategic
deterrence, which worked so well in U.S. re-
lations with the Soviet Union and with
China and which has helped to stabilize
India-Pakistan hostility, would not work in
the case of Iran. The widely propagated no-
tion of a suicidal Iran detonating its very
first nuclear weapon against Israel is more
the product of paranoia or demagogy than of
serious strategic calculus. It cannot be the
basis for U.S. policy, and it should not be for
Israel’s, either.

An additional longer-range benefit of such
a dramatically different diplomatic approach
is that it could help bring Iran back into its
traditional role of strategic cooperation with
the United States in stabilizing the Gulf re-
gion. Eventually, Iran could even return to
its long-standing and geopolitically natural
pre-1979 policy of cooperative relations with
Israel. One should note also in this connec-
tion Iranian hostility toward al-Qaeda, late-
ly intensified by al-Qaeda’s Web-based cam-
paign urging a U.S.-Iranian war, which could
both weaken what al-Qaeda views as Iran’s
apostate Shiite regime and bog America
down in a prolonged regional conflict.

Last but not least, consider that American
sanctions have been deliberately obstructing
Iran’s efforts to increase its oil and natural
gas outputs. That has contributed to the ris-
ing cost of energy. An eventual American-
Iranian accommodation would significantly
increase the flow of Iranian energy to the
world market. Americans doubtless would
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prefer to pay less for filling their gas tanks
than having to pay much more to finance a
wider conflict in the Persian Gulf.

———
TEXAS SHERIFF OMAR LUCIO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, during the
last week I had opportunity to go to
the Texas Rio Grande Valley and visit
with some relentless lawmen that rep-
resent the State of Texas down on the
Texas-Mexico border. I had the privi-
lege to be the guest of Valley Sheriff
Omar Lucio. We call it the Valley. It’s
really the Rio Grande Valley that sepa-
rates the United States from Mexico.
And he is the Sheriff in the tip of Texas
where it meets Brownsville and
Metamoras.

This map here has a photograph or a
drawing of where Sheriff Lucio is Sher-
iff in Cameron County, the red area.
Most of his county borders the water.
Some of it borders the Gulf of Mexico.
Some of it borders the Rio Grande
River. And he’s been Sheriff there for 3
years.

I went there as his guest to see the
way it really is on the Texas-Mexico
border and how the violence and the
crime is causing a tremendous problem
to the locals who live in that area.

Sheriff Lucio is from the Valley. He
was born in San Benito, Texas, and he
started his law enforcement career in
Harlingen, Texas, as a peace officer;
and he retired as a captain of police
from Harlingen. He’s an educated indi-
vidual from Pan American University.
He has a degree in criminal justice and
a degree in sociology, and he’s also a
graduate of the FBI academy at
Quantico.

Prior to being Sheriff, he was also
the Chief of Police of the City of Mer-
cedes, and he is on the Texas Sheriff’s
Association, and more importantly, the
Texas Border Sheriff’s Coalition. What
that is, Mr. Speaker, is the Sheriffs,
the 16 county Sheriffs that border Mex-
ico and Texas, all the Sheriffs form a
coalition because of the tremendous
problems they have as law enforcement
officers protecting their communities.

Let me try to explain it to you this
way: When a crime is committed in a
county, even if it is committed by
some outlaw that has crossed the bor-
der illegally into the United States,
the people affected do not call the bor-
der patrol, they call the local Sheriff,
whether it is a burglary, auto theft,
robbery, or a murder. The Sheriffs are
the ones who are called because of the
crimes that are committed in those
counties and not the border patrol.

The border patrol patrols, as the law
says, 26 to 30 miles inside the Texas-
Mexico border. Most of the Texas coun-
ties are a lot bigger than 25 miles. In
fact, Cameron County, where Sheriff
Lucio is Sheriff, is 1,300 square miles.
Now, 300 miles of that is water border.
And his biggest concern is the drug
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cartels that infiltrate the TUnited
States from Mexico.

I want to mention that some of the
information I received from Sheriff
Lucio was quite remarkable, and I'm
very impressed with the intelligence-
gathering network that he has. With-
out going into that—it would not be
proper for me to tell you how he gath-
ers his information—but he gathers in-
formation from all sources, and he
knows as much as anybody, including
Homeland Security, as to what is tak-
ing place with the drug cartels that are
infiltrating especially his county.

And he’s concerned about the turf
wars in Juarez, Mexico, and Laredo,
and concerned that they will spread
down further south into Metamoras,
which is across the border from his
main town of Brownsville, Texas. He
says that the illegal criminals that
come into his county are the biggest
threat to not only national security
but the security of the folks who live
in that area. And he was very con-
cerned about some of the proposals
that the Homeland Security has for
trying to protect that area.

There are 70 miles of fence proposed
in that area, and Homeland Security is
even proposing a fence so far inland
that it cuts part of Texas’ southmost
college in half. Half of that college will
be on the southern side of this fence.
And that is probably not a good idea,
and I would invite the Homeland Secu-
rity chief to go down to that area and
see some of the area and why it’s im-
practical in that area to have a fence.
Maybe in other parts of Texas, but cer-
tainly not in this particular part of the
area.

His deputy sheriffs, Mr. Speaker,
make $24,000 a year, $24,000 a year pa-
trolling this rugged territory between
Mexico and the United States. And I
met a good number of those deputy
sheriffs and some of his lieutenants,
and I insert the names of The Posse, as
I call them, into the RECORD at this
point.

Gus Reyna, Jr., Chief Deputy; Javier Reyna,
Captain; Lt. Carlos Garza, Investigations; Mike
Leinart, Chief Jail Administrator; Lt. Domingo
Diaz; Lt. Tony Lopez; Lt. Rick Perez; Lt.
Dionicio Cortez; Sgt. Andy Arreola; Inv. Alvaro
Guerra; Inv. Leo Silva.

And to a man, they are all deter-
mined to protect the citizens of Cam-
eron County, Texas, from criminals
from any source.

But they talk about the biggest prob-
lem they have is the fact that the bor-
der is not secure, that criminals come
across the border, whether it is drug
cartels or just old-fashioned robbers,
and then they go back home across the
border. And he is asking that he and
other border Sheriffs get more man-
power down on the border.

I told him that fence was going to
cost $1 million a mile. He said he would
rather take that $70 million that’s
going in his county for fences and have
more personnel, more equipment, be-
cause the drug cartels have better
equipment, more money, better fire
power than he does.

June 3, 2008

In fact, speaking of equipment, I no-
ticed that he didn’t really have a lot of
patrol vehicles. The way they get their
vehicles, because they don’t have a
budget for vehicles, is they have to
confiscate the drug dealers’ vehicles,
and they turn those over and become
part of his operation.

So I want to thank him for his work
down on the Texas-Mexico border, and
the Cameron County folks are safer be-
cause of Sheriff Lucio and his relent-
less deputy sheriffs.

And that’s just the way it is.

——
O 1930
NATIONAL MEN’S HEALTH WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to thank my colleagues
for just a few minutes ago passing
unanimously H. Con. Res. 138, which I
introduced recognizing June 9 through
15, 2008, as National Men’s Health
Week.

The need for this legislation could
not be more evident, as far too many of
our friends, brothers, uncles, cousins,
grandfathers and fathers die each day
from illnesses and diseases that are
treatable.

Despite the advances in medical
technology and research, men continue
to live an average of almost 6 years
less than women, and African Amer-
ican men have the lowest life expect-
ancy of all groups.

Further, all of the 10 leading causes
of death, as defined by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, affect
men at a higher percentage rate than
women.

Men simply are not getting the care
they need. Women are 100 percent more
likely to visit the doctor for an annual
examination and to get preventive
care.

This happens for a variety of reasons,
including fear on the part of men, lack
of health insurance, a macho attitude,
thinking that they cannot be harmed,
lack of information and cost factors.
The disparity in men’s health has led
to increased risk of death from heart
disease and cancer. But these problems
do not only affect men.

More than one-half of elderly widows
now living in poverty were not poor be-
fore the deaths of their husbands, and
by age 100, women outnumber men
eight to one.

We simply must get more men the
early care and education they need to
lead long, healthy lives. That is why I
sponsored this resolution that recog-
nizes June 9 through June 15 as Na-
tional Men’s Health Week. We need to
educate both the public and health care
providers about the importance of
early detection of male health prob-
lems to reduce rates of mortality for
common diseases.

Appropriate use of tests such as pros-
tate specific antigen, PSA, exams,
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blood pressure screening, cholesterol
screening and in conjunction with clin-
ical examination and self-testing for
problems such as testicular cancer, can
result in the detection of many of these
problems in their early stages. This
early detection can lead to increases in
the survival rates to nearly 100 percent
of men.

National Men’s Health Week was es-
tablished by Congress in 1994. The week
is designed to encourage men and their
families to engage in appropriate
health behaviors, and the resulting in-
creased awareness has improved
health-related education and helped
prevent illnesses.

Men who are educated about the
value that preventive health can play
in prolonging their life span and their
roles as productive family members
will be more likely to participate in
preventive care.

By recognizing National Men’s
Health Week, we bring this very impor-
tant issue to the forefront, encouraging
discussion and promoting this critical
education in early detection.

I thank Chairman WAXMAN and Sub-
committee Chairman DAVIS for their
support, and I appreciate my col-
leagues voting in favor of this resolu-
tion.

——————

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN THE U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TO HONOR FALLEN HEROES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, on May 8, 2008, I introduced
H. Res. 1183, a resolution calling for the
House to observe a moment of silence
on the first legislative day of each
month for those killed or wounded, as
well as their families, in the United
States’ engagements in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan.

I am very grateful that the Speaker
of the House has written me to indicate
her support for this proposal and has
agreed that it is important for the
House of Representatives to honor
America’s fallen heroes. It is my under-
standing that the Speaker will initiate
this moment of silence during the first
series of votes tomorrow.

I am pleased that this month will
mark the beginning of the House’s on-
going observation of a moment of si-
lence for those Kkilled or wounded in
Iraq or Afghanistan. I thank Speaker
PELOSI for making this right and fit-
ting tribute a part of the regular order
of the House.

This moment of silence will serve as
a solemn reminder of the more than
4,000 killed and more than 30,000
wounded in Iraq and Afghanistan and a
thank you from a grateful Nation. For
their courage and selfless commitment
to duty, these servicemembers, and
their families, deserve our unending
support.

Again, I want to thank Speaker
PELOSI, and Catlin O’Neill on her staff,
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for working with me to make this re-
membrance a reality for the families of
those who have sacrificed for our Na-
tion.

———

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS
PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row, this House will take up a critical
piece of legislation, H.R. 3058. This leg-
islation would extend the secure rural
schools program for 4 years. If this leg-
islation is not adopted, we expect that
more than 7,000 teachers in rural dis-
tricts across the TUnited States of
America will be laid off. We expect
that in more than 600 counties critical
services such as sheriffs deputy patrols,
jail deputies who perform services in
the jail, and other critical emergency
services will end. Road funds will be
impacted in terms of critical road and
bridge maintenance. This is must-pass
legislation.

But we also recognize that the
United States of America is in a fiscal
bind here. So the Democrats have reim-
posed something pretty simple most
Americans live by called pay-as-you-
go. So we had to figure out a way to
pay for this. We’ve gone through a
whole ream of proposals, and we’ve
found one that works, and I think in
this time of record-high oil and gas
prices, it’s particularly appropriate.

We would have in place a renegoti-
ation of existing leases which omitted
a price trigger at $35 a barrel or impose
a conservation resource fee if those
companies would renegotiate. A num-
ber of good citizen companies have re-
negotiated, including Shell, BP and
Conoco. A number of other not-so-good
citizen companies, those which are ex-
torting incredible amounts of money
from the American consumer, such as
ExxonMobil, have refused to renego-
tiate, and they’re trying to take their
unintended windfall.

Now, many on the other side of the
aisle are going to say this is unconsti-
tutional. Well, I would urge my Repub-
lican colleagues to read the CRS Re-
port for Congress, No. RL 33974. It ad-
dresses those issues in depth. It’s not a
taking. It doesn’t violate the doctrine
of unconstitutional conditions. It
doesn’t violate substantive due process
and equal protection. And it doesn’t
cause a breach of contract.

In fact, CRS finds that the govern-
ment, but of course not this adminis-
tration, the Bush administration, may
have a cause of its own under a section
called unilateral and mutual mistake.

Everyone admits these provisions,
these triggers are supposed to be in the
bill. At $35 a barrel, that’s about $100 a
barrel ago, the subsidies were supposed
to go away for these o0il companies.
They didn’t because some bureaucrat
messed up. So, in fact, the preponder-
ance of evidence is that the govern-

H4861

ment has a cause of action to reinstate
lawful charges against those oil compa-
nies. This bill would do that, and it
would assure the future of more than
600 counties, hundreds of school dis-
tricts, 7,000 teachers.

If we don’t pass this, if you lean on
the slender read, if you’re concerned
about the wealth of the oil companies,
I refer you to ExxonMobil’s and others’
most recent statements. I refer you to
the Wall Street Journal to look at the
price of oil hovering in the upper $120 a
barrel when this fee was supposed to
come in at $35 a barrel.

You can’t lean on the unconstitu-
tional read, but if you do want to side
with the oil companies over and above
rural schools, public safety, mainte-
nance of roads, bridges and highways in
rural counties across America, then
you will side with the oil companies in
this vote tomorrow.

I hope a majority of my colleagues
join me on the right side of this issue.

——————

GAS PRICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
every year I conduct town hall meet-
ings in each of the 69 counties that
comprise the First District of Kansas. I
want to hear what’s on the minds of
my constituents and receive my
marching orders that I bring back to
Washington, D.C.

And so now for the 12th year, I've
made the rounds, some 5,000 miles with
69 town hall meetings, and I'm here on
the floor tonight to visit one of those
issues that has certainly been raised by
Kansas voices, and I want to make cer-
tain that those voices are heard and
that the commonsense that my con-
stituents have is part of the debate on
the issues that we face here in the Na-
tion’s capital.

While the issues that Kansans talk to
me about every year—they change I
guess from year to year a bit—one
thing remains the same. Folks want to
see good things happen in their own
communities, and they want to see
good things happen in their country.

This year, the issue I heard the most
about was the high cost of energy. 1
heard from Kansans who can’t take
much more pain at the pump. Right
now, prices which are expected only to
increase are too high for Kansans, and
it’s past time in their opinion, and
mine as well, for Congress to pay at-
tention.

Farmers, truckers, manufacturers,
teachers, seniors, all shared with me
that something needs to change or
they just can’t make it. This is what I
heard all across our State. Kansans are
trying to get by, and their employers
are struggling to keep them employed.

And it’s not just about economics.
It’s about our foreign policy. We can
look at the nightly news and see that
our own foreign policy is distorted be-
cause of national security issues that
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are presented by the fact that we’re at
the mercy of oil-rich countries, many
of them who despise us.

Kansans understand that technology
changes with time and so should envi-
ronmental and energy policies. Explor-
ing and drilling can be done with lim-
ited environmental impact. China, with
Cuba’s permission, is tapping our nat-
ural resources, our natural gas fields,
right off our own coasts, where our
companies are banned. They are
banned even with advanced tech-
nologies and a strong commitment to
see that there is no ecological disaster.

While I support increasing the do-
mestic supply of oil and gas, I know
it’s not the only answer. We need to
meet our country’s energy needs in a
diverse way. It’s capturing the power of
the sun. It’s harnessing the wind that
blows across my State of Kansas. It’s
using heat from within the Earth to
generate electricity. All of these and
many more energy sources are com-
pletely renewable. Renewable energy
can create jobs at home and help our
economy, improve our environment,
and reduce our dependence upon for-
eign oil.

Energy conservation can also help.
Too many of us have gotten away from
the things that we always knew. Grow-
ing up, it was considered a sin in my
family to leave the lights on when you
weren’t in the room. We need to get
back to that mentality of being respon-
sible with our energy use.

Across Kansas, folks are recognizing
the benefits of conservation. Farmers
are transitioning to no-till practices,
which reduce the number of times the
tractor passes through the field. Com-
muters are carpooling. Every gallon
that we conserve, every degree we
don’t heat or cool, every empty room
that doesn’t have a light on, helps us
reduce the demand.

I'm taking steps in my own congres-
sional office to reduce energy use.

Tonight, I’'m on the floor delivering a
message from Kansans, like Brian and
Laura Velasquez from the small town
of Reading, Kansas, on the east side of
my district:

‘“Dear Representative MORAN, we are
a middle class Kansas family. It has be-
come more difficult the past few years
for us to make ends meet in spite of in-
creased income. Since our lifestyle has
not changed, the main explanation has
to be the fallout from the cost of fuel.
We are not the only ones in this predic-
ament. The U.S. is at the mercy of too
many oil-rich nations that are not con-
cerned about our welfare. This needs to
change now.”

I agree with my constituents. It’s
clear that Americans want Congress to
develop policies that increase the sup-
ply of energy, and they want Congress
to encourage the development of new
fuel sources. Until the supply of en-
ergy, renewable or fossil fuels, in-
creases, prices will only continue to
rise.

We must work together, not just with
words but in action to promote energy
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conservation, develop domestic produc-
tion of oil and natural gas, and aggres-
sively pursue alternative fuels. Let all
Americans know we hear their con-
cerns and we will act.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROUN of Georgia addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

e —

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MCHENRY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. TANCREDO addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———
NATIONAL CARDIOPULMONARY
RESUSCITATION AND AUTO-

MATED EXTERNAL DEFIBRIL-
LATOR AWARENESS WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. KUHL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KUHL of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of National
Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation and
Automated External Defibrillator
Awareness Week, quite a handle. It
commenced just 2 days ago on Sunday
and lasts until Saturday.

Last year, I introduced legislation to
support designating this first week of
June as National CPR and AED Aware-
ness Week, and I am pleased that Con-
gress passed my proposal to help bring
an important issue to light.

Heart disease continues to be—and I
repeat that—heart disease continues to
be the leading cause of death in the
United States. So I believe that we
must do all we can to bolster our ef-
forts to combat heart disease and sud-
den cardiac arrest.
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Approximately 325,000 coronary heart
disease deaths occur outside of the hos-
pital emergency room every year, and
roughly 95 percent of sudden cardiac
arrest victims die before even reaching
the hospital.

These statistics serve as a clear re-
minder that we must take action to
save lives at the local and the commu-
nity levels, and an annual National
CPR and AED Awareness Week will
help us do just that.

CPR more than doubles a victim’s
chances of surviving sudden cardiac ar-
rest by maintaining the vital flow of
blood to the heart and to the brain.
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Over 75 percent of out-of-hospital
cardiac arrests occur within the home,
so CPR can make a difference between
life and death.

Additionally, automated external
defibrillators are easy for even by-
standers to operate and are highly ef-
fective in restoring a normal heart
rhythm if used within minutes after
the sudden onset of cardiac arrest.

Communities with comprehensive
AED programs have achieved survival
rates of over 40 percent, as opposed to
5 percent, which is the traditional rate
of survival. And I am proud to have
sponsored the New York State law that
required public high schools to have at
least one such device on the school

grounds.
As a state senator, I worked with my
colleague, Assemblyman Harvey

Weisenberg, Liong Island, who advanced
this initiative after a young man
named Louis Acompora from
Northport, Long Island, died from a
blunt impact to the chest while playing
lacrosse. He was a goalie and was doing
exactly what he was trained to do. Had
an AED been available at the time, his
life very well might have been saved.
Thankfully, our efforts in New York
have helped to save over 35 lives in New
York State in the 5 years since the
law’s enactment.

The American Heart Association, the
American Red Cross, and the National
Safety Council are holding public
awareness and training campaigns
around the country. And the National
Safety Council is also offering a free
online course of CPR and AED training
all week long. This week, as a result of
their efforts, it is our hope to train
over 100,000 Americans in CPR and AED
treatment opportunities. And Ameri-
cans will have the opportunity to learn
to combat heart disease at the commu-
nity level and hopefully save lives all
across the country.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this week, Mr. Speaker, it’s
a very important initiative.

ENERGY IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BARTON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
most Americans think that Members of
Congress are somehow privileged and
above the ordinary everyday concerns
of the constituencies that we rep-
resent. I think all 434 of my House col-
leagues know that that’s not true. By
normal standards, we do get a very
adequate salary, $162,500 a year, but
out of that we have to pay our expenses
of living in our districts and here in
Washington, D.C. We have the same ex-
penses that every other American fam-
ily has.

This morning, before I left to fly to
Washington, DC, I opened our credit
card bill. We have a MasterCard. And
on that bill we put most of our gasoline
expenses and our routine living ex-
penses. And my wife, Terry, has been
working very, very hard this year to
minimize the amount of expenses on
that credit card. And we’ve both made
an effort to make sure we only put
things that we have to put on the cred-
it card. So the vast majority of our
MasterCard is now for gasoline.

And T just happened to look down the
list of all the gasoline expenses from
the early part of last month to right
now, and it added up to over $600. Now,
$600 is not an extraordinary amount,
but a year ago that same amount of
gasoline would have been about $300,
maybe $350, and 2 or 3 years ago, it
would have been about $150. And now
it’s over $600. And that’s not taking
any trips. That’s not driving to see our
families. That is my wife and my step-
daughter and my day-to-day drive to
work, drive to school, drive to the gro-
cery store, do all the things that we do
in everyday living in central Texas.

Now, as I said earlier, I make a very
adequate salary and my wife makes an
adequate salary. And it pinches us, but
we can afford it. But what if my wife
and I were on an income of, say, $4,000
a month, $48,000 a year? Having to
spend $600 a month for gasoline just to
go back and forth to work and to go to
school and to go to church and to go to
the grocery store would be a real strug-
gle.

So we have a situation today where
the new Democratic majority in the
House has come in promising to bring
energy prices down and a new common-
sense plan for energy. Here we are,
with approximately 5 months to go in
this session of Congress, at least
through the election in November, and
energy prices are up almost 200 per-
cent, gasoline prices, since the day
that our Speaker, Mrs. PELOSI, took
the gavel from Mr. Hastert.

And the response to the higher en-
ergy prices, at least so far, has been, at
best, symbolic. We passed a bill giving
the right to sue OPEC. OPEC supplies
about 40 percent right now of our en-
ergy, our oil, so we’re going to sue
OPEC if that bill were to become law.

Several weeks ago we passed a bill
suspending shipments of the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve; that’s about 60 to
70 thousand barrels of oil a day. There
were great predictions that day that
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passage of that one bill would bring
prices down $25 a barrel, and I think
one Member said 50 cents a gallon.
Well, the day the bill passed, oil prices
went up almost $2 a barrel. And a week
after that, they hit an all-time high of
$135 a barrel. They have now come
down a little bit, but they’re still, I be-
lieve today’s price is about $127 a bar-
rel.

So I think it’s fair to ask my friends
in the majority, where is our energy
policy to really bring energy prices
down for America? I'm not happy that
in my little part of America I'm having
to spend over $600 this month when we
pay our MasterCard bill just for gaso-
line. And if the projections are true,
later this summer I may have to spend
seven, eight, even nine hundred dollars
a month just for basic transportation
in Arlington, Texas.

Most people think that we’re help-
less, that we can’t do anything about
these high energy prices, that they’re
almost like one of the Ten Command-
ments. Luckily, and hopefully, the
truth is not that; we have tremendous
energy resources in this country that
have yet to be developed.

We can do something about these en-
ergy prices, and we can do it with
made-in-America energy. We've been
debating whether we should drill up in
Alaska and ANWR for the last 20 years.
We actually passed a bill and sent it to
the President that would have allowed
that in 1996. The President at the time,
President Clinton, vetoed that bill. Had
he not vetoed that bill or had we been
able to override his veto, projections
are that ANWR would probably be pro-
ducing in the neighborhood of two to
three million barrels of oil per day
right now. I say projections because
you never know until you actually drill
the wells and start to produce the oil.
But there are huge o0il reserves in
ANWR. And the minimum assumption
would be half a million barrels a day
within 3 to 4 years of the go-ahead to
begin production. And that’s just one
oil field.

If we want to go off the coast of Cali-
fornia where we drilled the original off-
shore oil wells, where you still have oil
seeps that naturally come to the sur-
face, where you do have some pro-
ducing platforms that were in exist-
ence prior to 1968, it’s estimated that
we probably have three to five billion
barrels of oil available right there, and
that we could produce another half a
million to a million barrels just off the
coast of California.

If you want to go to the east coast,
where we’ve done almost no explo-
ration at all because of various mora-
toria, if the Gulf of Mexico is any indi-
cation, we probably have billions and
billions of barrels of oil reserves and
natural gas reserves off of that coast.

We know that there is oil and gas off
the coast of Florida that’s not being
drilled right now because of a morato-
rium. Interestingly, the communist
Chinese are drilling off the coast of
Florida through a lease arrangement
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with Mr. Castro and the Cuban dicta-
torship in Cuba. It would be ironic if
the communist Chinese ended up get-
ting more oil and gas off the coast of
Florida than Americans do.

If you don’t want to drill offshore,
what about onshore lower 48?7 We have
probably two trillion—trillion is a
thousand billion—we have two trillion
barrels of shale oil reserves in Wyo-
ming and Colorado. In the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005, we passed a procedure
to inventory those and to do an expe-
dited permitting process of the Min-
erals Management Service so that they
could perhaps come into production,
but on the floor of the House last year
this Congress put a moratorium on im-
plementing those rules. So we’re put-
ting our shale oil reserves off limits.

So it comes as no surprise, if you
look at all these areas where we’ve put
the stop sign up, that oil production in
the United States is going down. At our
peek, we produced over 10 million bar-
rels of oil per day in the United States
of America. At one time we were the
number one producer of o0il in the
world. That’s down to a little less than
six million barrels a day. We use the
equivalent of nine to ten million bar-
rels of oil per day just for mobility pur-
poses. We’re only producing in the
neighborhood of six million barrels.

We have tremendous energy reserves
in this country. And if we want to
bring these prices down, we don’t have
to look overseas to the Middle East, we
don’t have to beg OPEC, we don’t have
to sue OPEC, we do have to take our
energy future into our own hands and
begin to produce more American en-
ergy.

It’s more than just oil and gas, obvi-
ously. We have tremendous coal re-
sources in the United States. We have
somewhere between 250 and 400 years of
coal reserves. We’ve got lots of re-
search being done to convert that coal
to a liquid, a diesel-like fuel that we
could use to fuel our transportation
fleet.

When we had the debate on the so-
called energy bill last year in this Con-
gress, the rules were set up so that no
amendment on coal-to-liquids was
made in order in the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, the committee of
principal jurisdiction, nor in the Rules
Committee, nor on the floor of the
House of Representatives. So we passed
an energy bill which I voted against be-
cause there really wasn’t any energy in
it. It had no coal in it. It certainly had
no oil or gas drilling in it. It was basi-
cally a mandatory conservation bill.

So my statement to the American
people this evening, Mr. Speaker, is
pretty straightforward. We’ve got tre-
mendous energy resources in this great
Nation of ours. We’ve got the ability,
within a reasonably short period of
time, and I would say that would be 2
to 4 years, maybe 2 to 5 years, if we
made a decision in this Congress to
produce some of the energy reserves
that we know we have, we could, in all
probability, double the amount of oil
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that we’re producing right now. We
could certainly increase it by three to
four million barrels a day, if not double
it. And if we did that, energy prices
would come down.

On the world market, oil is a fungible
product, which means it can move any-
where, it’s a commodity. We have the
ability, worldwide, to produce on an
average day around 85, 86 million bar-
rels of oil. Unfortunately, the demand
for oil is about 85 or 86 million barrels
per day, give or take a million barrels
or so. So we have a situation where you
don’t have a cushion, you don’t have a
capacity cushion. And the econometric
models have shown that if you don’t
have about a 5 percent cushion, which
would be about four or five million bar-
rels a day, that price is going to tend
to spike upwards. And that’s what we
have today.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. We have a de-
mand-driven price because we do not
have on the world markets enough
cushion to dampen the speculation, so
the American consumers are having to
pay right now on average right at $4 a
gallon. I don’t know about you, Mr.
Speaker, but I don’t think American
voters and the American citizens are
going to be really happy if, in the face
of these higher prices, our decision as a
Congress is to just shake our fists and
say we have the ability to sue the for-
eign cartel which we call OPEC.

So I have the ranking Republican on
the Energy and Commerce Committee.
I have been working for the last 6
months with a group of Republicans
both on and off the committee. Several
weeks ago, we put in a package of 15
bills. These bills, taken together,
would produce more American-made
energy for American workers and en-
ergy consumers. They run the gamut.
I'm not going to go through every bill
right now, but we look at the oil and
gas industry, the coal industry, the nu-
clear power industry, the alternative
energy industry. You name it. We take
a look at it, and do something to bring
into play American-made resources for
American energy consumption.

I would encourage all of our Members
of Congress to take a look at these
bills. We are going to try to get them
to the floor as quickly as possible. I
certainly think that if we are naming
post offices and are commending wa-
termelon festivals and things of this
sort that we certainly can find room to
have some real energy bills on the floor
and to have a debate and to, hopefully,
pass those bills to the other body.

At this point in time, Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to yield to my good friend
from Ohio, Congressman LATTA. Con-
gressman LATTA comes from a distin-
guished family of congressmen. His fa-
ther was the ranking Republican on
the Budget Committee when I was a
young pup. Our current Congressman
LATTA has come to Washington with
the same common sense that his father
exhibited 20 years ago.
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So I would yield as much time as he
may consume to Mr. LATTA of Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Well, I appreciate the
gentleman from Texas yielding.

I stand here tonight, coming back
from Memorial Day break, and people
back home, I think, know more about
what is going on in this country than
we do.

Every place I went—we had meetings
across our district—the folks all asked
the same thing: When are you going to
be doing something about energy in
this country? Because we can’t afford
these prices at the gas pumps. They all
said the same thing, what some of
them have been saying down here. We
have got to start developing our own
energy sources in this country. We
have got to start acting now.

Why is it important to be acting
now?

You know, years back, we had the
ability in this country to be able to
make some mistakes and to correct
them in 5 or 10 years, but we don’t have
that luxury anymore. That luxury now
is gone. What is going on now is that
the rest of the world is catching up to
us.
I just want to start with this chart, if
I may. That is the harsh reality of
what we have here. The United States
consumes about 21 percent of the
world’s energy right now with 300 mil-
lion of the people. When you look at
this chart and in looking at 2010, you
see that India and China will almost be
at a parity with the United States in
2010. In 2015, energy usage in China and
in India will exceed that of the United
States. By 2020, China alone will be ex-
ceeding the energy usage of the United
States. When you look at this graph,
the United States’ usage is very, very
slowly going up, but if you look at the
energy usage of China, it is sky-
rocketing straight up.

What does that mean?

People back home understand this,
too. ‘“‘Energy’” means jobs. ‘‘Jobs”
mean people can make sure that they
can have those different benefits that
the honorable gentleman from Texas
was talking about. You know, if you
look at this as energy prices Kkeep
going up, what happens? Fuel prices go
up. Food prices are going up because
you’ve got to get the food to market.
Then you have got to have heating.
Then the question is what are those
people going to do about going out and
about buying those necessary goods
and services for their families and also
to help keep this economy moving. It’s
tough, and people back home under-
stand it much better than we do. Con-
gress has got to act, and they want it
done now.

The other thing is, as for acting right
now, if we stood in the well of this
House and they stood over in the Sen-
ate and we said that the United States
has an energy policy right now for de-
veloping its own sources within this
country alone, you’d see the world
speculation go down on what it costs
on the oil markets. We’re not doing
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that and they know it, so they can
keep raising that price on us. America
can’t be tied to Middle Eastern oil for
any longer because it is costing us way
too much money. We have to be able to
control our own destiny in this coun-
try.

What are we going to do about this?

Well, to give you an idea of what’s
happening back home, I come from the
ninth largest manufacturing district
out of 435, so we depend on energy. In
Ohio, 80 percent of the goods and serv-
ices that are delivered in Ohio are de-
livered by truck. When you’re looking
at things being delivered by truck, of
course they’re using fuel. Their fuel
costs are going up, so whatever they
are delivering is costing Ohioans more
and more dollars, and the same can be
said across this great Nation.

The same can be said when you talk
about farms. There are farmers out in
northwestern Ohio right now. They
have been planting corn. They are out
there, putting in soybeans. It’s the
same thing. Diesel prices are up. Fer-
tilizer prices are up. Chemical prices
are up. Why? Because they’re all petro-
leum-based. So those costs are, unfor-
tunately, going to have to be passed
along to the people back home and
across the country.

Before we broke for Memorial Day, at
one of our town hall meetings that we
had, at the teletown hall, one of the
questions that we posed was an infor-
mal poll. We said, ‘“What should we be
doing? Should the United States be
out, drilling in this country?” Over-
whelmingly, 6 to 1 said that the United
States must be drilling at this time so
we can meet our own energy needs.

If we don’t meet those energy needs,
what is going to be happening, espe-
cially with those jobs back home?

At one of the float glass facilities in
my district, their costs in the last 5
years have gone up from $10 million in
energy costs to $30 million in energy
costs. Why is this significant? There
are only 37 float glass facilities left in
the United States while there are,
right now, 40 being built in China. So,
if they can put cheaper people on these
production lines with the price of the
fuel, the countries around the world
are going to do one thing. They are
going to be buying those goods not
from the United States but from China,
and we are going to watch more and
more of our facilities closing because
of the costs of high energy in this
country, and we can’t afford that.

What do we have to do?

Well, I think there are several things
we have to do in this country. One, I
think we have to go out and develop
our nuclear energy that we have at our
disposal.

What is the rest of the world doing?

You know, a lot of people always
have jokes about the French every so
often. I come from the ancestry of the
French. 70 to 80 percent of all energy in
France is derived from nuclear energy.
They are actually exporting energy
into Europe from France. Russia cur-
rently has 31 reactors in operation. It
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is projected that 37 to 42 nuclear reac-
tors that are currently or will be under
construction are all scheduled to be in
operation by 2020. Japan has 55 nuclear
reactors in operation, and two or more
are in construction right now.

What is China doing on the nuclear
side?

Well, right now, in the next 25 to 30
years, it is pretty much, in looking at
China, that they will be building at
least 40 new nuclear power stations
across that country. Right now, China
has 21 nuclear reactors under construc-
tion or about to be under construction.
They are moving ahead.

What is India doing?

India is the second leading country
right now in the development of nu-
clear energy. India is building small
nuclear reactor plants, and in the next
25 years, they will probably have 30 in
operation. They are moving ahead.

What is the United States doing?

Well, the last nuclear power plant
that was licensed in the United States
was the Wolf Creek Nuclear Power
Plant in 1977. The last plant to go on
line was in Tennessee in 1996. The last
new licensed nuclear reactor to go on
line was in 1996. We are way behind.
Not only are we behind in getting these
plants on line, but we are also behind
in that there is only one place on Earth
where a lot of these parts can be manu-
factured to get these plants on line,
and that is in Japan. So, if the United
States isn’t out either building its own
machinery that we have to have to run
these nuclear power plants, we are in
trouble because the rest of the world is
already in line to get these plants
built. So we have got to get moving,
and we have got to get moving quickly.
That’s what the people back home
know and what we talk and talk and
talk about in Congress.

Coal. The United States has about 24
percent of the world’s coal. What are
we doing with it? Well, on the major-
ity’s side, they don’t want to do any-
thing with coal. In Ohio, I can tell you
a lot about coal. We, unfortunately,
have what you call high-sulfur coal.
So, in a lot of places, it is very, very
expensive to have to go out and burn
that coal because you have to put a lot
of scrubbers on.

Now, we have an individual in my
district who has developed clean coal
technology where you can burn this
coal in a closed environment and
produce methane. But, again, are we
doing that in this country? No, we are
not doing it. You know, when you talk
to people out there in the scientific
world as to how much coal we actually
have in this country, some people say
we might have 250 to 350 years of coal,
and we’re not doing anything with it.
We have got to do something.

The Chinese today are going to in-
vest around $24 billion in clean coal
technology while the United States
sits. We have got to be doing some-
thing.

Hydroelectric. You know, we all
know that the Chinese are building
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their hydroelectric dam right now to
produce more power. We’re not doing it
either. We’re not doing anything.

Drilling. That’s where the American
people really get it. They really got it
when gasoline prices hit $3.50 a gallon,
especially in my district. I think that
was the breaking point for people in
northwest Ohio. They say, ‘“Why aren’t
we doing something in this country?”’
You know, we see these gas prices ris-
ing. I know, when I got home over the
Memorial Day break, I should have
filled up my gas in the car before I left
that week because it was around $3.83
when I left Bowling Green. I got home
that following Friday. It was $4.99 a
gallon.

People say, ‘“What are we doing in
Congress?’’ Again, nothing. As the gen-
tleman from Texas alluded to in talk-
ing about ANWR, you’re talking about
only drilling at around 2,000 acres,
which is only one-half of 1 percent of
an area. Nothing is being done. You
know, it’s estimated there are 9 to 16
billion barrels of recoverable oil there,
and we’re not doing anything.

We’re not doing anything offshore.
You know, the Chinese, as were alluded
to a little earlier, and the other coun-
tries around the world are drilling off-
shore. They’re drilling offshore in the
United States, but we’re not doing any-
thing. It’s time to act.

Where I come from in northwest Ohio
there was at one time one of the larg-
est oil fields in the United States in
the 1800s. They say there’s probably as
much oil out there today as there was
then, but it’s too costly to get it up.
We ought to have credits out there for
individuals and companies to go out
there and get that oil and bring it up.
We need to be doing that. We’ve got to
get these prices down because, again,
our jobs and our livelihoods and our
country depend on action today.

You know, if we got that oil here, the
other problem we’d have is that we
haven’t been building refineries in this
country. It’s been about two-and-a-half
decades since a refinery has been built
in this country. It’s time we got going.
We’ve got to get this thing done now
because we don’t have time in the fu-
ture to do it. If you look, as the energy
usage is going up across the world, the
United States is getting farther and
farther behind everyone else. When
they have energy and we don’t, that’s
when we’re going to be in big trouble.

Now, I was a history major in col-
lege, and in reading our American his-
tory, of course of our great Industrial
Age, we had all the natural resources.
We had the coal that produced the
power to make sure that we could
make the product, which we were able
to export around the world. Well, look
at this chart, and you’re going to see
who is going to be able to do that in
the future. We have got to be able to
meet our needs, and we have got to
meet them today. Time is running out.

You know, the other scary thing
about this is we send more and more of
our energy overseas. One of the things
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we have to think about is who is own-
ing our debt. Right now, $2.43 trillion is
owned by foreign countries. The Chi-
nese own about $487 billion of our debt,
and we can’t have that.

I really appreciate the time the gen-
tleman has allotted to me, and I yield
back. Thank you.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I appreciate
the gentleman from Ohio’s insightful
comments.

As he has pointed out, it’s not a lack
of American energy; it’s a lack of will-
power on this floor to develop that en-
ergy. What we need is American-made
energy for America’s families and fac-
tories.

To talk a little bit more about that,
I want to recognize the distinguished
conference secretary of the Republican
Conference, the gentleman from
Williamson County, Round Rock,
Texas, Congressman CARTER, for such
time as he may consume.
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Mr. CARTER. I thank the gentleman
and my good friend for yielding and al-
lowing me to talk on this. You know,
having two Texans here, somebody is
going to be saying, Well, there they are
in Texas again, talking about energy.
And we know something about it. But
let me tell you about a couple of en-
ergy experts that I ran into when I held
a little impromptu event of standing
around a service station in my district
and talking to the people at the pumps
as they pulled up to buy gasoline and
diesel.

The first memorable energy expert
that I remember was a lady that pulled
up there and she had a baby, I would
say about 2 years old, and then she had
probably the age 6, 7, 8-year-old girl in
the car who looked like she was on her
way to her ballet lesson. I said, I want-
ed to ask your opinion on gasoline
prices. This lady started crying. She
said, I am a single mom. I have got
three kids, two of which I have to
transport to everything that they go
to. I don’t want to deprive my children
of anything that they can go to, like
their ballet lessons or their ball games.
But I just don’t know how I am going
to be able to feed my family and be
able to take my kids around, with the
price of gasoline.

That is an energy expert. This lady
knows that the fact that we have failed
in our energy policy in this country
has caused her to have a harm imposed
upon her family. There’s not much you
can say to that energy expert but I'm
sorry, ma’am. We are trying.

Then we have another energy expert
that pulled up there, and he had a
plumbing truck. And he was a family
plumbing business in Georgetown,
Texas. I asked him how he felt about
the energy business. He said, Well, I
will tell you what, partner. The price
of plumbing in this part of Texas is
going up, and it’s going up in a big
way. Me and my boys are running four
trucks. And he said, I am telling you,
the cost of fuel going up is killing us,
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and we are going to pass it on to our
customers, and the price of plumbing is
going up. And he says, You know the
old joke about plumbers charging more
than lawyers? Well, I guarantee it’s
going to be that way from now on. I
laughed and said, Yes, sir. I hear what
you’re saying. He said, I hope you hear
what I am saying.

I wanted to share that story with you
because that story took place 2% years
ago when gasoline hit $2.85 a gallon.
That was that same 2% years ago when
the Republicans were in the majority
in the House of Representatives. When
they took their shots, they were taking
them at me, because the party that I
belong to was the party in power and
we were being heavily criticized for
$2.85 a gallon gasoline.

Fortunately, that gasoline went
down some and it lightened up after a
point in time, but the criticism contin-
ued about the price of gasoline. And in
the last election, we had promises that
there was a plan to bring down the
price of gasoline, absolutely common-
sense plan to bring down the price of
gasoline. Well, since that promise, I
think gasoline has gone up $1.65 a gal-
lon. At least when I was home this last
week, gasoline in my part of Texas was
$3.95 a gallon. I understand now it’s
over $4 a gallon.

I have to think back to that lady and
those Kkids and that family plumber
with his boys and their business and all
those people who are having the serv-
ices and are having the relationships
with those people. Those were the kind
of o0il and gas and energy experts we
ought to start listening to.

There is a commonsense solution to
our energy problem. I want to tell you
that at the time that I was talking
about previously, then-Chairman BAR-
TON had presented an energy plan that
was excellent; that sought energy from
all sources, including renewables, but
certainly looked at the oil and gas re-
sources, coal resources, atomic energy
resources that are available to this
country. Yet, that bill was killed by
the Democrats in the Senate and got
nowhere. We are now sitting here look-
ing at a worse situation than that by
almost two. And we are not getting
anything done.

As my colleague pointed out, while
we are doing this, the Chinese Com-
munists are drilling off the shores of
Florida in Cuban waters. But we don’t
drill in those waters. Did you know
that last year the oil and gas industry
in the drilling process spilled one ta-
blespoon of oil worldwide? One table-
spoon. Yet, we are not willing to even
take a look at seeking the resources
that were there.

When I was a kid, I guess I was in
high school, they had an article in the
Houston paper where they talked about
the dwindling resources in the oil and
gas business. My father worked for an
o0il company. So I was concerned. And I
asked him about it and he told me, son,
there’s shale oil in the Rocky Moun-
tains but it’s too expensive to go get.
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When the price is right, we will be able
to harvest trillions of barrels of oil
from the mountain regions of our coun-
try. That oil is still there and the price
is available now to where it’s worth
going after. We should seek the re-
sources that will bring down the price.
The American-made power is what our
American citizens are asking us for.
They are begging us for it.

When you go home now, I guarantee
you there’s not a member of this House
that if they went home and stayed
home this last Memorial Day break, if
they didn’t have somebody ask them
about the price of gasoline, they must
have been deaf or slept through the
whole period. Because they asked me
at church, they asked me at the gro-
cery store, they asked me at the serv-
ice station, everybody that saw me,
and they asked me everywhere I went,
even at the hospital.

So, you know, when you’re sitting
there realizing that the American fam-
ily is now suffering and looking down
the road and saying there is no relief in
sight, it’s time for us to wake up Amer-
ica, wake up this Congress. Let’s do
that bipartisan work that so many peo-
ple are bragging about right now. Let’s
do it, and let’s do it now.

Let’s do all the energy resources that
are available to Americans. Let’s don’t
be afraid of one or another industry.
The American intelligence can make
every one of these resources clean and
available and mnonpolluting to this
country. We have proven it. Let’s look
off the coast of California and let’s
look off the coast of Florida and let’s
look in Alaska, let’s go to known re-
serves, and let’s take care of that lady
and those three kids so that she has af-
fordable gasoline so she can live her
life in the kind of good, free manner
that Americans and Texans want to
live.

I thank Mr. BARTON, my good friend,
for allowing me to come here and talk
about this. I am no energy expert. I
just know that the American people
are. And they want energy that pro-
vides the ability to drive their auto-
mobiles and heat their homes and light
our world and give us the prosperity of
industry that will keep us going. If we
have that, we will have done our job,
and this is our job today.

I thank you for yielding time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I thank the
gentleman from Round Rock.

Mr. Speaker, can I inquire how much
time we have remaining in our Special
Order, please?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 20 minutes remaining.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Thank you. I
would now like to yield such time as he
may consume to Mr. GINGREY of Geor-
gia, a physician, who, before he became
a Member of Congress, was a baby doc-
tor and delivered over 5,000 American
lives into our great Nation, and is con-
cerned about their future and wants to
make sure they have affordable energy.

Dr. GINGREY.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the distinguished rank-
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ing member of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, former chairman of
the committee, for yielding time to
me.

My other colleague from Texas, our
conference secretary, part of our lead-
ership, my good friend, Judge CARTER,
just said that he is not an expert on en-
ergy. But he certainly is an expert on
common sense. He got some of that ex-
pertise by talking to his constituents
at that impromptu town hall meeting
at the gas pump in Texas. That is
where we get some of our knowledge
from the people that we represent, and
they are mad as heck and they are not
going to take it any more.

I am absolutely surprised, Mr. Speak-
er, shocked that this new Democratic
majority is apparently not listening to
what the American people are saying.
Back in April of 2006, then-Minority
Leader NANCY PELOSI released a state-
ment saying, and I quote, ‘‘Democrats
have a plan to lower gas prices.” Well,
Mr. Speaker, here we are tonight, June
3, 2008, over 2 years after NANCY
PELOSI, Speaker PELOSI now, an-
nounced that Democrats had this com-
monsense plan to help bring down sky-
rocketing gas prices. The average re-
tail price of gasoline is $3.99 for a gal-
lon of regular. That is what I paid last
night to fill up my car, a 25-gallon
tank. It cost me almost $100.

Mr. Speaker, this is something that
the American people can no longer af-
ford. I don’t know what this com-
prehensive plan the Speaker had in
mind when she spoke to us in January
of 2007 for the very first time, I don’t
know what that comprehensive plan
was, but I darn sure know what the re-
sults of the plan was. The result is gas-
oline prices at the pump for regular
have gone up more than $1.65 a gallon.
Some plan. The proof of the pudding in-
deed is in the eating.

There are some things that I want to
point out in regard to some of the
plans that the Democrats have had in
regard to lowering these gas prices and
a nationwide average of $3.98 a gallon;
in my district, $3.99. Here’s some of the
things that maybe they proposed to
bring down the price of a gallon of reg-
ular gasoline. Sue OPEC? You save
nothing. Launch the seventh investiga-
tion into price gougers? You save noth-
ing. Launch the fourth investigation
into speculators? You save nothing.
Twenty billion dollars in new taxes on
oil producers? Increasing the debt. Halt
oil shipments to the strategic petro-
leum reserve? Maybe save a nickel a
gallon.

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, my
colleagues, the Republican plan to
lower gas prices: Bring United States
offshore oil drilling, ANWR, saving
anywhere from 70 cents to $1.60 a gal-
lon. Drilling in ANWR. My colleagues
talked about that. Probably an addi-
tional 1% million barrels of petroleum
a day from that source.

Bring United States deepwater oil on
line. Out of the Outer Continental
Shelf is what we are referring to. That
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could save anywhere from 90 cents to
$2.50 a gallon. Bring new oil refineries
on line. Our good friend from Ohio,
Representative LATTA, pointed out
that we haven’t had a new oil refinery
or a nuclear power plant license in this
country in over 30 years. That could
save 15 cents to 45 cents a gallon. Cut
earmarks to fund a gas tax holiday.
That could save 18 cents a gallon.
Again, we agree with the Democrats on
this one. Halt the oil shipment to the
strategic petroleum reserve, saving a
nickel a gallon. Our plan, the Repub-
lican plan, my colleagues, in a very
conservative way, would save at least
$1.98 a gallon; $1.98 a gallon. The Demo-
crat plan, at most, a nickel a gallon.

Well, let me just tell you one thing
that they did, the Democratic major-
ity, Mr. Speaker, in their energy bill of
2007. There is a section in that bill, a
section called 526. Basically, what it
says is no agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment, no agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment can utilize a source of energy
production that creates a bigger carbon
footprint than conventional fuel, con-
ventional gasoline and diesel fuel.
They are absolutely not permitted to
do that.

Now I want, Mr. Speaker, and all of
my colleagues, I want you to think
about the consequence of that. The
Federal Government on an annual
basis utilizes something like 480,000
barrels of refined petroleum products;
480,000 barrels.

O 2030

I am sorry, that is a day. I said annu-
ally. That is a day, 480,000 barrels. And
which branch of the Federal Govern-
ment uses the most of that? Obviously,
the Department of Defense. And which
branch of the Department of Defense,
which service branch, uses the most of
that? The United States Air Force, fly-
ing the platforms that we have to
maintain the security of this country.
Almost 480,000 barrels. It is estimated,
Mr. Speaker, that the Air Force will
spend an additional $9 billion for that
fuel in the year 2008, fiscal year 2008,
because of these rapidly increasing
prices of oil.

Now, that bill though says they can’t
go out and utilize anything other than
that liquid petroleum we all think
about bubbling up out of the ground.
Yet in this country, my friend from
Texas referred to it, Representative
CARTER, is something called shale oil
that his grandfather told him about.

Shale oil, Mr. Speaker, is mainly in
the West, in several Western States,
and the total amount of additional pe-
troleum that could be gotten from that
shale oil is something like 3 trillion
barrels of refined products. Yet we are
not allowing the agencies of our Fed-
eral Government to utilize these
sources.

Tomorrow in the Science Committee,
of which I am a member, the NASA
Subcommittee will be marking up the
reauthorization of NASA, the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.
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They do research on shale oil, on oil
sands, another product that is very
plentiful in Canada. A lot of oil could
be gotten from that. They are doing
that research. They are sharing that
research with the Department of De-
fense, and yet they are not able to uti-
lize any of that additional oil. The
amount that we could get from shale
oil is equivalent to the amount that we
have probably utilized in the world
over the last 100 years. That is how
much capacity we are talking about.

Those are the sort of things we can
do to bring down the price. I could go
on and on, but the gentleman has been
very generous with his time and I want
to yield back to him. But we need a
comprehensive plan that includes nu-
clear, that includes the use of these al-
ternative sources of petroleum prod-
ucts, like oil sands and shale oil. And
until we get together and do this on a
bipartisan basis, the American public
is going to continue to suffer.

I yield back to the distinguished gen-
tleman.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I thank the
gentleman. I want to point out he
needs to change his sign. He has his “‘9”
upside down. If you subtract 5 cents
from $3.98, you get $3.94 or $3.93. You
don’t get $3.63. He has his ‘6"’ and ‘9"
down there.

Mr. GINGREY. I thank the gen-
tleman for calling that to my atten-
tion. We will make that change.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I think you begin to get the point we
are trying to put across this evening.
America has got great energy re-
sources. We are not using those re-
sources right now. For various political
reasons, we have put them off limits.

We are not allowing any exploration
or production in ANWR in Alaska. We
are not allowing any exploration or
production off the West Coast of the
United States. We are not allowing any
exploration or production off the East
Coast of the United States. We are not
allowing our shale oil resources to be
developed in the interior of the United
States. We are not developing our coal
resources with the clean coal tech-
nology that the gentleman from Ohio
spoke about. So we are a victim of self-
inflicted wounds in this country.

I would like to say that it can’t get
any worse, but it can. I was just on a
congressional delegation that visited
Europe. We went to Slovenia and to
Italy to interact with the European
parliament and then toured some
NATO bases in Italy. They are paying
the equivalent of $9 a gallon for gaso-
line, $9. So even though we think $4 a
gallon is way too high, there are other
parts of the world that are paying dou-
ble what we are paying.

If our energy prices continue to go
up, there will be consequences. General
Motors just announced yesterday they
are closing four of their automobile as-
sembly plants in this country. Ford
Motor Company, one of the icons of
American industry, their stock is sell-
ing at almost an all-time low, at least
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a modern era all-time low. They just
divested part of their company. They
sold it to an Indian automobile com-
pany. The higher prices go, the more
uncompetitive America is in world
markets and the more Americans are
thrown out of work. It is kind of a self-
propelling cycle.

We need to do something about it.
The good news is that we can do some-
thing about it. We have the ability
more than any other Nation in the
world to produce our own energy for
consumption here in the United States.
American-made energy for American
families and factories is a doable deal.
It is not a pipe dream. But we have to
start in this Congress.

Now, we have a package of 15 energy
bills that have been introduced at var-
ious times in this Congress. They are
active. They have bill numbers. The
Speaker of the House and the majority
leader and the chairwoman of the
Rules Committee and the chairman of
the Energy and Commerce Committee
and the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee could schedule these
bills for committee action, could
schedule these bills for floor action and
bring them to the floor.

It wouldn’t bother me a bit if the
Speaker wanted to bring these to the
floor under an open rule; let Members
of both political parties go to the Rules
Committee and have amendments
made in order. Let’s have a full, fair,
open debate in committee, the Rules
Committee and on the floor of the
House of Representatives.

Some of these bills would probably
pass on a suspension calendar if they
were brought to the floor. Some of the
bills would be very controversial. The
access bill, opening up ANWR, H.R.
6107, would be a close vote, no question
about that, but I think a majority of
the House of Representatives would
vote in the affirmative to let us de-
velop an energy resource that could
have as much as 10 billion barrels of oil
in it. On a daily basis that would be
somewhere between 1 and 2 million bar-
rels per day with existing technology,
if we were to make the decision to let
that go and to start producing it.

We have a shale oil reserve bill. We
have an alternative fuel for defense and
aviation bill. Mr. GINGREY talked about
that. We have a-coal-to-liquids bill
that is Mr. SHIMKUS’ bill that has a
Democrat sponsor, Mr. BOUCHER, the
subcommittee chairman of the Energy
and Air Quality Subcommittee of the
Energy and Commerce Committee. We
have a renewable fuel standard bill
that would take the renewable fuel
standard back to the 2005 Energy Pol-
icy Act. We have a bill to encourage
new refineries, Congresswoman HEATH-
ER WILSON’s bill. We have a bill on
speculation that was introduced by
myself. We have a boutique fuels bill,
H.R. 2493, introduced by our Republican
whip, Mr. BLUNT. We have a bill that
provides for some tax provisions by Mr.
TERRY of Nebraska. We have some bills
on nuclear energy. We have an Outer
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Continental Shelf bill that has been in-
troduced by Congresswoman MYRICK of
North Carolina.

I could go on and on. The point I am
trying to make is we have American
energy resources that could be devel-
oped and I think should be developed.
We are not hopeless, we are not help-
less, but right now we have a majority
that, for some reason, has decided that
it is okay for American citizens to pay
these high energy prices, and, as I said
earlier, if we sit here on our hands and
do nothing, the prices are going to go
up and up and up, which is not a good
thing for our economy.

Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, we
are planning a series of special orders.
We are going to continue to try to edu-
cate the American people on the en-
ergy situation. But we are not just out
here complaining and whining and be-
moaning our fate. We have a positive
solution that, if implemented and sent
to the President and signed into law,
would begin to bring immediate results
in the terms of additional energy re-
sources and lower energy prices.

Let’s work together. As Daniel Web-
ster says in the saying above the
Speaker’s rostrum, let us develop the
resources of our land, call forth its
powers, build up its institutions, pro-
mote its great interests, and see
whether we also in our day and our
generation can do something that will
be seemed worthy to be remembered by
future generations.

————

THE STATE OF HEALTH CARE IN
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I came
to the floor of the House tonight to
talk, as I frequently do, about the state
of health care in this country and some
things that may be on the cusp of
change and some things that will never
change. But I want to start off tonight
by talking about what is going to hap-
pen to physicians across this country
on July 1st, less than a month from
now, as far as their Medicare reim-
bursements.

Now, you may recall I was on the
floor of the House last December talk-
ing about the need for addressing the
reduction of reimbursement rates for
physicians across the country. The best
we could come up with on the floor of
this House was to stall that 10.7 per-
cent reduction in reimbursement for
Medicare patients. The best we could
come up with was to stall that for 6
months’ time. We told ourselves at the
time that this gives us a little more
time that we can work on a solution
that is more meaningful. We want to
work on a bigger and grander solution.

But, Mr. Speaker, what has hap-
pened? The days and months have
ticked by, and now we are less than 4
weeks away from that day when physi-
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cians will wake up and find that their
reimbursement for seeing a Medicare
patient is now 10.9 percent less than it
was the day before.

Is this really a big deal? Well, yeah,
it is a big deal, because everywhere
across the country currently new Medi-
care patients call up physicians’ offices
trying to be seen and they find the
same situation over and over again.
They can barely get the word ‘‘Medi-
care’” out of their mouths before they
are told by that physician’s office that
we are not taking any new Medicare
patients. And why? Why is that hap-
pening? Because of the activities, or, in
this case, the inactivity of the United
States Congress, of the United States
House of Representatives.

It is imperative, it is imperative that
we address this issue. It is imperative
that we address it in a forward-think-
ing way so that we solve the problem
once and for all and we don’t have to
come back here year after year and
face the same problem over and over
again, or, as is the case this year, every
6 months and face the problem over
and over again.

