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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. TAUSCHER). 

f 

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 12, 2008. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable ELLEN O. 
TAUSCHER to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

It would seem, Lord, that peace can 
come to both sides of any wall that di-
vides people. Only four conditions are 
required of the human spirit for peace 
to be achieved: Truth, justice, love and 
freedom. So Lord, we pray: 

That truth will build peace as every 
individual sincerely acknowledges not 
only his or her own rights but also 
one’s duty to protect the rights of oth-
ers; justice will build peace, Lord, if ev-
eryone respects the rights of others 
and actually fulfills one’s duties to-
ward all others; love will build peace if 
people feel the needs of others as their 
own and share what they have with 
others, especially the values of mind 
and spirit which they possess; freedom 
will build peace, Lord, if in their 
choices people act according to sound 
reason and are willing to accept the 
consequences of their own actions. 

Therefore, Lord, we pray that Your 
people will speak the truth, act justly, 
love faithfully, and live freely, and so 
find peace not just here and now but 
forever. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PALLONE 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. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The Chair will entertain up to five 
requests for 1-minute speeches on each 
side of the aisle. 

f 

RECOGNIZING ARVERN MOORE ON 
HIS RETIREMENT 

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

Mr. CHILDERS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to honor Mr. Arvern Moore 
for his 41 years of outstanding service 
as executive director of the Institute of 
Community Services Head Start Pro-
gram in Mississippi’s First District. 

Arvern Moore began his work in 1967 
with the ICS Head Start Program and 
had the vision to build a successful pro-
gram to prepare children and families 
for the future. He served terms as 
president of the National Head Start 
Association and is known to many as 
‘‘Mr. Head Start.’’ 

Arvern has established vital Head 
Start partnerships with businesses and 

stakeholders but has always remained 
focused on the families of Mississippi. 
Today, the ICS Head Start Program, 
headquartered in Holly Springs, Mis-
sissippi, serves more than 3,600 Head 
Start children. 

It is my honor to recognize Arvern 
Moore for his 41 years of service to Mis-
sissippi’s children and families. Please 
join me on the occasion of his retire-
ment in wishing him a rewarding life in 
the community he has worked so hard 
to support. We offer heartfelt congratu-
lations to Arvern for a life of service as 
we wish him and his family a joyous 
celebration of this milestone. 

f 

WHAT ABOUT AMERICAN OIL? 

(Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 
Oil prices are climbing to record highs, 
gasoline is over $4 a gallon and climb-
ing towards $5, food prices are up and 
rising, and family budgets stretch their 
limits. 

And how do we handle this? We beg 
OPEC to produce more oil. The Saudis 
say they will call a meeting. Venezuela 
says they want $200-a-barrel oil. For-
eign speculators say let’s hope the 
market will fall. 

Americans say, what about America? 
What about American energy? Why not 
explore for the trillions of barrels of 
America’s oil off our coast, America’s 
shale oil? Saying ‘‘no’’ to Americans is 
not an energy policy. Begging other na-
tions is not an energy policy. 

Americans get it. Congress needs to 
get it too. American oil, American 
jobs, American control of its own des-
tiny and returning America to be the 
greatest Nation on Earth and not a na-
tion that has its hat in its hand saying 
please help us. 
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WHY SHOULD WE OPEN LAND FOR 

DRILLING WHEN BIG OIL ISN’T 
EVEN DRILLING WHERE THEY 
HAVE LEASES 

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WU. Madam Speaker, it is no 
wonder that the only Republican solu-
tion to our record high gas prices is 
more drilling. Who would expect any-
thing less when two former oil execu-
tives occupy the White House? 

The problem is that this has been the 
Republican energy plan for the last 7 
years. It was created in secret by Vice 
President CHENEY and oil executives. 
And it is responsible for the record 
high oil prices that we all face at the 
pump today. 

Republicans claim that we could 
lower the price at the pump if we would 
only approve more and more drilling 
leases. That is their rhetoric. Here are 
the facts. Oil companies do not need 
new areas to drill. They need to focus 
on areas that are already opened to 
them. Of the 42 million acres of Federal 
land currently leased by oil and gas 
companies, only about 12 million acres 
are actually being drilled to produce 
oil and natural gas. 

Madam Speaker, if the Republican 
claims about more drilling are correct, 
why aren’t they demanding Big Oil ex-
plore drilling on the 30 million acres of 
Federal land that are already open to 
them but that they refuse to explore? 

f 

THE LAW OF SUPPLY AND 
DEMAND 

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

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Speaker, 2 
years ago, my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle told the American peo-
ple they had a commonsense plan to 
bring down gas prices. Unfortunately, 
we still haven’t seen this commonsense 
plan, so I would like to offer my own. 

This is a drill bit. The drill bit goes 
into the ground. Oil comes out of the 
ground. Oil goes to a refinery. Gasoline 
comes out of the refinery. More gas, 
price comes down. 

Let me repeat that for those on the 
other side who seem not able to under-
stand that. 

This is a drill bit. The drill goes down 
into the ground. Oil comes out of the 
ground. Oil goes to the refinery. Gaso-
line comes out of the refinery. More 
gas, price comes down. 

f 

THE HIGH COST OF GASOLINE 

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today for the weary 
Americans who are working harder 
than they ever have but still find 
themselves falling behind. I rise today 

for Americans all across this country 
and especially those in my home State 
of Georgia who are hurting. I rise for 
those whose wallets get thinner each 
time they go to the gas station. 

I rise for those who must decide be-
tween $4 a gallon gasoline or food for 
their family, those who must decide be-
tween $4 a gallon gasoline or paying 
the mortgage. Americans will continue 
to make these choices until we decide 
enough is enough. Let’s change our en-
ergy policy. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE WAUBONSIE 
VALLEY HIGH SCHOOL GIRLS 
SOCCER TEAM 
(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Speaker, it is 
with great pride that I rise to con-
gratulate the Waubonsie Valley War-
riors on winning the Illinois State 
Girls Soccer Championship. In the final 
tournament, the Lady Warriors won 
three consecutive games to capture the 
State title against an exceptionally 
competitive field. 

Despite the loss of Illinois Gatorade 
Player of the Year, Bri Rodriguez, who 
suffered a torn ACL in the quarterfinal 
match, the team notched a 3–0 victory 
over Belleville Althoff in the cham-
pionship. This is the second consecu-
tive State championship for the 
Waubonsie girls soccer team, which 
this season recorded an undefeated 
record of 26 wins, zero losses, and 1 tie. 

Kiki McClellan, Vanessa DiBernardo, 
and Megan Green each succeeded in 
scoring hard-earned goals during the 
championship game. And Claire Hanold 
kept her goal-keeping streak alive by 
blocking five shots and securing her 
22nd shut-out of the season. Indeed, 
every member of the team stepped up 
to bring the trophy home through her 
outstanding play. And guiding them to 
the championship was Coach Judy 
Bergstrom. 

Madam Speaker, the Warriors’ suc-
cess can be attributed to their deter-
mined spirit and strong work ethic. 
These talented young ladies have made 
their community and the entire State 
of Illinois proud. So once again, I con-
gratulate the Waubonsie Valley War-
riors on this historic achievement and 
wish them continued success in the 
years to come. 

f 

H2B VISAS 
(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to raise aware-
ness of an increasing problem with H2B 
Visa abuse in my hometown of Houston 
and elsewhere. 

Fraudulent recruiters are increas-
ingly bringing in foreign workers for 
temporary, low skill positions by 
claming there is a labor shortage for 
this type of work. 

These recruiters frequently advertise 
positions with wages below what they 
should be paid, and when there are no 
responses the employers claim there is 
a labor shortage and bring in foreign 
workers to do that work. 

The Immigration and Nationality 
Act requires that the hiring of foreign 
workers will not adversely affect the 
wages and working conditions of U.S. 
workers working in the occupation in 
the area of intended employment. 

However, these regulations are not 
being strictly enforced. 

The Department of Labor has pro-
posed new procedures based on its con-
tention that its workload, and the 
workload of State workforce agencies, 
has greatly increased in recent years 
due to the H2B visa program and that 
an adequate rise in funding to meet 
that increased workload has not oc-
curred. 

The proposed changes would cover 
many aspects of the H2B visa applica-
tion process, including the moving of 
filing of State workforce agencies to 
the National Processing Centers. New 
requirements for employers to report 
on the status of their H2B employees 
should be enforced. 

I am extremely concerned about these 
changes, because current regulations are not 
being strictly enforced at the national level, or 
at the State workforce agency level and mov-
ing filings to the national processing center 
along with these other changes will not im-
prove enforcement. 

This lack of enforcement is driving down 
wages, and preventing individuals from gain-
ing experience necessary to move into higher 
paying jobs. 

Congress needs to act and should require 
recruiters to be certified or licensed to prevent 
temporary workers and their U.S. employers 
from being misled about the nature of their 
visas being defrauded or victimized by out-
rageous fees. 

This would allow oversight of the recruiting 
process which is a much-needed addition to 
the program. 

Madam Speaker, I plan to work to see that 
this issue is addressed, that these rules are 
corrected, and I urge my colleague to join me 
in fixing this problem. 

f 

ATROCITIES IN BURMA 

(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. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today over the comments made by the 
brutal generals, military dictators in 
Burma, saying that Aung San Suu Kyi, 
Nobel Peace Prize winner and rightful 
leader elected by the people, deserves 
to be flogged. Come again? 

These are the generals who 
stonewalled for weeks and refused to 
allow desperately needed humanitarian 
aid to get to the people after the cy-
clone, who order their military to at-
tack ethnic groups throughout the 
country, who in 1988 issued a blood as-
similation order to their troops to 
marry or rape the ethnic women in 
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order to ‘‘purify’’ the ethnic’s blood 
line, who forcibly conscript children to 
serve as child soldiers in their army, 
who plant land mines around the vil-
lages they attack so that returning vil-
lagers get maimed or killed, who pil-
lage or plunder the resources of Burma 
so they can have huge weddings with 
millions of dollars of jewels around the 
necks of their daughters. 

It is the SPDC generals, brutal dic-
tators with their crimes against hu-
manity and campaigns of ethnic 
cleansing who deserve to be stripped of 
power and placed under arrest for 
many years to come. 

f 

BUSH AND HOOVER PRESIDED 
OVER FALTERING ECONOMIES 

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

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, for 7 
years Americans have endured the 
failed economic policies of President 
Bush, policies that have favored the 
wealthiest few and the big corporations 
at the expense of the middle class and 
those aspiring to reach the middle 
class. 

Last week for the fifth month in a 
row, we learned that the Bush economy 
had lost more jobs than it created. This 
unimpressive economic record is once 
again drawing comparisons to that of 
another Republican President, Herbert 
Hoover. President Bush has the worst 
job creation record since Herbert Hoo-
ver, who presided over the stock mar-
ket crash and led our economy into the 
Great Depression. 

And just like Herbert Hoover, Presi-
dent Bush refuses to take the nec-
essary action and begin to turn this 
economy around and to help those who 
are suffering the most. 

Madam Speaker, history is not going 
to be too kind to President Bush when 
it comes to his handling of our Na-
tion’s economy. But this week, he has 
the opportunity to work on that record 
by supporting our efforts to extend un-
employment benefits to millions of our 
Nation’s workers. And it is the right 
thing to do. 

f 

b 1015 

ANTI-DRILLING CROWD AND 
ETHICS 

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

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, the anti- 
crude oil crowd has an ethical di-
lemma. You see, they don’t want to 
drill for crude in Alaska, they don’t 
want to drill offshore, especially off 
that sacred west coast. They don’t 
want any refineries to produce that 
crude into products. They are just 
against all this nonsense. After all, 
they say, crude is the demon of the 
Earth. 

However, they don’t have a problem 
with using everything that comes from 

crude, like gasoline that comes from 
crude off the Texas east coast, refined 
in American refineries. And it seems to 
me that the irrational non-drillers 
should lead by example, rather than 
being hypocritical by preaching dam-
nation to crude oil, but using its by- 
products every day. So no more plastic 
water bottles, no using insecticides, no 
more fertilizer, medicine, candles, 
nylon, paint, makeup, perfume, com-
puters or detergents. No more car rides 
or plane rides, and no more home heat-
ing oil come winter. After all, all of 
these things come from crude oil. 

The radical don’t-drill folks should 
literally walk the walk, instead of 
talking the big talk about how they 
are going to save us all from that 
demon crude oil, but sanctimoniously 
use its products every day. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5749, EMERGENCY EX-
TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2008 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 1265 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1265 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 5749) to provide for 
a program of emergency unemployment com-
pensation. All points of order against consid-
eration of the bill are waived except those 
arising under clause 9 of rule XXI. In lieu of 
the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
recommended by the Committee on Ways 
and Means now printed in the bill, the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution shall be 
considered as adopted. The bill, as amended, 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against the bill, as amended, are 
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means; and (2) one motion to recommit 
with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. During consideration of H.R. 5749 
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding 
the operation of the previous question, the 
Chair may postpone further consideration of 
the bill to such time as may be designated by 
the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, for 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS). All 
time yielded during consideration of 
the rule is for debate purposes only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ARCURI. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 legisla-
tive days within which to revise and 
extend their remarks and insert extra-
neous materials into the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
House Resolution 1265 provides for 

consideration of H.R. 5749, the Emer-
gency Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2008. The rule provides 
1 hour of debate, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Madam Speaker, our economy is in 
trouble, and hardworking Americans 
across the country are bearing the 
weight of it. Times are especially 
tough for middle-class families. The 
labor market continues to deteriorate, 
the price of gasoline and food continues 
to rise, the value of real estate con-
tinues to decline, and millions of 
American households are forced up to 
rack up more and more credit card debt 
just to make ends meet. And we are 
not talking about frivolous expendi-
tures. Middle class families are racking 
up credit card debt to do things likes 
paying their electric bills or buying 
school supplies for their children. 

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple deserve better. Since the beginning 
of this year, when the majority first 
began to push for an extension of the 
unemployment benefits, the national 
unemployment rate has surged to 5.5 
percent, the largest 1-month increase 
in 20 years. Yesterday, 144 members of 
the minority made it clear that they 
don’t think the situation is serious 
enough to warrant extending unem-
ployment benefits for Americans strug-
gling to make ends meet, so we are 
here again today. 

To me, 8.5 million unemployed Amer-
icans is a very serious situation. To 
me, trying to fill up your car with gas 
at $4 a gallon when you just lost your 
job is a very serious situation. And to 
me, when so-called free trade agree-
ments are moving jobs across the bor-
der and no new quality jobs are being 
created, it is a very serious situation. 

Madam Speaker, I believe govern-
ment should lend a hand when its citi-
zens are struggling, especially hard- 
working, middle-class families. But 
whether you agree with that or not, ex-
tending unemployment benefit is one 
of the most cost-effective, fast-acting 
ways to stimulate the economy. 

Putting money directly into the 
pockets of struggling workers ensures 
that it will be spent quickly on daily 
necessities, boosting our economy and 
making it a little easier for folks to 
make ends meet. Every dollar spent on 
unemployment benefits generates $1.64 
in new economic demand. In my home 
State of New York, an extra 13 weeks 
of unemployment benefits would infuse 
$600 million into the State economy. 

For my constituents in upstate New 
York, a struggling economy and high 
unemployment has been a fact of life 
for a very long time now. My district 
hasn’t reaped the so-called cyclical job 
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growth benefits from trade agreements. 
Oh, we lost our jobs all right, but we 
haven’t seen the job creation yet. In 
fact, employees of businesses in my dis-
trict have applied for trade adjustment 
assistance over 200 times since the pro-
gram’s inception, and of those applica-
tions, the Labor Department certified 
over half as a result of trade agree-
ments. Unfortunately, as factories 
close, hard-working families have no-
where to go but to stand in line outside 
the local unemployment office. The 
American people deserve better, and 
that is why we are here today. 

This bill would provide up to 13 
weeks of extended unemployment bene-
fits in every State to workers exhaust-
ing their regular benefits and provide 
an additional 13 weeks to States with 
higher unemployment levels. 

Federal unemployment trust funds, 
which were created exactly for this 
type of situation and have more than 
enough reserves to cover the costs, will 
finance these benefits. This costs will 
not be deferred to our children to pay 
back, and the trust fund will do so in a 
structure very similar to the tem-
porary extended unemployment com-
pensation program established in re-
sponse to the last recession in 2002, an 
emergency extension, I might add, 
which was passed by the previous Re-
publican Congress in the same way we 
are doing today, when there were fewer 
long-term unemployed workers. 

Madam Speaker, extending these 
benefits for struggling Americans is 
the right thing to do. I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support the rule and the underlying 
bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ARCURI) for yielding me the customary 
30 minutes, and I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, it is an unfortunate 
spectacle to see the leaders of this Con-
gress manipulate the extension of un-
employment benefits into a partisan 
weapon and a diversion from their fail-
ure to do anything about the sky-
rocketing price of gasoline and diesel. 
My colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle want the American people to be-
lieve that Republicans are mean, 
uncaring and opposed to providing help 
to unemployed workers as they look 
for a job. 

I am certain, Madam Speaker, that 
Democrat after Democrat will come to 
the House floor and attempt to paint 
this cartoon view of the world. But 
nothing, Madam Speaker, is further 
from the truth. It is Republicans who 
have been trying for weeks, months 
and years to overcome the near mono-
lithic Democrat opposition to pro-
ducing more American-made energy, 
which will increase the oil supply and 

lower prices at the pump to keep our 
economy working. The high cost of 
gasoline is affecting families, workers 
and businesses in every town in this 
country, and this Democrat Congress 
does nothing. 

Let me state for the record that Re-
publicans not only believe in the im-
portance and value of unemployment 
benefits and that we support extension 
of benefits in times of needs, but that 
it was a Republican Congress and 
President that last enacted unemploy-
ment benefit extensions in 2003, and I 
supported and voted for those exten-
sions. 

Yet the liberal leaders of this Con-
gress decided to bring an unemploy-
ment benefit extension bill to the 
House floor that purposely undermines 
the bipartisan, responsible manner in 
which extensions have been enacted for 
the past 27 years, going all the way 
back to 1981. Democrat leaders decided 
to change the rules and to do it while 
blocking every single Representative, 
Republican or Democrat, from being 
able to come to the floor of the House 
and offer their suggestions for improv-
ing unemployment insurance or better 
directing benefits to those Americans 
or those communities in our country 
that are most in need. 

As written in this bill, Madam 
Speaker, Democrats have mutated the 
requirements for receiving benefits so 
that an individual could work for just 
2 weeks and then get an entire year’s 
worth of unemployment benefits. 
Madam Speaker, giving 365 days worth 
of benefit checks for having worked 
just 14 days violates most Americans’ 
sense of fairness. There is a big dif-
ference between providing a leg up and 
giving a handout, and I think this bill 
crosses that line. 

This bill also gives an extra 13 weeks 
of unemployment benefits to States 
where the unemployment rate is in-
credibly low, below 3 percent. Instead 
of focusing benefit extensions to where 
it is needed, this bill gives it to places 
where it is not. 

As I said, Democrats have chosen to 
mutate the way unemployment benefit 
extensions have been done for the past 
27 years so that they can try to score 
political points. But Democrats have 
also decided it is okay to break the 
promises they made to the American 
people in just the last election. 

One of the promises that Democrat 
leaders spoke about the loudest and 
most often was their commitment to 
what is known as PAYGO, or pay-as- 
you-go. Under the promise made by 
Democrat leaders, a new rule was writ-
ten in the House at the start of this 
Congress to prevent any bill from pass-
ing that wasn’t budget neutral, that 
didn’t offset new spending with spend-
ing cuts or tax increases. 

Madam Speaker, Democrats are not 
keeping that promise on this bill. On 
this bill, they are waiving PAYGO 
rules. They are now saying that the 
PAYGO rule they wrote and the prom-
ise they made to the American people 

can be ignored whenever it is conven-
ient or expedient. 

Madam Speaker, my purpose in rais-
ing the issue of PAYGO rules being vio-
lated is not to use it as an argument 
against the extension of unemployment 
benefits, but to point out the broken 
promises and hypocrisy of the liberal 
leaders of this Congress. They claim it 
is okay to ignore PAYGO because 
American people pay unemployment 
insurance tax out of every paycheck, so 
it is the American people’s own money 
that is paying for the bill. 

Well, when it comes to income tax in-
creases, that is the American people’s 
money too. Yet it was just 2 days ago 
that the Democrat majority leader flat 
out declared that Americans will face 
billions of dollars of tax increases this 
year if expiring tax rates aren’t offset 
by PAYGO rules. 

Madam Speaker, the leaders of this 
House are using PAYGO to hold hos-
tage tax relief legislation that would 
prevent 25 million Americans from 
having their taxes go up by an average 
of $2,000 next April to pay the AMT tax. 

b 1030 

They are holding an extension of the 
State sales tax deduction hostage 
under PAYGO rules by requiring taxes 
to be increased so that the residents of 
sales tax States, like my State, can be 
treated as fairly and equally as resi-
dents of income tax States. For the 
leaders of this Congress, PAYGO is an 
excuse to raise taxes by billions of dol-
lars, but PAYGO can be ignored when 
they mutate long-standing unemploy-
ment benefits to allow someone who 
works just 2 weeks, just 2 weeks, to get 
an entire year’s worth of benefits 
checks. 

This extension of unemployment ben-
efits is labeled as an emergency, as an 
emergency, because unemployment 
rose from 5 to 5.5 percent last month. 
It’s stated that this is the largest 1- 
month increase in two decades and so 
Congress must now pass legislation. 
This 1-month increase of 10 percent is 
justification for urgent, immediate ac-
tion that this House and the Senate 
must clear all other schedules and vote 
to pass this legislation without delay. 
That’s what has been said. 

Where is the same level of urgency 
and need for immediate action on gas 
prices? Gas prices have gone up over 10 
percent in the last month. Americans 
aren’t just paying the highest gas 
prices in the past two decades, they are 
paying the highest prices ever, ever, re-
corded in the history of this country? 
Almost every day the price of gasoline 
sets a new record. 

Since Democrats took control of Con-
gress the price of gasoline has gone up 
over 75 percent. At the pace that prices 
are climbing, it may only be a matter 
of time until they have doubled, dou-
bled, while this liberal Congress does 
nothing. 

I absolutely agree that losing one’s 
job is a painful experience and that it 
deserves the attention of Congress. But 
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the pain of filling up your gas tank is 
felt by every American, whether they 
just lost their job or not. The pain of 
skyrocketing gas prices is hurting all 
Americans, all Americans, yet this lib-
eral Congress does nothing to help in-
crease the supply of gasoline to lower 
prices at the pump. 

Time after time Democrats have 
blocked real solutions for more Amer-
ican-made energy by increasing oil and 
gas production and refining here, right 
here, in America. America has billions 
of barrels of oil reserves and trillions of 
cubic feet of natural gas, but Demo-
crats insist on keeping it off limits. We 
are not allowed to make our own en-
ergy, and so the prices continue to 
climb. 

How long will Speaker PELOSI and 
this liberal Congress refuse to act to 
increase supply and lower gas prices? 
How high do prices have to go before 
they stop blockading America from 
tapping its own resources? There were 
thousands of oil-drilling rigs in the 
Gulf of Mexico that weathered two 
back-to-back Category 5 hurricanes, 
Rita and Katrina, and not one single 
rig ruptured. America has the re-
sources and safe technology to produce 
oil for years, but Democrats refuse to 
allow it. 

Eighty-six percent of congressional 
Democrats have opposed more Amer-
ican-made energy, while 91 percent of 
Republicans have supported producing 
more energy right here in our own 
country. If this Congress is serious 
about addressing economic pain, then 
they need to get serious about gas 
prices and stop blocking real solutions. 

For months Republicans have tried 
to force this House, and for months 
Democrats have refused to act. Mean-
while, the price of gas and diesel just 
goes up and up and up. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I 
heard my friend from Washington 
twice refer to this Congress—at least 
twice, anyway—as a liberal Congress. I 
guess I would have to respond in that 
since when does helping people who 
lost their job have anything to do with 
being a liberal or conservative? 

I think people, the American people, 
hear people in Congress cite statistics 
and studies as if the people they are re-
ferring to are not real. These people, a 
person who loses job, who has to sup-
port his family, doesn’t care if the sta-
tistics say that his State has the low-
est unemployment in America. He 
doesn’t care. All he wants to know is 
that he has unemployment benefits so 
that he can support his family. That is 
what we are here to do today. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington, the chairman of the Family 
Support Subcommittee of the Ways 
and Means, Mr. MCDERMOTT. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, 
the Bible says, ‘‘By their deeds, you 
shall know them.’’ The Republicans do 
not want to help unemployed workers 

in this country. It is as simple as that. 
If you go back to the debate in 1935 and 
come forward, the Republicans have al-
ways resisted the idea of unemploy-
ment benefits because the argument is 
that people will sit at home and wait 
for a check and that they will then not 
go out and look for work. 

Now, it’s clear that’s not true and 
now, today, what they are hanging 
their hat on is some mythical worker 
out there who has worked 2 weeks and 
is going to get full benefits. That sim-
ply is misleading in the very plainest 
form. 

Madam Speaker, I have a letter 
which I ask to enter into the RECORD 
from the Oregon Unemployment De-
partment, signed by Tom Byerley. 

STATE OF OREGON, 
EMPLOYMENT DEPARTMENT, 

Salem, OR, June 11, 2008. 
INDIVAR DUTTA-GUPTA, 
Professional Staff, House of Representatives, 

Committee on Ways and Means Sub-
committee on Income Security and Family 
Support, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. DUTTA-GUPTA: In the delibera-
tions by Congress relating to a proposal to 
extend unemployment insurance benefits, it 
has come to my attention that Oregon has 
been held up as an example as a state where 
a worker could work only three weeks during 
the base period upon which the claim was 
filed and qualify for 26 weeks of regular state 
benefits and an additional 13 weeks, or 26 de-
pending on the unemployment rate, of bene-
fits under the bill to extend claims. That is 
not true. 

In Oregon a worker must have a minimum 
of $1,000 in earnings for the entire base year. 
In addition, he must have total base year 
wages in an amount equal to or in excess of 
one and one half times the wages in the high-
est quarter. Oregon Revised Statute 
657.150(2)(a)(A). With only three weeks of 
work, the only way this worker could qualify 
would be to work in two separate quarters. 
As an example, when an individual worked 
only three weeks in the base year, we’ll place 
one week of work in one quarter and two in 
the subsequent quarter. 

In this scenario, let’s say the second quar-
ter where the claimant worked two weeks 
would be the highest quarter since he worked 
two weeks and only one week in the prior 
quarter. In simplest terms, he earns $333 for 
one week in the first quarter and $667 for two 
weeks of work in the second quarter. That 
gives him the minimum required wage 
threshold of $ 1,000 total earnings to qualify 
and gives him wages of one and one half 
times in the highest quarter in total base 
year wages. 

This worker would qualify for $108 per 
week for 3.08 weeks. $108 for three weeks and 
the last payment would be $9. This worker 
would not receive the full 26 weeks. Our law 
provides that if total base year wages are be-
tween $1,000 and $8,423.99, the maximum 
award will always be 1/3 of the total base 
year wages or in this case, $333. 

I cannot speculate how our law could be 
misconstrued to say that someone with the 
minimum wages to qualify for a claim would 
be able to claim the maximum award or 26 
weeks. The information I have reviewed that 
I understand has been referenced in the 
‘‘Highlights of State Unemployment Com-
pensation Laws, January 2007’’ published by 
the National Foundation for Unemployment 
and Worker’s Compensation (UWC) on pages 
53 through 56 entitled ‘‘Qualifying Require-
ments’’ (copy attached) is accurate. In fact, 
we provide that data on an annual basis. To 

read this to say you only have to work three 
weeks to qualify for a maximum claim of 26 
weeks is simply reading something into our 
qualifying requirements that isn’t there. 

I hope this information is helpful. Please 
don’t hesitate to contact me at (503) 947–1707 
if you have any additional questions. 

Sincerely, 
TOM BYERLEY, 

UI Director. 

This letter says, ‘‘In the delibera-
tions by Congress relating to a pro-
posal to extend unemployment insur-
ance benefits, it has come to my atten-
tion that Oregon has been held up as an 
example as a State where a worker 
could work only 3 weeks during the 
base period and receive 26 weeks of ben-
efits and an additional 13 weeks. That 
is not true.’’ 

He goes on to say, ‘‘I cannot specu-
late how our law could be misconstrued 
to say that someone with the minimum 
wages to qualify for a claim would be 
able to claim the maximum award’’ or 
benefit. 

Now, what Members have to under-
stand is the qualification for unem-
ployment is decided by State legisla-
tures. They make the decision. Many of 
them do not start the quarter that you 
are in. If you lost your job today, they 
would not count back to the 1st of 
April, they will not count to the first 
of the year, they would start counting 
last year in 2007. 

So he gives an example, suppose 
somebody worked one week in Sep-
tember and two weeks in October, and 
they made $1,000. They would be eligi-
ble in Oregon for a check of $108 for 
three weeks and $9 in the fourth week. 

Now, if you want to hold up benefits 
for 1.5 million people in the United 
States for one lone Oregon duck who 
got $108 for three weeks and $9 in the 
fourth week, you go ahead. Your deci-
sion will be from the voters in your dis-
tricts in this election. 

This is a red herring. It has been. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 

the gentleman an additional 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. This was put into 
the law in 1981 when the workforce was 
entirely different. Women were not 
such a big part of the workforce, we did 
not have part-time jobs. When you 
have this provision in the law you are 
denying extended benefits to about 10 
percent of the people who have ex-
hausted their benefits. Because they 
did not work full time, they don’t get 
anything, and these objections are sim-
ply a reflection of the Republicans, the 
fact they do not want to give unem-
ployment benefits. 

Vote for the rule. Vote for the bill. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield 
2 minutes to the gentlelady from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I cer-
tainly appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing. Madam Speaker, I rise to support 
the rule, but I strongly support the un-
derlying bill. 
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We are back here again today be-

cause this House, in my estimation, 
must act to give those who are strug-
gling in our challenging economy the 
help that they need. Too many working 
families in my district, in my home 
State of Michigan are having serious 
difficulties finding work and making 
ends meet. 

Not only have too many workers lost 
their jobs, but other factors have sty-
mied their efforts to find work. Gas 
prices of over $4 a gallon are making it 
increasingly difficult to travel longer 
differences to find work. The housing 
crisis, which is particularly acute in 
my home State of Michigan, has made 
it nearly impossible for families to sell 
their homes, which would allow them 
to move closer to areas where jobs 
could perhaps be found. 

Some have argued that this bill 
would alter very long-standing Federal 
policy as a reason to vote against it 
and perhaps it does, but that is no com-
fort to those who cannot find work. 
They are not interested in Federal pol-
icy changes, they are interested in 
keeping their homes or feeding their 
families or having money to buy gas so 
that they can go out and find a job. I 
understand some of the concerns about 
granting this extension of benefits, but 
I believe strongly that those concerns 
are far outweighed by the needs of 
struggling American families. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join to-
gether and to take this important step 
to provide a helping hand to fellow 
Americans in need. 

Again, I oppose this rule, but I 
strongly support the underlying bill. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. MOORE). 

Mr. MOORE of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, last Friday the Labor Depart-
ment in our country reported that in 
May the unemployment rate rose to 5.5 
percent from 5 percent and reported 
that unemployment continued to fall 
in construction, manufacturing, retail 
trade and temporary health services, 
while health care continued to add 
jobs. The half percentage point in-
crease is the largest single increase in 
the unemployment rate in 22 years, 
with more than 861,000 jobs lost in May. 

The unemployment insurance pro-
gram provides benefits to those who be-
come unemployed through no fault of 
their own and meet certain conditions. 
Our economy has also lost jobs for five 
consecutive months, and it’s likely 
that more than 1.4 million workers 
have exhausted their unemployment 
benefits in the first 6 months of this 
year alone. The Congressional Budget 
Office estimate that had this legisla-
tion would provide additional benefits 
to 3.8 million unemployed workers, 
many of whom are at extreme financial 
risk. 

Extending these benefits is one of the 
most cost-effective and fast-acting 
ways to stimulate our faltering econ-
omy because the money is spent quick-
ly, according to the Congressional 

Budget Office. Every $1 spent on unem-
ployment benefits generates $1.64 in 
new economic demand. 

Congress has extended unemploy-
ment benefits over several occasions 
over the last 50 years in response to 
economic weakness. This is another 
one of those times in which Congress 
must take immediate action to address 
this emergency on behalf of the people 
in our country. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
temporary, I repeat, temporary exten-
sion of unemployment benefits so we 
can provide much-needed relief to 3.8 
million unemployed workers to assist 
them with rapidly rising food costs 
while they continue to struggle to find 
work in this rapidly slowing economy. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Repub-
lican Conference chairman, Mr. PUT-
NAM of Florida. 

Mr. PUTNAM. I thank the gentleman 
for the time, and I appreciate the op-
portunity to debate this issue. 

Madam Speaker, it is an unfortunate 
situation that we have to debate unem-
ployment compensation because of the 
underlying economic weaknesses, par-
ticularly those that have been caused 
by high energy prices. 

We have seen reports of plant clo-
sures because of high energy prices. 
High natural gas prices have put Amer-
ican manufacturers, American fer-
tilizer makers, American petro-
chemical industries at a competitive 
disadvantage because it is not a global 
commodity, and we have failed as a 
Congress to put forward an energy pol-
icy that actually creates energy, which 
actually creates American jobs. 

In addition to that, this particular 
rule waives PAYGO, one of the most 
prominently heralded reforms brought 
into the 110th Congress, the idea that 
you would pay-as-you-go. It is now a 
matter of sometimes paying as you go, 
every now and then paying when you 
go, when it’s convenient paying as you 
go. 

b 1045 
But be that as it may, it is important 

that we address not only the necessary 
relief for those who have lost their 
jobs, but to prevent people from losing 
their jobs in the first place. And the 
best way that this Congress can move 
forward on that is to put onto the floor 
of the House a comprehensive energy 
policy that actually produces energy, 
that puts American workers back to 
work, taking advantage of the tremen-
dous potential in conservation and 
green jobs, but also in domestic pro-
duction, exploring the resources that 
we have here and putting them to work 
for the American people, constructing 
nuclear power plants. There is a lot of 
talk from both sides of the aisle about 
the need to move into more innovative 
uses of mobile fuels, to move into the 
plug-in hybrid. Well, what are you 
going to plug it into? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Florida has 
expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. PUTNAM. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

So we have to invest not only in the 
next generation of mobile fuels to 
eliminate our dependence on foreign oil 
and gas, but also to construct the type 
of electrical infrastructure necessary 
to create a thriving economy, to put 
people to work so they don’t have to 
rely on unemployment compensation 
and the whim of the Congress and the 
whim of the State legislatures about 
whether it is 13 weeks or 26 weeks. We 
ought to be focused on putting them 
back to work. That is what these 
American workers want, and we have 
an opportunity to do that. 

We have put forward that proposal 
with the No More Excuses Energy Act, 
a comprehensive approach that puts 
people to work and eliminates our de-
pendence on foreign energy from people 
who don’t like us and creates a 
generational leap forward for energy 
security for North America. 

I urge Members to defeat this rule. 
Let’s start over and do it the right 
way. 

Mr. ARCURI. If what the gentleman 
from Florida says is true, I guess any 
pay-as-you-go is better than the no- 
pay-as-you-go that we had in the last 
Congress. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. MATHE-
SON). 

Mr. MATHESON. Madam Speaker, we 
are hearing a lot of concern about 
PAYGO. I have to tell you that when it 
comes to having credibility on this 
issue, as someone who is not a particu-
larly partisan person, I always like to 
work on both sides of the aisle, I am a 
little upset that we are hearing this 
criticism about PAYGO from a group 
of folks who when they were in charge 
let the law expire. 

It is a law that existed for 12 years. It 
helped move us from deficits to sur-
pluses. It moved us on the glide path to 
where we wouldn’t be burdening future 
generations with debt, and that law ex-
pired. The bottom line is that law as it 
was written would have allowed this 
unemployment compensation legisla-
tion to go through under emergency 
spending. 

Now, the way that the law is written 
in this Congress, quite frankly, I think 
the law wasn’t crafted properly because 
it should have allowed this to be emer-
gency spending. That is why I, as a 
Blue Dog, am comfortable with this 
bill. 

But let me assure you, actions speak 
louder than words. There are so many 
words that get thrown out on the floor 
of the House, but actions speak louder 
than words. And the actions are this: 
who cares about deficits, who thinks 
deficits matter? I am not sure that the 
other side of the aisle does, and their 
track record demonstrates that. 
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We’ve seen debt go up by $3 trillion 

during the first 6 years of the Bush ad-
ministration with a Republican Con-
gress. Come on, we shouldn’t be criti-
cized about our good-faith efforts to 
try to encourage PAYGO and live with-
in our means. If we have not been per-
fect on this side of the aisle, we have 
made the effort. And I have heard no 
response from the other side whenever 
we bring up a bill that is paid for to 
offer an alternative that is also paid 
for. 

So if you really care about your fu-
ture generations, which I do, I think of 
my two young sons, and I think about 
the debt burden that we are placing on 
them, I think that we have a moral ob-
ligation to do the right thing for future 
generations. 

So please, let’s tone down the rhet-
oric a little and let’s acknowledge that 
if you really care about deficits, in-
stead of just talking about it, do some-
thing about it. 

This side of the aisle has attempted 
to do something about it in this Con-
gress. They established a PAYGO rule. 
I am proud of the fact that the Demo-
cratic Caucus has done that, and we 
should all work together because it 
shouldn’t be a partisan issue. If you 
care about deficits, whether you’re 
Democrat or Republican, let’s work to-
gether and let’s secure the future for 
our children. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
Rules Committee, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DREIER). 

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

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my friend for yielding. 

I will tell you that this debate is to 
me rather sad. I listened to my friend, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, with whom I have 
been very privileged to work for many 
years on trying to open up new mar-
kets for U.S. workers, to have access 
into those markets around the world. 
He represents the Seattle area, and we 
all know how important trade is. He 
and I have been privileged to try and 
pry open markets in Asia and Latin 
America and other parts of the world. 

I just was downstairs and heard him 
on TV make some statement, and I 
would be happy to yield to him if I am 
incorrect in quoting him. He said Re-
publicans don’t care about those who 
are unemployed, those who are suf-
fering and are victimized here. And I 
would be happy to yield. Is that what 
my friend said? I would say to my 
friend from Seattle, I would be happy 
to yield to him, that Republicans don’t 
care about those who are unemployed? 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Thank you for 
yielding. 

If you read the history of the enact-
ment of the 1935 Social Security Act, 
the last issue argued in the United 
States Congress was an amendment by 
the Republicans trying to take out un-

employment benefits because they said 
it weakened the will of people to search 
for work. It is a long, distinguished 
record. 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me just say the 
1935 Social Security Act is a debate 
that took place more than a couple of 
years ago. 

Let’s talk about what it is that we as 
Republicans have believed passionately 
in doing, and that is to ensure that 
people who are hurting the most are in 
fact able to benefit from unemploy-
ment benefits. 

You know, we had an interesting de-
bate in the Rules Committee last 
night. We just talked about the need 
for PAYGO compliance. Of course that 
was the sine qua non when we were de-
bating the rules at the beginning of 
this Congress, the fact that we were 
going to make sure that everything 
was PAYGO compliant. Obviously this 
is not PAYGO compliant. Everyone has 
acknowledged that. The distinguished 
chair of the Rules Committee in a dis-
cussion with Mr. HASTINGS last night 
finally acknowledged that this is not 
PAYGO compliant, so completely con-
trary to what has been promised here 
time and time again. 

But when it comes to actually ensur-
ing that those who are truly in need 
are the beneficiaries of unemployment 
compensation, it seems to me we 
should go back not to 1935, but to 2002 
because we had an extension of unem-
ployment benefits that was put into 
place in 2002. 

Madam Speaker, virtually every 
Democrat at that time supported the 
notion of saying there should be a min-
imum of 20 weeks of work, 20 weeks of 
work before someone could have the 
opportunity to see the unemployment 
benefits accrued to them. 

What is it that this measure does? I 
will tell you, when I talk to my con-
stituents about this, Madam Speaker, 
they are absolutely horrified. I just 
was downstairs 5 minutes ago talking 
to one of my constituents about it, and 
I explained what I am about to say 
here to our colleagues, and she could 
not believe it. Every member of her 
family with her, they were absolutely 
horrified when I said the following: 
under this plan, if someone works for 
only 2 weeks, they work only 2 weeks 
in their entire life, they are able to re-
ceive 52 weeks, one entire year of un-
employment benefits. That’s what it 
says, that’s what this measure does. 

In 2002 when we dealt with this issue, 
the Democrats decided there should be 
at least 20 weeks of work. And now 
when we have an unemployment rate, 
which as I acknowledged has gone up a 
half a percent, and it hasn’t gone up to 
that level in 22 years, it is very unfor-
tunate, it is still significantly lower 
than the unemployment rate we have 
seen in the past. And what are they 
saying, if someone has worked for only 
2 weeks, they are able to see 52 weeks 
of benefits. That is just plain wrong. 

I will tell you, whether you are a 
working American or an American 

looking for a job, that is not right be-
cause perpetuating the welfare state is 
exactly what that does. It is not pro-
viding a cushion of benefits. 

We also believe, Madam Speaker, 
that the opportunity to say, gosh, if 
someone is out there and they are 
working to find an employment oppor-
tunity and they do, we believe we 
should reward that by providing them 
a lump-sum benefit, a lump-sum ben-
efit that has rewarded them for the 
fact that they have found a job. We 
know it is difficult. We are not saying 
that everyone is going to be able to, 
but that is the kind of thing that we 
want to do. 

And what has happened here? Well, 
the new majority has said an absolute 
closed rule, no opportunity for us to 
offer that kind of amendment. 

Let me get back to the issue that we 
have been talking about time and time 
again which is on the minds of the 
American people, Madam Speaker, and 
that is the issue of high gasoline prices 
and the energy costs that we face right 
now. 

You think about people who are 
struggling and are looking to find a job 
and are out there, looking to improve 
their situation, I will tell you, one of 
the cruelest penalties of all on them 
happens to be high gasoline prices. 

Last night I had one of our telephone 
town hall meetings, and I had the op-
portunity to have nearly 5,000 house-
holds from the area that I am privi-
leged to represent from southern Cali-
fornia on the phone, and we talked 
about the need to increase energy sup-
ply. I took a number of questions dur-
ing the one-hour program and not one 
person, not one person, Democrat, Re-
publican, Independent, we call people 
regardless of their political party, not 
one person opposed our efforts to try to 
increase supply, recognizing if we can 
increase the supply by responsibly and 
in an environmentally sound way, ex-
ploring in ANWR, by pursuing the 
cleanest, safest most cost-effective en-
ergy source known to man, that being 
nuclear energy, by working to increase 
our refinery capacity, by looking at 
the shale reserves in this country, and 
again in an environmentally sound way 
exploring them, deep water exploration 
off the coast, those are the things that 
we believe are necessary. And, Madam 
Speaker, not one of my participants on 
our conference call last night indicated 
opposition to that. 

The American people get it. They 
know that for two decades plus we have 
unfortunately seen a majority of the 
new majority in this place stand there 
and prevent us from pursuing opportu-
nities to increase the supply so that we 
can bring prices down. 

Now I had the chance to talk with a 
number of experts on this issue, a num-
ber of our colleagues who represent 
States like Texas and Oklahoma, and 
one of the things that we hear time and 
time again is we need an immediate re-
sponse. 

I listened to my friend from Utah 
talk about action. Well, I wondered, 
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how are we going to be able to imme-
diately bring gasoline prices down? 
Having spoken to a wide range of peo-
ple, because of the fact that oil prices 
are based on futures, if we take any of 
those actions that I outlined, whether 
it is in an environmentally sound way 
pursuing ANWR, whether it is deep 
water exploration, whether it is look-
ing at shale, whether it is nuclear en-
ergy, if we were to take any of those 
actions, we would, Madam Speaker, see 
an immediate reduction, an immediate 
reduction. Why, because there would be 
recognition in the marketplace that we 
are now vigorously pursuing an effort 
to increase our supply. 

So those people who are unemployed, 
and that is what this issue is about, 
those people who are out there respon-
sibly working hard to find a job, are 
being penalized by high gasoline prices, 
just as every other American is being 
penalized by it because of the increased 
cost of virtually everything. 

That is why it is terribly unfair for 
us not to responsibly look at these cre-
ative proposals that are out there. We 
want to ensure that people who are 
hurting are able to benefit from the un-
employment compensation that we 
provide. 

So everyone on the other side can 
stand up and say the Republicans don’t 
care about those who are facing dif-
ficulty economically; that is absolute 
baloney. We care. We want to make 
sure that there are opportunities there. 
We want to make sure that we open up 
new markets around the world for job 
creation and economic growth so that 
good jobs can be created right here. 

Let’s defeat this rule and let’s come 
forward with a measure that can get 
the signature of the President, because 
we all know that this is going no place. 
The Statement of Administration Pol-
icy, which I will include for the 
RECORD, has made it very clear that 
the President wants us to put in job 
creation policies, and he wants to work 
to responsibly deal with unemployment 
compensation, and the attempt to em-
barrass us is not going to sell with the 
American people. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
H.R. 5749—EMERGENCY EXTENDED 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT OF 2008 
The Administration is deeply committed 

to continually fostering an environment 
where every American who wants a job has a 
job. The Administration believes the best 
way to help workers is to create an environ-
ment that encourages job creation and to 
promote effective job training. To accom-
plish these goals, the Administration urges 
Congress to create more opportunities for 
American exporters by passing the pending 
free trade agreements with Colombia, Pan-
ama, and South Korea, make permanent the 
President’s tax cuts that will expire over the 
next two years, and reform and reauthorize 
the Trade Adjustment Assistance program 
and the Workforce Investment Act. The Ad-
ministration looks forward to continuing to 
work with Congress to enact these important 
measures. However, the Administration 
strongly opposes H.R. 5749. If H.R. 5749 were 
presented to the President, his senior advi-
sors would recommend that he veto the bill. 

This legislation raises several concerns. 
First, although the unemployment rate has 
recently risen, it remains below the levels 
historically relied on to justify a federally fi-
nanced extension of unemployment benefits. 
The last initiation of temporary extended 
benefits was in 2002 amidst the unprece-
dented events surrounding September 11, 
2001. Other than that special case, extensions 
have generally been granted only when the 
unemployment rate was notably higher than 
it is today, at or above 7 percent. 

Second, this bill would allow the payment 
of up to 13 extra weeks of benefits in every 
State, even though some of those States 
have unemployment rates as low as 2.6 per-
cent. At present, a majority of States have 
unemployment rates at or below 5 percent, 
and it is fiscally irresponsible to provide 
extra benefits in States with low unemploy-
ment rates. In States with higher unemploy-
ment rates, the Federal-State extended bene-
fits program already can provide up to 13 ad-
ditional weeks of benefits to workers who 
have exhausted their regular unemployment 
insurance benefits. As many economists have 
noted, the counterproductive result of a 
broad extension of benefits would be that re-
cipients may remain unemployed for slightly 
longer than they would have otherwise. 

Third, this bill does not contain an impor-
tant provision found in previous Federal ex-
tensions and the permanent Federal-State 
extended benefits law that assures the ben-
efit extension is paid only to individuals who 
have demonstrated a serious attachment to 
the labor force. Since 1981, individuals must 
have 20 weeks of full-time employment to 
qualify for extended unemployment benefits. 
Under this bill, individuals who have worked 
as little as two weeks could qualify for up to 
52 weeks of total unemployment benefits. 
This violates the longstanding requirement 
that extended benefits should be for Ameri-
cans with meaningful work histories. 

Fourth, for purposes of determining wheth-
er a State is considered a ‘‘high unemploy-
ment’’ State in which an extra 13 weeks of 
benefits is payable (for a total of 26 weeks of 
additional benefits), this proposal would use 
a total unemployment rate of 6 percent as 
the trigger for State eligibility. This is, his-
torically, a relatively low number for justi-
fying a full year or more of unemployment 
benefits. 

As an alternative to these ill-targeted and 
costly measures, the Administration could 
support legislation that would offer a 13- 
week extension of Federally financed unem-
ployment benefits to high-unemployment 
States alone. 

Mr. ARCURI. The gentleman from 
California gives examples of working 
for 2 weeks and being eligible for 52 
weeks. The fact of the matter is there 
is no record to indicate that is the 
case. 

With that, I yield 2 minutes to a gen-
tleman who can speak firsthand to 
that, the distinguished chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee, Chairman 
RANGEL. 

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

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I 
think we are all proud that we are able 
to at least go back home and face the 
people who are going through this eco-
nomic crisis. They are sitting around 
the table. They know America is not 
going to let them down. They know 
that they have hope and vision for the 
future. They know that they, and oth-
ers, have had economic setbacks. Be-

cause as DAVID DREIER, my dear friend 
has said, they are in trouble now. They 
are not working and they are losing 
hope, but they are depending on every-
body, Republicans and Democrats, to 
be there for them. At the end of the 
day they will look at each other and 
ask, What does it look like in the Con-
gress? 

b 1100 
Are they going to give us a little as-

sistance, a little dignity, a little pride? 
Can we keep our kids in school? Can we 
pay the rent? Can we go into the super-
market and have a decent meal over 
the weekend? They’re not going to let 
us down. No. 

I don’t know about you. I’ve been 
here 38 years. And the one thing that I 
always hear when I get back home is, 
‘‘And how did you vote on that?’’ 

I would suggest to you that you sta-
ple DAVID DREIER’s statement to your 
newsletter so that they can interpret it 
with you and say, I didn’t vote for you, 
but I didn’t want to let you down. I 
didn’t vote for you, but I did advocate 
a permanent extension of the Presi-
dent’s tax cut. I didn’t vote for you, be-
cause I really believe that if I give you 
some money, you’re not going to get 
out there and try to get a job. 

So you have to take this very care-
fully. But I hope that when you get 
home, you’ll be able to say, you know, 
when they first started this, I didn’t 
like the way the Democrats handled it. 
I didn’t like the way they put it on the 
suspension calendar. I thought that 
perhaps we should, even though $35 bil-
lion is there, I would have liked to 
have seen it handled different. And I 
expressed myself about it. 

But at the end of the day, because I 
know so many people who know so 
many people that are not the least bit 
interested in the parliamentary proce-
dure; they’re going to ask the question, 
‘‘How did you vote?’’ Be able to say I 
voted the right way. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, how much time re-
mains on both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington has 61⁄2 min-
utes. The gentleman from New York 
has 15 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I will 
reserve my time so that we can equal 
the time out here. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, Mr. TANNER. 

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

Mr. TANNER. Madam Speaker, I 
think I speak for a lot of us when we 
say that we welcome an intellectually 
honest debate on the issues that we are 
charged with confronting on behalf of 
the American people. And a discussion 
about the pros and cons of the provi-
sions of the bill, I think, is in order. 
This is the place to do that. 

When one talks about, though, ancil-
lary matters, like whether or not this 
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violates PAYGO, that’s why I come 
down here today. 

Let me tell you something. Neither 
party is always right and neither party 
is always wrong. But we don’t need to 
embarrass ourselves by trying to belit-
tle those of us who are trying to pay 
the bills. 

The fact is, during the first six years 
of this decade, the people who are criti-
cizing the Blue Dogs and the Demo-
cratic Caucus for a PAYGO rule, sat 
here and helped this President borrow 
more money from foreign sources than 
all 42 before him combined. You don’t 
have to believe that. That’s not an ar-
gument. You can go to the U.S. Treas-
ury Web site and look at it and see for 
yourself. 

So if we want to talk about the rel-
ative merits of the legislation, we wel-
come that, and we want to talk about 
that. And we won’t always vote alike. 
We won’t always vote with the Demo-
cratic Caucus, some of us that are 
Democrats, because neither party’s al-
ways right or always wrong. 

But to come here and criticize us for 
somehow saying we’re violating 
PAYGO; first of all, there’s an unem-
ployment tax that employers pay for 
this very purpose, and it will fill up the 
coffers again in time. 

But don’t come here with that, be-
cause I think that is not only demean-
ing and misleading, but embarrassing 
to some people. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan, a member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, Mr. LEVIN. 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Let me say to the gen-
tleman from California who talked 
about our trying to embarrass the Re-
publicans, we’re not trying to embar-
rass you. You’re embarrassing your-
selves. 

You come here when we’re talking 
about 8 million unemployed, 11⁄2 mil-
lion who have exhausted their benefits, 
and soon it will be an additional 3 mil-
lion, and you come here and talk about 
energy policy? You won’t provide un-
employment comp benefits so people 
can buy the gas to look for a job? 

You talk about trade policy. Look, 
the jobless numbers came out this 
morning. Jobless claims jumped to the 
highest level since last March. Those 
claims rose to 384,000, an increase of 
25,000 from the previous week, a much 
bigger gain than analysts had been ex-
pecting. 

And you quote the administration 
policy. Mr. HASTINGS, under the admin-
istration policy, unemployed in 
Yakima would not be eligible for ex-
tended benefits because Washington, as 
a State, has less than 6 percent. How 
can you come here? 

Go home, if I might be personal for 
just a minute. Go home and explain 
your position to people in Yakima, and 
those from Ohio, those from Pennsyl-
vania, those from other States. 

I conclude. Look, I’m from Michigan. 
I would benefit under the administra-
tion’s narrow approach. I won’t vote 
for it. 

If you’re jobless, you deserve the ex-
tended benefits, the million plus and 
the 3 million plus. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. If I have the time. 
Will you grant me a little time? 
Mr. ARCURI. I yield the gentleman 

an additional 30 seconds. 
Mr. LEVIN. I yield to my distin-

guished colleague from Washington. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I ap-

preciate the gentleman’s yielding. 
I want to remind my friend from 

Michigan that the last time that we 
passed an unemployment benefit exten-
sion in this Congress was in 2003. It 
passed on a bipartisan basis. 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand that. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. And 

the opposition that the constituents in 
my area are concerned about is this 2- 
week window. That is where the issue 
is. 

Mr. LEVIN. Taking back my time. 
The 2-week window, you talk about, 26 
additional weeks, 52 weeks. You can’t 
give a single example. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. ARCURI. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. LEVIN. And you raise a straw 
man and woman when we’re talking 
about real men and women who have 
been laid off, who’ve been looking for a 
job, who can’t find it. And you come 
here with these straw arguments. 

You go home to Yakima. Others of 
you go back to Pennsylvania and other 
States, and talk to the hundreds of 
thousands of people looking for work 
and say to them, I voted ‘‘no.’’ 

That’s unconscionable. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Vermont, a member of the Rules Com-
mittee, Mr. WELCH. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I thank my 
friend and fellow member of the Rules 
Committee for yielding me 2 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, this is really a very 
simple question, and it is whether 
we’re going to extend unemployment 
benefits to American workers who are 
suffering the largest 1-month surge in 
increased unemployment in 22 years. 

And we can bring in all kinds of 
other arguments about what our en-
ergy policy should be, what the com-
pensation should be, what the formula-
tion of the benefits should be. But the 
bottom line is that we have Americans 
who have worked, and through no fault 
of their own, but because of economic 
forces completely and utterly beyond 
their control, they’ve lost their jobs. 

And when we have discussions about 
micromanaging how these go out, in 

lump sums or weekly payments, and 
we’re talking about trying to give an 
incentive, it is, in my view, Madam 
Chairman, very patronizing. 

What is worse to an American than 
to lose his or her job? 

Most Americans find their sense of 
satisfaction and self-worth in taking 
care of their family, in being providers, 
and by being a good, productive work-
er. All of us who’ve had the oppor-
tunity to have a good job know that 
there’s nothing better than that. So 
there is a lot of built-in incentive for 
any American who’s without a job to 
get a job. 

But, in the meantime, $300 a week, 
that’s about what the average benefit 
is, is barely enough to keep gas in the 
car, keep your home heated, to put gro-
ceries on the table. We know it’s not 
even close to adequate. So there is 
plenty of incentive. 

And the question for us is not behav-
ioral psycho dynamics. The question 
for us, as a Congress, is whether, when 
there is this largest spike in unemploy-
ment in 22 years, we’re going to ignore 
it or we’re going to respond. And we 
have the tool that was started in 1935 
to respond, where workers and others 
put money into a fund that is to be 
used at times of stress. 

Mr. ARCURI. May I inquire how 
much time is left. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York has 8 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Wash-
ington has 61⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ARCURI. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
DAVIS). 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
rule on H.R. 5749 to extend unemploy-
ment benefits to millions of American 
workers, including over 700,000 in my 
home State of California. And I’d like 
to speak about one of those real Ameri-
cans that I am accountable to. 

Just yesterday I spoke with a 51- 
year-old woman, whose name is Karen, 
from San Diego. After working for the 
past 10 years as a Consumer Service 
Specialist for a large telecom com-
pany, Karen was recently laid off from 
her job. And she’s been actively look-
ing for work but has been unable to 
find one because of the poor economy. 

Unable to afford health insurance, 
the stress of being unemployed is be-
ginning to take a toll on Karen’s 
health. And it’s also become harder and 
harder for her to pay her bills. She told 
me just looking for a job cost money 
because you’ve got to pay for the gas 
to drive to the interview. She can cer-
tainly relate to this discussion this 
morning. 

To make matters worse, her unem-
ployment benefits have just ended. She 
told me that she has worked hard her 
whole life and that she is not looking 
for a hand out, just her life back. 

I think we can all agree Karen is one 
of those hardworking Americans we 
came to Washington to help. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I’m pleased to yield 3 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:36 Jun 13, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12JN7.016 H12JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5340 June 12, 2008 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. WELLER). 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Madam 
Speaker, I rise to oppose the rule and 
to note that Republicans support an 
extension of unemployment benefits 
for those who are suffering, those who 
need help. 

I’ve enjoyed the debate of my friends 
on the other side of the aisle who point 
out, they try and blame the minority 
party for the delay in bringing this leg-
islation to the floor. And I would note 
that the majority party controls the 
schedule, and the majority party can 
pass anything they want in the House. 
So I would note that the House Ways 
and Means Committee acted on the 
particular bill that we have before us 8 
weeks ago. Eight weeks ago. 

Now, some, my good friend from 
Michigan refers to this debate as being 
embarrassing. I think it’s embarrassing 
in this legislative process that it’s 
taken 8 weeks, this legislation, to come 
to the floor of the House to be debated, 
particularly when people in Michigan 
and Illinois have exhausted their bene-
fits. And the Republicans in the House 
Ways and Means Committee voted for a 
proposal which could become law, 
which would have provided extended 
unemployment benefits for those work-
ers in Michigan and Illinois who have 
exhausted their unemployment bene-
fits. Eight weeks it’s taken for this 
emergency legislation to come to the 
floor. Eight weeks. 

I would note that a major concern 
many of us have in this legislation 
that’s before us is that it takes a rad-
ical approach. It eliminates a 27-year 
policy that was supported by both 
Democrats and Republicans. The bill 
that is before us repeals a requirement 
that you work 20 weeks to get a full 
year’s benefits. 

In Michigan, under this legislation, 
you would work 1 week and be able to 
get 52 weeks of benefits. In my State of 
Illinois, you can work 2 weeks and get 
52 weeks of benefits under this legisla-
tion. 

Now, do taxpayers feel that that is 
fair? 

We, as the minority party, the Re-
publicans, we want to extend benefits, 
unemployment benefits to those who 
need help. 

b 1115 
My district, my home State, we have 

unemployed workers who’ve exhausted 
their benefits. We want to ensure that 
their benefits are extended so that they 
can receive an additional 13- and 26- 
weeks’ worth of benefits. 

And we had a proposal in the Ways 
and Means Committee which would 
have accomplished that goal. All of the 
Republicans voted for it, and the Presi-
dent would sign it into law. But in-
stead, we’re seeing election year poli-
tics today. That’s what this is all 
about. It’s 8 weeks. Think about that. 
For 8 weeks. If you’re a Michigan 
worker and you have been unemployed, 
you have exhausted your benefits, you 
have been waiting 8 weeks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. You’ve been 
waiting 8 weeks because of election- 
year politics. This legislation could 
have been brought to the floor imme-
diately, we could have had a bipartisan 
bill that had become law, but no. Our 
friends in the majority played election- 
year politics for 8 weeks. 