I have advocated for such a fix many
different times on the floor of this
House. It has been very difficult to get
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
embrace this concept and understand
that we must move forward from where
we are now. We need a short-term, mid-
term and long-term solution to this
problem.

What have we done? Again, we find
ourselves just about to go over the
cliff, just about to fall over the preci-
pice, where once again we tell the
Medicare patients of this country that
we don’t care about them. We tell the
physicians who are seeing Medicare pa-
tients in this country that we don’t
value your service and we are going to
hit you with a 10.7 percent cut. And
that is not the end of it. December 31st,
there will be another 5 percent reduc-
tion, so a grand total of 15 percent in
reduction of Medicare reimbursement
before we reach the end of this year.

Mr. Speaker, can you imagine any
other business going into their banker
and saying, you know what? I have got
a great business plan here. I am going
to start a business, or expand my busi-
ness, because, after all, a physician’s
office is a small business. I am going to
go into business or expand my busi-
ness, and here is my business plan. And
the banker looks at it and says, I see it
says here you are going to earn 15 per-
cent less this year than you are earn-
ing next year on each patient inter-
action. How in the world could you ex-
pect to be able to maintain your busi-
ness with this type of business plan?
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Reality is this type of business plan
would not fly anywhere in this coun-
try, and yet we are asking over and
over again our doctors, our clinics, our
health care providers to live under this
regimen.

Now, when I address the need for a
short-term, mid-term, and long-term
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solution, let me just lay out for you
what I have in mind. The short-term
solution is available to us right now.
We could delay these cuts to the Medi-
care reimbursement rate. We could do
that by passage of a simple measure
that was introduced the last week of
May, H.R. 6129. This is a bill that is
fully paid for, fully paid for and would
forestall the 10.7 percent cut July 1,
and the 5 percent cut December 31, to
February 1. That is not a great length
of time, but it allows us a little more
time to work on this problem, actually
gets us past the first of the year so
that we get to the organization of a
new Congress. And maybe, if we did our
homework and did our legislative work
before we all went home and cam-
paigned for reelection, maybe if we did
that work in July and August and Sep-
tember of this year, we could actually
have ready to go a package for the new
Congress to pass shortly after the first
of the year that would deal with this
problem.

But it is a paid for solution. It
doesn’t expand the deficit. It actually
uses the same mechanism that was
used by the Medicaid moratorium that
we all passed. I think there were 300 fa-
vorable votes for that Medicaid mora-
torium on the floor of the House a few
weeks ago. This is the same mechanism
of taking the money out of the physi-
cians assistance quality initiative to
pay for this fix on the physicians pay-
ment. It would not expand the deficit,
and it would get us passed the first of
the year.

The cuts that are looming ahead of
us under a formula called the sustain-
able growth rate formula are going to
be significantly pernicious, not just to
keep our doctors in business, but to
keep our doctors seeing our patients,
our Medicaid patients, arguably some
of the most complex patients there will
be in any medical practice because
they have multiple simultaneous con-
ditions.

We are going to prevent those pa-
tients from having access to a physi-
cian because we are telling the doctors
that we don’t value their service, and
we are telling the patients that we
don’t value their ability to have access
to their doctors who prescribe their
treatments, who offer those treatments
that are going to keep them living
longer and healthier lives.

And there is an unintended con-
sequence to this as well. The unin-
tended consequence is that many of the
private insurance companies across the
country actually peg their rates to
what Medicare reimburses. So they
have a contract that says we will pay,
in the case of TRICARE, 85 percent of
the Medicare usual and customary. In
the case of some of the other private
insurers, it is a little more generous,
they pay 110 percent or 115 percent of
Medicare rates. But all of those rates
are going to be reduced when Medicare
rates in turn are reduced if we don’t
act by the first of July. And actually,
the way things work in Washington, if
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we don’t have something pretty con-
crete on the table by the middle of
June, the Center for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services is going to be required to
go ahead and put forward their rules
and regulations for when this new fee
schedule goes into effect July 1.

And make no mistake about it. We
can tell ourselves that, oh, we will
have time to come back in July and fix
this and we will make it retroactive.
But we don’t make it retroactive for
the private insurers who peg to Medi-
care. And the reality is we are talking
about such small volumes on every ex-
planation of benefits that comes
through the physician’s office that it
becomes extremely tedious and time
consuming and expensive to track all
of these and make certain that the gov-
ernment makes good on its promise
and comes back and delivers that.

And how do I know this? I know this
because when our side was in charge
with the passage of the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act right at the end of 2005, be-
cause of a technical problem we didn’t
get actually the bill passed until the
first part of January of 2006, and as a
consequence the language in the Def-
icit Reduction Act that would have
prevented a programmed reduction in
Medicare reimbursement rates, that
did not go into effect until well into
the month of January 2006. And, again,
we had to come back and retroactively
make all of these practices whole. And
just as a practical matter it becomes
very, very difficult for the doctor’s of-
fice to keep track of that and make
certain that in fact those reimburse-
ments were brought up to speed.

The other aspect of this, the mid-
term and the long-term aspect, and I
have advocated for this for some time.
We need to pass legislation that will
put us on a path to repeal the sustain-
able growth rate formula. This is a for-
mula that year over year reduces the
rate at which physicians are reim-
bursed. The reality is Congress almost
never sees that through. We always
come in and do something to keep our
doctors from having to sustain those
large cuts in their practice. But every
year we come up against this precipice,
we come up against this cliff, and every
year the doctors’ offices are having to
make plans for their future. Do they
buy new equipment? Do they hire a
new partner? Do they bring on addi-
tional personnel? Well, they can’t tell
because they don’t know what we are
going to do to them in Medicare at the
end of the year or, in this case, in the
middle of the year.

So we need a method of repealing the
sustainable growth rate formula. We
have all discussed this. The cost associ-
ated with the repeal of that from the
Congressional Budget Office is high. So
what I have recommended in the past
is we put ourselves on a path; we put
ourselves on a trajectory to repeal this
formula, do it over a couple year’s
time, get some savings in the mean-
time to offset that cost. And we all
know that those savings are built into
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the system and they are accruing every
day. But rather than having those sav-
ings go to part A of Medicare, let’s hold
them in part B and reduce the cost of
repealing the sustainable growth rate
formula. And then ultimately, in 2
years’ time or so, repeal the SGR for-
mula once and for all and put the Na-
tion’s physicians on what is called the
Medicare Economic Index.

This is not a formula that I derived;
it was created by the Medicare Pay-
ment  Advisory Commission, the
MedPAC Commission several years
ago, and it is essentially a cost of liv-
ing adjustment, the same cost of living
adjustment that hospitals receive, the
same update that insurance companies
receive, the same update that drug
companies receive. Let’s put part B,
the physician’s part of Medicare, on
that same level playing field with the
other participants in part A, part C,
and part D of Medicare.

So I did want to get that out there. I
encourage my colleagues to look at
H.R. 6129. This is an important piece of
legislation. It is a rope to throw to the
Nation’s physicians and patients that
are already on their way over the cliff.
It is a cliff that we created for them.
We gave them the push over the edge.
The least we can do at this point is to
offer them a little bit of help so that
they don’t come crashing down at the
bottom of that cliff.

Now, the reality is this is only for 7
months’ time. This does not take any
of the heat off of any of us, that we
still need to work on that long-term
solution. I actually offered this par-
ticular bill as an amendment to the
Medicaid moratorium a few weeks ago
in committee, and I was told, oh, no,
no, no, we can’t do that; because if we
do that, then the people who might be
working on solving this problem will
know that the pressure is off and they
don’t have to work on it. I beg to dif-
fer. The pressure will still be on. The
mid-term and long-term solutions still
are out there to be had, and it will be
incumbent upon this Congress, particu-
larly here we are going into an election
year, Do you want to go home and talk
to your doctor groups around in your
district and say: You know what? We
just didn’t think we had the time to fix
this problem that you all are up
against, so shortly after I am sworn in
next year you will be looking at a 15
percent reduction in your payment
rates. And, do you really want to go
home and talk to your patients, who
already call up their physician’s office
and say, I am sorry, I am not taking
any new Medicare patients; do you
really want to go home and face those
patients in your town halls when they
find out that you didn’t lift a finger,
you didn’t lift a finger to keep this
from happening when we all knew it
was coming? We knew it was coming
last December, and the best we could
do was 6 months is the best we can
manage. We knew it was coming all
spring. We know it is coming now.

Let’s fix this. This short-term solu-
tion is paid for. It is not going to ex-
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pand the deficit. No tax increase has to
result. It is there. The money is there.
We took the money from the same
place that the other side took the
money for the Medicaid moratorium.
Let’s take that money and fix this
problem short term, and then get on
about fixing it long term.

Mr. Speaker, the real reason I came
to floor tonight until this other prob-
lem took precedence was to talk a lit-
tle bit about an event we had up here
on Capitol Hill about 2 months ago
now, and it was done to capture some
of the successes that are happening out
there in the real world as far as it re-
lates to delivery of health care in this
country. This was a symposium that
was held on April 8 of this year, was
done in conjunction with the Center for
Health Transformation. Many people
will recognize that organization. This
is the organization that was founded
and is still run by the former Speaker
of the House, Newt Gingrich. He was
very Kkind and generous with his time
that day and came to this meeting over
in the Rayburn Building, and we talked
a little bit about some of the things
that are working out there in the real
world. Because, after all, Mr. Speaker,
do we really want to give up a measure
of our freedom in this country? And
that is what it would entail if we go to
a much more restrictive type of deliv-
ery of health care in this country.

Freedom is the foundation of life in
America, and unlimited options, un-
limited opportunities are something
every single one of us on both sides of
the aisle takes for granted and will em-
brace when we give our talks at home,
whether it be on Memorial Day or Inde-
pendence Day. We like to talk about
how the freedom of America makes us
the greatest country on earth.

Freedom is transformative. Freedom
is the basis for what we should be doing
when we look at how we can transform
the Nation’s health care system. And
innovation goes hand in hand with
those choices.

Come to think of it, Mr. Speaker,
when I was a youngster in medical
school many, many years ago, I would
have never thought we would have seen
the day where you could go on the
Internet, just an average person, you
don’t need a doctor’s order, you don’t
need a ton of money; you can go on the
Internet and get your human genome
sequenced for you individually for less
than $1,000. Never when I was in med-
ical school would I have thought you
would be able to go on the Internet and
get such information. In fact, I
wouldn’t have known what the Internet
was when I was medical school because
Al Gore hadn’t invented it then. At the
same time, today you can go and get
that information. We are putting that
information in the hands of patients,
which then they are going and sharing
with their physicians. And this is pow-
erful information for the individual to
have.

The New York Times in October of
2006 published a piece by Tyler Cohen
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when he talked about the ability to in-
novate and how it has made American
medicine really the envy of the world.
Seventeen of the last 26 Nobel Prizes
have gone to American scientists work-
ing in American labs, and four of the
six most important breakthroughs in
the last 25 years have occurred because
of the research of American scientists,
things like the CAT scan, coronary ar-
tery bypass, statins for reduction of
cholesterol. In fact, the National Insti-
tutes of Health will tell you statistics
that 800,000 premature deaths from
heart disease have been prevented in
the last 25 years because of innovation
that has in part been developed by the
National Institutes of Health and then
part developed by the private sector in
this country.

So it is truly a good news story, and
the reality is America is not done. We
are not done with the advancements in
medicine. The next generation of
breakthroughs, I already alluded to
what is happening with the human ge-
nome. Look at the speed with which in-
formation is now processed and trans-
ferred and disseminated. Who would
have ever thought that we would be in
this phase of rapid learning in which
we find ourselves currently. This is
truly likely to be the golden age of
medical discovery. And the break-
throughs that occur have been a result
of the environment that has fostered
and encouraged competition and
choice.

It doesn’t mean we can’t make a good
thing better. It doesn’t mean that ev-
erything about our system is perfect.
But certainly, when we look at ways in
which we might change the system, for
heaven’s sake, let’s not do things that
will harm the innovation that our sys-
tem has brought us. American inge-
nuity prospers when we strive to be
transformational. The reason we can be
transformational is because of the de-
gree of freedom we have. Remember,
freedom is transformational.

So when we are advancing toward a
goal and we are not focused on the
transaction like we do with our Medi-
care reimbursement; when we are fo-
cused on the goal of being trans-
formational, that is when good things
can happen. But the present debate in
Washington is focused on dollars and
cents, and we are not focused on the
transformational. We are not even
looking at ways where we can fun-
damentally enhance the interaction
that occurs between the doctor and the
patient in the treatment room. We are
simply looking at ways of moving dol-
lars around on a balance sheet, and we
do that and we think we have done a
good job. And, again, I reference what
has happened with the Medicare physi-
cian reimbursement rates that are
going to go down so much in just a few
weeks.

Mr. Speaker, I am one of the few pol-
icymakers on Capitol Hill that has also
spent a lifetime in health care. For 25
years before I came to Congress, I had
my own practice. I have sat in exam
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rooms with patients, I have looked
them in the eye, I have taken a pre-
scription for them and counseled them
as to risks and benefits and costs and
written a prescription. I figured out
how to build my business, how to ex-
pand my business. I figured out how to
build my business in lean economic
times back in the 1980s in Texas. I fig-
ured out how to expand my business in
good economic times in the 1990s in
Texas. I figured out ways to pay my
employees and keep the lights on. But,
again, if we don’t have a commonsense
approach to these health care issues,
our solutions are going to be far short
of the mark.

This experience gives me the prac-
tical knowledge to play some role in
the development of this policy.
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I think this comes in handy because,
as we change health care in this coun-
try, we want to be certain that we do it
in a way that allows health care to
still be delivered in this country.

And there’s widespread recognition
that things need to change. There’s dif-
ferent ideas as to how to accomplish it.
The good news is that, regardless of
what happens tonight, there is going to
be a fundamental referendum on health
care in this country come November,
because whoever prevails on the Demo-
cratic side, of course Senator MCCAIN
on the Republican side, the views are
distinct from each other, and it is
going to give the American people a
clear choice about the direction to go
in health care. One is focused on more
government control, and one is focused
on more patient control. I'll give you a
guess as to which side that I would
come down on.

And again, policymakers are focused
on change, and the people who care for
patients, the people who are involved
in their practices, they need to be in-
volved in this discussion as well be-
cause, in truth, health care begins and
ends partly with patients, but truly
with the people who are involved in the
delivery of that health care, and spe-
cifically I reference physicians and
nurses, hospital administrators and
other health care personnel will figure
into that equation. But those are the
individuals who have to be involved in
this grand national debate we’re going
to have about health care trans-
formation in this country over the next
5 months.

And many of my friends who are
health care professionals don’t realize
the critical role that they must play in
shaping the health care debate. They
must be active, they must be engaged,
or otherwise you’re going to be forced
to sit on the sidelines and play by the
rules that other people are going to
make for you.

And again, I reference the earlier
part of my discussion. You see, the
rules that we’ll come up with here in
Washington, DC , those rules are, let’s
take 10.7 percent away from our doc-
tors this month, and in 6 months let’s
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take another 5 percent away from
them, and then we’ll figure something
out in the meantime.

Well, I will just tell my friends who
are involved with the delivery of health
care, whether it’s in Washington,
whether it’s at home in Texas, you
need to be involved. You’ve got to act
before all you can do is react. And if
health care professionals don’t lead,
then we’ll have to accept what the
health care prescription is that is given
to us by the people who sit in this
body, the people who sit on the other
side of the Capitol, whoever sits in the
White House.

It doesn’t make sense to have a body
that is what, two-thirds lawyers, mak-
ing all of the decisions about how the
doctors are going to practice in this
country.

One of the possible prescriptions
that’s out there, one of the things that
I find very problematic is expanding
the government role for health care.

Mr. Speaker, if I were to pose a hypo-
thetical question, what is the largest
single payer government health care
system in the world? Well, you know
what? It’s right here in the United
States of America. Our Medicare and
Medicaid and all of the other systems
that are involved and administered by
the Department of Health and Human
Services accounts for pretty much 50
cents out of every health care dollar
that is spent in this country. That
means 50 cents out of every health care
dollar that’s spent in this country
originates right here on the floor of the
House of Representatives. And I would
just ask you, are we doing such a great
job?

I reference my earlier remarks about
what’s happening to the Medicare sys-
tem if we don’t do something within
the next 4 weeks. Are we doing a great
job with what we control currently?

Now, the government can play a role
by encouraging coverage and maybe
help incentivizing and encouraging the
creation of programs that people actu-
ally want. Rather than forcing them
into a government-prescribed program,
what if we build something that actu-
ally brings value to people’s lives and
offer that as an alternative as we try
to expand access to health care and
health care coverage in this country.

And the good news is we actually
have a model within the very recent
past that has worked, and worked very
well, and that is the Medicare Part D
program which began in this Congress
my first year here in 2003, and rolled
out on January 1, 2006. And as a con-
sequence, now, 90 percent of the seniors
in this country have some type of cov-
erage for their prescriptions. Contrast
that to when I took office and that
number was somewhat below 60 per-
cent. So that has been a good thing. It
has moved in a positive direction.

Well, what do people think about this
program that has now been in effect for
a couple of years? Well, current polling
shows about a 90 percent satisfaction
rate with Medicare Part D. So that’s a
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good news story. We’ve got 90 percent
of the people covered. We’ve got 90 per-
cent positive ratings with various
polls.

Well, what about the cost? We heard
a lot about the cost on the floor of this
House as we debated that bill and in
the aftermath after that bill was
passed, but the reality is when we
passed that bill in the House, the Cen-
ter for Medicare and Medicaid Services
projected the cost per enrollee per
month to be about $37.50. The reality
is, the cost currently is about $24.50,
and it has been stable over the time
that this program has been in effect.

So here’s a Federal program that,
yeah, it has been a joint public/private
partnership, but 90 percent coverage, 90
percent acceptance rate, and came in
at a cost two-thirds of what was origi-
nally projected. I would say, from the
limited time I've had here in Wash-
ington, that’s the definition of a suc-
cess story with a Federal program.

So 29 people are enrolled as of 2007,
and the average cost is less than $24 a
month. The first Federal program to
rein runaway medical spending by re-
storing savings incentives and
leveraging the power of that public pri-
vate competition.

So overall, some of the best things
that government can do is, when they
recognize that there’s a problem in say
the delivery of health care or even in
arenas such as health care information
technology, we can kind of set the
stage and tell people what our expecta-
tions are, and then get out of the way.
Don’t put a lot of regulation. Don’t put
new causes for liability out there. Get
out of the way, and let the private sec-
tor do what they do best, what they do
every day of the week. If we can do
that by creating the right environment
to let the private sector deliver the
kind of innovation, the kind of cost
savings and the type of quality that re-
alistically has been delivered to other
industries over and over and over
again, if we can do that then maybe we
have done something worthwhile.

You know, these are the same mar-
ket forces that took us from a single
black rotary telephone to these fancy
electronic devices that all of us carry
with us 24 hours a day now. We cannot
imagine being without our iPods and
iPhones and BlackBerrys. But it wasn’t
too many years ago, in fact, the year I
started in private practice where it was
a single line black rotary telephone,
and we thought it was the height of
high technology when we got those lit-
tle push buttons on our phone.

Look at the change that’s happened
in aviation in literally what has been
now the first century of aviation, going
from the type of plane that the Wright
brothers flew to the Boeing 787 dream
liner that is coming on-line now. We
have seen fantastic change.

I already mentioned the inventor of
the Internet, and in the short period of
time, we’ve come to the age that’s
brought us things like iTunes and
YouTube, things that most of us now
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would find indispensable. If someone
said we’re going to take this away from
you, we’d say that’s not a good idea.
We’d rather the government wouldn’t
do that.

But here’s the secret. Here’s the deal.
The free market is delivering this same
kind of value every day, day in, day
out. Innovation and efficiency are hall-
marks of what they’re able to do. So
why not? Why not allow them to par-
ticipate in this grand plan that we call
transformation of the Nation’s health
care system?

I've experienced it, and I'm excited
about experiencing more of it and
learning more about it, both as a legis-
lator and as a professional in medicine.

But I just have to tell you, this past
fall, Health Affairs did a symposium in
downtown Washington, and I went to
that symposium. I largely went be-
cause Dr. Mark McClellan was going to
talk about his experiences with the
Medicare program, Medicare Part D
Program. Dr. Elias Zerhouni was going
to talk about his experience with the
National Institute of Health. But I had
really no intention of sitting and lis-
tening to Ron Williams talk about—the
new CEO of Aetna talk about what was
happening within Aetna because 1
thought, well, Aetna’s one of those pri-
vate insurers who really, as a provider,
we’ve oftentimes been at odds. But I
listened to Dr. Zerhouni and I listened
to Dr. McClellan. But it was Ron Wil-
liams who really talked about the big-
gest changes that are coming in medi-
cine, particularly in the arena of
health information technology, and the
things that he was talking about were
truly transformative.

So my question to him later was to
ask why is—what would you require,
what is the environment that you re-
quire to be able to do these great
things that you’re talking about? And
he outlined perhaps a program where
there would be some certainty as to
what the privacy regulations are.

We all talk about privacy in this
body. We’re going to have a hearing
about it tomorrow. But does anybody
really understand what we mean when
we say we want some privacy provi-
sions? What about the STAR clause
that prevents a hospital from putting a
computer line in a doctor’s office? Is
that really a good idea as we go for-
ward with wanting to develop more and
better situations where we can have
advancement in health information
technology? Is that truly such a good
idea?

Maybe we would do better if we re-
laxed some of the regulations, if we
provided some certainty in the areas of
liability, provided some certainty in
the area in the definition of things like
privacy, maybe that would be a better
way to go about it.

During that discussion with the CEO
of a large insurance company, he
talked about things, about the dif-
ferent algorithms they’ve developed
purely from using financial data, no
clinical data involved, but the types of
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anticipation that they could now have
about very expensive diseases that
they might have to pay for and the
clues they could get very early on in
the process of this, and how they might
be able to moderate or modify activi-
ties so that they didn’t have to pay for
that very expensive care at the end
stage of the disease, they could actu-
ally work on that at an earlier stage
and not only prevent the large expendi-
ture for the more expensive disease,
but also improve the quality of life be-
cause, after all, we’re increasing the
amount of time that a person has in a
state of relative good health.

Another company that I talked to re-
cently talked about a new test they’re
going to have for a disease called
preeclampsia, pregnancy-induced hy-
pertension. When I was in practice, and
even just a few years ago, if you saw a
patient where you were worried that
this might be happening, about the
only option you have was to put the pa-
tient in the hospital and observe them
over time and see whether this was a
real phenomenon or just a one-time
event. But the price you paid for being
wrong was severe, and certainly could
result in severe injury to the patient
and/or her baby. So we always erred on
the side of caution with that.

But now there may be a new blood
test that will elucidate very quickly
whether someone is truly at risk for
this problem, or if perhaps this one in-
dication of elevated blood pressure was
just an outlier, and, in fact, they aren’t
truly at risk for this problem. This
would be a tremendous tool to put in
the hands of clinicians. And look at the
savings, not just in eliminating some
of the unnecessary hospitalizations,
but making certain that the people
who really need the intensive care get
that intensive care and get the inten-
sive observation and scrutiny that
their particular situation demands.

And a recent study out of Dartmouth
outlined how hospitals can deliver bet-
ter care and do a better job at a lower
cost by embracing some measures of ef-
ficiency. This study demonstrated that
Medicare could save as much as $10 bil-
lion a year if all United States hos-
pitals followed the example of the most
efficient hospitals. These facilities
didn’t cut costs at the expense of pa-
tient care, but focused on better co-
ordination of care and better avenues
of communication between doctors and
specialists and better avenues of com-
munications between hospitals.

Now, again, earlier in the month of
April T was fortunate to co-host a panel
with former Speaker Newt Gingrich
which focused on some of the real
world examples of success in health
care transformation. And Mr. Speaker,
I'1l just tell you, it’s no secret to peo-
ple in this body that former Speaker
Gingrich is a real leader when it comes
to leading the charge for change in the
arena of health care. He’s involved in a
great many other things, but certainly,
in the arena of change in health care,
former Speaker Gingrich has really
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pushed this to the forefront, and has
really—I am so grateful for his involve-
ment in that, and his bringing new
ideas and new people to the table on a
constant basis that help us, are going
to help us evolve into this system that
we all would like to think that we can
help deliver to our country.

Now, he brought in several compa-
nies that demonstrated how free mar-
ket choice and competition can lead to
more options at a lower cost, when it
comes to health care. And let me just
share a little bit about what we learned
that day. Since there weren’t many
Members who were able to attend, let’s
talk a little bit about some of the com-
panies that are relying on innovation
to save lives and save money and to ac-
tually save time in the process.

Overall, there was agreement that we
can get better results with what—we
don’t have to pay more money. With
the money that we’re paying right now,
we can get better results by actually
engaging patients in their own care.
And you know, this goes back to what
Dr. Zerhouni has talked about at the
National Institute of Health.

Because of what we’ve learned about
the human genome, medical care is
going to be personalized to a level that
no one ever thought about before.
You’re going to be able to know, no
longer will it be a course, a question of,
well, we’re going to try this particular
medication because we’ll see how it
works. If it doesn’t work, we’ve got an
alternate.
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You will actually know that before-
hand because of knowing about a per-
son’s genetic makeup. So medicine will
become a great deal more personalized.

Because of that, it’s going to be also,
it’s going to be, of necessity, focused
on prevention. We know what diseases
you’re at risk for so we’re going to rec-
ognize that and focus on the preventive
aspects of that. And as a consequence,
it has to become more participatory.
That is, the patient can no longer sim-
ply be a passive recipient of health
care services and the expense of health
care doctors. The patients themselves
need to be involved in the maintenance
of their health and the decisions sur-
rounding the delivery of health care.

Now, in industry circles, this is what
is known as consumer-directed health
care, consumer-driven health care. The
goal of consumer-directed health care
is to kind of eliminate the middleman,
in our case the government, or it could
be the insurer in the private sector who
tries to find their way in as a wedge.

Remember I talked about that funda-
mental interaction between the doctor
and patient in the treatment room?
What of the barriers to enhancing that
relationship? Well, it can be the gov-
ernment, it could even be a private in-
surance company. If we can somehow
remove the middleman, number one,
the patient will not be so insensitive,
so anesthetized as to the cost of their
care; and they will be more in tune to
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the benefits that can accrue to them
should they work harder on partici-
pating in their own health care.

If people are anesthetized, Mr.
Speaker, they’re anesthetized to the
true cost of health care. All they want
to know is when and if they can see
their doctor and what their co-pay will
be and if you order expensive tests, like
a CAT scan or an MRI, the only ques-
tion is is it covered; not is it necessary,
is it truly something I need, how is this
truly going to benefit my care in the
future. It’s, well, will insurance pay for
it, and if it does, do I have to pay a co-
pay.

Now, I know from personal experi-
ence, and certainly my staff has told
me this as well, you know, you receive
one of those forms. It’s called an EOB,
explanation of benefits. You receive
one of those from the insurance compa-
nies. Most people toss it. It’s so con-
fusing. It really has no bearing on re-
ality anyway. It doesn’t have anything
to do with the ultimate cost or the ul-
timate bill that was paid either by the
insurance company or the individual so
most people just simply pay no atten-
tion to that; and yet this is the one
piece of paper that actually tells the
patient what it costs to deliver the
care that they have just received.

So that means they’re consuming
health care services but they’re not
conscious of the costs. So there’s little
incentive on their part to modify their
behavior to do things better next time,
to be active participants in their own
health care.

So consumer-directed health care
says if people aren’t anesthetized, if
people are fully awake and fully con-
scious, they’re more likely to make
sound and wise decisions about their
lifestyle and about maintaining their
own health.

Now, there was a McKenzie study
that found that consumer-directed
health care patients were twice as like-
ly as patients in traditional plans to
ask about costs and three times as
likely to choose a less expensive treat-
ment option, and chronic patients were
20 percent more likely to follow their
outlined regimen very carefully.

Now critics argue that consumer-di-
rected health care will cause con-
sumers, particularly those who might
be less wealthy or less well-educated,
to avoid appropriate and needed health
care because of the cost burden and the
inability, the inability to make in-
formed and appropriate choices.

Now, one of the companies that was
at the panel we did in April had data
that actually contradicted that criti-
cism. The Midwestern Health Care
Company introduced a consumer-di-
rected health plan to its 8,600 employ-
ees. They also left their traditional
PPO, their regular insurance, in place.
In the first year, 79 percent of employ-
ees chose one of four consumer-di-
rected health plans. These health plans
had several important features, but
two of those were preventive care was
free and employees received financial
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incentive to change behaviors like
smoking and weight control.

In addition, they also received some
incentive to manage chronic conditions
like asthma and diabetes, that is, see
their physicians at the prescribed time,
take the prescribed medicines accord-
ing to the directions and do the appro-
priate follow-ups.

So this has been in place for a couple
of years. Do we have any statistics, are
there any metrics that would indicate
an overall direction of improvement?
And in fact, 7 percent of health care
dollars were spent on prevention com-
pared to a national average of a little
less than 2%. So that’s a significant in-
crease. And nearly 40 percent of the
employees now take an annual per-
sonal health risk assessment and earn
$100.

Nearly 500 employees have quit
smoking, and as a group, that 8,600 em-
ployees have lost 13,000 pounds through
weight-management programs.

From a cost standpoint has there
been a difference? And the answer is
yes. The average claim increase of 5.1
percent in the past 2 years compared
with those who are in traditional PPO-
type insurance where the claims in-
creased 8 percent. So a 3 percent reduc-
tion for an increase in claims activity
for people who were taking a more ac-
tive role in the involvement of their
own health care.

This company has a lot of impressive
data. Policymakers can, in fact, learn
from the example that was brought to
us that day. And we can learn from
some of the other companies as well.

One of the largest for-profit health
insurance companies featured on the
panel described their incentive-based
health benefit design. Now, they have a
plan that is a high-deductible plan. It’s
a $5,000 deductible for a family. I don’t
think anyone would argue that that’s a
fairly high deductible for a family to
have to face if they have an illness. But
the good news is that family, with that
$5,000 deductible, and of course they
get a break on their premium with
such a high-deductible plan, their pre-
mium costs less than some of the other
plans. So they do save money on the
premium.

But also if they’re willing to partici-
pate in some things like weight con-
trol, smoking cessation, cholesterol
screening, exercise management, if
they’re willing to participate in those,
they can reduce that $5,000 deductible
in $1,000 increments down to a $1,000 de-
ductible with no increase in their pre-
mium. So they still have the very low
premium associated with a $5,000 de-
ductible plan, but now they’ve reduced
their deductible to $1,000 for that fam-
ily, which is a much more manageable
figure.

And how did that they do that? Be-
cause they voluntarily enrolled in a
smoking cessation plan, they volun-
tarily enrolled in a plan to measure
cholesterol, and because they volun-
tarily enrolled in a plan to actively
manage their weight and increase their
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exercise. So positive things that the in-
dividuals can do themselves that result
in an actual benefit as far as the insur-
ance expenditure is concerned.

Now, there were also some very posi-
tive results from some of the other
consumer-directed health care options.
88 percent of health savings account
holders carried a balance from 2006 into
2007. That means they didn’t spend all
of their money that was set aside for
health care expenditures, and they
were actually able to carry that for-
ward into the next year. And you can
imagine doing that year over year over
year along with the miracle of com-
pound interest, as long as you start
young, that can be a powerful way to
put some savings in place for payment
for health care later on.

I actually say this from personal ex-
perience. I was one of the first people
to get a medical savings account. This
Congress, under the leadership of
former chairman Bill Archer of the
Ways and Means Committee, passed a
medical savings account bill in 1996. In
1997, I signed up for one. I had it until
I came to Congress at the beginning of
2003, and that money now sits there
and grows year in and year out and is
a substantial amount of money that is
now available for treating health-re-
lated conditions well into the future.
That is a powerful tool to put in the
hands of someone. And the actuality is
the earlier you start, the more power-
ful is that concept.

So 88 percent of health savings ac-
count holders had a carryover balance
from 2006 to 2007. And the average bal-
ance among people who were judged to
be of low income was almost $600, $597
on average. So that’s not insignificant.

Now, how many Americans are en-
couraged to live healthier lives and to
conserve their health benefits like
these individuals that we’ve just de-
scribed? People that are making per-
sonal decisions about prevention and
lifestyle and managing chronic condi-
tions and cost. Most people with other
private health insurance are not be-
cause there is no reason for them to.
They just simply pay their insurance
premium every month. They hope that
they don’t have to use it. They hope
that their health is not threatened and
they have to rely on this insurance
company, and if they do, they hope
that they will in fact be covered when
that illness strikes.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, within my own
family, I have a youngster who teaches
school. He teaches middle school there
in Denton, Texas. Once I said, You
know, you have gotten to an age where
you need to think about preventative
health care. You need to think about
going to see the doctor once a year for
a physical and having some lab work
done and having a few things checked.
He said, I don’t need to do that. I
thought he was going to tell me be-
cause he was young and indestructible.
He said, I don’t have to do that because
they came to our school and did a
bunch of blood tests and told me I was
fine.
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I said, What do you mean they came
to your school and did a bunch of blood
tests? He said, Yeah. If we went out
and had the nurse draw our blood, they
would actually give us $20 a month off
of our health insurance premium, and I
did the math. That’s $240 a year. I'll
take that in exchange for having a lit-
tle blood work done.

How forward-thinking for this inde-
pendent school district to provide that
type of service. That way if someone in
fact does have an elevated cholesterol
but it’s entirely silent and they have
no idea that they have it, that person
can be identified and have some treat-
ment started that will prevent the
problem down the road. And in fact if
there are no problems, then the school
district also benefits because they
know they have a very healthy work-
force, and they are very fortunate to
have a very healthy workforce working
for them.

But the closet diabetic, the person
with high cholesterol that is otherwise
not known, the person with other med-
ical conditions that is otherwise not
known, the person with even illnesses
that would lead to electrolyte imbal-
ances may be discovered by those types
of screening tests.

So this, all in all, is a good thing and
a way for, yes, the independent school
district to save money on some of
those higher dollars, just like the CEO
at Aetna described, being able to save
money on those higher-dollar diagnoses
by paying a little bit of money on the
front end to, in this case, to elucidate
those conditions, and then if they are
found, to encourage that person to per-
haps seek some treatment for that.

So there is, of course, a quote that
we’'re all familiar with about the fun-
damentals of learning being reading,
writing, and arithmetic. Perhaps for
Congress our fundamentals for health
care should be risk, responsibilities,
and rewards. And if we will focus on
those—after all, on both sides of the
aisle, who can be opposed to more care,
lower cost, better quality? I mean, how
can you be opposed to those three
things? That’s what we all talk about
in all of these lofty terms about what
we’re all for.

Well, let’s be for that. Let’s be for
that and ensure that we put the tools
in the hands of the American people so
that they can actually participate
themselves in the blessings that the
American health care system is likely
be able to provide for them in the years
to come.

So, that’s the right prescription for
health professionals, and it’s the right
prescription for them to push for when
it comes to real system reform, and it’s
the right prescription for Members of
Congress to subscribe to as well.

So let me just finish by once again
stressing the importance that we’ve
got some immediate work in health
care ahead of us. Forget all of the stuff
that’s going to happen in the presi-
dential election. If we don’t fix this
problem with the Medicare physician
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reimbursement rate, if we don’t fix or
stop those cuts that are going to go
into place in just a few weeks time,
then a lot of this discussion will be for
nought because we will have driven
doctors out of practices and we will en-
sure that patients don’t have access to
care of any type. Whether it is expen-
sive care, whether it is quality care, it
doesn’t matter. We will just have en-
sured that our Medicare patients don’t
have access to that care.

So I do urge my colleagues to please
pay attention to this. Look into what-
ever bill you want. I urge to you look
into H.R. 6129, which is a paid-for
short-term solution to the cliff about
which we’re fixing to go over the edge.
And I do want to encourage my col-
leagues to focus on this because this is
extremely important. This is impor-
tant to the doctors and patients back
in your district.

Nothing is more personal to a person
than their medical care and their rela-
tionship with their physician, and this
hits right at the heart of that relation-
ship if we allow these cuts to go into
place and oh, yeah, by the way, there’s
another 5 percent reduction where that
came from waiting for you at the end
of the year.

O 2130

Make no mistake about it, Mr.
Speaker, this is a presidential election
year. All eyes tonight are going to be
on what is billed as the last presi-
dential primary, and then we’ll start
the fall campaign literally tomorrow
morning.

Make no mistake, it’s going to be dif-
ficult for things to rise to the top of
the national discussion, which is why I
encourage my colleagues to take the
time and trouble now to look at this
legislation, look at H.R. 6129, do the
right thing and get behind this bill, if
you can, and let’s deliver to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives a
significant number of cosponsors, 200
or 300 cosponsors, so that we will actu-
ally get this legislation done in what
remains of the days between now and
the 4th of July break. And perhaps we
can also, too, get some attention over
in the other body on the other side of
the Capitol so they will take this up as
well.

There’s probably no more important
thing, perhaps with the exception of
passing the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act, but there’s probably no
more important or intense piece of leg-
islation that we can take up these next
4 weeks. This is an immediate concern.
This is a clear and present danger to
the physicians who practice in this
country and the patients who depend
on those physicians for their health
care, the access for those patients to
their physicians. This is the number
one issue of this Congress this month,
and we should not shirk our responsi-
bility.

Please, let’s don’t do what they did
in December and just simply walk
away from this responsibility. Let’s
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take charge of this. We have it within
our power to affect this.

Again, this is a paid-for provision.
This is not going to expand the deficit.
It doesn’t create a tax increase. It
doesn’t take money away from anyone
else. This is the right thing to do. And
this Congress, this Congress ought to
stand up and do the right thing when it
comes to the patients and the physi-
cians of this country.

On the larger issue of the health care
referendum that we’re going to be fac-
ing in this country, I urge my col-
leagues to listen very carefully to the
arguments that are going to come from
both political parties as we go into the
fall presidential election. Please re-
member that that which grows the gov-
ernment side of health care may not be
in the best interests of patients in the
long term. And those programs that
tend to encourage the involvement of
the private sector and tend to encour-
age the participation of the patient in
the maintenance of their own health
care, those are programs that are like-
ly to deliver value and allow us to con-
tinue what has been the greatest
health care system the world has ever
known.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ELLISON (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today.

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr.
HoYER) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Ms. McCoLLUM of Minnesota (at the
request of Mr. HOYER) for today.

Mr. PEARCE (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today on account of offi-
cial business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. POE) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, today and
June 4, 5, 6, 9, and 10.

Mr. JONEsS of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, today and June 4, 5, 6, 9, and
10.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia, for 5 minutes,
June 4.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and June 4, 5, and 6.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia, for 5 minutes,
today and June 4.
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Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McCOTTER, for 56 minutes, June 4.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. McHENRY, for 5 minutes, today
and June 4, 5, and 6.

Mr. TANCREDO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. KUHL of New York, for 5 minutes,
today and June 5.

———

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
folows:

S. 1965. An act to protect children from
cybercrimes, including crimes by online
predators, to enhance efforts to identify and
eliminate child pornography, and to help
parents shield their children from material
that is inappropriate for minors; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

———

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Ms. Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker on May 22, 2008:

H.R. 2356. An act to amend title 4, United
States Code, to encourage the display of the
flag of the United States on Father’s Day.

H.R. 2517. An act to amend the Missing
Children’s Assistance Act to authorize ap-
propriations; and for other purposes.

H.R 4008. An act to amend the Fair Credit
Reporting Act to make technical corrections
to the definitions of willful noncompliance
with respect to violations involving the
printing of an expiration date on certain
credit and debit card receipts before the date
of the enactment of this Act.

Ms. Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House, further reported and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by Speaker pro tempore, Mr.
HOYER, on May 27, 2008:

H.R. 6081. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide benefits for
military personnel, and for other purposes.

———————

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The Speaker announced her signa-
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following ti-
tles:

S. 2829. To make technical corrections to
section 1244 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2008, which pro-
vides special immigrant status for certain
Iraqis, and for other purposes.

S. 3029. To provide for an additional tem-
porary extension of programs under the
Small Business Act and the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 3035. To temporarily extend the pro-
grams under the Higher Education Act of
1965.

S.J. Res. 17. Directing the United States to
initiate international discussions and take
necessary steps with other nations to nego-
tiate an agreement for managing migratory
and transboundary fish stocks in the Arctic
Ocean.
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BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House, reports that on May 23, 2008 she
presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bills:

H.R. 2356. To amend title 4, United States
Code, to encourage the display of the flag of
the United States on Father’s Day.

H.R. 2517. To amend the Missing Children’s
Assistance Act to authorize appropriations;
and for other purposes.

H.R. 4008. To amend the Fair Credit Re-
porting Act to make technical corrections to
the definition of willful noncompliance with
respect to violations involving the printing
of an expiration date on certain credit and
debit card receipts before the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 33 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, June 4, 2008, at 10
a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6830. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Rules of Practice
Governing Formal Adjudicatory Proceedings
Instituted by the Secretary Under Various
Statutes [Docket No. AMS-L&RRS-08-0015]
received May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6831. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Avocados Grown
in South Florida and Imported Avocados; Re-
vision of the Maturity Requirements [Docket
No. AMS-FV-07-0054; FV07-915-2 FR] received

May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6832. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Sorghum Pro-
motion, Research, and Information Order
[Docket No. AMS-LS-07-0056, LS-07-02] re-
ceived May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6833. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — National Dairy
Promotion and Research Program; Section
610 Review [Docket No. AMS-DA-08-2004; DA-
06-04] received May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6834. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Peanut Pro-
motion, Research, and Information Order;
Amendment to Primary Peanut-Producing
States and Adjustment of Membership
[Docket No.: AMS-FV-08-0001; FV-08-701 IFR]
received May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6835. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
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Department’s final rule — Olives Grown in
California; Decreased Assessment Rate
[Docket No. AMS-FV-07-0155; FV08-932-1 FIR]
received May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6836. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Marketing Order
Regulating the Handling of Spearmint Oil
Produced in the Far West; Salable Quantities
and Allotment Percentages for the 2008-2009
Marketing Year [Docket Nos. AMS-FV-07-
0135; FV08-985-2 FR] received May 23, 2008,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

6837. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Onions Grown in
South Texas; Increased Assessment Rate
[Docket No. AMS-FV-07-0151; FV08-959-1 FR]
received May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6838. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Pistachios Grown
in California; Change in Reporting Require-
ments [Docket No. AMS-FV-07-0095; FVO07-
983-2 FR] received May 23, 2008, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

6839. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Pistachios Grown
in California; Change in Reporting Require-
ments [Docket No. AMS-FV-07-0095; FVO07-
983-2 FR] received May 23, 2008, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

6840. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Pistachios Grown
in California; Changes in Handling Require-
ments [Docket No. AMS-FV-07-0082; FV07-
983-1 FIR] received May 23, 2008, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

6841. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Oranges, Grape-
fruit, Tangerines and Tangelos Grown in
Florida; Section 610 Review [Docket No.
AMS-FV-07-0017; FV07-905-610 Review] re-
ceived May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6842. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Increase in Fees
and Charges for Egg, Poultry, and Rabbit
Grading; Correction [Docket No. AMS-PY-08-
0030; PY-06-002] received May 23, 2008, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

6843. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Milk in the Appa-
lachian and Southeast Marketing Areas; Cor-
rection [AMS-DA-07-0059; AO-388-A22 and AO-

366-A51; Docket No. DA-07-03-A] received
May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6844. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Karnal Bunt; Removal of Regulated
Areas in Texas [Docket No. APHIS-2007-0157]
received April 8, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6845. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Acquisitions, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting notifica-
tion of the review and certification of the
Joint  Air-to-Surface Standoff  Missile
(JASSM) program, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
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2433(e)(1); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

6846. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General John F.
Sattler, United States Marine Corps, and his
advancement to the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

6847. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement Vice Admiral Paul E. Sullivan,
United States Navy, and his advancement to
the grade of vice admiral on the retired list;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

6848. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement Vice Admiral Kevin J. Cosgriff,
United States Navy, and his advancement to
the grade of vice admiral on the retired list;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

6849. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General Robert D.
Bishop, Jr., United States Air Force, and his
advancement to the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

6850. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General Chris-
topher A. Kelly, United States Air Force,
and his advancement to the grade of lieuten-
ant general on the retired list; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

6851. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General David F.
Melcher, United States Army, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of lieutenant general
on the retired list; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

68562. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved
retirement of Lieutenant General James M.
Dubik, United States Army, and his advance-
ment to the grade of lieutenant general on
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

6853. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the
certification of Lieutenant General Philip R.
Kensinger, Jr., United States Army; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

68564. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Installations and Environment, Depart-
ment of the Navy, Department of Defense,
transmitting notification of the Depart-
ment’s decision to convert to contract the
intermediate level ship maintenance support
functions; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

6855. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Acquisition and Technology, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a letter
on the report required by Section 888 of the
National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal
Year 2008; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

6856. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Acquisition and Technology, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s annual report on extensions of a
contract period to a total of more than ten
years, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2304a(f) Public
Law 108-375, section 813; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

6857. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary foe Logistics and Material Readiness,
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port on the budgeting of the Department of
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Defense for the sustainment of key military
equipment for 2008, pursuant to Public Law
109-163, section 361; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

6858. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Installations and Environment, Depart-
ment of the Navy, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s decision to
conduct a strealines A-76 competition of air-
craft maintenance functions at Andrews Air
Force Base, MD; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

6859. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Reserve Affairs, Department of Defense,
transmitting the National Guard ChalleNGe
Program Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2007,
pursuant to 32 U.S.C. 509(k); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

6860. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Elementary and Secondary Education,
Department of Education, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Jacob K. Javits
Gifted and Talented Students Education Pro-
gram — received May 27, 2008, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

6861. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Demands for Testimony
or Records in Legal Proceedings [Docket ID
ED-2007-0S-0138] received May 27, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

6862. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Education, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — National Institute
on Disability and Rehabilitation Research
(NIDRR)—-Disability and Rehabilitation Re-
search Projects and Centers Program--Dis-
ability Rehabilitation Research Projects
(DRRPs) received April 30, 2008, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

6863. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
State Long-Term Care Partnership Program:
Reporting Requirements for Insurers
[ASPE:LTCI] (RIN: 0991-AB44) received May
21, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6864. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
a report submitted in accordance with Sec-
tion 36(a) of the Arms Export Control Act,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(a); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6865. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Pursuant to Section 27(f)
of the Arms Export Control Act and Section
1(f) of Executive Order 11958, Transmittal No.
07-08 informing of an intent to sign the
Agreement between the Department of De-
fense of the United States and the Defence
Material Administration of the Kingdom of
Sweden for Production and Deployment of
the Excalibur 156mm Precision Guided, Ex-
tended Range Projectile, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

6866. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

6867. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to section 36(b)(5)(A) of the
Arms Export Control Act, relating to en-
hancements and upgrades from the level of
sensitivity of technology or capability de-
scribed in the Section 36(b)(1) AECA certifi-
cation 08-25 of 4 December 2007 (Transmittal
No. 0B-08); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.
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6868. A letter from the Deputy Director,
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 08-
61 concerning the Department of the Air
Force’s proposed Letter(s)of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Australia for defense articles
and services; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

6869. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
the quarterly reports in accordance with
Sections 36(a) and 26(b) of the Arms Export
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

6870. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) and
(d) of the Arms Export Control Act, certifi-
cation regarding the application for a license
for the manufacture of significant military
equipment abroad and the export of tech-
nical data, defense services and defense arti-
cles to the Government of Japan (Trans-
mittal No. DDTC 061-08); to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

6871. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the
Arms Export Control Act, certification of
aplication of a license for the export of de-
fense articles and services to the Govern-
ment of Japan (Transmittal No. DDTC 047-
07); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

6872. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the
Arms Export Control Act, certification of an
application of a license for the export of de-
fense articles and services to the Govern-
ments of Russia, Ukraine, and Norway
(Transmittal No. DDTC 037-06); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6873. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the
Arms Export Control Act, certification of a
proposed manufacturing license agreement
for the export of defense articles and services
to the Government of the United Kingdom
(Transmittal No. DDTC 021-08); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6874. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the
Arms Export Control Act, certification of a
proposed agreement for the export of defense
articles to the Government of Georgia
(Transmittal No. DDTC 047-08); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6875. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the
Arms Export Control Act, certification of a
proposed agreement for the export of defense
articles and services to the Governments of
Russia and Kazakhstan (Transmittal No.
DDTC 034-07); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

6876. A letter from the Director, U.S. Office
of Personnel Management, Office of Per-
sonnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Political Activity — Fed-
eral Employees Residing in Designated Lo-
calities (RIN: 3206-AL32) received May 15,
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

6877. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Absence and Leave; An-
nual Leave for Senior-Level Employees (RIN:
3206-A1.49) received April 8, 2008, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

6878. A letter from the Chief, Division of
Migratory Bird Management, Department of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Authorizations Under the Bald
and Golden Eagle Protection Act for Take of
Eagles [[FWS-R9-MB-2008-00571[91200-1231-
9BPP-L2]] (RIN: 1018-AV11) received May 22,
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

6879. A letter from the Chief Justice, Su-
preme Court of the United States, transmit-
ting amendments to the Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure that have been adopted
by the Supreme Court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
2074; (H. Doc. No. —118); to the Committee on
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed.

6880. A letter from the Chief Justice, Su-
preme Court of the United States, transmit-
ting amendments to the Federal Rules of
Bankruptcy Procedure that have been adopt-
ed by the Supreme Court, pursuant to 28
U.S.C. 2075; (H. Doc. No. —119); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and ordered to be
printed.

6881. A letter from the Chief Justice, Su-
preme Court of the United States, transmit-
ting amendments to the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure that have been adopted by
the Supreme Court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
2072; (H. Doc. No. —117); to the Committee on
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed.

6882. A letter from the Director of Regula-
tions Management, Department of Veterans
Affairs, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Survivors’ and Dependents’ Edu-
cational Assistance Program Period of Eligi-
bility for Eligible Children and Other Mis-
cellaneous Issues (RIN: 2900-Al.44) received
May 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

6883. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Medicare Program; Changes for Long-Term
Care Hospitals Required by Certain Provi-
sions of the Medicare, Medicaid, SCHIP, Ex-
tension Act of 2007: 3-Year Moratorium on
the Establishment of New Long-Term Care
Hospitals and Long-Term Care Hospital Sat-
ellite Facilities and Increases in Beds in Ex-
isting Long-Term Care Hospitals and Long-
Term Care Hospital Satellite Facilities; and
3-YearDelay in the Application of Certain
Payment Adjustments [CMS-0938-IFC2] (RIN:
0938-AP33) received May 21, 2008, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

6884. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — 26
CFR 601.602: Tax forms and instructions.
(Also: Part 1, 1, 223.) (Rev. Proc. 2008-29) re-
ceived May 20, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

6885. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — 26
CFR 1.482-1: Allocation of income and deduc-
tions among taxpayers (Rev. Proc. 2008-31)
received May 23, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

6886. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report concerning the exten-
sion of waiver authority for Turkmenistan,
pursuant to Public Law 93-618, Subsection
402(d)(1) and 409; (H. Doc. No. —116); to the
Committee on Ways and Means and ordered
to be printed.

6887. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Medicare Program; Medicare Part D Claims
Data [CMS-4119-F] (RIN: 0938-A058) received
May 22, 2008, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce and Ways and Means.

June 3, 2008

6888. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Medicare Program; Provider Reimbursement
Determinations and Appeals [CMS-1727-F]
(RIN: 0938-AL54) received May 21, 2008, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Energy
and Commerce.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

[Filed on May 22, 2008]

Mr. BERMAN: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. H.R. 6028. A Dbill to authorize law en-
forcement and security assistance, and as-
sistance to enhance the rule of law and
strengthen civilian institutions, for Mexico
and the countries of Central America, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 110-673 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

[Filed on June 3, 2008]

Mr. OBERSTAR: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 5599. A bill to
designate the Federal building located at
4600 Silver Hill Road in Suitland, Maryland,
as the ‘“‘Thomas Jefferson Census Bureau
Headquarters Building” (Rept. 110-674). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. OBERSTAR: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 311. Resolution authorizing the
use of the Capitol Grounds for the Greater
Washington Soap Box Derby (Rept. 110-675).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. OBERSTAR: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. House Concurrent
Resolution 335. Resolution authorizing the
use of the Capitol Grounds for a celebration
of the 100th anniversary of Alpha XKappa
Alpha Sorority, Incorporated (Rept. 110-676).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ARCURI: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1233. A resolution providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5540) to amend
the Chesapeake Bay Initiative Act of 1998 to
provide for the continuing authorization of
the Chesapeake Bay Gateways and
Watertrails Network (Rept. 110-677). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Ms. SUTTON: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 1234. A resolution providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3021) to direct
the Secretary of Education to make grants
and low-interest loans to local educational
agencies for the construction, moderniza-
tion, or repair of public kindergarten, ele-
mentary, and secondary educational facili-
ties, and for other purposes (Rept. 110-678).
Referred to the House Calendar.

—————

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

[The following action occurred on May 22, 2008]

H.R. 6028. Referral to the Committee on
the Judiciary extended for a period ending
not later than June 6, 2008.

[The following action occurred on May 30, 2008]

H.R. 5577. Referral to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce extended for a period
ending not later than July 11, 2008.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:



June 3, 2008

By Mr. KELLER of Florida (for himself
and Mr. SCALISE):

H.R. 6167. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to strengthen penalties for
child pornography offenses, child sex traf-
ficking offenses, and other sexual offenses
committed against children; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. AKIN:

H.R. 6168. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
112 South 5th Street in Saint Charles, Mis-
souri, as the ‘“Lance Corporal Drew W. Wea-
ver Post Office Building‘‘; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. AKIN:

H.R. 6169. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
156455 Manchester Road in Ballwin, Missouri,
as the ‘‘Specialist Peter J. Navarro Post Of-
fice Building‘‘; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself and Mr.
SHIMKUS):

H.R. 6170. A bill to require the inclusion of
coal-derived fuel at certain volumes in avia-
tion fuel, motor vehicle fuel, home heating
oil, and boiler fuel; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 6171. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a commission and a national
competition to significantly improve the en-
ergy efficiency of and reduce emissions from
Federal buildings in the National Capital Re-
gion; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr.
KIND, Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Mr.
KLINE of Minnesota, Ms. McCOLLUM
of Minnesota, Mr. ELLISON, Mrs.
BACHMANN, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, and Mr. OBERSTAR):

H.R. 6172. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an offset against
income tax refunds to pay for State judicial
debts that are past-due; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SESSIONS:

H.R. 6173. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to suspend temporarily the
excise tax on aviation fuel used in commer-
cial aviation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WEXLER:

H.R. 6174. A bill to amend part C of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to reduce
variation in Medicare Advantage payment
rates among counties within the same State
within certain very large metropolitan area;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas (for herself, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr.
HARE, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
LIPINSKI, and Ms. LEE):

H. Con. Res. 366. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that increas-
ing American capabilities in science, mathe-
matics, and technology education should be
a national priority; to the Committee on
Science and Technology.

By Mr. KENNEDY:

H. Con. Res. 367. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing support for designation of the pe-
riod beginning on June 9, 2008, and ending on
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June 13, 2008, as ‘‘National Health Informa-
tion Technology Week‘; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SCALISE:

H. Res. 1235. A resolution expressing sup-
port for the designation of National D-Day
Remembrance Day, and recognizing the spir-
it, courage, and sacrifice of the men and
women who fought and won World War II; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 87: Mr. SOUDER.

. 1564: Mr. OLVER and Mr. MARKEY.
. 269: Mr. CARSON.

. 333: Mr. COURTNEY.

. 371: Mr. FILNER.

. 378: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 423: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mr. ROGERS of
Michigan.

H.R. 503: Mr. CARSON and Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 621: Mr. MCHENRY.

H.R. 643: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Mr. ARCURI, and Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York.

H.R. 699: Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

H.R. 879: Mr. LAMBORN.

H.R. 936: Mr. CARSON.

H.R. 971: Ms. CLARKE.

. 1017: Mr. CARSON.

. 1073: . OBERSTAR.

. 1076: . ELLISON.

. 1078: . OLVER.

. 1120: . THORNBERRY.

. 1157: . YARMUTH.

. 1185: . HIRONO, Mr. CARSON, and Mr.

KUCINICH.
H.R. 1188: Mr. RUSH and Mr. COHEN.

. 1190: . TIBERI and Mr. CARSON.

. 1275: Mr. HINOJOSA.

. 1279: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

. 1283: Mr. ARCURI.

. 1304: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.

.R. 1306: Mr. JONES of North Carolina and

Mr. KING of New York.
H.R. 1322: Mr. CARSON.

. 1359: Mr. ROSKAM.

. 1363: Mr. CUELLAR and Mr. LOEBSACK.

. 1439: Mr. HINOJOSA.

. 1532: Mrs. TAUSCHER.

. 1553: Mr. HELLER and Mr. KUHL of New

.R. 1576: Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee.

H.R. 1606: Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. HINCHEY, and
Mr. ALTMIRE.

H.R. 1621: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 1644: Mr. OBERSTAR.

. 1653: . CARSON.

. 1683: . CARSON.

. 1732: . CARSON.

. 1748: . RUPPERSBERGER.

. 1781: . ARCURI.

. 1829: . SOUDER.

. 1932: . ANDREWS.

. 1940: . GRAVES.

. 1956: Mr. PAUL and Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 2032: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. CAPUANO, and
Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 2092: Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. BISHOP of
New York, Mr. STARK, Mr. PALLONE, and Mr.
wu.

H.R. 2131: Mr. LEwWIS of Georgia and Ms.
SUTTON.

H.R. 2154:

H.R. 2160:
. 2164:
. 2183:
. 2192:
. 2193:
. 2241:
. 2244:

Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

Mr. SHAYS.

. HALL of Texas.

. WALBERG and Mr. ARCURI.
. CARSON.