We’re finally bringing a bill to the 
floor that won’t become law. Let’s pass 
legislation that will become law. Let’s 
help those who need help. 

Mr. ARCURI. Just to correct the 
record, this was passed by the House, 
this bill, weeks ago and it has been 
blocked in the Senate. Just so it’s clear 
that it has not waited for 8 weeks. 

I would yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. To the Chair, to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, in Michigan, you 
have to work two quarters to be eligi-
ble. The 1-week example is a straw man 
and woman example. Let’s be faithful 
to the reality here. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlemen’s time has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, how much time again 
remains on both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington has 3 min-
utes. The gentleman from New York 
has 63⁄4 minutes. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I will reserve my 
time. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I want to remind my good 
friends that yesterday we were on the 
floor of the House and my good friends 
on the other side of the aisle, the Re-
publican minority, blocked the passage 
of this emergency relief to so many 
Americans. And I rose yesterday and I 
asked the question, Who will be a Good 
Samaritan and stand with those who 
are in need? 

Right now, soldiers on the front lines 
of Iraq and Afghanistan have family 
members who are unemployed and who 
have exhausted their benefits. What do 
we say to them? In Texas, we have a 
total of 160,000 Texans who have now 
either exhausted or will exhaust their 
unemployment benefits. They do so in 
an economy where they’ve lost their 
jobs through no fault of their own. 

That’s why we put this bill on the 
floor of the House because you could 
have gone to a job, worked for a week, 
and the business closed down because 
of varying economic crises created by 
this administration. 

We’ve lost—324,000 jobs have dis-
appeared over this period of time, 5 
consecutive months. We’ve lost 300,000- 

plus job. And the unemployment rose 
to the highest in the month of May. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman’s time has expired. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. The 
highest number of unemployment in 20 
years in the month of May, and over 
the last 12 months, the number of un-
employed workers have grown by 1.6 
million, 200,000 more long-term jobless. 

Who will be the Good Samaritan for 
the American people who have helped 
build this country? Who will tell the 
Iraqi soldiers and Afghanistan soldiers 
that the mother and father that is 
there longing for their return does not 
have a job and cannot pay for gasoline 
and rent and food? We have to stand 
today. Who will be the Good Samari-
tans? 

This legislation is written the way it 
is to solve the problems of Americans. 
I will stand with them. 

I ask you to support the underlying 
legislation and the rule. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I continue to reserve. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. AL GREEN). 

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

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, when you are born into pov-
erty, you enjoy such delicacies as may-
onnaise sandwiches without may-
onnaise. When you’re born into pov-
erty, phrases like ‘‘but for the grace of 
God, there go I’’ have true meaning be-
cause you understand you have been 
there. 

This bill will not fuel rockets to 
Mars. It will, however, put fuel in gas 
tanks right here on Earth. It will not 
put a man on the Moon, but it will put 
food on the table of somebody’s home. 
But for the grace of God, there go I. 

I will support the bill. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

Madam Speaker, I continue to reserve. 
Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, may I 

inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington has 3 min-
utes. The gentleman from New York 
has 41⁄4 minutes. 

Mr. ARCURI. I would yield 2 minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS). 

(Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee 
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee. 
Madam Speaker, it’s a pleasure today 
to come on the floor and talk about 
ways that this Congress and those of us 
who serve here can help those who are 
unfortunate to have lost a job. 

I have watched the opposition on the 
other side attempt for the last couple 
of years to make illegal immigration 
their issue. I have watched with dis-
may as they continue to bring to this 
floor and blame Democrats in this Con-
gress for the cost of gasoline at $4 a 
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gallon. Back home we have a saying: 
that dog ain’t gonna hunt in this Con-
gress. 

In fact, when you look at what they 
attempted to do on immigration, their 
Presidential candidate introduced an 
amnesty bill, and now their attempts 
on the floor are to block this Congress 
from even introducing legislation or 
passing legislation that would have 
been an energy package that would 
even attempt, that would attempt, to 
tell oil companies you have to pay your 
fair share of taxes. 

So what they’re now trying to do is 
block legislation that gives amnesty to 
big oil companies. Again, that’s not 
going to work. 

And now they come to the floor say-
ing pay-as-you-go principles are not 
being followed with this bill that’s 
been introduced, and I hope it passes 
today. 

So as we look at this legislation, let’s 
talk about pay-as-you-go. I used to be 
an employer. Today in Tennessee, if 
you employ someone, you pay between 
.15 percent, less than 1 percent, up to 10 
percent as an employer of what each 
employee earns. They’re paying as they 
go. At Forbus General Store, my friend 
Joe pays every paycheck every week so 
much percentage of what his employees 
earned into a Federal trust fund. He’s 
paying as he goes. And when someone 
has to be laid off because jobs are not 
available, the economy turned sour, 
those individuals apply for and receive 
unemployment benefits. 

We’re paying as we go constantly. We 
have close to $40 billion in the trust 
fund. Currently, this bill today scored 
with the CBO saves roughly $10 billion 
cost over 10 years. This Congress has 
attempted to address the issues of oil 
prices and unemployment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman an additional 15 sec-
onds. 

Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee. 
It seems to me that as we listen to the 
other side, they’re constantly trying to 
find some way that would be a head 
shot on issues for an election cam-
paign. I tell you who’s getting a head 
shot right now, folks who work at fur-
niture factories in Tennessee and 
North Carolina, folks who work at auto 
industries. Their jobs are being lost. 
That’s a head shot to them. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
would ask my friend from New York 
how many speakers he has. 

Mr. ARCURI. I am prepared to close. 
We have no further speakers. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I have 3 minutes left; 
is that correct? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, I yield myself the bal-
ance of the time. 

Madam Speaker, the idea here is to 
take care of those that have lost their 
jobs by extending unemployment bene-

fits. The idea is to get a bill to the 
President that he will sign. As the gen-
tleman from Illinois said, this bill has 
been waiting now for 8 weeks before it 
has been brought to the floor, but the 
bill, in its present form, will not be 
signed because it has changed 27 years 
of bipartisan support on extending un-
employment benefits. 

So I think that we need to go back to 
the drawing board, if you will, and get 
a bill that we know that the President 
will sign. But more importantly, more 
importantly, we need to get our econ-
omy going again. And so it’s time, in 
my mind, for the House to debate ideas 
for lowering gas prices to get the econ-
omy going again. 

I’m going to ask my colleagues to de-
feat the previous question so that the 
House can consider H.R. 3089, the No 
More Excuses energy bill. By defeating 
the previous question, the House will 
still be able to act on the unemploy-
ment benefit extension bill, but the 
House will also be able to finally act on 
legislation that will create more Amer-
ican-made energy and jobs to increase 
the supply of gas by producing more 
gas and producing more gas here in our 
Nation. It will increase the supply and 
decrease the price at the pump. Sky-
rocketing prices need the attention of 
this Congress, and we’ve got to act. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to have the text of the amend-
ment and extraneous material inserted 
in the RECORD prior to the vote on the 
previous question. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my colleagues 
to defeat the previous question so this 
House can get serious about rising gas 
prices so we can start producing Amer-
ican-made gasoline. 

With that, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, unem-
ployment insurance can mean the dif-
ference between saving a home and 
failing to make a mortgage payment. 
It can mean the difference between 
purchasing needed medications and 
going without, and it can mean the dif-
ference between filling up the car to go 
out and look for another job and hav-
ing to stay home. This legislation has 
the potential to help over 4 million un-
employed Americans put food on their 
tables while quickly stimulating the 
economy. 

The number of long-term unemployed 
Americans is higher now than when 
Congress last extended benefits in 2002. 
I am hopeful we can come together 
later today, Republicans and Demo-
crats, to do the right thing and pass 
this rule and the underlying legisla-
tion. American workers and families 
can’t wait any longer. 

The idea is not getting the President 
a bill that he can sign. The idea is to 
do the right thing and for the Presi-
dent to sign that bill. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the previous 
question and the rule. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. HASTINGS of Washington is as 
follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1265 OFFERED BY MR. 

HASTINGS OF WASHINGTON 
At the end of the resolution, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 3. Immediately upon the adoption of 

this resolution the House shall, without 
intervention of any point of order, consider 
in the House the bill (H.R. 3089) to secure un-
restricted reliable energy for American con-
sumption and transmission. All points of 
order against the bill are waived. The bill 
shall be considered as read. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and any amendment thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except: 
(1) one hour of debate on the bill equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Natural Resources, the chairman and 
ranking member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and the chairman and ranking 
member of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce; and (2) an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute if offered by Representa-
tive Rahall of West Virginia, which shall be 
considered as read and shall be separately 
debatable for 40 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

(The information contained herein was 
provided by Democratic Minority on mul-
tiple occasions throughout the 109th Con-
gress.) 
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 

IT REALLY MEANS 
This vote, the vote on whether to order the 

previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Democratic majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Democratic majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the defini-
tion of the previous question used in the 
Floor Procedures Manual published by the 
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Rules Committee in the 109th Congress, 
(page 56). Here’s how the Rules Committee 
described the rule using information from 
Congressional Quarterly’s ‘‘American Con-
gressional Dictionary’’: ‘‘If the previous 
question is defeated, control of debate shifts 
to the leading opposition member (usually 
the minority Floor Manager) who then man-
ages an hour of debate and may offer a ger-
mane amendment to the pending business.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Democratic major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, on that I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

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

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: ordering the previous question 
on House Resolution 1257; adopting 
House Resolution 1257, if ordered; or-
dering the previous question on House 
Resolution 1265; adopting House Reso-
lution 1265, if ordered; and suspending 
the rules and passing H.R. 1553. 

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

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 6063, NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution 1257, 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 ordering the previous 
question. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays 
183, not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 405] 

YEAS—226 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 

Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—183 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 

Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 

Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Childers 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 

Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 

Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—24 

Boyda (KS) 
Braley (IA) 
Davis (AL) 
Flake 
Frelinghuysen 
Granger 
Higgins 
Honda 

Hulshof 
Kind 
Lewis (CA) 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Meek (FL) 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 

Obey 
Ortiz 
Peterson (PA) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Stark 
Tancredo 

b 1150 

Messrs. DONNELLY and SHAYS 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. KIRK and JONES of North 
Carolina and Ms. HARMAN changed 
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, on that I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 221, nays 
188, not voting 24, as follows: 
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[Roll No. 406] 

YEAS—221 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 
Gillibrand 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—188 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Broun (GA) 

Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 

Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 

Feeney 
Ferguson 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 

Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 

Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—24 

Akin 
Berkley 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Flake 
Higgins 
Hulshof 

Kanjorski 
Kind 
Kirk 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Meek (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Ortiz 

Peterson (PA) 
Rangel 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Simpson 
Stark 
Tancredo 
Wilson (NM) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing on this vote. 

b 1159 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5749, EMERGENCY EX-
TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2008 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution 1265, 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 ordering the previous 
question. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays 
186, not voting 22, as follows: 

[Roll No. 407] 

YEAS—225 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Giffords 

Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—186 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 

Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 

Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
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Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 

LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 

Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—22 

Boyda (KS) 
Braley (IA) 
Flake 
Gutierrez 
Higgins 
Hulshof 
Kind 
Loebsack 

McCarthy (NY) 
McCrery 
Miller, George 
Moran (KS) 
Ortiz 
Reynolds 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 

Stark 
Tancredo 
Towns 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Wittman (VA) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing on this vote. 

b 1205 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Madam 

Speaker, earlier today I missed one vote. On 
rollcall No. 407 on ordering the previous ques-
tion on H. Res. 1265, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Speaker, on that I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 
192, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 408] 

YEAS—227 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 

Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 

Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 

Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gillibrand 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 

Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—192 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 

Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 

Lungren, Daniel 
E. 

Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—14 

Boyda (KS) 
Braley (IA) 
Flake 
Higgins 
Hulshof 

Kind 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Moran (KS) 
Ortiz 

Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Stark 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). Two minutes remain on this 
vote. 

b 1214 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. Madam Speaker, 

on rollcall Nos. 405, 406, 407, and 408, I was 
at Walter Reed visiting SPC Kody Wilson who 
was seriously wounded in Iraq in May. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

CAROLINE PRYCE WALKER CON-
QUER CHILDHOOD CANCER ACT 
OF 2008 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-

finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 1553, 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 New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1553, as 
amended. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 416, nays 0, 
not voting 17, as follows: 
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[Roll No. 409] 

YEAS—416 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
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 
Donnelly 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 

Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 

Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—17 

Braley (IA) 
Broun (GA) 
Doggett 
Flake 
Higgins 
Hulshof 

Kind 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Meeks (NY) 
Moran (KS) 
Ortiz 

Paul 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Stark 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Two minutes remain on this 
vote. 

b 1224 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
‘‘A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to advance medical re-
search and treatments into pediatric 
cancers, ensure patients and families 
have access to information regarding 
pediatric cancers and current treat-
ments for such cancers, establish a na-
tional childhood cancer registry, and 
promote public awareness of pediatric 
cancer.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

EMERGENCY EXTENDED UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION ACT 
OF 2008 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to House Resolution 1265, I call 
up the bill (H.R. 5749) to provide for a 
program of emergency unemployment 
compensation, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 5749 

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 ‘‘Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 2008’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Federal-State agreements. 
Sec. 3. Emergency unemployment com-

pensation account. 
Sec. 4. Payments to States having agree-

ments for the payment of emer-
gency unemployment com-
pensation. 

Sec. 5. Financing provisions. 
Sec. 6. Fraud and overpayments. 
Sec. 7. Definitions. 
Sec. 8. Applicability. 
SEC. 2. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 
to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this Act with the Secretary 
of Labor (in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’). Any State which is a party to an 
agreement under this Act may, upon pro-
viding 30 days’ written notice to the Sec-
retary, terminate such agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—Any agree-
ment under subsection (a) shall provide that 
the State agency of the State will make pay-
ments of emergency unemployment com-
pensation to individuals who— 

(1) have exhausted all rights to regular 
compensation under the State law or under 
Federal law with respect to a benefit year 
(excluding any benefit year that ended be-
fore May 1, 2007); 

(2) have no rights to regular compensation 
or extended compensation with respect to a 
week under such law or any other State un-
employment compensation law or to com-
pensation under any other Federal law; and 

(3) are not receiving compensation with re-
spect to such week under the unemployment 
compensation law of Canada. 

(c) EXHAUSTION OF BENEFITS.—For purposes 
of subsection (b)(1), an individual shall be 
deemed to have exhausted such individual’s 
rights to regular compensation under a State 
law when— 

(1) no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such in-
dividual has received all regular compensa-
tion available to such individual based on 
employment or wages during such individ-
ual’s base period; or 

(2) such individual’s rights to such com-
pensation have been terminated by reason of 
the expiration of the benefit year with re-
spect to which such rights existed. 

(d) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT, ETC.—For 
purposes of any agreement under this Act— 

(1) the amount of emergency unemploy-
ment compensation which shall be payable 
to any individual for any week of total un-
employment shall be equal to the amount of 
the regular compensation (including depend-
ents’ allowances) payable to such individual 
during such individual’s benefit year under 
the State law for a week of total unemploy-
ment; 

(2) the terms and conditions of the State 
law which apply to claims for regular com-
pensation and to the payment thereof shall 
apply to claims for emergency unemploy-
ment compensation and the payment there-
of, except where otherwise inconsistent with 
the provisions of this Act or with the regula-
tions or operating instructions of the Sec-
retary promulgated to carry out this Act; 
and 
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(3) the maximum amount of emergency un-

employment compensation payable to any 
individual for whom an emergency unem-
ployment compensation account is estab-
lished under section 3 shall not exceed the 
amount established in such account for such 
individual. 

(e) ELECTION BY STATES.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of Federal law (and if 
State law permits), the Governor of a State 
that is in an extended benefit period may 
provide for the payment of emergency unem-
ployment compensation prior to extended 
compensation to individuals who otherwise 
meet the requirements of this section. 
SEC. 3. EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM-

PENSATION ACCOUNT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under 

this Act shall provide that the State will es-
tablish, for each eligible individual who files 
an application for emergency unemployment 
compensation, an emergency unemployment 
compensation account with respect to such 
individual’s benefit year. 

(b) AMOUNT IN ACCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount established in 

an account under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to the lesser of— 

(A) 50 percent of the total amount of reg-
ular compensation (including dependents’ al-
lowances) payable to the individual during 
the individual’s benefit year under such law, 
or 

(B) 13 times the individual’s average week-
ly benefit amount for the benefit year. 

(2) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT.—For purposes 
of this subsection, an individual’s weekly 
benefit amount for any week is the amount 
of regular compensation (including depend-
ents’ allowances) under the State law pay-
able to such individual for such week for 
total unemployment. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this section, if, at the 
time that the individual’s account is ex-
hausted, such individual’s State is in an ex-
tended benefit period (as determined under 
paragraph (2)), then, such account shall be 
augmented by an amount equal to the 
amount originally established in such ac-
count (as determined under subsection 
(b)(1)). 

(2) EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), a State shall be con-
sidered to be in an extended benefit period if, 
at the time of exhaustion (as described in 
paragraph (1))— 

(A) such a period is then in effect for such 
State under the Federal-State Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1970; 

(B) such a period would then be in effect 
for such State under such Act if section 
203(d) of such Act— 

(i) were applied by substituting ‘‘4’’ for ‘‘5’’ 
each place it appears; and 

(ii) did not include the requirement under 
paragraph (1)(A); or 

(C) such a period would then be in effect 
for such State under such Act if— 

(i) section 203(f) of such Act were applied to 
such State (regardless of whether the State 
by law had provided for such application); 
and 

(ii) such section 203(f)— 
(I) were applied by substituting ‘‘6.0’’ for 

‘‘6.5’’ in paragraph (1)(A)(i); and 
(II) did not include the requirement under 

paragraph (1)(A)(ii). 
SEC. 4. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS FOR THE PAYMENT OF 
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 
each State that has entered into an agree-
ment under this Act an amount equal to 100 
percent of the emergency unemployment 
compensation paid to individuals by the 
State pursuant to such agreement. 

(b) TREATMENT OF REIMBURSABLE COM-
PENSATION.—No payment shall be made to 
any State under this section in respect of 
any compensation to the extent the State is 
entitled to reimbursement in respect of such 
compensation under the provisions of any 
Federal law other than this Act or chapter 85 
of title 5, United States Code. A State shall 
not be entitled to any reimbursement under 
such chapter 85 in respect of any compensa-
tion to the extent the State is entitled to re-
imbursement under this Act in respect of 
such compensation. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums pay-
able to any State by reason of such State 
having an agreement under this Act shall be 
payable, either in advance or by way of reim-
bursement (as may be determined by the 
Secretary), in such amounts as the Secretary 
estimates the State will be entitled to re-
ceive under this Act for each calendar 
month, reduced or increased, as the case may 
be, by any amount by which the Secretary 
finds that the Secretary’s estimates for any 
prior calendar month were greater or less 
than the amounts which should have been 
paid to the State. Such estimates may be 
made on the basis of such statistical, sam-
pling, or other method as may be agreed 
upon by the Secretary and the State agency 
of the State involved. 
SEC. 5. FINANCING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds in the extended un-
employment compensation account (as es-
tablished by section 905(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1105(a)) of the Unem-
ployment Trust Fund (as established by sec-
tion 904(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1104(a)) 
shall be used for the making of payments to 
States having agreements entered into under 
this Act. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums payable to such State under this Act. 
The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit 
or settlement by the Government Account-
ability Office, shall make payments to the 
State in accordance with such certification, 
by transfers from the extended unemploy-
ment compensation account (as so estab-
lished) to the account of such State in the 
Unemployment Trust Fund (as so estab-
lished). 

(c) ASSISTANCE TO STATES.—There are ap-
propriated out of the employment security 
administration account (as established by 
section 901(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1101(a)) of the Unemployment Trust 
Fund, without fiscal year limitation, such 
funds as may be necessary for purposes of as-
sisting States (as provided in title III of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 501 et seq.)) in 
meeting the costs of administration of agree-
ments under this Act. 

(d) APPROPRIATIONS FOR CERTAIN PAY-
MENTS.—There are appropriated from the 
general fund of the Treasury, without fiscal 
year limitation, to the extended unemploy-
ment compensation account (as so estab-
lished) of the Unemployment Trust Fund (as 
so established) such sums as the Secretary 
estimates to be necessary to make the pay-
ments under this section in respect of— 

(1) compensation payable under chapter 85 
of title 5, United States Code; and 

(2) compensation payable on the basis of 
services to which section 3309(a)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 applies. 
Amounts appropriated pursuant to the pre-
ceding sentence shall not be required to be 
repaid. 
SEC. 6. FRAUD AND OVERPAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If an individual know-
ingly has made, or caused to be made by an-
other, a false statement or representation of 
a material fact, or knowingly has failed, or 

caused another to fail, to disclose a material 
fact, and as a result of such false statement 
or representation or of such nondisclosure 
such individual has received an amount of 
emergency unemployment compensation 
under this Act to which he was not entitled, 
such individual— 

(1) shall be ineligible for further emer-
gency unemployment compensation under 
this Act in accordance with the provisions of 
the applicable State unemployment com-
pensation law relating to fraud in connection 
with a claim for unemployment compensa-
tion; and 

(2) shall be subject to prosecution under 
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code. 

(b) REPAYMENT.—In the case of individuals 
who have received amounts of emergency un-
employment compensation under this Act to 
which they were not entitled, the State shall 
require such individuals to repay the 
amounts of such emergency unemployment 
compensation to the State agency, except 
that the State agency may waive such repay-
ment if it determines that— 

(1) the payment of such emergency unem-
ployment compensation was without fault on 
the part of any such individual; and 

(2) such repayment would be contrary to 
equity and good conscience. 

(c) RECOVERY BY STATE AGENCY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The State agency may re-

cover the amount to be repaid, or any part 
thereof, by deductions from any emergency 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under this Act or from any 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under any State or Federal 
unemployment compensation law adminis-
tered by the State agency or under any other 
Federal law administered by the State agen-
cy which provides for the payment of any as-
sistance or allowance with respect to any 
week of unemployment, during the 3-year pe-
riod after the date such individuals received 
the payment of the emergency unemploy-
ment compensation to which they were not 
entitled, except that no single deduction 
may exceed 50 percent of the weekly benefit 
amount from which such deduction is made. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING.—No repay-
ment shall be required, and no deduction 
shall be made, until a determination has 
been made, notice thereof and an oppor-
tunity for a fair hearing has been given to 
the individual, and the determination has be-
come final. 

(d) REVIEW.—Any determination by a State 
agency under this section shall be subject to 
review in the same manner and to the same 
extent as determinations under the State un-
employment compensation law, and only in 
that manner and to that extent. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the terms ‘‘compensation’’, 
‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘extended com-
pensation’’, ‘‘additional compensation’’, 
‘‘benefit year’’, ‘‘base period’’, ‘‘State’’, 
‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State law’’, and ‘‘week’’ 
have the respective meanings given such 
terms under section 205 of the Federal-State 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note). 
SEC. 8. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), an agreement entered into 
under this Act shall apply to weeks of unem-
ployment— 

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into; and 

(2) ending on or before February 1, 2009. 
(b) TRANSITION FOR AMOUNT REMAINING IN 

ACCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 

and (3), in the case of an individual who has 
amounts remaining in an account estab-
lished under section 3 as of the last day of 
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the last week (as determined in accordance 
with the applicable State law) ending on or 
before February 1, 2009, emergency unem-
ployment compensation shall continue to be 
payable to such individual from such 
amounts for any week beginning after such 
last day for which the individual meets the 
eligibility requirements of this Act. 

(2) LIMIT ON AUGMENTATION.—If the account 
of an individual is exhausted after the last 
day of such last week (as so determined), 
then section 3(c) shall not apply and such ac-
count shall not be augmented under such 
section, regardless of whether such individ-
ual’s State is in an extended benefit period 
(as determined under paragraph (2) of such 
section). 

(3) LIMIT ON COMPENSATION.—No compensa-
tion shall be payable by reason of paragraph 
(1) for any week beginning after April 30, 
2009. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Madam 

Speaker, I raise a point of order 
against consideration of this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Madam 
Speaker, I raise a point of order 
against consideration of this bill be-
cause the bill violates clause 10 of rule 
XXI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives which provides in perti-
nent part that ‘‘it shall not be in order 
to consider any bill if the provisions of 
such measure affecting direct spending 
and revenues have the net effect of in-
creasing the deficit’’ over the 5- or 10- 
year budget scoring window. 

This rule is commonly referred to as 
the pay-as-you-go rule or PAYGO and 
was enacted by the majority with great 
fanfare at the beginning of this Con-
gress. 

In reviewing the estimate prepared 
by the Congressional Budget Office, I 
note that they have scored this bill as 
increasing the deficit by $14 billion 
over the next 5 years, and nearly $10 
billion over the coming decade. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the table prepared by the 
Congressional Budget Office appear at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Madam 

Speaker, given this overwhelming evi-
dence that this bill does have the net 
effect of increasing the deficit over 
both scoring windows, I must respect-
fully insist on my point of order that 
the bill violates the PAYGO rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does 
any other Member wish to be heard? 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I ask 
that the gentleman’s motion receive 
the consideration it deserves. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois makes a point of 
order against consideration of H.R. 5749 
on the ground that the bill includes 
provisions affecting direct spending or 
revenues that would have the net effect 
of increasing the Federal budget def-
icit. That point of order sounds in 
clause 10 of rule XXI. 

The special order of business pre-
scribed by the adoption of House Reso-

lution 1265 waives any such point of 
order. The Chair will read the opera-
tive sentence of House Resolution 1265: 
‘‘All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 of rule 
XXI.’’ 

The Chair finds that the point of 
order raised by the gentleman from Il-
linois has been waived. 

The Chair therefore holds that the 
point of order is overruled. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Madam 
Speaker, on that I respectfully appeal 
the ruling of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL 

Mr. RANGEL. I move to table the ap-
peal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion to table. 

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

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 217, nays 
185, not voting 31, as follows: 

[Roll No. 410] 

YEAS—217 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Lincoln 

DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gillibrand 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Kildee 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 

Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 

Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 

Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—185 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 

Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 

Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Paul 
Pearce 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—31 

Baca 
Braley (IA) 
Davis (IL) 
Dicks 
Flake 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 

Hulshof 
Kagen 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Loebsack 
Maloney (NY) 
McCrery 
Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 

Murphy, Tim 
Ortiz 
Pence 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Reyes 
Rogers (MI) 
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Rush 
Smith (NJ) 

Stark 
Tancredo 

Walsh (NY) 
Wolf 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1245 

So the motion to table was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SALAZAR). The Chair would clarify that 
the insertion by the gentleman from Il-
linois will appear separately from the 
point of order in the RECORD. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1265, in 
lieu of the amendment recommended 
by the Committee on Ways and Means, 
printed in the bill, the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute printed in 
House Report 110–710 is adopted and the 
bill, as amended, is considered read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 2008’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Federal-State agreements. 
Sec. 3. Emergency unemployment com-

pensation account. 
Sec. 4. Payments to States having agree-

ments for the payment of emer-
gency unemployment com-
pensation. 

Sec. 5. Financing provisions. 
Sec. 6. Fraud and overpayments. 
Sec. 7. Definitions. 
Sec. 8. Applicability. 
SEC. 2. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 
to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this Act with the Secretary 
of Labor (in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’). Any State which is a party to an 
agreement under this Act may, upon pro-
viding 30 days’ written notice to the Sec-
retary, terminate such agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—Any agree-
ment under subsection (a) shall provide that 
the State agency of the State will make pay-
ments of emergency unemployment com-
pensation to individuals who— 

(1) have exhausted all rights to regular 
compensation under the State law or under 
Federal law with respect to a benefit year 
(excluding any benefit year that ended be-
fore May 1, 2007); 

(2) have no rights to regular compensation 
or extended compensation with respect to a 
week under such law or any other State un-
employment compensation law or to com-
pensation under any other Federal law (ex-
cept as provided under subsection (e)); and 

(3) are not receiving compensation with re-
spect to such week under the unemployment 
compensation law of Canada. 

(c) EXHAUSTION OF BENEFITS.—For purposes 
of subsection (b)(1), an individual shall be 
deemed to have exhausted such individual’s 
rights to regular compensation under a State 
law when— 

(1) no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such in-

dividual has received all regular compensa-
tion available to such individual based on 
employment or wages during such individ-
ual’s base period; or 

(2) such individual’s rights to such com-
pensation have been terminated by reason of 
the expiration of the benefit year with re-
spect to which such rights existed. 

(d) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT, ETC.—For 
purposes of any agreement under this Act— 

(1) the amount of emergency unemploy-
ment compensation which shall be payable 
to any individual for any week of total un-
employment shall be equal to the amount of 
the regular compensation (including depend-
ents’ allowances) payable to such individual 
during such individual’s benefit year under 
the State law for a week of total unemploy-
ment; 

(2) the terms and conditions of the State 
law which apply to claims for regular com-
pensation and to the payment thereof shall 
apply to claims for emergency unemploy-
ment compensation and the payment there-
of, except where otherwise inconsistent with 
the provisions of this Act or with the regula-
tions or operating instructions of the Sec-
retary promulgated to carry out this Act; 
and 

(3) the maximum amount of emergency un-
employment compensation payable to any 
individual for whom an emergency unem-
ployment compensation account is estab-
lished under section 3 shall not exceed the 
amount established in such account for such 
individual. 

(e) ELECTION BY STATES.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of Federal law (and if 
State law permits), the Governor of a State 
that is in an extended benefit period may 
provide for the payment of emergency unem-
ployment compensation prior to extended 
compensation to individuals who otherwise 
meet the requirements of this section. 

(f) UNAUTHORIZED ALIENS INELIGIBLE.—A 
State shall require as a condition of eligi-
bility for emergency unemployment com-
pensation under this Act that each alien who 
receives such compensation must be legally 
authorized to work in the United States, as 
defined for purposes of the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act (26 U.S.C. 3301 et seq.). In 
determining whether an alien meets the re-
quirements of this subsection, a State must 
follow the procedures provided in section 
1137(d) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320b–7(d)). 
SEC. 3. EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM-

PENSATION ACCOUNT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under 

this Act shall provide that the State will es-
tablish, for each eligible individual who files 
an application for emergency unemployment 
compensation, an emergency unemployment 
compensation account with respect to such 
individual’s benefit year. 