. SESTAK.

. GORDON and Mr. CARSON.
. PASTOR.
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H.R. 2268: Mr. INSLEE and Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 2452: Mr. SESTAK and Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER.

H.R. 2472: Mr. POMEROY, Mr. REHBERG, and
Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 2493: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. DEAL
of Georgia, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. RADANOVICH,
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. ROGERS of Michi-
gan, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. WHITFIELD of Ken-
tucky, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr.
PICKERING, Mr. PITTS, Mr. TERRY, Mr. SUL-
LIVAN, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. PEARCE, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. HERGER, and Mr. KUHL of New
York.

H.R. 2514:
LARD.

H.R. 2567:

H.R. 2585:

H.R. 2588:

H.R. 2606:

H.R. 2676:

Ms. MATSUI and Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

Mr. CARSON.
Mr. GINGREY.
Mr. SOUDER.
Mrs. CAPPS.
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2694: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 2864: Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 2880: Ms. Foxx, Mr. LEwIS of Ken-
tucky, and Mr. MORAN of Kansas.

H.R. 2915: Mr. CARSON.

H.R. 2923: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and
Mr. SCALISE.

H.R. 2994: Mr. MCCOTTER.

H.R. 3042: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. ARCURI.

H.R. 3094: Ms. HIRONO, Mr. WU, Ms. LEE,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, and Mr. SALAZAR.

H.R. 3107: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 3112: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
ROYCE, and Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 3232: Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. SULLIVAN, and
Mr. COSTELLO.

H.R. 3257: Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN.

H.R. 3267: Mr. DAvVIsS of Illinois, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BURGESS, and Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia.

H.R. 3291: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 3334: Mr. MARKEY and Mr. WITTMAN of
Virginia.

H.R. 3374:

H.R. 3423:

H.R. 3457:

H.R. 3479:

H.R. 3544: . PASTOR.

H.R. 3618: . PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 3642: Mr. HOLT and Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California.

H.R. 3750: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Mr.
KENNEDY.

H.R. 3753: Mr. BUYER.

H.R. 3785: Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 3812: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 3820: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 3865: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 3934: Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. BoyD of Florida,
and Mr. SHULER.

H.R. 3968: Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 4067: Mr. CARSON.

H.R. 4088: Mr. YOUNG of Florida.

H.R. 4105: Mr. KAGEN, Mr. SALAZAR, and
Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 4107: Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 4109: Ms. WATERS, Ms. BALDWIN, and
Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 4114: Mr. WU.

H.R. 4141: Mr. CARTER and Mr. ANDREWS.

H.R. 4244: Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 4449: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. DAVIS of I1-
linois.

H.R. 4544: Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 4836: Mr. CLYBURN.

H.R. 4926: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN and Mr.
ALLEN.

H.R. 4936: Mr. STARK.

H.R. 5085: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 5139: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 5192: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 5265: Mr. CARSON, Mr. ALTMIRE, and
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky.

Mr. SESTAK.

. KILDEE.

. CHANDLER.

. LATOURETTE.
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H.R. 5268: Mr. SARBANES.

H.R. 5404: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, and Ms. SPEIER.

H.R. 5405: Mr. KUHL of New York.

H.R. 5469: Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 5534: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 5536: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 5546: Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee.

H.R. 5573: Mr. KIRK, Mr. RENZI, Mr. ARCURI,
Mr. MCINTYRE, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 5580: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. MILLER of
North Carolina.

H.R. 5606: Mr. DAVIS of Alabama and Mr.
PATRICK MURPHY of Pennsylvania.
. 5638: Mr. BUTTERFIELD.
. 5640: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.
. 5669: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

. 5673: Mr. PORTER.
. 5684: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS.
. 5734: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 5737: Mr. HAYES, Mr. LUCAS, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Alabama, and Mrs. MILLER of Michi-
gan.

H.R. 5740: Mr. CHANDLER and Mr. FORTUNO.

H.R. 5741: Mr. GILCHREST.

H.R. 5747: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 5748: Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 5759: Mr. PLATTS and Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 5760: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. MCHUGH, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 5782: Mr. PLATTS and Mr. DAVIS of
Kentucky.

H.R. 5791: Mr. CARSON.

H.R. 5793: Mr. FORBES, Mr. Ross, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, and Mr.
PICKERING.

H.R. 5797: Mr. HAYES and Mr. SALI.

H.R. 5798: Mr. BiSHOP of New York.

H.R. 5814: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 5821: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. Wamp.

H.R. 5831: Mr. ARCURI.

H.R. 5852: Mr. MOORE of Kansas and Mr.
ROTHMAN.

H.R. 5867: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 5869: Mr. FARR, Mr. HINOJOSA, and Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico.

H.R. 5874: Mr. WAMP, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, and Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 5882: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 5895: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania.

H.R. 5898: Mr. ToMm DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
HIiNOJOSA, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 5899: Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN.

H.R. 5901: Mr. RUSH and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 5908: Mrs. CUBIN.

H.R. 5924: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 5950: Mr. NADLER and Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas.

H.R. 5954: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
and Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 5960: Mr. COSTELLO.

H.R. 5965: Mr. CARSON.

H.R. 5971: Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and Mr.
MCCOTTER.

H.R. 5979: Mr. PLATTS.

H.R. 5984: Mr. WITTMAN of Virginia, Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. EVERETT, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. LAHOOD, Mrs. SCHMIDT, Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey, Mr. LEWIS of California,
Mr. PEARCE, and Mr. YOUNG of Florida.

H.R. 5992: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 5998: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ROTHMAN, and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 6020: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 6026: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. BUYER, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr.
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AKIN, Mr. CANNON, Ms. FoxX, Mrs. MCMORRIS
RODGERS, Mr. Mica, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. ToM DAVIS of
Virginia, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. SHADEGG,
Mr. MCCOTTER, and Mr. INGLIS of South
Carolina.

H.R. 6045: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 6057: Mr. HALL of New York, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. LEE, and Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 6073: Mr. BUTTERFIELD and Ms. TSON-
GAS.

H.R. 6075: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 6076: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. SUTTON, Ms.
CLARKE, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-
gia, and Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 6083: Mr. EDWARDS.

H.R. 6092: Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. CALVERT,
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. FOSSELLA, and Mr.
FEENEY.

H.R. 6098: Mr. DICcKs, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 6101: Mr. SOUDER and Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas.

H.R. 6102: Mr. SOUDER and Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas.

H.R. 6105: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 6107: Mr. CULBERSON, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
GRAVES, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
WALSH of New York, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. PENCE, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. POE, and Mr. BOUSTANY.

H.R. 6108: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina,
Mr. FLAKE, Mr. IssA, Mr. KUHL of New York,
and Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 6122: Mr. HINOJOSA and Ms. SUTTON.

H.R. 6126: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.

H.R. 6129: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 6137: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 6139: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 6150: Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 6153: Mr. ORTIZ.

H.J. Res. 79: Mr. OLVER.

H.J. Res. 89: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. GINGREY, Mr.
HENSARLING, and Mr. CULBERSON.

H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. HONDA.

H. Con. Res. 163: Mr. BoyD of Florida.

H. Con. Res. 195: Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. SUL-
LIVAN, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. BONNER, Mr. TAYLOR, Ms.
BEAN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. STUPAK, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. McCOTTER, Mr.
SESSIONS, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. HULSHOF,
Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. BUYER, Mr. REGULA, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. LINDER, Mr. BROUN of Georgia,
Mr. TiIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania, and Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H. Con. Res. 239: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H. Con. Res. 321: Mr. BOUCHER and Mr. Car-
son.

H. Con. Res. 336: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
CARNEY, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
Mr. FURTUNO, and Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.

H. CoN. RES. 341: MR. WILSON OF OHIO, MR.
GOODE, MR. PRICE OF NORTH CAROLINA, MR.
DOYLE, MR. PATRICK MURPHY OF PENNSYL-
VANIA, MR. ANDREWS, MR. PEARCE, MR.
DINGELL, MR. AKIN, AND Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ.

H. Con. Res. 342: Mr. THORNBERRY, Ms.
GRANGER, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida, and Mr. HALL of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 349: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania.

H. Con. Res. 350: Mr. FARR, Mr. POE, Mr.
BERMAN, and Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.

H. Con. Res. 360: Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania.

H. Con. Res. 361: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. CARSON.
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H. Con. Res. 362: Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr. KIRK, Mr.
FORTUNO, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. BACA, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. CAN-
TOR, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama,
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. Co0STA, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. ScOoTT of Georgia,
and Mr. TOWNS.

H. Con. Res. 364: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ENGEL,

Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. FORTUNO, and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H. Res. 111: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. LOEBSACK, and
Mr. POMEROY.

H. Res. 373: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ROTHMAN,
and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H. Res. 415: Mr. FILNER and Mr. SHAYS.

H. Res. 598: Mr. SALI.

H. Res. 648: Mr. KUuHL of New York, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. SESTAK, Mrs. CAPPS,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,

BILBRAY.

H. Res. 672: Ms. SUTTON and Mr. PAYNE.

H. Res. 795: Mr. WAXMAN.

H. Res. 937: Mr. EDWARDS.

H. Res. 977: Mr. BAIRD, Mr. COHEN, Mr. TAY-
LOR, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. BORDALLO, and Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H. Res. 1008: Mr. HOLT and Mr. PORTER.

H. Res. 1012: Mr. HARE.

H. Res. 1037: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia.

H. Res. 1042: Mr. TERRY, Mrs. MYRICK, and
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.

H. Res. 1110: Mr. CAMP of Michigan.

H. Res. 1143: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SHAYS,
and Mr. DUNCAN.

H. Res. 1146: Mr. EMANUEL.

H. Res. 1164: Mr. CARSON.

H. Res. 1191: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
STEARNS, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.

H. Res. 1202: Mr. BUTTERFIELD.

H. Res. 1205: Mrs. DAvVIS of California and
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H. Res. 1207: Ms. TSONGAS.

H. Res. 1210: Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. PAUL, Mr.
McCAUL of Texas, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
MELANCON, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
B00zMAN, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H. Res. 1224: Mr. ADERHOLT and Mr. LIN-
COLN DAVIS of Tennessee.

H. Res. 1225: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. ALTMIRE,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. KUCINICH, and Mr. HARE.

and Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative GEORGE MILLER of California, or
a designee, to H.R. 3021, the 21st Century
Green High-Performing Public School Facili-
ties Act, does not contain any congressional
earmarks, limited tax benefits, or limited
tariff benefits as defined in clause 9(d), 9(e),
or 9(f) of Rule XXI.

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative BISHOP of Utah, or a designee, to
H.R. 5540, the Chesapeake Bay Gateways and
Watertrails Network Continuing Authoriza-
tion Act, does not contain any congressional
earmarks, limited tax benefits or limited
tariff benefits as defined in clause 9(d), 9(e),
or 9(f) of Rule XXI.
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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable JON
TESTER, a Senator from the State of
Montana.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray:

Gracious God, by Your providence we
have been given the gift of this day,
and from Your hand our needs are sup-
plied.

Give our lawmakers a reference for
Your sovereignty and a faith in Your
unfolding providence. May their trust
in Your guidance lead them to labor for
Your honor. May their first aspiration
be to hear You say, ‘“Well done.”” When
they are tempted to doubt, infuse them
with Your faith. When they are tempt-
ed to fear, strengthen them with Your
courage. Keep them from becoming
weary in choosing the more difficult
right, as they remember that in due
season, they will reap a bountiful har-
vest. We pray in Your sacred Name.
Amen.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JON TESTER led the
Pledge of Allegiance 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.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 3, 2008.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable JON TESTER, a Sen-
ator from the State of Montana, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. TESTER thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today fol-
lowing my remarks and those of Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, there will be a period
of morning business until 11 a.m., or
when the hour is gone, with the time
equally divided and controlled. The Re-
publicans will control the first half—I
see Senator CORNYN, ready to begin—
the majority will control the second
half of morning business. Then we will
resume consideration of the motion to
proceed to S. 3036, the Climate Secu-
rity Act. The Senate will recess at
12:30, as we do every Tuesday, for our
weekly caucus luncheons, and will re-
convene following the official Senate
photograph which is scheduled for
today at 2:15.

I hope all Senators will make them-
selves available for the photograph. It
takes weeks for the staff to set up to
take these pictures. If you look around,
you can see in the galleries the light-
ing. It is very difficult to get the light-
ing down here to take all 100 Senators.
So I hope everyone will be here at 2:15
and be thoughtful and considerate to
their colleagues so the staff can get the
picture taken as quickly as possible.

————————

FILIBUSTERS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, yesterday
there was a vote, as we all knew there
would be—an overwhelming vote—to

proceed to legislation to stem the tide
of global warming. This strong bipar-
tisan vote came only after the Repub-
licans forced us to file cloture and use
more of the Senate’s valuable time.
Another filibuster. This is, as I have
said before, filibusters on steroids. We
have never, ever, in the history of our
great country, had as many filibusters
as this Republican minority has initi-
ated. In a short 10 months, the 2-year
record for filibusters was broken by
this Republican minority. They have
stopped or slowed down everything
they could. They have even forced us to
file cloture on things they agree on.
Why? Because it eats up valuable time.

We now have 12 weeks left until our
adjournment time. There is so much to
do—so much to do. We are interested in
doing the people’s business. The Repub-
licans are interested in stalling—stall-
ing. As an example, today we should be
on this piece of legislation, but, no,
they are going to do as they have done
time and time again: use 30 hours.

For everyone listening, what does
this mean? The rules of the Senate are
that once you file cloture—first of all,
it takes a couple days to file cloture.
You have to let it wait for a couple
days. Now, why would they make us
file cloture on this bill? It is bipar-
tisan; it is sponsored by Senator WAR-
NER and Senator LIEBERMAN, but they
have done this. So after we file cloture,
we come in and we have a vote. Re-
member, we waste those days while
cloture is ripening. Then, to make it
even more absurd, the rule is that after
cloture is invoked, you have 30 hours.
They make us use that 30 hours. It is
wasted time. There is no reason we
can’t be on this bill.

I spoke to one of the Republican lead-
ers yesterday, and he said: Well, we
want more time to debate the bill. No
one is taking any debate time away
from anybody. But shouldn’t we be on
the bill? So I say time runs out to-
night, shortly before midnight, on the
30 hours. In the morning, we are going

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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to be on this bill. That means we are
going to have to stay in until midnight
tonight. That is up to the Republicans.
That is up to the minority. But we are
going to start legislating on this bill
tomorrow  morning. As everyone
knows, the rules around here allow me
to have the right of recognition, first
recognition. We are going to start leg-
islating in the morning.

I am happy if there is a need for more
debate on the bill. This is an important
bill. We should have all the debate;
people should be able to make their
statements. I am not trying to disallow
anyone from making their statement,
but let’s at least legislate, as we should
in this most serious body, the greatest
debating—they say—body in the world,
the Senate of the United States.

This strong bipartisan vote came, as
I have indicated, after Republicans
forced us to file cloture and use 2 days
of Senate time, as I have already out-
lined. It forces us to waste 2 days for a
vote they overwhelmingly supported.
Now, the Republicans are forcing us to
burn, as I have indicated, another 30
hours of procedural time before we can
begin debate. That is two filibusters
and more than 3 days of valuable Sen-
ate time wasted, all for a vote that
most Republicans supported. We should
have been on the bill, at the very least,
last night.

Why would Republicans set these
roadblocks to progress? I have outlined
why. They are still in a snit because
the American people surprised every-
one and we are in the majority. It is a
slim majority, but we are in the major-
ity. We Dbelieve the people’s business
should be the issue at hand.

I have said many times Republicans
have every right to vigorously debate
and oppose legislation on which they
have disagreements. That is how the
legislative process is supposed to work.
The majority introduces a bill, the two
sides engage in debate and, in many
cases, some type of compromise is
reached. Legislation is the art of com-
promise. Then a vote is taken and who-
ever has the most votes—then we have
a winner and a loser. But most of the
time, if you are moving forward, there
are only winners, there are no losers.

The Republicans have every oppor-
tunity to debate this bill in public and
negotiate it in private. That is what we
would like to do. If there is some way
they think this can be compromised,
condensed, made bigger, we are willing
to work with them. This is a bipartisan
bill. It is their legislative right and ob-
ligation—I understand that—to con-
vince Senators who are in disagree-
ment to join with them. But the un-
precedented Republican filibustering
we have seen renders the legislative
process difficult—difficult. Seventy-
two times, and add to this almost
every time we have had to do 30
hours—sometimes twice.

So I think the American people are
clearly seeing the picture. The picture
is the Republicans are wanting to
maintain the status quo. They are
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treading water until President Bush
leaves. The good news for the American
people is there are only 7 months of
that left. I think it is clear what has
happened. You see in Louisiana, you
see in Mississippi, you see in Illinois,
three heavily Republican House seats
went Democratic. Why? Because the
American people see what is going on,
just as they see that global warming is
here. The American people aren’t going
to get lost in cap and trade. What they
are concerned about is emissions, low-
ering emissions. They know it is a
problem. They know what is going on
in Congress is a problem. That is why
we have seen these special elections go
overwhelmingly Democratic in places
where the Republicans always used to
win.

On this legislation, I say to my
friends, let’s debate the legislation,
let’s try to work to pass it. Let’s try to
move forward on it. Stop running out
the clock. Engage in the legislative
process so we can continue to work to-
ward making the American dream af-
fordable for our country’s struggling
families once again.

The price of gasoline during the 7
years and 5 months President Bush has
been President has gone up 250 per-
cent—250 percent. In Nevada, you can
still find a place to buy gas for less
than $4 a gallon, but it is not easy. One
of my friends I went to high school
with called me—Teddy Sandoval, a
wonderful guy. I have known him my
whole life. He called me. I thought he
was having some personal problem, and
he was. Do you know what it was? He
said: HARRY, I bought a diesel truck be-
cause diesel fuel was so low, and now I
can’t afford to fill it anymore because
diesel has gone way up.

Diesel. I saw over the holiday we just
had, the week off we had, in California
and Nevada diesel fuel was as much as
$4.50 a gallon. My friend told me he had
been in New York, and it was $5.15 a
gallon for diesel fuel.

So I plead with my Republican
friends: Let us move forward on this
legislation. I have said I don’t want to
use this term ‘‘fill the tree,” but we
have to have some recognition from
the Republicans that we are going to
legislate seriously. Do you remember
what happened last time when we said
let’s have an open amendment process?
There was a rush to the floor to try to
help JOHN MCCAIN on the flawed piece
of legislation he had. Thinking the GI
bill of rights is too generous—too gen-
erous—they rushed to the floor to sup-
port JOHN MCcCAIN’s flawed GI bill of
rights. Now, fortunately, Democrats
and Republicans saw it was flawed. It
took a lot of procedural time. The Re-
publicans, which was never done—
never done previously, rarely done pre-
viously—would come with a piece of
their legislation and file cloture. That
was a prerogative that was left to the
majority. That was the way it was
around here.

So unless we have some agreement
that we are going to legislate appro-
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priately on this bill, then I think we
are going to have to step back and see
what we can do because it will appear
very clearly that the Republicans are
not at least willing to engage in that
regard and that they are not willing to
engage in serious legislation.

There have been 72 Republican fili-
busters, and we are going up, not down.
That is not good for the country. It is
not good for the Senate. I don’t think
it is good for my Republican col-
leagues.

——————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to a period of
morning business until 11 a.m., with
the time equally divided and controlled
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the Republicans control-
ling the first half and the majority
controlling the final half of the time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

————

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that our 30 minutes
be allotted so that there is 15 minutes
for me and 15 minutes for the Senator
from Ohio following my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. REID. What is the request, Mr.
President?

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I will
restate it. Of the 30 minutes of time for
the minority, I asked that it be divided
between the Senator from Ohio and me.

Mr. REID. So it is my understanding
that the Senator from Texas wants an
hour of morning business.

Mr. CORNYN. No, sir.

Mr. REID. So it will be 30 minutes for
the Democrats and 30 for the Repub-
licans.

Mr. CORNYN. Yes, with our 30 min-
utes being equally divided between the
Senator from Ohio and myself.

Mr. REID. I have no objection.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I heard
the distinguished majority leader criti-
cize the Republicans for wanting to
have a debate on this piece of legisla-
tion. Frankly, I think we would be re-
miss in our duties if we didn’t discuss
this important piece of legislation, as
complex and difficult a topic as it is
and, frankly, ask questions that I know
our constituents would ask of us were
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we to vote for or against this par-
ticular legislation.

I, for one, make no apologies for
doing what I consider to be my duty,
and I think all of us would do well to
ask questions about this legislation,
which proposes a $6.7 trillion pricetag—
that is trillion; not billion, not million
but trillion, $6.7 trillion.

We talk about what Congress has
been doing. Let me mention what Con-
gress has not been doing and what the
Senate has not been doing.

It has been 109 days since the Foreign
Intelligence Surveillance Act was not
reauthorized, which has hampered our
ability to listen in on terrorist-to-ter-
rorist communications.

We have spent 560 days since Amer-
ican businesses and farmers have been
disadvantaged by not taking up the Co-
lombia Free Trade Agreement. For my
State alone, it is roughly $2.3 billion a
year. But my producers, farmers, and
manufacturers are disadvantaged by
tariffs on those goods when they are
imported into Colombia, even though
Colombian goods bear zero tariffs com-
ing into the United States. We ought to
fix that.

So it has been 560 days since that
condition has existed. It has been 705
days since some judicial nominees have
been waiting for a vote. It has been 771
days since Speaker PELOSI went cam-
paigning before the 2006 election and
said, if elected, the Democrats would
deliver a commonsense solution to the
price of gasoline and the pain con-
sumers were feeling at the pump. That
was 771 days ago. Yet there has been no
proposal by our friends in the majority
to actually come up with a common-
sense solution to help ease the pain at
the pump. Instead, we have a bill
which—while I don’t question the moti-
vation for the bill since we are all con-
cerned about the environment, I do
think it is important that we ask ques-
tions about a bill that carries such a
high pricetag and which will have the
impact of actually increasing the cost
of energy—gasoline and electricity—
rather than reducing it.

I must say that last week, like all
the rest of my colleagues, I went back
home and had a chance to visit with a
number of my constituents. Of course,
high gasoline prices was the No. 1 issue
on their minds. Even though my State
is doing relatively well compared to
the rest of the country, with about a
4.1-percent unemployment rate, we
have seen some softening in the hous-
ing market, but generally speaking,
my State is prospering. We are grateful
for that. But even people who have jobs
and feel as though they are doing pret-
ty well otherwise are still feeling their
paychecks shrink as a result of rising
energy costs.

I am wondering why we are now on a
piece of legislation that, rather than
reducing the cost of their gasoline or
electricity, will actually increase it.
Right now, the average price of a gal-
lon of gasoline across the country is
right at $4 per gallon.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

As I talked to my constituents last
week around the State, they asked me:
What is Congress going to do to finally
take action to lower those prices?

Well, unfortunately, I had to tell
them we only got 42 votes on a provi-
sion on a bill—the Domenici amend-
ment—which would actually have in-
creased our use of American energy
and reduced our dependency on im-
ported oil from some of our enemies,
such as Hugo Chavez from Venezuela
and Ahmed Amadi Nejad from Iran,
which are part of OPEC.

By our inaction in Congress, we are
driving up that cost because, since 1982,
we have been putting vast American
reserves of energy out of bounds
through a moratorium that was en-
acted on the Outer Continental Shelf,
through our unwillingness to explore
and develop oil shale in the West and
our unwillingness to allow the State of
Alaska to develop its own energy re-
serves in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. So it is easy for me to under-
stand, seeing that disconnect between
what my constituents are concerned
about—high prices of energy, including
gasoline—having to come back and de-
bate a bill that will drive up those
costs even further—it is easy to see
why more and more people believe Con-
gress is totally disconnected from re-
ality. Congress appears to have very
little relevance to the issue that con-
cerns the American people the most,
and that is the family budget.

I want to be clear about one matter
though. The debate about our environ-
ment is one well worth having. Of
course, we can all do better and should
do better in being good stewards of the
environment, conserving energy and
reducing waste. Reducing dependency
on foreign oil and bringing down prices
at the pump are needed too. My fear is
that this important issue is rapidly be-
coming just another tired political
game.

Taking care of the environment is
not a Republican versus Democrat
issue. It should not be about partisan
politics. Haven’t we learned by now
that the American people are fed up
with the games in Washington and
want real solutions?

Well, yesterday, the majority leader
and the chairman of the Environment
and Public Works Committee, Senator
BOXER, were criticizing the fact that
we wanted to use some of the time
today to ask questions about this im-
portant legislation so that we could
educate ourselves and our constituents
about what is in this very complex
piece of legislation. But I do have some
questions I hope will be answered in
this week’s debate.

First of all, how much will this bill
cost? I have read estimates that this
bill’s pricetag is somewhere in the $6.7
trillion range. I fear that if that is cor-
rect, this is simply too costly of a bur-
den to put on the American people.
This is especially true when I believe
more cost-effective solutions are avail-
able. I think we should balk at any
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piece of legislation that carries a
pricetag of $6.7 trillion. Perhaps I have
not been in Congress long enough to be
jaded by such talk, and I hope I never
am, but I still have trouble grasping
the enormity of a number like $1 tril-
lion. Now we are talking about $6.7
trillion. People in Congress tend to
toss those numbers around like it is
pocket change. But this is real money
coming out of the budgets of real peo-
ple—the American people.

I would like to know why $6.7 tril-
lion, and what is that money going to
be spent for?

Why do we have to opt for a cost in
that range when there are more cost-
effective solutions available, such as
tax credits for developing renewable
energy, clean energy, like solar energy
and wind energy? Why aren’t we doing
more to develop our nuclear energy ca-
pacity to create electricity, which is
carbon free? Why aren’t we doing that
instead of spending $6.7 trillion?

I want to know what the impact of
this legislation would be on our econ-
omy and on the family budget. Already
we have seen—as a result of the inac-
tion of Congress over this last 771 days,
since our Democratic colleagues said
they had a commonsense plan to re-
duce the price of gasoline at the
pump—the average American family
lose $1,400 in increased gasoline costs
as a result of the rise in gasoline prices
over that same period of time.

Now, some estimates are that Texas
families—my constituents—would pay
an additional $8,000 if we pass this
piece of legislation. That includes,
some estimates say, a 145-percent in-
crease in electricity costs and a 147-
percent increase in gasoline costs. That
is at least $5.30 a gallon at a time when
gasoline is $3.98 a gallon.

Is it really true the proponents of
this legislation want to raise that to
$5.30 a gallon? It seems to me we are
going in the wrong direction, not the
right direction.

At the same time, it is estimated this
legislation, if passed, would actually
cause more than 300,000 Texans to lose
their jobs. Overall, estimates indicate
this bill could cost the economy in my
State—one of the States that is actu-
ally doing very well from an economic
point of view—more than $50 billion in
additional costs.

Mr. President, we cannot afford an-
other wet blanket on our economy
caused by higher taxes and more ex-
penses coming out of the family budget
and more pressure on our job creators
that provide people an opportunity to
put food on the table.

Another question I have is, if the
United States of America decides to
impose this costly burden on ourselves,
will China and India likewise impose
the same burden on their energy indus-
try? Of course, booming industrial gi-
ants such as China and India both have
1 billion-plus people. We know we are
increasingly in a global competition
and not only with India and China but
the entire planet.
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Why in the world would we impose a
costly piece of legislation in the
amount of $6.7 trillion on the American
people and raise electricity costs and
gasoline costs and depress the gross do-
mestic product of this country, putting
people out of work, if our major global
competitors are going to get off scot-
free and not likewise constrain their
economy by imposing these sorts of
burdens on themselves?

Finally, Mr. President, I would like
to know on what basis do the pro-
ponents of the legislation believe this
bill will have its intended effect? If
human beings contribute to climate
change, which I will not debate—I as-
sume we do in some way or another—
why have these targets been proposed?
What is the science to justify those?
What if those targets are reached, al-
beit at a cost of $6.7 trillion, with ris-
ing gas and electricity costs and a de-
pression effect on our gross domestic
product? How do we know, and where is
the science that says, this bill will ac-
tually have its intended effect, particu-
larly if China and India, our global
competitors, don’t participate?

The Wall Street Journal has dubbed
this legislation ‘‘the most extensive
Government reorganization of the
American economy since the 1930s.” It
seems to me this is something we
should debate and examine and we
should ask questions about so that we
will know what the effect of this bill
will be if it is passed.

We have already seen that Congress
is not exactly omniscient when it
comes to the energy area, where we
have subsidized corn-based ethanol as
an alternative to renewable sources of
energy. The fact is, we found there are
unintended consequences when we use
food for fuel.

How do we know this particular bill,
the Boxer climate tax bill, will not
have unintended consequences? I fear it
may not have the intended effect of re-
ducing carbon emissions, and it may
have some of the unintended and disas-
trous side effects I have already out-
lined.

If we are certain this is the right ap-
proach to protecting the environment,
where is the evidence? Yesterday, the
distinguished chairman of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee,
and today the majority leader, com-
plained about the fact that we want to
use some time today to ask these ques-
tions and get answers. We should not
be asked nor should the American peo-
ple be asked to accept this on faith:
Don’t worry, trust us. It reminds me of
the most fearsome words in the English
language: We are from the Govern-
ment, and we are here to help. If that
is true, the American people ought to
see the evidence that will justify this
huge expenditure of their money, the
huge increase in prices of energy, and
the depressing effect on the economy,
why that is necessary, and whether it
will actually work as intended. Where
is the evidence?

Senator BOXER, the distinguished
chairman of the Environment and Pub-
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lic Works Committee, said the rising
cost would not be a problem because of
tax offsets she has included in this bill.
She assured us this bill contained al-
most $1 trillion of tax relief, so that if
we do see some of the increases in en-
ergy costs in the early years—elec-
tricity, for example—we can offset
that. It almost boggles the imagination
that the primary author of this legisla-
tion, Senator BOXER, would essentially
concede that there will be rising en-
ergy costs as a result of this legislation
and say we ought to spend $1 trillion
more of the taxpayers’ money to pro-
vide offsets for relief. This huge, com-
plex bill deserves all the scrutiny we
can give it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
would like to say, first of all, that I
share some of the great concerns of my
colleague from Texas.

Today, I rise to address the legisla-
tive proposal introduced by Senators
LIEBERMAN and WARNER to address
global climate change. Like many of
my colleagues, I share the urgency to
take proactive steps to address this
challenge we have.

That said, I have serious reservations
about the proposal. I think it is overly
aggressive, vastly outpacing what tech-
nology can provide and thus ensuring
enormous economic pain on the coun-
try, and it is overly bureaucratic and
cumbersome in its implementation,
representing an unprecedented expan-
sion of Government power and a mas-
sive bureaucratic intrusion into Amer-
ican lives that will have a profound ef-
fect on businesses, communities, and
families.

The EPA has stated in answer to a
letter I sent them that this program
will take between 300 and 400 people to
implement, whereas the acid rain pro-
vision takes just under 30.

The major failure of this legislation
is it fails to harmonize our country’s
economic energy and environmental

objectives, and the consequences to
American interests could be dev-
astating.

The international aspect of this prob-
lem is particularly troublesome. The
developing world is currently under-
taking an intensive expansion of en-
ergy infrastructure and escalating in-
dustrial and commercial expansion to
meet the demands of growing domestic
and international markets. The devel-
oping nations’ combined emissions
shortly will exceed the developed na-
tions’ combined emissions.

In 2007, ‘‘[t]he International Energy
Agency issued a . . . report projecting
global energy demand would increase
by more than one-half by 2030, and that
‘Developing countries . . . contribute
74 percent of the increase in global pri-
mary energy use . . . China and India
alone account for 45 percent of that in-
crease.””’

China puts on line two coal-fired
plants every week—two coal-fired
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plants every week. In June, the Nether-
lands Environmental Assessment Agen-
cy announced that China’s 2006 CO»
emissions surpassed those of the
United States by 8 percent. With this,
China tops the list of CO,-emitting
countries for the first time and, by the
way, years ahead of the projections
that were made a couple of years ago.

Much 1like China, those countries
with large domestic reserves of coal—
and that includes the United States—
will continue to use it. It is unrealistic
to assume that the world would turn
its back on this abundant resource. We
must take this reality into account,
and this can be done by jump-starting
the technology that is needed to
produce the energy we need in an envi-
ronmentally sound manner.

Recognizing the international dy-
namic of this problem, the Lieberman-
Warner proposal attempts to impose a
tariff-like requirement to hold carbon
credits for goods entering the United
States from countries that do not con-
trol their emissions. The U.S. Trade
Representative has questioned the
plan’s efficacy, and China, Mexico, and
Brazil have signaled that the policy
could begin a trade war. Indeed, top of-
ficials from the European Union and
the United Nations have also raised
doubts about whether the U.S. trade
penalties would harm the prospects of
a new global warming agreement.

But even if the provision is WTO
compliant, it will not address the un-
derlying competitiveness issues the
United States would face from the
higher fuel, feedstock, and electricity
prices the bill would impose on U.S.
manufacturers.

A better approach is needed. Ameri-
cans are already struggling with the
increase in their cost of living due to
higher prices for gasoline, home heat-
ing fuel, electricity, food, and health
care, and this bill would only make
things worse. I wish some of the spon-
sors would go back into their respec-
tive constituencies to hear the com-
plaints from most people—middle-class
people, poor, the retirees—whose stand-
ard of living is being reduced in the
country today because of these costs.

We cannot tolerate policies that
harm our economy and drive businesses
overseas. If those businesses locate in
countries that do not share our envi-
ronmental objectives, then we are
worse off on two counts: Fewer jobs in
the United States and no benefits at all
to the environment.

Over my strenuous objections, this
bill was voted out of the Environment
and Public Works Committee without
an analysis of the economic impacts on
the country from either the EPA or the
Energy Information Office. Today, we
have at least a dozen analyses of the
bill from a wide variety of groups, and
they are all about the same.

EPA’s analysis predicts that by 2030,
annual losses in gross domestic product
could be as high as $983 billion, and by
2050, those losses would grow to $2.8
trillion. To put this into perspective,
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CBO projects the Federal budget for
this year will be $2.9 trillion. That
means the potential impact losses from
this legislation in 2050 would equal
that spent on everything we intend to
spend this year from Social Security to
national defense. Think about it.

In order to meet the caps of the bill,
the analysis assumes aggressive growth
in nuclear and other clean energy tech-
nologies at rates that are widely re-
garded as unachievable and, from my
perspective, unbelievable. For example,
they predict a 150-percent increase in
nuclear power by 2050. Today, there are
104 operating plants, meaning that we
have to build up to another 150 new
plants by 2050. The Energy Information
Office said, when they did the analysis,
that we would have to build 220 of them
by 2030 in order for these caps to be re-
alistic. These assumptions are unreal-
istic and mask the true cost of imple-
menting the bill.

In regard to nuclear power, I recently
published a paper in the Nuclear News
on the steps we need to take to launch
a nuclear renaissance. I am going to
make certain that each Member re-
ceives a copy of this paper. But bring-
ing vast amounts of new nuclear power
on line will not be a layup shot. For ex-
ample, there is only one company and
one plant in the world that makes the
vessels and forges for plants. Recently,
we anticipated new plants would cost
about $5 billion. The new cost is $7 bil-
lion per copy. Today, we have pending
at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
9 applications for 15 new plants that, if
constructed, would not come on line
until 2015, 2016, and 2017. Honestly, we
are going to be lucky to have 30 new
nuclear powerplants by 2030.

In regard to what we call capture
carbon and sequestration—the tech-
nology that is needed—no commercial
experience or testing at scale has been
done. DOE says it will take 10 years be-
fore the seven large-scale demonstra-
tion tests are complete to look at se-
questration. DOE said that a more ro-
bust geological assessment will not be
complete until 2015. Liability and crit-
ical infrastructure issues remain unan-
swered, and DOE says commercial CCS
may not be available for 20 years.

The connection between the costs of
the program and the availability of
clean energy technology is clear. As
EIA points out:

The . . . timing of the development, com-
mercialization, and deployment of low-emis-
sions electricity generating technologies
such as nuclear power, coal with CCS, and
dispatchable renewable power is a major det-
riment of the energy and economic impacts
of 2191.

I want to repeat that.

The . . . timing of the development, com-
mercialization, and deployment of low-emis-
sions electricity generating technologies
such as nuclear power, coal with [carbon cap-
ture sequestration], and dispatchable renew-
able power is a major detriment of the en-
ergy and economic impacts of 2191.

The Cleveland Plain Dealer, which is
the largest newspaper in the State of
Ohio, this Sunday editorialized on this
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bill. The title is ““This carbon bill isn’t
the answer.”’ It goes on to say:

The bill, as conceived, will just bore new
holes into an already battered economy. . . .

Coal-dependent states with partially de-
regulated energy prices—Ohio, for instance—
would take a double hit in economic disloca-
tions and electricity price spikes, with bare-
ly any financial cushions to make the dis-
ruptions more palatable. The bill also lacks
the kind of consumer fairness and flexibility
necessary to avoid fuel-price shocks and
damage to manufacturing nationwide.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
editorial printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Plain Dealer, June 1, 2008]
THIS CARBON BILL ISN’T THE ANSWER

The latest version of a bill that would
mandate a carbon emissions cap-and-trade
system for utilities and others using high-
carbon coal is due to come before the full
U.S. Senate on Monday. It could be voted on
before the end of the week.

To judge from the intensity of lobbying,
you’d think it was a proposal to make it
easier to exit Iraq, corral oil prices, revive
the economy, spur renewable energy invest-
ments and end unemployment.

You’d be wrong on all counts.

The bill, as conceived, will just bore new
holes into an already battered economy.

It also doesn’t have a prayer of becoming
law. There is no companion legislation in the
House, and President Bush threatens a veto
if one materializes.

Neither of Ohio’s senators has said he sup-
ports it, and the big push by environmental-
ists to try to swing one of those likely
nays—the one belonging to freshman Demo-
crat Sherrod Brown—is all about symbolism
over substance. In failing to compromise on
issues of regional equity repeatedly high-
lighted by Ohio’s other senator, George
Voinovich, the bill’s supporters evince crass
disregard for the economic realities of hard-
hit manufacturing states.

Neither Brown nor Voinovich denies the
need to reduce carbon emissions and address
global warming.

That need is increasingly urgent, given re-
cent findings by scientists within the for-
merly skeptical Bush administration on how
accelerating climate change is beginning to
impact Americans’ well-being.

Yet the hammer-and-tong approach of the
Senate bill—originally sponsored by Demo-
crat Joe Lieberman of Connecticut and Re-
publican John Warner of Virginia and re-
cently tweaked by Democrat Barbara Boxer
of California—lacks even a semblance of bal-
ance.

Coal-dependent states with partially de-
regulated energy prices—Ohio, for instance—
would take a double hit in economic disloca-
tions and electricity price spikes, with bare-
ly any financial cushions to make the dis-
ruptions more palatable. The bill also lacks
the kind of consumer fairness and flexibility
necessary to avoid fuel-price shocks and
damage to manufacturing nationwide.

Those who have watched the Europeans’
cap-and-trade system deteriorate into a
nightmare of bureaucratic costs, nonsensical
investments in outdated factories in China
and puzzling price spikes in which the utili-
ties were the only clear winners can be ex-
cused for scratching their heads over why
cap-and-trade remains the ‘“‘only” idea worth
pursuing.

Surely there are less cumbersome, more
equitable ways of making carbon emissions
more expensive, and thus spurring invest-
ment in new technologies, without breaking
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the banks of both small-town and industries
Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD the paper I have written on
the nuclear renaissance.

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

[From the Nuclear News, March 2008]
MAKING THE NUCLEAR RENAISSANCE A
REALITY
(By George V. Voinovich)

In September, for the first time in over 30
years, a license application to build a new
nuclear power plant was filed with the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission. Three more
applications soon followed. The NRC expects
to receive 18 more applications within the
next two years for a total of more than 30
new reactors. Although no applicant has yet
made a firm commitment to build, a number
of them have made significant investments,
such as ordering long-lead construction
items. Internationally, the resurgence seems
to be moving at a faster pace. According to
the International Atomic Energy Agency,
there are 34 reactors in various stages of con-
struction in 14 countries.

The underlying political climate for nu-
clear power has changed over the past sev-
eral years, influenced by a confluence of fac-
tors: the growing demand for electricity,
sharp increases in the prices of natural gas
and oil, and the increased emphasis on clean
energy. Recent government policies, such as
the Energy Policy Act of 2005, have certainly
helped in stimulating private sector invest-
ment for new nuclear as part of a portfolio of
“‘environmentally clean’ energy projects. At
the state level, legislation has passed or is
being considered in Georgia, Iowa, Wis-
consin, Florida, Virginia, Kansas, South
Carolina, and Texas recognizing the value of
a diverse energy portfolio that includes new
nuclear plants. These factors have created an
environment in which nuclear has once again
emerged as a viable (perhaps one of only a
few) energy source for baseload generating
capacity.

Currently, 50 percent of our electricity
comes from coal, 19 percent from nuclear, 19
percent from natural gas, 9 percent from re-
newable sources such as hydro, solar, and
wind, and 3 percent from oil. Of these, coal
and nuclear (with average capacity factor of
about 90 percent) have been the backbone of
baseload generating capacity, since they are
capable of providing a steady flow of power
to the grid at low cost and high efficiency.
Solar and wind power plants produce elec-
tricity only when conditions are right; when
the sun sets or the wind calms, their output
drops, regardless of the demand for elec-
tricity. Natural gas power plants are too ex-
pensive to run as baseload plants due to vol-
atility in natural gas prices.

According to the Energy Information
Agency, U.S. electricity consumption is pro-
jected to grow from 3821 billion kilowatt-
hours in 2005 to 5478 billion kilowatt-hours
by 2030, an increase of more than 43 percent.
To be sure, we must have greater efficiency,
more demand-side management, and more
renewable energy, but we must also have
clean coal and nuclear generating capacity
to sustain our $ll-trillion-a-year economy.
With increasing environmental constraints,
particularly the desire for caps on carbon
emissions, expanding nuclear’s share of base-
load seems logical. The 104 nuclear power
plants operating today represent over 70 per-
cent of the nation’s emission-free generation
portfolio, avoiding 681 million metric tons of
CO,, compared with 13.1 million tons for
wind and 0.5 million tons for solar.
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So it is no accident that there is a growing
realization among environmentalists, sci-
entists, the media, think tanks, and policy-
makers that nuclear power must play an im-
portant role in harmonizing the country’s
need for energy independence, economic
competitiveness, and a healthy environment.
Sen. Barbara Boxer (D., Calif.), chairwoman
of the Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, recently stated: ‘I am a pragmatist.
The vast majority of the members on my
committee support nuclear power, and so do
the majority in the Senate.. . . I don’t think
there is any question that we are going to be
seeing new plants.” Patrick Moore, one of
the founders of Greenpeace, also caused a
stir last year when he declared that ‘‘nuclear
energy is the only large-scale, cost-effective
energy source that can reduce emissions
while continuing to satisfy a growing de-
mand for power . . . and these days it can do
so safety.”” They have come to a similar con-
clusion: If we are to meet the growing elec-
tricity needs in this country and also address
global climate change, nuclear power has a
crucial role to play.

Despite these positive developments, a
number of formidable challenges to realizing
a nuclear renaissance remain, particularly in
the areas of regulatory uncertainty, financ-
ing, availability of human capital, expansion
of the domestic supply chain infrastructure,
and nuclear waste management. I intend to
take steps, together with other stakeholders,
to turn these challenges into opportunities.
My hope is that these steps will serve as a
road map to making the nuclear renaissance
a reality.

REGULATORY UNCERTAINTY

Processing 22 or more new plant license ap-
plications concurrently on schedule in a
thorough manner will be a monumental chal-
lenge for the NRC, which has not seen this
type of major licensing action in the past 25
years or so. That is why as chairman of the
Senate Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee’s Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nu-
clear Safety between 2003 and 2006, and now
as ranking member, I have focused a great
deal of time and effort on making sure that
the NRC is gearing up to meet this challenge
and avoid a bottleneck. My management phi-
losophy since my days as mayor of Cleveland
and governor of Ohio hasn’t changed: Place
the right people to run the agencies and de-
partments, provide them with the resource
and tools necessary to do their jobs effec-
tively and efficiently, and then hold them
accountable for results.

Together with Sen. Tom Carper (D., Del.)
and Sen. Jim Inhofe (R., Okla.), I introduced
a number of bills—the Nuclear Fees Reau-
thorization Act of 2005 (S. 858), the Nuclear
Safety and Security Act of 2005 (S. 864), and
the Price-Anderson Amendments Act of 2005
(S. 865)—to provide the NRC with what it
needs in terms of legislative reforms, human
capital, and other resources to do its job ef-
fectively and efficiently. These pieces of leg-
islation were enacted into law as part of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005. Among other
things, these bills authorized the NRC to
take innovative steps to attract both young
talent and retired experts to address the
agency’s anticipated shortages in technical
capabilities.

The NRC’s licensing process has been com-
pletely overhauled. All regulatory approvals
are now received up front based on a com-
pleted plant design, before construction
starts and significant capital is placed at
risk. Under the old process, repeated con-
struction delays and massive cost overruns
were common as applicants struggled to stay
ahead of evolving regulatory requirements
and design changes. The old process required
two separate permits—one to begin construc-
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tion of the plant, and one to operate it—al-
lowing multiple opportunities for delay.
Some multibillion-dollar facilities stood idle
for years while licensing proceedings ground
slowly to completion. The new process re-
quires only a single combined construction
and operating license (COL) for both func-
tions. There are opportunities for public par-
ticipation in the new process, but most of
those occur before construction begins, when
such participation is most productive.

While the new licensing process is a sig-
nificant improvement over the old process, a
level of healthy skepticism remains by vir-
tue of the fact that the new process has not
yet been tested. Given the complexities in-
volved, it is perfectly reasonable to expect
some wrinkles during the NRC’s review of
the first few applications under the new
process. In my view, the level of success and
certainty in the process will depend in large
part on the discipline with which the process
is implemented by both the NRC and the ap-
plicants.

Finally, and perhaps most important, the
composition and the stability of the commis-
sion will be more critical than ever before.
Senator Carper and I will work with the ad-
ministration and the Senate leadership to
ensure that future appointees have a bal-
anced and objective view regarding nuclear
power and its role in harmonizing the coun-
try’s need for energy independence, eco-
nomic competitiveness, and a healthy envi-
ronment.

FINANCING

The nuclear industry’s major financing
challenge is the cost of new baseload nuclear
power plants relative to the size of the com-
panies that must make those investments.
Unregulated generating companies and regu-
lated integrated utilities represent different
business models, and those differences influ-
ence how these companies approach nuclear
plant financing. Regulated companies expect
to finance nuclear plants in the same way
they finance all major capital projects, with
state regulatory approval and reasonable as-
surance of investment recovery through ap-
proved rate charges. These companies must
know—before construction begins—that
their investment in a new nuclear plant is
judged prudent and can be recovered. Un-
regulated companies rely on debt financing
with a highly leveraged capital structure.
Since the estimated cost of a new nuclear
plant ($5 billion to $6 billion) is a significant
fraction of the company’s assets, it is in ef-
fect a bet-the-company decision.

To help overcome these obstacles, the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005 provides key incen-
tives for investments in new nuclear plants:
a production tax credit of $18 per megawatt-
hour for the first 6000 megawatts of new nu-
clear capacity; regulatory risk insurance
against delays in commercial operation
caused by licensing or litigation for up to
$500 million for the first two plants and $250
million for the next four; and loan guaran-
tees up to 80 percent of the cost of projects,
such as nuclear plants, that reduce emis-
sions. While the production tax credit cer-
tainly improves the financial attractiveness
of a project during its commercial operation,
and regulatory risk insurance provides a
safety net in case of regulatory delays, it is
the loan guarantee provision that makes the
difference for unregulated companies in de-
ciding whether or not to build. Properly im-
plemented, this loan guarantee program al-
lows unregulated companies building nuclear
plants to employ a more leveraged capital
structure at reduced financing costs, which
then benefits consumers through lower rates
for the price of electricity.

I have worked hard to make the loan guar-
antee program perform as Congress intended
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in the Energy Policy Act of 2006—that is, to
attract sufficient private capital at low cost.
In addition to meeting with key administra-
tion officials, including then Office of Man-
agement and Budget Director Rob Portman
and Energy Secretary Sam Bodman, in 2007.
I introduced the Voinovich-Carper-Inhofe
Amendment (SA-1575) to the Energy Bill
(H.R. 6) to allow loan guarantees of 100 per-
cent of the loan amount for capital-intensive
projects such as nuclear and clean coal, pro-
vided that the borrower pays for the loan
subsidy costs. Although this amendment did
not make it into the final version of the En-
ergy Bill, the administration recently issued
a final rule that in effect adopts the intent of
the Voinovich-Carper-Inhofe amendment.

I have also been working with the Senate
appropriators to increase the fiscal year 2008
cap on the aggregated value of the guaran-
teed loans. On June 15, together with Sen-
ators Carper and Inhofe, I sent a letter to the
appropriators urging them to increase the
cap from $9 billion (as called for in the presi-
dent’s budget) to an amount sufficient to
cover all qualified and worthy energy
projects, including new nuclear, clean coal,
renewable energy, and energy efficiency
projects. The appropriators responded by in-
creasing the cap to $38.5 billion, with $18.5
billion for new nuclear, $6 billion for clean
coal-based power generation and gasification
plants that incorporate carbon capture and
sequestration, $2 billion for advanced coal
gasification, $10 billion for renewable energy,
and $2 billion for a uranium enrichment fa-
cility.

Another critical factor for the successful
implementation of the loan guarantee pro-
gram is a transparent methodology for cal-
culating the credit subsidy cost to be paid by
project sponsors. Such costs should be rea-
sonable and commercially viable. I will con-
tinue to work with my Senate colleagues and
the administration to make sure the loan
guarantee program is working the way it is
intended to work. The need for government-
sponsored investment incentives should be
only temporary. Once it is shown that new
plants can be built to schedule and budget,
the sector will take care of itself. I don’t
want to create a ward of the state, but rath-
er to overcome initial hurdles and nurture a
sector that makes economic and policy sense
on its own.

HUMAN CAPITAL AND JOB OPPORTUNITIES

Senator Carper and I recently held a nu-
clear energy roundtable with representatives
from organized labor, industry, academia,
professional societies, and government agen-
cies. The roundtable was very productive as
it raised an awareness of the impending
shortage of the skilled workers needed to
support the nuclear renaissance. Govern-
ment, industry, and labor efforts in the de-
velopment of a skilled workforce must be co-
ordinated in order to align with anticipated
investment in new plants. Each new nuclear
plant will require 1400-1800 workers during
construction, with peak employment of as
many as 2300 workers. Skilled tradesmen in
welding, pipefitting, masonry, carpentry,
sheet metal, and heavy equipment oper-
ations—among others—all stand to benefit.
If the industry were to construct the 30 reac-
tors that are currently projected, 43,400 to
55,800 workers would be required during con-
struction, with peak employment of up to
71,300 workers. Everyone at the roundtable
agreed that the construction of more than 30
new reactors over the next 15 to 20 years
could present an enormous challenge for the
nuclear industry.

The roundtable resulted in a number of
recommendations to turn this challenge into
an opportunity, including the following: (1)
use recent retirees as instructors, mentors,
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and advisors; (2) provide more flexibility to a
younger generation of workers; (3) invest in
building a pipeline of future workers by
front-loading recruitment and training—the
philosophy of ‘‘just-in-time” inventory does
not work with human capital; (4) identify all
existing public and private-sector training
programs, and then leverage and fund those
that are successful (e.g., Helmets to Hard-
hats and the Building Construction Trade
Department’s training program); and (5) pro-
vide adequate and consistent funding in
science and technology for universities and
colleges.

Successful follow-through on these sugges-
tions requires a collaborative effort from the
federal and state governments, industry, or-
ganized labor, and academia. Congress has
demonstrated leadership in addressing some
of these workforce challenges. The recently
enacted America Competes Act establishes a
solid policy framework for addressing the
science, technology, engineering, and math
workforce challenges identified in the Na-
tional Academies’ report, Rising Above the
Gathering Storm: Energizing and Employing
America for a Brighter Economic Future.
Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D., N.M.) and I fought
to restore federal funding to support nuclear
science and engineering programs at univer-
sities across the country in FY 2007 and FY
2008.

Senator Carper and I are planning a follow-
up roundtable in mid-2008 to align invest-
ment and workforce development initiatives
to ensure the collaboration and coordination
of government, industry, and labor efforts in
developing the energy-related skilled work
force, and to solicit input on legislative sup-
port.

EXPANDING THE DOMESTIC MANUFACTURING

BASE

In the three decades since the last nuclear
plant was ordered and the two decades since
the bulk of the nuclear plant construction
was completed in the United States, the nu-
clear design, manufacturing, and construc-
tion industry has significantly declined. The
leading U.S. firms have either ceased oper-
ation, consolidated, or become subsidiaries
of non—U.S. parent companies. The compa-
nies that remain have survived by retro-
fitting and maintaining existing U.S. plants.

Initially, it will not be possible to manu-
facture all of the major plant components re-
quired of new nuclear plants in the United
States. Successfully bringing the planned 30
or more new nuclear reactors on line, how-
ever, requires the reestablishment of the
construction and component supply indus-
tries, as well as the supplier network needed
to support those industries—from the steam
generators and reactor vessel heads to the
thousands of valves, pumps, heat exchangers,
and other parts used in a nuclear plant. The
potential for growth in the manufacturing
sector and manufacturing jobs to support the
construction of 30 new nuclear plants is stag-
gering.

I am a strong advocate for government
policies that encourage private-sector in-
vestment in the manufacturing of various
components and pieces of equipment for the
energy sector. This includes the nuclear in-
dustry, as well as other energy technologies
the nation will need, such as carbon capture
and sequestration. The United States has
long been a leader in innovation and ad-
vanced manufacturing. We need to promote
policies that take advantage of the growth of
our energy sector and of American inge-
nuity, productivity, and entrepreneurship by
encouraging the manufacturing industries
that will support future energy development
to produce their products in the United
States.

I introduced the Voinovich-Carper-Inhofe
Amendment (SA-1683) to the Energy Bill
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(H.R. 6) to make American-manufactured nu-
clear components, parts, and service-related
jobs available to foreign markets. The sup-
port of our House colleagues—Chairman
John Dingell (D., Mich.) and Ranking Mem-
ber Joe Barton (R., Tex.) of the House En-
ergy and Commerce Committee—was instru-
mental in getting this piece of legislation
passed and signed into law. This legislation
is anticipated to spur growth in U.S. manu-
facturing for new international commercial
nuclear power plants, create highly skilled
jobs across the United States, and provide
American companies and workers access to
foreign markets that have long been domi-
nated by foreign competitors.
MANAGING NUCLEAR WASTE

The U.S. high-level radioactive waste man-
agement program under the Department of
Energy has faced several challenges for
many years. First, a redirection of the pro-
gram has occurred with every change in ad-
ministration. Second, a majority of the Nu-
clear Waste Fund revenues are consistently
applied to support congressional budgetary
priorities rather than their intended pur-
poses. Third, the annual appropriations proc-
ess provides for ongoing opportunities for
those opposed to the direction of the pro-
gram to interfere with its success.

At the time the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
was signed into law in 1982, the direct dis-
posal of spent fuel as a national policy was
established on the premise that the existing
fleet of nuclear plants would operate only
through their initial 40-year license and then
be retired, with no new plants being built.
This was during the post-Three Mile Island
accident era, when nearly 100 planned nu-
clear plants were canceled. Today, the story
is vastly different, with most nuclear plants
likely to extend their operating lives to at
least 60 years. Also, there may be as many as
30 new nuclear power plants planned in the
next 15 to 20 years.

I held a subcommittee hearing in Sep-
tember 2006 to examine both short- and long-
term options for the nuclear waste issue. One
of the options discussed was a program to de-
termine whether the reprocessing of spent
nuclear fuel should be adopted in some form,
rather than the current policy of direct dis-
posal. Through reprocessing, uranium and
plutonium recovered from spent fuel can be
recycled into new fuel. Reprocessing also
serves to significantly reduce the volume of
material requiring geologic disposal. Reproc-
essing technology has been used on a com-
mercial scale for many years in a number of
countries. The renewed interest in an ex-
panded role for nuclear power in the climate
change debate further emphasizes the impor-
tance of reexamining U.S. policies related to
the nuclear fuel cycle. I believe we should
not remain solely fixated on a waste solution
that was designed for a different day.

Another idea presented at the hearing in-
volves long-term interim storage perhaps
complementing a spent fuel recycling pro-
gram. While permanent disposal at Yucca
Mountain or a similar facility remains a
long-term imperative, the combination of
short-term on-site storage and longer-term
interim storage of spent fuel gives us time to
complete the technology development need-
ed to safely and securely recycle spent nu-
clear fuel.

Senator Carper and I plan to hold a round-
table to solicit input from various stake-
holders to help us develop a legislative pro-
posal with the following objectives in mind:
(1) implement an accountable and sustain-
able governance structure to execute the fed-
eral government’s responsibilities under the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act; (2) enable the in-
vestigation of recycling spent nuclear fuel
with appropriate consideration of safety, nu-
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clear proliferation, environmental, energy
supply, and economic factors; and (3) ensure
that the fees paid into the Nuclear Waste
Fund are applied for their intended purpose—
i.e., the disposal of radioactive wastes pro-
duced by the generation of electricity from
nuclear power—in a manner insulated from
political influences.