(b) AMOUNT IN ACCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount established in 

an account under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to the lesser of— 

(A) 50 percent of the total amount of reg-
ular compensation (including dependents’ al-
lowances) payable to the individual during 
the individual’s benefit year under such law, 
or 

(B) 13 times the individual’s average week-
ly benefit amount for the benefit year. 

(2) WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT.—For purposes 
of this subsection, an individual’s weekly 
benefit amount for any week is the amount 
of regular compensation (including depend-
ents’ allowances) under the State law pay-
able to such individual for such week for 
total unemployment. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this section, if, at the 
time that the individual’s account is ex-

hausted or at any time thereafter, such indi-
vidual’s State is in an extended benefit pe-
riod (as determined under paragraph (2)), 
then, such account shall be augmented by an 
amount equal to the amount originally es-
tablished in such account (as determined 
under subsection (b)(1)). 

(2) EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), a State shall be con-
sidered to be in an extended benefit period, 
as of any given time, if— 

(A) such a period is then in effect for such 
State under the Federal-State Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act of 1970; 

(B) such a period would then be in effect 
for such State under such Act if section 
203(d) of such Act— 

(i) were applied by substituting ‘‘4’’ for ‘‘5’’ 
each place it appears; and 

(ii) did not include the requirement under 
paragraph (1)(A); or 

(C) such a period would then be in effect 
for such State under such Act if— 

(i) section 203(f) of such Act were applied to 
such State (regardless of whether the State 
by law had provided for such application); 
and 

(ii) such section 203(f)— 
(I) were applied by substituting ‘‘6.0’’ for 

‘‘6.5’’ in paragraph (1)(A)(i); and 
(II) did not include the requirement under 

paragraph (1)(A)(ii). 
SEC. 4. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS FOR THE PAYMENT OF 
EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 
each State that has entered into an agree-
ment under this Act an amount equal to 100 
percent of the emergency unemployment 
compensation paid to individuals by the 
State pursuant to such agreement. 

(b) TREATMENT OF REIMBURSABLE COM-
PENSATION.—No payment shall be made to 
any State under this section in respect of 
any compensation to the extent the State is 
entitled to reimbursement in respect of such 
compensation under the provisions of any 
Federal law other than this Act or chapter 85 
of title 5, United States Code. A State shall 
not be entitled to any reimbursement under 
such chapter 85 in respect of any compensa-
tion to the extent the State is entitled to re-
imbursement under this Act in respect of 
such compensation. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums pay-
able to any State by reason of such State 
having an agreement under this Act shall be 
payable, either in advance or by way of reim-
bursement (as may be determined by the 
Secretary), in such amounts as the Secretary 
estimates the State will be entitled to re-
ceive under this Act for each calendar 
month, reduced or increased, as the case may 
be, by any amount by which the Secretary 
finds that the Secretary’s estimates for any 
prior calendar month were greater or less 
than the amounts which should have been 
paid to the State. Such estimates may be 
made on the basis of such statistical, sam-
pling, or other method as may be agreed 
upon by the Secretary and the State agency 
of the State involved. 
SEC. 5. FINANCING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds in the extended un-
employment compensation account (as es-
tablished by section 905(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1105(a))) of the Unem-
ployment Trust Fund (as established by sec-
tion 904(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1104(a))) 
shall be used for the making of payments to 
States having agreements entered into under 
this Act. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums payable to such State under this Act. 
The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit 
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or settlement by the Government Account-
ability Office, shall make payments to the 
State in accordance with such certification, 
by transfers from the extended unemploy-
ment compensation account (as so estab-
lished) to the account of such State in the 
Unemployment Trust Fund (as so estab-
lished). 

(c) ASSISTANCE TO STATES.—There are ap-
propriated out of the employment security 
administration account (as established by 
section 901(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1101(a))) of the Unemployment Trust 
Fund, without fiscal year limitation, such 
funds as may be necessary for purposes of as-
sisting States (as provided in title III of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 501 et seq.)) in 
meeting the costs of administration of agree-
ments under this Act. 

(d) APPROPRIATIONS FOR CERTAIN PAY-
MENTS.—There are appropriated from the 
general fund of the Treasury, without fiscal 
year limitation, to the extended unemploy-
ment compensation account (as so estab-
lished) of the Unemployment Trust Fund (as 
so established) such sums as the Secretary 
estimates to be necessary to make the pay-
ments under this section in respect of— 

(1) compensation payable under chapter 85 
of title 5, United States Code; and 

(2) compensation payable on the basis of 
services to which section 3309(a)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 applies. 
Amounts appropriated pursuant to the pre-
ceding sentence shall not be required to be 
repaid. 
SEC. 6. FRAUD AND OVERPAYMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If an individual know-
ingly has made, or caused to be made by an-
other, a false statement or representation of 
a material fact, or knowingly has failed, or 
caused another to fail, to disclose a material 
fact, and as a result of such false statement 
or representation or of such nondisclosure 
such individual has received an amount of 
emergency unemployment compensation 
under this Act to which he was not entitled, 
such individual— 

(1) shall be ineligible for further emer-
gency unemployment compensation under 
this Act in accordance with the provisions of 
the applicable State unemployment com-
pensation law relating to fraud in connection 
with a claim for unemployment compensa-
tion; and 

(2) shall be subject to prosecution under 
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code. 

(b) REPAYMENT.—In the case of individuals 
who have received amounts of emergency un-
employment compensation under this Act to 
which they were not entitled, the State shall 
require such individuals to repay the 
amounts of such emergency unemployment 
compensation to the State agency, except 
that the State agency may waive such repay-
ment if it determines that— 

(1) the payment of such emergency unem-
ployment compensation was without fault on 
the part of any such individual; and 

(2) such repayment would be contrary to 
equity and good conscience. 

(c) RECOVERY BY STATE AGENCY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The State agency may re-

cover the amount to be repaid, or any part 
thereof, by deductions from any emergency 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under this Act or from any 
unemployment compensation payable to 
such individual under any State or Federal 
unemployment compensation law adminis-
tered by the State agency or under any other 
Federal law administered by the State agen-
cy which provides for the payment of any as-
sistance or allowance with respect to any 
week of unemployment, during the 3-year pe-
riod after the date such individuals received 
the payment of the emergency unemploy-

ment compensation to which they were not 
entitled, except that no single deduction 
may exceed 50 percent of the weekly benefit 
amount from which such deduction is made. 

(2) OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING.—No repay-
ment shall be required, and no deduction 
shall be made, until a determination has 
been made, notice thereof and an oppor-
tunity for a fair hearing has been given to 
the individual, and the determination has be-
come final. 

(d) REVIEW.—Any determination by a State 
agency under this section shall be subject to 
review in the same manner and to the same 
extent as determinations under the State un-
employment compensation law, and only in 
that manner and to that extent. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the terms ‘‘compensation’’, 
‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘extended com-
pensation’’, ‘‘benefit year’’, ‘‘base period’’, 
‘‘State’’, ‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State law’’, and 
‘‘week’’ have the respective meanings given 
such terms under section 205 of the Federal- 
State Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note). 
SEC. 8. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), an agreement entered into 
under this Act shall apply to weeks of unem-
ployment— 

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into; and 

(2) ending on or before March 31, 2009. 
(b) TRANSITION FOR AMOUNT REMAINING IN 

ACCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 

and (3), in the case of an individual who has 
amounts remaining in an account estab-
lished under section 3 as of the last day of 
the last week (as determined in accordance 
with the applicable State law) ending on or 
before March 31, 2009, emergency unemploy-
ment compensation shall continue to be pay-
able to such individual from such amounts 
for any week beginning after such last day 
for which the individual meets the eligibility 
requirements of this Act. 

(2) LIMIT ON AUGMENTATION.—If the account 
of an individual is exhausted after the last 
day of such last week (as so determined), 
then section 3(c) shall not apply and such ac-
count shall not be augmented under such 
section, regardless of whether such individ-
ual’s State is in an extended benefit period 
(as determined under paragraph (2) of such 
section). 

(3) LIMIT ON COMPENSATION.—No compensa-
tion shall be payable by reason of paragraph 
(1) for any week beginning after June 30, 
2009. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
WELLER) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. RANGEL. Thank you, Mr. Speak-
er. 

I ask unanimous consent that I yield 
to myself such time as I may consume 
and at that conclusion the balance of 
the time allotted be given to Dr. 
MCDERMOTT, a senior member of the 
Ways and Means Committee, who was 
the major drafter of the bill that is be-
fore the House. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, here we 

are again, once again fighting for the 
dignity of millions of Americans who 

worked every day of their adult lives, 
paid into a trust fund, believing if 
there ever was a need, that their Con-
gress, their Members would respond to 
it. 

The compensation that we are offer-
ing in this legislation is so meager that 
it is almost embarrassing to have to 
fight to get it, and the whole concept 
that maybe the President believes that 
if they are given assistance, they would 
rather not look for a job but rather 
have these checks. But I think I want 
America to know that as long as good 
people want to work, as long as they 
don’t have money to pay their bills, as 
long as oil prices are up, education, 
health care, as long as these good peo-
ple cannot survive and begin to lose 
their dignity and their pride, as long as 
these great Americans, middle Ameri-
cans find themselves in this position, 
that we on our side will continue to 
fight no matter what you do. 

So you can attack us on parliamen-
tary grounds, you can talk about 
PAYGO, you can talk about suspen-
sion, you can go get a veto, but the 
American people should know that we 
are not going to give up. We are not 
going to give in, and that we will pre-
vail. So whatever tactics, language, 
rhetoric you come up with, at the end 
of the day when the family says I know 
I can depend on our Congress, they will 
be asking: And how do your congress-
men vote on this issue? And I hope that 
you will be guided by your conscience 
and not your party. 

So I would like to yield the balance 
of my time to Dr. MCDERMOTT to get 
into the specifics, but I hope that we 
will be able, with our vote today, to get 
into the heart of the American people 
and let them know that this Congress 
and this country will not let them 
down. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as Yogi Berra once said, 
this is like déjà vu all over again. Yes-
terday after an 8-week delay, the House 
considered and failed to pass the legis-
lation once again before us today. I 
continue to support providing extended 
unemployment benefits to workers who 
need it most. In fact, every Republican 
on the Ways and Means Committee 
supported extending unemployment 
benefits when this legislation was con-
sidered in committee 2 months ago; 
again, 8 weeks ago. 

Again, Republicans want to extend 
unemployment benefits. And we want 
to help those who are hurting the most. 
We also recognize that it is time that 
we pass legislation that can become 
law. 

Ladies and gentlemen, that is why I 
rise in strong opposition to the legisla-
tion before us today which does not 
satisfy the simple standard of helping 
those who need it most and who have 
worked a modest number of weeks to 
earn these benefits. 

Yesterday, the Democratic leadership 
brought identical legislation to the 
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floor under a process normally reserved 
for naming post offices and honoring 
sports teams. This resulted in a take- 
it-or-leave-it approach to this very im-
portant issue of extending unemploy-
ment benefits, and the bill failed to 
gain enough votes, forcing us to return 
to the floor again today. 

Now have our Democratic colleagues 
budged an inch? Absolutely not. Today 
we are considering the same legislation 
which once again fails to include a 
long-standing and reasonable policy re-
quiring at least 20 weeks of work to 
qualify for extended unemployment 
benefits. 

As several of us on this side of the 
aisle have noted, without this sensible 
requirement under H.R. 5749, workers 
could qualify for as many as 52 weeks 
of unemployment benefits, a full year, 
after having worked as little as one or 
two weeks. But whether someone 
worked two or 10 weeks or even 19 
weeks, the simple fact is that current 
Federal law includes a straightforward 
rule that requires a modest minimum 
amount of work before someone can 
qualify for months, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 
months of unemployment benefits 
courtesy of our taxpayers. 

This 20-weeks rule is not too much to 
ask. It is fair, and it is inexcusable for 
the other side not to include such a 
reasonable, long-standing rule. In fact, 
to not include it, as the bill before us 
would do, is a radical, and I say that 
again, radical change, radical depar-
ture from current law. 

My friends in the majority have 
called this issue a straw man. If it is 
just a straw man, why did they make 
the change? Why did they make this 
radical policy change that breaks 27 
years of bipartisan policy which re-
quires 20 weeks of work to qualify for a 
full year of unemployment benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a United States 
Department of Labor document that 
shows examples of States that would 
allow 1 year’s benefits for only 1 or 2 
weeks’ work, including a State like 
Michigan where you would only have 
to work one week to be able to obtain, 

under this legislation, 52 weeks worth 
of benefits. 

I would like to insert this Depart-
ment of Labor document into the 
RECORD. 

STATES IN WHICH INDIVIDUALS COULD QUALIFY FOR UI 
WITH ONLY 2 WEEKS OF WORK 

State 

Minimum wages needed to 
qualify: 

Wages in 1 
week 

Total wages in 
2 weeks 

AL .............................................................. >$1,157 >$2,214 
AK .............................................................. ........................ $1,000 
AZ .............................................................. $1,500 $2,250 
AR .............................................................. ........................ $1,971 
CA .............................................................. $900 $1,125 
CO ............................................................. 1 $1,084 $2,500 
CT .............................................................. ........................ 1 $780 
DE .............................................................. ........................ 1 $920 
DC ............................................................. $1,300 $1,950 
FL .............................................................. $2,267 $3,400 
GA .............................................................. $1,232 1 $1,848 
HI ............................................................... ........................ $130 
ID ............................................................... $1,508 $1,885 
IL ............................................................... ........................ $1,600 
IN ............................................................... $1,000 $2,750 
IA ............................................................... $1,190 $1,790 
KS .............................................................. $2,377 $3,030 
KY .............................................................. $1,963 $2,944 
LA .............................................................. $800 $1,200 
ME ............................................................. 2 $1,276 $3,828 
MD ............................................................. >$576 $900 
MA ............................................................. ........................ $3,000 
MI .............................................................. $2,757 $4,136 
MN ............................................................. $1,000 $1,250 
MS ............................................................. $780 $1,200 
MO ............................................................. $1,500 $2,250 
MT ............................................................. $1,392 3 $2,087 
NE .............................................................. $800 $2,651 
NV .............................................................. $400 $600 
NH ............................................................. $1,400 $2,800 
NJ .............................................................. ........................ $2,860 
NM ............................................................. $1,604 ........................
NY .............................................................. $1,600 $2,400 
NC ............................................................. $1,066 $4,291 
ND ............................................................. $1,984 $2,975 
OK .............................................................. $1,000 $1,500 
OR ............................................................. $667 $1,000 
PR .............................................................. $77 $280 
RI ............................................................... $1,480 $2,960 
SC .............................................................. $540 $900 
SD .............................................................. $728 $1,288 
TN .............................................................. >$780 >$1,560 
TX .............................................................. $1,413 $2,091 
UT .............................................................. $1,933 $2,900 
VT .............................................................. $1,981 $2,773 
VA .............................................................. ........................ 1 $2,700 
VI ............................................................... $858 $1,287 
WV ............................................................. ........................ $2,200 
WI .............................................................. $1,325 $1,590 
WY ............................................................. $2,072 $2,900 

1 In 2 HQs. 
2 In each of 2 Qs 
3 In 2 Qs. 
Note: Most states require wages in 2 different calendar quarters in order 

to meet monetary eligibility requirements. 
The source of this information is the 2008 Comparison of State Unem-

ployment Insurance Laws, Chapter 3, Table 3–3. 

Yesterday the majority called up this 
legislation under special rules that 

barred any amendments. Today we are 
considering this legislation in much 
the same way, no amendments to be 
considered, no substitute to be consid-
ered, and every rule of the House ex-
cept one is waived. 

The majority even waived the House 
Democrat’s so-called PAYGO rule. 
That admits that the cost of this legis-
lation would simply be added to the 
deficit. The nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office confirms this much. 
Their estimate of the cost of this legis-
lation shows it will increase the deficit 
by $14 billion over the next 5 years, and 
that is probably just a start. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I would like to in-
clude in the RECORD a copy of the Con-
gressional Budget Office score of H.R. 
5749 as approved by the Ways and 
Means Committee which provides a 
fuller discussion of this point. 

H.R. 5749—Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 2008 

Summary: H.R. 5749 would make individ-
uals who exhaust their regular benefits eligi-
ble for unemployment compensation for an 
additional period of time. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that enacting the 
bill would: 

Increase direct spending by $6.2 billion in 
2008 and $11.7 billion over the 2008–2018 pe-
riod; and 

Increase revenues by a net amount of $3.2 
billion of the 2008–2018 period. 

In total, these changes would increase 
budget deficits (or reduce future surpluses) 
by $6.2 billion in 2008 and by a net of $8.5 bil-
lion over the 2008–2018 period. 

The bill contains no intergovernmental or 
private-sector mandates as defined in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA). 

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of 
H.R. 5749 is shown in the following table. The 
spending effects of this legislation fall with-
in budget function 600 (income security). 

By fiscal year, in billions of dollars— 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2008– 
2013 

2008– 
2018 

Changes in Direct Spending (Outlays) 1 ........................................................................................................... 6.2 6.7 0 0 0 0 0 -0.2 -0.3 -0.3 -0.4 12.8 11.7 
Changes in Revenues ....................................................................................................................................... 0 * 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.6 3.2 

Net Change in Deficits or Surpluses 2 ............................................................................................................. 6.2 6.6 -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 -0.1 -0.3 -0.6 -0.7 -1.0 -1.2 12.2 8.5 

1 For direct spending changes, budget authority equals outlays. 
2 Positive numbers indicate an increase in deficits or decrease in surpluses. 
Note: * = gain of less than $50 million; components may not add to totals because of rounding. 

Basis of estimate: For this estimate, CBO 
assumes that the bill will be enacted by June 
1, 2008, and that spending will follow histor-
ical patterns for similar activities. 
Direct Spending 

Most states’ regular unemployment com-
pensation programs provide up to 26 weeks of 
benefits to qualified individuals. The bill 
would authorize a program for emergency ex-
tended unemployment compensation 
(EEUC), which would provide federal funding 
for additional benefits—up to 13 weeks in all 
states—to beneficiaries who exhaust their 
regular benefits. (Certain individuals who ex-
hausted their regular benefits prior to the 

bill’s enactment also would be eligible for 
EEUC). An additional 13 weeks of benefits 
would be provided in states that meet cer-
tain thresholds or triggers with respect to 
unemployment. States would be eligible to 
provide the additional 13 weeks of benefits if 
unemployment levels reach an insured un-
employment rate of 4 percent or higher, or a 
total unemployment rate of 6 percent or 
higher. (CBO estimates that around one 
quarter of beneficiaries would be in states 
that would qualify to provide that additional 
13 weeks.) Benefits would be available from 
the date of enactment through April 30, 2009, 

but no new beneficiaries could be added to 
the program after February 1, 2009. 

Based on the number of people who pre-
viously exhausted regular benefits, as well as 
those anticipated to exhaust benefits in the 
coming months, CBO estimates that over the 
2008–2009 period: 

About 3.2 million people would collect 
EEUC and that benefits paid over that time 
period would total $11.7 billion; 

Administrative costs related to the EEUC 
program would total $0.6 billion; and 

Outlays for regular unemployment benefits 
would increase by $0.9 billion because the 
availability of the EEUC benefits would af-
fect some recipients’ employment decisions. 
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(Most of those costs would be offset by in-
creases in State revenues over fiscal years 
2009 through 2013, as discussed below under 
‘‘Revenues.’’) 

Those costs would be slightly offset by re-
duced payments from other federal programs 
that provide extended unemployment bene-
fits—the extended benefits program and 
trade adjustment assistance for workers. 
CBO estimates those offsets would amount 
to $0.3 billion in 2008 and 2009. 

Under the financing provisions of the bill, 
funds in the Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Account would be transferred to 
the state accounts for the benefit and admin-
istrative expenses incurred for the EEUC 
program. Because the state unemployment 
funds are included in the federal budget, 
those transfers would have no immediate 
budgetary effect. However, they would inter-
act with provisions of the federal unemploy-
ment law known as the ‘‘Reed Act.’’ Under 
those provisions, when funds in the federal 
accounts of the unemployment trust fund ex-
ceed certain statutory limits, excess reve-
nues from the federal unemployment tax are 
transferred to the state accounts. In CBO’s 
current baseline, we project that the federal 
government will transfer $8.6 billion to the 
states over the 2013–2018 period. CBO’s base-
line includes outlays from the Reed Act 
transfers totaling $1.1 billion from 2014 to 
2018. Under the bill, outlays for EEUC would 
reduce the federal trust fund balances to lev-
els that would preclude such Reed Act trans-
fers. Thus, relative to CBO’s baseline projec-
tions, outlays under the bill would be $1.1 
billion lower. 

CBO estimates that the net effect of unem-
ployment-related provisions on direct spend-
ing would total $12.8 billion over the 2008– 
2013 period and $11.7 billion over the 2008–2018 
period. 
Revenues 

The availability of EEUC benefits may dis-
courage recipients from searching for work 
and accepting less-desirable jobs as quickly 
as they would in the absence of this act. 
Thus, some recipients may remain unem-
ployed for slightly longer than they would 
have otherwise, and direct spending for reg-
ular benefits would increase during 2008 and 
2009. CBO expects that some states would re-
spond to the lower balances in their unem-
ployment trust funds by increasing their un-
employment taxes, resulting in an increase 
of $0.6 billion in revenues over the 2009–2013 
period. 

The interaction between EEUC and Reed 
Act transfers also would affect revenues. 
Under the baseline, CBO estimates that, as a 
result of the estimated $8.6 billion in Reed 
Act transfers, states would reduce unemploy-
ment taxes by about $2.5 billion over the 
2014–2018 period, with additional revenue 
losses occurring after 2018. CBO estimates 
that transfers to the states under the EEUC 
program would reduce the federal trust fund 
balances to levels that would preclude such 
Reed Act transfers, resulting in revenues 
that would be $2.5 billion higher than our 
baseline projections of revenues over the 
five-year period beginning in 2014. 

Intergovernmental and private-sector im-
pact: H.R. 5749 contains no intergovern-
mental or private-sector mandates as defined 
in UMRA. CBO estimates that the changes to 
the unemployment compensation system 
would result in decreased federal transfers to 
states and also would lead to increased un-
employment taxes in some states. These ef-
fects, however, would result from states’ par-
ticipation in the federal unemployment in-
surance program, which is voluntary, and 
would not result from intergovernmental 
mandates as defined in UMRA. 

Previous CBO estimate: On February 6, 
2008, CBO transmitted an estimate of the 

budgetary effects of the Economic Stimulus 
Act of 2008, as ordered reported by the Sen-
ate Committee on Finance on January 30, 
2008. That bill contained provisions for the 
extension of unemployment compensation 
that are similar to provisions in H.R. 5749. 
Differences between the estimated costs re-
flect small economic and technical adjust-
ments to CBO’s baseline and differences in 
the legislation. 

Estimate prepared by: Federal Spending: 
Christina Hawley Anthony; Federal Reve-
nues: Barbara Edwards; Impact on State, 
Local, and Tribal Governments: Lisa Rami-
rez-Branum; and Impact on the Private Sec-
tor: Ralph Smith. 

Estimate approved by: Peter H. Fontaine, 
Assistant Director for Budget Analysis. 

These facts directly contradict the 
majority’s pledges for a more open and 
honest operation of the House, as well 
as their pledges to pay for every piece 
of legislation that comes to the floor. 
Now we are seeing the fine print of 
these pledges, including that new 
spending deemed temporary does not 
have to be paid for. This is yet another 
violation of the majority Democrats’ 
PAYGO rule which is looking more and 
more like Swiss cheese than effective 
budget policy. I hope my friends in the 
fiscally conservative Blue Dog Coali-
tion are watching as their leadership 
once again waives the rules of the 
House to increase spending and to in-
crease taxes. 

Make no mistake, this legislation 
will do both, living up to the true spirit 
of the Democrats’ PAYGO rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has stat-
ed his intent to veto this legislation 
because it does not include the 20 
weeks of work requirement and pro-
poses untargeted benefits, among other 
reasons. Republicans noted these flaws 
in our debate on the floor yesterday, 
and we offered to work with the major-
ity to correct them so that we have 
legislation that could become law 
quickly to help those who need help, so 
the path to passage of a truly bipar-
tisan and responsible bill is clear to ad-
dress these concerns. 

Two months ago, that was 8 weeks 
ago, every Republican on the Ways and 
Means Committee supported extending 
unemployment benefits, and I intro-
duced a bill and offered as an amend-
ment legislation that would have paid 
extended benefits in high unemploy-
ment States like Michigan, and many 
others, and that was in April, 8 weeks 
ago. Yet for the past 2 months, 8 weeks, 
the residents of those States where 
jobs are hardest to come by and these 
benefits are most needed, have been 
forced to wait on the majority in Con-
gress. It is election-year politics. Mem-
bers should have a chance to vote on a 
targeted proposal that would actually 
provide extended benefits in high-un-
employment States like Michigan and 
others. And importantly, a vote on leg-
islation the President would sign so 
these benefits can actually start being 
paid. 

In contrast to such a constructive ap-
proach, the majority wants to continue 
playing politics, election-year politics, 
with unemployment benefits. So today, 

Members will once again we forced to 
vote on legislation the President says 
he will not sign and includes a radical 
departure from current policy when it 
comes to the balance between work and 
benefits. 

Again I ask my colleagues to vote 
against this legislation so we can work 
together in a bipartisan way because I 
truly believe both Republicans and 
Democrats want to help those who are 
unemployed. We need to craft an appro-
priate bipartisan solution quickly to 
this immediate concern. The legisla-
tion before us does not meet that chal-
lenge and will not be signed into law. 
We want to help those who need help. 
We can extend unemployment benefits 
for those who have exhausted them. It 
is time we work together. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5749. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 

think this is a wonderful debate. I love 
to hear the Republican talking points 
said over and over again. I have count-
ed now the phrase ‘‘8 weeks’’ since we 
passed this bill out of the committee. I 
have heard it 19 times so far and I ex-
pect we will hear it at least nineteen- 
hundred times before we pass the bill. 

But the fact is that the ranking 
member knows he could have voted 
‘‘yes’’ when it came out of committee. 
He could have voted ‘‘yes’’ when it was 
on the floor on the 15th of May which 
is when we voted on this. We already 
have taken action on it once; and he 
had a chance yesterday to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on it, but he said ‘‘no’’ again. And I 
suspect today—well, we’ll see what he 
does. Maybe he will change his mind. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume because it is a new 
day and we woke up with some bad 
news about the U.S. economy. The 
Washington Post has the story, ‘‘A new 
report from the Federal Reserve paints 
a portrait of the U.S. economy under 
pressure from almost every sector. 
Across the board, the U.S. economy is 
deteriorating, including jobs.’’ And 
here we are again today trying to help 
the American people by passing the 
Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 2008. 

Yesterday, 144 Republican Members 
ignored the will of the people and in-
stead followed the whim of a lame duck 
President. 

b 1300 

If three votes had switched, we would 
have had enough votes to pass this bill 
and give the American people the help 
they need. They didn’t, so we’re back 
here today because we’re going to 
make it happen. 
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The economic data paint a compel-

ling case for immediate action. But my 
Republican colleague stood at the po-
dium yesterday, and did it again today, 
waving a veto threat from the White 
House. 

This is the President who’s given us 
this war that’s put us in a terrible 
mess. He’s given us bank problems and 
every other thing that’s going on, gas 
prices. And now he waves a letter and 
says, we don’t want to do anything for 
the unemployed who’ve exhausted their 
benefits. 

They hid behind rhetoric that pre-
tends to contend itself with people 
qualifying for benefits. They served up 
a real cold red herring for dinner last 
night for those people that exhausted 
their benefits, because they simply 
want to deny American workers unem-
ployment benefits. 

Remember, this money didn’t come 
out of the tax base. It came from their 
employers who paid it into a trust fund 
for exactly this purpose; when they 
lose their job, they should have access 
to it. 

Now, let me be clear. This 20-week 
rule that we hear yelled about here, 
that many Republicans want included 
in the bill, would mean that workers 
could work for over 10 straight months 
and be denied extended benefits, de-
pending on the vagaries of the various 
laws in States across this country. 

The Department of Labor has esti-
mated that around 10 percent of those 
who’ve exhausted their benefits might 
be excluded from extended benefits if 
we were to include this 20-week rule. 
These workers are disproportionately 
low-wage, part-time, minority and 
women. 

In other words, the Republicans pro-
pose to solve a problem by creating 
one. Instead of helping people, the Re-
publicans’ alternative is to penalize 
workers on the lowest rung of the eco-
nomic ladder. Very typical. Look at 
the tax cuts. 

The American people need solutions, 
and that’s what H.R. 5749 is about. It 
would immediately provide 13 weeks of 
extended benefits for workers in every 
State who’ve exhausted their benefits. 
It provides an additional 13 weeks of 
benefits in States with an unemploy-
ment rate of 6 percent or higher. 

This bill is targeted. You hear them 
say we want a targeted bill. Of course 
it’s targeted. It’s targeted to do one 
thing, to help those people who need it 
the most. 

Here’s how it works. Anyone a State 
qualifies for unemployment benefits, 
and who has exhausted what the State 
has provided them, would be eligible 
for extended benefits of the same 
amount for half as long as the State 
provided them. So, if you received 26 
weeks in your State from the State, 
and you run out, you get 13 more weeks 
of extended benefits. If you get 10 
weeks from your State, you will get 5 
weeks more of extended benefits. 

The Federal Reserve outlook wasn’t 
the only piece of information we re-

ceived yesterday. A little while ago the 
Labor Department announced that ini-
tial claims for unemployment benefits 
jumped more than expected last week. 
The number of people filing for unem-
ployment benefits last week increased 
384,000 people, in 1 week. And all the 
Republicans want to do is wave a veto 
letter from the White House. 

Helping the American people should 
not be a partisan issue; but the Repub-
licans and the president are trying to 
make it just that. 