I believe that the safe and secure growth of
nuclear energy is essential if we are to har-
monize the country’s need for energy inde-
pendence, economic competitiveness, and a
healthy environment. Nuclear power is grow-
ing in the world, and our own energy needs
can serve as a springboard to rebuild U.S.
technology and manufacturing capabilities
to something approaching the leadership the
nation once enjoyed, contributing to foreign
markets as well as supporting our own. I in-
tend to work with my colleagues in the Sen-
ate to build bipartisan support and leader-
ship for making the nuclear renaissance a re-
ality.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President,
while coal and manufacturing States
pay their neighbors and the Govern-
ment to stay in business, the bill estab-
lishes trillions of dollars in new enti-
tlements, earmarks—earmarks—with
money flowing to over 30 new Govern-
ment spending programs, constituting,
as the Wall Street Journal recently
pointed out, one of the largest tax-and-
spend bills in the Nation’s history.

Based on EPA’s analysis, this bill
would raise over $6 trillion from the al-
lowance auction from owners and oper-
ators of utilities and factories that
have to purchase allowances to stay in
business. But the cost of purchasing
these allowances would be passed on to
consumers as higher prices, which will,
as the CBO points out, amount to a re-
gressive tax hitting low- and middle-in-
come working families. In my State,
they predict that by 2012, the cost of
electricity will go up 50 percent, the
cost of natural gas 80 percent, and the
cost of gasoline will go up 30 percent.
Some of my constituents say: How can
the cost of gasoline go up? I point out
to them that we have refineries that
refine oil. With this bill, they are going
to have to buy allowances, and those
allowances will increase the cost of
your gasoline 30 percent. Did you hear
that? A 30-percent increase in gasoline
costs as a result of this legislation.
Give me a break.

Despite the severe economic damage
Lieberman-Warner would impose on
the U.S. economy, the policy would do
little to address global climate change.
EPA’s—this is not some conservative
group out there—analysis indicates the
policy will reduce global concentra-
tions of CO, less than 5 percent by 2095.

Addressing climate change will re-
quire a technology revolution centered
on the way we produce and use energy.
The theory behind Lieberman-Warner
is that the more painful it is on busi-
ness, the faster CO, reductions will
occur. I believe the solution to this
problem lies in our ability to increase
access to clean energy. Instead of using
the power of the Government to in-
crease energy cost, we should use it to
decrease barriers to investments and
clean energy solutions.
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The United States took a lot of flak
from countries for our not signing
Kyoto, but I am pleased the Bush ad-
ministration has been moving forward
with some new initiatives. And while
we didn’t sign Kyoto, we do have a base
of international activities to build on,
and one of them could provide the basis
for becoming a multinational effort,
giving all countries a vested interest in
technology advancement and deploy-
ment.

The thing we have to remember is
that, above all, the developing world
desires sustained economic growth.
Slowing down economic development
to address climate change is not an op-
tion they are willing to pursue, and we
cannot force it upon them. If we are
going to be successful in addressing the
challenge of climate change, we have
to set a realistic vision for the devel-
oping world, using what Richard
Armitage and Joseph Nye referred to
as smart power. When they testified be-
fore the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on April 24, 2008, they ar-
gued that the world:

. . . looks to the U.S. to put forward better
ideas rather than just walk away from the
table.

This was the perception after Kyoto,
and it could be the perception again
today if we do not find a way to engage
the developing world.

They go on to say:

The United States needs to rediscover how
to be a smart power, which matches vision
with execution and accountability, and looks
broadly at U.S. goals, strategies, and influ-
ence in a changing world.

And they rightly conclude that our:

. challenges can only be addressed with
capable and willing allies and partners.

Without willing partners in China
and India, we cannot be successful in
addressing climate change. Tech-
nologies development and promotion
should drive our national climate pol-
icy. It is the only rational path for-
ward. It is the only way to deal with
emissions from rapidly expanding coal-
based economies such as China and
India, that readily admit they have no
intention of accepting binding emis-
sion targets.

The public interest and private sec-
tor communities agree that the crucial
factor that will determine whether we
have an effective climate policy is the
extent that policy will encourage the
development and deployment of needed
technology. Regulation without suffi-
ciently available technology will result
in high cost for American consumers
while offering little hope that devel-
oping nations will answer the call to
reduce their emissions.

In conclusion, I agree that we need to
act quickly to address climate change,
but we must be smart about how we
proceed. I am hoping after this year’s
debate, we can come together—come
together—on a bipartisan basis, to
draft a bill that doesn’t impose unilat-
eral actions that hurt our economy and
drive jobs overseas but rather jump-
starts technology, engages our inter-
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national partners through collabo-
rative multinational efforts to develop
and deploy the clean energy tech-
nologies that everyone recognizes are
necessary to solve this global environ-
mental problem.

I appreciate the Chair giving me an
extra minute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Florida.

———
HIGH COST OF ENERGY

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wanted Sara Sanders to come
over here and be on the floor while I
am speaking, because this photograph
is of her hometown, Madison, FL, in
Madison County, which is in north
Florida. If you examine this photo-
graph of downtown Madison, here is
the old courthouse, and across U.S. 90
is this Shell gasoline station.

This photograph is from a couple of
days ago, and you can see that regular
is $4.09.9 a gallon, and premium is
$4.33.9 a gallon. This is certainly a
record for Florida, and it is especially
a record for the rural parts of Florida,
which Madison County, part of north
Florida, is a part of.

Last week, when we were in recess, I
did 18 townhall meetings all over the
State of Florida, and I can tell you our
people are hurting. They are hurting
because they are having difficulty
making financial ends meet. Our peo-
ple are hurting and are having dif-
ficulty making their paycheck go far
enough. Our people, particularly those
who have to drive long distances and
don’t have any alternative of mass
transit to get to work, are having dif-
ficulty being able to afford getting to
work. That is symbolized by this pho-
tograph of a couple of days ago in
Madison, FILL—$4.10 for a gallon of reg-
ular gas.

Where is it going to go? Well, I wish
to have you look at this particular
chart. Now, this indicates to us what
has happened to the price of gas over
the last 8 years. In January of 2001, the
price of gas was at $1.47. Seven and
one-half years later, the price at the
end of May was $3.94 a gallon. This is a
national average. As that photograph
reflected, it has exceeded, even in rural
parts of America, $4 a gallon.

It rocked along here at less than $1.50
for a couple of years. Then, in 2003, it
jumped above $1.50 and started to
gradually climb. Then, in 2005, it
spiked up right after Katrina. As a
matter of fact, overnight, when
Katrina hit, it went from about $2.65 to
up over $3. It gyrated back and forth,
exceeding that $3 limit, and look what
has happened in the last month or 2
months. It has gone from less than $3 a
gallon all the way up to $4 a gallon.

There is something that is going on,
and people are sick and tired because
they are frustrated they can’t afford
this. By the way, Florida is a micro-
cosm of America. A lot of America has
moved to Florida and, therefore, when
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you look at a representative sampling
of this country, our State is a micro-
cosm. And having been all over the
State for all of these townhall meet-
ings this past week, I can tell you that
people’s frustrations are turning to
anger. They do not know what to do,
but they want their Government to
act.

Now, what do we do? Well, I must say
it is very interesting that we hear com-
ing from parts of the energy sector the
same old story: We have to drill more.
If you could drill more and you could
get it to market immediately, that
would certainly bring some relief. But
when that is said, the full story isn’t
told. Because when the oil companies
say they want to drill more, and that
supply and demand will take care of
the problem, what they fail to say—and
they fail purposely to say this—is that
there are 33 million acres under lease
that are submerged lands—33 million
acres—of which they haven’t drilled. It
is there. They have not drilled.

Of course, a side issue here is the
constant pressure to come in and drill
off of our coast, off of the east coast of
the United States and off of the west
coast. But there are 33 million acres
under lease, submerged, that are al-
ready available. Plus, there are an-
other 34 million acres that are either
owned or leased on lands that have not
been drilled. Now, you don’t hear that,
but that is a fact. Of those 33 million
acres that are submerged, and that are
under lease and ready to be drilled, or
to go through the process of leasing,
they ignore the fact that we worked
out a compromise 2 or 3 years ago
where we would add an additional 8.3
million acres of submerged lands in the
Gulf of Mexico that could be leased. We
kept that away from the military
training area, which is most of the Gulf
of Mexico off of the State of Florida.

All that submerged land is there for
drilling, but of course we hear the same
old refrain from over the years: Well,
let’s drill. Let’s drill our way out of the
problem. The fact is that is a red her-
ring to get us off of the ultimate solu-
tion to this problem. The answer is not
just drill, the answer is alternative en-
ergy sources.

Now, let me put it another way. The
United States has only 3 percent of the
world’s o0il reserves, but the United
States consumes 25 percent of the
world’s oil production. If you only have
3 percent of the world’s oil reserves but
you are consuming every day 25 per-
cent of the world’s o0il production,
doesn’t that suggest to you that you
can’t drill your way out of the prob-
lem; that you ought to be looking to
different solutions?

I am going to suggest a few. But first
I want to go back in history. What has
happened in America? First, we had a
wake-up call. Remember, it was back
in the early 1970s. The OPEC cartel was
formed and they decided to have an oil
embargo, and so the price of oil jumped
per barrel something like from the $2
or $3 a barrel price to suddenly $10 and
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a little more, and the long gas lines oc-
curred. There was world oil panic and
we vowed we were going to do some-
thing about it. As a matter of fact, the
President of the United States at the
time said, We are going to make our-
selves energy independent.

Well, here we are, 3% decades later,
and it is not the United States that is
energy independent, it is Brazil that is
energy independent. In those early
1970s, after that scare, when we vowed
we were going to do something about
it, we went back to sleep. Then in the
late 1970s, we had another wake-up
call. This wake-up call was the Iranian
hostage crisis. Remember how the oil
markets got jittery and we started
having the long lines at the gas sta-
tions again, and we said, We are going
to do something about this energy
independence on foreign 0il? Then what
happened? We collectively, as a nation,
went back to sleep.

Cheap oil was part of the problem. It
seduced us, even though that cheap oil
was continuing to get a little more ex-
pensive. So, then, we get up to the end
of the decade of the 1980s and Saddam
Hussein suddenly moves on Kuwait and
takes over another country and their
oil fields. We had another crisis and oil
spikes again. The Nation was in an en-
ergy crisis. Our foreign oil supplies
were being threatened, and we make
another vow that we are going to do
something about it. And what happens?
We allow ourselves to be lulled by the
sweet dulcet tones of being reliant on a
cheap energy source, even though it
was getting higher and higher, and we
g0 back to sleep.

Then we turn the century. Suddenly,
we have September 11. Then we have
Afghanistan. Then we have the Iraq
war. All of those o0il supplies in that re-
gion of the world are threatened and,
suddenly, everyone is getting jittery.
At the same time, China is emerging as
an industrial power, and so is India.
They are demanding more and more of
the world’s oil supplies and the sup-
plies are getting tighter and tighter
and the price starts going up and up.
Still, on the Senate floor with my col-
league, the senior Senator from Cali-
fornia, as I have assisted her for the
last 8 years, each year trying to in-
crease miles per gallon in the fleet av-
erage of our automobiles, we are not
able to get the votes to pass it. We
allow ourselves to be lulled and lulled
back to sleep.

Finally, because of the way this gas
price spiked after Katrina to over $3, fi-
nally we were able to marshal the po-
litical will so that we could change the
miles per gallon, a modest change, to
356 miles per gallon from 25 miles per
gallon—although that 25-miles-per-gal-
lon standard set in the 1980s was illu-
sory because light trucks and SUVs
were exempt. We were able to get to a
new standard to include all and a fleet
average of 35 miles per gallon—but it
would not be fully phased in, over the
period of the next 12 years, until the
date of 2020.
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Before I offer some additional solu-
tions, why has oil, as measured in gas
prices, gone, in just a few months, from
$3 a gallon to over $4 a gallon?

Is the President indicating that I do
not have any further time, Mr. Presi-
dent? Is the Presiding Officer indi-
cating I do not have any further time?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. No. The Senator has spoken for 15
minutes. I was consulting with the
Parliamentarian to see if there were
limits. There were none.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. That was
my understanding. Mr. President, does
the Senator from California want to
speak?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Through the Chair
to the Senator from Florida, I am the
first speaker on the global warming
bill. Do what you need to do. I thank
the Senator.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I am having
a good time doing it, too. I will wrap
up within the next 5 or so minutes.

Why, then, other than what we have
already talked about—the tightness of
the world’s oil market—why, in just
the last couple of months, has it spiked
from $3 a gallon to over $4 a gallon?
Why, in Madison, FL, a rural part of
Florida, 2 days ago, was regular gas at
$4.10?

Part of that reason, of course, is
what we have talked about, the world
tightness. Part of it is that the United
States relies on oil from foreign shores
for 60 percent of its daily consumption
of oil from places such as the Persian
Gulf and Nigeria and Venezuela—the
Persian Gulf, roughly 20 percent of our
oil supply; Nigeria, 12 percent of our
daily supply; Venezuela, 14 percent of
our daily supply. I have just mentioned
three very unstable parts of the world.
That is part of the skittishness of this
world oil market. But there have to be
additional reasons.

How about the weakness of the dol-
lar? You know what we could do about
that? Here is a solution. We could start
bringing our budget back into balance
instead of going out where spending is
here but revenues are only here and the
difference each year we have to borrow.
Guess whom we are borrowing from—
China and Japan. They are buying our
debt in order for us to meet our ex-
penditures. If we bring that budget
back into balance, we can start
strengthening our dollar, which will
help us in this overall global market of
oil since oil is sold in U.S. dollars.

But I think the biggest part of this
spike is that we have world oil markets
that are buying futures contracts, and
the speculators are speculating up the
price as they bid up the price, and they
are not having to put down a substan-
tial amount of money. They are only
putting down about 6 percent of the
total oil contract, so 94 percent they
are basically getting on future credit,
and that means they can bid up that
price.

The question is, Are we going to get
in and start checking out these com-
modities exchanges? Are we going to
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get a Commodity Futures Trading
Commission that will crack the whip,
that will examine this speculation
driving up the price?

We passed a part 2 weeks ago in the
farm bill that is now law that will
close that Enron Iloophole that oc-
curred in the year 2000, that exempted
Enron and others from oversight in the
trading markets for energy. That cer-
tainly has allowed that speculation to
go on. We got a little victory there, on
the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission.

The bottom line is, if we are going to
solve this problem we have to have the
political will. This Senator will be
speaking about the Lieberman-Warner
bill later on, but there is all kinds of
inflammatory rhetoric about how this
is going to jack up the price of gasoline
and of oil.

But the fundamental problem is we
have to have the political will to start
going to alternative sources in order to
break the stranglehold of dependence
on oil and particularly foreign oil.
That means we are going to have to go
to alternative sources such as biofuels.
We are going to have to pour the
money into research and development
on cellulosic ethanol. Ethanol, of
course, we can mix in our existing cars
with gasoline, and that yields much
less consumption of oil.

In the new vehicles, the new cars,
you can take 85 percent of ethanol and
mix it with 15 percent of gasoline. Just
think how much less is the use of oil.
Or you put all of that mixture—85 eth-
anol, 15 gasoline—into a hybrid, and
what about a plug-in hybrid? Suddenly
you have expanded your equivalent
miles per gallon of oil consumed to up-
wards of several hundreds of miles. We
have the technology to do this. The
question is, Do we have the political
will? That is what I bring us back
around to.

There is a lot of inflammatory rhet-
oric about how, if you try this new
thing or you try that new thing—don’t
do it. Go back on the old, reliable oil.
I have seen frustration grow into anger
out there as I faced my constituents
and tried to give them hope this past
week in those 18 townhall meetings.
They need hope. We need to help pro-
vide that hope.

The next President of the United
States needs to help provide that hope.
I want to be a part of that solution, to
provide that hope. This Senator is
going to continue to speak out against
those voices that would say: No, no,
just do it the same old way.

It is time for change. It is time for
bold ideas. It is time for research and
development. It is time to take the
competitive genius of America, this
Yankee ingenuity, our ability to cre-
ate, our ability in our technological
prowess—it is time to utilize all of
those assets and to break through to a
new beginning.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 7 minutes remaining in
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morning business. The Senator from
California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. If I may, it is my
understanding there is an agreement
that I would be the first speaker on
global warming. I have about 21 min-
utes. I could use 7 of them now. If the
Senator from Oklahoma—I see him on
the Senate floor—if he would prefer
some time in morning business, I am
prepared to yield to him, and then if I
could be recognized as soon as we go to
the bill?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I think we are working
on a unanimous consent request right
now. Why don’t you go ahead and use
the remaining time in morning busi-
ness, and then you will be the first
speaker to use the remaining of that 21
minutes or whatever you want, and
that 14 minutes will come out of the
bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The Senator from California is
recognized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
am going to yield back the morning
business time so we can go to the bill
and I will be able to speak without
interruption.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, morning busi-
ness is closed.

——————

CLIMATE SECURITY ACT OF 2008—
MOTION TO PROCEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to S. 3036, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to S. 3036, a bill to di-
rect the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency to establish a program to
decrease emissions of greenhouse gases, and
for other purposes.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order of
speakers after morning business, prior
to the recess for caucus luncheons, be
as follows: Senator FEINSTEIN for up to
20 minutes, ISAKSON for up to 15 min-
utes, CORKER for up to 20 minutes,
SPECTER for up to 15 minutes; KERRY
for up to 20 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak in favor of the cli-
mate change legislation sponsored by
Senators JOE LIEBERMAN and JOHN
WARNER and the managers’ substitute
amendment offered by my friend and
colleague, Senator BARBARA BOXER.

I congratulate all three of them. This
is not an easy road. I want particularly
to thank the chairman of the com-
mittee for her work. She has been
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open, she has been consultative, she
has asked to meet with Members, she
has asked for Members’ participation
in the work. She has been both strong
and solid in her leadership.

After years of debating about the
science underlying the warming of our
planet, today marks a momentous step
because for the first time we are con-
sidering comprehensive legislation to
address global warming in a com-
prehensive manner. I believe the time
has come for the Senate to pass legisla-
tion to tackle this problem.

The bill represents the most com-
prehensive opportunity we have in this
Congress to help curb our carbon foot-
print and take meaningful action to
prevent catastrophic climate change—
and nobody should disbelieve that is
coming. The fact is this: Global warm-
ing is happening. It has already begun
to inflict changes on the world as we
know it. If you read the newspapers, if
you watch television, or if you simply
take a look around, it is undeniable.
Just look at weather patterns. More
destructive and deadly storms, such as
the cyclone that hit Burma and the
tornadoes that have devastated parts
of the Midwest, are happening. Species
are beginning to disappear. The Fish
and Wildlife Service has just an-
nounced that the polar bear has been
placed on the endangered species list
because of global warming.

Its habitat is literally melting away.
Polar icecaps are melting. The North-
west Passage was navigable for the
first time last summer. The Arctic Cir-
cle could be ice free by 2030. The West
is running out of water. Scientists at
UC San Diego believe there is a 50-50
chance that Lake Mead, a key source
of water for 8 million people in the
Southwestern United States, will be
dry by 2021, if the climate changes, as
expected, and its use is not curtailed.
Projections suggest that both Antarc-
tica and Greenland could melt at the
same time. If that were to happen, the
seas would rise by 20 feet. So we are
feeling the effects of warmer weather.
Five out of the past 5 years and 19 out
of the last 20 have been the warmest on
record.

The Western United States is receiv-
ing the brunt of warming. This is be-
cause the West’s average temperature
is 70 percent greater than the planet as
a whole. So the Earth’s temperature
has warmed 1 degree over the past cen-
tury, but it has warmed 1.7 degrees in
the 11-State Western region, and it is
only getting warmer. Take a look at
this map.

Here is why. Carbon dioxide doesn’t
dissipate in the atmosphere. It remains
for 30, 40, 50, 100 years. The atmosphere
is a shell around the Earth, and carbon
dioxide has been growing since the In-
dustrial Revolution in this atmosphere.
So the question becomes, how much
will the Earth warm? This very ques-
tion is at the heart of why we need cli-
mate change legislation, because sci-
entists tell us we can make a difference
to impact how much the Earth will
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warm. We can’t stop warming, but we
can slow it down. But if we are to do
even that, we have to act soon and de-
cisively. I truly don’t believe there is a
minute to waste.

To stabilize the climate and to pre-
vent catastrophic warming, scientists
say we need to begin by reducing emis-
sions by 65 to 80 percent below 1990 lev-
els—that is 65 to 80 percent below what
we have put into the atmosphere in
1990—and do all this by the middle of
the century. That translates into a
goal of 1,450 parts per million of carbon
dioxide in the atmosphere. Vice Presi-
dent Al Gore told me recently there is
some new science out that we actually
may need to limit carbon emissions to
350 parts per million, which is even
stronger. There is new science out that
shows the Earth is warming even faster
than was originally predicted. We need
to contain the warming to 1 to 2 de-
grees. We will still experience signifi-
cant but manageable changes, but if we
fail to act, the Earth’s temperature
could rise 5 to 9 degrees or more. Those
results are catastrophic and irrevers-
ible.

I tell constituent breakfasts about
the Earth. Most people believe the
Earth can’t change. But, in fact, plan-
ets do change. Look at Mars, look at
the Earth 250 million years ago, when
there was one mass on Earth only. The
Earth is subject to change. That
change can be dramatic, and warming
affects that change. This is a gamble
we cannot afford to take. The truth is,
though, there is no silver bullet. There
is no one thing that will turn the tide.
We need to go clean and green in driv-
ing, in heating, in cooling, in building,
and fueling. We need to move away
from fossil fuels. We need the
Lieberman-Warner legislation.

By 2050, this bill would reduce emis-
sions by 63 percent below 2005 levels or
57 percent below 1990 levels. So the leg-
islation sets us on the path toward
meaningful greenhouse gas reductions.
It does so in a way that encourages in-
novation and makes the investment in
cleaner energy and green practices
across the entire economy. Impor-
tantly, it also includes important pro-
visions to keep our economy strong.
The bottom line: This legislation is a
major step in the right direction. It is
the most significant thing we can do
right now to help prevent catastrophic
climate change.

Let me take a few moments to talk
about what the bill does. There are two
ways to deal with this. One is a carbon
tax. Most scientists want the carbon
tax, but most people believe a new tax
is not going to happen. The other alter-
native is a cap-and-trade system, much
as BEurope has been doing and much as
the Northeastern States have been
doing to deal with acid rain. They have
reversed acid rain by 45 percent
through their cap-and-trade system.
This legislation establishes a cap-and-
trade system for roughly 86 percent of
the economy. It includes the elec-
tricity sector, manufacturing, trans-
portation, and natural gas. It would be



June 3, 2008

the world’s most comprehensive effort
to address global warming to date. It
controls emissions in more sectors of
our economy than Europe’s carbon con-
trol program. It would restore Amer-
ican leadership in the fight to protect
our planet.

Here is how it works. In 2012, emis-
sions are capped at 2005 levels. They
begin to ratchet down 2 percent per
year. By 2020, emissions would be 19
percent below current levels. By 2050,
emissions would be cut to approxi-
mately 63 percent below 2005 levels by
2050, or 57 percent below 1990 levels.
That is the cap part. The trade part of
the bill allows for the trading of allow-
ances, which are permits to release 1
metric ton of carbon dioxide into the
atmosphere. It is a proven system. It is
working well right now in the United
States to control acid rain and smog
pollution. It has given companies flexi-
bility to innovate and embrace new
technologies.

Under the bill, the pollution permits
are allocated in a way that transitions
our economy toward a low-carbon fu-
ture. In the early years, one-third of
the allowances will be allocated to pol-
luting industries covered by the bill to
assist with their transition to less car-
bon-intensive technologies. So one-
third goes to those who pollute to help
them convert. Revenue produced by
selling allowances at auction will be
used to invest in low-carbon tech-
nology development and deployment.

The bill funds carbon capture and se-
questration, renewable energy, and
other low-carbon technologies for pro-
ducing electricity. That is a good
thing. It funds efforts to retool car fac-
tories, to produce more efficient vehi-
cles and ventures to develop cellulosic
biofuels, two steps essential to reduc-
ing vehicle emissions. It funds efforts
to increase the efficiency of buildings,
homes, appliances, and it rewards
States that produce significant emis-
sion reductions.

In later years, this bill refocuses its
assistance toward worker training and
financial relief for consumers. It is a
good bill. It assists those in coastal and
arid States who will have to adapt to
sea level rise and rainfall loss. So it
makes our world better off, but it also
helps those who may have to shoulder
an undue burden.

Here is the bottom line: This cap-
and-trade bill significantly reduces
emissions. It funds new technologies. It
deploys existing low-cost options. It
contains costs. It mitigates negative
impacts. It effectively combats climate
change, while protecting our quality of
life.

I wish to take a few moments to talk
in detail about some of the key provi-
sions of the bill that are of particular
note. First, the legislation includes
language to establish Federal oversight
for the new carbon market. This is
something I learned, as a Californian in
the Western energy crisis, that we need
to do. A $100 billion market for the
trading of carbon emissions is going to
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spring up as this cap-and-trade system
is established. We need to be prepared.
Just as there are those who manipulate
the price of oil and the price of gas—
and we in California found that out to
the tune of $40 billion—this new mar-
ket could attract Enron-like manipula-
tion, fraud or excessive speculation,
unless we take preventive action. This
month Congress finally passed legisla-
tion in the farm bill to close the Enron
loophole to protect electronic energy
markets. It took us 6 years after the
Western energy crisis to achieve that.
It is time to learn from these mistakes.
We need to take steps now to ensure
that the market functions with trans-
parency, as well as antifraud and
antimanipulation provisions from the
get-go.

Specifically, this legislation requires
the President to establish an inter-
agency working group, the carbon mar-
ket working group. It is made up of the
heads of the following agencies: the
EPA, the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, the Commodities Futures
Trading Commission, the Securities
and Exchange Commission, and the
Treasury Department. Within 270 days
of enactment of the bill, the working
group would establish the regulatory
framework for the market and rec-
ommend necessary regulations that en-
sure enforcement of core market over-
sight principles. These principles would
include ensuring market transparency
in price, volume, and other trading
data—all of it made available to the
public—requirements for record-
keeping, an audit trail which, up to
this point, doesn’t exist on the elec-
tronic marketplace—but thanks to the
Enron loophole closure bill, it will
exist—and finally, preventing fraud,
manipulation, and excessive specula-
tion.

I was pleased to hear the Commod-
ities Futures Trading Commission is
now taking a look at excessive specula-
tion in the oil market as a reason for
the drive up of prices of gasoline. I will
bet anything there is excessive specula-
tion in that market today. These regu-
lations would be fully enforceable by
existing market oversight agencies,
and violators would be subject to sig-
nificant penalties. So it is critical we
protect these markets from the outset.
We cannot afford to delay.

Secondly, the bill promotes green
practices for farmers and foresters.
This is something I am very interested
in. California is the largest ag State.
The legislation includes language I au-
thored to fund research on innovative
and cost-effective methods for farmers
and foresters to store carbon in the
soil.

It is believed that farming and for-
estry practices to sequester carbon in
the soil hold great potential to reduce
our carbon footprint, and this is par-
ticularly true in my State. But the fact
is, we do not yet know enough about
the best ways to carry out carbon se-
questration.

So this legislation would help shed
light on a number of practices farmers
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and foresters can take to sequester car-
bon. The research would be funded
through allowances for agriculture in
the cap-and-trade system established
by the Lieberman-Warner legislation.
Some of these practices could include
several methods popular in my State,
including row crop practices such as
conservation tillage—this is a picture
of it—permanent crop practices, in-
cluding planting cover crops during the
winter season, and using prunings for
bioenergy production rather than chip-
ping, mulching, or burning the mate-
rial, and practices to reduce the diges-
tion-related emissions of methane gas
from cattle and livestock. Once we un-
derstand which of these innovative
methods is the most cost effective,
farmers could then sell low-cost offset
credits to companies that need to re-
duce their emissions. So this is a win-
win.

Third, this bill promotes low-carbon
fuels through a low-carbon fuels stand-
ard. Similar to the Clean Fuels and Ve-
hicles Act, which Senator SNOWE and I
introduced last year, this would re-
quire each major oil company selling
gasoline in the United States to reduce
the average life-cycle greenhouse gas
emissions per unit of energy in their
gasoline. The provision ensures that
the car and truck emissions go down as
we increase the use of low-carbon re-
newable fuel, such as cellulosic eth-
anol. By improving the renewable fuel
standard, which requires the use of 36
billion gallons of renewable fuel by
2020, it assures that the climate bene-
fits of this provision are realized.

My conclusion and my bottom line:
Confronting global warming will re-
quire action on a broad scale. To those
in this body who are dissenters, I say
this: If we do not do it, when the
science has coalesced, when the science
tells us the time is limited, when the
science tells us we cannot stop it be-
cause it does not dissipate—we must
move away from carbon, and we must
move to other kinds of fuels, and do so
quickly, and we must take these steps
to aid the conversion of American in-
dustry. Also, most important, this bill
will signal that the United States,
after a long period of doing nothing, is
prepared to stand up tall and to lead.

I thank Senator WARNER and Senator
LIEBERMAN for this legislation. I know
the senior Senator from Virginia is on
the floor. I know he is going to retire
at the end of the year. I want him to
know very personally from me how
much I respect him.

I respect your leadership on this
issue, Senator WARNER. I think it
leaves you a great legacy. I only hope
we will do justice to you by passing
this legislation here today. So thank
you so much for your leadership.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
might just speak for 2 minutes.

I thank my colleague from Cali-
fornia. I say to her, it has been a pleas-
ure to work with you and to continue
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to work with you in the Senate. Our
primary responsibilities are on the In-
telligence Committee, but you are a
very diversified Senator and can seize
many subjects and provide your exper-
tise for the benefit of this Chamber. 1
thank you for your thoughtful, per-
sonal remarks and your very inform-
ative speech given this morning.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be able to
speak for up to 15 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That order has already been en-
tered.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I wish
to commend the Senate for assessing
what is the most important issue con-
fronting the United States of America
today; that is, energy, its contribution
to the environment, its costs, its avail-
ability, its future, and its impact on
the economy.

I rise today to thank a number of
people who have contributed to the
body of knowledge I want to try to re-
cite as best I can today: Michael
Quiello, Caroline McLean, and Duncan
Hill of my staff; Annie Caputo of the
staff of the EPW; and three individuals
back in Georgia, two alive today, one,
unfortunately, who is deceased: Carl
Knobloch, a distinguished man in our
State of Georgia, who is probably the
most ardent advocate for open and
green space and the preservation of our
environment of any one I know; Mr.
Chris Sawyer, who is a distinguished
lawyer, who represents many national
organizations and many conservation
organizations; and Mr. Bob Shearer.
Bob passed away last year, but in the
1970s he had led the Georgia Power
Company during the time it built the
Plant Vogtle, a nuclear energy plant in
Georgia that today provides affordable,
reasonable, reliable, and inexpensive
energy without emitting any carbon
into the atmosphere.

Mr. President, I could not agree more
with Senator FEINSTEIN’S remark that
it is time for us to put all of the issues
and all of the solutions on the table. It
is time for us to talk about everything
we need to do to improve our environ-
ment, make energy more affordable,
and protect our economy.

I think it is ironic that the legisla-
tion that will be before us is a piece of
legislation that leaves out two subjects
that are critical to being accomplished
in what the bill portends. First, it basi-
cally leaves out any provisions for nu-
clear energy or the expansion of elec-
tricity through nuclear power. Second,
it gives no attention to the single way
we know to sequester carbon today. It
talks about carbon sequestration in a
prospective way but does not talk
about the single way we sequester car-
bon today, which happens to be
through Mother Nature.

So for just a second I wish to talk
about nuclear power, and I wish to talk
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about conservation and open and green
space. Both are included in two amend-
ments that at some point in time in
the debate I hope to be able to offer.

First nuclear—and Senator WARNER
was kind enough to share with me an
amendment he plans to offer on nu-
clear, which is a recitation of a number
of facts that ironically I am going to
recite in my remarks—and I commend
him for doing that—the most impor-
tant of which is that today in America,
73 percent of the noncarbon-emitting
energy generated in this country is
generated by nuclear. That 73 percent
saves 700 million metric tons of carbon
from going into the atmosphere.

You would think if you already know
you are saving 700 million metric tons
of carbon from going into the atmos-
phere and you know that 73 percent of
your noncarbon-emitting energy is
coming from nuclear, it would seem
that if you want to reduce carbon emis-
sions and carbon in the atmosphere,
you would empower nuclear energy.

I think we should do that because re-
gardless of your philosophy on global
warming and climate change, carbon is
making a difference, and it is in our
geopolitical interest and it is in our en-
vironment’s interest to reduce car-
bon—geopolitically because we buy less
from Chavez, Ahmadinejad, and Putin,
where we get a majority of our oil
today. That is the geopolitical issue,
and that is good for us to do. Environ-
mentally, they are not exactly sure at
Greenland what all is happening, but
they are sure the carbon isotopes and
the ice borings are much higher today
than they were 30 years ago, and that
is the one change.

So it is important to reduce carbon.
But to leave out the single way we
know to do it best, to leave out the em-
powerment of nuclear energy, to talk
about it only in terms of reference and
not in terms of action is, to me, dis-
appointing.

The amendment I will offer—which I
offered in committee—does a number
of things.

First of all, it provides incentives for
nuclear energy in terms of a 10-percent
investment tax credit for the produc-
tion of a new nuclear powerplant. By
the way, solar tax credits today are 30
percent. This is one-third of the tax
credit for solar. But 10 percent is a
good incentive, and these plants are
huge investments. That is No. 1.

Second is accelerated depreciation or
recovery of investment over 5 years.
That is appropriate.

Third, loan guarantees—loan guaran-
tees and standby help—for an industry
that in the 1970s, when Government
stalled it and investment dollars went
away, absolutely almost went bank-
rupt trying to continue to build the
plants that today emit carbon-free en-
ergy in the United States of America.

Those three provisions—the standby
loan guarantee, the investment tax
credit of 10 percent, and the 30 percent
in terms of depreciation and the 5-year
depreciation recovery—make perfectly
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good sense, incentivize nuclear, and re-
duce the emission of carbon into the
atmosphere.

I have a chart I will put up. It is very
interesting on these subsidies, by the
way. There are a lot of antinuclear peo-
ple who talk about how the Govern-
ment should not subsidize nuclear.
Well, we subsidize almost every form of
energy. Today in America, $24.34 of
every megawatt hour produced by solar
is a tax incentive, a Federal subsidy.
On wind, $23.37 is a Federal subsidy on
every megawatt hour. For nuclear, it is
$1.59. That is the level of subsidy. Ten
times or really twelve times the nu-
clear subsidy is what you pay for solar
and wind, which give you 27 percent of
your carbon-free electric energy, while
nuclear gives you 73 percent.

The bill also deals with empowering
the workforce. When we evacuated nu-
clear energy generation in the 1970s,
something else evacuated in America,
and that was the construction of nu-
clear equipment, and that includes all
the employees the industry would need
in a revitalized industry. So we focus
on that and talk about trying to bring
that back to the United States of
America and to empower our workforce
so we can build safe, reliable nuclear
energy plants in the 21st century.

I have a number of quotes from the
following members, in public debate,
when we debated this nuclear amend-
ment in the EPW Committee. Senator
LAUTENBERG, Senator BAUCUS, Senator
CARDIN, Senator CARPER, Senator WAR-
NER, and Senator LIEBERMAN all made
comments endorsing and embracing
the fact that nuclear is a part of the
solution. I would ask today, if it is a
part of the solution, why is it not a
part of the Lieberman-Warner climate
change bill?

On conservation, for just a second.
Carbon sequestration is something we
need to perfect, and we do not know
how to do it yet. We think we can find
some caverns in the earth and we can
sequester it there, but we are not quite
sure. The technology is not there yet,
nor is the cost, but we hope we can do
it. But Mother Nature has been seques-
tering carbon for all time because that
is the way the balance in our environ-
ment works. That is one of the issues.

So I have an amendment to propose
which is a conservation easement tax
credit amendment to incentivize the
United States of America over the next
5 years through $25 billion in refund-
able tax credits to generate a fund to
buy conservation easements in open
and green space throughout the United
States of America.

Since the founding of our country, 15
percent of our forest and open space
and green space is gone forever to an
impervious surface known as urban de-
velopment. If that continues, then our
own natural carbon sequestration sys-
tem will be broken. So it is important,
while we still have the open and green
space, while we know where our wet-
lands are, where our rivers and water-
ways are, where our important eco-
system lands are, that we create a
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mechanism for those lands to be pro-
tected, but not one where the Govern-
ment goes and buys it—it costs you a
lot of money to buy all this land—in-
stead, to have a program where you
create refundable tax credits, very
much like the low- and moderate-in-
come housing tax credits, $5 billion a
year for 5 years, to be sold in the mar-
ket, to raise the money for which you,
in turn, allow 501(c)-qualified organiza-
tions, like the Trust for Public Land,
the Conservancy, et cetera, the capital
to go to out and, according to a state-
wide plan, buy conservation easements
to protect in perpetuity those areas
critical to our ecosystem and our coun-
try and, in fact, our environment.

It would seem to me that when you
debate the most topical issue of the
day, the most controversial issue of the
day—the thing everybody wants to
talk about—if you know there is only
one way to sequester carbon, and that
is through the natural process of na-
ture—and protecting open and green
space does that—and you know the
only major supplier of carbon-free en-
ergy is nuclear, that you would make
an investment in this act by seeing to
it that you empower the future of the
country to focus on conservation and
nuclear and all the other sources avail-
able.

I am a Republican. I am not one who
likes to throw partisanship out in any
debate. I think you ought to win some-
thing on merit. But I think we and our
party and the Democrats and their
party need to look at this issue in a
different perspective. A lot of us have
our biases. It is time to put our biases
aside. If there is a known solution out
there where we can reduce carbon, ex-
pand our energy availability, and re-
duce costs, we ought to embrace it.
Nothing should be off the table. Solar
shouldn’t, wind shouldn’t, nuclear
shouldn’t, renewable shouldn’t, bio-
diesel shouldn’t; whatever it is, syn-
thetic fuels, we should act now, and we
should act boldly to see to it that while
we work for the best interests of our
environment, we work for the best in-
terests of our citizens.

Our citizens today are paying more
for gas and energy than they have ever
paid before, and there is no end in
sight. We have a debate today that if
this bill passed in its form, it would
raise that cost even more; by some es-
timates, $1.50 a gallon more. We are
talking about serious business here. We
need to be serious as Members of the
Senate, as Members of the most delib-
erative body in the world, and make
sure every option is on the table. For
this Senator, that means expanding
conservation easements for better se-
questration of carbon naturally, and it
means by reempowering the nuclear
energy business to see to it that the
one source of reliable, safe, carbonless
energy that we know today in the
United States is empowered for the 21st
century.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia is rec-
ognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to commend our distinguished col-
league from Georgia. I listened very
carefully, and I appreciate his ref-
erence to the fact that I will be offer-
ing at the earliest possible time an
amendment to lay some foundation in
this proposed legislation addressing nu-
clear power.

As I listened to what the Senator
from Georgia said, I basically agree.
But as the Senator well knows, if we
were to have included these provisions,
either during the course of the com-
mittee markup or indeed now in the
amendment process, we would get blue-
slipped. This type of legislation, which
I support, I say to the Senator, must
originate—as he well knows having
served—in the House of Representa-
tives and then come to the Senate.

So as colleagues follow this and say
to themselves: This Senator brings
forth very constructive proposals, why
didn’t the managers put that in the
bill, I think you would have to agree
with me we would be faced with a blue-
slip problem and our bill would come to
a dead halt.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the distinguished Senator’s—
may I address the distinguished Sen-
ator through the Chair?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the generous comments of the
Senator from Virginia and the work he
has put into this, and I would publicly
acknowledge that in the committee
and privately. The Senator has stated
eloquently to me his support for the
concept of expanding and empowering
nuclear energy.

I also understand what our block is:
the blue slip. I referred in my closing
remarks: We have to start putting our
biases aside to allow the full debate to
take place on what we are going to do
to lower energy costs and reduce car-
bon. If we talk about nuclear being
good but aren’t willing to address it
and somebody is going to blue-slip or
put a hold or kill a bill simply because
it has nuclear in it, then we are not se-
rious, in my judgment, about reducing
the cost of energy, reducing the
amount of carbon or dealing with the
problem ahead. I am not speaking to
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia because I know where his head
and his heart are, and Senator
LIEBERMAN has expressed the same
thing. But there are others—there are
biases on both sides. We need to put
our biases away and allow every viable
alternative to be debated on the floor
of the Senate and voted on. Up until
the time we do that, we are wasting
our time and, unfortunately, we are
wasting a lot of our taxpayers’ money
who are paying exorbitant prices for
the problem today.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
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Mr. ISAKSON. I am delighted to
yield.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator knows that Exelon has
given its support to this bill and also
NRG and they are coal and nuclear and
Exelon is nuclear. So I wonder if my
friend understands that Senator WAR-
NER is going to do an amendment, as he
has said from day one, and I am sure
you will help him with that amend-
ment. The amendment probably has a
very excellent chance of passing.

I wish to make sure my friend knows
companies that build nuclear power-
plants endorse this bill without any
changes, although there are going to be
more changes. Under some of the mod-
eling, I wonder if my friend has looked
at what the projections are for building
nuclear powerplants without one
amendment on this bill. Does my friend
know the answer to my question? Has
he looked at some of the modeling that
we have gotten from this administra-
tion on this point?

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman. I am
aware some of the companies that are
in the nuclear business have endorsed
this, and let me say this—and if I stand
to be corrected, I would appreciate the
Senator correcting me. But those who
are heavily invested in nuclear that are
operating today are in support of this
because they are going to sell their
carbon credits to those who are not
heavily invested in nuclear and are
generating coal. That motivation is a
motivation that is economic as much
as anything else.

What I would like to see is for us to
get everybody on a level playing field,
where we have more nuclear and we
have less coal and we have less gas and
we have less oil-generating electricity.
Then we will be better off. So this is a
winners and losers game in terms of
the carbon tax or the carbon credits.
Those who have a low-carbon footprint
are going to have credits to sell and
those who have a high-carbon footprint
who use coal or oil are going to have to
pay a lot of money to buy it. That is
why there are some biases in these in-
dustries that are for and against.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if I
might ask unanimous consent for 5
minutes so the three of us can engage
because I think this is a very impor-
tant point.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. BOXER. First of all, I think for
my friend to say these two companies
have no future plans to build power-
plants or expand the plants, that
makes no sense. I haven’t read their
annual report, but for him to say the
only reason is because they are going
to make some money off the allow-
ances—I don’t think he is looking at
the plans for these companies, No. 1,
but they can speak for themselves.
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The second part, which my friend
didn’t answer, is that in the modeling
we have seen, without one amendment,
it looks as if there will be built, over
the period of the lifetime of this bill,
150 nuclear plants. So without one
amendment—and there are going to be
amendments—and I have never been a
great fan of nuclear energy. For one
reason, I worry about the waste. I
worry about the waste. I worry about
having all this waste. So that is my
issue. I have said many times there are
a few of us who care about that, and
there are others who seem to feel com-
fortable it is totally safe. We will have
that debate.

But the fact is, when you pass legis-
lation such as this, there is a winner.
The winner goes to those energy
sources that don’t produce carbon just
on its face. That is why we give so
much for clean coal, because we are
trying to make sure we Kkeep going
with coal and that it is clean coal.

So I would say to my friend, and then
I will yield my time to Senator WAR-
NER to go back and forth—I am pleased
he came over here. I love working with
Senator ISAKSON. He is a friend. He is a
pal. We don’t see eye to eye on this
particular issue because I believe that
to have people who are nuclear power-
plant proponents say this bill doesn’t
do enough, means they haven’t looked
at what the projections are ipso facto
because it is a clean energy source, in
terms of carbon. I wished to make that
point. But I wish to thank my friend
for the tenor and tone of his remarks.

I yield the remainder of my time to
Senator WARNER.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman. I would say to my good
friend from Georgia, I have talked ex-
tensively with a wide range—as you
have—of the industrial individuals who
represent nuclear plants today and are
forthcoming. The chairman is quite
correct. A number of these companies
are planning to go ahead boldly and
courageously and build new plants.
Given the uncertainties of where they
are going to get the parts, can they be
manufactured in the United States;
given the uncertainties as to whether
there are enough trained people to op-
erate these plants, they are going
ahead. So I don’t believe it is just a
profit motive.

But as I talk to these individuals, it
is clear to me they are watching the ju-
risdiction of the Energy Committee as
having a great proportion of the nu-
clear responsibility; the Tax Com-
mittee, and they cautioned against try-
ing to do too much in this bill for fear
of interrupting a process that is in
place with the Energy Committee, the
Tax Committee, and such other com-
mittees as deal with nuclear power be-
cause that responsibility does spread
over quite a number of committees
within the Senate. So we could not
simply put into our bill, recommended
by way of amendment at this time,
such a comprehensive amendment be-
cause we know it is disruptive to the
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work that apparently is going on in
other committees as it relates to nu-
clear power.

But perhaps I will reflect on this as
to whether I could add in my amend-
ment, or the Senator from Georgia
might wish to modify my amendment
and take those portions of his which do
not impact blue slip—I think that is
something we don’t want to get tan-
gled up with—and doesn’t infringe on
the jurisdictions of the other commit-
tees and see if we can make it work.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I thank
Senator WARNER. To Chairman BOXER,
first of all, if I said—I very well could
have—if I said I knew they weren’t
going to build more powerplants in the
future, I didn’t mean to say that. What
I meant to say was those nuclear com-
panies that were the most supportive
were the ones that were way ahead in
the building of nuclear plants already
generated far more carbonless energy
because of that and were going to sell
their credits—and I am a business guy;
I think making money is a great deal—
are going to sell their credits to those
companies that are more coal- and car-
bon-producing friendly.

You are right, I didn’t talk about the
modeling. The modeling does project
more plants in the first 42, 43 years of
the life of the bill to 2050. However, I
would submit to you, a modernized nu-
clear title would allow those plants to
come on safely, more quickly, and
could more quickly address the carbon
issue than the way we are currently
caught in this conundrum of the anti-
nuclear versus the pronuclear, so we do
nothing to empower an industry that
we know generates 73 percent of our
carbonless energy today.

But I thank the distinguished chair-
man for her patience, the distinguished
Senator from Virginia for his contribu-
tion. I look forward to working with
you in any way I can to hopefully move
us forward.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, again, I
commend our colleague for a very con-
structive contribution to the dialogue
on this bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about the Lieberman-Warner Cli-
mate Act. I understand I have 20 min-
utes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct.

Mr. CORKER. I ask that the Chair
notify me when I have 5 minutes re-
maining.

I wish to say I am very excited to be
on the floor today. I have tremendous
respect for the sponsors of this bill and
all those who have been involved for
some time. I think everybody knows by
this point that while there are a num-
ber of arguments regarding the bill
that is on the floor, I choose not to de-
bate the science. I accept the fact that
we as a country and we as a world need
to address this issue.
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I came to the Senate to focus on the
big issues our country has to deal with.
I saw this as one of those issues. For
that reason, a year ago, I accompanied
Senator BINGAMAN to Brussels, to
Paris, and to London, where I sat down
with carbon traders and with European
Commission members. I met with ce-
ment manufacturers, utility providers,
and all those involved, if you will, in
this debate in Europe.

I also was fortunate enough to ac-
company the chairman, Senator
BOXER, to Greenland to see the poster
child, if you will, of what this debate in
some ways is about. Ever since that
time, I have been fixated, if you will,
on the goal of figuring out a way that
we as a country can put in place poli-
cies that allow our GDP growth, we can
continue to ensure a better standard of
living for those coming after us, having
energy security as a country, and mak-
ing sure we have climate security all at
the same time. That has been my goal.
I have seen, actually, this debate that
is taking place this summer right now
as a tremendous opportunity for us to
come together as a country and to
focus on those things.

Some of what I saw in Europe were
unintended consequences, things such
as fuel-switching that took place, when
people move from coal to natural gas
and all of a sudden found themselves
very dependent on an unfriendly gov-
ernment—Russia—to supply natural
gas and using that political clout, if
you will, over some of those countries
that were dependent. So I have worked
with Senator WARNER and with others
to try to craft legislation that I think
works for our country.

I see this as a tremendous oppor-
tunity; I do. A lot of people think this
is not a good time to be talking about
climate change legislation. They say
that because we have $4 gasoline at the
pumps, this is a terrible time to be
talking about legislation of this na-
ture. I actually think this is a perfect
time to be talking about it. I think
there is a passion in our country, ex-
hibited by the chairman, to address the
issue of climate change. I think there
are many people in our country who
feel that same way. I think Americans
throughout our country, seeing the
prices at the pump, are feeling very
vulnerable as it relates to their own
energy security and realize that we as
a country need to have a comprehen-
sive energy policy that we do not have
today. So I see this tremendous oppor-
tunity for these two groups who have
been at odds for so many years—actu-
ally generations—to actually come to-
gether and to do something that is
good for our country, both from the
standpoint of the environment but also
making sure our country is energy se-
cure.

Now, I am going to say something I
know that may not be that well re-
ceived, but I think this bill, unfortu-
nately—and with all the respect that I
have for the sponsors—I think this bill
unfortunately squanders that oppor-
tunity.
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The reason I say this bill squanders
that opportunity, instead of addressing
those two things I mentioned in a pure
fashion, we have resorted to the old-
time politics of making sure we sup-
port various interest groups around our
country and spread trillions of dollars
around the country to try to win sup-
port for this bill. I think that is a
shame.

I plan to offer some amendments I
will discuss at the right time. Let me
make sure the American people under-
stand what happens with cap-and-trade
legislation. Most Senators do. What
this bill contemplates is capping the
amount of carbon emissions our coun-
try emits, and then reducing that cap
over time, from the year 2012 to the
year 2050, and establishing a price for
that carbon by creating an auction. It
would be much like if Senator DOMEN-
1cI and I and Senator WARNER decided
we were going to create a company,
and what we did was allocated our-
selves shares of that company, and in
order to make the company grow, we
sold public shares in the marketplace.
Those shares would generate income
into our company and allow us to grow,
if that is what we wanted to do. But
the day we went public, it would enrich
us. Those allocations of shares we allo-
cated to ourselves would enrich us im-
mediately because they become mar-
ketable securities.

Obviously, what this bill does is, No.
1, takes ftrillions of dollars into the
Treasury beginning in 2012 through an
auction process; in other words, we sell
carbon allowances on the public mar-
ket. On the very day that occurs, the
allowances that are talked about as if
they mean nothing become marketable
securities, and they enrich all of those
entities that receive those allocations.
That is where I think this bill misses
the mark.

The auction proceeds that come in
with this bill—let’s be fair and I will
not use words that are demagogic—
when we pass cap-and-trade legislation,
we all understand it increases the cost
of energy that is generated through
fossil fuel. That is a fact. That is petro-
leum, diesel, coal, ethanol, all of those
things that, when they are consumed,
emit carbon and will cost more on day
one. So the American public is going to
be paying for that.

Everything Americans buy—if this
bill passes—that has something to do
with energy will increase. When they
go to the gas pump, it will cost more.
When they pay their utility bills at the
end of the month, it will cost more.
When they buy food and clothing, it
will cost more.

What this bill, unfortunately, does is
takes in trillions of dollars—by the
way, the EPA has modeled this based
on a price of $22 per ton for carbon in
the beginning. I want people to under-
stand that today, in essence, in London
carbon is selling for $41 a ton. Based on
the modeling, this bill, over its life,
transfers wealth of $6.7 trillion. But if
it were, say, based on the prices of car-
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bon today in London, it might be as
much as $13 trillion.

We all know if this bill passes, every
American will pay more for energy,
and I understand that. By the way, I
want everybody in this body to know I
am open to discussing cap-and-trade
legislation that takes our country in
the right direction. What I am so op-
posed to—and I am so saddened by the
fact that this bill does this—is this bill
takes trillions into our Treasury and
then, in a prescribed way, much of it in
nondiscretionary spending, spends that
money from the year 2012 through the
year 2050. We have talked a lot about
earmarks in this body. This is, in fact,
the mother of all earmarks—to make
sure I am neutral, it is the mother and
father of all earmarks. This, in essence,
creates an entitlement program from
2012 through 2050. I don’t understand, if
proponents want to affect our climate,
why they don’t take those trillions in
and then immediately redistribute all
of those dollars back to the American
citizens. The reason is—and I am sad to
say this—this bill attempts to win sup-
port of the American people and inter-
est groups throughout our country by
the same old thing that has gotten our
country in trouble today, and that is
spreading this money around to the
various interest groups throughout the
country and prescribing the spending
in a way that I don’t know of any bill
since Medicare or Social Security. I
don’t know of a bill that has done this
to this extent in modern times.

Another piece that goes unnoticed is
the allocation process. This bill allo-
cates out to entities all across this
country carbon allowances. Those are
marketable securities. It is the same as
owning a share in IBM. It is a tremen-
dous transference of wealth. Twenty-
seven percent of the allocation in this
bill goes to entities that have nothing
to do with emitting carbon. I have no
idea why we would do that in legisla-
tion of this nature. I think it is rep-
rehensible. One of the reasons we see so
many people walking the halls of our
Senate offices in tailored suits, car-
rying nice briefcases, is that people
who are in the know—I know the Sen-
ator mentioned some of these compa-
nies—realize this is a tremendous
transference of wealth. If they sit at
the table and they have something to
do with how these allowances are allo-
cated, that might be better for them
even in operating their companies, as
well, because we are creating a situa-
tion that transfers trillions of dollars
of wealth.

I am going to be offering some
amendments, and I am disturbed that
some of the sponsors have indicated
these are poison pill amendments. I
have focused solely on the policies of
this bill. I have never used demagogic
language to describe this bill—never. I
have never tried to debate the science.
I am trying to focus on the policies of
the legislation.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?
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Mr. CORKER. I will yield when I fin-
ish. I know the Senator has spent a tre-
mendous amount of time on this, and I
respect that.

The reason we have cap-and-trade
legislation being discussed is the fact
that we want to limit the amount of
carbon emissions that come out of our
country. So one of the other pieces of
the bill that, to me, is truly offensive
is that this bill allows for something
called international offsets, which is
nothing more—again, I will go into this
in detail when I offer an amendment—
this is something that encourages com-
panies in our country to go through a
loophole so they don’t have to pay the
full price of carbon, and actually spend
billions of dollars in countries such as
China, where we already have tremen-
dous trade deficits.

I absolutely have no understanding of
why we would permit that in a bill
such as this, which is being designed to
limit carbon emissions in our country.
These international offsets have been
documented to be fraudulent. We have
had tremendous problems in working
through the United Nations to admin-
ister these programs. I have no idea
why international offsets, which have
been so fraudulent and have nothing
whatsoever to do with lowering emis-
sions in our country, would be part of
this bill.

Let me say, in general, I realize we
are not going to pass a bill this year, in
all likelihood. I think that, in many
ways, is regrettable. I think we as a
country, right now today, when the
American people are feeling very vul-
nerable—and right now we have many
Senators in the Chamber who have
such a passion as it relates to climate
security—I think it is regrettable that
we cannot come together and, as a part
of this legislation, add many compo-
nents—for instance, that one which
PETE DOMENICI from New Mexico led us
on—and create a bill that doesn’t just
address climate but also addresses our
country’s energy security.

The American people are looking to
us right now to act like adults. I have
to say I am not sure that as a country,
for the last several years, for some pe-
riod of time, we have owned up to our
country’s major problems. We have not
done that. We have a tremendous op-
portunity in this body this week and
next week to address our country’s en-
vironmental issues simultaneously
with energy security. I think that is
what the American people are looking
to us to do.

I regret the fact that this bill, in-
stead of being about climate security,
instead of being about something that
drives our country toward using tech-
nology that would cause our country to
be energy secure, has ended up being
about money. It has ended up setting
up a command-and-control economy.

Look at these various wedges on this
pie chart. I could show many more. It
is an amazing thing that from the year
2012 through the year 2050, over a tril-
lion dollars of this money is pre-pre-
scribed. It is amazing that, as it relates
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to technology, there is a five-person
board that has been set up to decide
where the trade of dollars will be spent.
I cannot imagine this body—I cannot
imagine it—approving legislation of
this type.

What I hope will occur is that the
American people will become aware of
what this debate is about. I hope all of
us will have a constructive debate in
this body. My goal and hope is that we
as a body will come together around
climate change and energy security in
an appropriate way and in such a way
so those generations coming after us
will have a better quality of life.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield?

(Several Senators addressed the
Chair.)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California is
recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. How much time does
the Senator from Tennessee have re-
maining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Three and a half minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator
KERRY wishes to question the Senator,
if it is OK with the Senator from Ten-
nessee. After that, I wish to be recog-
nized for unanimous consent requests
and perhaps an additional minute or
two, to be followed by Senator WARNER
for 2 minutes and Senator DOMENICI for
2 minutes. And then——

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want time.
Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-

quiry, Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania
will state his inquiry.

Mr. SPECTER. It is my under-
standing that I have 15 minutes at
12:15, which I have been waiting for all
morning.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes, following the Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

Mrs. BOXER. I wish to have 2 min-
utes to do unanimous consent requests
before my friend starts. I know Senator
WARNER wishes 2 minutes. The remain-
ing time would be between the Senator
from Tennessee and the Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am
agreeable to defer my 15 minutes,
which is scheduled to start at 12:15, for
2 minutes for Senators BOXER and WAR-
NER. I don’t understand what followed
that. So I wish to proceed at that time
with that.

Mrs. BOXER. Yes,
what I said.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, if I un-
derstand, the Senator from Tennessee
has some time left. I did rise to ask a
question. The Senator said he would be
happy to answer the question.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the unani-
mous consent request?

Mr. DOMENICI. I object.

that is exactly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. SPECTER. Reserving the right
to object, I don’t know what the re-
quest is.

Mrs. BOXER. I will reiterate it. It is
that Senator CORKER finish his 3% min-
utes and do a colloquy back and forth
with Senator KERRY; that immediately
following that, I have some time to
make some unanimous consent re-
quests and have a minute to comment
on what has transpired, and that be fol-
lowed with 2 minutes for Senator WAR-
NER. So far we are 3 minutes delaying
Senator SPECTER. Senator DOMENICI
said he did want some time, or did not?

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say, I am
going to ask the Senator from Ten-
nessee to yield to me a minute of his
time to answer a question, or ask a
question on his time.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do intend
to object, I have already said I would
be willing to yield 2 minutes to Sen-
ator BOXER and 2 minutes to Senator
WARNER, where Senator BOXER then
added some amorphous language about
an exchange between the Senator from
Tennessee and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. I don’t understand what that
is and how long.

If T may finish, Mr. President. If I
may finish.

Mr. CORKER. I will take my time
back.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania
has the floor.

Mr. SPECTER. I have been waiting a
while. I would like to have my time
which has been locked in and for which
I have been waiting. Beyond the yield-
ing to Senator BOXER for 2 minutes and
Senator WARNER for 2 minutes, I will
object to anything further.

Mr. KERRY. Regular order,
President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from
Tennessee, 3% minutes, has expired. Is
there objection to the unanimous con-
sent request?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, will
you restate the unanimous consent re-
quest?

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry: How did his time expire?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Through this conversation.

Mr. DOMENICI. This conversation is
automatically charged to him?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes, he had the floor.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, if I
could, I think what they have asked for
is 3% minutes plus 4 minutes, for 7%
minutes. The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, whom I admire and respect—I
have sat here many times waiting for
every Senator on this floor to speak.
This is an important topic, and I hope
he will allow Senators on the other
side of the aisle to have a little discus-
sion right now for 7% minutes, and
then we will stop.

Mr. SPECTER. I will be glad to add
to the 4 minutes 3% additional minutes
which Senator CORKER asked for on the
condition that be the extent of it.

Mr.
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Mrs. BOXER. Yes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the unani-
mous consent request? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Massachusetts, 1
believe, is recognized for a question for
the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I listened
to the Senator from Tennessee calling
this bill a spending bill—in fact, an en-
titlement bill. I ask the Senator from
Tennessee—I believe the Senator from
Tennessee voted for farm subsidies. I
believe the Senator from Tennessee
voted for capital gains tax reduction. I
believe the Senator from Tennessee
voted for the oil and gas depreciation.

I would like to know from the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, if those are not
subsidies, how he distinguishes incen-
tives that change behavior that are
market driven. You either take advan-
tage of it or you don’t. Nobody com-
mands and controls. It is up to the in-
dividual company. Why is the effort to
have a transfer of a payment that is an
incentive for different behavior any
different from any of those things for
which the Senator from Tennessee has
voted?

Mr. CORKER. Actually, I am glad the
Senator from Massachusetts brought
that up. That is the portion of cap-and-
trade legislation that I believe is ap-
propriate. Unfortunately, what this bill
does is it takes in trillions of dollars
and then pre-prescribes how that
money is spent, going out into areas to
people who have nothing whatsoever to
do with emitting carbons. Twenty-
seven percent of the allocations go out
to entities in this country that have
nothing whatsoever to do with emit-
ting carbon. That is a huge unneces-
sary transference of wealth.

I would like to yield some time to
Senator DOMENICI. I answered the ques-
tion, and I would love to debate the
Senator further on the floor. I know we
have the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to say to everyone in the Senate,
in all honesty, they ought to have a
chance to hear the Senator from Ten-
nessee. If they haven’t, they ought to
read what he said because there is no
question that I, as a rather informed
Senator, had no idea what this bill does
until I listened to him and then looked
at it.

It is absolutely incredible that we are
thinking of a bill such as this to solve
climate change when, as a matter of
fact, it is going to be the biggest redis-
tribution of wealth we have ever adopt-
ed in this Senate, and we are not even
sure it will accomplish anything very
significant toward the reduction of car-
bon dioxide as an impediment to cli-
mate change.

I cannot understand why we would be
doing this. One little piece is a com-
mission of five men who will distribute
allocations pursuant to this legisla-
tion, totally at their discretion, a tril-
lion dollars or more. Who on God’s
BEarth would think that is in this bill?
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But it is. I commend him. I hope he
comes here two or three times and ex-
plains again in more detail what this
bill does.

I am not against legislation for cli-
mate change, but I am convinced that
we better do something for the Amer-
ican people on bridging crude oil use,
crude oil development, putting some of
the things we need in place for energy
before we put this legislation in place.
I think the American people will soon
understand that.

Mr. CORKER. Mr.
much time is left?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 15 seconds.

Mr. CORKER. Let me just say, I hope
we have further debate. I respect peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle. Surely,
we can come up with a way to make
sure our environment is appropriately
dealt with and that we have energy se-
curity—

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired.

Mr. CORKER.—and not cause this to
be a burden on Americans as it is by
prespending trillions of dollars.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired. The Senator
from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we all
respect each other, but I have to say, 1
don’t think my friend from Tennessee
understands this bill at all. All I can
say is, he couldn’t understand it be-
cause the biggest piece of this bill, OK,
is funds for the American people, a big
tax cut. If my friend opposes a tax cut,
he ought to say it. It is a huge tax cut
for the American people to help them
deal with the increases in gas prices.

Right now, under this President, we
have seen a 250-percent increase in the
cost of a gallon of gas, just in 7 years.
We have no resources. This bill gives us
the resources. It gives us consumer re-
lief.

My friend from Tennessee used very
harsh words, in my opinion, to attack a
bill that really does address the issue
of global warming, addresses the issue
of energy independence. And for him to
call it command and control is rather a
joke since we specifically rejected a
carbon tax and we allowed the free
market to set a price on carbon.

As to Senator DOMENICI'S statement,
again, he says it will do nothing. Read
the modeling. We do what we have to
do in this country to exert the leader-
ship to decrease these greenhouse
gases, and we do it in a way that has
won the support of business, labor, and
huge numbers of people across this
country, including the U.S. Conference
of Mayors and Republican and Demo-
cratic Governors.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that when we resume after lunch
that I be recognized to speak for up to
30 minutes, followed by Senator INHOFE
to speak for up to 30 minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to
object, it is my understanding, there
was an order in place——

President, how
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to
object, I thought I had 2 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. The Senator does.

Mr. WARNER. Then at the appro-
priate time the Chair directs me, I will
use the 2 minutes.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I simply
would like to ask we modify that re-
quest because I was going to follow,
but we have chewed up a lot of time
now and we have our caucuses. I am
happy to go after Senator INHOFE and
Senator BOXER, or I am happy to go be-
fore, whatever they prefer, but I think
we ought to do it after the caucuses
now at this point. I ask the Chair what
her pleasure is.

Mrs. BOXER. If my colleague agrees.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, the un-
derstanding was that Senator SPECTER
would be next for 15 minutes, and after
that, the Senator from Massachusetts.
If it is the Senator’s preference to wait
until afterwards, I have no objection to
that.

Mrs. BOXER. And Senator WARNER
has 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there an objection to the re-
quest as modified?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, what
is the pending unanimous consent re-
quest?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. To allow the Senator from Cali-
fornia and the Senator from Oklahoma
to each have 30 minutes after we come
back from the recess.

Mrs. BOXER. Followed by Senator
KERRY.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. To be followed by the Senator
from Massachusetts. Is there objec-
tion?

Mr. INHOFE. I object.

Mrs. BOXER. I thought you said it
was OK.

Mr. INHOFE. Let’s just try a new
one. I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Virginia be recognized
for 3 minutes, followed by the Senator
from Pennsylvania for 15 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. That is this morning,
now.

Mr. INHOFE. All this takes place
prior to the break for lunch.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is there a
request that we go past 12:30?

Mr. INHOFE. My unanimous consent
request, I say to the distinguished lead-
er, would postpone the 12:30 recess for
lunch for about 10 minutes.

Mr. REID. I will just say, I have no
problem if the lunches don’t start until
20 till 1, but anything other than that,
I respectfully have to say I hope people
can come after the Senate picture this
afternoon. I know comparing it to glob-
al warming, it is not a very important
issue. Staff has worked some 6 weeks
to set up this place to take the picture
at 2:15. Both caucuses have a lot to
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talk about. Senator KERRY has agreed
to wait until after lunch. That will be
fine.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. For the record, we have not dis-
posed of the unanimous consent re-
quest. But if my mathematics is cor-
rect, that unanimous consent request
will take us up to 15 before 1. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest by the Senator from Oklahoma?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Presiding
Officer. Mr. President, I say to my good
friend, this has been an excellent de-
bate he engendered on this floor. This
is what we should have. This is the
only way we are going to resolve this
issue of global warming. I urge the
managers to consider building in a lit-
tle block of time after speakers, such
as there can be some colloquy taking
place rather than just one speaker, an-
other speaker, reading a speech or de-
livering a speech. This is what it is all
about.

Mr. President, I say to my good
friend, he and I have worked on this
issue over a period of about 2 or 3
months. I have worked on it for 8
months. I don’t claim any special cred-
it. But if the Senator feels so badly
about this bill, why haven’t he and oth-
ers brought to the floor a companion
bill to replace this and to solve the
problems he has? It is one thing to
come in here and hail damnation on
what we have done by means of putting
this bill together, but if it is going to
be a constructive process, show us—

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. WARNER. Let me finish the
statement, and I will yield the floor—a
comprehensive bill that will work to
the satisfaction of a majority of the
people here. For example, you talk
about this board, seven men. Let’s say
there might be a woman or two on it.

Mr. CORKER. I didn’t say ‘“‘men.” I
said five people.

Mr. WARNER. The point is, if we
look at section 435 of the bill, it says
that chart the Senator has up there has
to be approved by the Congress.

Mr. CORKER. It can only be vetoed.

Mr. WARNER. Nevertheless, you
omitted any reference to the fact that
Congress has a hand. If you look at the
amendment I have thrown in, the
President of the United States, at any
time he or she desires, can go in and
change that. So it is not as if we have
unleashed this bill in perpetuity. There
are a number of checks and balances in
this bill to protect the very issues that
the Senator states.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, if I may
proceed, because my name has been
brought forth, for 60 seconds.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. First of all, this bill, in
black and white, prespends over $1 tril-
lion with no congressional oversight.
The Senator from Virginia is right on
the one portion to which he was refer-
ring. We can either veto it or approve
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it, but we have no say-so on how those
technology moneys are spent.

I object to the comment about me
being a Johnny-come-lately. I have
been very transparent about this legis-
lation. I have authored three very de-
tailed amendments, sent them to every
colleague in this Senate, and have
given the background to them. I have
been totally transparent throughout
this process. I have made public presen-
tations about the three amendments
that I think would make this bill far
better—things that people call poison
pills. I think the Senator knows I cer-
tainly have not come to this debate at
a late time, and I plan to offer those
amendments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I agree
with what the Senator has said.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. It
has been a little tough getting these 15
minutes, but I am glad to have them.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator showed
courtesy in getting them.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
sought recognition to discuss a number
of amendments which I will be pro-
posing to offer. I intend to offer an
amendment on emission caps because
of my concern that the emission caps
which are set in the Lieberman-Warner
bill cannot be obtained.

I believe the problem of global warm-
ing is a major problem and we ought to
deal with it, but I think we have to
deal with it within the realistic bounds
as to what the technology would per-
mit, and it is going to be very difficult
to get 60 votes to oppose cloture, and if
a legislative proposal is on the floor
which is unattainable, we are going to
end up getting nothing. So it is my in-
tention to take the emission caps from
the Bingaman-Specter bill and offer
them as an amendment to the
Lieberman-Warner bill.

I intend to offer a second amend-
ment—a cost-containment safety-valve
amendment. This amendment will in-
clude the so-called technology accel-
erator mechanism which has been in-
cluded in the Bingaman-Specter bill,
and will provide a very important safe-
guard on the legislation.

I intend to offer a third amendment
on international competitiveness. It is
vital that we not structure legislation
which will put United States industry
at a substantial disadvantage. On Feb-
ruary 14, I testified before the Senate
Finance Committee on this subject,
noting that China wishes to have 30
years, and by that time there will be
no steel industry. So there have to be
restrictions on steel illustratively
coming in the United States, and this
amendment on international competi-
tiveness will deal with that subject.

I intend further to offer an amend-
ment captioned ‘‘Process Gas Emis-
sions,”” because there is no techno-
logical alternative to a company’s an-
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nual requirement to submit emissions
allowances.

Finally, there is a potential fifth
amendment, which I am not yet cer-
tain about, and that would involve the
pathway to the future for coal amend-
ment.

The statement was made earlier in
the past half hour about Senators not
understanding this bill. I think that is
a real problem. This is an extraor-
dinarily complex bill. We have had the
Warner-Lieberman bill, then we have
had the Boxer bill, a second bill, and
now I understand there is going to be a
third substitute. So as we are working
through the amendments which I have
articulated, it is a difficult matter,
with the topography changing and with
the underlying bill changing, and it is
my hope this bill will remain on the
floor with procedures to give Senators
sufficient time to take up the very im-
portant matters which are at hand.

The first and most fundamental one
is to have enough debate so that there
is an understanding of the bill. I agree
with my distinguished colleague from
Virginia, Senator WARNER, who a few
moments ago asked for time so there
could be debate and an exchange. Too
often speeches are made on this floor
without an opportunity for debate and
questioning and cross-questioning to
get to the very important matters.
There has been some speculation that
the procedure that will be employed by
the majority leader—so-called filling
the tree—would ©preclude further
amendments. I hope that will not be
done here. Regrettably, it has become a
commonplace practice, going back
with Republican majority leaders and
Democratic majority leaders, so that
the filling of the tree has made a very
fundamental change in Senate proce-
dure, which traditionally has been that
a Senator could offer an amendment on
any subject at any time and get a vote.

When the tree is filled, obviously
matters cannot be debated and efforts
for cloture cannot move forward. This
is a matter which has awaited a fair
amount of time. It is complex. And if
Senators are not able to offer amend-
ments, such as the amendments which
I am proposing to offer, there is no way
to find out what the merits of the bill
are and what the merits of the amend-
ments are.

On the subject of filling the tree, I
have had for months now an amend-
ment on a rules change filed with the
rules committee which would alter the
authority of the majority leader to em-
ploy the so-called procedure of filling
the tree.

Another concern which is related has
been the shift in the practice of the
Senate on the filibusters. There had
been a tradition in the Senate that
when somebody offered a bill, and there
was opposition and the opposition in-
tended to conduct a filibuster—that is
to deny a vote unless 60 votes were ob-
tained to cut off debate—that there
would be that kind of debate. Most re-
cently, we have seen the practice em-
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ployed that if someone says there is an
intent to have a filibuster, there is a
motion to proceed for cloture on a fili-
buster, there is a 20-minute vote, and
when cloture is not invoked, the mat-
ter is eliminated.

Recently, we had a very serious piece
of legislation coming to the floor
which sought to change a ruling of the
Supreme Court of the United States on
the rights of women to obtain relief,
where the Supreme Court had imposed
a 6-month statute of limitations in a
situation where the woman who sought
relief didn’t even know she had a cause
of action within the 6 months. Well,
that matter came and went so fast on
the Senate floor that nobody knew
what it was about. Had the proponents
of that legislation debated it, brought
it to public attention, and had the op-
ponents of the legislation, who wanted
to filibuster it, engaged in extended de-
bate, the public would have understood
what was going on.

So the matter of having adequate
time to debate this very complex legis-
lation is very important. And if there
is to be any possibility of finding 60
Senators to coalesce around a cloture
petition, 60 Senators to agree on legis-
lation, Senators are going to have to
have an opportunity to offer their
amendments. There is great therapy in
being able to offer an amendment, even
if it is not accepted. But we can hardly
engage in a practice of filling the tree,
where Senators are not permitted to
offer amendments, and expect to have
this bill move forward, people under-
stand it, and find 60 Senators who are
willing to come together on the very
important piece of legislation which is
at hand.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be included in the
RECORD at this time a summary of the
sheet of the five potential amendments
I intend to offer, and an explanation of
the amendment on the cost-contain-
ment safety valve, an explanation on
the amendment on international com-
petition, an explanation on the amend-
ment on process gas emissions, and the
single sheet which explains the pro-
posal on a possible pathway to the fu-
ture for the expanded use of coal
amendment.

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

POTENTIAL SPECTER AMENDMENTS

Emissions Caps/Targets Amendment.—Sub-
stitute the Bingaman-Specter (S. 1766) emis-
sions limits in place of the Lieberman-War-
ner limits.

Lieberman-Warner Bingaman-Specter
2012—cap at 2012 level.
2020—cap at 2006 level.

2030—cap at 1990 level.
2050—=60% below 2006 contingent on
international effort.

2012—cap at 2005 level ...

2020—15% below 2005
(1990 levels).

2030—30% below 2005 .......

2050—70% below 2005 .......

Cost-Containment Safety-Valve Amend-
ment.—Include the so-called ‘‘safety valve’”’
or Technology Accelerator Mechanism that
was included in the Bingaman-Specter bill;
that provision states that if the price for an
allowance for each ton of greenhouse gas
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(Carbon Dioxide equivalent) being traded on
the open market reaches a certain level,
then regulated entities have the option of
purchasing additional allowances directly
from the government at a set price; specifi-
cally, we set the price at $12 per ton, rising
5% over inflation annually.

International Competitiveness Amend-
ment.—Address the standard used to deter-
mine if our trading partners are taking
‘“‘comparable action’; restrict an Adminis-
tration’s ability to simply waive require-
ments on importers; bring the compliance
date in line with the start of the program
(i.e. 2012, rather than 2014 in the new
version—changed from 2020 in the original);
revise provisions added for ‘‘downstream”
products that may ironically result in ex-
empting the ‘‘upstream’ inputs like steel;
include all countries, not just large emitters;
and equalize the ability of U.S. and foreign
entities to purchase international allow-
ances to meet the requirements.

Process Gas Emissions Amendment.—Clar-
ify that process gases for which there is no
technological alternative will not be counted
in a company’s annual requirement to sub-
mit emissions allowances.

Pathway to the Future for Coal Amend-
ment.—Potentially including provisions:
Providing technology funding and incen-
tives; adding a carbon dioxide storage liabil-
ity framework; adding a safety-valve; align-
ing emissions caps/targets with technology;
improving allocations; addressing duplica-
tive State programs; and other issues.

EMISSIONS CAPS/TARGETS AMENDMENT

As I stated yesterday, I have serious con-
cerns about the stringency of the emissions
reductions in the Lieberman-Warner ‘‘Cli-
mate Security Act.” There is great concern
in the industrial, electric, and general busi-
ness sectors that these emissions levels are
unattainable without serious demand de-
struction in the form of lost jobs and produc-
tion in the U.S. that would result from high-
er cost.

If we do not set the emissions caps at a
reasonable level, the supply and demand sit-
uation set up under a cap-and-trade program
will impose high costs by definition. I intend
to propose an amendment to substitute the
Bingaman-Specter (S. 1766) emissions limits
in place of the Lieberman-Warner limits.
This will more closely align technology de-
velopment with the emissions reduction tar-
gets.

In my view, the most important thing our
nation can do is start a mandatory climate
change reduction program as soon as pPoOs-
sible. If we wait until there is consensus
among important stakeholders from both
sides of the equation, we will lose another
year or two or three that we frankly do not
have.

Emissions targets/caps

Bingaman-Specter 2012—cap at 2005 level.

2012—cap at 2012 level 2020—15% below 2005
(1990 levels).

2020—cap at 2006 level 2030—30% below 2005.

2030—cap at 1990 level 2050—70% below 2005.

2050—60 percent below 2006 contingent on
international effort.

COST-CONTAINMENT SAFETY-VALVE AMENDMENT

Senator Bingaman and I worked very hard
to find the right balance between starting
the U.S. on an emissions reduction path, but
protecting the economy;

We are talking about taking unilateral ac-
tion on a global problem reducing concentra-
tions of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere;
we cannot solve this problem alone and until
a comprehensive international agreement is
in place, the U.S. remains at risk of competi-
tive disadvantages.

If some proponents of climate change legis-
lation are correct in their predictions, the
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cost of domestic action on the problem will
not be high.

However, if costs are above what Congress
determines in unacceptable, there must be
an adequate mechanism to keep the program
in line with what the U.S. economy can han-
dle; I intend to offer an amendment to in-
clude the so-called ‘‘safety valve’ or Tech-
nology Accelerator Mechanism that was in-
cluded in the Bingaman-Specter bill; that
provision states that if the price for an al-
lowance for each ton of greenhouse gas (Car-
bon Dioxide equivalent) being traded on the
open market reaches a certain level, then
regulated entities have the option of pur-
chasing additional allowances directly from
the government at a set price; specifically,
we set the price at $12 per ton, rising 5% over
inflation annually; this protects the econ-
omy, while still sending the necessary price
signal to industry that there is an escalating
price to carbon that must be factored in in-
vestment decisions; I am open to a debate
about the appropriate level at which to set
such a safety-valve;

Unfortunately, opponents of this provision
have flatly attacked it without addressing
the question of what an appropriate price
trigger would be; I was very glad to hear
Chairman Boxer state on the Senate floor
yesterday thanking Senator Bingaman and
me for our proposal on this subject. She de-
scribed it as ‘“‘what I thought was a very im-
portant off ramp. The one thing I didn’t
agree with them on is the price they picked
for the price of carbon.”

I hope this is an indication that we can fi-
nally have a legitimate debate about this
important protection for the U.S. economy
and consumers.

While Senator Boxer inserted a new ‘‘cost
containment auction,” I believe the new cost
containment provisions require extensive re-
view and a true safety-valve should be added.

Senator Warner provided leadership in add-
ing provisions to empower the President to
alter the program, but I fear this still pro-
vides too much discretion and would poten-
tially be used after adverse effects have al-
ready happened.

INTERNATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS AMENDMENT

Senator Bingaman and I included key
international provisions in our bill. These
provisions were based on a proposal from
American Electric Power (AEP) and the
International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers (IBEW).

Senators Lieberman and Warner included
our provisions in their legislation as well;
The purpose of these provisions is to ensure
that greenhouse gas emissions occurring out-
side the U.S. do not undermine our efforts to
address global climate change and we further
want to encourage effective international ac-
tion.

As first introduced, if eight years after the
enactment of the U.S. program, it is deter-
mined that a given major emitting nation
has not taken comparable action, the Presi-
dent at that time is authorized to require
that importers of greenhouse-gas-intensive
manufactured products (iron, steel, alu-
minum, cement, glass, or paper) from that
nation submit emissions credits of a value
equivalent to that of the credits that the
U.S. system effectively requires of domestic
manufacturers.

I testified before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee on February 14th of this year on these
provisions. It is my view that since the pro-
visions treat imports the same as domestic
products, I believe they are compliant with
GATT and would survive a WTO challenge.
Now, I understand that modifications of this
proposal are found in the Boxer substitute.

As my staff and various industries review
the language, there remain concerns that the
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provisions may still require changes to en-
sure their effectiveness; specifically, I am
considering offering an amendment to: Ad-
dress the standard used to determine if our
trading partners are taking ‘‘comparable ac-
tion’’; restrict an Administration’s ability to
simply waive requirements on importers;
bring the compliance date in line with the
start of the program (ie. 2012, rather than
2014 in the new version—changed from 2020 in
the original); revise provisions added for
“downstream’ products that may ironically
result in exempting the ‘“‘upstream’ inputs
like steel; include all countries, not just
large emitters; and equalize the ability of
U.S. and foreign entities to purchase inter-
national allowances to meet the require-
ments.
PROCESS GAS EMISSIONS AMENDMENT

It is my understanding that some emis-
sions resulting from production of energy-in-
tensive manufacturers like steel and cement
would be exempted because there is no fea-
sible technological alternative;

For example, the use of carbon is irreplace-
able to the processes and the metallurgical
reactions necessary to produce virgin steel.
Carbon, in the form of coal or coke, is used
as a reducing agent to strip oxygen mol-
ecules from iron ore, producing iron, the
basic building block of steel, and carbon di-
oxide. Without carbon there can be no steel.

Without this exemption, given current
technology, the only way to substantially re-
duce emissions in the integrated steel indus-
try is to reduce production and employment.

Cooperative efforts are underway between
the steel industry and the U.S. Department
of Energy to find technologies to produce
steel with far less carbon emissions, but they
are far from commercial viability.

I intend to offer an amendment to clarify
that process gases for which there is no tech-
nological alternative will not be counted in
a company’s annual requirement to submit
emissions allowances.

This exemption will only impact a very
small percentage of U.S. emissions, but will
protect an essential industry that will play a
major role in the energy sector expansion
that would result upon passage of this bill or
even in its absence given rising energy de-
mand.

PATHWAY TO THE FUTURE FOR COAL
AMENDMENT

I am considering offering an amendment to
address the serious shortcomings in the
Lieberman-Warner bill in terms of providing
a pathway to the future for coal;

I am concerned that the bill does not pro-
vide sufficient funding or incentives for car-
bon capture and storage (CCS) and advanced
coal technologies; It is my understanding
that the Boxer substitute replaces the origi-
nal Lieberman-Warner advanced coal re-
search program with a ‘‘kick-start program®’
that dramatically cuts carbon capture and
storage technology funding. According to the
National Mining Association, the substitute
provides 85% less funding through 2030 for
advanced coal and sequestration develop-
ment, and eliminates all funding for carbon
storage demonstration projects.

Without adequate funding for these prior-
ities, the result is likely to be severe reduc-
tions in U.S. coal use—America’s most abun-
dant energy resource.

Further, the substitute dramatically re-
duces the number and rate of bonus allow-
ances for CCS deployment from the previous
Lieberman-Warner bill. The Bingaman-Spec-
ter bill was the first to create this incentive
for early deployment of carbon capture and
storage technologies. I am told the sub-
stitute reduces CCS bonus allowances 19 per-
cent through 2030 compared to levels in
Lieberman-Warner which were already insuf-
ficient.
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Broadly, the Boxer substitute fails to har-
monize the timeline for emission reductions
with the availability of commercially de-
ployed technologies necessary to reduce
emissions.

I look forward to working with my col-
leagues and the coal industry to find the
right balance between imposing a mandatory
cap on carbon emissions while ensuring the
future of coal.

Some issues we need to consider are: Pro-
viding technology funding and incentives;

Adding a carbon dioxide storage liability
framework; adding a safety-valve; aligning
emissions caps/targets with technology; im-
proving allocations; address duplicative
State programs; and others.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair,
and I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I say
that my friend from Pennsylvania has
been a great leader on this, and I am
ready right now, as is Senator WARNER,
as is Senator LIEBERMAN, to start de-
bating amendments. TUnfortunately,
the Republican leadership has said we
need to run out 30 hours, so we are not
going to be able to begin the amend-
ment process. But it runs out tonight
and, hopefully, first thing in the morn-
ing we will start with the amendment
process.

Mr. President, I have a unanimous
consent request, signed off on by Sen-
ator INHOFE and myself, and I ask
unanimous consent that the order of
speakers for this afternoon’s debate on
the motion to proceed to the climate
bill be as follows: BOXER, 20 minutes;
INHOFE, 30 minutes; KERRY, 20 minutes;
BARRASSO, 15 minutes; WHITEHOUSE, 15
minutes; GRASSLEY, 15 minutes; CASEY,
15 minutes; ENzI, 20 minutes; CARPER,
30 minutes; ALEXANDER, 20 minutes;
WARNER, 20 minutes; BOND, 20 minutes;
LIEBERMAN, 30 minutes; VITTER, 15 min-
utes; NELSON of Florida, 15 minutes;
and CRAIG, 15 minutes.

Further, I ask unanimous consent
that following each speaker, the bill
manager or their designee from the op-
posite side of the previous speaker have
up to 5 minutes for a rebuttal state-
ment prior to the next speaker listed
above being recognized.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to
object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator would add
me for 15 minutes on that list, I would
appreciate it.

Mrs. BOXER. Happy to do that. And,
Senator, I will add a Democrat before
you, and you will be the next Repub-
lican after Senator CRAIG, for 15 min-
utes.

Mr. GREGG. Thank you. I appreciate
it.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
that my 20 minutes be made 30, for my
purposes.

Mrs. BOXER. That is fine.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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RECESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will stand in recess until after
the official Senate photograph.

Thereupon, at 12:43 p.m., the Senate
recessed until (2:31 p.m.), and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CARPER).

Mr. SALAZAR. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

————

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 239

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, in a
moment I wish to make a motion, but
I would like to say as a prelude, for 6
yvears I have worked on legislation to
provide for notification in the event of
a data breach. During that period of
time, 43 States have passed their own
legislation. We would not know of data
breaches if it were not particularly for
the State of California which has put
forward action on several of them.

The bill went to the Judiciary Com-
mittee. It has been heard in the Judici-
ary Committee. With the cooperation
and support of the chairman of that
committee, Senator LEAHY, the bill has
come out unanimously and has been
pending before this body. There are
holds on the bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of Calendar No. 180, S. 239,
data breach modifications; that the
committee-reported amendment be
considered and agreed to, the bill, as
amended, be read a third time, passed,
and the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table, without further intervening
action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I will
object—I value the interest and effort
Senator FEINSTEIN has put into this
bill. T have also worked on this issue
for some time. Last year, I think my
bill cleared the committee by unani-
mous consent, and this year her bill is
out on the floor. There are some dif-
ferences. I commit to Senator FEIN-
STEIN, post my objection today, that
we will try to work together to see if
we can reach accord. There are some
differences that are significant and
some I am sure we can work out. So we
will just have to give a good-faith ef-
fort at it.

I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if I could
respond to something the Senator from
California said, I commend Senator
FEINSTEIN for her efforts. She has
worked very hard on this privacy mat-
ter. I realize there are some who want
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to block it. If you are a person who has
had your identity stolen, if you have
had your computer hacked, and some-
body has gone into your bank account
or somebody has ruined the chances of
your children getting into a college, all
from identity theft, you would be rush-
ing down here to vote for this bill. I
hope my friends on the other side of
the aisle, Republican Senators, will
stop objecting. I hope we can pass this
legislation.

CLIMATE SECURITY ACT OF 2008—
MOTION TO PROCEED—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is it appro-
priate at this time to yield some of my
time? I have an hour postcloture; is it
appropriate now to yield that to some-
one?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is.

Mr. REID. I yield %2 hour to the Sen-
ator from California, Mrs. BOXER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, to re-
mind the first few speakers, what we
have is BOXER for 20 minutes, and I
plan to yield 5 of those minutes to Sen-
ator DURBIN, then a rebuttal by Sen-
ator INHOFE or his designee, then Sen-
ator INHOFE for 30 minutes, then a re-
buttal by our side, then Senator KERRY
for 30 minutes.

I have found this debate so far to be
very interesting and very heartfelt.
What I would like to do before I yield
a few minutes of my time to Senator
DURBIN is kind of take it to where it
has gone thus far. So far we have had a
vote to proceed to this matter, a very
strong vote to do that, 74 votes yes.
That is good.

What isn’t so great is, we are Kind of
being slow-walked by the Republican
leadership in such a way that we can’t
start the amendment process which, as
we all know, is crucial on a bill of this
nature. So that is disappointing.

I think the debate has been very in-
teresting, and I would like to relate
where I think it is at this point.

Those of us who believe the Boxer-
Lieberman-Warner proposal makes
sense believe it is time to change the
status quo as it relates to our energy
policy in this country. What we have
now with our dependence on fossil fuels
is an energy policy which is now get-
ting very costly because of increased
demand in the world, because of specu-
lation, because of a lot of reasons, and
it is also polluting the planet to the
point where we see the global warming
impacts already starting.

My colleague, Senator FEINSTEIN,
was brilliant today, both at a press
conference and on the floor, in talking
about what is already happening in the
West with our snow pack, with lakes
that are disappearing, with the prob-
lems we are having. We know, if we lis-
ten to the scientists—and the sci-
entists are in agreement, and I am glad
that my colleagues on the other side
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are not debating whether global warm-
ing is happening; they have, it seems to
me, accepted that fact—that we have a
choice. Either we continue what we are
doing today with the same kind of en-
ergy sources we have, with the buildup
of greenhouse gas emissions and carbon
pollution or we move forward and say:
How can we tackle this issue in a way
that saves the planet, saves the spe-
cies?

By the way, 40 percent of God’s crea-
tures may be extinct if we don’t act.
How are we going to do this in such a
way that our grandchildren and their
children don’t face a disastrous situa-
tion where the planet becomes inhos-
pitable. We have the numbers, how
many thousands more people will die of
heat stroke. We have the numbers, and
the numbers come from the Bush ad-
ministration. So how do we do this in a
way that saves the planet, cuts down
on pollution and, by the way, gives us
alternatives to energy we now have
which, in the long run, will be cheaper,
more reliable, and make us completely
energy independent?

I believe what our bill does is achieve
those goals. We fight global warming.
At the same time, we bring about an
economic renaissance from invest-
ments in new technologies that will
make us energy independent. To me, it
is a pretty stark choice. Either you are
for the status quo and you are going to
find an excuse not to be for this bill or
you are going to take a look at this
bill, which is a tripartisan bill—a Dem-
ocrat, an independent, a Republican
bringing it to the Senate—reflective of
America, reflective of the span of our
views in this Nation.

The one thing I hear—again, it must
be out of some talking point somebody
wrote over there on the other side—is
gas prices. Don’t do this bill because of
gas prices.

I am going to show you what has hap-
pened to gas prices without this bill. I
want you to look at this. This is what
has happened under George Bush’s
watch. We have seen gas prices go all
the way up to $3.94 from $1.50, and that,
in 7Y% years, is a 250-percent increase.
That is what our people are upset
about.

My colleagues on the other side know
this. They have done nothing about
this. I am going to ask my assistant
majority leader to talk about this. How
many times we have begged them, do
something about big oil. Return the
money to the people. Investigate what
is happening with speculation. No, they
won’t do anything. But what they are
saying is, and what the Bush adminis-
tration is saying is, if you pass this
bill, this Climate Security Act, gas
prices are going to go up.

Folks, they are going to go down.
Worst case scenario that the President
picked up, they will go up 2 cents a
year. That is the worst case scenario.
But that is going to be offset by the
fuel economy bill that the President
himself signed.

I am looking at Senator CARPER, the
Presiding Officer. He worked hard on
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that, with Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator
INOUYE, and Senator KERRY, those of us
on the Commerce Committee. That
will be offset. The truth is, the stark
truth is, you pass this bill, we are
going to see a reduction in gas prices.
We are going to have alternatives, and
we are going to see jobs created. We are
going to see new companies starting.
We are going to see the genius of Amer-
ica take hold if only we have the cour-
age—not to come on this floor and
make a bogus argument about an issue
they did nothing about, but if we have
a real debate on what this bill means.

So at this time, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirteen
minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes of those 13 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, first, I
extend my gratitude to Senator BOXER
for her extraordinary Ileadership on
this issue, a bipartisan issue, with Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, Senator WARNER, and
s0 many others on both sides of the
aisle.

In the history of our country and of
this great institution, the Senate,
there have been many occasions when
Senators have come to the floor and
spoken of threats to the security of the
United States of America. Those
threats usually came in the form of
dictators or ideologies such as com-
munism and fascism, and we mobilized
American opinion behind fighting
those threats. We asked great sac-
rifices from our people to come forward
to make sure future generations would
enjoy the freedoms and opportunities
we enjoy today, which many take for
granted.

The debate today is about another
threat, a very real threat, to the future
not only of the United States but to all
the countries in the world. It is a com-
mon threat. This bill is about reducing
carbon pollution that causes global
warming. It uses free market incen-
tives to protect American jobs and cre-
ates international sanctions for those
countries that do not participate. It is
a tried and true approach. We have
used this very same approach, as this
bill suggests, to successfully reduce
acid rain. So we know it works. We
know how compelling it is for us to
move on it, and move on it quickly.
Delay on this subject will mean even
greater sacrifices in the future. In fact,
it may reach a point where it is not
even feasible to address the issue.

We are all concerned about the cost
of fuel, whether it is gasoline or diesel
fuel or heating oil or jet fuel. The stark
reality is, this bill will bring us to a
new attitude and a new approach: more
fuel efficiency, driving the same miles
using less fuel, with less carbon pollu-
tion, and fewer emissions.
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This bill drives us forward in a posi-
tive way to deal with the needs of our
economy and to keep the costs of en-
ergy within the grasp of families and
businesses and farmers.

Secondly, the bill focuses on creating
new jobs, the jobs of our future. In this
country and in the world will be jobs
that really look to the environment as
a major element in costing out things.
It is no longer just the cost of bringing
a ton of steel halfway around the world
from China. It is also the carbon cost
of transporting that steel that has to
be taken into consideration. That is a
very real cost.

When we start thinking in terms of
fuel efficiency, the United States can
use the same kind of entrepreneurial
spirit and innovative spirit that has
been such a successful engine to our
economy in the years gone by, whether
it has been the Silicon Valley or med-
ical technology. The United States can
lead again because we have the econ-
omy and the talent to get in the front
of this parade and to stay there when it
comes to job and business creation.

It is also a question of public health.
We know global warming is going to
create an environment where many
will suffer; pulmonary disease, such as
asthma, cancers, such as melanoma,
are going to increase if we do not get
serious about this issue. I think we un-
derstand that. For the good of our chil-
dren and grandchildren, and for our de-
sire to make sure they have better and
longer lives than ourselves, this bill is
extremely important.

Finally, this whole issue of global
warming is an issue that really ad-
dresses stability in our world. It is no
surprise that some of the tinder
boxes—and I do not mean any pun by
that—some of the tinder boxes in the
world today are countries in desperate
straits trying to find water for their
people. It is a huge issue in the Middle
East. It is also an issue in Africa. When
that issue has become its most ex-
treme, we find genocide in Darfur, we
find turmoil in other parts of the world
and instability. Coming to grips with
global warming, stabilizing our global
climate, is a way for us to try to bring
some peace and stability to this world.

When you think about the param-
eters of this debate, could you think of
anything more serious? How can we
face our children and grandchildren if
we do not honestly debate this issue, if
we do not step up and say: On our
watch, at our time, our generation did
the right thing?

We cannot undo what has been done
in the past, generations gone by, cen-
turies in the past. But we are respon-
sible for now and for the future.

This is our chance to move forward. I
beg my colleagues, even if you find dif-
ferences and difficulties with the bill,
let’s work together.

Senator WARNER, I am glad you are
here. We would not be here without
you, and that is a fact. You have shown
a bipartisan spirit to address this issue,
and you have taken a little bit of grief
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from your side of the aisle. Well, trust
me, many of us appreciate your leader-
ship on this issue, and it will be long
remembered.

In that spirit—Senator WARNER, Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, Senator BOXER, and
others—we need to say to future gen-
erations: We can come together, both
parties, and take on this challenge suc-
cessfully.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for his comments. But a
short time ago there was a colloquy on
the floor, and someone said they
felt——

Mrs. BOXER. I did.

Mr. WARNER. There was a slow roll.

I immediately went back to consult
with my leadership, and that is not the
case. The reason for not going to
amendments today seems to me to be a
valid one; that is, a number of Senators
wish to speak. The list is up to 18 now,
and they want to speak in such a way
that is not feasible if we are in an

amending posture.
So I thank the distinguished chair-

man on this matter because I do be-
lieve we have made some progress
today. We have had good, constructive
speeches. Senator CORKER spoke, Sen-
ator ISAKSON spoke on this side, and
colleagues on your side. I think Sen-

ator KERRY was about to speak.

Mrs. BOXER. He is going to speak.

Mr. WARNER. So I think, Mr. Chair-
man, we are making some good, solid
progress in the Senate and can right-
fully take pride in what we have done
thus far. Would you agree with me?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I do.

Mr. President, I wonder how much
time I have left of my time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. OK. Senator WARNER is
speaking on my time, then? Which is
fine.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have
nothing further to say.

Mrs. BOXER. No, it is fine. I say to
Senator WARNER, I believed we were
slow-walking it only because we are so
anxious to get to the amendments. But
I hear what you are saying—if this is
real. We are going to have some good
debate today. This is the list of Sen-
ators on both sides. This is good.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that
would not be possible if we were in an
amendment posture. We could not get
all those Senators in.

Mrs. BOXER. Well, let me say, I wel-
come everyone to the floor.

Let me conclude my little part today
at this time by saying we have seen the
faith communities come out very
strongly for the Boxer-Lieberman-War-
ner bill—the Evangelical Environ-
mental Network, the Evangelical Cli-
mate Initiative, the U.S. Conference of
Catholic Bishops, the National Council
of Churches, the Religious Action Cen-
ter of Reform Judaism, the Jewish
Council for Public Affairs, the Inter-
faith Power and Light Campaign.
These are just some.

I think we have had some very won-
derful meetings with them and press
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conferences with them. The way they
look at the world is this: It is God’s
creation that is at stake, and they feel
very moved and very bound to respond.
It is rare you see this kind of coalition
coming forward. But they look at God’s
creatures, and they say: We have a re-
sponsibility. They look at human
beings all over the world who will suf-
fer mightily if we do not get a grip on
this global warming because we know,
with rising sea levels, we will have ref-
ugees who will be stranded. We know in
our own country we will have thou-
sands die of heat strokes. We will have
many thousands die from vectors and
problems of new kinds of amoebas and
so on that will now be present in the
warmer waters.

We had an incident, and I believe it
was at Lake Havasu, where we had
some little child who went swimming
and got a brain infection, who got that
because the waters are getting warmer.
So this is not theoretical. It is real.

Here, as shown in this picture, is a
beautiful creature, the polar bear and
people say: Oh, is this all about saving
the polar bear? It is about saving us. It
is about saving our future. It is about
saving the life on planet Earth. And,
yes, it is about saving God’s creatures.

I remember sitting just a few feet
away, at our hearings, from the sci-
entists who said 40 to 50 percent of
God’s species could be extinct if we do
not act. Now, that is not something we
can turn away from, at least in my
opinion. Here is this magnificent crea-
ture in peril because of the dis-
appearing ice.

I also think we have to remind our-
selves that global warming is a na-
tional security issue. I know when Sen-
ator WARNER became involved in it, it
was in great part because of this. A re-
port conducted by the Center for Naval
Analysis found that the United States
could more frequently be drawn into
situations of conflict to ‘“‘provide sta-
bility before conditions worsen and are
exploited by extremists. . . . The U.S.
will find itself in a world where Europe
will be struggling internally, with
large numbers of refugees washing up
on its shores, and Asia in serious crisis
over food and water. Disruptions and
conflict will be endemic features of
life.”

Look, this is not a quote from Sen-
ator BOXER or Senator KERRY or Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN or Senator WARNER,
who care about this bill. This is a
quote from the Center for Naval Anal-
ysis. This is very serious. This is, Im-
plications for U.S. National Security,
commissioned by the Department of
Defense in October 2003. Here we are in
2008, and we have a long way to go to
get this bill done.

So I would say in my remaining few
minutes that you are going to hear
people come to the Senate floor and
say: If we do this bill, it is going to im-
peril jobs. Well, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.

You look at Great Britain, where
they have reduced greenhouse gas
emissions by 15 percent since 1990, and
their economy grew 40 percent. Mr.
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President, 500,000 new jobs were cre-
ated.

The Apollo Alliance here at home
said we are going to see thousands and
thousands of new jobs created. We have
a study of the impacts of California’s
global warming law: 89,000 new jobs
projected. I can tell you right now, we
are in a tough time in California be-
cause of the housing crisis, OK. A lot of
folks being laid off are going to work
for the 450 new solar companies that
have sprung up in California.

If you look at the top manufacturing
States for solar, it is Ohio, Michigan,
California, Tennessee, and Massachu-
setts. So these jobs are going all over
America.

Look at all of labor supporting our
bill. It is remarkable: the Operating
Engineers, the Building and Construc-
tion Trades, the International Brother-
hood of Electrical Workers. They un-
derstand we will be building a new in-
frastructure for our new energy which
is going to result in lower energy
prices.

Our local governments support ac-
tion—the Conference of Mayors; the
National Association of Clean Air
Agencies; the Climate Communities,
which is a coalition of cities, towns,
counties, and other communities.

Not only will we see lower gas prices
as a result of this legislation, but we
are going to see amazing job growth. It
occurred in Germany, just as it oc-
curred in Great Britain.

Here we see this group that came to-
gether to support us saying: ‘‘Prompt
action on climate change is essential
to protect America’s economy, secu-
rity, quality of life and natural envi-
ronment.”” I want to reiterate this. You
are going to hear predictions of gloom
and doom.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 20 more seconds to close.

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

Mrs. BOXER. You are going to hear
predictions of doom and gloom. But do
you know what? Either these folks
have not read the bill or they are read-
ing off talking points that were made
to start a political fight. We should
come together across party lines. We
should pass this bill.

I look forward to hearing from the
rest of my colleagues.

Before I yield the floor, I ask the Pre-
siding Officer, since we do not have
anyone to rebut us, is it possible to go
to Senator KERRY at this time? Would
that be possible? I ask unanimous con-
sent that we go to Senator KERRY,
since we do not have the other side
here. Or, actually, I ask unanimous
consent to go to Senator LIEBERMAN
for 3 minutes, followed by Senator
KERRY for 30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Hearing no objection, the Senator
from Connecticut is recognized.
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair, and I thank my col-
leagues.

I rise to build on something that
Chairman BOXER just said about the
national security implications of the
global warming problem.

Last week I had the privilege to at-
tend an Asian-Pacific Security Con-
ference in Singapore, which is called
the ‘‘Shangri-la Dialogue.” At that
conference, there were high-ranking
defense officials from just about every
country in the Asian-Pacific region,
large or small. I noticed on the sched-
ule of meetings there was a session on
climate change. So this intrigued me
because, again, this was a defense
group, an international security group.

I went to the conference, and it was
quite something. Our friends in the
Asian-Pacific region are deeply con-
cerned about the possible consequences
of global warming and anxious that the
world unite to protect them and us
from the worst of it. A gentleman lead-
er in the Defense Department of Singa-
pore said they have begun to negotiate
with European experts in the construc-
tion of dikes, because they think if
they can build adequate dikes, they
can probably withstand a rising sea
level which they believe will happen—
probably will happen, according to the
best science—of a meter. But if the
water rises above a meter, their leaders
have concluded that as much as a third
of Singapore could be under water.
There was a gentleman there from the
Defense Department of Bangladesh who
said they are beginning to try to make
plans for confronting a migration of as
many as 5 million people in Bangladesh
who will be forced by rising tides to
leave their homes—>5 million people.

Now, I say by reference, we don’t
think about those extraordinary effects
of global warming, but if seas rise—to
say the obvious, the United States has
enormous coastlines and our low-lying
areas will be subject to consequences
that could be severe to the way of life
of the people there. There has been a
trend in our country of people moving
to the coast, millions and millions and
millions. If we don’t do something
about global warming soon, the life
they 1lead will be severely com-
promised, and that is what this bill is
all about—trying to avoid that.

I thank the chairman, Senator
BOXER, for stressing that this is not
only an environmental protection bill,
this is not only an economic growth
bill; this is a national security bill.

I thank the Chair, I thank my col-
league, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DUR-
BIN). The Senator from Massachusetts
is recognized.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. Let
me begin by thanking first Senator
BoOXER for her unbelievable leadership
in this effort, as well as Senator
LIEBERMAN and Senator WARNER, all of
whom have worked diligently on the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee. As everybody knows, there are
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some shared committee assignments
with respect to this issue—the Com-
merce Committee and the Energy Com-
mittee—but I think there has been a
superb effort of bringing everybody to-
gether under one roof, and that has
largely been because of Senator
BOXER’s determination to get us to this
point.

We are here to debate what is abso-
lutely—and it is interesting. We hear it
from colleague after colleague on the
other side of the aisle. They say: Oh,
yves, we have to do a global climate
change bill; yes, this is a critical issue.
Then they add the caveat: But not this
bill, not this time; then not providing a
genuine effort or alternative to say
this is how it could work.

It is also interesting to note there
has been a huge shift in America with
respect to this issue. Major Fortune 500
companies support the fundamental
underlying precept of this bill. They
haven’t necessarily all landed on this
bill yet, but they support the notion
that we put a market-based mechanism
in place whereby the marketplace will
decide how rapidly and how each indi-
vidual company will decide to reduce
its emissions. What is important here
is that we are creating a framework—
and not a new framework. This is not
something sort of brought out of the
sky untested that is a new theory. We
have been doing this since 1990 when we
passed the Clean Air Act and success-
fully reduced sulfur dioxide, the cause
of acid rain, and successfully reduced it
at about a quarter of the cost that
most of the naysayers predicted.

So I think our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle frankly come
here with a particular burden of proof.
They have been wrong over the course
of 25 or 30 years. They have been wrong
when they opposed water treatment fa-
cility efforts at the Federal level, when
they opposed air quality treatment at
the Federal level, and each time when
we have proceeded forward because we
had forward-leaning leadership, Repub-
lican and Democratic alike—it is im-
portant to note that the Clean Air Act
was reauthorized under President
George Herbert Walker Bush, who un-
derstood the importance of moving for-
ward. So we have shown that this
mechanism, which was created to deal
with acid rain, works. It is the law of
our land today. The marketplace is
doing it today. Companies are partici-
pating in this today. This is a proven
mechanism whereby the marketplace—
not the Government—will decide at
what rate and who bears what burden
and people are free to choose within an
economic benefit how they proceed.

What is at stake today is whether
Washington and this institution can
rise above partisanship and break with
the old entrenched interests and finally
start to come together to solve what is
undoubtedly the most urgent and pro-
foundly complex challenge we face—
how we protect this planet we live on.
We have been down this road before.
Twenty years ago I participated in the
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first hearings that were ever held in
the Senate which Al Gore—then Sen-
ator Gore—chaired, with several other
Senators, and we looked at this issue of
climate change in the Commerce Com-
mittee. Ever since then, the story at
the Federal level has been one of dis-
graceful denial, delay, back-scratching
for specialized interests, and a buck-
passing that has brought us perilously
close to a climate change catastrophe.
We have witnessed a failure of leader-
ship in our time, and here on the floor
of the Senate this week, at this mo-
ment—now—we Senators have the abil-
ity to reverse that.

Today, all of the scientific evidence—
I am not going to say too much about
it, but I cannot sort of frame this de-
bate for the next days without saying
something about it—all of the sci-
entific evidence is telling us we can’t
afford to delay the reckoning with cli-
mate change any longer. All of the
science is already telling us we have
waited too long. Since the start of the
Industrial Revolution, atmospheric
levels of carbon dioxide have increased
from 280 parts per million to now 380
parts per million. Today, we know not
as a matter of guesswork—we know as
a matter of scientific fact, incon-
trovertible fact—we know the atmos-
pheric carbon levels are higher than
they have been at any time in the past
800,000 years. How do we know it? Be-
cause scientists have been able to bore
down into ice core and measure the
carbon dioxide levels that have been
preserved in the ice over those years,
as well as other time-measuring mech-
anisms. That accumulation translates
into an increase in global temperatures
of about .8 degrees centigrade.

Now, because this carbon dioxide
that we put up into the atmosphere has
a life—it continues to live—as nuclear
materials have a half life of thousands
of years, carbon dioxide has a life of
anywhere from 80 to 100 years. So what
we have already put into the atmos-
phere will continue to do the damage it
is already doing, unless somehow, by a
miracle of science or a miracle, there is
a method discovered in order to go
backwards. So we are looking at an-
other .7 to .8 degrees of temperature in-
crease that we can’t stop. That brings
us to about 1.4, 1.5 degrees of centi-
grade increase.

Why is that figure important? I will
tell you why that figure is important.
Because there is a scientific consensus
of thousands of scientists across the
planet that is telling us that as a mat-
ter of public policy, to avoid the poten-
tial of a tipping point—they can’t tell
us with a certainty that the tipping
point is at 1.9 degrees or 2 degrees or
2.3, but they are telling us that their
best judgment is that to avoid a tip-
ping point of catastrophe on the plan-
et, we must hold the temperature in-
crease of the Earth to 2 degrees centi-
grade and to 450 parts per million of
greenhouse gases. So we are looking at
now being at 380, we have a cushion of
going to 450; we already know we have
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risen 100 in the Industrial Revolution,
but the Industrial Revolution didn’t
have China and India and the rest of
the world industrializing as it is today.
So we are staring at the potential of a
much greater input of carbon dioxide,
much greater input of greenhouse gases
unless we take steps now, with the
United States leading, in order to
lower the levels of emissions and ulti-
mately stabilize them at a level that is
sustainable in terms of the science of
our planet.

Two weeks ago I brought several of
our country’s top climate scientists to
brief us in advance of this debate. Now,
those scientists—scientists are by pro-
fession conservative people. They have
to be. If you are going to be accepted as
a top scientist, your reports are peer
reviewed, they are analyzed, they are
looked at by others in the same field
and judged as to their methodology and
the conclusions they draw. The fact is
we have something like 920 peer-re-
viewed reports, all of which say we
have to do what we are seeking to do
here on the floor now. And there isn’t
one report—not one peer review—to the
contrary. There is not one report that
suggests humans aren’t doing what we
are doing and that we don’t have to
stop doing it now or face the potential
of catastrophe.

The fact is these scientists also told
us that what they predicted 2 years
ago, 3 years ago, 4 years ago is com-
pletely eradicated now by the rate at
which the evidence from Mother Earth
herself is coming back. Earth is telling
us that we are now seeing a degrada-
tion at a rate that is far greater than
those scientists predicted. In fact, the
science projected a general decline in
the Arctic Ocean in 2001. Well, guess
what. The 2007 IPCC Report sounded
significantly more alarm bells, saying:

Late summer sea ice is projected to dis-
appear almost completely towards the end of
the 21st century.

Less than a year after that report, in
January of this year, another report
found that a seasonal ice-free—ice-
free—Arctic Ocean might be realized as
early as 2030. I am told that the sci-
entists who study this topic now be-
lieve it could even happen sooner, but
that is what they are comfortable tell-
ing us publicly. Scientists are observ-
ing a 30-percent increase in the acidity
of oceans with a devastating impact on
ocean life, literally destroying the
ocean food chain from the bottom up.
Scientists project that 80 percent of
living corals will be lost in our life-
time. The impact of the acidity—the
acidity, for those who don’t follow it,
comes from the greenhouse gases. We
put them up in the air, they travel
around the world, they rain, it gets
into the clouds, rains and comes down
into the ocean, or spills as particulates
into the ocean. The result is that acidi-
fication reduces the ability of crusta-
ceans in the ocean to form their shells.
So starfish, lobsters, clams, crabs,
coral reefs, all of these things that rely
on their ability to form shell are
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threatened as a consequence of the in-
crease of acidity in the oceans.

What is more, scientists know that
the oceans act as a storage center for
carbon dioxide. In the jargon of global
climate change, it is called a ‘‘sink”
because the carbon dioxide sinks into
it and disappears. What we know is the
oceans do this. What we don’t know is
where is the kickback point in the
oceans. When are the oceans full and
they start to spit it back out because
they can’t contain it anymore? Well, 1
tell you what: Sound the alarm bell.
Because scientists in Antarctica found
that that is already happening; that
there is a regurgitation of carbon diox-
ide in the Antarctic they didn’t antici-
pate and which now sends warning sig-
nals about the rest of the oceans.

Even the Bush administration’s own
top scientists last week laid out a
chilling assessment. They said the fol-
lowing: Floods, drought, pathogens and
disease, species and habitat loss, sea
level rise, and storm surges that
threaten our cities and coastlines are
what we are looking at unless we begin
to reduce the global greenhouse gases.

The effects of climate change are
now apparent on every single con-
tinent. It is being witnessed in very
tangible and unexpected ways. For in-
stance, if you are a hunter in South
Carolina and you like to go duck hunt-
ing, today the only reason South Caro-
lina has real duck hunting to offer is
because of farm ducks, not because of
the migration that used to take place.
It is the same thing in Arkansas, with
the population of the waterfowl that is
significantly reduced. The Audubon So-
ciety has reported a 100-mile swathe of
migration of vegetation, of growth. In
Alaska, we are seeing millions of acres
of spruce destroyed by beetles that
used to die because of the level of the
cold, but Alaska has warmed more
than any other part of the United
States, and the result is they now in-
fest those trees. There are con-
sequences that none of us can even
properly define or imagine. But pru-
dence dictates that, knowing this is
the course we are on, we need to do
something about it. We need to do
something about it now.

The instability of the permafrost, in-
creasing avalanches in mountain re-
gions, and warmer and dryer conditions
in the Sahelian region of Africa are
leading to a shortening of growth sea-
sons. Yesterday, there was a huge
meeting of the U.N. to discuss food
shortages taking place in various parts
of the world. Up to 30 percent of plant
and animal species are projected to
face extinction if the increase in global
temperature exceeds 1.5 to 2.5 degrees
Celsius.

The impacts are not limited to spe-
cies and ecosystems. Last week, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture re-
leased a new study projecting that the
rise of concentrations of CO, in the at-
mosphere will significantly disrupt
water supplies, agriculture, forestry,
and ecosystems in the United States
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for decades to come. By midcentury,
anticipated waterflows in much of the
West is going to decline by an average
of 20 percent. Already in the West—to
listen to our Senators from the West
talk about the drought and the prob-
lems they have of lakes that are now
drying up—all these are concerns we
need to address here.

The same report says that, by 2060,
forest fires and the seasonal severity
rating in the Southeast is projected to
increase from 10 to 30 percent and 10 to
20 percent in the Northeast. The im-
pact on infrastructure will be severe.
In March, the U.S. Department of
Transportation found that the pro-
jected sea level rise in the gulf coast
would put substantial portions of the
region’s transportation infrastructure
at risk. Storm surges in the gulf coast
will flood more than half the area’s
major highways, almost half the rail
miles, 29 airports, and virtually all
ports.

The question before the Senate now
is, How do we turn this prediction of
danger into opportunity? And it is op-
portunity. I don’t think to anybody it
is ‘“‘pie in the sky” when they think
about the possibilities of what we can
do for our health as a nation, for our
environment, for our obligation to fu-
ture generations, for our security, for
our energy policy, and for the price of
gasoline. All these things can be driven
in the right direction if we make the
right choices in the Senate in this next
week.