Yesterday we had a bipartisan bill. 
Almost 50 Republicans voted for it. I 
urge my Republican colleagues to fol-
low their conscience and not their cau-
cus and vote with the Democrats to 
help the American people. The Emer-
gency Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2008 is the least we 
can do for the American people. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-

er, would you share with us how much 
time remains on each side, please? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois has 22 minutes. 
The gentleman from Washington has 
211⁄2. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, as we continue to debate this legis-
lation which makes a radical change, 
eliminating the Federal work require-
ment to qualify for federally funded 
unemployment benefits, I wish to yield 
3 minutes to the senior Republican on 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
Mr. HERGER of California. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle want 
to help U.S. workers during this period 
of economic uncertainty. Yet, the ques-
tion has always been: How do we best 
provide this assistance? 

Under the proposal before us today, 
workers in States with historically low 
levels of unemployment would receive 
13 weeks of Federal unemployment 
benefits, on top of their current 26 
weeks of regular State unemployment 
benefits. This means that workers in 
States like Iowa, that have a docu-
mented labor shortage, would receive 
39 weeks of unemployment benefits. 
This makes no sense. 

Instead of creating an untargeted ex-
pansion of unemployment benefits, we 
should be focusing on growing the 
economy. We want to see every State 
have a job surplus, not a surplus of ex-
tended unemployment benefits. 

Today’s legislation will result in 
higher taxes on our small businesses, 
resulting in slower job creation. This 
won’t help U.S. workers. 

The best way to help our workers is 
to foster economic growth that creates 
jobs. We can do that by passing pro- 
growth tax policies that keep our busi-
nesses competitive globally, and pro-
vide them with certainty to make im-
portant investments in our economy 
with our work, without worrying about 
a massive tax increase. 

We can also help our workers by 
passing our fair trade agreements, 
which would create tens of thousands 
of jobs here in the United States. 

And if we really want to help work-
ers, we also need to be confronting ris-
ing gas prices so people can afford to 
get to work. We should remove our 
self-imposed embargo on domestic en-
ergy production, which will make en-
ergy more affordable and create more 
jobs. 

These are the policies that Congress 
should be talking about here today. 
These are the types of policies that are 
going to create a strong and growing 
economy that will provide our workers 
with the jobs they need to support 
their families. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 
today is the wrong approach. I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. LEVIN from 
Michigan will have 3 minutes. I yield 
to the gentleman. 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. I think the more we dis-
cuss this, the clearer the issue be-
comes, including the last statement 
that we heard. There’s no disagreement 
about the need for growth policies. But 
to say that, and use it as an excuse not 
to provide extended unemployment 
benefits is really indefensible. 

You can’t say to people who have 
been out of work for 26 weeks, who are 
there through no fault of their own, 
and who must be looking for work, 
that because of the absence of growth 
policies they should, essentially, be out 
in the cold. That’s close to a cold- 
blooded approach to this issue. 

And, if you mention States like Iowa, 
look, in some States, if there’s a sur-
plus, people who are out of work, in 
most cases, if they’re looking for work, 
and they must, will find other work. 

But it makes no sense to take the po-
sition of the administration, and that’s 
what the gentleman from California, 
essentially, was reflecting, where they 
say that historically, the unemploy-
ment rate has had to be at a certain 
level in order for Unemployment Com-
pensation to be extended. 

And there was, they say, an excep-
tion after September 11, 2001. It’s really 
hard to fathom who people would use 
2001, September 11, as an excuse not to 
extend benefits. 

The unemployment rate when Presi-
dent Bush signed the extension was 5.7. 
It’s now 5.5. And essentially, what 
you’re saying is we’re going to deny 
benefits to well over a million, with 3 
million more likely to come, because of 
a difference of 2⁄10 of 1 percent. 

And then you say you want it to be 
targeted. But, as we pointed out, the 
data vary from month to month. One 
month it’s 100 metropolitan areas with 
unemployment rates over 6 percent. 
More recently, it’s been 65 or 66. It will 
probably go up. How do you, in good 
conscience, stand before people in 
those areas and say no? 

I mentioned to the gentleman from 
Illinois—— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 
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Mr. LEVIN. I ask for 2 additional 

minutes. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield the gen-

tleman 2 additional minutes. 
Mr. LEVIN. I asked the gentleman 

from Illinois how he would respond to 
people in certain areas. I don’t know 
how you do that. 

I asked the gentleman, and I didn’t 
mean to get personal really, but just to 
raise the issue poignantly. If you’re 
from the State of Washington, as he is, 
and there’s higher unemployment than 
6 percent in Yakima, how do you say to 
the people there, you don’t get the ex-
tension, while people in other States 
receive it. It is simply not—— 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Is the gen-
tleman yielding time? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Well, I 

would first point out to my friend from 
Michigan that I represent the State of 
Illinois. And under the legislation 
which we offered in committee, my 
State of Illinois would receive extended 
unemployment benefits. 

I would also state that the Repub-
lican minority on the committee sup-
ported extension of unemployment 
benefits. 

Mr. LEVIN. Let me just take back 
my time. Look, the position, that 
hasn’t been the position of the admin-
istration. It’s used the 6 percent level. 
That’s what they’re talking about 
here. And you have to go home and ex-
plain to the areas, I mentioned three in 
Illinois, because the State isn’t above a 
certain level, but areas are, you don’t 
get it, while people who are in a State 
like Michigan with over 6 percent, ev-
erybody does. 

But the trouble is, everybody counts 
in this country. Everybody who’s out of 
work 26 weeks, through no fault of 
their own, and looking for work, they 
have to be looking for work. 

I read these letters from people in 
Michigan, and I just say this: Just read 
letters from people in your State. No 
longer can you go to unemployment of-
fices in most States, because they’re 
not there, so people aren’t in line. But 
they’re in line in this country. 

As I said, if you’re counted—— 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman’s time has expired. 
Mr. LEVIN. I guess 1 more minute if 

I might. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield the gen-

tleman an additional minute. 
Mr. LEVIN. If you counted the people 

who are now exhausting their benefits, 
or have, and those who are likely, it 
would reach, the line, from here, this 
Capitol to Denver. 

So don’t talk about energy policy. 
We have to face up to that. Don’t talk 
about trade policy. We have to face up 
to that. Talk about the lives in the 
homes of over a million people. 

I just hope that, you withheld, or 
there were withheld the three votes 
necessary to get to two-thirds yester-
day. 

b 1315 

I know the maneuvers on this floor. 

But essentially, they’re obeying the 
position, if not the orders, from the 
White House instead of the orders from 
the people at home. 

I urge strong support of this. I urge 
that we pass it with even more votes 
than was passed last time and send it 
to the Senate so we can get this job 
done. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I would note that the Ways and 
Means Committee passed a bill on un-
employment benefits 8 weeks ago. And 
for 8 weeks, unemployed workers 
who’ve exhausted their unemployment 
benefits in Michigan and Illinois have 
gone without unemployment benefits 
during election-year politics. 

Mr. Speaker, as we continue debate, 
this legislation before us, which in-
cludes a radical policy change, elimi-
nating the Federal work requirement 
to qualify for federally funded unem-
ployment benefits, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from the 
State of Kentucky (Mr. LEWIS), a sen-
ior member of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I think the American people, the 
American workers, they’re fed up. 
They’re probably fed up with the fact 
that we have to be here today debating 
an extension of unemployment com-
pensation, and if we don’t do some-
thing about the energy crisis in this 
country, we’re going to be back time 
and time again to talk about extending 
compensation to unemployed workers 
because it’s going to lead to more and 
more unemployment. 

You know, it is a shame, and I think 
the American people are starting to 
say, What is wrong in Washington 
when America has 496 billion barrels of 
oil that can be used, but the Democrat 
leadership in Congress says, No, not 
one dime for American oil. But they’re 
willing to spend billions upon trillions 
of dollars to foreign countries for oil. 

What is wrong with that picture? It’s 
okay for gas to be maybe at $5 a gallon 
by the end of the summer, but no, we 
can’t do anything about building new 
refineries here. We can’t do anything 
about drilling oil here. We can’t do 
anything about mining coal here, coal 
gasification. 

The energy bill that the Democrats 
offered was solar, wind, and renewable. 
Not one dime for oil, not one dime for 
coal, not one dime for natural gas. You 
can’t put solar in your gas tank. You 
can’t put wind in your gas tank. 

Now, I’m wondering how the United 
Miner Workers feel about the fact that 
they have a 300-year supply of coal but 
no help for coal gasification. I wonder 
how the United Auto Workers feel in 
Michigan, talking about losing jobs. 
When GM and Ford are moving as 
quickly as they can to electric auto-
mobiles but the Chinese are buying 
SUVs as fast as they can get them. 
There’s something wrong with this pic-
ture. 

And I wonder how the Teamsters feel 
when their trucks are sitting idly by 

not being able to move the goods 
across this country, out of work be-
cause the Democrat Congress—where is 
the leadership? We need in this country 
leadership to step forward and say by a 
date certain, we are going to be energy 
independent from the Middle East, 
from Venezuela, and we’re going to 
have our own energy, our own opportu-
nities to create jobs. 

Can you imagine the millions of jobs 
that would be created by building pipe-
lines, by going after our resources? Can 
you imagine the millions of jobs that 
the United Mine Workers would have, 
the United Auto Workers would have, 
the construction union workers would 
have? I think the rank and file mem-
bers of our unions in this country have 
got to say, What is wrong with these 
people that we’ve been supporting all 
of these years? What are they doing for 
us now? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I am happy to yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. I think 
they’re starting to ask. 

I talked to a group of citizens this 
morning, and they’re wanting to know 
what is wrong with the Congress; what 
is wrong with the Democrat leadership; 
what is wrong with their presumptive 
nominee for the presidency who says, 
Yeah, I think this is good that gas is at 
this all-time high price. I just wish it 
had come along a little slower. 

You know, I think there is going to 
have to be some answers, and they’re 
going to have to come up fairly soon 
because the American people are fed 
up. They’re not wanting worker com-
pensation, unemployment compensa-
tion. They’re wanting jobs, and energy 
provides jobs. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
don’t know if I walked into the wrong 
place or not. I thought we were talking 
about unemployment, but all I hear is 
a lot of talk about energy. Now, I don’t 
know if the Members on the other side 
have forgotten what the subject is 
today or exactly what the problem is, 
but the fact is that we didn’t wait 8 
weeks. My ranking member, Mr. 
WELLER, knows better than that. We 
voted on May 15 on this issue, and it’s 
sitting over in the Senate. The Senate 
Republicans have got their foot on it. 
And the White House hasn’t said ‘‘boo’’ 
to them. 

So the Republicans are killing this 
proposal over there in the Senate. 
We’re going to send it back to them an-
other way. And I think they will have 
a second chance to think about it. The 
closer we get to the election, I think 
the more interested they will get in 
this issue. 

But there’s one issue here that I 
think somehow with the straw man 
that keeps getting put up here for ev-
erybody to look at, this person out 
there somewhere in Oregon or Illinois 
that worked for two weeks and is going 
to get unemployment benefits. We’re 
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not talking about somebody on welfare 
here. We’re talking about somebody 
who worked. 

Now, my opponents on the other side 
keep sounding like we’re talking about 
the dregs of the earth, people who are 
just stealing or somehow sneaking in 
and maneuvering and somehow getting 
something they’re not entitled to. 
When they worked, their employer put 
money into the unemployment trust 
for their benefit. 

Some people on the other side believe 
that we ought to have States’ rights. 
States ought to be able to do stuff. 
Okay. States write the unemployment 
laws for their State. And in Illinois, it 
is true that if you work for two weeks, 
one week in one quarter and one week 
in another quarter, and your total 
wages are $1,600, so that means you 
worked one week and got $800; and 
then, just lucky, your next week of 
work was in another quarter, you got 
$800, you would be eligible in Illinois 
for $51 a week for 26 weeks for a grand 
total of $1,326. That comes from a let-
ter from the Department of Employ-
ment Security signed by Joseph 
Mueller, which I will now insert into 
the RECORD. 

ILLINOIS, DEPARTMENT 
OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, 

Chicago, IL, June 12, 2008. 
Mr. INDIVAR DUTTA-GUPTA, 
House of Representatives, Committee on Ways 

and Means, Subcommittee on Income Secu-
rity and Family Support, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. DUTTA-GUPTA: With regard to 
the hypothetical you pose, if worker X 
worked three weeks in IL, he or she might 
well not be entitled to any unemployment 
benefits. 

To qualify for unemployment benefits in 
IL, an individual must have been paid at 
least $1600 during his/her ‘‘base period,’’ re-
ceiving at least $440 outside the base period 
quarter in which his/her wages were the 
highest. Consequently, to qualify, worker X’s 
three weeks of wages would have had to 
straddle two base period quarters, with at 
least $440 being paid in the ‘‘low quarter.’’ 

Assuming he/she did qualify, worker X’s 
benefit amount would depend upon the 
amount of wages he/she was paid during his/ 
her base period. A claimant’s weekly benefit 
amount in IL can range from $51 to $376. 

If worker X just met the $1,600/$440 require-
ment, he/she would be entitled to $51/wk for 
up to 26 weeks (a total of $1,326). 

To qualify for what is the current average 
weekly benefit payment in IL, worker X 
would have had to receive over $4700/wk. 

As an aside, three weeks’ worth of wages 
would not qualify an individual receiving 
IL’s current minimum wage of $7.75/hr, even 
if the payments did straddle two base period 
quarters. 

In conclusion, it would be theoretically 
possible for an individual with three weeks’ 
worth of base period wages—and 49 weeks 
with no wages for employment—to qualify 
for benefits in IL. However, the three weeks 
would have to fall ‘‘just right’’ and average 
over $500/wk. IDES’s system does not track 
the number of weeks individuals work. How-
ever, based on anecdotal feedback from pro-
gram staff, it does not seem this theoretical 
possibility has been a common occurrence, if 
it has ever occurred. 

You also pose a hypothetical in which 
worker X works just two weeks. It would be 
theoretically possible to qualify for benefits 
with just two weeks’ worth of wages. Again, 

however, the wages would have to straddle 
two base period quarters and, in that sce-
nario, average $800/wk. It seems this has not 
been a common occurrence either. 

Sincerely, 
JOSPEH P. MUELLER, 

Legal Counsel. 

I don’t know. Maybe Illinois is a lot 
easier to live in than Washington 
State, but getting $1,326 for 6 months is 
not exactly a living wage. I mean, any-
body who sits at home and waits for 
their $51 check and says, Oh great, I’m 
going to live on $51 this week. I don’t 
know where they live in Illinois. I 
don’t believe it is in Chicago. Must be 
way down somewhere in the south end 
of the State or somewhere. I don’t 
know how you could live on that. To 
think that that person is a slug who’s 
just sitting there and saying, Well, I 
have got this $51 check coming, I don’t 
believe I’m going to go look for work, 
is implying that that person is not a 
responsible human being who’s been 
trying to get work and has worked in 
the past and is getting benefits that 
they earned to which they are entitled. 

Now, if that’s the reason the Repub-
licans want to hang it up and not vote 
for this bill and say we’re not going to 
give those extended benefits because 
there’s one person in Illinois some-
where who worked for 2 weeks and 
made the minimum benefit and gets 26 
weeks of $51 a week, if that’s what 
you’re going to go home and explain on 
the campaign trail why you didn’t ex-
tend unemployment benefits to people 
who had exhausted their benefits, 
that’s going to be real interesting to 
watch because I don’t think the people 
of Illinois or any other State are going 
to buy this kind of an argument. 

When we asked this question in Or-
egon, they said it isn’t true. There isn’t 
anybody getting benefits like that. 

Now, it seems to me that it just 
comes back to the point that you real-
ly don’t want to vote for unemploy-
ment benefits. I understand it’s been 
the party’s policy since 1935. You have 
never liked it because you thought it 
weakened people’s resolve. That is the 
talk of somebody who has never been 
unemployed. If you have lived in a 
house where somebody has been unem-
ployed and have seen what it does to 
the family when the father or the 
mother can’t bring home a paycheck, 
you don’t look at those people and say, 
Well, they’re taking something that 
isn’t theirs, when they paid for this 
benefit into the unemployment trust. 
They are entitled to this. It would be 
the same as saying to old people, Well, 
you’re taking that Social Security that 
was paid into the trust for you, and 
somehow you’re not entitled to it. 

We don’t do that. 
America looks after the weakest. 

That’s how you judge whether a soci-
ety is really strong or not. 

I recognize the Speaker for 1 minute. 
Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding and for his outstanding 
leadership on this issue. He has been a 
relentless and persistent advocate for 
America’s working families, for hard 

workers in our country who, through 
no fault of their own, and in large 
measure because of the poor economic 
policies of the Bush administration, 
have lost their job. 

Mr. Speaker, it is said, and it’s been 
said directly by George Bernard Shaw, 
that it is the mark of a truly intel-
ligent person to be moved by statistics. 
My colleagues have made the case for 
why we need this unemployment insur-
ance, and I want to address once again, 
as they have, some of the statistics and 
see if it is the mark of truly intelligent 
people to respond to that. 

Today we have the opportunity to 
help 3.8 million Americans who are out 
of work and their families in large part 
because of the disastrous economic 
policies of the White House and the Re-
publicans in Congress. 

There are 3.8 million Americans for 
whom 13 weeks of the unemployment 
insurance system, a system, as the gen-
tleman indicated, that they have paid 
for, could mean not losing a home or a 
job or skipping meals or needed health 
care. Today we have that opportunity 
to provide that help. 

More statistics. 
In the Bush economy, gas prices have 

skyrocketed to $4 a gallon. One in ten 
Americans are at risk of losing their 
homes, and even more families are see-
ing the value of their greatest financial 
assets, their homes, plummet. 

More statistics. 
On Friday, we received the alarming 

news that since the beginning of the 
year, our Nation has lost more than 
325,000 jobs, including 49,000 in the 
month of May alone. 

The Nation’s unemployment rate has 
risen to 5.5 percent, the biggest month-
ly increase since 1986. In two decades, 
last Friday on that day, it jumped 0.5 
percent to 51⁄2 percent. 

On that same day, by the way, my 
colleagues, the price per barrel of oil 
increased by over $11 in that 1 day. In 
the 1990s, in 1998, the price per barrel 
was that exact same figure, just over 
$11. 1998, price per barrel of oil, $11- 
plus. Last Friday, price per barrel 
jumped, increased over $11 to over $130 
per barrel. 

b 1330 
So this is the economic situation in 

which these families find themselves. 
They have been hardworking, played 
by the rules, paid into the system, paid 
into the system for occasions like this 
where there’s a downturn in the econ-
omy, and they lose their jobs through 
no fault of their own. And the Repub-
licans want to make them look like 
charity cases. 

These are strong people. They are the 
backbone of America. We have a re-
sponsibility to them. And if they are 
not moved by statistics, as George Ber-
nard Shaw says any intelligent person 
should be, perhaps you would be moved 
by their personal stories. 

This extension of unemployment ben-
efits will help people like Kathy Henry. 
She was laid off her job at an adver-
tising company last August. In Feb-
ruary, her unemployment benefits ran 
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out. As she says, ‘‘I must have had 100 
interviews, and no one wants to hire 
me.’’ Many times people think the peo-
ple that are being interviewed for these 
jobs are overqualified. ‘‘An extension of 
unemployment benefits would give me 
more time to look for a job,’’ Kathy 
says. 

And Liz Waller of Missouri, she just 
has 3 weeks of unemployment benefits 
left. She said, ‘‘Absolutely, an exten-
sion would make a big difference for 
me. I’m dying to get back to work.’’ 
I’m dying to get back to work, ‘‘but 
I’ve done interview after interview and 
there are just way too many job can-
didates out there. I just keep getting 
told I’m overqualified.’’ 

There is a concern on the part of 
some employers that as people con-
tinue to look for work and look for jobs 
at lower pay, that if they hire them, 
then they will leave when they can find 
a job at higher pay with an upturn in 
the economy. 

This isn’t about people sitting on 
their butts back home saying, goody, 
I’m getting an unemployment check; 
now I can really look my family in the 
eye and say I’m providing. These peo-
ple want to provide for their families. 
To imply anything else is an insult to 
these millions of people who have lost 
their jobs through no fault of their own 
and, in large measure, because of the 
Bush administration’s failed economic 
policies. 

Let’s think about our veterans. This 
legislation is especially important to 
our returning military veterans. A re-
cent government report prepared for 
the Veterans Affairs Department found 
that young veterans earn less and have 
a harder time finding work than do ci-
vilians in the same age group. The per-
centage of veterans not in the labor 
force—because they couldn’t find jobs, 
stopped looking for work because they 
couldn’t find jobs, or went back to 
school—jumped to 23 percent in 2005 
from 10 percent in the year 2000. 

Our veterans come home; they can’t 
find work. Some of them need this un-
employment insurance, and the Repub-
licans are saying, ‘‘Just say no.’’ 

Extending unemployment benefits 
not only helps those who are looking 
for work, it stimulates the economy. 
According to the Congressional Budget 
Office, it is one of the most cost-effec-
tive and fast-acting ways to stimulate 
the economy because the money is 
spent quickly. For every $1 spent on 
unemployment benefits, $1 spent gen-
erates $1.64 in new economic demand. 
Stimulates the economy. 

All Americans who work pay unem-
ployment insurance, pay into a trust 
fund for a rainy day. The rainy day is 
here. Today, across the country and for 
millions of Americans, that rainy day 
is here. Congress should ensure that 
those who paid into the system for the 
benefits now can receive them, and we 
can do this by passing this legislation 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue and the debate 
is not a partisan one. All Americans 

are feeling serious and deep economic 
pain. The people who will benefit from 
this are Democrats, Republicans, non-
partisans, Independents, people who 
aren’t even interested in the political 
system. Yet, President Bush has issued 
a veto threat against this legislation, 
despite the fact that it will help—let’s 
get back to our statistics—3.8 million 
Americans and, in fact, the entire 
economy. 

And so I get back to our friend 
George Bernard Shaw. ‘‘It is the mark 
of a truly intelligent person to be 
moved by statistics.’’ 

I thank Chairman MCDERMOTT for 
your important work on this sub-
committee, on this legislation. I also 
want to commend the chairman of the 
full committee for being a truly intel-
ligent man, moved by statistics, Chair-
man RANGEL for his relentless work on 
this important legislation. To Mr. 
LEVIN as well and to all of the members 
of the committee, thank you for bring-
ing this important legislation to the 
floor. 

The American people are waiting to 
see if Congress will act to help them on 
a matter that is relevant to their eco-
nomic survival at a difficult time in 
their lives for money that they paid 
into the system. I urge my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to state that I share the 
Speaker’s admiration for Mr. RANGEL 
and Mr. MCDERMOTT. I consider Mr. 
RANGEL very intelligent, and I enjoy 
working with Mr. MCDERMOTT as well, 
but I do disagree with the distin-
guished Speaker on a point that she 
made. 

You know, she was talking about 5.5 
percent unemployment, which in my 
view is too high, but I would note that 
it seems sometimes the definition of a 
bad economy is who’s in the White 
House. 

In 1996, President Clinton stood be-
fore us at the State of the Union in 
January 1996. Unemployment was at 5.6 
percent, higher than it is today. Presi-
dent Clinton said the economy was the 
healthiest it has been in three decades. 
Well, today unemployment is lower 
than it was when President Clinton 
made that statement. 

So, we all agree the economy needs 
to be improved, but President Clinton 
would say it’s the healthiest in dec-
ades, if he were standing again before 
us based on his definition of a healthy 
economy. 

I would also note, as my good friend 
from Washington has made the point, 
that why are we talking about energy. 
When I talk to the folks back home in 
Illinois at the local grocery store, at 
the gas station, and people are com-
menting about food prices and energy 
prices, they say that when you have 
over $4 gasoline, that’s bad for the 
economy. There’s people losing jobs be-
cause energy costs are so high. 

As we talk about statistics, and the 
distinguished Speaker referred to sta-
tistics, I would note that the approval 

rating of the Democrat Congress today 
is 16 percent. Only 16 percent of the 
American people think the Democrat 
majority is doing a good job. Now, his-
torically, that would tell us that to-
day’s Congress is the least popular in 
recorded history. 

No Congress has had a lower approval 
rating than the current Democrat ma-
jority. Why? Because since the Demo-
cratic majority became the majority in 
2007, gasoline prices have gone up $1.73. 
Think about that. The Democrat ma-
jority has refused to expand the supply 
of gasoline, has refused to expand the 
supply of oil. Why? Because they are 
locking away, under their policies, do-
mestic sources of oil and gasoline, and 
continuing to make us more dependent 
on foreign sources of oil, people like 
Hugo Chavez in Venezuela and sources 
in the Mideast that we’re dependent 
upon because of the Democrat major-
ity’s policies. 

Again, there’s a reason this Congress 
is the least popular in recorded history, 
because gasoline prices have gone up 
$1.73 since our Democratic friends 
gained the majority. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Virginia (Mrs. DRAKE). 

Mrs. DRAKE. Mr. Speaker, for 2 days 
now, this Congress has addressed a bill 
to provide increased unemployment 
benefits. The irony is what we are not 
talking about. 

We must talk about why are busi-
nesses leaving America, why are we 
losing these jobs. The answer is over-
whelmingly the cost of energy and our 
refusal as a Congress to capture our 
natural resources. 

Dow Chemical stood beside us when 
Representative JOHN PETERSON an-
nounced the NEED Act, the bill that 
lifts the moratorium for natural gas in 
the Outer Continental Shelf. They told 
us of a $30 billion expansion and 10,000 
jobs that they wished were here in 
America, but they were going to China, 
Libya and Saudi Arabia. Why? The 
price of natural gas. You can’t pay $8 
to $10 in America for an energy source 
that’s 85 cents in those countries. We 
all know we lost the fertilizer industry 
a long time ago. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman’s time has expired. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. I would be 
happy to yield 1 additional minute to 
the gentlelady from Virginia. 

Mrs. DRAKE. Think of the jobs that 
could be created, the jobs that we could 
keep here just by this industry. 

And just yesterday, the sub-
committee voted on a 9–6 vote, with 
the Democrat majority all voting not 
to allow us to lift the moratorium on 
the Outer Continental Shelf. In the last 
25 years, we’ve captured 7 billion bar-
rels of oil in the Outer Continental 
Shelf. Do you realize the spillage has 
been one one-thousandth of 1 percent? 

We also need to talk about those 
American families, those American 
workers who have purchased homes 
where they wanted them to be, not 
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worried about a commute to their job, 
but today, for several of those, their 
gas cost is the same as their mortgage. 
That impacts business in America. 

Mr. Speaker, America is a great Na-
tion because of her people. It’s our re-
sponsibility to put the policies in place 
that allow them to have a quality of 
life and to create the jobs. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, as I had noted earlier, this Con-
gress, the Democrat majority in the 
House today, has the lowest level of 
popularity, lowest level approval in re-
corded history, 16 percent. Why? Be-
cause of actions like today. 

This legislation that is before us 
came out of committee 8 weeks ago. 
Eight weeks, 2 months, that those who 
are unemployed have exhausted their 
benefits and been asking for extended 
unemployment benefits. We in the Re-
publicans on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee said we want to work with our 
Democrat friends in the majority so we 
can pass a bill that’s bipartisan, pro-
vides extend unemployment benefits 
and, frankly, becomes law. 

I would note, there’s a publication on 
Capitol Hill called Congress Daily. It 
shows that today’s exercise is frankly 
just election-year politics, probably 
one more reason this Democratic ma-
jority has the lowest level of approval 
in recorded history of any Congress. 
This Democrat leadership today is 
quoted as saying, It’s not what we had 
hoped. We’ll keep trying. But ulti-
mately this is clearly going to only be 
possible on the supplemental. 

So, ladies and gentlemen, what we’re 
doing today is an election-year exer-
cise, and unfortunately, we’ve lost 8 
weeks, which means that for 8 weeks, 
unemployed workers who have ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits 
have had to painfully wait for the ac-
tion of this Congress. We want to work 
together in a bipartisan way. We want 
to pass legislation that will become 
law, and as my friend on the other side 
of the aisle knows, this bill isn’t going 
to become law. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to one of the newest Members 
of the House of Representatives, the 
distinguished Member from Louisiana 
(Mr. SCALISE). 

Mr. SCALISE. I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. Speaker, why would we want to 
extend unemployment benefits when 
we can instead pass legislation that 
will create more American jobs and 
lower gas prices at the same time? We 
can create American jobs by passing 
legislation to increase the supply of oil 
by exploring our own natural re-
sources, in places like ANWR and the 
Outer Continental Shelf. We can create 
more American jobs by passing legisla-
tion to expedite the permitting process 
to increase refining capacity here in 
our own country. We can create more 
American jobs by passing legislation to 
explore alternative sources of energy. 

We can create more American jobs, and 
not only will these pieces of legislation 
do that, these pieces of legislation will 
also reduce unemployment and lead to 
lower gas prices at the pumps. 

Rather than passing a bill that pays 
unemployment benefits for a year to 
someone who only worked for 2 weeks, 
like this legislation does, rather than 
passing a bill that adds more than $8.5 
billion to the Federal deficit, I call on 
Speaker PELOSI and the Democratic 
leadership in Congress to set this bill 
on the side and bring up our legislation 
that will increase the supply of Amer-
ican oil, reduce our dependence on Mid-
dle Eastern oil and, most importantly, 
create more American jobs and reduce 
gas prices. 

b 1345 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, several speakers have suggested 
that there is plenty of funds in Federal 
unemployment accounts to support 
these benefits. Today, those trust funds 
include $35 billion, and the Congres-
sional Budget Office suggests this leg-
islation will spend about $14 billion 
over the next 2 years. 

But that’s just the start. This pro-
gram will run from July through 
March of 2009; that’s 9 months. But 
once started, such programs have al-
ways been extended. The average dura-
tion of these temporary programs is 
about 30 months. Do the math. That’s 
more than three times as long as the 
legislation before us suggests. So this 
program could very well wind up cost-
ing at least three times as much as the 
score of this bill says. Three times 14 
billion is 42 billion; 42 billion is more 
than the 35 billion in the current un-
employment trust funds. 

The last time Congress created a pro-
gram like this that drained the Federal 
unemployment accounts in the 1970s, it 
had to create a temporary surtax that 
applies to all workers. That temporary 
surtax still exists today; it is more 
than 30 years old. 

It’s important to note, Mr. Speaker, 
this legislation not only adds to the 
deficit, but it’s going to force a tax in-
crease. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished Republican 
leader of the House, Mr. BOEHNER of 
Ohio. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Let me thank my 
colleague from Illinois for yielding and 
make clear once again that Repub-
licans in the House want to pass a re-
sponsible extension of unemployment 
benefits. 

We realize that there are people in 
America who are hurting, who need 
help. But the bill that we have before 
us is an irresponsible bill. And it’s irre-
sponsible for two reasons; one, it’s not 
targeted to the States that have high 
unemployment. It says we’re going to 
extend 13 additional weeks of unem-
ployment in all 50 States regardless of 
what the unemployment rate is. I’ll use 
the example I used yesterday. Okla-
homa has a 2.6 percent unemployment 

rate. Why would we need an additional 
13 weeks of unemployment in that 
State? And so it’s not targeted to the 
States that need the help, and it could 
be targeted. 

The second problem is the fact that 
we reduce—or basically eliminate—the 
work requirements. Under the current 
law, you’ve got to work 20 weeks in 
order to be entitled to unemployment 
benefits. Under this bill, you could 
work as little as 2 weeks and be enti-
tled to up to a year of unemployment 
benefits. I just think that that’s a poor 
use of our taxpayer funds. 

Why aren’t they thinking about the 
hardworking men and women in Amer-
ica, who go to work every day, they 
pay taxes, they do tough jobs, they 
have to give part of their money to us 
so that we can spend it on behalf of the 
American people to provide services? 
We should always remember that it’s 
the hardworking people in America 
that provide the taxpayer funds that 
we spend. And our job is to spend those 
funds in a responsible way, and this is 
not, in my view, a responsible bill. 

Republicans want to work with 
Democrats to pass a responsible exten-
sion of unemployment benefits. And we 
can do it together if we will just sit 
down and work it out. But we all know 
this bill is going nowhere. This bill is 
dead on arrival, the Senate is not going 
to take it up, it’s going nowhere. And 
so instead of wasting all of this time 
having this debate about an irrespon-
sible bill, we actually could have legis-
lation on the floor today that allows us 
to produce more American energy. 

I think the American people want us 
to achieve energy independence, and 
the only way we’re going to get there 
is to do what I call, ‘‘all of the above.’’ 
We need to conserve more in America. 
We need biofuels; we need alternative 
fuels; we need to get serious about nu-
clear energy; and we need to produce 
more oil and gas here in the United 
States instead of depending on some 70 
percent of it coming from foreign 
sources. 

But over the course of the last 18 
years that I’ve been a Member of Con-
gress there have been 46 energy votes 
on the floor of this House that would 
allow us to produce more American en-
ergy. And guess what? Forty-six times 
I voted to bring more American energy 
to the market. The Speaker of the 
House got to vote over those last 18 
years on the same 46 votes. Do you 
know how many times she voted in 
favor of American energy? Twice. 

When it comes to American energy, 
it’s pretty clear what party is in favor 
of bringing more American energy to 
the marketplace. Bringing American 
energy to the marketplace in an envi-
ronmentally safe way is possible, and 
we ought to do it in order to achieve 
energy independence and bring down 
the price of energy and gasoline in 
America. It would be far more produc-
tive doing that bill on the floor today 
than doing the bill that we’re doing. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. We have no more 
speakers. 
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I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-

er, may I inquire as to how much time 
we have remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois has 41⁄2 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Wash-
ington has 11⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, as I would note, the legislation be-
fore us, as was so eloquently described 
by the Republican leader of the House, 
makes some radical changes. For 27 
years, Republicans and Democrats have 
had in place a work rule requirement 
for federally funded unemployment 
benefits. It said, to qualify for up to a 
year, 12 months, you should work 20 
weeks. That seems a fair trade off be-
tween work and benefits. And this leg-
islation before us, Mr. Speaker, re-
moves that requirement. 

Now, my friends on the other side of 
the aisle refer to that concern as just 
kind of a straw man, it doesn’t really 
matter. Well, why did they do it? Why 
is there a need to remove a 20-week 
work requirement to qualify for 12 
months or a full year of unemployment 
benefits? We’ve had no hearings in 
committee. No one has explained why 
they’re making this radical change. It 
just seems to be omitted from the pres-
entations by the majority side of the 
aisle. So again we ask why. You know, 
under this policy that they’re putting 
forward, someone would only need to 
work 2 weeks in a State like Michigan 
or Illinois and qualify for a full 1 year 
or 12 months of federally funded unem-
ployment benefits. That’s a radical pol-
icy change. 

And let me just repeat what every 
Republican has stated: We want to ex-
tend unemployment benefits for those 
workers in hard-hit States who have 
exhausted their benefits. And we have 
repeatedly offered to our friends on the 
other side of the aisle saying we want 
to get a bill signed into law. Let’s set 
aside election-year politics, let’s work 
together, let’s extend benefits for those 
who have exhausted their benefits an-
other 13, and in some cases, 26 weeks. 
But we want to work together to get it 
done, because if we don’t, and we just 
do the usual politics as usual, election- 
year politics, bring legislation to the 
floor we know is not going to become 
law, make speeches, the folks back 
home are going to be disappointed. 

As has been noted by many, this Con-
gress today only enjoys a 16-percent 
approval rating amongst the people of 
Illinois, the people of America. That is 
the lowest approval rating of any Con-
gress in recorded history. Why? Be-
cause of the election-year politics that 
are being practiced today. 

So I’m going to again offer to my 
good friends on the other side of the 
aisle, people who I am very fond of, 
people I enjoy working with, we need 
to work together because people are 
hurting. We need to work together to 
help those in our States who are unem-
ployed and who have exhausted their 
benefits. And because of election-year 

politics, unemployed workers in States 
like Michigan and Illinois, who have 
exhausted their benefits, have gone 
without. Why? Because Congress has 
played election-year politics. 

So let’s work together. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on this legislation because it’s not 
going to become law. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote so that we work together to solve 
this challenge and quickly place on the 
President’s desk legislation that will 
become law that extends unemploy-
ment benefits because we support ex-
tending unemployment benefits. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
have trouble following the logic that 
you would vote ‘‘no’’ because it isn’t 
going to become law. Why don’t you 
vote ‘‘yes’’ and put it over there, and 
maybe the Senate this time will come 
to their senses and do something with 
this proposal? It’s been over there since 
May 15. And I think that it really is an 
issue that we ought to give them one 
more chance to come to their senses. 

Now, when you compare the unem-
ployment rate of today with 1996, I 
really appreciate that because during 
the Clinton administration there were 
20 million new jobs created, and in 1996, 
they were creating hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs per month. In this admin-
istration, over the last 5 months we’ve 
lost a quarter of a million jobs. This is 
a totally different time. 

There are huge problems out there, 
and they’re not getting any better. And 
they’re not going to get solved here 
today by, ‘‘let’s open up the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge to drilling.’’ 
Even if we did that, the oil wouldn’t be 
here for about 4 years, and a lot of peo-
ple on unemployment would be pretty 
hungry waiting for that job in the oil 
industry 4 years from now. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
should only have one question in their 
minds today: How bad does it have to 
get before the President and the Re-
publican leadership decide to join the 
Democrats in extending a helping hand 
for unemployment benefits? The re-
vised data released by the Labor De-
partment today shows things are even 
worse than we thought. Now the deci-
sion is up to us. 

I introduced this legislation and in-
vited my friend and colleague, Repub-
lican Representative PHIL ENGLISH, to 
join me because helping the American 
people to survive during tough eco-
nomic times should not be a partisan 
issue. People say it has become a par-
tisan issue here. Well, yeah, the White 
House has made it a partisan issue. 
They’ve said there’s no problem, and 
they will not sign a bill that we craft. 
They’ve made their mind up before 
they even have a chance to look at it. 

But too many others on the other 
side have made it just that. The Amer-
ican people woke up this morning to 
some bad economic news, and our ef-
forts to help them were derailed by the 
Republican obstructionists. Those 

headlines, ‘‘Republicans kill extended 
unemployment benefits,’’ you’re going 
to have another set if you’re not care-
ful. 

We talked a lot yesterday and today 
about unemployment rates exceeding 6 
or 7 percent in several parts of the 
country, and the devastating impact of 
those rates. Now, I confess I’m not an 
economist—I know that’s no surprise— 
but let me predict that the unemploy-
ment rate among House Republican 
Members will go a whole lot higher 
than 7 percent if they continue to 
refuse to help the American people in 
this growing economic crisis. 

It’s called the Emergency Extended 
Unemployment Insurance Act of 2008 
because it is an emergency, and the 
time to act is right now. 

A vote for H.R. 5749 is a vote to help 
the American people and the American 
economy. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
democrats in Congress have pushed to extend 
unemployment benefits since the beginning of 
the year, as the economy weakened, but have 
faced continued resistance from the Bush Ad-
ministration. Nobody can argue that our econ-
omy is struggling. For five consecutive 
months, the U.S. economy has lost jobs, total-
ing 324,000. Over the last year, the number of 
unemployed workers has grown by 1.6 million. 
The number of people looking for work 
climbed to 8.5 million in May. Nearly 1 in 5 
jobless workers (1.6 million) is long-term un-
employed (jobless for more than 26 weeks). 
There are 200,000 more long-term jobless 
Americans now than when President Bush 
signed the last extension of unemployment 
benefits into law in 2002. 

The airline industry has eliminated 22,000 
jobs so far this year, more than in all of 2007, 
most recently at Continental (3,000 jobs) and 
United (up to 1,600 jobs), and the automobile 
industry continues to face job cuts, leading in-
dustries with announced layoffs in May with 
over 30,000. 

In May, we had the biggest one-month jump 
in the unemployment rate in two decades. The 
unemployment rate surged to 5.5 percent from 
5.0 percent—the biggest one-month jump in 
more than two decades (since February 1986) 
and climbing to the highest level in nearly four 
years (October 2004). The unemployment rate 
is now a full percentage point higher than a 
year ago. Families can wait no longer, and 
neither will this Congress. 

Today, the House will take up H.R. 5749, 
the Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act: 

To immediately provide up to 13 weeks of 
extended unemployment benefits in every 
state to workers exhausting the 26 weeks of 
regular unemployment benefits. 

In states with higher levels of unemployment 
(six percent or higher), an additional 13 weeks 
would be available, for a total of 26 weeks of 
extended benefits. 

Relief would run through March 2009. 
The bill would provide much-needed relief to 

3.8 million unemployed workers to assist them 
with rapidly rising gas and food costs, while 
they continue to struggle to find work in the 
slowing economy. 

Federal unemployment trust funds, which 
have more than enough reserves to cover the 
cost, will finance these benefits. 
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In Texas, this bill would help 160,239 unem-

ployed workers. Extending these benefits is 
one of the most cost-effective and fast-acting 
ways to stimulate the economy because the 
money is spent quickly. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, every $1 spent on 
unemployment benefits generates $1.64 in 
new economic demand. This bill costs $11 bil-
lion over 10 years, or 1.1 billion per year. That 
is approximately 3 days in Iraq. 

I commend my colleagues, Congressman 
MCDERMOTT and Congressman ENGLISH for in-
troducing this bill and I urge my colleagues to 
support its passage. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 5749, Emer-
gency Extended Unemployment Act of 2008, 
introduced by my distinguished colleague Rep-
resentative MCDERMOTT. This important legis-
lation will provide much-needed relief to 3.8 
million unemployed workers who are besieged 
to cope with rapidly rising gas and food costs, 
while they continue to struggle to find work in 
the slowing economy. 

Democrats in Congress have pushed to ex-
tend unemployment benefits since the begin-
ning of the year, as the economy weakened, 
but have faced continued resistance from the 
Bush Administration. Today, the House will 
take up H.R. 5749, the Emergency Extended 
Unemployment Compensation Act on the sus-
pension calendar. The legislation would imme-
diately provide up to 13 weeks of extended 
unemployment benefits in every state to work-
ers who have exhausted the 26 weeks of reg-
ular unemployment benefits. For states with 
especially high unemployment rates, an addi-
tional 13 weeks would be offered, bringing the 
total to 26 weeks of extended benefits. 

The need for action is clear. For the fifth 
straight month, the economy lost jobs and un-
employment rose from 5.0 percent in April to 
5.5 percent in May, with 49,000 jobs lost in 
May alone. The economy has lost nearly 
325,000 jobs this year and 3.8 million Ameri-
cans are unemployed. These grim statistics 
are yet another signal that the Bush Adminis-
tration’s economic policies have failed the 
American people. Americans are now facing 
higher costs for basic necessities, unemploy-
ment is up, millions of families have lost their 
homes or value in their homes due to the 
housing crisis, and 7 million more Americans 
are uninsured. 

Extending unemployment benefits is one of 
the most cost-effective and fast-acting ways to 
stimulate the economy because the money is 
spent quickly, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office. Every $1 spent on unemploy-
ment benefits generates $1.64 in new eco-
nomic demand. Unfortunately, President Bush 
and some Republicans oppose our effort to 
help unemployed workers and to get our econ-
omy moving again. Instead, they want more of 
the same. 

Middle class families can’t afford four more 
years of the kind of policies that have weak-
ened our economy and left hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans looking for work and 
struggling to make ends meet. We hope the 
President and his Republican allies will 
change course and work with us to assist un-
employed workers. Today, gas prices hit an 
average of $4.05 per gallon, a new historic 
high. The price of a barrel of oil increased 
more on Friday, in one single day, than a bar-
rel cost a decade ago, before George W. 
Bush became President. Even in the face of 

these record increases, Senate Republicans 
blocked consideration of the Renewable En-
ergy and Job Creation Act of 2008. The Re-
newable Energy and Job Creation Act of 2008 
passed the House, and would retain and cre-
ate hundreds of thousands of green energy 
jobs. Experts estimate biofuel blends are 
keeping gas prices about 15 percent lower 
than they otherwise would be now—and the 
energy law increases our commitment to these 
and other American-grown biofuels. 

While Democrats are taking action to lessen 
our dependence on foreign oil and lower 
prices, Republicans continue to repeat the 
same old rhetoric: continued calling for drilling 
in ANWR, even though the Department of En-
ergy has concluded that opening up the Arctic 
for drilling would not reduce the price of a gal-
lon of gasoline until 20 years from now—and 
then only by about 1 penny. Since 2000, drill-
ing has increased dramatically—climbing 
about 66 percent—while gas prices continue 
to increase. Additionally, the federal govern-
ment has already opened up leases to 68 mil-
lion acres of federal land that oil companies 
aren’t even tapping. 

From day one, the New Direction Congress 
has been fighting to reduce our dependence 
on foreign oil, bring down record gas prices, 
and launch a cleaner, smarter energy future 
for America that lowers costs and creates hun-
dreds of thousands of green jobs. Democrats 
in Congress have already taken action to bring 
down the price of gas, passing legislation to 
suspend the filling of the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, SPR, starting June 30th and going 
through the end of the year. The House also 
approved the Gas Price Relief for Consumers 
Act of 2008. The legislation gives U.S. authori-
ties the ability to prosecute anticompetitive 
conduct committed by international cartels like 
OPEC that restricts supply and drives up 
prices. The House also continues to build on 
the work of the Energy Independence and Se-
curity Act which will transition the American 
economy to more efficient vehicles and reduce 
our dependence on foreign fuels. 

I am proud to support this important legisla-
tion that will address the economic needs of 
the American people, and I urge my col-
leagues to join in so doing. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of this urgently needed legis-
lation. 

The latest statistics, show that the national 
unemployment rate has risen from 5 percent 
to 5.5 percent, the biggest increase in a single 
month in over 20 years, and now is at the 
highest level in nearly four years. 

The economy has been slowing and has 
been losing jobs for at least five months. In 
May the number of people looking for work 
reached 8.5 million—and nearly one in five 
has been unemployed for more than 26 
weeks. 

Colorado has not been as hard hit as some 
other States, but we are not immune. For ex-
ample, Denver will be affected by United Air-
lines’ discontinuing its low-fare ‘‘Ted’’ carrier 
as well by layoffs by other airlines and compa-
nies in other sectors. 

And, in the Nation as a whole the number 
of long-term unemployed Americans is higher 
now than when Congress last extended unem-
ployment benefits in 2002. 

This legislation will respond to that problem 
by immediately providing up to 13 weeks of 
extended unemployment benefits in every 

state to workers exhausting the 26 weeks of 
regular unemployment benefits. In addition, 
another 13 weeks of extended benefits will be 
available in States with unemployment rates of 
six percent or higher. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, this will help some 
3.8 million Americans. 

And by helping them, we help the country— 
because extending unemployment compensa-
tion benefits is one of the most cost-effective 
and fast-acting ways to stimulate the econ-
omy. In fact, an estimate by an independent 
expert—the chief economist of Moody’s Econ-
omy.com—indicates that each dollar of unem-
ployment benefits generates $1.64 in new 
economic demand, while the existing federal 
unemployment trust funds have more than 
enough reserves to cover the cost. 

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion this legislation 
deserves prompt approval. In fact, I think it 
should have been passed yesterday—and 
would have been if just 3 more of our Repub-
lican colleagues had voted for it then, when 
we considered it under a procedure that re-
quired a two-thirds majority for passage. 

But even a day late, we still have an oppor-
tunity to do the right thing, so I urge its ap-
proval by the House. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
support today’s legislation to extend unem-
ployment benefits at a time of economic hard-
ship for families in Oregon and across the 
country. There are currently over 106,000 un-
employed workers in Oregon and as many as 
3.8 million nationally who are struggling with 
the rising cost of food and fuel. 

Today’s legislation will immediately provide 
up to 13 weeks of extended unemployment 
benefits in every state to workers exhausting 
their 26 weeks of regular unemployment bene-
fits. In states with levels of unemployment at 
6 percent or higher, an additional 13 weeks 
would be available for a total of 26 weeks of 
extended benefits. 

In my home state of Oregon, our economy 
has weakened but remained at the relative na-
tional average of 5.5 percent. However, that is 
an unemployment rate 0.5 percent higher than 
this time last year. Although Oregonians would 
not qualify at this time for the second exten-
sion of benefits, it gives me peace of mind to 
know that safety nets are in place if the Or-
egon economy gets bleaker. Many in Oregon 
well remember the downturn in 2003 when 
during the summer the unemployment exceed-
ed 8.5 percent, the highest in the country. 

During major economic slowdowns, unem-
ployed workers are the hardest hit. Not only 
do they suffer a loss of wages, but they face 
a tighter job market in which to return. Extend-
ing these workers’ benefits is not only morally 
correct; it is also good for our ailing economy. 
The Congressional Budget office estimates 
that every $1 spent on unemployment benefits 
generates $1.64 in new economic demand. 

I am pleased that Democrats have moved 
quickly to pass this benefits extension for the 
workers who need it most. I hope that the 
Senate will move quickly and the President 
will refrain from vetoing this legislation so that 
American families can get the help they need. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1265, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 
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The question is on the engrossment 

and third reading of the bill. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. WELLER 

OF ILLINOIS 
Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-

er, I have a motion to recommit at the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. In its cur-
rent form I am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Weller of Illinois moves to recommit 

the bill H.R. 5749 to the Committee on Ways 
and Means with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith, with the 
following amendments: 

In section 2(a), strike ‘‘Any State which 
desires to do so’’ and insert ‘‘Any State 
whose average rate of total unemployment 
equals or exceeds 5.0 percent or equals or ex-
ceeds 120 percent of the average rate of total 
unemployment in such State for the cor-
responding period in the preceding calendar 
year (as determined by the Secretary of 
Labor in a manner based on clause (i) or (ii) 
of section 203(f)(1)(A) of the Federal-State 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 1970, as the case may be)’’. 

Strike paragraph (2) of section 2(d) and in-
sert the following: 

(2) the terms and conditions of the State 
law which apply to claims for regular com-
pensation and to the payment thereof shall 
apply to claims for emergency unemploy-
ment compensation and the payment there-
of, except— 

(A) that an individual shall not be eligible 
for emergency unemployment compensation 
under this Act unless, in the base period 
with respect to which the individual ex-
hausted all rights to regular compensation 
under the State law, the individual had 20 
weeks of full-time insured employment or 
the equivalent in insured wages, as deter-
mined under the provisions of the State law 
implementing section 202(a)(5) of the Fed-
eral-State Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note); 
and 

(B) where otherwise inconsistent with the 
provisions of this Act or with the regulations 
or operating instructions of the Secretary 
promulgated to carry out this Act; and 

At the end of section 3, add the following: 
(d) TRANSPORTATION SUBSIDIES TO ASSIST 

THOSE RETURNING TO WORK.— 
(1) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection applies 

in the case of any individual who becomes re-
employed for at least one full week after an 
account under this section is established for 
such individual but before such individual 
has exhausted such individual’s rights under 
this Act (including the right to have such ac-
count augmented under subsection (c), if ap-
plicable). 

(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR TRANSPORTATION SUB-
SIDY.—In order to subsidize transportation 
expenses associated with returning to work, 
an individual described in paragraph (1) 
shall, for purposes of any determination of 
rights under this Act, be entitled to have 
such individual’s first full week of reemploy-
ment (as referred to in paragraph (1)) treated 
in the same manner as if it were a week dur-
ing which such individual had remained un-
employed and had satisfied the work search 
and other requirements for receiving emer-
gency unemployment compensation (other 
than filing a claim). 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois (during the 
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to waive the reading. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois is recognized for 5 minutes in 
support of his motion. 

b 1400 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, this motion to recommit supports 
extension of unemployment benefits 
for long-term unemployed, those who 
have exhausted their unemployment 
benefits. And this motion to recommit 
makes three simple changes to the leg-
islation before us. It adds a require-
ment of 20 weeks of work for workers 
to qualify for the extended unemploy-
ment benefits. It targets benefits to 
high unemployment States, and it pro-
vides additional money to many of the 
newly hired individuals to help them 
deal with the high price of gasoline. 

I particularly want to thank my col-
leagues, Mr. KIRK, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS and others for the help that 
they have given in crafting this motion 
to recommit as we work towards exten-
sion of unemployment benefits to those 
who need help. 

First, I would note that this motion 
reinserts the current law requirement 
that workers who qualify for Federal 
extended unemployment benefits must 
have worked at least 20 weeks before 
being laid off. This requirement was re-
moved by the majority with the under-
lying legislation. 

This commonsense Federal require-
ment has been in place since 1981 and 
was included in the temporary ex-
tended benefits program Congress cre-
ated in 2002, our last extended benefit 
program. 

Nearly every Democrat Member 
voted for that bill then, and as we have 
discussed on this floor for the last 2 
days, there is no good reason, there is 
no argument that has been made by 
the other side to impose the reestab-
lishment of this long-standing Federal 
policy now. 

Second, this motion would specify 
that only individuals in States with 
unemployment rates above 5 percent or 
that have seen a sharp rise in unem-
ployment would be eligible for 13 weeks 
of Federal extended benefits. As under 
H.R. 5749, individuals in States with 
unemployment rates above 6 percent 
would be eligible for up to 26 weeks of 
Federal extended benefits. 

Today, 22 States have unemployment 
rates above 5 percent or have seen a 
sharp rise in rates, including six States 
above 6 percent. So workers in nearly 
half of the States would be eligible for 
extended benefits, which could rise, or 
more would be eligible if States experi-
ence a rise in unemployment rates. 

In contrast with H.R. 5749, this mo-
tion would not extend benefits in 
States that currently have unemploy-

ment rates below 5 percent, and I 
would note that 5 percent is low by his-
torical standards, and that have not 
been experiencing rising rates. They 
will continue to be eligible for their 
basic 26 weeks of unemployment bene-
fits. So I would note that they will con-
tinue to have unemployment benefits 
available to laid-off workers. 

Moreover, by targeting benefits to 
where they are needed most, this mo-
tion actually reduces the cost of the 
bill, reduces the deficit, and makes it 
much more fiscally responsible than 
the untargeted, unpaid-for, ‘‘in viola-
tion of the House rules’’ legislation 
that has been offered by the majority. 

And third, we all know that every 
American family is struggling with 
record gasoline prices. That struggle is 
especially pronounced for unemployed 
workers and in particular the long- 
term unemployed. Those who return to 
work, however, may face high com-
muting costs, starting with the high 
price of gas they must put in their 
tanks to get to a new job. 

And I would note that this Demo-
cratic Congress, which is the least pop-
ular Congress in recorded history be-
cause of its lack of action on energy, 
has refused to allow for increases in do-
mestically produced fuels which we 
need to help our economy. 

In fact, it is the Democrat policies in 
the last year and a half since January 
2007 which are responsible for an in-
crease in gasoline prices of $1.73, basi-
cally a doubling of gasoline prices 
since our Democratic friends gained 
the majority. That’s why gasoline 
prices are over $4. 

We want to help American workers. 
And that is why we are offering help to 
alleviate the high price of gasoline for 
unemployed individuals. This motion 
would provide 1 extra week of extended 
unemployment benefits for those who 
return to work without exhausting 
their extended benefits. On average, 
this would mean an extra $290 per eligi-
ble worker. So for an unemployed 
mother who goes back to work with 
two children, that could mean up to 
four tanks of gasoline at today’s $4 gas-
oline prices, probably enough to get 
her to and from her first full month on 
the job. Especially for someone who 
might not have much money left after 
a long spell of unemployment, that is 
real relief where today it is desperately 
needed, at the pump and in the pocket-
book. 

Mr. Speaker, this motion provides 
timely, targeted and temporary assist-
ance, something the Speaker herself 
called for earlier this year. So we 
talked about boosting the economy. I 
urge its adoption so we can send this 
bill to the Senate and down to the 
White House as soon as possible. As the 
President said, he will veto the under-
lying bill. Passage of this motion to re-
commit will give us a bill the Presi-
dent will sign, and it will become law, 
and we can help unemployed workers. 

I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. I rise in opposi-

tion to the motion. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Washington is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
sometimes I am kind of appalled. I 
didn’t think they could write a motion 
to recommit that would be worse than 
already their public stance is. But this 
motion to recommit would deny ex-
tended unemployment benefits to long- 
term jobless workers in 31 States. As 
you know, Mr. Speaker, some Members 
may be in their offices. They ought to 
listen to the list. 

Alabama gets nothing. Arizona gets 
nothing. Arkansas, Colorado, Dela-
ware, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland. Massa-
chusetts is gone too. Minnesota, Mon-
tana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, New York, New Mexico. Why, it 
goes on and on. North Dakota, Okla-
homa, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, 
Vermont. The way they have written 
this, those States get nothing. They 
don’t even get 13 weeks. Washington, 
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming. 
None of them get a single benefit from 
this bill if that amendment is adopted. 

Now let’s just talk for a second here 
about what we are talking about. New 
Jersey. Atlantic City has an unemploy-
ment rate of 6.1 percent right now. But 
since they are in the State of New Jer-
sey where the unemployment rate is 
only 4 percent, in Atlantic City, people 
are tough out of luck. They aren’t 
going to get a single benefit. Or if they 
live in Ocean City where it is 6.6 per-
cent, or they live in Vineland, Millville 
or Bridgeton where it is 7.1 percent, 
not a single penny goes to those people 
because they live in a State where it is 
only 4 percent. 

Now I would like to see the commu-
nity meeting that the Members go to 
when they explain to people that they 
voted ‘‘no’’ on giving extended benefits 
to people who have unemployment ben-
efits and have exhausted them in these 
States. This makes it much worse than 
the bill we have. It clearly confirms 
that the Republicans really want to 
give unemployment benefits to no one. 

Now as to the question of whether or 
not we have given a reason, we took 
the 20-week provision out for a very 
simple reason, because it denies bene-
fits to 10 percent of the people who are 
presently in our workforce. These are 
benefits they earned by having money 
taken out of their paycheck. Their em-
ployer said, ‘‘I am not going to give 
you this. I am going to put this in the 
unemployment fund.’’ That is how it 
works. 

So those employees that had that 
money being put in there and now they 
lose their benefits because of the fact 
that they have worked 10 months and 
they didn’t get to the right place in the 
right time to get their 20 weeks, it is 
simply a denial of benefits to women, 
to low-wage workers and to minorities. 
It is basically people at the bottom of 
the economic rungs. And the Repub-
licans are pleased to do that. Not only 
do they take it away from them, but 
they also take it away from 31 States. 

I urge the Members to think about 
the election when they vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this amendment. 

Ms. GIFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I do not sup-
port the minority’s effort to weaken the impact 
of extended unemployment benefits for Ameri-
cans. In this economic downturn, our workers 
should be able to receive the same 13-week 
extension granted to workers exhausting the 
regular 26 weeks of unemployment benefits in 
other states. 

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
since January 2001, only 5.3 million jobs have 
been created nationwide. In Arizona, an aver-
age of 1,470 jobs have been lost each month 
for the past 6 months. Only 389,700 new jobs 
have been created since January 2001—or 
4,480 new jobs per month—as compared with 
a total of 691,700 new jobs during the pre-
vious decade—or 7,950 per month. 

This year, Arizona’s job losses have been 
concentrated in construction and housing-re-
lated industries, including real estate and fi-
nance, but they are beginning to appear 
across a wide range of industries as this eco-
nomic decline continues. I support the benefits 
provided by H.R. 5749 because according to 
the Congressional Budget Office, they are a 
cost-effective and fast-acting means of stimu-
lating the economy. Every $1 spent on unem-
ployment benefits generates $1.64 in new 
economic demand. 