The fact is the Climate Security Act
that Senators BOXER, LIEBERMAN, WAR-
NER, myself, and others bring to the
floor is a bill that puts us on the right
path. No one agrees with every com-
promise that is made in this bill. We
all understand that. We all agree on
the importance of action, though. We
all agree on the importance of getting
something done now.

This is a strong and flexible piece of
legislation. It will reduce the emis-
sions, the gases, the carbon dioxide
that creates global warming by 19 per-
cent by 2020 and 71 percent by 2050.
That will lead to an overall reduction
that meets targets well within the
range of the reduction that scientists
tell us is necessary to avoid cata-
strophic impact on climate change.

In the next days, I hope we can work
with our colleagues. If you have an ob-
jection to the bill and you have a bet-
ter way of coming about it, that is
what we are looking for. That is legis-
lating in the best tradition of this in-
stitution. What we don’t want to do is
have people come to the floor and say
this is the most important issue, we
have a better way of doing it, but the
better way never appears. It is never
framed in an appropriate amendment
that seeks to do other than kill the
bill. We have the ability to be able to
frame this in a responsible way.

I have concerns and others have con-
cerns that the cost-containment auc-
tion, when coupled with the borrowing
and offset provisions—I wish to make
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sure it has the potential to lower the
target in the early years of the pro-
gram. I don’t want to see us avoid re-
sponsibility for years to come. So I
hope to work with the bill’s authors,
and maybe we can develop a mecha-
nism to make sure we maintain the
short-term targets as directed by the
scientists, while at the same time pro-
viding adequate cost certainty. But the
overall structure of this bill provides
important incentives to create a clean
energy economy in our country. It di-
rects auction proceeds—and this is im-
portant to understand. This is not a
bill that goes out and taxes Americans
and says you have to pump a whole
bunch of money into the Federal budg-
et so the Government can do some-
thing. That is not what happens here.
This bill creates a marketable unit of
reduction of carbon dioxide. By pro-
viding that, people will be able to buy
and trade in those units. The money
that comes from that purchase and
trading is money that is then directed
to help States make the transition, to
help soften the transition for compa-
nies, to help provide the technology
and the research and development that
speeds us down the road to the creation
of alternative and renewable fuels.

There are only three ways to deal
with global climate change. One is to
move to alternative and renewable
fuels. Two is to come up with a way of
having clean coal technology quickly.
Three, it is through energy efficiency
mechanisms.

The United States is literally the
worst of all participating nations at
this point, in terms of energy effi-
ciencies. You can travel to Europe or
to Asia and go up to an escalator and it
is not working and you think you have
to call somebody to fix it, but when
you get near it, the escalator starts to
move. When you get off and nobody
else is coming, it stops. That is energy
efficiency. We don’t do that. Ours turn
24 hours a day, no matter whether peo-
ple are there—unless they are turned
off. It is the same thing with lights.
When you walk out of a hotel room in
some other places and it is dark and
you shut your door, the lights go on.
As you walk down the hallway, lights
go on in front of you and off in back of
you. When you get onto the elevator,
the lights go out. We don’t do that.
There are countless efficiencies we can
put into buildings, fleets, automobiles,
and into the use of energy. The
McKinsey report—that company is a
well-respected profit-making company
in America—tells us that we can get
anywhere from 40 percent to 75 percent
of all of the savings we need in order to
deal with this crisis just from energy
efficiency.

What are people waiting for? If we
moved down that road, we would be
doing better than by doing nothing.
This bill provides very important in-
centives to capture and seek restora-
tion of carbon itself. It targets $14 bil-
lion to expedite the near-term develop-
ment of these facilities. It focuses on
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the need to support communities here
and abroad, in order to adapt to the
problems of climate change.

I wish to highlight the fact that $68
billion in this bill is devoted to reduc-
ing emissions from deforestation. A lot
of people don’t realize that cutting
down forests is one of the biggest con-
tributions to carbon dioxide. Deforest-
ation and forest degradation is an enor-
mous contributor that we have to turn
around. Many of us wish the number
was more, but we think it is enough to
be able to get moving and start down
that road and have an impact.

My colleagues on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee hope to address this
issue in greater depth because deforest-
ation accounts for 20 to 25 percent of
global emissions. We need to help other
countries move in the right direction.

When you look beyond the details of
the allocation formulas and the offset
verification procedures, this bill sends
a critical message to our economy. I
have spent a lot of time, as have the
chairman and Senator LIEBERMAN,
meeting with businesses across the
country. I have talked to the Business
Roundtable. I have met with the U.S.
Climate Action Partnership companies.
These are Fortune 500 companies, such
as Dow Chemical, DuPont, British Pe-
troleum, American Electric Power, and
Florida Power and Light. While they
don’t all agree with every piece of this
bill yet, they all agree they want the
Congress to pass a program where we
are helping the marketplace to solve
this problem by creating a system
where you trade these units of carbon
dioxide reductions and where you have
a cap on the total level of emissions in
order to push people to go out and
adopt this program.

What this program does is provide
certainty to the marketplace. If you
talk to those on Wall Street today,
they will tell you what they want is
certainty. They want to know what is
the pricing of carbon. This allows the
marketplace to adjust and set the price
of carbon. It allows the marketplace to
come up with the mechanisms and in-
deed drives a lot of venture capital
money into the efforts to create the al-
ternative renewable fuels that are the
better long-term economic responses to
global climate change and to the im-
peratives to reduce emissions.

In addition, let me say my col-
leagues, with all due respect, have con-
tinually overestimated and overstated
what the costs of doing this would be.
I wish to refer back to the acid rain de-
bate. I was part of those negotiations.
I remember sitting in a room off the
Senate floor with former Senator
George Mitchell, Bill Reilly, JOHN
SUNUNU, and others, and we negotiated.
The very people who today stand up
and say don’t do this, it is going to cost
too much, are the same people who, in
1990, said don’t do it, it will cost too
much. They came in with industry-
driven figures. The industry-driven fig-
ures said it is going to cost $8 billion
and will take 8 years, and you are
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going to bankrupt America. To the
credit of George Herbert Walker Bush,
he didn’t buy into those figures; he ac-
cepted the figures of the environmental
community, which came in and said it
is not going to cost $8 billion; it will be
about $4 billion and it will take about
4 years. To the credit of President
Bush, we did it. They were all wrong
because it cost $2 billion or so and took
about 2V years. It was 25 percent of the
cost that was predicted. Why? Because
nobody is able to predict what happens
went the United States of America sets
a national goal and we start to target
our technology and innovation and
move in a certain direction.

What I am hearing from our venture
capitalists and scientists is they are al-
ready moving in that direction. They
are already exploring unbelievable al-
ternative fuels. If this passes, we will
create much more incentive and energy
behind that race to find those alter-
natives. I predict there will be two or
three ‘“‘Google’’ equivalents created in
the energy field in the next 10 to 15
years if we pass this bill and start mov-
ing in this direction.

There are plenty of economists out
there to document what I said. Nich-
olas Stern, former chief economist at
the World Bank, said the investment of
1 percent of GDP can stave off a 5- to
20-percent loss of GDP. So when col-
leagues say to us don’t do this because
it is going to cost too much, they don’t
ever tell you it is going to cost more
not to do it. It is going to cost us much
more not to do it. Every year we delay
and wait, we drive up the curve of what
we have to grab back to reduce in order
to meet the target goals. So, in effect,
delaying will make it more dangerous,
as well as more expensive, because you
are going to have to grab back more
and faster in order to make up the dif-
ference. Frank Ackerman at Tufts re-
cently updated the Stern model. He
found that four global warming im-
pacts alone—hurricane damage, real es-
tate losses, energy costs, and water
costs—will come with a price tag of 1.8
percent of U.S. gross domestic product,
or almost $1.9 trillion annually, by the
end of the century. Bill Nordhaus, at
Yale University, and Robert Samuel-
son, of the Washington Post, might
take issue with some of Stern’s meth-
ods, but the larger point is there; that
those are huge figures, much bigger fig-
ures, being quoted on the downside of
not doing anything rather than the
cost of doing something.

In the end, addressing global climate
change is going to be good for Amer-
ican business, and those businesses
that are supporting it understand it is
going to be good for American busi-
ness. We can actually market our tech-
nologies. We can get involved in tech-
nology transfer with other countries.
We can rejoin the global community in
an effort to act responsibly. Once we
put a cap on carbon, we can expect an
explosion of new technologies which
will take advantage of that new mar-
ket.
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The fact is, I think that is one of the
most exciting things I have run into. I
met recently in Massachusetts with 45
Massachusetts green energy compa-
nies. We have companies that are tak-
ing construction waste right now and
they are turning construction waste
into clean fuels and selling electricity.
That could spell the end of dumpsites
as we have known them in America, of
landfills if we take that product and
turn it into energy that is clean.

We have a battery manufacturer in
Watertown, MA. That battery is
powering a car for the distance of 40
miles of travel. The length of the aver-
age American commute is 40 miles. So
if we were to push these batteries out
in the marketplace, the average com-
muter in America could go through the
entire day barely touching a drop of
gasoline. People today who cannot fill
up their tank completely because their
credit card shuts off would all of a sud-
den be filling it up once a month or
more. That is the future of America.

The price of fuel is going to go down
because, in fact, this bill lowers our
imports by almost 8 million barrels a
day. If we do that, it is inevitable that
we will be paying less money and low-
ering the price of gasoline. The fact is,
to not do it is to see a continued in-
crease at a rate the American people
cannot afford.

I mentioned this in the caucus earlier
today. I met a week ago with Dr. Craig
Venter, who is the person in the pri-
vate sector who did the mapping of the
human genome. They are taking the
knowledge they now have from the
mapping of the genome and are using
that to apply it in biology, to synthetic
biology where, through certain
microbio processes as well as through
photosynthesis, they are now taking
carbon dioxide and using it as a feed-
stock for the creation of new fuel. If
that works, that is just a total game
changer—a total game changer—if we
can actually take carbon dioxide,
which is the biggest problem we face
with respect to global climate change,
and turn it into something that is posi-
tive in a fuel alternative.

There is more to say on this issue.
There will be more to say in the next
days. I look forward to this debate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, in 2006,
the renewable sector of energy in
America generated 8.5 million new
jobs, nearly $970 billion in revenue,
over $100 billion in industry profits,
and more than $150 billion in increased
tax revenues at all levels of govern-
ment.

One study found that with a serious
commitment to an aggressive clean en-
ergy strategy, we could create 40 mil-
lion jobs and $4.5 trillion in revenue by
the year 2030, which is not even the end
of the period this bill seeks to address
in terms of reductions. We can create
millions of jobs at every single level of
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our economy. We can create jobs for
scientists, jobs for professors, jobs for
people in the software and
computerware business, jobs that come
all the way down the food chain in
terms of every aspect of American life
and particularly in the infrastructure
and construction industries where we
would be building the new plants and
new facilities and the new delivery sys-
tems for all of this technology.

This is the future. This is the future
we can see because we have been there
before. The  United States has
transitioned in fuels before. We used to
do everything by burning wood, and
then after we burned all the wood
around our cities and learned we could
not do it anymore, we discovered oil.
We used to use whale o0il from Nan-
tucket, MA, and lit most of the streets
in New England. Then we moved to a
mix of items, including hydro, coal,
even nuclear ultimately.

We are in that next transition now. I
remind my colleagues that one of the
sheiks who helped organize the oil car-
tel years ago said the stone age did not
end because we ran out of stones, and
the oil age will not end because we
have run out of oil. The oil age will end
because global climate change and
global warming are sending us a mes-
sage about what is happening to this
planet.

We have a God-given responsibility.
You can read Genesis or Isaiah or any
of the other parts of the prophets, and
there are enough references to our re-
sponsibilities as individual human
beings to be the guardians of the
Earth, to protect this creation. That is
why many Evangelicals and others are
supporting this bill, because they un-
derstand that responsibility. Anybody
here, whether they are religious or not,
ought to understand the fundamental
responsibility we have not to see 30
percent of the species wiped out and
whatever possibilities of disease cures
with any one of those species as yet un-
defined and untested.

This is the greatest challenge we are
to face. We are staring in the face of
opportunities where the United States
has the ability to strengthen our econ-
omy, provide more jobs, save fuel, pro-
vide alternatives for people, reduce the
cost of day-to-day life, and, in the end,
live up to our responsibilities as legis-
lators.

I remind my colleagues of what
President Kennedy once said of the
race to the Moon when he challenged
America to go there. There were a lot
of doubters and a lot of people who
thought it was a pipe dream. President
Kennedy himself was not absolutely
certain, did not know for sure we could
do it, but he believed in America. He
said this is a challenge we are willing
to accept, one we are unwilling to post-
pone, and one which we intend to win.
And he said we have to do it not be-
cause it is easy but because it is hard.
That is the kind of spirit this Congress
and this Senate ought to show now.
This issue is a lot easier, frankly, than
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going to the Moon, and the United
States has proven we can do the
former. Now we need to do what we can
to reduce the emissions that create
global warming and threaten all of us.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, in
dealing with climate change, there are
certain principles I always apply in as-
sessing the approach to this issue. One
is that our Nation will continue to
need and depend on fossil fuels. Fossil
fuels must be a part of any effort to
achieve a cleaner energy future. There
is no way we can get there without
them. No. 2 is a strong American econ-
omy, one that creates jobs, that cre-
ates new technologies. That is critical
to developing the tools we need to cap-
ture and sequester carbon. China and
India will not address carbon emissions
until such technologies are developed.
And No. 3, we cannot afford to hurt the
very regions, the very industries, and
the very workers who will provide that
technology through hard work and in-
novation.

In terms of economic impact, I have
serious concerns with the Lieberman-
Warner approach as currently written.
According to a recent study done by
the National Association of Manufac-
turers, the negative economic impact
to the Rocky Mountain West and to my
home State of Wyoming is very real
and significant. The impact is perhaps
the greatest in terms of high gasoline
prices for folks all across the Rocky
Mountain West. Gasoline prices for
western families will increase signifi-
cantly under this bill.

Every day, folks in the Rocky Moun-
tain region are going to have to drive
long distances. They do it to get to
work. They do it to shop for food. They
do it to go to school. The distances, in
many places, are much greater than
they are in other parts of the country.
My home State of Wyoming ranks at
the top of the list of all the States in
terms of vehicle miles traveled on a per
capita basis. I drive these roads every
weekend visiting folks in Gillette, Riv-
erton, Cheyenne, and Casper. They are
hours apart. Westerners are rightfully
upset about how much they are paying
at the pump. I am sure my colleagues’
constituents are too. Letters come in
every day from all across Wyoming
asking when Washington is going to
help them. Yet we hear in testimony
from the Energy Information Agency
that gas prices under this bill could go
up anywhere from 40 cents to $1 a gal-
lon. Others are predicting it could go
up even higher than that. Whichever
estimate you choose, whichever one
you choose to look at, gas prices are
going to go up under this bill.

Why will it be even worse in the
Rocky Mountain States? Partly be-
cause the West and Rocky Mountain
West rely on small refiners for their
fuel. It is not uncommon in the Rocky
Mountain West to have the local gaso-
line station in these small towns be
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just across the road from the small re-
finer. Towns depend on these refiners
for their fuel. They provide the fuel for
the families of the West. Without the
small refiners, Wyoming and the Rocky
Mountain West would have to ship our
gasoline in from out of State.

The small refiners do not fair very
well under this bill. They have to com-
pete with the large refineries for a
small portion of the allowances. With-
out additional help, they will go under
and an entire region of the country will
pay even more significant increases in
the price of their fuel.

Some may try to lump small refiners
in with the big oil companies that ac-
tually produce the oil. The small refin-
ers have to buy their oil from that oil
producer. These small refiners are pay-
ing $125 to $130 a barrel for oil, and it
is having a devastating impact on
them. Some have suggested that they
simply pass along the cost to the con-
sumer. Tell that to the folks in the
West who are already being punished at
the pump.

This part of it is not a partisan issue
at all. I plan to offer an amendment I
am working on with Members of both
sides of the aisle——

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. BARRASSO. I will yield, if I
may, at the end of the presentation.

I want to work with others to offer
this amendment because this affects
everyone in the Rocky Mountain West.

Gas prices have reached the point
where people are simply driving less.
Family vacations and school field trips
are being canceled. People are working
4 days a week but longer hours each
day. Why? Because of the high cost of
fuel.

Some may say: Great, we want peo-
ple to drive less. Some may say: Hey,
have your constituents take alter-
native transportation, public transpor-
tation, such as the subway or bus. As
many of you know, we in the West have
spectacular, majestic rural areas that
many of you enjoy on your vacations.
We ask you to come and visit our na-
tional parks, our many State forests
and monuments. But these majestic
natural places come with a cost: there
is no subway.

High gasoline prices are just one of
the many major negative economic im-
pacts to the West under this bill. Job
loss is another major factor. The Na-
tional Manufacturers Association
study projects that Wyoming would
lose between 2,000 and 3,000 jobs by 2020
and double that by 2030. Montana
would lose between 4,000 and 6,000 jobs
in 2020, double that by 2030. Utah would
lose 10,000 to 15,000 jobs in 2020, double
that by 2030. The numbers in the West
go on and on. What Kinds of jobs will
be lost? Jobs in the energy sector, jobs
that pay well, jobs with pensions, jobs
with health insurance—the Kkinds of
jobs we should be protecting in this
country.

Westerners are being told by the sup-
porters of this bill: Don’t worry, green-
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collar jobs will replace the jobs lost in
the West. Where is that written? What
guarantee can you point to in this bill
that a family in Gillette or Laramie or
Riverton or Cheyenne is going to get a
green-collar job? And what is a green-
collar job? Will they get the job the
minute they lose the one they have
now? How long will they have to wait?
Will they have to uproot their family
and move to find work? Where is it
written in this bill that the pay and
the benefits of the so-called green-col-
lar job will be equal to the job the bill
takes away? The reality is it is not
written anywhere.

In terms of energy costs, the situa-
tion is not very good for the Rocky
Mountain States. Wyoming is among
the top five States in what are called
heating degree days. That is a measure
of what it takes to heat a home all
throughout the year. If you have been
through a Wyoming winter, you would
understand why. The most vulnerable
people in my State, the seniors, people
on fixed incomes, cannot afford to have
their energy bills increased.

Why are we asking people all across
the country to pay more of their hard-
earned dollars on high gas prices and
energy prices in this bill? I frankly
cannot answer that, except to say,
That is Washington for you.

But it gets worse for Wyoming. Ac-
cording to a National Association of
Manufacturers’ study, Wyoming coal
would face a severe decline. That too
would result in lost jobs, broken family
budgets, and displacement. As I have
said, fossil fuels, including coal, are
vital to our energy security. We need
to make them cleaner because they
will remain a vital part of America’s
energy mix. Clean coal technology is
still a work in progress. It will take
time to perfect. The men and the
women of Wyoming who are the back-
bone of the coal industry are essential
to providing clean coal technology to
America.

America simply cannot tolerate the
lost jobs and the high energy prices
that will come from dramatic de-
creases in coal production under
Lieberman-Warner. As I stated in the
beginning, we need to have a strong
economy. We need an economy that
creates jobs and fosters innovation.
That is how to provide the clean en-
ergy technologies we need.

It is not only the Rocky Mountain
West that is going to be hard hit by
this legislation. The Energy Informa-
tion Agency testified before the Memo-
rial Day recess in the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee that
the larger price impacts occur from
Lieberman-Warner in those regions of
the country that are most reliant on
coal. So that is also the South. It is
also the Midwest. That is rural Amer-
ica.

The median income in Wyoming is
$46,000 a year. Wyoming family budgets
are predicted to lose between $1,000 and
$3,000 a year in income over the next 13
years and double that by 2030 under
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this bill. Many families in Wyoming
would have to dedicate $1 out of $5
from their family budget for energy
costs under this bill. This is what rural
America can expect under this bill.
Sadly, it appears the impacts of the
bill hit lower income families the hard-
est. It doesn’t have to be this way. I
truly believe we can address climate
change. There are better ways and
more economically friendly ap-
proaches, and those ways that can
make a real difference.

Earlier this year, I introduced legis-
lation to address climate change. I be-
lieve overlooked in the debate are
greenhouse gases that are currently in
the atmosphere—the gases that are
currently contributing to the warming
of the planet. The best science tells us
it is a factor. To what extent, we are
not sure. It would seem to me a worthy
approach to find a way to remove exist-
ing greenhouse gases from the atmos-
phere and permanently sequester them.
This is the other end of the problem.
Now, to accomplish this, we are going
to need to invest the money to develop
the technology. The approach my legis-
lation takes is to address this through
a series of financial prizes, where we
set technological goals and outcomes.
The first to meet each criteria would
receive Federal funds and international
acclaim. The prizes would be deter-
mined by a Federal commission under
the Department of Energy. The com-
mission would be comprised of climate
scientists, physicists, chemists, engi-
neers, business managers, and econo-
mists. They would be appointed by the
President, with the advice and consent
of the Senate. The awards would go to
those, both public and private, who
achieve milestones in developing and
applying technology, technology that
could significantly help to slow or to
reverse the accumulation of green-
house gases in the atmosphere. The
greenhouse gases would have to be per-
manently sequestered, and sequestered
in a manner that would be without sig-
nificant harmful effects.

I believe this approach is only one ex-
ample of how we can tackle the prob-
lem of climate change in an economi-
cally acceptable way without sacri-
ficing real progress. I hope as we begin
this debate on this issue, more Mem-
bers of this body embrace approaches
that address climate change while pro-
tecting jobs, family budgets, and the
industries we count on today.

I have repeatedly asked questions
during the hearings in both the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee
and the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee on this bill about what the
impact will be on my home State. To
date, I have not been able to get a
straight answer. I am relying on the
State-specific numbers that we have
available. If you don’t like the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers’
numbers, then try the Heritage Foun-
dation. The Heritage Foundation is
predicting major job losses in the
Rocky Mountain West. The study says
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Wyoming will lose 1,100 jobs by 2025,
and Utah will lose over 5,000 by that
same year, with Montana losing 1,800.
Most of those will be manufacturing
jobs. And those are the numbers that
predict job losses even if everything in
the bill goes according to plan, includ-
ing full implementation of clean coal
technology.

It is important to note that gas
prices nationally will go up 25 percent
under Lieberman-Warner, according to
the Heritage Foundation. Another
source, the Energy Information Agen-
cy, testified at the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee and said gas
prices would go up 40 cents to $1.

As Americans, we have always looked
within ourselves for solutions. We have
always had confidence in American in-
genuity and American creativity to
deal with the challenges of the future.
Yes, we want to protect our environ-
ment; and, yes, we want a strong econ-
omy. It just so happens that the one
does rely on the other.

It has been said that the environ-
mental movement in the United States
was born out of America’s prosperity.
Americans who had benefited from
post-World War II prosperity began to
become more concerned with clean air,
with clean water, and with land man-
agement. Since then, a prosperous
America has also been an environ-
mentally conscious America. Nothing
could be more true in terms of address-
ing climate change. Let’s keep our
economy strong, let’s use our untapped
human potential and American spirit
to develop the technological solutions
we need.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, does the
Senator still have time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KERRY. I understand we have 5
minutes; is that correct?

Mrs. BOXER. Why don’t you take 2
minutes.

Mr. KERRY. I ask the Senator, first,
is he aware that the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers’ report allows
for zero technological advances; that it
has no technological advances taken
into account whatsoever? Does the
Senator believe, in fact, the United
States is not going to make any tech-
nological advances in the days ahead?

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President,
every study—every study—points to
lost jobs and higher energy prices,
higher gasoline prices, whether it is
the Heritage Association or the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers. I
have looked at study after study after
study. I have read the books and vis-
ited with experts around the country
and around the world, and everything I
am seeing and reading takes me in that
direction, and that is that gas prices
will be going up and jobs will be lost.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, again, it
is not true that every study says that.
In fact, the EPA study itself comes out
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with about a .04 change in GDP at a
time when the GDP is going up 97 per-
cent according to our own administra-
tion. So it is simply not accurate to
say that every report says that.

Secondly, I wish to know on what
scientific study the Senator bases the
notion that we are going to get the car-
bon dioxide out of the atmosphere in
time to be able to deal with the pre-
dictions of what is happening, which
require us to move immediately to deal
with emissions. Could the Senator tell
us what scientific report says we can
get it out in time to meet this chal-
lenge? And does the IPCC, the 2,000 sci-
entists who have been working on this
for years now, suggest that is an alter-
native?

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, that
is why I introduced the GEAR Act ear-
lier this year and gave a speech from
this Chamber at this desk talking
about giving the same Kkind of prizes
that allowed people 500 years ago to
understand longitude so ships could
sail the seas; the same kind of prizes
Charles Lindbergh was searching for
when he flew across the ocean. It is
those Kkinds of prizes and incentives
that say, Let’s get our best minds
working on this. I don’t know what the
timetable is. I have talked to the sci-
entists, and I say, Let’s put in incen-
tives, and that is why I brought that
bill.

Mr. KERRY. The answer is, there is
no study. The answer is, there is no se-
rious scientist who is suggesting we
can meet the needs of global climate
change and conduct some long-term
analysis of whether we can get it back
out of the atmosphere. It doesn’t exist.
It is nonexistent.

Secondly, the analysis used by the
National Association of Manufacturers
has a skewed o0il price which com-
pletely cooks these numbers; and it is
a report which has no allowance what-
soever for any technological advance-
ment. That is not representative of the
United States of America when we talk
about the technologies I talked about.
Moreover, they are the same people
who came in in 1990 with those crazy
predictions of what it was going to cost
us to do the other.

I think the people who relied on peo-
ple who were wrong years ago have a
bigger burden of proof to come to the
floor now and show us they have a
study that actually makes sense.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I was
hopeful to have 5 minutes, and I know
Senator INHOFE is going to take a lot of
time to rebut, so I ask unanimous con-
sent to take 5 minutes now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have to
say it is amazing to me how a Senator
from a place that is almost ground zero
on global warming could stand up here
and be so negative, very unlike his
Governor.

I ask unanimous consent to place in
the RECORD the testimony of the Hon.
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David D. Freudenthal, Governor of the
State of Wyoming, before the House
Select Committee on Energy Independ-
ence and Global Warming.

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

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE DAVID D.
FREUDENTHAL, GOVERNOR, STATE OF WYO-
MING, BEFORE THE HOUSE SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND
GLOBAL WARMING

GREETINGS

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of
the Select Committee thank you for the op-
portunity to appear before you and comment
on the future of coal under carbon cap and
trade. This is really a discussion on carbon
management, more particularly carbon cap-
ture and sequestration, which inevitably
leads to a discussion of the role of coal in
fueling the American and international
economy.

WYOMING IN CONTEXT

Please allow me to place my comments in
the factual context of Wyoming as a state
committed to both energy production and
environmental protection. I find people in
Congress are most familiar with our two na-
tional parks—Yellowstone and Grand
Teton—and our role as the leading coal pro-
ducing state in the nation with production of
446 million tons of low sulfur coal in 2006.

What is generally not as well known are
the other forms of energy Wyoming pro-
duces. Depending on the day of the week and
the mood of our friends in Oklahoma, we are
either the second or third largest natural gas
producing state in the country with annual
production a bit over two trillion cubic feet
or about 10% of the domestic supply. Wyo-
ming has for several years been the largest
producer of uranium in the country with ap-
proximately 2 million pounds a year of
yellowcake (uranium concentrate) produced.
We currently rank in the top quartile of
states in wind generation, and have an esti-
mated 8,000 megawatts of developable wind
when the transmission constraint is re-
leased. Two projects have been announced re-
cently which will add approximately 200
megawatts of capacity and at least 10 wind
power projects are in various stages of re-
view and development with state regulatory
agencies. We produce about 53 million bar-
rels of oil annually placing Wyoming in 7th
place among the states.

Put another way on a net BTU exporting
basis, subtracting state consumption from
state production, Wyoming is by far the larg-
est energy exporting state in the nation pro-
viding about 10 quadrillion BTUs or roughly
10% of the country’s energy supply. [See at-
tached graphic]

COAL IN CONTEXT

My purpose today is not to argue, but to
recognize some fundamental realities.

Like it or not, coal is going to be used in
America and the world for some time to
come. Even without any new coal fired
plants there are 1,622 existing generating
plants consuming over one billion tons of
coal per year. Over the next twenty years,
new and replacement generating capacity is
forecast at 292 gigawatts, the equivalent of
25 coal-fired power plants each year. While
conservation and efficiency programs are
forecast to make a real dent in the rate of
growth of electricity consumption, we are
going to need every form of energy we can
harness including clean coal, natural gas and
renewable resources. Non-hydro renewable
resources of wind, solar and geothermal meet
less than 1% of our energy needs today. Fos-
sil fuel sources provide over 80%. For the
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foreseeable future, carbon based resources
are a necessity if we want to keep the lights
on. Hence, any serious carbon management
effort must include aggressive support for
carbon capture and sequestration.

WHO PAYS?

Without question, long term carbon man-
agement is going to cost a lot of money. Pri-
vate and public sector investment will be re-
directed and those costs will ultimately fall
to taxpayers and consumers. Carbon capture
and sequestration will also consume signifi-
cant energy in the capture processes, com-
pression and transportation which of course
will add to operating costs. It would seem an
appropriate policy goal then to pick those
processes most likely to yield the greatest
effectiveness at least cost to the consumer/
taxpayer.

Consumer energy costs are not a trivial
matter in my state. A recent analysis we
completed suggests that the lowest income
quartile, those households earning less than
$25,000 per year pay about 16% of their in-
come for energy. Those in the highest quar-
tile pay on average 2-3% of their income for
energy. So those that can least afford it. pay
7 to 8 times as much a portion of their in-
come for energy as most of us in this hearing
room. Imagine what happens if the cost of
energy rises 15, 20 or 25 percent and that dif-
ferential begins to rise exponentially. In my
small state that would affect over 51,000
households or 25% of my constituents. That
means nearly 130,000 people are going to have
to make very hard choices about how they
spend scarce dollars. As policy makers we
cannot ignore this issue in our search for so-
lutions.

NO SILVER BULLETS

It is clear the public attitude is changing
with respect to greenhouse gas management
and as proof you need look no further than
the ads surrounding the Sunday morning
talk shows. Company advertising now talks
about how green they are, not how efficient
they are, or how much growth they enjoy.
Other advertisements publicly shame firms
which make money off of projects or compa-
nies which do not meet the ‘‘green’ test. And
much of the public conversation is about in-
creased consumption of natural gas in lieu of
coal.

But even the current shift to natural gas is
not without carbon implications. Burning
natural gas has fewer CO, emissions per unit
of electricity produced but still has carbon
emissions and if one considers the upstream
footprint of exploration and production nat-
ural gas is an answer, but not a perfect an-
swer. For example, in my state, natural gas
processing plants emitted 6.9 million metric
tons of CO, equivalent in 2005, representing
nearly 25% of our net carbon footprint. One
of the two largest plants operated by
ExxonMobil has a large well field and plant
that produces natural gas, helium and CO,
for the enhanced oil recovery industry. How-
ever much of the CO, is currently vented to
the atmosphere. In fact, for every million
cubic feet of natural gas produced, nearly
two million cubic feet of CO, is produced and
a majority of it is vented to the atmosphere.
My friends in California where much of the
natural gas ends up don’t always take this
into account when they do their carbon foot-
print analysis.

STATE PERSPECTIVE

We believe the state has a role in man-
aging greenhouse gases and to that end we
have begun to construct the legal framework
to do so. However, even the simple question
of who has the right to sequester CO, under
state law is amazingly complicated. Does
that right belong to the surface owner or to
the owner of the mineral estate? How do we
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take into account the vast federal ownership
of both the surface and mineral estate?

From the point of view of a Governor, the
absence of a well thought out, cogent federal
policy that maps the pathway forward makes
the task of setting workable rules, regula-
tions and operating practices that much
more difficult. This is equally true for the
private sector. Until someone monetizes CO,
through performance standards with offsets,
cap and trade or some variation of these
schemes the marketplace is wandering in the
desert. The level and pace of technology de-
velopment will be set largely by the scheme
you adopt as the price of carbon, the
timeline for implementation and off ramps
such as safety valves anchor the assumptions
behind any economic investment. With these
variables in mind, the structure needs to be
set sufficient to promote large scale dem-
onstration projects sufficient to resolve the
outstanding questions in a rational but ag-
gressive manner.

We meet with folks who are absolutely se-
rious about developing new plants to supply
energy and they assume they will live in a
carbon constrained world. They fully antici-
pate sequestration of C0, or the necessity of
some other mechanism to manage green-
house gases. Most are not shy about their
dislike of taxes or escalating costs, but un-
certainty about future carbon rules abso-
lutely overwhelms every discussion. It ap-
pears to me that a number of these invest-
ments will never come to fruition until the
other shoe drops and the boundary condi-
tions are established for the risk with re-
spect to carbon management.

In a minute I will list some specific actions
I think make sense, but first I want to make
an observation as a predicate to those rec-
ommendations. It is the simple notion that
when it comes to carbon management, it is
difficult but necessary to admit what we
don’t know. Because in the absence of full
knowledge we tend toward absolutist posi-
tions like ‘“‘only wind’, ‘‘no nukes”, ‘‘only
biomass’ or ‘‘no coal”. I am not sure the fed-
eral government knows how we should con-
struct the greenhouse gas management re-
gime and I am not sure industry knows ei-
ther.

If you will grant me this observation for a
moment, it seems a prudent course would be
to pick those activities we believe must be
undertaken no matter what path ultimately
proves to be the correct one. For example,
we know we need studies and demonstrations
putting C0, in the ground in quantity to de-
termine the physical facts i.e. measuring,
monitoring and verifying sequestration data
in the real world. We favor an array of these
demonstrations as proposed by the Depart-
ment of Energy carbon sequestration part-
nerships as a sensible approach given dif-
ferent conditions across the country.

Additionally, we know there are dif-
ferences between enhanced o0il recovery
(EOR) and carbon sequestration which may
or may not overlap. Monetizing a C0, stream
for the purposes EOR may mitigate the cost
impact on consumers in the early years of a
carbon policy. This needs to be studied with
some degree of granularity.

Staying with the theme of moving from
the abstract to real world data, I believe we
need to accelerate those programs that lead
quickly to economically viable, commercial
scale electric generation plants. This would
include both super critical pulverized coal
plants with significant carbon capture and
sequestration as well as integrated gasifi-
cation combined cycle (IGCC) plants with
carbon capture and sequestration. My obser-
vation is that substantial federal under-
writing to hasten this process is required to
assist those companies willing to pursue
these types of plants. Short of constructing
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and operating these plants and learning the
lessons required to engineer follow on plants,
we will be confined to the laboratory bench
and speculation.

While I have heard and seen a number of
presentations I am not sure there is defini-
tive information on available technologies
and the quantitative analysis surrounding
commercial deployment of carbon sequestra-
tion. Academics and companies have their
plausible estimates but I have yet to see
money changing hands in a commercial
transaction. In fact the discussion with the
individuals charged with financing these
projects, quickly becomes an exercise work-
ing through a list of the uncertainties. On
that list are not only questions about the
technologies involved with carbon manage-
ment but the impact of the hyper-inflation
in material, manpower and construction
costs. Simple questions such as whether CO,
capture and sequestration costs (capital and
operating) will be recoverable as part of a
utility’s rate base has yet to be answered.

With respect to the federal-state interface
and their respective roles in this enormous
undertaking, we favor a model of federal
standards and state implementation. The
Clean Air Act is an example of how this
might work. One important difference how-
ever between that process and our current
situation is the state of development of the
technology enabling implementation. Hence
another threshold activity would seem to be
the federal underwriting of the research and
development of capture and storage tech-
nology to the point of commercialization.
We need to not only understand the capital
costs but the operating and maintenance
costs through time. Additionally, the likely
internal energy requirements to implement
both a robust capture system and preparing
CO; for transport and sequestration are most
probably significant. This needs to be under-
stood not only by the plant design engineers
but by public policy makers as well.

Indemnification and risk assumption and
at what juncture are also critical unresolved
issues. There is precedent that the private
sector absorbs the operational risk related to
capture, transportation and injection. But
post-injection risk, namely in situ liability
of harm to human health, the environment
and property related to CO, leakages needs
to transfer to the public sector at a reason-
able point in time when the operational risk
of the initial process has practically con-
cluded. Funding for this long-term risk man-
agement pool would likely need to derive
from the monetization of CO, through a fed-
eral cap and trade or taxation system.

Another point of separation between the
historically successful management of sulfur
dioxide and carbon dioxide is the amount of
material involved. In rough terms there is
about 250 times the amount of material in-
volved in dealing with CO, as with SO, in
electric power generation. It would seem a
detailed study of the required infrastructure
would make sense. What will it take to move
significant amounts of CO, from generation
source to ultimate sequestration site? How
much pipeline capacity will be needed and
where will it need to be installed? What are
the energy requirements to move large
amounts of CO,? What design standards will
need to be in place and in force to ensure
safe handling?

Resolving these vital questions requires a
long-term commitment to fund demonstra-
tion projects at scale, to monitor, measure
and verify the CO, activity and begin to
build a risk assessment profile. According to
a recent MIT study, to do so requires an 8-10
year commitment and a federal commitment
of at least $1 billion/annum. But with a pro-
jected decline in GDP growth of $400-800 bil-
lion if carbon capture and sequestration is
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not deployed, our economy stands to suffer a

far worse outcome if CCS is not commer-

cially available in the next few decades.
STATE ACTIVITIES

As I mentioned before, Wyoming has un-
dertaken a number of activities to address
the management of greenhouse gases. We are
a founding member of the Climate Registry.

We are in the process of conducting an in-
ventory of greenhouse gas sources to estab-
lish our emissions baseline and begin to iden-
tify practical opportunities for reduction.
Many of our significant oil and gas compa-
nies are members of EPA’s Natural Gas
STAR Program which implements best prac-
tices to reduce methane emissions in natural
gas exploration and production. For a num-
ber of years, our Department of Environ-
mental Quality has employed a permitting
protocol requiring best available control
technology (BACT) for oil and gas minor
sources which significantly reduce green-
house gases. We have for many years had a
Carbon Sequestration Committee inves-
tigating terrestrial sequestration opportuni-
ties springing from our agriculture lands and
forests.

We have funded a study underway by the
Wyoming State Geological Survey to iden-
tify optimal CO. sequestration sites and to
date they have found a site that is calculated
to store all emission from every source in
Wyoming for 350 years (20 billion tons). We
have funded and operated the Enhanced Oil
Recovery Institute at the University of Wyo-
ming which assists primarily independent oil
producers in finding suitable fields and em-
ploy CO; floods to produce more oil. We par-
ticipate in two carbon sequestration partner-
ships and have proposals for large scale dem-
onstration projects at two promising sites.
We have established the Wyoming Infra-
structure Authority, a state instrumentality
to address the electricity transmission con-
straint that keeps our vast wind resource
from the marketplace. Recently, Rocky
Mountain Power has announced plans to
build nearly 1200 miles of high voltage power
lines across four western states. We have
competed in the FutureGen competition
making the case for a western mine mouth
plant located near both enhanced oil recov-
ery well fields and deep saline aquifers for
long term carbon sequestration. We have ac-
tively and seriously pursued section 413 of
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 which calls for
an Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle
(IGCC) electric generation plant with carbon
sequestration at an altitude above 4,000 feet
with low ranked coals in a western state. We
have signed a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) with the State of California
and particularly the California Energy Com-
mission and California Public Utility Com-
mission to work toward the development of
this IGCC plant. We have funded a clean coal
request for proposal (RFP) process with in-
tention of drawing the best ideas from indus-
try partnerships to advance the state of the
art in clean coal technology.

We have established the School of Energy
Resources at the University of Wyoming and
will dedicate a portion of our time on the
National Center for Atmospheric Research
(NCAR) supercomputer to sequestration res-
ervoir characterization. We have passed stat-
utory incentives for the development of wind
energy. We are exploring an exchange with a
Chinese province focused on CO, sequestra-
tion.

SUMMARY

As you can see we are expending a good
deal of money, time and talent in the pursuit
of greenhouse gas management and will con-
tinue to do so. But please recognize this is
just the tip if the iceberg and we need federal
involvement in a serious way to really move
forward in a meaningful way.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

My recommendations for the Committee’s
consideration are three. First, continue to
focus the debate on the proper, rational and
achievable framework that leads to the
monetization of carbon. However, let me be
clear here, I am not urging continued inac-
tion. The lack of a federal plan essentially
paralyzes the other players, both private and
public sector.

Secondly, focus short-term spending and
federal underwriting on the nearly univer-
sally agreed upon activities of carbon cap-
ture and sequestration. With respect to cap-
ture, a better understanding of the tech-
nologies particularly the economics and
power requirements is fundamental. Given
the amount of material involved, a com-
prehensive study of the infrastructure re-
quirements to move CO, from source to sink
is necessary. With respect to storage, con-
tinuation or acceleration of the multiple
current sequestration projects which will put
CO; in quantity in the ground is essential.

Finally, the Congress should take up the
issue of parsing the long-term liability of
carbon storage. Serious investment in plants
which will make use of carbon sequestration
will likely not be forthcoming until this
issue is settled.

It is my understanding that there have
been over 105 hearings on this and the broad-
er topic of energy independence in just the
last eight months. I ask to you consider
what specific information is still required to
chart the course. For while I'm only one
Governor, we will commit our resources to-
wards obtaining the answers you need, so
that we can effectively move forward now.
The problem at hand is enormous, climate
change does not wait for us and we cannot
afford to delay.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your time
and attention.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, to quote
part of what Governor Freudenthal
said:

I am not urging continued inaction. The
lack of a federal plan essentially paralyzes
the other players, both private and public
sector. The problem at hand is enormous.
Climate change does not wait for us and we
cannot afford to delay.

I have had many conversations with
the good Governor, and let me tell you
why he is upset. The West has got prob-
lems. In my friend’s own State, the av-
erage temperature rising in the Colo-
rado River Basin, which stretches from
Wyoming to Mexico, is more than dou-
ble the average global increase. So his
State is facing real problems, and es-
sentially he gets up here, and has every
right, and reads off the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers’ talking
points. I thought the West was inde-
pendent. I am a little stunned.

We are hearing the same things now
over and over: Raising gas prices. Let
us look again. Under George W. Bush,
we have had a 2b0-percent increase in
gas prices. Where was my friend when
we tried to do a windfall profits tax
and give back the money to his poor
working people he is crying about
today? He wasn’t with us on this. He
has never been with us on this.

The fact is, we know if you look at
this administration’s own charts, not
the National Association of Manufac-
turers’, we will lower gas prices, be-
cause clearly we are going to have
other technologies—other tech-
nologies. And the fuel economy stand-
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ards that we passed here—and I don’t
know if my friend supported them; I
hope he did—are going to make it
cheaper for folks to drive because their
cars will do better. So if there is a 2-
cent-a-year increase—which is the out-
side limit, by the way—as Senator
LIEBERMAN says, at the end of the day
it won’t be an increase for our families.

Now, my friend talked a lot about
working people, so let’s talk about
working people. Let’s see the working
people who support this bill. My friend
says he talks for working people, so I
will tell you who is supporting the
Boxer-Lieberman-Warner  bill. The
International Union of Operating Engi-
neers. They see jobs, jobs, jobs. The
building and construction trades. They
see jobs. The International Association
of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and
Reinforcing Iron Workers; the Inter-
national Association of Heat and Frost
Insulators; the International Brother-
hood of Boilermakers, Iron, Ship-
builders, Blacksmiths.

I don’t have enough time. I don’t
have enough time. The Laborers Inter-
national Union of North America. It
goes on and on. So when folks on the
other side get up and say they are cry-
ing for working people, why don’t you
listen to working people? Because they
see what is happening.

Let me tell you, my friend, what is
happening in California, where we have
a cutting-edge global warming law, and
whether this bill passes or not, they
are moving forward. So are the western
States, I say to my friend. The fact is,
let me tell you what is happening. We
have a terrible recession in my State
because of the crash of the housing in-
dustry. We are hoping we come out of
this, but in the meantime, I am told by
my Governor, who is a Republican,
Governor Schwarzenegger, who sup-
ported this bill, that 450 new compa-
nies, solar companies, have set up shop
and they are hiring those workers.

Then my friend says: What are you
doing for the workers? Take a look in
this bill. We have worker training. My
friend actually wrote one of the pieces
of this part of the legislation. Univer-
sities have think tanks, and they have
job training. We are very excited about
the jobs that will come. We are excited
about the fact that finally we will get
energy independence.

Really, in a way, I smile. I am not
happy about it, but I have to smile
when my colleagues on the other side
complain about gas prices when they
stood there and supported George Bush
through his whole term when gas
prices have gone up 250 percent. What
was his answer? He went across to the
Middle East and held hands with a
Saudi prince and begged. It did not
work. Let’s forget about these phony
arguments and support this bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
MCCASKILL). The Senator from OKkla-
homa.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, we
have heard the same thing over and
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over. This is only the second day. I
guess we have maybe 10 days to go. The
junior Senator from California is so in-
terested in the fact that it is only up
by 2 cents a year. Looking at the En-
ergy Information Agency study, what
is interesting about that is the Energy
Information Agency study presumes
that we would have an additional 260
nuclear plants on line. When the appro-
priate time comes I will be asking her
that question, if she supports that.

We have several speakers coming
down. Senator GRASSLEY from Iowa is
coming down, so I will visit a little bit
until he gets here. Then we want to go
on schedule, and I am hoping we will be
able to go back and forth and hear
from a number of these Members.

First, I thank my colleague from Wy-
oming. I don’t know what he experi-
enced this last winter. When the Sen-
ator from California talks about tem-
peratures and all this, it happens that
we in the State of Oklahoma have had
the worst cold spell during this last
winter than we have in 30 years. I find
this to be true all over the country.
You just can’t have it both ways.

One of the good things about this dis-
cussion and this debate is we are not
going to be discussing the science. I
know the Senator from Massachusetts
talked about the scientists in the
IPCC. I have to remind my friends
across America, really it was the IPCC.
That is the United Nations, in case no-
body knows who the IPCC is. They are
the ones who started all this.

By the way, anytime there is a quote
from the IPCC, it is a summary for pol-
icymakers. Those are not—

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. INHOFE. No, I will not.

That has nothing to do with sci-
entists. We talked about 2,000 sci-
entists. We have a list of 30,000 sci-
entists who said: Yes, there can be a re-
lationship between CO, and a warming
condition, but it is not major.

Let me use an example. This is the
best example because it comes from
someone we all love dearly, former
Vice President Al Gore. Former Vice
President Al Gore wanted to explain to
us how serious it was way back when
he was Vice President. This is in the
middle 1990s. He said he hired a sci-
entist. The scientist’s name was Tom
Wiggly. Tom Wiggly was a well-known
scientist, one who was supposed to
know what he was talking about. He
was the choice of Vice President Al
Gore.

When he did this, the Vice President
said: Do a study and tell us what would
happen, how much cooling would take
place if all of the nations who were de-
veloped nations—not developing na-
tions, not China, not India, not Mex-
ico—just the developed nations were all
to sign onto the Kyoto Treaty and live
by the emissions requirements. How
much would that reduce the tempera-
ture in 50 years?

Do you know what the answer was?
Do you remember that? You remember
that. It was seven one-hundreths of 1
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degree Celsius. That is not even meas-
urable.

Of course, that is not Senator JIM
INHOFE; that was Vice President Al
Gore. Al Gore has done his movie. Al-
most everything in his movie—in fact,
everything has been refuted. Interest-
ingly enough, the IPCC—on sea levels
and other scare tactics used in that
science fiction movie, it has been to-
tally refuted, and refuted many times,
by the IPCC.

On the conversation we have been
having on gas prices, if you look at dif-
ferent studies—you don’t want to be-
lieve studies. Look at some of the gov-
ernment studies. They have a responsi-
bility to come out with something that
is realistic. If you do not want to do
that, just use logic. If you are to pass
a bill that has a cap on the supply of
oil and gas in this country, and that
cap goes into effect, by mere supply
and demand the price is going to go up.
It has to go up. So the EPA estimates
that this bill, the Lieberman-Warner
bill, will increase fuel costs an addi-
tional 53 cents per gallon, and by $1.40
by 2050.

The Energy Information Agency
weighed in on the same thing and esti-
mated gas prices will increase any-
where from 41 cents a gallon to $1 a
gallon by 2030. While the climate bill’s
proponents, as we heard just a few min-
utes ago from the distinguished junior
Senator from California, argued that
this shows the gas price numbers going
up by only 2 cents a year, that is as-
suming we have 2% times the nuclear
plants we have today. That is all writ-
ten in this report. Right now we have
approximately 104. That would be 260
nuclear plants.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. INHOFE. No, I will not. Not now.

Then, getting into the nuclear, it is
one of the things I think no one is
going to argue with. You are not going
to resolve the energy crisis unless it
has a strong nuclear component. I
think you are going to have some
amendments coming up on this bill
that certainly are supported by Sen-
ator WARNER, who is a cosponsor of the
bill, that say we need to dramatically
increase our nuclear capacity in Amer-
ica. I have been saying that for a long
time.

If you look at European countries
where there are not problems right
now, in the European countries, actu-
ally 80 percent of their energy comes
out of nuclear energy. In our country it
is about 20 percent. I would say any
kind of correction of this problem is
not going to take place unless we have
the nuclear plants.

The study that was referred to, the
one that said only 2 cents a year, that
is assuming we have an increase of 260
nuclear plants—it is wildly optimistic,
impossible, can’t be done. Nonetheless,
that is what is being discussed. Nuclear
energy is a very important part of our
mix. It is going to have to be in the fu-
ture.
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I would say this: If I were on the
other side of this bill, and I were trying
to get this bill passed, I would welcome
the opportunity to have that discus-
sion on the nuclear amendment that
will be offered by more than one per-
son, but certainly offered by even the
author of the bill, Senator WARNER.

I see the Senator from Iowa has ar-
rived, and I think he is scheduled to
speak for up to 30 minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I probably will not
take all that time.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator just
yield for a question before he yields?

Mr. INHOFE. The problem with that
is, as you well know, it is not very rea-
sonable because we are on a schedule to
listen to other people, other than the
distinguished junior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. With all due respect,
Madam President, we are here to have
a debate. It is hard to have a debate
when you are talking all by yourself. If
the other side wants to engage in a
good discussion, there are an awful lot
of things said that are inaccurate, and
I wonder if the Senator wants to dis-
cuss them.

Mr. INHOFE. I will be happy to do
that after the remarks of the Senator
from Iowa. Is that all right?

Mr. KERRY. Terrific.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
on April 24 of this year the Senate Fi-
nance Committee held a hearing on the
tax aspects of what we call the cap-
and-trade program, which is an essen-
tial part of this bill before the Senate.
At that hearing, the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office, Peter
Orszag, testified about the economic
impact of a cap-and-trade system.

Then we also had Robert Greenstein
of the Center on Budget and Policy Pri-
orities testifying on the impact of a
cap-and-trade system on low-income
families.

I would like to share with my col-
leagues some very relevant informa-
tion, in the case of my colleagues not
having an opportunity to review the
testimony that was before the Senate
Finance Committee. Mr. Greenstein,
who is often pointed to by Members of
the other side of the aisle on economic
issues, expressed support for policies to
address climate change, but pointed
out:

Significant increases in the price of energy
and energy-related products will necessarily
occur as a result of the enactment of effec-
tive policies to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

I think sometimes this issue is pre-
sented as though there will be no cost
or that big corporate polluters will pay
all the costs. On the contrary, we have
then the CBO Director Orszag testify:

Under a cap-and-trade program, firms
would not ultimately bear most of the cost
of the allowances but, instead, would pass
them along to their customers in the form of
higher prices.
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So we are in this situation where ev-
erybody wants you to believe that cor-
porations pay taxes or corporations ab-
sorb costs. But corporations are tax
collectors or, if they have costs, they
are passed on to the consumers and in-
dividuals end up paying. Mr. Orszag ex-
plained that price increases stem from
the restrictions on emissions itself, and
price increases are, in fact, an integral
part of a cap-and-trade system. This is
because price increases would be a key
mechanism through which businesses
and households would be encouraged to
change behavior, leading to reductions
of COs,.

Regarding the impact of higher en-
ergy prices, I would like to refer to Mr.
Greenstein again, whom I know many
on the other side of the aisle very
closely listen to about issues that af-
fect the poor. He observed in his testi-
mony:

Households with limited incomes will be
affected the most by these higher prices be-
cause they spend a larger fraction of their
budgets on energy and energy related prod-
ucts and because they—

Meaning people who are in lower in-
come levels—

are less able to afford investments that
could reduce their energy consumption, such
as a new or more fuel efficient heating sys-
tem or car.

That is the end of the quote from Mr.
Greenstein.

It is important to emphasize we are
not just talking about heating bills.
Mr. Greenstein further testified:

The impact of climate change policies on
low-income consumers goes well beyond the
direct effect of higher energy prices on their
utility bills. More than half of the increased
costs that low-income households would face
would be for goods and services other than
utilities.

Any item that requires energy to
produce will become more expensive—
common sense. Items he mentioned
that would be more costly for low-in-
come families are quite obvious—gaso-
line, food, and rent.

We have heard a lot of rhetoric from
the majority party expressing concerns
about the current high gas prices. Now
they have brought before us a bill that
would yet further raise gas prices. It
seems like making points that are in
conflict, very definitely in conflict.
You cannot complain about high gas
prices and then introduce legislation to
raise gas prices yet higher.

The new substitute amendment does
contain a token provision for tax relief
for consumers, but it only allocates the
revenue from 3.5 percent of the allow-
ances in the first year for this relief.

Robert Greenstein, whom I have
quoted many times—many of the sup-
porters of this bill usually quote him,
maybe on other issues—testified that
14 percent of the allowance revenue
would be needed to shield low-income
households from further poverty and
hardship instead of 3.5 percent. The
current bill still falls short even in the
year 2030, when 12 percent of allow-
ances will be available to fund tax re-
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lief for consumers and emissions will
be 45 percent below 2012 levels.

Mr. Greenstein estimates that the
average increase in energy-related
costs for the poorest fifth of our popu-
lation would be somewhere between
$750 and $950 per year for a modest 15-
percent reduction in emissions. Can
you imagine the outcry if Congress
passed a bill to raise taxes on the poor-
est fifth of our population by $750 to
$950 per year? Some of the very pro-
ponents of this legislation would be
those crying foul the quickest. But
that is exactly what this bill will do. I
guess the Democratic leadership is hop-
ing no one will notice.

Be forewarned, just look at a recent
election in Britain. The Labor Party
recently enacted a new tax policy that
was perceived as a tax increase on low-
income people, and its approval ratings
hit historic lows, leading to sweeping
losses in local elections. If Congress is
going to impose significant new costs
on working families, we must take suf-
ficient action to maintain their stand-
ard of living. However, that means
more than providing benefits to offset
direct costs imposed by the bill before
Congress. All Americans rely on
healthy economic growth to provide
jobs and opportunity.

CBO Director Orszag testified regard-
ing a CO, cap that ‘‘the higher prices
caused by the cap would lower real
wages and real returns on capital,
which would be equivalent to raising
marginal tax rates on those sources of
income.” In other words, a cap-and-
trade system has the same economic
effect as the most antigrowth type of
tax increases one could think about.
We are talking about a loss of jobs. We
are talking about a loss of economic
opportunity for too many Americans.

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy estimates that this bill could reduce
U.S. manufacturing output by almost
10 percent in 2030 and could cut gross
domestic product by as much as 7 per-
cent—by $2.8 trillion—in the year 2050.
So we have people proposing this legis-
lation from whom I have sometimes
heard outcries on the floor of the Sen-
ate because there is outsourcing of
manufacturing jobs, losing manufac-
turing in the United States. We have a
bill before the Senate that is going to
make that situation worse, according
to the EPA.

To help mitigate the adverse effect of
a CO, cap, Director Orszag suggested
that one option would be to use rev-
enue from auctioning allowances to re-
duce existing taxes that tend to
dampen economic activity. Instead,
what does the bill do? The bill before
us creates a raft of new Government
spending programs. In fact, this bill is
491 pages long, and I have had my staff
count how many pages of new spending
programs. They counted 212 pages.
Much of the rest of the bill, then, is de-
voted to creating new bureaucracy to
manage new programs and to bring
about new mandates. We are talking
about $6.7 trillion in spending over the
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life of the bill. That is an astounding
amount of money, even by Washington
standards.

Of course, the authors of the bill will
say these new spending programs
would invest in new technology. 1
heard that sort of discussion on the
floor of the Senate a week or two be-
fore we took our Memorial Day recess.
I also heard speeches a couple weeks
ago that it would help the environment
in some way. One problem with that
argument is that almost all of this
spending would occur after the caps
have taken effect because that is when
the revenue from the allowance auc-
tions will start coming in. So common
sense tells me that is way too late. It
is too late to start investing in alter-
native energy technology after we al-
ready have a cap in place that effec-
tively limits the amount of energy that
can be produced from fossil fuels. We
need to develop those alternatives
right now. If we wait, the pinch we feel
from the cap will be much harder. We
must have alternatives in place before
caps.

I should add that even though this
bill showers money on many industries
and special interests in an attempt to
attract political support, it does little
or nothing to promote further use of
wind energy. My interest in wind en-
ergy is that I happen to be the father of
legislation that passed in 1992, and
Iowa is one of the leading producers of
wind energy of the 50 States. As a pro-
moter of the wind energy tax credit, I
can tell you that this is zero-carbon,
zero-pollution technology, and it has
tremendous potential to help meet any
future carbon emissions goals.

Congress should take a very positive,
concrete step toward reducing green-
house gases right now. You don’t do
that by leaving wind energy out of the
legislation. That step we ought to be
taking right now would be to send to
President Bush a package of extensions
of expiring renewable energy produc-
tion tax incentives. In order to become
law, that package would need to be in
a form obviously acceptable to the
President. The Senate acted on this
issue when the Cantwell-Ensign amend-
ment passed the Senate in the housing
bill debate. The full Congress needs to
follow through and get it to the Presi-
dent. With those production incentives
and investments in effect and way
ahead of time of what this bill would
do, the projects will be built and more
green energy will be supplied to Amer-
ican homes, motor vehicles, and busi-
nesses.

I look forward to seeing these vital
incentives extended, but we need to do
more—much more—if we are going to
have in place the alternatives to meet
any future emissions targets. Instead,
what does this bill do? This bill for the
most part waits until the cap has al-
ready taken effect and we will need to
start switching to alternative sources
of energy. Only then does it begin
spending money to develop the alter-
natives we will already desperately
need by that point.
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In addition, this legislation creates a
whole new Federal bureaucracy, called
the Climate Change Technology Board,
to spend money. So we tax the Amer-
ican people. We are going to have an
independent agency spend the money,
independent of any other Government
agency. It will consist of five Directors
appointed by the President. This new
unelected bureaucracy will have broad
discretion to spend funds that are allo-
cated directly to it without going
through Congress and with minimal
congressional oversight. Congress will
only be allowed to block funding after
the fact and only if it passes legislation
within 30 days. Anyone who is familiar
with the legislative process around
here, particularly in the Senate, knows
this is essentially a carte blanche to
spend money.

I am sure we will hear justifications
of how each of these new spending pro-
grams will do a lot of good. When we
hear that, I urge my colleagues to keep
one thing in mind: According to the
EPA, a typical American household
will lose $1,400 in purchase power, and
$4,400 in 2050, due to this legislation.
What we need to ask is whether these
new spending programs justify a tax of
$1,400, increasing to $4,400, on a typical
American family.

The authors of this bill will say this
is not a tax. I have already quoted the
CBO Director saying that this bill will
have the same economic effect as tax
increases. We know this bill will raise
trillions of dollars in Federal revenue,
and CBO says it will consider auction
proceeds to be Federal revenues.
Spending in the bill, quite obviously,
will be Federal outlays. In the process,
American families are going to feel a
tight pinch on their pocketbooks.

So you get back to something that is
kind of Midwestern common sense
about this legislation and about wheth-
er it is a tax increase or not a tax in-
crease, whether it is a Federal expendi-
ture or not a Federal expenditure, be-
cause where I come from, as the saying
goes, if it walks like a duck, talks like
a duck, it is a duck. Well, this looks
like a tax and it talks like a tax.

The question is, What to do with the
revenues? We are faced with a tough
decision. With this much new spending,
there is something in there for every-
one. But does it justify a tax of $1,400—
eventually $4,400—on hard-working
American families? Rather than spend
this money on new Government pro-
grams, the right thing to do is to re-
turn it to the American people to offset
increased costs they will bear, prevent
increased poverty, and preserve eco-
nomic opportunity for all.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
believe Senator INHOFE may have some
time left—4 minutes—on his 30 min-
utes, then I would have 5 minutes to
rebut, and then we would go to Senator
WHITEHOUSE.

Mr. INHOFE. I don’t think that is en-
tirely accurate because I think the
Senator who just spoke, Mr. GRASSLEY,
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was on the list and was designated as
the speaker with some time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the Senator
from Oklahoma yielded time to the
Senator from Iowa from the 30 minutes
of the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. The UC that was passed
allowed Senator GRASSLEY to speak. He
was out of order only by one. Senator
WHITEHOUSE was supposed to be first,
and then he was supposed to speak.
What is it you want? Maybe I can ac-
commodate that.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I was going to sug-
gest that you controlled 30 minutes.
You had 4 minutes remaining. If you
wanted to use that, then I would take
the 5 minutes under the order we have
for rebuttal, and then we would go to
Senator WHITEHOUSE.

Mr. INHOFE. That is fine.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Good.

Mr. INHOFE. According to the Chair,
I have 4 minutes remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
3 minutes remaining.

Mr. INHOFE. First, let me repeat
what I started out talking about in the
opening discussion on this bill. We said
we are going to go ahead and we will
not talk about the science because the
science is not in this bill. What we are
going to talk about is the economics of
this bill. That is what we have done. I
have also said that if anyone wants to
talk about science—I used the example
of Vice President Gore’s own scientist
who said what a small, immeasurable
impact it would be if we were to sign
on to the Kyoto treaty which is cap
and trade, very similar to what we are
talking about today.

Then, in 2005, we went through the
same thing with the McCain-
Lieberman bill. That bill, I have to say
to my good friend from Connecticut,
was not nearly as bad as the Kyoto
Treaty and far better than this bill
today because the price tag on that
was less than the Kyoto Treaty. The
Kyoto Treaty would have been in the
range of between $300 and $330 billion.
That amount of money was a huge,
very high amount. But the bill that
came along in 2005 was the bill by
McCAIN and LIEBERMAN which is far
less than that. Now, this is the one
that is the big one. The range here in
terms of the cost is about 20 percent, 25
percent higher than Kyoto would have
been at that time.

We started talking about gas prices
and the fact that the nuclear compo-
nent is going to have to be necessary.
But what we did not really get around
to—and I think we need to do it over
and over again in the next few days,
until such time as we get onto the
amendments—is the fact that the
amount of money this is going to cost
over a period of time, according to Sen-
ator BOXER in one of her early press re-
leases, is $6.7 trillion. This would be in
the form of higher gasoline or electric
bills. A lot of people will make the
statement that this really is not an ac-
curate figure. Well, this is not my fig-
ure, this is her figure.
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They have also said the bill provides
that some of this money can be—or the
amended bill, which we have not seen
all that long a time, provides that
some of this money can go back to
poorer families. That amount in the
maximum, as I calculate it, is $2.5 tril-
lion, which leaves $4.2 trillion.

Now, you might wonder, what is all
this going to go to? I found it very in-
teresting, when the junior Senator
from California was complimenting the
senior Senator from New Hampshire,
when Senator GREGG said: Well, we are
in somewhat agreement, she said: The
difference is, he wants to return that
money to the people, that $4.2 trillion,
instead of supporting this bureaucracy.

Well, as to the bureaucracy, we think
it is going to be about 45 new bureauc-
racies, and it is going to take, over the
50-year life of this bill, I would suspect,
right around $4.2 trillion to run that
bureaucracy. I would conclude, though,
by saying this country does not need 45
more bureaucracies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time is expired.

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
let me respond to some of the things
that have been said in the last half
hour. But let me come back to why we
are here and why the Environment
Committee reported this bill.

This bill has a purpose, and the pur-
pose is to reduce the carbon pollution
that causes global warming. Why are
we doing it? We are doing it because we
want to turn this country and this
planet over to our children and grand-
children and those who follow them in
a better, safer condition than it will be
if we just let global warming go un-
checked.

There have been a lot of things that
have been blamed on this bill today:
Gas prices, which got pretty high with-
out this bill being adopted because it
has not been adopted. The response has
been given to that. Tax increases.
These are not tax increases. We re-
jected a carbon tax. This is the result
of a market where businesses exercise
choice. They can either reduce their
carbon emissions below the cap, in
which case they have some credits to
sell or, if they cannot do it, they will
g0 back out in the market, of their own
choice, and buy some at auction, and
that creates the revenue which we then
refunnel.

In the last block of time, what
seemed to be suggested was that the
passage of this bill would gravely hurt
the American economy. In the first
place, my friend from Wyoming, Sen-
ator BARRASSO, cited a study by the
National Association of Manufacturers
and the American Council for Capital
Formation. I believe the underpinnings
of this study have been undercut by
independent authorities.

At a May 20 hearing before the Sen-
ate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, the Deputy Administrator
of the Energy Information Agency—
part of the Department of Energy, part
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of the Bush administration—Mr. How-
ard Gruenspecht said that this NAM,
National Association of Manufacturers,
modeling mistakenly attributes costs
due to rising world oil prices as im-
pacts of the Climate Security Act,
which will reduce world oil prices be-
cause it will reduce demand for oil,
rather than considering those costs as
part of the economic baseline for the
study. The fact is—and here again I
cite two studies done by agencies of
this administration, the EPA and the
EIA—both predict continued strong
growth for the U.S. economy under this
Climate Security Act. The modeling of
the Environmental Protection Agency
found that under this bill, gross domes-
tic product would grow by 80 percent
between 2010 and 2030.

Here is the slight impact of the Cli-
mate Security Act.

Incidentally, these studies all do not
account for the costs of doing nothing,
which we believe would be many bil-
lions of dollars. Look at it this way: If
we do not pass this act—and this does
not count for the cost of hurricanes
and other extreme effects of global
warming—the total output of the
American economy is projected to
reach $26 trillion—that is a great num-
ber—in June of 2030. With the passage
of the bill, the economy will reach $26
trillion in April of 2030. So is it worth
that few months’ delay to get to the $26
trillion to avoid the cost of doing noth-
ing and the harm global warming will
do to our country and our planet, af-
fecting our children and our grand-
children? My answer is yes.

Let me suggest this too. There is a
cost of the status quo for industry. My
friend from Wyoming, Senator
BARRASSO, comes from a great coal-
producing State. Coal is America’s
most abundant natural energy re-
source. America has the largest coal
reserves in the world. This bill aims to
continue to allow American industry,
power companies, to use coal—in fact,
to use it more.

But let me suggest this: Under the
status quo, without this bill, coal and
those manufacturers who rely on it are
in trouble. Fifty-four percent of the
new coal-fired electric power capacity
ordered in this country since 2000 has
been canceled. Why? Because compa-
nies cannot get affordable financing to
build the plants. And why not? Because
investors have 100 percent certainty
that a climate law is going to be en-
acted in this country within the next
few years, certainly within the lifetime
of a coal plant.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The bottom line
is, coal and the manufacturers who de-
pend on it need this bill to raise the
money they need to build additional
coal plants to provide energy for Amer-
ican industry. That would be great for
our economy.

Madam President, I yield the floor to
my friend from Rhode Island, who I
might say played a very important and
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constructive and creative role in the
work the Environment Committee did
in bringing S. 2191 to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut for his kind words
and, more importantly, for his leader-
ship.

Madam President, for the first time
the Senate is embarked on a full debate
on one of the most pressing issues fac-
ing America and the world today; that
is, reducing the carbon pollution that
causes global warming.

This legislation, admirably and
painstakingly pieced together by Sen-
ators WARNER and LIEBERMAN and by
our chairman, Senator BOXER, takes a
historic step to confront the crisis be-
fore us.

As we speak, unchecked greenhouse
gas emissions are causing the most sig-
nificant and rapid climate and eco-
system shifts living memory has ever
witnessed, affecting our oceans, our
rivers, our lakes, our plants, our crops,
and our wildlife. They affect our econ-
omy. They affect our very national se-
curity.

The evidence of global warming can
be found in every State in the country.
My home State of Rhode Island, the
Ocean State, is perhaps the smallest,
but it is no exception. Over the past 20
years, the annual mean winter tem-
perature in our beautiful Narragansett
Bay has increased by about 4 degrees
Fahrenheit. Now, the difference be-
tween, say, 63 and 67 degrees may not
feel like much to someone plunging
into the clear waters of Narragansett
Bay, but for the populations of fish and
shellfish that make Narragansett Bay
their home, that feed Rhode Island
families, and fuel Rhode Island’s proud
fishing tradition, it is an ecosystem
shift. It displaces cold water species,
and it threatens the fragile and rich di-
versity of marine life in our precious
Narragansett Bay.

So far, the consequences of global
warming have been relatively mild.
But there are worse things to come—in
the world and in the waters around us.
We are forewarned by overwhelming
and undeniable scientific evidence.

Let me speak briefly about the
science underpinning the evidence of
global warming. We are fortunate to
have an enormous body of scientific
data measuring the warming of the
Earth, the rising of the seas, the shift
in weather patterns, and the effects on
all the Earth’s creatures. This data
comes from all corners of the world and
from the full spectrum of scientific
thinking, most recently, indeed, from a
report by the Bush administration’s
own Department of Agriculture. The
scientists essentially all draw the same
ultimate conclusion: Global warming is
happening, it is manmade, and it is
getting worse.

Let me talk for a minute about some
of the very foundations of the science
we will be discussing.
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As shown on this chart, this is a very
simple scientific device: the bell curve,
the standard normal distribution. It
basically is the standard analytical de-
vice for almost all the observations in
which science works. In this dimen-
sion, one measures the danger of what
could happen. In this dimension, one
measures the likelihood that will hap-
pen.

What you find in the bell curve is
that there is a strong agreement, a
strong, solid foundation of observed
agreement around a level of danger
that has a very high likelihood of tak-
ing place. It is this area, as shown on
this chart—this key area—where the
likelihood is the greatest that we face
the dangers that have been described
on this floor so eloquently by Chair-
man BOXER and Senator KERRY and
others of the global warming that the
Earth is undergoing.

Now, you will, during the course of
this debate, hear about other points of
view. I am confident of that. Most of
them lurk down here, as shown on this
chart, in the area where the likelihood
is the least, but the danger is the least.
That is the key. But this is really
fringe science. The body of science on
global warming, like the body of
science on almost any other topic, fol-
lows a curve in which the vast major-
ity of the observations, the vast major-
ity of the scientific conclusions follow
an allocation, a curve like this.

What the people who are fond of
pointing out these low-danger but low-
likelihood opinions usually forget to
tell you is that there is this side of the
curve. This side of the curve may also
be unlikely, but it is very significant
to us as a species because here the dan-
ger is even greater than what the vast
bulk of the science we are relying on
here in this discussion today would in-
dicate. These are very significantly
dangerous scenarios for our species.

What we have found as time has gone
on and as the scientific observations
have kept coming in is that we think it
is here, as shown on this chart, but
when the observations come in, they
tend to be here, as shown over here on
this chart. We are always running
ahead of the science when the observa-
tions come in. Science is not telling us:
Take it easy, don’t worry. Science is
telling us that the more information
we get, the more dangerous it appears
to be.

It is a simple, traditional, normal
distribution curve. The discussion that
supports the changes we are making
here is taking place where the weight
of the science is. If people try to take
you off that and show you this end of
it, beware because there is just as great
a likelihood that this other end of the
danger spectrum will occur.

Another aspect of the science here is
the so-called trend line. Now, this is
just an example. It is not any statistics
at all; it is just dots we put together to
show a variety of data over time and
how a trend line flows through it. It is
calculated through a very established
scientific process.
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There is a book that was written sev-
eral years ago called ‘“‘How to Lie with
Statistics.” A trend line provides a lot
of opportunity to mislead people with
statistics. In this debate, unfortu-
nately, that happens a fair amount.

I will give an example of that in a
second. But basically, each of these, as
data points come in over time—and in
this case the temperature of various
places on the Earth is measured—sci-
entists are able to draw a trendline
that essentially any reputable sci-
entist, almost any reputable mathe-
matician, can draw through those
points, and then you base your conclu-
sions on the trendline. That is stand-
ard, grade A, basic 101 science.

Now, let’s look at how that works in
terms of global warming. Here are tem-
perature changes plotted over years
1978 through 2003. Here is a trendline
that has been plotted through all of
these orange data points. It clearly in-
dicates the warming of the Earth. This
is the type of information on which
reasonable and prudent people across
this country—in businesses, in homes—
base their decisions all the time. It is
the type of decisionmaking our mili-
tary relies on, our intelligence commu-
nities rely on, our scientists rely on,
our corporate leaders rely on. It is not
anything special or magic. The
trendline is very clear about what is
happening.

Now, in the green box I have high-
lighted a section of the data because
what I have seen is a number of reports
that have focused on only this little
piece of information. If you pull this
little piece of information out—this
was an El Nino year, so temperatures
were unusually high. If you pull this
little bit of data out, you can draw a
very different trendline through this.
It would probably look something like
that. There have been people who have
said: Well, that shows that in 1998 glob-
al warming stopped—because they took
this tiny little segment of the overall
data and tried to focus only on that.

So it is very important in this de-
bate, when you see some of the infor-
mation that has been brought out, to
understand that books such as ‘‘How
To Lie With Statistics,” their prin-
ciples are still alive and well, and un-
fortunately, data such as this has even
seeped into discussion in the Senate.

For many years, global warming de-
nial thrived on an industry of sham
science bought and paid for by special
interests. Those days are diminishing.
Even the most vocal global warming
deniers have increasingly fallen silent
because the science is speaking to us
now with an unequivocal voice. We can
reduce the carbon pollution that is
causing global warming, and time is of
the essence. The bill before us takes a
badly needed step toward the new
green economy that beckons America
with the promise of new technologies,
new products and, most importantly,
new jobs that will drive our American
economy for decades to come.

This country has never before shied
away from the next great challenge or
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the next big idea. Classic American
know-how has always led the world
into new frontiers of scientific and
technological discovery. The cold hand
of the past always has reached out to
impede progress, and we see it clawing
on this floor today. But America is
called by the future, not by the past.

We have heard discussion today on
whether there are costs if we act to ad-
dress the carbon pollution that is caus-
ing global warming. What are the costs
if we do not act? If we do not act, we
will continue to send our hard-earned
dollars overseas to buy oil from na-
tions that do not care for us. The eco-
nomic implications of our crippling de-
pendence on foreign oil are evident to
every American every time they pull
up to the gas pump. The challenge to
our national security grows increas-
ingly clear with every day our troops
spend mired in the war in Iraq. If Presi-
dent Bush had tackled this problem 7
years ago after he was elected, we
would not have the gas prices we see
today. We would not have the weak-
ened oil economy we live in today. We
are paying at the pump because Presi-
dent Bush was AWOL when the future
called.

If we do not act, we will not only
keep paying at the pump for our con-
tinued addiction to foreign oil, but we
will fall behind the rest of the world in
developing and exploiting the green
jobs and technologies of the future. If
we do not act, we will witness increas-
ing destruction of our natural land-
scape, disappearing coastlines back
BEast, fire-swept prairies out West, a
tornado-ravaged heartland, our hurri-
cane-battered gulf coast. Hunters will
see game species change their patterns
and migrate away. Trout fish will find
rivers too warm. If we do not act, we
will allow the extinction of cherished
creatures who share God’s Earth with
us, from the struggling polar bears of
Greenland to Rhode Island’s own little
piping plover.

If we do not act, we will become the
first and only generation of Ameri-
cans—the first and only generation of
Americans—to leave the world to our
children in worse condition than the
one that was handed to us. We should
not make ourselves that first and only
generation. We should not break the
faith with our children and grand-
children.

I look forward as much as anybody in
this room to a spirited debate that will
give all Members of this body the op-
portunity to share their ideas and con-
cerns. But when the debate is done, we
must not shirk our duty. This has to be
a legitimate debate. This can’t be just
about scoring political points. There is
a true problem before us. We have it
within our care, within our control,
within our power to do something to
get this right. I look forward very
much to this debate. I hope my col-
leagues are all joining in it in good
faith. I hope we will rely on real
science and real arguments and not on
talking points from industries that
haven’t gotten it yet.
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But when you see indications such as
this, that people are willing to take
one little segment of the data out of
context as much as that, I think people
who are watching this can see if that is
what people are doing, there is cause
for concern about how serious they are
about solving this problem.

Madam President, I thank you very
much and I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, first,
before the Senator from Rhode Island
leaves, let me remind him he started
the discussion by saying this is the
first time we have been debating this.
We have been debating this for years. I
know the Senator from Rhode Island
wasn’t yet elected when we had the
McCain-Lieberman bill on the floor and
I remember that so well because I was
down here for 6 solid days doing noth-
ing but debating this.

One thing I wish to ask you to do is—
we made the request when we first
started—this is not a discussion on
science. We are now talking about a
bill. We want to talk about the bill. I
am convinced that people coming down
and talking about science are doing
that because they don’t want to talk
about the bill, they don’t want to talk
about the tax ramifications of this bill.

Now, for the purpose of this discus-
sion from now on, let’s assume the
science is there, that we don’t have to
worry about science. Let’s talk about
the bill.

I yield the rebuttal time to the fine
Senator from Tennessee, Senator CORK-
ER.

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

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Oklahoma. I
say to my friend from Rhode Island—
would the Presiding Officer let me
know when I have a minute left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be so notified.

Mr. CORKER. The Senator from
Rhode Island has talked about science,
as the Senator from Oklahoma has
mentioned, and I say I agree with him,
that the large body of science says that
man is contributing to global warming.
As a matter of fact, I will even give to
the Senator from Rhode Island the fact
that cap and trade may be a legitimate
way for us to deal with this. I think ev-
erybody in this body knows I am very
open to looking at a legitimate cap-
and-trade bill.

What I would ask the Senator from
Rhode Island is—and I know he knows
this subject well; he and I were in
Greenland together and I know his
beautiful wife Sandra actually swims
daily in the bay that he is talking
about, so she knows well about those
temperatures. I know they discuss this
at great length.

But if, in fact, we have this issue to
deal with, why isn’t the issue itself, by
itself, good enough for us to focus on
it? Why is it that we create a bill
that—instead of focusing on cap and
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trade and lowering emissions in our
country, why is it instead that we cre-
ate a bill that brings trillions of dollars
into the United States Treasury and
then pre-spends that money from the
year 2012 to 2050? Why would we do
that? Isn’t the issue by itself strong
enough? This is the mother and father
of all earmarks. I have no under-
standing why anybody in this body
would support legislation that pre-
scribes trillions of dollars of spending.

Secondly, why would the Senator
from Rhode Island support a bill where
27 percent of the allocations that are
worth trillions of dollars—why would
he support a bill that actually trans-
fers those allocations which, in es-
sence, is a tremendous transference of
wealth to entities that have nothing
whatsoever to do with lowering carbon
emissions? Why would he support a bill
such as that? Again, I have seen a lot
of people walking around here with
nicely tailored suits and briefcases, and
I know that they realize if they sit at
the table, they are going to benefit
themselves by being tremendously en-
riched in the process. But why would
the Senator not support a cap-and-
trade bill that returned the auction
proceeds to the people of America who
are going to be paying higher costs le-
gitimately as a result of this bill?

The last piece—and this is one that is
very difficult for me to understand.
Why would the Senator from Rhode Is-
land—my friend, whom I love serving
with—support a bill that pays and
sends U.S. companies—instead of
spending money here in our country on
technology that lowers emissions here,
encourages them to spend billions and
billions of dollars in China that benefit
that economy when we have tremen-
dous trade deficits today?

So what I would say is again—I will
say it over and over—I respect the au-
thors of this bill. I agree with the
science. I think we are squandering a
tremendous opportunity in this body,
because we are using old-time politics
to win support for legislation that
ought to be good enough on its own,
and in the process the American people
are paying the tab. I think it is rep-
rehensible that we are going about it in
this fashion. I think today with gaso-
line prices at $4 a gallon, we have an
opportunity—I think this is a perfect
time to talk about this bill to marry
responsible climate security with re-
sponsible energy security.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute.

Mr. CORKER. The American people
elected us—the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, the Presiding Officer, all of us at
the same time—to focus on the big
issues of this country. We have a tre-
mendous opportunity in this body to
have a balanced climate security bill
that doesn’t take money out of the
pockets of Americans forever and spend
it through bureaucracy, but to tie that
with energy security and do it in a way
that everyone wants, in a way that cre-
ates growth and economic development
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in this country. I think it is a shame—
a shame—that we are squandering that
opportunity by having legislation on
this floor that instead takes money
from the American people, never re-
turns it, builds a bureaucracy that
doesn’t exist, and damages our country
for the next 40 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I wish to take a few minutes to
respond to the questions that were
asked of me. I think I have some time
remaining of the 15 minutes I was allo-
cated.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining on his 15
minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, that
was a b-minute rebuttal. The question I
will ask the Chair, has the 5-minute re-
buttal time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. INHOFE. So it would take a
unanimous consent request for him to
have more time; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous
consent that I may respond to the
questions that were asked of me by
name.

Mr. INHOFE. OK. For 1 minute. After
this I think we will try to stay on
schedule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, since time is very short, to my
good friend Senator CORKER from Ten-
nessee I say this: First, the basic prin-
ciple of this legislation is that pol-
luters should pay, and I would hope
that every person in this room would
agree with that. Polluting industries
should not get away with causing glob-
al warming by releasing carbon pollu-
tion for free and having all the rest of
us pay the costs of that. If you agree
with the proposition that polluting in-
dustries should pay, then you have to,
as you suggested, figure out the best
way to get the funds back to the Amer-
ican people.

We try to do it in this bill in ways
that step us into the green economy we
need for the future and in ways that
step us up toward energy independence.
The Senator may disagree. That is
what the bill is about. If the minority
would allow us to go to amendments,
we could discuss that. That is not the
way it is right now. We have to step
forward. Senators BIDEN and LUGAR are
going to come forward with foreign pol-
icy recommendations to make sure the
rest of the countries move with us. I
agree with the Senator from Tennessee
that we have to make sure the rest of
the world moves with us. But we can-
not wait for the rest of the world to
move.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SALAZAR). Who yields time?

(Mr.
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Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I yield 20
minutes to the Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized for 20
minutes.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I have an
important message for everyone listen-
ing to me right now: This bill will cost
you money. It will make your gasoline
more expensive. It will increase your
electric bill—dramatically. It will take
hard-earned money out of your pocket.
Companies don’t pay the costs of high-
er energy. They pass it on to you, the
customer. You need to think about
what you want to pay for your gas and
electricity when this bill has its full ef-
fect on you.

How willing are you to pay the per-
sonal cost of global warming legisla-
tion—even if it might not make a dif-
ference? What you and I need is a bill
that spurs innovation and recognizes
what is possible with technology. What
you and I need is a bill that cleans the
environment without destroying our
economy. I am in favor of using alter-
native sources of energy and reducing
emissions and giving incentives to in-
vent cleaner air. I am in favor of in-
creasing our supplies of energy. I am in
favor of actions that will bring down
your cost of energy.

We are now debating an issue that
Congress has been discussing for a long
time. I have been involved in this glob-
al warming debate for a long time. I
was a member of the original Senate
delegation that attended the Kyoto
conference, at which the Kyoto pro-
tocol was created. I saw right away
that that conference was not an envi-
ronmental conference, it was an eco-
nomic conference with the TUnited
States as a target.

Well, before that, I was also the
mayor of Gillette, WY, the center of
the largest coal-producing area in the
Nation. Like many of my colleagues, 1
have spent a lot of time studying this
issue.

Some say this bill is essential. I am
not convinced that such is the case be-
cause I am not convinced it takes the
right approach to reducing emissions.
We may need to address this issue but
not through the legislation we have be-
fore us today.

I am concerned that this is a piece of
legislation that will make energy
much more expensive for Americans, at
a time when the No. 1 issue I am hear-
ing about is the need to decrease en-
ergy prices, especially gasoline. I am
concerned that we are debating a bill
that will send American jobs overseas.
I am concerned we are debating a bill
that will irrevocably harm our ability
to use our Nation’s most abundant en-
ergy source—coal.

I am not a fearmonger. I am an envi-
ronmentalist. I am in favor of using al-
ternative sources of energy. As my con-
stituents will tell you, we have a great
potential for wind and solar energy in
Wyoming. I am for conservation. We
need to find ways to consume less en-
ergy. I am for inventions that reduce
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gasoline and diesel consumption, and I
am for inventions that reduce or elimi-
nate all suspect chemicals and gases.
But I am not a fearmonger.

We have held congressional hearings,
but hearings around here aren’t de-
signed to get at the truth; hearings are
to make a preconceived point. The
chairman selects all of the panel mem-
bers but one. The ranking Republican
gets to pick that one. Then both sides
show up to make specific points and to
discredit the other approach. We have a
bill before us that is one approach to
this issue. Now we need to determine if
it is a sensible solution, and we must
determine what you, the public, are
willing to pay. What are we willing to
make you, our constituents, pay to im-
plement the plan we have before us
today to maybe address global warm-
ing? I suspect my folks in Wyoming are
not willing to pay the enormous costs
associated with this bill.

This bill is a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach. It is expensive. It creates a
huge new bureaucracy. It assumes that
technology is further along than it
truly is, and it ignores the fact that
nations such as China and India do not
and will not have similar programs. We
need a bill that spurs innovation and
recognizes what is possible with tech-
nology. What we need is a bill that rec-
ognizes that if we want a clean envi-
ronment, we cannot destroy our econ-
omy.

I figured out when I was mayor of
Gillette and we were going to have a
coal boom that we could wait to be run
over or we could work to realize the
benefits from development. We worked
with the mines. We got the necessary
facilities and amenities their employ-
ees would like. We made sure they did
a reclamation job that makes us proud.
You see, Wyoming coal is a clean coal.
We ship it to all 50 States. Other States
mix their coal with ours to meet the
clean coal standards.

In the early days of my hometown’s
coal boom, the critics of coal said,
“Don’t let them tear that area up. It is
not reclaimable.” Today, visitors in
Gillette say, ‘“‘Don’t let them tear that
lush land up.” And I have to say, ‘“‘That
is where the mine used to be, and that
area is where the mine is headed.”
Most of those visitors then say, ‘“‘Let
the mines move ahead if they can im-
prove it like that.” Of course, the next
generation is going to say, ‘“You moved
all that dirt and you didn’t make a big-
ger difference than that?”’ The mining
companies have to put the contours
back exactly as they found it. That
comes from one-size-fits-all legislation.
People in the East got upset about
mountaintop removal, and they should
be upset when that occurs. But we
mine coal differently in Wyoming. Our
coal is in 60- to 90-foot seams under a
few feet of dirt.

When we talk about coal mining, the
first question should be: What would be
hurt by mining? Second, we should ask:
Can we improve what was there before?
Are there any local needs that could be
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met? Wildlife is part of Wyoming’s her-
itage. It is part of our recreation and
even our food. What can we do to im-
prove the habitat for wildlife? These
questions are all asked before we allow
mining to move forward in Wyoming in
the first place. Unfortunately, some-
times policy in Washington dictates
that we cannot do everything we want
to do.

A few years ago, a prime emphasis
from Washington was wetlands. Wyo-
ming was photo-surveyed during our
wettest spring in years, and we have
been maintaining at that level. As the
mayor of Gillette, I wanted to do bet-
ter. I worked to get more wetlands on
reclaimed mine property. But I was
turned down because they weren’t wet-
lands before. I finally got permission
for a demonstration on one mine. It
worked beautifully. It looked lush and
it attracted animals and birds that
were supposed to be attracted. It was a
marvelous success. Do you think we
have been able, in the next 20 years, to
do one other project like that? No, we
have not. Why not? Because restrictive
policies in Washington by Congress
have held us back. Don’t try to make
things better; try to keep them the
same. That is not a good policy.

The Lieberman-Warner bill is an ex-
ample of a similar policy. Instead of
recognizing that, if given the proper
tools, American innovation can solve
any climate crisis, instead of trusting
that industries will make advances and
will improve technology, providing
they can pass the cost on, the bill as-
sumes that technologies are far ahead
of where they truly are. And it does so
at a tremendous cost to consumers.
You may be paying for huge costs that
may not make any difference.

There are so many studies on this
subject that you cannot count them
all. The bottom line is you can count
on the fact that this bill will be expen-
sive. You can explain it any way you
want, but it will increase the energy
cost of all you hard-working Ameri-
cans. I have heard a lot of my col-
leagues talk about the struggling mid-
dle class. Well, if you implement a pol-
icy that will significantly increase en-
ergy prices, the middle class will strug-
gle even more.

There is also a lot of talk about the
need for the United States to be the
leader on climate policy. People argue
that if the United States acts, the
world will follow. Europe is working to
meet the greenhouse gas reduction
standard they set up, but they are
doing it by shipping their manufac-
turing to India and China because
those countries don’t have to meet any
sort of standards. I don’t want the
United States to do the same thing. I
want the jobs here. Presidential can-
didates are complaining about jobs
going overseas. Whose jobs will be
shipped out because of this bill? I can-
not support a bill such as this, which
does little to include the developing
world in this effort. We have already
reduced our logging, and those jobs
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shipped overseas have almost elimi-
nated the Siberian tiger. We have
placed an emphasis on ethanol and
have Brazilians chopping down the rain
forests to plant corn.

We are going to spend some time
talking about this bill. The American
people need to know that this bill costs
money. It will make gasoline more ex-
pensive. It will increase their electric
bills. It will take hard-earned money
out of their pockets. It is the right
time to have this debate so we can dis-
cuss the approach this bill is taking
and determine if we are willing to sad-
dle the people of our States with the
enormous costs caused by it.

On June 1, George Will did an edi-
torial in the Washington Post and ex-
posed the cap-and-trade policy of this
bill for what it is—a carbon tax, but
clever and hidden. While I was at the
global warming conference in The
Hague, the United States was negoti-
ating to get some recognition for the
increase in trees in the United States
since they absorb CO, and put out oxy-
gen. The United States has had a sig-
nificant increase in trees over its his-
tory, and studies have shown that the
trees absorb more CO, than the people
of the United States put out. The other
countries wouldn’t allow that since the
conference every year is an economic
conference, not an environmental con-
ference.

Here is how the cap and trade will
work. Actually, here is how cap and
trade will shift wealth. Landowners
who have trees on their land can put
their trees’ CO, absorption on the mar-
ket. They can do that right now. The
same trees that have been absorbing
and transforming—that the world will
not credit—will now be paid to do what
they have always done. And you will
pay for it at the gas pump and when
you flip the electric switch, or when
your furnace or water heater come on.
That is right, the companies will buy
the cap-and-trade credits for the trees
and other absorbers, but you will pay it
because it will be passed on.

I want everybody listening to vis-
ualize opening their utility bill the
month after this bill goes into effect.
Can you see your shocked look as the
already high bill is now b0 percent
higher? But that is nothing. Visualize
how high your bill will go when you get
into the spirit of selling credits. Specu-
lation has driven up oil costs. Cap and
trade will result in speculation as well.
You will wonder what happened to
your utilities, and they will tell you
that Washington foisted this expense
on you. The utilities will explain how
Congress forced them to buy CO, cred-
its to stop global warming. If there
were a carbon tax—and I am not sug-
gesting any new tax—if it were a car-
bon tax, it would at least be in propor-
tion to what you yourself used and
could be transparent. If this bill be-
comes law, you should visualize what
will happen when you fill up your auto-
mobile. If you have a job in manufac-
turing, imagine what will happen to
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your job when India and China, that
have no constraints, get your job be-
cause their energy, with no environ-
mental controls, is cheaper. Without a
way to increase energy supplies that
we rely on every day, so that prices
will come down, this bill is out of step
with the times and will cost you dol-
lars—and perhaps your job.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if the
Senator has completed, it is my under-
standing I will have a 5-minute rebut-
tal time; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to make a
few comments and then turn to Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN. Can you tell me when
I have used 2% minutes, please.

Let me say, new speaker, same talk-
ing points. Unbelievable. Not one of my
friends on the other side, not one, in
my opinion, has offered anything to
combat global warming, to get us off
foreign oil—not one. It is unbelievable.

I checked the record. Let’s hold up
these charts on oil. Here we go again.
It has been 7 years since George Bush
took office, and gas prices have gone up
2560 percent. I did not hear my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
saying: Oh, my people are hurting, let’s
g0 to the oil companies; we know the
executives are earning many millions.
Nothing.

Let’s look at what happened in the
past 9 months, since January 7: an 82-
cent increase. My colleagues, silent.
Now they are worried, just when we
can get off foreign oil, just when we
have a plan to do it, we can say good-
bye to big oil, out of the stranglehold,
oh, they are suddenly concerned be-
cause gas prices could go up 2 cents a
year, which, by the way, is the outside
limit and we know, because of fuel
economy we passed, is not going to im-
pact our people.

Let’s look to June 2007. The Senate
rejected an effort by Senator BAUCUS
to provide tax credits to renewable en-
ergy by closing loopholes for the oil in-
dustry that is taking all the money
from my people and your people and
the hard workers of America: 47 Demo-
crats said yes; 34 Republicans said no.

In November 2005, an amendment by
Senator CANTWELL to establish a na-
tional goal of reducing our dependence
on foreign o0il so the President does not
have to go hold hands with a Saudi
prince, let’s see what happened then: 45
Democrats voted yes, but 52 Repub-
licans said, no, they don’t want to be
energy independent. That is what this
is about. All these crocodile tears, and
you will hear it time and time again.

Where were they when we tried to do
something about o0il prices? How about
in November 2005, an amendment by
Senator CANTWELL to create a new Fed-
eral ban on price gouging: 45 Demo-
crats yes; 42 Republicans no.

Don’t listen to this. This is a phony
attack just when we are ready to get
off foreign oil.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 2% minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from California. In
the midst of all the attacks being made
against the Climate Security Act,
something may be missed by those who
are listening or watching. We have a
problem. It is called global warming.
This bill, according to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency of the Bush
administration, solves that problem,
protects us from the worst con-
sequences of global warming.

I presume, because my friends on the
other side are opposed to the bill, they
don’t deal with either the reality of
global warming or the fact that our bill
solves it. They are blaming just about
everything but the common cold on our
bill.

One of the biggest deceptions is this
business that this bill will increase
gasoline prices. I presume that argu-
ment is being made because all of us
and the American people are angry
about the increase in gasoline prices.
The truth is the Climate Security Act
will not increase gasoline prices, it will
decrease gasoline prices because it will
decrease our reliance on oil. In reduc-
ing carbon emissions, we have to stop
using oil and use other ways to power
our vehicles and that reduces the de-
mand for oil.

Look at this chart. This is a study
done by the International Resources
Group, an economic consulting firm.
This is the line for what oil imports
will be in 2015 if we do not pass this
bill: about 15 million barrels a day.
Here is the line for 2191 if the Climate
Security Act passes: down 58 percent,
6.4 million barrels a day, the lowest
amount of imported oil in this country
since 1986. That is 8.4 million barrels
per day less imported into the United
States.

We know there is speculation in the
oil market, but the laws of supply and
demand still have some effect. If we
can reduce demand for oil that much,
we are going to reduce the cost of gaso-
line. That is what this bill is all about.
It is going to take that money and in-
vest it in the kind of new technologies
America has been waiting for, and they
exist.

So let’s go from the attack to some-
thing positive. Let’s protect our chil-
dren and grandchildren from global
warming caused by carbon pollution.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is to be next for a period up to 15
minutes.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I believe I
have 6 minutes remaining on my 20
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the
Senator wish to retain his time?

Mr. ENZI. I certainly wish to retain a
portion of it.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 7 minutes remaining, and that
time apparently was not yielded back.

Mrs. BOXER. I have a parliamentary
inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I understand Senator
WHITEHOUSE tried to reclaim his time,
and he was not allowed to do it. Was he
at the end of the day? It took a new
consent agreement. Do we wish to now
have a new consent agreement that
people can do half their time and re-
claim their time later? Is that some-
thing, I say to Senator ALEXANDER, he
wants to do? I don’t mind it at all. I
would like to have it in the agreement.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, as I
understand it, that is what the practice
has been recently in the debate.

Mrs. BOXER. Why don’t we formalize
it?

Mr. ALEXANDER. That would mean
a Senator who had 20 minutes could re-
serve an amount of time used for rebut-
tal.

Mrs. BOXER. As long as they use it
immediately after the rebuttal, and
does that mean you get another rebut-
tal? That is why this is a problem. The
whole notion was for rebuttal after the
individual finished speaking. If some-
body withholds, it is very complicated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to make a unanimous
consent request?

Mrs. BOXER. I would like to keep it
the way it is but make an exception
now for Senator ENZI because I feel
like he didn’t know that rule. I would
like to keep it the way it is and not be
able to yield back time. You have your
time, we have the rebuttal, we move
on. I object to changing it, except in
this circumstance, allowing Senator
ENZI to have that 3 minutes.

Mr. CORKER. Reserving the right to
object, I think we already have a unan-
imous consent agreement that says ex-
actly what is happening right now. My
thought was we would have a debate on
the floor.

Mrs. BOXER. Excuse me, if Senator
CORKER oObjects——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California will withhold.

Mr. ENZI. I was here for the previous
discussion, and it was my under-
standing that the train had to continue
on time, but it was set up that it would
flow, that we could withhold shortly
and then have a slight rebuttal after
the rebuttal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has a unanimous
consent request pending and that unan-
imous consent request is that Senator
ENZI be able to retain his 7 minutes
and thereafter Senators with allotted
time under the current order must use
that time in one block.

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to amend
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the unanimous consent request of the
Senator from California. Is there objec-
tion?
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Mr. CORKER. I object.

Mrs. BOXER. Then he cannot speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee objects.

Mr. CORKER. That is the order that
is on the floor. You can’t change the
rules.

Mrs. BOXER. That is not the order.

Mr. CORKER. That is the order. The
fact is the order is if people have re-
maining time, they can speak after re-
buttal. That is exactly right.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President: Could the Chair
state the existing unanimous consent
agreement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California and the Senator
from Tennessee will hold on for a
minute. The understanding of the
Chair at this point is that Senators use
their allotted time and then there is up
to 5 minutes for rebuttal. If the Sen-
ator does not use the entire allotted
time during the one block, then time is
yielded back and nothing is reclaimed.
That is the understanding of the Chair
with respect to the unanimous consent
order in place. That unanimous con-
sent agreement was enforced with re-
spect to Senator WHITEHOUSE, who
asked consent to be granted an addi-
tional minute, which time he had not
previously used.

The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, that
was not the understanding Senator
INHOFE had left me with. However, I re-
spect the Chair. If that is the ruling,
then I do not object. I thank the Sen-
ator from California for her courtesy in
giving Senator ENZI his remaining
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wish to
amend my UC to say that there be 2
minutes of rebuttal, after Senator ENZI
completes his 7 minutes, to be con-
trolled by myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Let us make it clear
that the value of this debate, not just
to ourselves but to the American pub-
lic, is to have some exchange between
us and to have a little followup and
some questioning. I hope nothing that
has been said thus far will restrict a
Senator—for example, my dear friend
who is about to speak, I would like to
ask him a question and then that be
charged against my time. Is that to be
in any way obstructed by that proce-
dure which we normally follow—I as-
sume you will accept the question or
maybe equally divide the time so we
have some colloquy taking place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
take consent to enter into that form of
colloquy.

Mr. WARNER. I beg your pardon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
take consent for the time to be charged
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against the time allocated to the Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
thrilled to report the white smoke is
coming out, and we have reached
agreement on how to proceed. We are
going to keep the order—and I hope ev-
eryone will make sure I am saying this
right—Kkeep the order the way it is. The
only exception is, if a Senator wants to
question another Senator, that Senator
will do it off of the time they already
have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. That is wonderful. Now
I believe we go to Senator CASEY for 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, we are
making history today in the Senate be-
cause this is the first global warming
bill that has reached the floor for a full
debate and vote. Congress has, in the
past, as we know, considered symbolic
global warming legislation, but this is
the first time that we are working on
the details—how to create a national
policy to slow, stop, and reverse the
catastrophic global warming that we
see across the world. At the same time,
this legislation and this debate could
not be more important to our economy
and our national security.

This bill is very simple. There is a lot
of complexity to it, obviously, but at
its core it is very simple. It is about
creating jobs, first of all; it is about
protecting God’s creation; and it is also
about enhancing our national security
and, indeed, the world’s security. It is
not a perfect bill, but it is a good bill
on which to build a national program
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

I do want to commend several Mem-
bers of the Senate: Senators
LIEBERMAN and WARNER, Senator
BOXER, and so many others who have
worked so many years on this legisla-
tion, and especially worked in the last
year and the last 6 months to bring
this to where we are today. These Sen-
ators, with help from other Members of
the Senate, have crafted a bill that in-
cludes all of the major policy issues
that we must address: the cost to
American families, job creation, work-
er protection, focusing on developing
nations that will soon be the largest
emitters of carbon, and keeping Amer-
ica competitive internationally.

At its core, this bill also recognizes
and celebrates the best of the Amer-
ican spirit. We are confronting chal-
lenges in this bill, no doubt about that,
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but we are confronting challenges with
American innovation, American inge-
nuity, the can-do spirit of the Amer-
ican people, and the skill of the Amer-
ican people in leading the world in con-
fronting a difficult challenge. So 1
think that is something we should rec-
ognize: that this is a good opportunity
for the American people not only to
confront the crisis of global warming,
but also to create jobs, to build a
stronger economy, to reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil, and to do
something very significant on the ques-
tion of what happens to our planet.

The authors of this bill have worked
to include a number of things that are
important to me, especially a program
in this bill that is critical to the secu-
rity of American workers—the Climate
Change Workers Assistance Program.
In short, what this program will do is
make sure that workers who are ad-
versely affected will have wages, they
will have health care benefits, and they
will have the intensive training they
need to make the transition that will
happen to some of our workers. This
program will also provide a link be-
tween creating new manufacturing jobs
in the future and helping transition to
those new jobs of the future over time.
This program is also a safety net in-
tended to give American families peace
of mind that they will not be left be-
hind as we build a new economy with
these new jobs.

That is the key point. Americans
have called on us—have called on us—
to take action and to prevent global
warming, and they are willing to do a
lot of the hard work to implement a
national program to secure our collec-
tive future. Together, we can do this.
We know we can do this. America has
always been able to confront difficult
challenges, whether that challenge was
the Depression or a World War or any
challenge presented to us. We have met
those challenges just as we are meeting
the challenge that is global warming.
We can stop global warming at the
same time that we create a robust new
economy that will provide good jobs for
our families.

There is a lot of talk about the cost
of this bill, and there is no question
that there are costs. But I also worry
about the cost to our families. All of us
worry about that. People are working
so hard just to make ends meet. This
bill contains programs to directly ad-
dress these concerns, including a paid-
for tax policy to return money to con-
sumers to offset increased costs and
special assistance for States such as
Pennsylvania, my home State, that
rely on manufacturing and coal as a
major part of their economy.

But to this discussion of cost I want-
ed to add something opponents of this
bill don’t talk much about, and that is
the cost of inaction, the cost of doing
nothing, which many in this Chamber
apparently believe we should do—do
nothing and hope it gets better; talk
about it and talk about it and do noth-
ing and wait for another day. While
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there is certainly a cost to imple-
menting this legislation, there is also a
cost if we sit back and do nothing. Not
only will it be more expensive to ad-
dress global warming the longer we
wait, we can expect even greater costs
in terms of major storms and weather
events, increased wildfires, loss of food
crops, and so many things that we are
seeing playing out right before our
eyes today in the world.

Just last week, a report commis-
sioned by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture acknowledged the impact glob-
al warming could have on crop disas-
ters. We already know what happens
when grain crops fail due to drought
and flooding in different parts of the
globe. It is happening right now. Lack
of crops and increased costs of staples,
such as wheat and rice, are causing
food riots in some countries. By one es-
timate, one-fifth of the world’s nations
are in a food insecurity situation right
now, as we speak.

So this is not just a humanitarian
crisis for those people and their coun-
tries, this is also a national and inter-
national security threat—that threat
being food insecurity—caused by a
number of events and causes but espe-
cially the challenge that we have of
global warming because that is con-
tributing to that food insecurity. To
sit back and do nothing about global
warming when we see this path ahead
of us and have heard the warnings from
scientists all over the world would be
not just the wrong policy—to do noth-
ing on global warming—it would, in
fact, in my judgment, be immoral.

So I support the Climate Security
Act, and I will vote in favor of its pas-
sage.

Before I give up the floor, I have
heard a lot of discussion in the last day
or so from people criticizing this legis-
lation, about a number of parts of the
bill they do not like. But one of the
things they keep pointing to is gas
prices. Senator BOXER and others have
used the chart that talks about the
price increase of gasoline since Presi-
dent Bush has been in office, an exorbi-
tant increase in the cost of gasoline.
But I have to ask my friends on the
other side of the aisle who keep talking
about this bill increasing gas prices—
and, frankly, it would not do that over
time. We know from some of the data
that has been presented that this bill
will bring down the cost of gasoline.
But let’s say they are really concerned
about this part of the legislation. Let’s
just say they are trying to make their
point about gas prices.

If they are so concerned about gas
prices today, why don’t they support,
as we have tried to push on this side of
the aisle, strategies to bring down that
cost or to, at a minimum, provide some
measure of relief to our families?

How about a windfall profits tax? If
people really are worried about gaso-
line prices, why don’t critics of the bill
support that? Why don’t the critics of
the bill, if they are so worried about
families and gas prices, not only sup-
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port a windfall profits tax but support
measures that we have introduced al-
ready—and I hope we can have a vote
on this—to focus on excessive specula-
tion that is in the market right now?

So there is a lot we can do right now
to bring down the cost of gasoline, or
at least try, but it seems the other side
of the aisle just wants to talk about
bringing gas prices down but does not
want to do it.

I think this Climate Security Act is
one way not only to deal with our en-
ergy challenges but to do our best to
protect God’s creation, to enhance our
national security, and to create lots
and lots of jobs for our families and for
our future.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Tennessee up
to 5 minutes to rebut the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

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

Mr. CORKER. I thank the senior Sen-
ator from Tennessee. I will only take a
moment.

I enjoy so much working with the
Senator from Pennsylvania. We came
in at the same time and I appreciate
the points he made. I actually wish to
more fully address the comments made
by the bill manager, the Senator from
California, and say that I don’t see any
crocodile tears coming from this desk.
The fact is, we will be offering mean-
ingful amendments that focus on this
legislation, with no excuses. I know the
senior Senator from Tennessee has
been in the forefront of this issue for
some time. I think all of us realize that
while gasoline prices have increased no
doubt over the last 7 years, no doubt
this bill will cause gasoline prices to
continue to increase.

I think there is a big discussion
about what we do with the revenues
generated by this bill. That is a legiti-
mate argument. We all realize there is
a tremendous transference of wealth
that takes place in this bill. All we are
trying to do is cause this bill to be
more pure and at the same time to try
to link it toward energy security. I am
looking forward to the amendment
process.

I thank the Senator from Virginia for
adding so much to the tone of debate
we are having here.

I yield back my time to the Senator
from Tennessee for not only rebuttal
but his comments about the bill itself.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
understand under the regular order
that leaves me with a couple of min-
utes plus 20 minutes, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes for rebuttal and
then 20 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. May I ask the
Chair to let me know when 3 minutes
remains in my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be so notified.
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Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
this is an important day in the Senate
because we are debating an important
issue. It is one the country cares about
and should care about. It is one which
a great number of Senators here on
both sides of the aisle have discussed. I
congratulate Senator WARNER and Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN for their leadership.
The chairman of the Environment and
Public Works Committee is here. She
has worked diligently on this and made
it a priority. We are doing what the
Senate ought to do.

What the American people do not
like is when they see us engaged in
what I like to call playpen politics—
when we start trying to see who can
stick fingers in each other’s eyes. What
they do like to see is for us to have
principled, vigorous debates about im-
portant issues that have to do with the
future of our country, and how we deal
with climate change is one of those
issues.

That is how we are dealing with this.
We voted by a large margin, Democrats
and Republicans both, to proceed with
this debate and say this is important
enough to put on the floor. The major-
ity leader apparently is giving us a sig-
nificant amount of time to debate
this—as we say in Tennessee, to air out
the issues—and that is surely what we
ought to do.

We began this morning in a bipar-
tisan breakfast. Senator LIEBERMAN
and I are the hosts, along with some
others, of a bipartisan breakfast on
Tuesday mornings. The Presiding Offi-
cer often attends those meetings as
well. The purpose of that is for Demo-
crats and Republicans to sit around a
table in a room, with no staff and no
media, and discuss issues about which
we do not agree in hopes we can find a
way to deal with them.

This is an important day in the Sen-
ate. We are doing exactly what we
ought to be doing on an issue of impor-
tance to the American people. The
Lieberman-Warner bill is the basis for
this discussion. We are going to be
hearing this week a lot of criticisms of
the Lieberman-Warner bill and I am
going to make some of them myself.
But that is not to criticize the effort,
because we have to start somewhere.
These are two of our most distin-
guished Members. The bill has gone
through the committee and it is now
on the floor. We would be derelict if we
didn’t say let’s deal with climate
change in the correct way.

What I wish to do in the time I have
remaining is to talk about three
things: No. 1, what is wrong with this
bill; No. 2, to suggest a better way to
deal with the climate change issue; and
No. 3, to suggest what I believe is the
best way to deal with the entire range
of issues that are presented to us which
I believe are much larger than climate
change.

Let me jump to the end of my re-
marks at the beginning by simply say-
ing: I believe climate change is a real
issue, that humans are a contributor to
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climate change, and we must deal with
it. But I also believe that an unusual
demand for energy in the United States
and the world is a real issue. In our re-
gion where the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority produces about——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
buttal time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair.

In our region where the Tennessee
Valley Authority produces about 3 per-
cent of all electricity in the country,
estimates are that we would need 700
new megawatts of power in the next
year. That is a coal plant and a half.
That means 30 or 40 new coal plants
around the country just to meet that,
if the rest of the country is like TVA.
That is a real issue as well.

Our Nation’s overreliance on oil from
other countries is a huge issue for us.
We don’t like being in the pocket of
people who are selling us oil, including
some who are trying to Kkill us by
bankrolling terrorism. We want to be
more independent than that in the
world. It affects almost every aspect of
our national security. It is costing $500
billion a year. Overdependence on for-
eign oil is driving down the value of
the dollar. That lack of independence
in our supply is a major issue.

Clean air is an issue. Carbon is not
the only pollutant in the air that I am
concerned about, coming from Ten-
nessee, nor would it be for a Senator
from California either. We have a real
concern about sulfur, nitrogen, and
mercury. I have, since I have been in
the Senate, supported legislation in a
bipartisan way—first with Senator
CARPER—to stiffen requirements on
mercury, nitrogen, and sulfur as well
as begin to cap powerplant emissions
for carbon. That is a little different
perspective as well, rather than just
saying carbon is the only problem.
There is a range of problems we need to
deal with.

My preference, as I will say in my re-
marks, is that we should have a new
Manhattan Project for clean energy
independence. That is the real way to
deal with high gas prices, high electric
prices, climate change, clean air, and
the national security implications of
too much dependence on foreign oil.
But let me go back to the beginning
and start with some problems with this
bill.

What is wrong with Lieberman-War-
ner? The first thing wrong is that the
Warner-Lieberman bill, according to an
analysis by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, would increase the tax on
gasoline by 53 cents per gallon by the
year 2030, and an additional 90 cents or
so after that. That’s a 53-cent-per-gal-
lon gas tax increase, according to the
Environmental Protection Agency.
That is not some Republican policy
group speaking—that is the EPA.

I intend, when the opportunity
comes, to offer an amendment to strike
from the bill the provisions that would
put a 53-cent gas tax increase on the
American people. That is the first
thing wrong with the bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The second thing wrong with the bill
is that the Environmental Protection
Agency says a b3-cent gas tax increase
may hurt the pocketbook of the Amer-
ican consumer, but it will not reduce
the carbon. It is not enough to cause
people to drive much less and it is an
ineffective way to do what the sponsors
of the bill want to do, so we would have
the worst of both worlds—we would be
increasing the gas tax by 53 cents per
gallon, and we would not be doing what
we aim to do which is to reduce carbon
with that effort.

The third thing wrong with the bill is
it creates, over the next 10 years—ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office—what I would call a trillion dol-
lar slush fund. It would collect
money—in effect a carbon tax, through
a cap-and-trade system on the entire
economy of the United States—and
bring it to Washington, DC, where
Members of Congress would, over the
next 40 years, create about 42 manda-
tory entitlement spending programs
for that money. Nothing is more dan-
gerous in Washington, DC than a $1
trillion slush fund with a group of Con-
gressmen with ideas about how to
spend it.

My cure for that, and I think there
will be amendments to this effect, is
that to the extent there is any money
brought into Washington as a result of
a cap-and-trade auction—whether it is
only on powerplants or the whole econ-
omy—that money ought to be returned
directly to the taxpayers, especially
the working people who will be having
to pay for the higher electric rates or
the higher gas prices caused by this
legislation.

Those are three problems I have with
the bill. No. 1, the b3-cent-per-gallon
gas tax increase—that is what the EPA
says. I don’t think anyone doubts that.
No. 2, it doesn’t work because the EPA
also says—and so does other testimony
before the committee of which Senator
BOXER is chairman—that an economy-
wide cap on fuel is not an effective way
to reduce the amount of carbon pro-
duced, at least in the early years. And
third is the trillion dollar slush fund
for Members of Congress to use for
their own great ideas they come up
with. I can’t think of a worse way to
spend the money.

It is well intentioned, but the bill as
it has grown has become, in effect,
with all respect, a well-intentioned
contraption and it creates boards and
czars and commissioners and money,
and it is too complicated and too ex-
pensive. It has the potential for too
many surprises. It overestimates what
we in the United States have the wis-
dom to do in writing legislation about
an economy that produces about 30 per-
cent of all the wealth in the world
every year and uses 25 percent of the
energy. This is a very complex free
market economy we have here and we
have to be very careful about how we
affect it.

Having said that, would there be a
better way to deal with climate
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change? The answer is, I believe so. I
wish to say briefly what I think that is.
I believe it would be to put a cap-and-
trade system on powerplants alone—
that is 40 percent of the carbon pro-
duced in the American economy—and a
low-carbon fuel standard on fuel. A
low-carbon fuel standard, which is al-
ready in this legislation, is very simply
the idea that beginning in the year 2023
we would control the amount of carbon
that fuel in cars and trucks could
produce, and that is it. In other words,
instead of putting cap and trade on the
whole economy as the Lieberman-War-
ner bill would do, we should only put
cap and trade on powerplants—nothing
else—and use a different approach for
fuel.