I will vote ‘‘yea’’ on final passage of H.R. 
574 the Emergency Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act, and do not support the mi-
nority’s efforts to undermine effective eco-
nomic relief for Arizonans. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 8 and clause 9 of 
rule XX, this 15-minute vote on the 
motion to recommit will be followed by 
5-minute votes on the question of pas-
sage, and the motion to suspend the 
rules on S. 2146. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 170, nays 
243, not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 411] 

YEAS—170 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 

Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 

Buchanan 
Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 

Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Giffords 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (NY) 

Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 

Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schmidt 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—243 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 

Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 

Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (IA) 
Klein (FL) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
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Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 

Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 

Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—21 

Braley (IA) 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Davis, Tom 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Gonzalez 

Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Kind 
LaHood 
Loebsack 
McCrery 

Moran (KS) 
Ortiz 
Paul 
Pryce (OH) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Tancredo 

b 1432 

Messrs. LARSON of Connecticut, 
DEFAZIO, CLYBURN, GERLACH, 
MURPHY of Connecticut, MITCHELL, 
FILNER, HODES, Ms. MCCOLLUM of 
Minnesota, Messrs. PORTER, PLATTS, 
JOHNSON of Illinois, KING of Iowa, 
JOHNSON of Georgia and SHUSTER 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. BOOZMAN, SIMPSON, POE 
and REYNOLDS changed their vote 
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 
Ms. GIFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, today I in-

tended to vote ‘‘no’’ on the Motion to Recom-
mit H.R. 5749, the Emergency Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act, vote No. 411. 
Despite my efforts to ensure that my vote was 
recorded as ‘‘no,’’ it was recorded as ‘‘yea.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

Mr. WELLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 274, nays 
137, not voting 23, as follows: 

[Roll No. 412] 

YEAS—274 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 

Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 

Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd (FL) 

Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Buchanan 
Butterfield 
Camp (MI) 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Lincoln 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fossella 
Foster 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Goode 
Gordon 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Herseth Sandlin 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 

Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Klein (FL) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Mahoney (FL) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 

Petri 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sestak 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Space 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Wexler 
Wilson (OH) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 

NAYS—137 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 

Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Burton (IN) 
Calvert 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 

Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, David 
Deal (GA) 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Everett 
Fallin 
Feeney 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Keller 
King (IA) 

Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Lamborn 
Latham 
Latta 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul (TX) 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Murphy, Tim 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 

Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roskam 
Royce 
Sali 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—23 

Berman 
Braley (IA) 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Davis, Tom 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Gonzalez 

Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Kind 
LaHood 
Loebsack 
McCrery 
Moran (KS) 

Ortiz 
Paul 
Pryce (OH) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Speier 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1439 
So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I 

rise to voice my support for H.R. 5749, the 
Emergency Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2008. I am not able to cast 
my vote today. However, as a co-sponsor of 
this bill if I had been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea’’ on final passage of H.R. 5749. 

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on rollcall No. 412, H.R. 5749, to 
provide for a program of emergency unem-
ployment compensation, I was mistakenly re-
corded as voting ‘‘no.’’ I should have been re-
corded as voting ‘‘yea’’ on final passage. I am 
a proud cosponsor of H.R. 5749. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
412, I was speaking with a constituent right off 
the floor and by the time I realized a second 
vote was called, I was too late to cast my vote 
in favor of this important legislation. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT DIESEL 
EMISSION REDUCTION SUPPLE-
MENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROJECTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-

finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill, S. 2146, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The Clerk read the title of the Senate 

bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the Senate bill, S. 2146, as 
amended. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 0, 
not voting 27, as follows: 

[Roll No. 413] 

YEAS—406 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd (FL) 
Boyda (KS) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson 
Carter 
Castle 
Castor 
Cazayoux 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cohen 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 

Costello 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
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 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Filner 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gilchrest 
Gillibrand 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Hare 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 

Herseth Sandlin 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hirono 
Hobson 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Jordan 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline (MN) 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Lamborn 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 

McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 

Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sali 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Saxton 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 

Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walberg 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh (NY) 
Walz (MN) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch (VT) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield (KY) 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman (VA) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—27 

Ackerman 
Braley (IA) 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Cubin 
Davis, Tom 
Edwards 
Ferguson 
Flake 

Gonzalez 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Kind 
Klein (FL) 
LaHood 
Loebsack 
Mahoney (FL) 

McCrery 
Moran (KS) 
Ortiz 
Paul 
Pryce (OH) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rush 
Shimkus 
Tancredo 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Two minutes are remaining 
in this vote. 

b 1450 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
Senate bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 

Thursday, June 12, 2008 I was unavoidably 
detained. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 413. 

Mr. MAHONEY of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, June 12, 2008 I was unavoidably 
detained. Had I been able to vote, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote No. 413. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. BLUNT asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my friend from Maryland, the majority 
leader, to tell us about next week’s 
schedule. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the Republican 
whip for yielding. 

On Monday, the House is not in ses-
sion. On Tuesday, the House will meet 
at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour and 2 
p.m. for legislative business with votes 
postponed until 6:30 p.m. On Wednesday 
and Thursday, the House will meet at 
10 a.m. for legislative business. On Fri-
day, the House will meet at 9 a.m. for 
legislative business. 

We will consider several bills under 
suspension of the rules. The final list of 
suspension bills will be announced by 
the close of business tomorrow. 

We will take any pending votes on 
H.R. 6063, the NASA Authorization Act 
of 2008, which we will debate later 
today after this colloquy; and we will 
consider H.R. 5781, the Federal Employ-
ees Paid Parental Leave Act of 2008. We 
will also consider H.R. 5876, Stop Child 
Abuse in Residential Programs for 
Teens Act of 2008; and we hope to con-
sider and I expect to consider the Iraq- 
Afghanistan supplemental appropria-
tions bill. 

I yield back. 
Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman 

for that. 
On that last topic, I believe this is 

the third week straight that we said we 
hope to have the supplemental on the 
floor next week. My understanding is 
that if that supplemental is not com-
pleted, that our troops will begin to 
work without pay in July and civilian 
employees of the military would be 
laid off in July. We have next week and 
the week after that. I really have two 
questions here. One is do you think 
there will be a bill next week? And two, 
are we expecting a bill that will be ve-
toed or a bill that will be signed? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
He observes that I said we hope to 

have it on the floor. I want to reiterate 
that I hoped each one of those weeks 
that we would have it on the floor, and 
I hope that we will have it on the floor 
next week. 

I would say to my friend that I hope 
we have a bill on the floor next week, 
pass it through the House and pass it 
through the Senate and that the Presi-
dent will sign that bill. Obviously, one 
of the reasons that we have not gotten 
the bill on the floor as quickly as I had 
hoped is that there have been very, 
very substantial discussions between 
the House and the Senate, between the 
House and the White House, and the 
Senate and the White House about 
what their thoughts are with respect to 
various aspects of the supplemental 
bill and what they would or would not 
consider a signable bill. 

So I think there have been extensive 
discussions on that. I am hopeful that 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5363 June 12, 2008 
when we finally pass something to the 
President he will sign it and we will 
have that bill done. As the gentleman 
indicated, we are aware of the fact that 
it is timely that we pass this bill cer-
tainly within the next 2 weeks. And 
when I say pass it, not just pass it but 
have it signed by the President so we 
have a law in effect that gives the 
President and the Department of De-
fense the funds they need to continue 
the deployment that currently exists. 
That does not adopt the policy of the 
appropriateness of that, but it does rec-
ognize the reality of the fact that we 
have men and women in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman. 
The bill that we talked about, the 

portion of the bill that would require 
furlough notices to go out, that portion 
of the bill has been here in the Con-
gress for over a year now. I do hope we 
can deal with this before not only any 
members of the Armed Forces are 
asked to work without pay, but before 
civilian employees that run things like 
day care centers and things that work 
with families in the military are hav-
ing to be notified that those efforts 
will stop because the Congress hasn’t 
appropriated the money to provide 
those services. 

I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
As the gentleman will recall, we had 

a bill on this House to make those 
funds available. It did not pass. It did 
not pass as you recall because many of 
your Members voted present. I think 
they would have supported it, and 
many of our Members did not support 
that funding. They want to see the 
policies changed. I agree with them on 
the policies. 

The fact is that we now have that 
funding passed from the Senate in the 
supplemental to us and we are trying 
to resolve as you know the differences. 
But there is a desire to get that bill 
done in a timely fashion so that the 
problems that you portray, which I be-
lieve are accurate, do not occur. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman 
for that. 

This week we voted twice, including 
one vote yesterday and one vote today, 
on an unemployment insurance bill. I 
think the unemployment rate nation-
wide had gone up one-half of 1 percent. 
As the gentleman knows, a lot of our 
concern was that it was widely tar-
geted, instead of States that had a sig-
nificant unemployment problem. The 
Speaker said last week that ‘‘Amer-
ica’s families and workers can wait no 
longer, neither will the Congress. This 
bill will come to the floor of the 
House,’’ and it did; and it did again. 

With a 75 percent increase in the 
price of gasoline during this Congress, 
Republicans have been arguing that we 
need to have an energy bill that would 
produce more energy on the House 
floor. Will the Democrats work with us 
to schedule that legislation that allows 
for more energy to be produced in the 
country. 

I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
As I said last week, with respect to 

more drilling in various parts of the 
country, whether it is in Alaska, in the 
Alaska National Wildlife Refuge or on 
the Outer Continental Shelf, I would 
like to reiterate the information I re-
ferred to last week, but before I do that 
let me say that we are very supportive 
of any legislation that will lead this 
country towards energy independence 
within the framework of what we think 
is necessary and needed. Now I say it in 
this context. I support and I think we 
support on this side a diversified clean 
energy portfolio. We think that is criti-
cally important for our country. 

In the area of supporting energy sup-
ply, I hope the Senate will return the 
tax extender bill which invests in alter-
native energy sources which can be put 
online so we can be more energy inde-
pendent and not dependent upon the 
producers of petroleum, many of whom 
are not friendly to us, and others of 
whom are not as reliable as we would 
like. 

I have listened for some period of 
time in the last few weeks that all we 
need to do to solve this problem is 
more drilling. We don’t believe that is 
the case. In fact, as I said to the gen-
tleman last week, we have nearly a 
whole refinery’s worth of capacity idle 
right now. 

b 1500 

What I mean by that, Mr. Whip, is 
that our refineries were operating, at 
the end of last week, at 89 percent ca-
pacity. That is the lowest operational 
capacity of refineries in our country in 
the last 10 years at this time of year. 
So our refineries still have another 8 to 
9 percent capacity. 8 to 9 percent is a 
very significant portion. 

Now, we’ve introduced two bills 
today to make oil companies use their 
existing leases. Before we go to new 
leases, before we go to the Alaska Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge or the Outer 
Continental Shelf, which is very con-
troversial on both sides of the aisle, we 
believe that oil and gas companies 
should use the present leases they 
have. They hold nearly 68 million acres 
of Federal land and waters on which 
they are not producing oil and gas. 
These 68 million acres of leased but 
currently inactive land and waters 
could produce, I tell my friend, an addi-
tional 4.8 million barrels of oil and 44.7 
billion cubic feet of natural gas each 
day. So that when we talk about look-
ing for new spots to drill, we first 
ought to look at those spots. Vast acre-
age, millions of acres have already 
been authorized. 

If we took those actions, I tell my 
friend, the information I have is that it 
would nearly double total U.S. oil pro-
duction and increase domestic national 
gas production by 75 percent. That is 
on existing leaseholds. 

It would also cut U.S. oil imports by 
more than a third, if all we did was use 

existing leaseholds. It would be more 
than six times the estimated peak pro-
duction from the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge. 

In other words, using existing leases 
that have already been authorized, 
would produce six times what the pro-
jections are, and the most optimistic 
projections are for the Alaska National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

Let me say that we also introduced 
two bills today to look at and study 
the investments in oil futures, in pe-
troleum futures. We’re very concerned 
that that is having an impact on price, 
not because of supply and demand, but 
because of speculation. Mr. DINGELL 
and Mr. BARTON, as you know, have co-
sponsored legislation, and I’ve cospon-
sored it myself with them. 

So I’m hopeful that we will move 
ahead vigorously, as I know the gen-
tleman from Missouri wants to do, to 
see what can be done to make our 
country more energy efficient, to uti-
lize the energy sources which are al-
ready authorized. 

I would say one additional thing in 
terms of refineries. There’s been some 
discussion about refineries. There’s 
been one application for a new refinery 
in the last 30 years. One application. It 
was approved. That refinery has not 
been built, notwithstanding the fact 
that the application was approved. 

And obviously, with refinery capac-
ity not being at the capacity it’s been 
at in the last 10 years, it would seem 
that a new refinery was not built be-
cause the oil companies made a deter-
mination that it was not needed be-
cause, at this critical time when de-
mand is so high, they’re not operating 
at peak performance. 

So let me just reiterate that we all 
want to work together to try to have 
our country be energy independent. We 
think that’s important for our national 
security, our economic security. And 
indeed, we think that going to alter-
native energies is critically important 
for the health of our global climate. 

I yield back. 
Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for 

that information. There are really two 
topics there I want to talk about just 
briefly. One is the refinery capacity 
itself. I think there’s probably more 
reason than capacity that there’s only 
been one permit in 30 years for refin-
eries. 

But refineries are really a separate 
issue from whether the oil is available 
or not. In fact, you could argue, we’d 
have more refinery use if we had more 
oil available. 

I do know that we imported gas last 
year. I think importing oil is bad. I 
think importing gas and paying some-
body to take that raw material of oil 
and turn it into gas is a worse idea. It’s 
hard for me to believe that people that 
run refineries would be doing that if 
the refineries were the problem. 

In terms of the leases, clearly, in the 
last 7 years, the amount of leased pub-
lic lands has almost doubled. Most of 
that drilling has been for gas. In fact, 
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our natural gas numbers are quite a bit 
better than they were before that 
started. 

Secondly, I think something like 52 
percent of the exploration produces no 
product. It’s a 10-year lease. Most of 
those leases are now beginning to get 
into the middle of that 10-year period 
of time. I certainly hope that we’re en-
couraging, without doing anything 
that violates what we’ve already 
agreed to, that we’re encouraging that 
to be done. 

And I think, frankly, I personally 
think, and have for a long time, that 
drilling in the ANWR in the area that 
was set aside for drilling by President 
Carter and the Congress in 1980, is part 
of the solution. But it’s only part of 
the solution. And wherever we have 
those resources, we’re the only country 
in the world where coastal drilling is 
possible that doesn’t allow it to hap-
pen. I think we need to revisit that. 
And I think the American people are at 
the point that they want to revisit that 
as well. 

But this discussion is exactly the dis-
cussion we hope to have, a discussion 
that leads to more production and 
looking for the future. 

My good friend said that many on 
our side think that drilling’s the only 
solution. I haven’t heard that. What 
I’ve heard is many on our side think 
it’s part of an immediate, short-term 
solution. But in the last Congress and 
the Republican Congresses before that, 
there was lots of legislation that en-
couraged alternatives, renewables. We 
want to still do that. Most of that re-
quires a lot of transition in the econ-
omy and will take a while. 

Announcing that we were going to go 
vigorously after our own resources, I, 
at least, believe would have impact on 
that last topic you brought up, the fu-
tures market. If we announced we were 
going after substantial resources that 
we have, in fact, resources that are 
now believed to be significantly more 
substantial than they were 5 or 10 
years ago, that would have impact on 
the futures market. And we should be 
looking at that market and see what’s 
driving that and what we could do 
about it, in addition to thinking we’re 
going to just simply regulate a world-
wide market from the United States of 
America. 

I would yield. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend for 

yielding. 
My friend mentioned the Outer Con-

tinental Shelf, and I agree with him. 
But the facts I have are this. Four 
times more natural gas is available in 
areas already open to drilling. Let me 
reiterate that. In areas already ap-
proved and open for drilling, four times 
more natural gas is available than in 
OCS waters protected by the morato-
rium. 

In other words, that which is pro-
tected has only 25 percent perceived to 
be available than does the already ap-
proved available Outer Continental 
Shelf areas. So if we started vigorously 

pursuing exploration and drilling in 
those areas, we’d get 75 percent more 
than we get now. 

In fact, the figure is that we are 
using only 18 percent of the 7,740 active 
leases currently available on the Outer 
Continental Shelf, only 1,655 are in pro-
duction; so that when we talk about 
the problem is that the Democrats are 
not allowing us to drill and explore and 
to recover resources that are in our 
Outer Continental Shelf or on our 
lower 48, that is not, I think, accurate. 
I think it’s not accurate because of the 
extraordinarily high percentage of cur-
rently approved leaseholds that are not 
being utilized in this very day. 

Now, I’m sure that the oil companies, 
very frankly, want to increase supply 
and see prices come down. I say that 
somewhat with tongue in cheek. If per-
haps we were finding more supply, uti-
lizing those leaseholds, perhaps the 
price would not be quite as high and 
the profits wouldn’t be either. 

But I will tell you that Americans 
are, at $4 a gallon, seeing the compa-
nies that are selling them oil receiving 
extraordinarily high profits. God bless 
them for getting profits. They have in-
vested, they’ve worked hard. They put 
their capital at risk. I’m for that. 

But at the same time, when they are 
failing to use leaseholds that would 
bring more supply, that would presum-
ably then bring down the price, I think 
the American public have a right to 
ask, why are we only using 18 percent 
of the currently available leaseholds on 
the Outer Continental Shelf and about 
one-quarter or a little less than one- 
quarter of what’s available on the 
mainland? 

I yield back to my friend. 
Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for 

yielding. 
I was actually pleased to hear two 

things there. One is I heard my good 
friend use the word ‘‘drilling’’ in a posi-
tive sense, and that’s good news. 

Mr. HOYER. I have an automobile. 
Mr. BLUNT. And two is the numbers 

I see for the deep water drilling of nat-
ural gas indicate that there is an 18- 
year supply in the deep water. If you’re 
right, and there’s four times that sup-
ply on public lands that could be 
drilled on, I suppose that means we 
have almost a 100-year supply of nat-
ural gas if we just go after it. We 
should find out whatever it takes to go 
after that, and insist that that happen. 

My view is both, and wherever the in-
frastructure is most amenable to get-
ting that natural gas and oil into the 
energy system the quickest, that’s 
where we should be drilling the 
quickest. If we’ve got a leasehold that’s 
500 miles away from the nearest place 
you can hook it up to a line, that’s 
probably less appealing than a lease-
hold somewhere in the deep water or 
other places that’s near a current way 
to get that gas or that oil into the sys-
tem. 

I do know in the 181 area that we 
opened in 2006 in the gulf, opened for a 
brief period of time, that there’s one 2- 

acre platform there, at least I’m told 
there’s a 2-acre platform there that’s 
producing roughly 10 percent of all the 
natural gas that we’re producing in the 
United States of America. 

I do believe that these resources are 
greater than we thought they were 5 or 
10 years ago. I think we ought to be 
pursuing that on all fronts. 

I saw where one of our colleagues in 
the Senate, the senior Senator from 
New York, said that if we had a million 
barrels more of oil every day, that that 
would reduce pump prices by 50 cents a 
gallon. I’m not sure how he calculates 
that, but I’m prepared to accept that. 

A million barrels is what we’d be get-
ting from ANWR today if we’d started 
drilling there 12 years ago, or any of 
the other times that the Republican 
House sent a bill to the Senate that 
would have allowed that. There may be 
other million-barrel locations, as my 
friend has just suggested there were, 
that we should vigorously be pursuing, 
and we are eager to have that discus-
sion on the House floor, see it had on 
the Senate floor, see something get on 
the President’s desk that encourages 
American use of American resources 
for America’s future. 

I yield. 
Mr. HOYER. My friend, at the begin-

ning of his last comments, said ‘‘on 
public lands.’’ I want to make it very 
clear that the implication, perhaps 
that we’re not allowing that on public 
lands, there are, as I said, 80 percent of 
the already authorized spots on public 
land not being utilized today; so that 
this is not a question of where we have 
not authorized drilling. We’re for that. 
We want to find more product. 

What we are saying is that we have 
now got the majority of authorized 
spots being unutilized. Now, why that 
is so, when the product is getting the 
highest price it’s ever gotten, which 
ought to be incentive, in and of itself, 
to look for new product and to explore 
and to drill and to get new product to 
the market, which would then bring 
the price down. 

I hope that nobody is controlling sup-
ply simply to escalate price. We know 
that when demand goes up and supply 
is constrained, that prices inevitably 
rise. The American public is paying the 
price for that. Great profits are being 
made. But it is adversely affecting our 
economy and our families. And we 
share your view that we want to ad-
dress this problem. 

But I want to say, we talk about 
today. Unfortunately, for too long, I’m 
old enough to have experienced the gas 
lines of the late seventies where you 
waited hours to get gasoline in your 
car. Hopefully that won’t reoccur. 

But had we, Democrats and Repub-
licans, Americans all, focused in a dis-
ciplined way on looking for, developing 
more efficient automobiles, more effi-
cient refrigerators and other electric 
utilities, focused on conservation, fo-
cused on alternative sources of energy, 
we would be far ahead of the game. 
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In the final analysis, we cannot get 
distracted, in my opinion. We need to 
go down both paths, making sure today 
we have the most efficient process pos-
sible but that tomorrow we’re energy 
independent, because in the final anal-
ysis, that will be the only way in which 
we will continue to keep our economy 
moving, our national security intact, 
and our environment clean and 
healthy. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend. 
I believe for those things that look 

toward better solutions for the future, 
better conservation now, we all should 
be focused there. We also should be fo-
cused on using American resources, 
and frankly asking every question why 
they haven’t been used. Again, I will 
just conclude my remarks by saying I 
know that these leases have been al-
most doubled in the last 7 years. And 
how long it takes to develop, some of 
them issued only in the last 1 or 2 
years for 10 years at a time, I don’t 
know what the planning is on that, but 
I am absolutely committed to the most 
efficient and effective use of America’s 
resources for America’s future, and I 
would like to see this Congress work 
together to get there. 

f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow; and further, 
that when the House adjourns on that 
day, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on 
Tuesday, June 17, for morning-hour de-
bate. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on the bill, H.R. 6063. 

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

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 2008 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1257 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 6063. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 6063) to 
authorize the programs of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
and for other purposes, with Ms. 
BORDALLO in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered read the 
first time. 

The gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
GORDON) and the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HALL) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. GORDON of Tennessee asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, today I am asking my col-
leagues in the House to ensure this 
country’s leadership in space and aero-
nautics program by passing H.R. 6063, 
the NASA Authorization Act of 2008. 

First, I want to thank and commend 
Chairman UDALL of the Subcommittee 
on Space and Aeronautics on his lead-
ership in introducing this bill and for 
taking a clear bipartisan approach to 
the development of H.R. 6063. I was 
pleased to be original cosponsor, but I 
was even more pleased that ranking 
minority member of our Committee on 
Science and Technology, Mr. HALL of 
Texas, and ranking minority member 
of our Subcommittee on Space and 
Aeronautics, Mr. FEENEY of Florida, 
were also original cosponsors. 

Madam Chairman, their actions show 
that the importance of NASA’s future 
in space and aeronautics is truly a bi-
partisan concern. And I want to thank 
them for their full support. 

In that regard, I also would like to 
thank Ed Feddeman, Ken Monroe, Katy 
Crooks, and Lee Arnold of the minority 
staff for their help on this legislation. 
I also want to thank and acknowledge 
the hard work of our majority staff in-
volved in the development of the bill, 
Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee 
staff director Dick Obermann, Allen Li, 
Pam Whitney, Devin Bryant, and John 
Piazza. 

This bill passed the subcommittee 
and the full committee unanimously. 
And I think that record is in no small 
part due to the hard work that both 
sides of the aisle put into this legisla-
tion. 

Madam Chairman, as we look to the 
transition to the new administration 

next year, it’s important that Congress 
send a strong message on the best fu-
ture course for our Nation’s space and 
aeronautics program. The bipartisan 
consensus we have reached on H.R. 6063 
signals that Congress believes a bal-
anced NASA program of science, aero-
nautics, and human spaceflight, and 
exploration is important and worthy of 
the Nation’s support. Yet I want to em-
phasize that H.R. 6063 takes a fiscally- 
responsible approach to providing this 
support. 

The baseline authorization rep-
resents a 2.8 percent increase, which is 
inflationary at best, over the level of 
the authorization of fiscal year 2008. 
The bill also includes a special funding 
augmentation to accelerate the devel-
opment of the crew exploration vehicle 
and thus minimize the human 
spaceflight gap that will make us de-
pendent on the Russians to get our as-
tronauts to and from the International 
Space Station until the CEV is oper-
ational. 

I don’t think any of us wants to or 
looks forward to the day when we must 
rely on another Nation to launch U.S. 
astronauts into space, but that is what 
we face. I want to minimize that de-
pendency as much as possible. 

However, even including that aug-
mentation, the total funding author-
ization will only get us back to NASA’s 
fiscal year 1992 funding level in terms 
of purchasing power. 

H.R. 6063’s baseline authorization 
also reflects the importance of NASA 
to the Nation’s innovation agenda. 
NASA science and technology activi-
ties contribute much to our national 
competitiveness initiative, and I think 
we need to recognize NASA’s role in 
that regard. NASA was included in last 
year’s America COMPETES Act, but 
we didn’t include an authorization then 
since we knew we would be reauthor-
izing NASA this year. 

H.R. 6063 does that providing by pro-
viding a baseline authorization for 
NASA that includes a rate of increase 
over the fiscal year 2008 appropriated 
level that is consistent with the rate of 
increase proposed for agencies included 
under the America COMPETES Act. 

Madam Chairman, this bill includes 
many provisions that are critical to en-
suring the future strength of our Na-
tion, including both the future health 
of our aviation system and our ability 
to better understand and respond to 
climate change and other challenges 
facing the earth’s system. 

It isn’t always recognized that NASA 
counts for some three-fifths of the Na-
tion’s climate research funding. And 
it’s a critical part of the Nation’s cli-
mate research efforts. In addition, H.R. 
6063 demonstrates that a properly 
structured human spaceflight and ex-
ploration program can provide benefits 
of technological, scientific, and geo-
political significance that are worthy 
of our Nation’s investment. 

This bill also includes provisions that 
will ensure a productive return on the 
Nation’s investment in developing and 
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assembling an international space sta-
tion and encourages the use of the 
commercial services to transport cargo 
and eventually crew to the station. We 
need to ensure that NASA has suffi-
cient resources for all of these and 
other important tasks that the Nation 
has asked to carry out, and I believe 
this bill does that. 

Madam Chairman, the United States 
has been a global leader in technology 
and innovation for decades. However, 
an esteemed committee of the National 
Academies raised a deep concern in its 
groundbreaking report, Rise Above the 
Gathering Storm, stating ‘‘that the 
scientific and technical building blocks 
critical to our economic leadership are 
eroding at a time when many other na-
tions are gathering strength.’’ 

With China, India, and other global 
players committed to building robust 
aeronautics and space programs, that 
it is incumbent upon the United States 
to rise to the challenge. 

This year is the fiftieth anniversary 
of the dawn of the space age and the 
fiftieth anniversary of the creation of 
NASA. NASA has been one of the 
crown jewels of the Nation’s R&D en-
terprise over the past 50 years. I want 
to ensure that it remains so for the 
next 50, and I believe this bill will help 
turn that into a reality. 

Madam Chairman, this bill has been 
endorsed by a host of organizations 
ranging from the American Association 
of Universities to the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers. I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 6063 to ensure 
America’s continued leadership and ac-
complishments in space and aero-
nautics over the next 50 years. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume and make sure that I can re-
serve enough for those that will follow 
me. 

Madam Chairman, H.R. 6063, spon-
sored by my good friend MARK UDALL, 
authorizes the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration for fiscal 
year 2009. As our chairman has very 
adequately stated, it’s a product of 
very close bipartisan consultation and 
cooperation led by Chairman UDALL 
and by Chairman GORDON. 

Representative TOM FEENEY, ranking 
member of the Space and Aeronautics 
Subcommittee, and I are original co-
sponsors of this bill, and it builds a 1- 
year authorization. The intent of the 
bill is to keep NASA on its current 
path towards completing the Inter-
national Space Station, retiring the 
Space Shuttle, maintaining a balanced 
set of science and aeronautics research 
programs, and developing a new launch 
system capable of taking humans be-
yond the low earth orbit, a feat the 
Shuttle cannot do. 

The bill is also meant to reaffirm 
Congress’s unwavering support for 
NASA so as to remove any doubt the 
next administration might have about 
Congress’s commitment to NASA’s pro-
gram and to NASA’s policies. 

By being a 1-year bill, it also is de-
signed, I think, to not tie the hands of 
the next administration to a long-term 
strategy. To the contrary, H.R. 6063 is 
designed to give the next President an 
opportunity to work with the next Con-
gress to fashion a long-term strategy 
that is consistent with the administra-
tion’s desires as well as the wishes of 
Congress. 

H.R. 6063 contains a number of im-
portant provisions. It authorizes $19.2 
billion for NASA for fiscal year 2009 
and provides an additional $1 billion to 
accelerate development of the new Con-
stellation crew vehicle launch system. 
It emphasizes that NASA should main-
tain a strong and balanced array of 
science, aeronautics, and human 
spaceflight programs and also directs 
NASA to fly out its full manifest of 
Shuttle missions, including those dedi-
cated to flying spare parts to the Inter-
national Space Station, as well as add-
ing a flight to take the Alpha Magnetic 
Spectrometer to the ISS as we origi-
nally committed to do so some years 
ago. This experiment was stricken 
from the Shuttle manifest following 
the Columbia tragedy, but I think given 
the huge sunk investment in AMS, we 
ought to make good on our original 
commitments to fly this expensive in-
strument to the ISS. 

H.R. 6063 directs NASA to continue 
the important task of developing the 
Constellation system which will provide 
our country with a modern, more ro-
bust and safer manned spaceflight ca-
pability that will enable our astro-
nauts to fly out of low earth orbit, an 
ability we haven’t had since the retire-
ment of Apollo over 30 years ago. 

As most of you are aware, once the 
Shuttle is retired at the end of this 
decade, our country will have to buy 
seats from the Russians for as long as 
maybe 5 years even to assure U.S. pres-
ence on the International Space Sta-
tion. Our payments for rides on Soyuz 
spacecraft have not yet been nego-
tiated, but it’s going to be expensive. 
NASA estimates it will cost more than 
$2 billion, and sadly, we’re making 
these purchases at a time when NASA 
will be laying off thousands of engi-
neers and technicians from the Shuttle 
program in an effort to minimize our 
reliance on the Russians. 

As I mentioned a moment ago, this 
bill authorizes an additional $1 billion 
to speed up the development of the new 
Constellation system. This initial in-
vestment is more than justified. 