Why would cap and trade work for
powerplants? We have a lot of experi-
ence with cap and trade for power-
plants. Cap and trade is simply a sys-
tem of setting limits on the amount of
carbon to come out of the smokestacks
at a powerplant—if it is a coal plant or
whatever kind of plant it might be. We
have experience with measuring that.
We actually have measurements for
sulfur, nitrogen, and now mercury. We
could do it for carbon. We could select
effective enforcement dates that had
some realistic relationship to the de-
velopment of technology—for example,
the technology to recapture the carbon
that comes out of coal plants. And, in
doing so, I believe that could be an ef-
fective way to begin to control the
source of 40 percent of the carbon pro-
duced in the United States—the power-
plants.

Would it add to the cost of elec-
tricity? Yes, it would. What would we
do with the revenues from credits that
were auctioned if there were a cap-and-
trade system? We would give the
money back. Not through a lot of fed-
eral spending programs, not to the
State governments, not to pet projects;
we would give it straight back to the
working people to help pay their elec-
tric bills because they are the ones who
would have those higher rates.

That would leave manufacturers
alone. It wouldn’t drive them overseas.
It would avoid setting up all these
boards and commissions and czars and
government bureaucracies.

Then what would we do about fuel?
Already we have done the single most
important thing we could do as a Con-
gress for climate change when we
passed higher fuel efficiency standards
at the end of last year. We did that in
a bipartisan way, too. In 2007, we in-
creased by 40 percent the fuel effi-
ciency standards for cars and trucks in
the United States for the first time in
over 30 years. Testimony from David
Greene of the Oak Ridge National Lab-
oratory said that is the single most im-
portant thing the Congress can do to
deal with climate change, overdepend-
ence on foreign oil, or clean air. And
we did it. That is the first thing.

But there is another step we could do
and that is already in this bill. It is the
low-carbon fuel standard that I talked
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about a few moments ago. As it is now
presented in the bill, it would require
fuel suppliers to lower the carbon con-
tent of transportation fuels by 5 per-
cent less per unit of energy in 2023, and
10 percent less in 2028. The advantage
of a low-carbon fuel standard, unlike
the cap-and-trade system which is inef-
fective in terms of reducing carbon in
fuel, is that it would be 100 percent ef-
fective because it would require a cer-
tain amount of reduction. Second, it is
the way we normally deal with fuel and
pollution. For example, the low-sulfur
diesel standards for big trucks that the
Clinton EPA started and the Bush EPA
finished is making a big difference in
the Smoky Mountains of Tennessee by
reducing the amount of sulfur in the
air starting this year. That is a form of
fuel standard. This would be a low-car-
bon fuel standard, just like the low-sul-
fur diesel standard is for big trucks. It
is simple. There would be a timeline
that we could prepare for, and it might
actually lower gasoline prices rather
than adding 53 cents per gallon to the
price of gasoline as the Lieberman-
Warner bill would, because if you know
that there needs to be a low-carbon
fuel standard, then you might, for ex-
ample, choose electricity as a fuel and
have a plug-in hybrid vehicle and that
would reduce the amount of carbon for
fuel.

Or you might advance research for
biofuels made from crops we don’t eat,
such as cellulosic ethanol, and use
more of that kind of fuel. But we
wouldn’t have Senators and Congress-
men and people who are elected to of-
fice making judgments about picking
and choosing winners and losers.

If you are asking me how I would do
it, T would imagine that if we looked
ahead a couple years and had to guess
today what kind of climate change leg-
islation might actually pass the Sen-
ate, the House of Representatives, and
be signed by the President, I think it
will be a very simple piece of legisla-
tion, probably cap and trade for power-
plants, with effective dates regulated
or adjusted to the development of tech-
nology that would permit powerplants
to meet the standards. Then, for fuel,
it would be the higher fuel efficiency
standards we already passed into law
last year, plus a low-carbon fuel stand-
ard. That would cover two-thirds of the
carbon we produce in the TUnited
States. The current bill only presumes
to cover 85 percent. The approach I am
suggesting would fairly distribute the
burden because most people buy elec-
tricity and most people buy gasoline. It
should be lower cost, fewer surprises,
and much less complicated than the
bill we are debating in the Senate
today.

I might add to that framework I sug-
gested, we would take whatever money
was auctioned off in the cap-and-trade
system on powerplants and—rather
than building what I call a slush fund—
refund it to the taxpayers. That money
would come right in and go right back
home, right back to the taxpayers. It
wouldn’t stop.
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Finally, how much time do I have re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1% minutes. I stand corrected.
The Senator has 4%2 minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Finally, the best
way to deal with the climate change
issue would be a different agenda—one
that focuses on clean energy. I would
much prefer to see the Senate today
talking about clean energy independ-
ence rather than the President asking
the Saudis to drill for more oil or the
Democratic majority saying: Don’t ex-
plore for oil but raise taxes on gasoline
by 53 cents per gallon. I would rather
see a Republican or a Democratic
President work with the Congress and
say: Let’s say to the world we are going
to launch a new Manhattan Project for
clean energy independence. So within 5
years we will be well on our way to
saying to the Saudis: We want to be
your friends, but we can take or leave
your oil.

The way to do that would be, first, to
begin to do the things we know how to
do to increase supply. For the next 30
years, we are going to use oil; it might
as well be ours rather than importing
it. Explore for oil offshore, and use it
from the 2,000 acres in Alaska that is
next to 13 million acres of wilderness.
Then agree on six or seven grand chal-
lenges, such as those I suggested at the
Oak Ridge National Laboratory a cou-
ple of weeks ago, to give us a chance to
make breakthroughs that would give
us that kind of clean energy independ-
ence. Those would include making
plug-in cars and trucks commonplace,
a crash program for carbon recapture,
for making solar costs equal or as low
as fossil fuel costs, advanced research
for biofuels from crops that we don’t
eat, more new green buildings, even fu-
sion for the longer term.

I believe from the day the American
President and the Congress announced
to the world that we were engaged in a
new Manhattan Project for clean en-
ergy independence that included both
supply, demand, and research, what
would happen is that the rest of the
world would change its way of think-
ing, that the speculators would get
nervous, that the oil-producing coun-
tries would get real, and that the price
of gas would stabilize and eventually
go down. Within 5 years, we would be
well on our way to clean energy inde-
pendence. That is the way to deal with
high gas prices, high electric prices.
That is also the way to deal with clean
air, climate change, and the national
security implications of our over-
dependence on foreign oil.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 5 minutes available for rebuttal.
The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator
LIEBERMAN and I had planned to share
this, but if Senator WARNER wishes to
jump in, we will try to yield him some
time. Let me say this one more time:
Every Republican speaker who has
come to the floor has talked about a
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gas tax. It in a way is so ironic, be-
cause when they had a chance to help
us deal with gas prices, where were
they? My friend, Senator ALEXANDER,
says gas prices are going up 52 cents.
He didn’t tell you it is over 20 years,
folks. He didn’t tell you that, 2.5 cents
a year, if he is right, and he is not
right. That is the outer limit. The
automobile fuel economy standard we
passed will negate that, even if it is
true. But where was he? Where were
they?

We had three initiatives, we Demo-
crats. They said nothing. Now, when we
are on the brink of getting off foreign
oil, getting off big oil, suddenly we can
do nothing. It is sad, but that is the
case.

What we are forgetting—and not one
Republican has talked about this issue
except for Senator WARNER, and I am
happy to say Senator SNOWE is on her
way to speak—the National Academy
of Sciences concluded that climate
change is real, attributed to human ac-
tivities, and that global warming is un-
equivocal, and we need to do something
about it.

The human health impacts, these
come straight from the Bush adminis-
tration people: Increase in the fre-
quency and duration of heat waves and
heat-related illness, increase in water-
borne diseases, increased respiratory
diseases. All they can talk about is 2
cents a year on gas prices, which isn’t
going to happen because we are going
to get off foreign oil. Increased res-
piratory disease, lung disease, asthma,
if we don’t act. Children and the elder-
ly are vulnerable. I don’t hear any talk
about that. All we hear about is 2 cents
a year on gas, which we are not going
to see either. The polar bears, we know
they are in deep trouble. They are
God’s creatures, God’s creatures. We
have a responsibility to protect the 40
percent of the species that could be ex-
tinct.

Let me close my part by saying this.
Evangelicals, the Conference of Catho-
lic Bishops, the National Council of
Churches, the Religious Action Center
of Reform Judaism, the Jewish Council
for Public Affairs, the Interfaith Power
and Light Campaign—these dedicated
religious leaders have joined hands
with us. Why? Because they feel this is
a moral issue. We believe jobs will be
created. Businesses will be created.
Technologies will come to the fore and
will solve the global warming problem.

I yield the remainder of my time to
Senator LIEBERMAN, if he wishes to
share it.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Is there time re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes remaining.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I yield to Senator
WARNER.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, before
my distinguished colleague from Ten-
nessee leaves the floor, I listened to his
proposal, just taking out the power in-
dustry and use that. But the revenues
you gain by your bill, wouldn’t they be
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subject to the same accusation? Is it a
tax? I think it is a false accusation, but
I think your plan is basically a part of
our plan. If they call our plan a tax,
yours is a tax; am I correct?

Mr. ALEXANDER. If I may answer
the Senator briefly, the answer is, cor-
rect, to the Senator.

Mr. WARNER. That is all I need to
know.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Except that the
rest of my answer to the Senator from
Virginia is, any increase in revenue
that came into the Government as a re-
sult of the cap-and-trade system on
powerplants would then go straight
back to the working people who pay
their electric bills instead of coming
into the unwieldy contraption this bill
sets up which creates what I call a
slush fund.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I reply
to my good friend, your plan is just as
subject to the calls in here that it is a
tax as is ours. But you send it back to
the taxpayers. What we do is to give it
to research and technology to try and
improve the efficiency of the spectrum
of organizations. We will have a proper
pie chart tomorrow, showing how we
take the money we collect and send it
to research and development to im-
prove our ability to develop solar and
wind and all types of things. That is
the difference. You are, in a sense, a
tax collection agency. You collect it
and give it back to the people. We col-
lect it the same way, but we then put
it into where technology will benefit
the people.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
for a question on his time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
buttal time on this matter for this pe-
riod has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. I was asking if the Sen-
ator could use some of his own time.

Mr. WARNER. I yield to the manager
part of my time for the purpose of a
colloquy. The colloquy will add
strength to this whole debate.

Mrs. BOXER. It is the colloquy that
I believe is important because my
friend is so right. We approach the fu-
ture with hope. We are not going to
pull the covers over our heads. This is
America. We need to lead, and we need
to lead in technology. We know ven-
ture capitalists have told us they are
waiting for this bill. They are going to
invest more in new technologies than
they ever did in biotech and high tech.
I wish to ask my friend this question:
It is true that we do have a very large
tax cut in this bill; is that not so?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President,
chairman is correct.

Mrs. BOXER. Is it not so that we
have a large, almost a trillion dollars
of consumer relief that goes through
the utilities to help our consumers; is
that not correct?

Mr. WARNER. Mr.
chairman is correct.

Mrs. BOXER. And lastly, is it not
true that we have a deficit reduction
trust fund of about a trillion dollars as
well?

the
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Mr. WARNER. Mr.
chairman is correct.

Mrs. BOXER. I wish to make that
point because I resent the Senator
from Tennessee saying our bill is a
slush fund.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
resent being resented and ask unani-
mous consent for a couple minutes to
get into this colloquy, if I may.

Mr. WARNER. I have no objection,
but where is the time coming from? I
would hope you could find it.

Mrs. BOXER. He is asking unanimous
consent.

Mr. INHOFE. He is asking for addi-
tional time.

Mrs. BOXER. That is fine with me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
am trying to get to a result here. Ever
since I have been a Senator, I have pro-
posed a cap-and-trade system on power-
plants to deal with climate change. All
I am saying is it would be better to
keep it simple, to take the money col-
lected and send it straight back home
rather than bringing it up here and
putting it in a slush fund. If ‘‘slush
fund” is offensive to the Senator from
California, I am sorry, but that is what
large funds tend to be here. It is man-
datory spending that is earmarked for
the next 42 years.

So removing that slush fund would be
an improvement on their bill. Take
that out. Send the money back to the
people. Return it to the individuals
who paid it. That is all T am sug-
gesting. No one ought to be offended by
that. If we need to invest dollars in
solar research, for example, I sponsored
the amendment for the solar energy
tax credit that is in the law now. Let’s
do that separately and with a clear ap-
propriation, rather than a 42-year man-
datory spending program that is drawn
from $800 billion.

I thank the Chair and Senators for
their courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
may take 2 minutes off my time to say
to my good friend, when you get up and
say it is going there for the next 42
years or whatever statement you made,
you are incorrect. In our managers’
amendment, the substitute, whatever
comes up tomorrow—and that will be
the order of business—we explicitly
give the President of the United States
the power at any time to come in and
alter where those funds go. Of course,
it requires the concurrence of the Con-
gress, so the Congress has a voice.

There is nothing in our bill that acts
in perpetuity. If at any time the Presi-
dent determines there is a crisis in the
economy or that the technology, as re-
quired by the power sector to do the se-
questration, is not there, the President
pulls back on the throttle.

So I would hope colleagues, when
they get up to discuss this bill, recog-
nize that flexibility has been put in it

President, the
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to take care of all of these situations.
I hope we do not have anybody saying
again: And for 42 years this will stay in
fixed cement, in place. It is not true.
Flexibility is at every turn.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, can I
make a parliamentary inquiry?

Is the time that was used by the Sen-
ator from Virginia going to be taken
from his time?

Mrs. BOXER. Yes.

Mr. INHOFE. The reason I ask is be-
cause we have a lot of people who have
lined up afterwards who do not want to
wait much longer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
parliamentary inquiry from the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, the time will be
charged against the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself some time from the 20
minutes I have allotted on the list.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, let me explain
why. I know you are going to take it
from your time, but the problem is, we
have two speakers on this side who are
pressed for time, and you are actually
scheduled for after these two speakers.
So if you could wait until your time, it
would be—

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, as
Mr. ALEXANDER, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, did, I ask unanimous consent
for 2 minutes from my time to respond
to something the Senator from Ten-
nessee said.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, two
points. One is on the discussion of an
increase in the cost of gasoline. There
was a lot of citing from Senator ALEX-
ANDER and others about the projection
of a b3-cent increase per gallon of gaso-
line. Again, it is over 22 years, made by
EPA, 2008 to 2030. That is about a 2-
cent-plus, at the outside, per year in-
crease in a gallon of gasoline.

I tell you, look at what it has done
this year. Just this year, in 8 months:
January 7, $3.11; May 26, $3.93—an 82-
cent increase since the beginning of
this year—compared to about a 2-cent
a year, outside, increase projected to
do something, which is to help us
achieve the purpose of this bill, which
is to reduce carbon pollution that
causes global warming. That is the
point.

The second point, and we are going to
come back to this, Senator ALEX-
ANDER—and we agree—sees there is a
problem. He wants to deal with it in a
mandatory way and agrees on cap and
trade. But he only wants to do it for
the powerplant sector. We think if you
do that, and eliminate the oil and fuel
sector, eliminate the industrial sector,
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you are simply not going to get the re-
ductions in carbon pollution we need to
reduce global warming, and you are
going to diminish the marketplace.

A lot of the companies that want to
come in are going to be deprived of the
kind of broad marketplace we believe
will work best to stimulate innovation
and to reduce the carbon pollution that
causes global warming.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to claim the 30
minutes that was previously reserved
for Senator CARPER.

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

Ms. SNOWE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

I rise in support of the legislation
that is pending and the substitute that
will be offered by the chair of the com-

mittee, Senator BOXER, to the
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security
Act, which is obviously a historic

measure that is a benchmark for Amer-
ica in confronting the pressing and per-
vasive threat of global climate change.

This is not a Democratic issue; it is
not a Republican issue. It is not a con-
servative or liberal issue. This is a
human issue. It is a planetary issue. It
is a moral issue. It is a matter and a
question of stewardship, of responsi-
bility not only to ourselves and the
world in which we live but, most criti-
cally, to a future we will never inhabit
but will largely determine based on de-
cisions we make now.

In that light, I express my profound
gratitude to the chair of the com-
mittee, Senator BOXER, without whom,
obviously, this simply would not have
been possible. I thank her for her long-
standing advocacy and leadership,
bridging the partisan divide which I
think is what this legislation that is
pending before the Senate does—the
substitute that will be offered by her
tomorrow—because I think it is crit-
ical we begin this process in developing
the United States’ leadership with re-
spect to one of the most pressing and
transformational issues not only facing
this country but the world community.

I also express my profound gratitude
to Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator
WARNER for their outstanding and
longtime leadership as well, and for
their advocacy in developing those so-
lutions to stem global climate change.
It is certainly one of the most con-
sequential issues of this century. I
thank them for their vision and cour-
age—and Senator BOXER—for doing all
they could to bring this legislation to
this point in the Senate to have the
first ever debate on a monumental
issue that will reverberate for genera-
tions.

I have heard much here in the debate.
Hopefully, I will be able to offer some
of the counterpoints later on in the de-
bate. I want to lay out my own views
with respect to this issue because I
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think it is so critical for the future of
this country. I do not think we can af-
ford the option of inaction any longer.
I think this is the time in which we
have to engage in global leadership and
to lead the way on this critical issue,
and not to forfeit what is essential, for
the United States to position itself on
one of the major environmental issues
of all time.

I thank the Senator from Virginia,
for whom leadership has been the hall-
mark of his 29 years of service in the
Senate. That ennobling quality is now
on display yet again today on this vital
and timely issue before this body.

We have arrived at this day, as this
issue of global warming should no
longer be open to serious skepticism.
This past week, the U.S. Government
released a report that concluded that
climate change is affecting the Na-
tion’s ecosystems, causing significant
changes, such as increasing incidences
of severe storms in some areas, and
water scarcities from the lack of rain
and snowpack in others, along with in-
sect outbreaks and forest fires.

Looking to the future, in the words
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
report, ‘“Even under the most opti-
mistic carbon dioxide emission sce-
narios, important changes in sea level,
regional and super-regional tempera-
tures, and precipitation patterns will
have profound effects.”

The bottom line is, this debate is no
longer a question of science. It is now
a question of our political will to pro-
vide solutions to these problems. I be-
lieve the substitute bill we will be de-
bating later on this week, with an ap-
proach that mirrors closely what Sen-
ator KERRY and I called for in the Glob-
al Warming Reduction Act that we in-
troduced in the last two Congresses, of-
fers a measure that anyone who has
analyzed the science and is honestly
committed to addressing global warm-
ing can support.

It establishes a Federal program to
reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions
as much as 66 percent by 2050, through
a mandatory cap-and-trade program
that provides companies with both the
flexibility and certainty necessary for
their continued viability and growth,
while allowing the United States to
lead the world in reducing damaging
CO, emissions for the generations to
follow. It presents us with a watershed
opportunity that our obligation to the
future dictates we must seize now.

I have not come lightly or lately to
this debate, having cosponsored the
Lieberman and McCain Climate Stew-
ardship Act in the 108th and 109th Con-
gresses, as well as the Global Warming
Prevention Act as far back as 1988,
when I was a Member of the House of
Representatives. So I am left to wonder
exactly how far down the road we
would be now if we had acted then.
That was 20 years ago, when one of the
first pieces of climate change legisla-
tion was introduced in the House of
Representatives and Senate, and here
we are, in 2008, and yet we have not en-
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gaged this issue in a proactive way as
a nation.

Indeed, it has been my concern re-
garding global climate change that led
me to accept an invitation in 2004 to be
the cochair of the International Cli-
mate Change Taskforce, established by
three respected ‘‘think tanks’’—the In-
stitute for Public Policy Research in
the United Kingdom, the Center for
American Progress in the TUnited
States, and the Australian Institute.

In working with my cochair, the
Right Honorable Stephen Byers of the
United Kingdom, our goal was to de-
velop recommendations to blaze a trail
for engaging all countries to forge an
international consensus for action on
climate change, including the United
States, China, and India, which are not
bound by the Kyoto Protocol, as we all
know.

Subsequently, our task force pub-
lished a series of recommendations in
January 2005, ‘“Meeting the Climate
Challenge.”” Right at the top of our
list, based on scientific consensus, was
the necessity of preventing global tem-
peratures from rising more than 3.6 de-
grees Fahrenheit, or 2 degrees Celsius,
over the course of this century. Beyond
that 2-degree Celsius increase, the
planet would arrive at a tipping point—
a potential abrupt climate change that
would have catastrophic effects on our
ecosystems and our society. Already,
we have witnessed the early warning
signals, with the loss of Arctic Sea ice,
for instance, that appears to be accel-
erating faster than scientific models
only recently predicted.

So what will it require to ensure we
remain below the 2-degree Celsius tip-
ping point? Well, currently, there ex-
ists a concentration of 380 parts per
million of carbon dioxide in the world’s
atmosphere. An increase of 2 degrees
Celsius correlates with a carbon diox-
ide concentration at 450 parts per mil-
lion. Therefore, ensuring we do not ex-
ceed this concentration level is abso-
lutely essential.

An additional recommendation in our
report calls for the G8 and other major
economies, including from the devel-
oping world, to form a G8+ Climate
Group, to involve major CO,-emitting
countries in the climate change debate
to ultimately develop a blueprint for
moving forward in the carbon dioxide
reduction program.

As a result, the G8+b Ministerial
Level Group was established with the
five major developing countries of
China, India, Mexico, Brazil, and South
Africa. President Bush has expanded
upon this idea as the basis for his cur-
rent Major Economies Meeting. The
current G8 president, the Japanese
Prime Minister, is employing the same
guidance at this summer’s G8 Summit.

The point is, we have established we
cannot risk an increase of more than a
2-degree Celsius increase in global tem-
peratures. We further know that CO;
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emissions contribute to global warm-
ing. There is no doubt this is an inter-
national problem requiring an inter-
national solution that must include ac-
tion on behalf of the world’s highest
CO, emitters if the effort is to be effec-
tive.

Indeed, our task force specifically
recommended that all developed coun-
tries introduce mnational mandatory
cap-and-trade systems for carbon emis-
sions, and construct these systems so
they may be integrated into a single
global market. And that, of course, is
the linchpin of the bill before us: a
mandatory domestic carbon cap-and-
trade system for the United States
that would achieve an actual 71 percent
emissions reduction by 2050 for the 87
percent of the Nation’s emitters that
are capped under the bill, with a 66 per-
cent reduction of total U.S. emissions
by 2050.

Now, I fully understand this bill rep-
resents a major new initiative for the
United States. Therefore, I want to un-
derscore that this is not, as some have
asserted, a proposed solution to a prob-
lem that does not actually exist. We
are not being compelled by guesswork
or by unsubstantiated theory or by
popular perception. We are being led by
the facts.

This past year, the scientists on the
United Nations Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change—who shared
in the 2008 Nobel Peace Prize—recently
completed the IPCC’s Fourth Assess-
ment Report, which was 6 years in the
making, and drew on the work of more
than 2,500 scientists, 800 contributing
authors, and 450 lead authors. As the
ranking member of the Commerce Sub-
committee on Oceans, Atmosphere,
Fisheries, and Coast Guard, which
oversees the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, I wish to
congratulate the 120 NOAA scientists—
NOAA scientists, I add—who were part
of Working Group I, the Physical
Science Basis of the International
Panel on Climate Change, who shared
in the Nobel Peace Prize. You can see
all the names listed on this poster I
have right here: 120 of our own sci-
entists who reached the same conclu-
sions.

I ask unanimous consent that the
names of these exceptional Federal sci-
entists be printed in the RECORD.

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

NOAA 2007 PEACE PRIZE LIST

Dan Albritton, J.K. Angell, John Antonov,
Phillip A. Arkin, Raymond A. Assel, John
Austin, A. Barnston, J. Bates, T. Bates, Tim
Boyer, A. Broccoli, H. Brooks, Kirk Bryan,
Earle N. Buckley, James L. Buizer, J.H. But-
ler, Muthuvel Chelliah, Thomas J. Conway,
W. Cooke, M. Crowne.

J.S. Daniel, Margaret Davidson, Thomas L.
Delworth, H.F. Diaz, Keith Dixon, Ed
Dlugokencky, B. Douglas, David Easterling,
James W. Elkins, William P. Elliott, R.E.
Eskridge, J. Everett, David W. Fahey, James
Fahn, Lisa Farrow, Richard Feely, Fred
Fehsenfeld, Josh Foster, Melissa Free, Dian
J. Gallen (Seidel), K. Gallo, Hernan Garcia.
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Byron Gleason, S.M. Griffies, Pavel
Groissman, A. Gruber, Richard Gudgel, G.
Gutman, Y. Hayashi, J. Hayes, J. Haywood,
Isaac Held, Masao Kanamitsu, Sally Kane,
Thomas Karl, George Kiladis, Richard W.
Knight, Thoms XKnutson, Chris Landsea,
John Lanzante, E. LaRoe, Ngar-Cheung Lau.

R. Lawford, Jay Lawrimore, Ruby Leung,
David Levinson, Sydney Levitus, Clement
Lewsey, C. Liu, Robert E. Livezey, S.
Manabe, Martin Manning, Ken Masarie, Mi-
chael McPhaden, James H. McVey, J. Mee-
han, Richard Methot, Richard B. Mieremet,
John B. Miller, Robert Molinari, Stephen A.
Montzka, David Mountain.

D. Murphy, Claudia Nierenberg, J. Norris,
Paul C. Novelli, George Ohring, J. Overpeck,
T. Owen, Tsung-Hung Peng, Thomas Peter-
son, Stephen R. Piotrowicz, Roger Pulwarty,
R. Quayle, Frank H. Quinn, Patricia Quinn,
Venkatachalam Ramaswamy, George Reid,

R.W. Reynolds, Sergei Rodionov, C.F.
Ropelewski, Anthony Rosati.
Karen Rosenlof, R. Ross, Christopher

Sabine, Russ Schnell, M.D. Schwartzkopf,
Dan Schwarzkopf, Kenneth Sherman, Caitlin
Simpson, Susuaon Solomon, D.J. Stensrud,
William Stern, Macol Stewart, R. Stewart,
Ronald J. Stouffer, Tonna-Marie Surgeon,
Pieter P. Tans, Juli M. Trtanj, Russell Vose,
Rik Wanninkhof, Richard T. Wetherald, Stan
Wilson, M. Winton, Scott D. Woodruff, David
Wuertz, Bruce L. Wyman, P. Xie, T. Yamada.

Ms. SNOWE. The IPCC’s key findings
were agreed to unanimously by more
than 130 governments, including those
of the United States, China, India, and
the European Union, and now are form-
ing the basis for international policy.
For the first time since its first assess-
ment in 1990—and I repeat, 1990—the
IPCC concluded that there is at least a
90-percent chance that manmade ac-
tivities, through the burning of fossil
fuels, are the major cause of global
warming.

Now, if we were told in any sphere
that we had at least a 90-percent
chance of diverting a disaster through
changes we ourselves could make,
would we not take action? Is the IPCC
finding not a compelling reason to as-
sume reasonable steps when climate
change is occurring, even beyond the
projections that were outlined just dec-
ades ago?

So here on these charts we have some
illustrations of just what the science is
referring to: Arctic sea ice from
NASA’s images taken in 1979, 2005, and
again in 2007 displaying the increase in
the melting of the polar ice in Sep-
tember when the sea ice is usually at a
minimum each year. So you can see
the differences. In 1979, when we can
see the sea ice, we can see the masses
of the sea ice, and then, of course, you
look progressively and see what has
happened in 2005 and 2007 and you see
the demonstrative difference and dis-
crepancies of what is happening with
the melting process just since 1979.

When you look at the amount of sea
ice noted in September, it looked like
this massive amount in 1979; and here
we are progressively to 2007: Obviously,
we have a serious problem that the
global community needs to recognize
and we need to address. That is why we
cannot forfeit our leadership in this
process. It is quite obvious that more
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of the sea ice has melted than ever be-
fore. When you look at the 2007 picture,
it obviously indicates how alarmingly
the sea ice has diminished, even open-
ing the Northwest Passage. This is
some of what the U.S. Department of
the Interior looked at when listing the
polar bear as threatened under the En-
dangered Species Act, as its habitat is
literally melting away.

The May 29 U.S. Climate Change
Science Program called ‘“The Scientific
Assessment of the Effects of Global
Change in the United States’ stated
that the 2007 Arctic sea ices were 23
percent below the previous all-time
minimum observed in 2005. I will repeat
that because that is significant. By our
own report that was issued just last
week saying that Arctic sea ices were
23 percent below the previous all-time
minimum observed in 2005, in just 2
years we see a decline of more than 23
percent. Some models suggest that the
Arctic Ocean is likely to be free of
summer ice as soon as 2040.

Closer to home, the report stated
that the energy sector will be subject
to the effects of climate change
through direct impacts from increased
intensity of extreme weather events.
Increasingly, global temperatures, ris-
ing sea levels, and changing weather
patterns will pose significant chal-
lenges to the Nation’s roads, airports,
railways, transit systems, and ports.
What we are talking about is our en-
ergy and transportation network that
is vital not only to the entire U.S.
economy but to our quality of life.

The new facts just keep on coming.
Just last month a study was published
in the Journal of Science called ‘“‘Ex-
panding Oxygen Minimum Zones in the
Tropical Ocean,” warning that marine
zones where fish and other sea life can
suffocate from lack of oxygen are
spreading across the world’s tropical
oceans. Scientists warn that if global
temperatures Kkeep rising, there could
be dramatic consequences for marine
life and for humans and communities
that depend on the sea for a living.

So let’s move beyond the question of
should we act, as many of our own
States have chosen to do. Maine, Cali-
fornia, Hawaii, Minnesota, New Jersey,
Oregon, and Washington have all had
mandatory climate laws on the books
that mandate limits on greenhouse gas
emissions. At least 23 States have
joined one of the three regional part-
nerships that will require greenhouse
gas and just carbon dioxide emission
reductions.

Set to take effect in 2009, the North-
east Regional Greenhouse Gas Initia-
tive, known as RGGI, is a partnership
of 10 Northeast and Mid-Atlantic
States, including my own State of
Maine, that creates a cap-and-trade
system to limit carbon dioxide emis-
sions from powerplants. Yet while the
States have moved out on the vanguard
as their citizens have demanded, Con-
gress has delayed, hiding behind the
red herring of arguments of scientific
uncertainty rather than considering
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the truth that peer-reviewed science
has revealed.

The legislation before us has been
crafted to respect the courageous ini-
tiative of these States while recog-
nizing that a patchwork of State-to-
State regulation is a serious impedi-
ment for U.S. businesses and industry.
It does not preempt existing State pol-
icy or State authority to limit or to
avoid greenhouse gas emissions but,
rather, authorizes transition funds to
assist the Northeast Regional Green-
house Gas Initiative partners, for in-
stance, in meshing with the new Fed-
eral program if they so choose.

We have worked to make additional
improvements to the bill that was
passed out of the Senate Environment
Committee to garner the breadth of
support necessary to get this bill
passed. But I think it is illustrative of
the States’ leadership that 23 States
have already been willing to take ac-
tion, to be progressive, to understand
the dimensions of this problem, and
that they are willing to accept the
challenges and also the costs of being
able to move forward independently
and separately because the Federal
Government has failed to take action;
that the Congress has failed to take ac-
tion for so long that 23 States across
this country have been prepared to do
it.

So this legislation recognizes that.
That is why it is important to give the
certainty of a Federal standard so that
businesses can operate knowing what
regulations will be in play. In fact,
businesses have joined together with
environmental organizations to reach
an agreement, understanding that it is
in the national interest to work in con-
cert and to understand as they prepare
to make the investments for 40 and 50
years beyond. That is the point of hav-
ing a mnational standard. That the
States have been prepared to assume
that leadership irrespective of the fail-
ure of the Congress to address it cer-
tainly illustrates their willingness and
their courage to move forward on this
critical issue.

For those who have expressed con-
cerns about the impact to the Federal
budget, this new substitute is now def-
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icit neutral, according to a June 2 CBO
report. I ask unanimous consent to
have this CBO report printed in the
RECORD.

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

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE
(June 2, 2008)
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of
2008.—A substitute amendment for S. 3036
transmitted to CBO on June 2, 2008

Background: S. 3036 would set an annual
limit or cap on the volume of certain green-
house gases (GHGs) emitted from electricity-
generating facilities and from other activi-
ties involving industrial production and
transportation. Under this legislation, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
would establish three separate regulatory
initiatives known as cap-and-trade pro-
grams—one covering most types of GHGs,
one covering hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and
a third program to cover the carbon emis-
sions embodied in imported goods.

EPA would establish a quantity of allow-
ances for each of calendar years 2012 through
2050 and would auction some of those allow-
ances. The proceeds would be used to finance
various initiatives, such as developing re-
newable technologies, assisting in the edu-
cation and training of workers, and pro-
viding energy assistance for low-income
households. EPA would distribute the re-
maining allowances at no charge, to states
and other recipients, which could then sell,
retire, or use them, or give them away. Over
the 40 years that the proposed cap-and-trade
programs would be in effect, the number of
allowances and emissions of the relevant
gases would be reduced each year.

Funds from the auction of allowances are
considered to be federal revenues and the
spending of the auction proceeds to be fed-
eral outlays. In addition, because the govern-
ment would be essential to the existence of
the allowances and responsible for the read-
ily realizable monetary value of them
through its enforcement of the cap on emis-
sions, and because the market for non-HFC
allowances would be relatively liquid, CBO
considers the distribution of those allow-
ances at no charge to be functionally equiva-
lent to distributing cash.

Finally, because the receipts from selling
or giving allowances away would effectively
be an indirect business charge that reduces
the federal tax base for income and payroll
taxes, in most cases, CBO adjusted a portion
of the gross gain to the federal government
from auctioning and giving away allowances
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to account for reductions in other federal
revenues; we assume that tax offset totals 25
percent—an approximate marginal tax rate
on overall economic activity.

CBO’s cost estimate for S. 2191 (the
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of
2007), as ordered reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works on
December 5, 2007, includes a detailed discus-
sion of how the budgetary treatment of the
cap-and-trade program, including a discus-
sion of how tax offsets are applied to the rev-
enues generated by allowances auctioned and
given away. It also describes the method-
ology that CBO uses for analyzing this type
of legislation. That estimate was provided to
the Congress on April 10, 2008.

Estimated cost of the amendment: CBO es-
timates that enacting the amendment would
increase revenues by about $902 billion over
the 2009-2018 period, net of income and pay-
roll tax offsets. That estimate excludes reve-
nues from the sale of international reserve
allowances for imported goods because CBO
has not had sufficient time to analyze the
impact of such allowances and to assess ei-
ther the number or value of those allowances
that would be auctioned. Over the next 10
years, we estimate that direct spending
would total about $836 billion. That figure
also excludes any spending of proceeds from
the auction of international reserve allow-
ances for imported goods because the spend-
ing of any such receipts would be subject to
future appropriation acts. The additional
revenues from enacting this legislation
would exceed the new direct spending by an
estimated $66 billion, thus decreasing future
deficits (or increasing surpluses) by that
amount over the next 10 years (see table
below).

CBO has not completed its estimate of
spending that would be subject to future ap-
propriation action. Therefore, this estimate
does not address such spending. In years
after 2018, net revenues attributable to the
legislation would exceed annual direct
spending through 2050.

Intergovernmental and Private-sector
Mandates: The amendment would impose
private-sector mandates, as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA),
with costs that substantially exceed the an-
nual threshold established in UMRA for pri-
vate-sector mandates ($136 million in 2008,
adjusted annually for inflation). The most
costly mandates would require certain pri-
vate-sector entities to participate in the cap-
and-trade programs for greenhouse gas emis-
sions created by the bill.

CBO estimates that the cost of complying
with those mandates would total tens of bil-
lions of dollars annually.

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON REVENUES AND DIRECT SPENDING OF A SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT TO S. 3036, TRANSMITTED TO CBO ON JUNE 2, 2008

By fiscal year, in billions of dollars—

2009 2010 2011 2012

2009-
2013

2009-

2013 2018

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Proceeds from Auctioning Allowances:
Allocated for Government Activities

CHANGES IN REVENUES =

Allocated for Spending Subject to Appropriation

Free Allocation of Allowances

Other R

Total Estimated R

Spending from Auction Proceeds:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

Spending from Freely Allocated Emission Allowances:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

TVA and Other Spending:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

Total Changes:
Estimated Budget Authority

Estimated Outlays

0.7 0.7 0.8 178
0.5 0.5 0.6 11.0
0 0 19.6 83.1
0 * * *
12 13 210 1118
CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING
0.9 1.0 1.0 237
0 0.2 0.5 56
0 0 196 88.5
0 0 196 88.5
0 * * *
0 * * *
0.9 1.0 207 1122
0.1 0.2 20.1 94.1

182 193 203 213 22.3 26.0 381 1473
117 123 139 161 16.1 18.1 243 99.9
844 83.6 88.4 93.9 988 1023 187.1 6541

* * * 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3
1143 1152 1226 1304 1373 1465 2496 9016
243 25.8 21.0 28.4 29.7 34.6 50.8 1964
113 16.4 213 248 26.7 285 175 1352
90.2 89.7 948 1009 1062 1101 1983  700.0
90.2 89.7 948 1009 1062 1101 1983  700.0

* * 0.1 0.1 03 05 * 1.0

* * 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5 * 1.0
1144 1155 1220 1293 1361 1452 2491 8973
1014 1061 1162 1257 1331 1391 2158  836.1
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ESTIMATED IMPACT ON REVENUES AND DIRECT SPENDING OF A SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT TO S. 3036, TRANSMITTED TO CBO ON JUNE 2, 2008—Continued

By fiscal year, in billions of dollars—

2009 2010 2011 2012

2013

2009-
2013

2009

2014 2018

2015 2016 2017 2018

NET CHANGE IN THE BUDGET DEFICIT OR SURPLUS FROM CHANGES IN REVENUES AND DIRECT SPENDING

Impact on Deficit/Surplus®

12 11 0.9 17.8

12.9 9.2 6.3 47 42 74 33.8 65.5

Notes: * = less than $50 million; TVA = Tennessee Valley Authority.
Components may not sum to totals because of rounding.

The bill would affect spending subject to appropriation, but CBO has not yet completed its estimate of such spending.
aRevenue estimate does not include proceeds from the sale of international reserve allowances for imported goods.
b Positive numbers indicate decreases in deficits (or increases in surpluses); negative numbers indicate increases in deficits (or decreases in surpluses).

The amendment also contains several
intergovernmental mandates as defined in
UMRA. CBO estimates that, during the first
five years following enactment, states would
realize a net benefit as a result of this bill’s
enactment (resulting from the allowances
they would receive). Therefore, the annual
threshold for intergovernmental mandate
costs established in UMRA ($68 million in
2008, adjusted annually for inflation) would
not be exceeded.

Previous CBO estimates: On April 10, 2008,
CBO transmitted a cost estimate for a sub-
stitute amendment to S. 2191, the
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of
2007, as ordered reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works on
December 5, 2007. That substitute amend-
ment to S. 2191 was introduced as S. 3036, the
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of
2008, on May 20, 2008. CBO has estimated the
budgetary impact of those versions of this
legislation as follows:

S. 2191, as ordered reported by the Senate
Environment and Public Works Committee
on December 5, 2007, would increase deficits
(or decrease surpluses) by $15 billion over the
2008-2017 period; and

An amendment to S. 2191 that was intro-
duced as S. 3036 on May 20, 2008, would reduce
deficits (or increase surpluses) by $78 billion
over the 2008-2017 period.

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: Su-
sanne S. Mehlman. Impact on State, Local,
and Tribal Governments: Neil Hood. Impact
on the Private Sector: Amy Petz.

Estimate approved by: Theresa Gullo, Dep-
uty Assistant Director for Budget Analysis.

Ms. SNOWE. At the same time, the
bill also allows us to respond to the
complex issues of curbing greenhouse
gas emissions while squarely con-
fronting the argument that reducing
carbon dioxide emissions will damage
our economy. To the contrary, funds
generated for the Federal Government
from this auction of carbon emission
allowances that are established under
this legislation can be held, purchased,
or sold in the program’s first 18 years
so that it can generate $1 trillion for
clean technology, in worker training
and retraining programs.

Moreover, the bill provides funding
to help industry meet the new emis-
sions targets not just in the short term
but all the way through 2050. So it has
a long-term view and also accepts the
long-term responsibilities and obliga-
tions that accompany this legislation.
It also encourages low and zero carbon
technologies that would change as the
technologies are developed and come
on line by placing a cost on greenhouse
gas emissions. But it also offers the
private sector the certainty they re-
quire with respect to the laws they
must comply with well into the future
before they invest in low and zero car-
bon technologies. That is important so

that businesses not only understand
the standards that will be established
for the next 40 to 50 years; it also is
logical for them in terms of making
their decisions, their financial invest-
ments, and understanding what the
long term will prescribe.

In addition, this bill provides a range
of funding incentives from manufactur-
ers of high efficiency consumer prod-
ucts, manufacturers with zero and low
carbon generation technology, ad-
vanced coal technology, fuel from cel-
lulosic biofuels, electric vehicles, hy-
brid or plug-in electric cars, fuel-cell-
powered cars, and advanced diesel—all
areas of potential future economic
growth that should put America well
on its way toward developing the alter-
native technologies that are so essen-
tial to making us independent of fossil
fuels.

The substitute legislation to the Cli-
mate Security Act also adds $800 bil-
lion through 2050 for a tax relief pack-
age to help consumers with energy
costs that will be developed by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. It also will
provide $250 billion in funding through
2050 from auction revenues for States
to assist them in protecting against
possible future effects of climate
change such as storm surges and rising
sea levels in coastal States. In addi-
tion, $566 billion will be provided
through 2050 for States that take ac-
tion to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions and that the funding can be used
for specific State purposes such as the
LIHEAP program and energy efficiency
programs as well.

I am also pleased that the Climate
Security Act has included language
from a bill that Senator KLOBUCHAR
and I introduced establishing a robust
tracking system to inventory green-
house gas emissions from significant
sources across this country. This was a
critical first step that the European
Union did not have in place when insti-
tuting their emissions training system,
and as a result of this lack of accurate
data, they gave away too many allow-
ances to industry that could be traded,
and the carbon market bottomed out.

The substitute further includes
strong market oversight provisions
from legislation that Senator FEIN-
STEIN and I introduced to ensure price
transparency and prevent market ma-
nipulation and other abusive practices
when carbon emission allowances are
sold in the carbon market created by
this legislation.

This bill is not perfect, but in fact it
does go hand in hand with robust eco-

nomic growth. The science of the mat-
ter tells us that business as usual cer-
tainly is not an option. Adhering to the
status quo will continue current U.S.
job losses to other countries that must
be brought under the same umbrella
for greenhouse gas reductions as we are
attempting to do with this legislation
through international mechanisms and
partnerships. There should be no rea-
son for good U.S. jobs to move overseas
and be lost to those countries with no
checks on their lax environmental
laws.

The only other alternative which
some of my colleagues and economists
have called for is a carbon tax. Yet
those in favor of a carbon tax and not
a free market cap-and-trade system
cannot guarantee that a tax will
achieve the necessary environmental
protection. If a tax is set too low, com-
panies will simply pay the tax without
reducing emissions. If a tax is set too
high, unnecessary costs will be imposed
upon businesses and consumers, espe-
cially on low-income Americans. A
flexible but mandatory cap and trade
allows market forces to find the lowest
cost solutions for the desired level of
environmental protection.

Additionally, according to the Gov-
ernment’s own Energy Information
Agency, under this legislation the U.S.
gross domestic product will continue to
grow. In 2003, the EIA finds that the
GDP would be just 3 percent lower than
under a ‘‘business as usual’ scenario.

At the same time, the largest propor-
tion of revenues—hundreds of billions
of dollars that this legislation will gen-
erate through the transaction of car-
bon credits—will be designated to de-
velop and deploy technologies to trans-
form existing energy sectors and to
create entirely new green industries
such as solar, wind, renewable indus-
tries, cellulosic biofuels, hybrid, plug-
in cars, as I mentioned previously, as
well as high-paying jobs and to wean us
off carbon dioxide-polluting fossil
fuels.

As we look to the future, we must
also be reminded that reducing our car-
bon emissions means reducing our use
of oil. When we spend more than $500
billion purchasing imported oil, help-
ing to finance the radical ambitions of
radical leaders, do we really want to
say we are unable to summon the inno-
vative can-do spirit on which this
country was built to break our depend-
ence on fossil fuel and foreign o0il? This
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legislation is a monumental step for-
ward in severing that bond and advanc-
ing our energy security and our na-
tional security, and we must not wait a
moment longer.

Mr. President, I would prefer that the
Substitute bill contain measures to up-
date the means by which the TU.S.
prioritizes its scientific research . . .
reports this research to stakeholders
and Congress to assist in decision-
making . . . and transmits this infor-
mation to planners who must establish
mitigation and adaptation plans at
local, state, and regional levels. The
Global Change Research Improvement
Act I have introduced with Senator
KERRY that has already passed out of
the Commerce Committee addresses
this issue and should be considered in
the context of this bill.

Moreover, Senator KERRY and I have
an amendment requiring the National
Academy of Sciences to advise Con-
gress to act if future scientific research
demonstrates that changes must be
considered to meet percentage emis-
sions reductions goals.

Ultimately, however, there should be
no misunderstanding—thissubstitute
bill represents the defining opportunity
of this 110th Congress for reversing the
unmitigated damage that climate
change continues to cause, and to as-
sist every State in its ability to adapt.
And if the UnitedStates is to meet its
commitments made under the Bali
Roadmap to reach an international
agreement among all countries for
greenhouse gas emissions reductions
for common but differentiated obliga-
tions by December of 2009, we should
also say ‘‘yes’” to the amendment Sen-
ator BIDEN will offer to set us on the
right course for this process. This week
and next, over 2,000 U.N. delegates from
around the world are meeting in Bonn,
Germany, to take the next steps for-
ward for the Bali Roadmap—and what
we do right here and right now is enor-
mously critical in their planning for
moving forward.

Let us not allow this opportunity to
slip out of our grasp—the world is
watching and waiting to see what the
world’s richest country—and its big-
gest emitter—has the fortitude to do.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
going to just take a second on the re-
buttal time, and then I am going to go
ahead and yield to the Senator from
New Hampshire. But my distinguished
colleague, the junior Senator from
California, several times talked about
tax relief. I think it is time that we
take this out, look at it, and put this
issue to sleep.

At a press conference on June 2, the
distinguished Senator said:

Today is the day to say yes to clean en-
ergy, yes to green jobs, yes to science, yes to
energy independence, yes to tax relief.

Later on in the same news con-
ference:

We also have in this bill a very large piece,
almost $1 trillion of tax relief so that when
we do see some energy increases in energy
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costs in the early years, electricity, for ex-
ample, we can offset that.

In other words, send that back to
those people as tax relief.

This bill has one of the largest tax
cuts we have seen around this place in
a long time. What does the bill say
about this? It says the tax relief in the
bill is a nonbinding sense of the Senate
that says some funds ‘‘should be” used
to protect consumers from the coming
“increases in energy and other costs.”
Here is the quote:

It is the sense of the Senate that funds de-
posited in the Climate Change Consumer As-
sistance Fund under section 583 should be
used to fund a tax initiative to protect con-
sumers, especially consumers in greatest
need, from increases in energy and other
costs.

Now, I only say here that this does
not direct any money to be paid. It
doesn’t authorize any money to be
paid. Besides, if it did, it would have to
go to the Finance Committee. So there
is no tax relief in the bill.

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PRYOR). Is the Senator from New
Hampshire taking the time of the Sen-
ator from Tennessee?

Mr. INHOFE. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Oklahoma for his
courtesy in finding a spot for me to
speak.

This is obviously a bill of immense
proportions and implications for us as
a nation, for our economy, for con-
sumers, for our place in the world, and
for how we deal with the passing on of
the quality of life that we have to our
children so they can live in an environ-
ment that will sustain them and be
sure that we do not overly pollute our
world or atmosphere.

I think the Senator from California
needs to be congratulated for moving
the initiative forward. It is my opinion
that this is a debate that needs to be
pursued aggressively. I respect all the
different parties’ views on this. There
has been an excellent discussion of how
to proceed in this area.

In the past, I have strongly supported
initiatives that are similar to this ef-
fort, in the sense that they tried to re-
duce the amount of pollutants we put
into our atmosphere through a variety
of different means. The Lieberman-
McCain bill and the Carper-Alexander
bill, both of which I have supported,
had attempted to do this also.

This bill, however, is much more
comprehensive, much more extensive,
and the implications are far greater to
our economy and to our quality of life
in the United States.

It is safe to say that were this bill to
become law in its present form, it
would impact our future as much as
anything that we could do—after ad-
dressing the issue of defeating global
terrorism as they attempt to try to de-
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stroy our culture—and making sure we
are fiscally solvent as a result of the
cost of programs we already have on
the books, such as entitlements. So it
is a tremendous issue and deserves seri-
ous and thoughtful consideration,
which it is getting so far in this debate.

I respect both sides of the argument.
I find myself, on this issue, in a variety
of different camps because I am at-
tracted to parts of the bill, and I find
parts of the bill to be very difficult. I
am not going to get into all the dif-
ferent elements. I am concerned about
the effect on our competitiveness
internationally. I am concerned that if
we put limitations on our economy in
place, economies such as India and
China, which will not be subject to
these limitations, will simply pursue
courses that will end up polluting at a
rate that overwhelms whatever we save
and that, as a practical matter, we
may significantly undermine our com-
petitiveness.

I am concerned about how this cap-
and-trade issue is going to work. I am
concerned that NOx and carbon are not
addressed. I am concerned that we are
looking at an issue of how the science
is not up to speed with the require-
ments being put on the industries that
must reduce their pollution, or NOx
itself. There is a legitimate question of
whether we are putting the cart before
the horse relative to the science of the
capacity to deliver these savings. For
example, in the area of savings and the
reduction of pollutants, I believe
strongly that we need to pursue a much
more aggressive policy in the area of
nuclear. But the question of whether
we can bring on line the nuclear gener-
ating capacity necessary to meet the
requirements of this bill is very much
an issue and very much in doubt, sim-
ply because of our permitting proce-
dure in this country, coupled with the
fact that the industrial complex in this
country doesn’t have the capacity to
produce the nuclear plants in the time-
frame necessary in order to comply
with what would be the reduction nec-
essary in this bill. Those are some of
my concerns.

Again, I come back to the fact that I
think the concept of cap and trade, as
proposed in the bill, is a path we need
to seriously consider going down. How-
ever, on a parallel path, I have a very
severe concern, serious concern, and
that is that this bill, under its present
structure, is going to generate value of
approximately $6.7 trillion over its life.
Over the next 10 years, it is estimated
that the sale of these allowances will
approximately be a billion dollars.
Most of this will come into the Federal
Treasury—not all of it—and then under
this bill it gets spent, for the most
part. There is $800 million set aside,
theoretically, but it is done by a sense
of the Senate, as was noted. The vast
majority of the money gets spent by
creating new programmatic activity
and expanding the size of the Federal
Government.
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Now, this $6.7 trillion is costs that
will be passed on to the American con-
sumer in the form of increased elec-
trical bills. I think the American con-
sumer is willing to pay a higher price
for electricity if they feel they are sig-
nificantly and positively impacting the
reduction of the emission of green-
house gases that are affecting our cli-
mate. I am willing to vote for putting
that type of cost into place. But what
I am not willing to vote for is taking
that money and using it to radically
expand the size of the Federal Govern-
ment.

If you look at the proposals in the
bill, it essentially becomes the most
massive exercise at earmarking we
have ever seen. It dwarfs the farm bill,
which is hard to do, when it comes to
earmarks. As a very practical matter,
that is not fair to working Americans.
Working Americans, under this bill,
are going to be hit with a new con-
sumption tax. That is what this bill
does. It creates a massive new con-
sumption tax, called allowances, which
get sold, but the price of paying for
those allowances will go back into the
rate base and will raise the cost of elec-
tricity and will be a consumption tax.

Americans, working at their jobs and
trying to make ends meet, trying to
take care of their families, are going to
see their energy bills go up because
they will get hit with this new con-
sumption tax. I believe very fervently
that if we are going to go down this
road of creating this massive new con-
sumption tax, the purpose of which is
to promote the reduction of greenhouse
gases, which will reduce our negative
impact on the global climate, we need,
at the same time, to reduce for work-
ing Americans the burden of their tax-
ation in other places. This should be a
one-for-one trade, very simply. If we
are going to say to working Americans
that we are going to increase your con-
sumption tax by $6.7 trillion, or if you
take out the money that is under here
and represented as a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate tax reduction, it will be around $4-
plus trillion—if you are going to have
that type of major tax impact and es-
sentially shift the economy to a na-
tional consumption tax—and many
States have those consumption taxes,
but there is no national one. If you are
to shift to a national consumption tax,
then you need to take those dollars and
reduce the burden on working Ameri-
cans, one for one, so you mitigate the
impact on their quality of life, on their
ability to be productive citizens, and
on their ability to pursue a lifestyle
they can afford.

There are a variety of ways to do
this. You can reduce income taxes. You
can take the consumption tax, which is
going to flow into the Treasury, and
move it to the reduction of income tax
rates or you can take the consumption
tax, which is going to fall under the
Federal Treasury through these allow-
ances, and you can use it to reduce the
FICA tax, the Social Security tax,
which is an across-the-board tax that
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all Americans pay or you can take the
consumption tax, which is going to be
generated by this bill, and you can use
it under some sort of rebate proposal
such as that which has been proposed
by the Senator from Tennessee, where
people making less than $150,000 would
get a rebate reflecting the amount of
money coming into the Treasury under
the allowances.

Have I used 10 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for another 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. BOXER. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. GREGG. Then, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent for 2 more min-
utes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
yield my good friend a minute or two
off my time. Several Senators, includ-
ing myself, are waiting to talk. I yield
him 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 2 more minutes.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, what we should not do
with this major new consumption tax
is use it to expand the size of the Fed-
eral Government, to put in place a se-
ries of initiatives that are essentially
being used for the purpose of building
constituencies that will support this
bill. That is the way legislation passes
here, but it is wrong—wrong when we
did it in agriculture and especially
wrong when we do it in the energy pro-
duction area.

American consumers should not be
hit with this tax and have no tax cut or
rebate coming to them on the other
side of the ledger to try to mitigate the
impact of this consumption tax.

I yield the floor.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I know
there is rebuttal time now. I intend
only to speak for a short period of
time.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was
going to answer the Senator’s ques-
tions.

Mrs. BOXER. I will yield 3 minutes of
the rebuttal time to Senator WARNER.

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was
interested in the comments the Sen-
ator made. What the Senator has de-
scribed—tomorrow, I will have a better
pie chart for colleagues to look at. The
money that comes in through the bill
is to be distributed primarily to com-
panies, entities developing new tech-
nology as to how to solve the very
question the Senator raises; namely,
will technology be available for the se-
questration? So it is not as if it is
going to be distributed similar to leaf-
lets and dropped all over. This money
is going for the purpose of trying to
improve America’s sources of energy.

Mr. GREGG. According to the ear-
mark list I have, $191 billion goes to
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worker training, $171 billion goes to
mass transit projects, $237 billion goes
to natural resource and wildlife adap-
tation, $288 billion goes to Federal pro-
grams of natural resources, $342 billion
goes to international climate change,
$300 billion goes to agriculture and for-
estry, and $368 billion goes to reforest-
ation. Under these numbers, only $136
billion out of the trillions of dollars
goes to energy efficiency block grants,
and that is for local governments.

Mr. WARNER. I say to my good
friend, give me until tomorrow. He
reads off correctly some of the alloca-
tions, but each of them has some ben-
efit to the problem of the CO, and glob-
al climate change; each one is carefully
thought through. So tomorrow I will be
able to give this to you in greater de-
tail, once we get before us the actual
amendment or the bill that we are
going to hopefully continue to debate
with the amendment process.

The second question the Senator
asked about was the nuclear program.
There is nothing in any of the bills
that have been put into the record thus
far, but I have the amendment here to
initiate a very significant program to
address what the distinguished Senator
said is the need for nuclear power to
begin to expand, using the current
base, which, as he well knows, and I
know, has been reduced in the last 12
to 14 years to where it is hardly in ex-
istence, either manufacturing or edu-
cational. But I have that handled.

Lastly, I hope the Senator will spend
a little time on a provision I have in
this bill by which the President of the
United States is given authority to at
any time correct inequities or prob-
lems he thinks are incorrect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 3 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Have I not 17 minutes
also?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has reserved 2
minutes of her rebuttal time.

Mr. WARNER. I can finish my 17
minutes and yield it back for the ben-
efit of other colleagues because I have
had my fair share talking about this
bill.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, before
my friend leaves the floor, I thank him
for a meeting in his office where he
gave me this great idea. As a result of
that meeting, I say to Senator GREGG,
we took another look at the bill. Half
of the bill is going back to consumers.
Actually, a third of that—there are
three pies: $800 billion goes into a tax
cut. Senator INHOFE said it is not spe-
cific. We did it as far as we could. We
know it is a fund for tax cuts. There is
$900 billion for a deficit reduction trust
fund, and $900 billion goes into a fund
so that utilities can help our con-
sumers. I thank him for that contribu-
tion.

When my friend came before the
committee, I was so hopeful he would
join with us because Senator GREGG
made a beautiful statement. He said:

States alone can’t solve the problem. I be-
lieve Congress must take action to limit the
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emissions of greenhouse gases from a variety
of sources.

He talked about mandatory limits on
greenhouse gases. I honestly thought
this bill we worked on would be some-
thing my friend could support.

I will say, to talk about a consump-
tion tax, you can make up anything
and call it what you will. There is no
consumption tax in this bill. This bill
is modeled on the acid rain bill. The
acid rain bill works the same way—cap
and trade. No one ever called that a
consumption tax.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
may return to my allocation of 17 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has 15 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. I also say to my friend
from New Hampshire, I call to his at-
tention section 434, in which Congress
has oversight on the use of these funds.
Congress can change them.

Mr. GREGG. That is wh