This bill also includes a number of 
provisions to encourage NASA working 
with the private sector to foster devel-
opment of a domestic cargo launch ca-
pability primarily designed to take 
supplies to the space station. In addi-
tion, 6063 includes language directing 
NASA to solicit for commercial crew 
launch capability. 

Turning to other parts of NASA, let 
me quickly say H.R. 6063 embraces a 
number of recommendations that were 
put forth by the witnesses from govern-
ment, from industry, from academia, 

and testified, all of them testified in 
hearings before our committee over the 
previous 18 months. These are sensible 
provisions designed to strengthen aero-
nautic space science and earth science 
research programs, encourage tech-
nology, risk reduction policies and ac-
tivities, foster efficient technology, 
transfer from NASA to other Federal 
agencies under the private sector, de-
tect and mitigate the threat of near- 
earth objects, and research and mon-
itor the effects of space weather on sat-
ellites. 

b 1530 

This list is not exhaustive, but I 
wanted to mention these few examples 
to emphasize to all Members the 
breadth of this bill and how it improves 
upon many of NASA’s activities and 
programs. 

So as we stand here today, the space 
shuttle is in orbit, wrapping up another 
assembly mission to the International 
Space Station. May I add that the 
spouse of one of our Members, Rep-
resentative GIFFORDS of Arizona, is 
currently commanding this mission. 

NASA has had two other recent suc-
cess activities. Just 15 days ago, the 
Phoenix Mars Lander successfully com-
pleted a soft landing on the red plan-
et’s surface and is in the early stages of 
searching for evidence of ice and or-
ganic compounds. And yesterday, 
NASA successfully launched a gamma- 
ray large area space telescope onboard 
a Delta II rocket. 

These are but three of the most cur-
rent NASA accomplishments. There 
are many, many other great achieve-
ments in aeronautics, space science, 
and Earth science research that I could 
talk about, but time doesn’t permit. 
Suffice it to say that NASA is one of 
the most exciting and innovative Fed-
eral agencies, and it serves as a huge 
inspiration to our young people to take 
a serious interest in math and science 
education. 

Before closing, I want to point out 
that during development of this bill, 
the subcommittee Democratic staff 
have been very open and forthright, 
sharing early ideas and drafts of the 
bill with our Republican staff. It has 
been a close and productive partner-
ship, and I want to especially praise 
the work and hard work of my good, 
personal friend Dick Obermann. And I 
certainly want to thank our chairman, 
Chairman BART GORDON. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, first let me say very sin-
cerely say that there is no Member of 
Congress that has had greater interest 
than Mr. HALL in NASA. As a Texan 
and a proud American, he has taken 
particular interest in the safety of the 
astronauts, as well as trying to reap 
the maximum amount of health bene-
fits from the investment that we’ve 
made. He has played just an enor-
mously constructive role, and I thank 
him for that. 
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We also thank Mr. UDALL, the chair-

man of the Space and Aeronautics Sub-
committee, for working in a bipartisan 
way. He had a number of really 
thoughtful hearings. He’s put together 
a bill that came out of his sub-
committee unanimously, and because 
he did such a good job there, it was 
unanimous out of the full committee. 
So I thank my friend from Colorado. 

I yield to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. UDALL) 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Chairman, earlier this year, I 
introduced the NASA Authorization 
Act of 2008, a bill to reauthorize the 
programs of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration for the fiscal 
year 2009. Today, I rise to urge my col-
leagues in the House of Representa-
tives to pass this bill and send it on to 
the Senate. 

The bill passed the Committee on 
Science and Technology and the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics 
with unanimous support, as our chair-
man pointed out. It represents a 
strong, bipartisan effort to ensure our 
continued leadership in space and aero-
nautics and to ensure that NASA’s pro-
grams contribute to our science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics 
education efforts, to our Nation’s Inno-
vation Agenda, and to practical bene-
fits for our citizens. 

I, too, want to thank Science and 
Technology Committee Chairman BART 
GORDON, Ranking Member RALPH 
HALL, and my fellow ranking member 
on the Space and Aeronautics Sub-
committee, TOM FEENEY from Florida, 
for being original cosponsors, as well as 
providing thoughtful input into this 
bill. 

I would also like to thank the excel-
lent staff on both the majority and mi-
nority side for their outstanding work 
on this bill. On my staff, my dedicated 
and tireless staff member, Wendy 
Adams, Richard Obermann, Pam Whit-
ney, Allen Li, and Devin Bryant, as 
well as John Piazza have all been in-
strumental in moving this bill forward. 

I want to particularly point out the 
great contribution—I think the chair-
man would agree with me—of Dick 
Obermann. We benefit in the com-
mittee, the Nation benefits and this 
House of Representatives benefits from 
Dick’s insights, his knowledge, and the 
relationships he’s built. Anyone in the 
NASA orbit knows Dick Obermann’s 
many, many contributions. So I want 
to particularly point out his great con-
tributions to the committee and to 
NASA. 

On the minority side, I want to thank 
Ed Feddeman, Ken Monroe, and Lee 
Arnold as well. They have been very 
helpful in the work on this piece of leg-
islation. 

Madam Chairman, the bill sets fis-
cally responsible policies and provi-
sions for a balanced set of science, aer-

onautics, and human spaceflight pro-
grams. 

The baseline funding level authorized 
for NASA in fiscal year 2009, $19.21 bil-
lion, represents simply an inflation in-
crease of about 2.8 percent over the 
NASA Authorization Act of 2005, legis-
lation that the President signed into 
law. 

I don’t want to go into great detail 
about the many provisions of the bill 
but will include my longer statement 
for the RECORD. 

Madam Chairman, 2008 represents the 
50th anniversary of the birth of the 
U.S. space program and the establish-
ment of NASA. NASA has accom-
plished a great deal in both space and 
aeronautical R&D over these past five 
decades, and we can all take pride in 
what has been accomplished. However, 
we cannot become complacent. 

The testimony and constructive 
input of countless hearings, witnesses, 
and outside experts and organizations 
that led to H.R. 6063 conveyed a con-
sistent message: that NASA has not 
been given the funding it needs to suc-
cessfully carry out all of the important 
tasks that the Nation has asked of it. If 
we fail to adequately invest in NASA 
now, it is unlikely that we will see a 
comparable record of accomplishment 
over the next five decades, at a great 
opportunity cost to the Nation. 

I am gratified by the support that 
H.R. 6063 has garnered to date, includ-
ing the Chamber of Commerce, the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers, 
the Aerospace Industries Association, 
the Association of American Univer-
sities, the University Corporation for 
Atmospheric Research, the Inter-
national Federation of Professional 
and Technical Engineers, and the Uni-
versity Space Research Association. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
H.R. 6063 to ensure that our Nation re-
mains the leader in space and aero-
nautics programs. 

Madam Chairman, on May 15, 2008 I intro-
duced the ‘‘NASA Authorization Act of 2008,’’ 
H.R. 6063, a bill to reauthorize the programs 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration for Fiscal Year 2009. 

Today I rise to urge my colleagues in the 
House of Representatives to pass this bill and 
send it on to the Senate. 

This bill passed the Committee on Science 
and Technology and the Subcommittee on 
Space and Aeronautics with unanimous sup-
port. 

It represents a strong bipartisan effort to en-
sure our leadership in space and aeronautics 
and to ensure that NASA’s programs con-
tribute to our science, technology, engineering, 
and mathematics (STEM) education efforts, to 
the Nation’s innovation agenda, and to prac-
tical benefits for our citizens. 

I would like to thank Science and Tech-
nology Committee Chairman BART GORDON, 
Ranking Minority Member RALPH HALL, and 
Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee Rank-
ing Minority Member TOM FEENEY for being 
original cosponsors of this bill. 

Madam Chairman, this bill sets fiscally-re-
sponsible policies and provisions for a bal-
anced set of science, aeronautics, and human 
spaceflight programs. 

The baseline funding level authorized for 
NASA in FY 2009—$19.21 billion— represents 
simply an inflationary increase of about 2.8 
percent over the NASA Authorization Act of 
2005, legislation that the President signed into 
law. 

H.R. 6063 also reflects the conviction that 
NASA is as much a contributor to the nation’s 
innovation agenda as any of the other agen-
cies included in the America COMPETES Act 
that was enacted into law last year. 

Thus, includes provisions and funding di-
rected at supporting opportunities for hands-on 
training of the next generation of scientists 
and engineers. 

In addition to the baseline authorization, 
H.R. 6063 contains a directed funding aug-
mentation intended to help accelerate the date 
when the Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle and 
Ares Crew Launch Vehicle can attain oper-
ational status. 

A series of policy failures over a number of 
years have brought us to the point where we 
will have an unavoidable gap in the United 
States’ ability to get its astronauts into space 
independently. 

Providing the additional funding in FY 2009 
can help narrow the gap while also putting in 
place the space transportation system that will 
help us carry out exciting and important explo-
ration missions beyond low Earth orbit in the 
decades to come. 

Madam Chairman, NASA’s programs are 
strongly relevant to addressing the nation’s 
needs. 

In short, a properly balanced and focused 
NASA portfolio can pay large dividends to our 
society as well as to our standing in the world, 
and maximizing the value of the NASA port-
folio to the nation is one of the main goals of 
the NASA Authorization Act of 2008. 

To that end, H.R. 6063 establishes a role 
for NASA in leading a cooperative inter-
national effort on Earth observations research 
and applications, especially with respect to cli-
mate change-one of the major challenges fac-
ing our generation. 

In addition, the bill includes a series of pro-
visions to ensure that NASA’s aeronautics pro-
gram gets the resources it needs to remain 
one of the most relevant activities of the agen-
cy—one that impacts our quality of life, public 
safety, the vitality of the economy, and our na-
tional security. 

H.R. 6063 also includes provisions to en-
sure that the International Space Station—a 
unique orbiting R&D facility that represents a 
significant investment of resources by both 
American citizens and those of a host of other 
nations—will be utilized in as productive a 
manner as possible. 

The ISS is also a compelling example of the 
value of undertaking a cooperative approach 
to space exploration. To that end, H.R. 6063 
makes clear that any human exploration initia-
tive to return to the Moon and venture to other 
destinations in the solar system should be un-
dertaken as a cooperative international under-
taking under strong U.S. leadership. 

Madam Chairman, 2008 marks the 50th an-
niversary of the birth of the U.S. space pro-
gram and the establishment of NASA. 

NASA has accomplished a great deal in 
both space and aeronautical R&D over those 
past five decades, and we can all take pride 
in what has been accomplished. However, we 
cannot become complacent. 

The testimony and constructive input of 
countless hearing witnesses, outside experts, 
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and organizations that led to H.R. 6063 con-
veyed a consistent message: that NASA has 
not been given the funding it needs to suc-
cessfully carry out all of the important tasks 
that the nation has asked of it. 

If we fail to invest adequately in NASA now, 
it is unlikely that we will see a comparable 
record of accomplishment over the next five 
decades—at a great opportunity cost to the 
nation. 

I am gratified by the support that H.R. 6063 
has garnered to date, including the Chamber 
of Commerce, the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the Aerospace Industries As-
sociation, the American Astronautical Society 
the American Institute of Aeronautics and As-
tronautics, the American Meteorological Soci-
ety, the American Society of Mechanical Engi-
neers, the Association of American Univer-
sities, the General Aviation Manufacturers As-
sociation, the Information Technology Associa-
tion of America, the International Federation of 
Professional and Technical Engineers, the In-
stitute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers- 
USA, the National Business Aviation Associa-
tion, the National Space Society, the Personal 
Spaceflight Federation, the Planetary Society, 
the Universities Space Research Association, 
and the University Corporation for Atmos-
pheric Research. 

I urge my colleagues in the House of Rep-
resentatives support H.R. 6063 to ensure that 
our Nation remains the leader in space and 
aeronautics programs. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield to Mr. FEENEY, the gen-
tleman from Florida, 3 minutes. 

Mr. FEENEY. I want to thank Rank-
ing Member HALL and Chairman GOR-
DON and, as they pointed out, all of the 
staff on both sides that made possible a 
bipartisan bill that got unanimous sup-
port in the committee. 

I also want to suggest that terrific 
staff work on both sides and trans-
parency and openness in the process is 
sort of a model that this Congress 
ought to try to emulate more often, 
and I want to thank, again, Chairman 
GORDON and Chairman UDALL for doing 
that. 

By the way, this is likely to be, since 
he’s not running for reelection, Chair-
man UDALL’s last reauthorization as a 
House Member. He has been a cham-
pion on space issues. He’s been a great 
friend and a delight to work with, and 
I know that he will continue to be a 
champion for space and aeronautics. 
And so I really appreciated the chance 
to work with you. 

And following me I think at some 
point will be Congressman WELDON, my 
neighbor to the south. We share the 
different assets of Kennedy Space Cen-
ter, Patrick Air Force Base, and Con-
gressman WELDON will not be running 
for office again anytime soon, at least 
not the House. We appreciate DAVE 
WELDON’s leadership. He’s been a ter-
rific advocate for space in general and 
Kennedy Space Center and human 
spaceflight in specific. 

So it’s been terrific to work with two 
great leaders that will not be working 
with us in all likelihood next year. 

NASA was created in response to the 
Soviet Union’s launch of Sputnik in 

1957. The space age had begun. Fifty 
years have now passed. America is still 
the world’s preeminent spacefaring Na-
tion. NASA helped lead us to that sta-
tus. 

Today, we build on that foundation. 
We have laid out a comprehensive blue-
print for sustaining a healthy and vig-
orous NASA during the next adminis-
tration, and as Chairman GORDON 
pointed out, we don’t know who the 
next President will be. We don’t know 
who their next NASA administrator 
will be, but the starting point for the 
next administration’s space program 
has been designed right here in the 
House of Representatives, thanks to 
the leadership of the people that you 
are hearing from. 

Considerable care has been devoted 
to all elements of NASA’s portfolio, 
human spaceflight, earth and space 
sciences, and aeronautics. I look for-
ward to continued success and excel-
lence in all of these endeavors. Each 
success sustains America’s technical 
prowess and brings enormous prestige 
to the American people. 

Because I represent the Kennedy 
Space Center, I want to particularly 
note this bill’s unambiguous endorse-
ment of America’s human spaceflight 
program. By the way, all of our human 
spaceflight program has an inter-
national component to it. 

Five years ago, America was stunned 
by the loss of the Shuttle Columbia. 
We had to re-examine our objectives 
for human spaceflight and articulate a 
more sustainable vision for our future 
spacefaring. We have done so, and this 
bill continues that progress by pro-
viding much-needed stability, on a bi-
partisan basis, in our strategy and ar-
chitecture for human spaceflight. 

The shuttle has resumed flight. We 
are having a successful mission as we 
speak today. We will complete the 
International Space Station and then 
strive to utilize its enormous potential. 
And we will also set forth to explore 
beyond lower orbit, starting with the 
moon and then beyond, for the future 
of humankind. 

These are ambitious goals, but Amer-
icans are a strong, optimistic people 
willing to take up and meet any chal-
lenge. And as this bill highlights, 
America invites others throughout the 
world to join us in this journey. It is 
done on behalf of all mankind. 

NASA’s human space exploration and 
satellite programs publicly dem-
onstrate America’s spacefaring prow-
ess. Other Nations are striving to 
achieve what America has already ac-
complished. 

In prior generations, mastery of the 
sea and air brought global power and 
prestige. Today, such power and re-
spect accrues to those mastering space. 
This bill sustains America’s prowess in 
space, and I urge its passage. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I recognize the gentlelady 
from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ) for 3 minutes. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
Madam Chairman, I rise to support the 

NASA authorization act and to thank 
Chairman GORDON and Representative 
UDALL for their leadership and excep-
tional work on this bill. 

On May 31, I experienced the thrill of 
attending the most recent shuttle 
launch in Cape Canaveral, Florida. As I 
witnessed the intense brightness of the 
rockets’ afterburners and felt the rum-
ble of the Earth as the shuttle lifted 
off, I could feel the pride and strength 
of American innovation and techno-
logical leadership. 

I have to tell you that I was surprised 
at how emotional I felt watching the 
shuttle hurtle towards the sky, and my 
heart really burst with pride in the 
American spirit and our ability to 
move forward generation after genera-
tion. The continuity of the space pro-
gram is critical to maintaining this 
leadership. 

The space shuttle is scheduled to re-
tire in just 2 years, yet a lack of fund-
ing has delayed its replacement until 
at least 2015. Without adequate fund-
ing, not only would we lose jobs, but we 
would be forced to rely on Russia to ac-
cess the International Space Station. 

The economic return on our invest-
ment in the space program is far great-
er than many realize. In fact, NASA’s 
budget accounts for less than six- 
tenths of 1 percent of the Federal budg-
et, and yet the benefits of space explo-
ration are vital to our daily lives. 

Our TVs, cell phones and computers, 
as well as the military and weather 
forecasters all rely on satellite tech-
nology developed through space explo-
ration. 

Last year, Speaker PELOSI announced 
‘‘The Speaker’s Innovation Agenda,’’ 
an action plan to keep America as the 
leader in global science and tech-
nology. This agenda includes educating 
a new generation of innovators and 
committing to research and develop-
ment. 

By supporting NASA today, we are 
committing to innovate, to create new 
opportunities and markets, to drive 
discovery, and to push the boundaries 
and limitations that are before us. 

It is vital that we instill this curi-
osity and drive in the next generation. 
I know it was instilled in the next gen-
eration that I’m raising because my 
son announced to me after he saw the 
shuttle launch, he said, ‘‘Mom, I want 
to be an astronaut.’’ 

And for me, as the National Chair of 
the Women’s High Tech Coalition and 
co-chair of the Young Women’s Task 
Force, I want to express particular sup-
port for the Hodes amendment, which 
establishes a scholarship program in 
honor of Christa McAuliffe, the teacher 
who died in the Challenger Space Shut-
tle disaster. 

The scholarships will go to women 
pursuing degrees in mathematics, 
science, and engineering, and would 
further support women seeking careers 
in fields related to NASA’s mission. We 
really need to expand the young wom-
en’s and young girls’ interest in the 
science and mathematical fields. 
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As leaders and legislators, we must 

work to harness the talent, intellect, 
and entrepreneurial spirit of Ameri-
cans. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill to ensure that NASA has the re-
sources to continue to promote Amer-
ican competitiveness. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to Dr. WELDON, 
the gentleman from Florida. 

b 1545 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding, and I rise in 
support of the underlying bill. And I 
commend the gentlelady from Florida 
for her inspiring words. 

This bill is on the right track by ex-
tending shuttle operations, giving 
NASA the option to extend shuttle op-
erations beyond 2010. Taking away the 
artificial 2010 deadline and allowing 
NASA to finish all the flights currently 
on the manifest will give NASA more 
flexibility and provide needed transpor-
tation to the International Space Sta-
tion and help lessen the severity of the 
gap. 

However, I want to underscore that 
this bill does not fix the problem estab-
lished by this administration. And my 
hope is that the next administration 
and the next Congress will fix this 
problem of putting NASA and the 
United States in a situation where we 
will be dependent on the Russians to 
put our astronauts into space for pos-
sibly longer than 5 years. 

The Government Accountability Of-
fice recently testified before a congres-
sional committee indicating that there 
are a number of technological chal-
lenges facing the Constellation pro-
gram, the program to replace the shut-
tle, and that delays in the program 
could occur and could lengthen this 
gap beyond the 41⁄2 to 5 years that it 
currently is. 

History has shown time and time 
again that complex technological prob-
lems often lead to delays, and that at-
tempts at closing gaps can often be 
frustrated. Therefore, it is my opinion 
that the only way to assure that we do 
not get a lengthening of the gap, and 
the only way to make sure that we 
eliminate this gap is to extend shuttle 
operations. 

Now, I was very disappointed in the 
Statement of Administration Policy on 
this bill that whoever was responsible 
for drafting this thing, they chose to 
dig up the canard that it is unsafe to 
extend shuttle operations beyond 2010. 
The truth is that the last shuttle that 
flies in 2010 will be the same shuttle 
that flies in 2011 if we extend shuttle 
operations. And if we are to argue that 
it is unsafe to fly the shuttle beyond 
2010, you could just as easily argue that 
it’s unsafe to fly it today. The truth is, 
after the improvements that have been 
made after the Columbia and the Chal-
lenger disasters, the shuttle that flies 
today is the safest shuttle that we have 
ever flown. And yes, going into outer 
space has its risks, but we choose to do 

so because we are a Nation of explor-
ers, and we feel that the risks are justi-
fied for the benefits of space explo-
ration. 

I just also want to point out that re-
lying on the Soyuz vehicle—supposedly 
because it’s safer, as the administra-
tion is implying in their statement—is 
not exactly correct. We just recently 
saw a situation where the returning 
Soyuz vehicle was thrown off course 
into a dangerous ballistic reentry, ex-
posing the astronauts on board, includ-
ing a female astronaut, Peggy Whitson, 
to very dangerous G forces. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired 

Mr. HALL of Texas. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional minute. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. This bill is 
a step in the right direction. It gives 
NASA the ability to extend shuttle op-
erations. And I want to just point out, 
there is a very important scientific 
mission, the Alpha Magnetic Spec-
trometer mission. We spent $1.5 billion 
building that piece of machinery, and 
NASA’s current plan is to leave it on 
the ground. This bill correctly calls for 
launching that mission, and it is the 
right thing to do. To spend all that 
money to build that thing and then to 
never launch it is just wrong. 

However, I do want to underscore 
that the future Congress and the next 
administration is going to have to 
wrestle with the issue of getting the 
funding in the appropriation process. 
But I just want to say that, based on 
current economic growth, over the 
next 5 to 7 years 1 trillion additional 
dollars is going to come into this U.S. 
Treasury. 

This is a matter of priorities. The 
American people support our space pro-
gram. It’s the right thing to do to keep 
the shuttle flying beyond 2010. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to another 
friend and champion of the space pro-
gram from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON). 

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
am honored to join my colleagues from 
the Science Committee to support H.R. 
6063. I particularly want to commend 
Chairman GORDON and Chairman 
UDALL, and Ranking Members HALL 
and FEENEY, the committee staff, for 
all of their hard work and their effort 
to make this an inclusive process. This 
legislation enjoys broad support, and I 
believe that it provides the stability 
and direction necessary to sustain 
NASA through this transition period. 

I am proud that we will be able to 
provide a much needed 11 percent in-
crease in the funding over FY08 that 
will help NASA get back on track. This 
inflationary increase will allow NASA 
to operate the shuttle program, accel-
erate the development of Constella-
tion, and refocus its efforts on science 
and research without having to rob 
Peter to pay Paul. 

I’m also pleased that this legislation 
directs NASA to fly the ‘‘contingency 
flights’’ and to take all necessary steps 
to deliver the Alpha Magnetic Spec-

trometer that we just heard about from 
our colleague, Mr. WELDON to the 
International Space Station. This will 
ensure the space station’s viability and 
use for its intended purpose as a na-
tional lab well into the next decade. 

In addition to being one of the most 
valuable foreign policy tools that we 
have, there is no doubt in my mind 
that research conducted on the space 
station will yield great discoveries that 
will benefit all Americans and all of 
mankind. 

I would especially like to thank the 
chairmen and ranking members for 
adopting language on issues that I have 
particularly championed and believe 
will also help secure NASA’s future. 
This includes the Small Business Alli-
ance Outreach and Technology Assist-
ance Program (SATOP). 

Building on the partnership between 
NASA centers, institutions of higher 
learning, and industry partners, this 
initiative will further the agency’s 
mission of technology transfer in a 
unique way by providing free technical 
assistance to small businesses who can-
not afford to have an engineer or a 
rocket scientist on their staff. Solving 
technical problems will mean these 
businesses will help grow our economy 
and create and retain jobs. 

I have also worked to make sure 
that, as we face the space flight gap 
and the loss of a highly skilled work-
force, that we are cognizant of the fact 
that we risk losing the imagination of 
the next generation of scientists and 
engineers and diminishing their desire 
to serve our Nation’s space program. 

Well, the fact that we are already 
falling behind when it comes to award-
ing advanced degrees in math, science 
and engineering means that we must 
focus on K–12 education now more than 
ever so that we don’t lose our techno-
logical edge. 

This bill provides an 11 percent in-
crease over FY08 funding, including 
NASA’s educational programs. I be-
lieve that some of this increase should 
go toward continuing the EarthKAM 
program and expanding NASA’s par-
ticipation in robotics competition. 
Bringing NASA directly into class-
rooms across the country and encour-
aging hands-on learning is a great way 
to spark a hopefully life-long interest 
in math and science. 

So as we continue with this transi-
tion from shuttle to Constellation and 
a new administration in about 6 
months, we must be mindful of pro-
viding stability and support for our Na-
tion’s space program at this critical 
juncture. I believe this bill provides 
both, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 
chairman of the Technology Innova-
tion Subcommittee, Mr. WU of Oregon. 

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I rise as a 
cosponsor in support of H.R. 6063. 

When NASA was born in response to 
the launch of Sputnik, many Ameri-
cans were scared of what it meant for 
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Russia to have space capabilities. Con-
gress’ passage of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Act of 1958 created 
NASA and marked the beginning of the 
space race between America and Rus-
sia. 

Just 11 years after NASA was cre-
ated, and only 9 years after President 
Kennedy threw a cap over the wall, the 
United States landed the first humans 
on the Moon. Since then, NASA has 
had its share of its successes and chal-
lenges, but in the end NASA is an ex-
ample of what can be accomplished 
when the President and Congress share 
a vision, a common vision, and when 
funds are devoted toward that vision. 

As Speaker PELOSI says, ‘‘a budget is 
the tangible embodiment of our values, 
of what is important to us and what is 
not.’’ We are considering this bill 50 
years after the creation of NASA. We 
are at a singular point in time, the 
space shuttle will retire soon. And 
while we develop the next generation 
crew exploration vehicle, we will, for 
the first time, rely on other countries 
to take Americans to space. In the 
meantime, more and more countries 
are developing space capabilities. To 
keep us in the game, this bill provides 
an extra $1 billion to accelerate the de-
velopment of the next crew exploration 
vehicle and shorten the American 
space flight gap. 

Space has become more competitive. 
Where we only competed with Russia, 
we will soon compete with several 
countries to maintain our leadership in 
space. This bill includes a provision to 
ensure that the United States leads an 
international cooperation initiative 
with these countries promoting the 
peaceful exploration of space. 

Today, NASA is funded at a much 
lower percentage of our GDP than 
when it was first created. At a time 
when other countries are aggressively 
investing in their space capabilities, 
Congress needs to send the message 
that it continues to support NASA and 
its mission by providing the appro-
priate and necessary funds. This bill 
does just that. And I want to commend 
Mr. UDALL, Chairman GORDON, and 
Ranking Member HALL for a very 
strong bill, and I urge its passage. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. First and fore-
most, I would like to congratulate my 
colleagues for the hard work that’s 
been put into this legislation, MARK 
UDALL and BART GORDON, of course, on 
the majority side, and also, of course, 
TOM FEENEY and RALPH HALL on the 
minority side of this. This is a bipar-
tisan effort. It always has been. 

RALPH HALL will be submitting my 
amendment for me, which will be the 
second amendment up today. Let me 
just note that my amendment simply 
suggests that NASA should put on its 
priority list seeking cooperation be-
tween the United States and our Euro-
pean and Russian friends to try to have 

an international effort to detect and 
deflect near-Earth objects. What that 
means is, if there are asteroids or com-
ets that might be out there and might 
threaten the Earth, perhaps threat-
ening millions of lives, that my amend-
ment simply says the United States 
should not bear the entire burden and 
cost of identifying them and tracing 
their trajectory to see if they threaten 
the Earth, but we should be trying to 
recruit our friends and make it an 
international effort. 

I just recently came back from Berlin 
and Moscow, where this idea received a 
very, very warm response from these 
other spacefaring nations, and they’re 
really anxious to work with us. This 
instructs NASA to take advantage of 
that spirit of cooperation, take the 
burden off the American taxpayers a 
little bit, and make sure this job gets 
done. 

I appreciate that Chairman GORDON 
and Ranking Member HALL have both 
supported this legislation. And RALPH 
will be submitting it for me in a few 
minutes. 

Thank you very much, BART. Thank 
you very much, RALPH. And I want to 
thank all of you and the staff for doing 
such a great job in this committee. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlelady from Texas, a great sup-
porter of NASA, Ms. JACKSON-LEE. 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Let me 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
the committee. It’s really good to be 
with him, in spite of holding us over. 
We are still here fighting the good 
fight. 

Chairman GORDON, thank you for 
your leadership and the work that 
you’ve done, of course, with the chair-
man of the subcommittee, Mr. UDALL, 
and my very dear colleague, who has 
been an advocate, Congressman NICK 
LAMPSON, who has worked closely on 
this issue, to the ranking member, Mr. 
HALL, and of course the ranking mem-
bers on the respective committees. I 
rise today to enthusiastically support 
this legislation dealing with NASA’s 
authorization. 

I was reflecting on the history of au-
thorization, and the committee should 
be commended. This is not a very easy 
task to get an authorization bill out, 
and we have done so. And I’m very 
proud that this Congress, this Demo-
cratic Congress has done so. 

Today’s legislation will allow NASA 
to continue to push the boundaries of 
what is possible, keeping our Nation on 
the forefront of innovation and explo-
ration. After the Columbia disaster, 
NASA stands at a pivotal moment in 
its history. It is the responsibility of 
this Congress to ensure that the future 
of NASA is one of continued progress. 
Our children depend on us to do this. 

Space exploration remains part of 
our national destiny. Knowing the cut-
ting edge of technology, the research 

on HIV/AIDS, on stroke, on heart dis-
ease, on cancer, all of this has occurred 
through NASA exploration and the 
International Space Station. It inspires 
our children to look at the stars and 
dream of what they, too, one day may 
achieve. 

Space exploration allows us to push 
the bounds of our scientific knowledge 
as we carry out research projects not 
possible within the constraints of the 
planet Earth. Just an anecdote, when I 
have an annual Christmas party of 3,000 
children, the astronauts that come are 
more popular than Santa Claus. That 
should be the test for continuing this 
wonderful effort to ensure that Amer-
ica always stands at the forefront of in-
novativeness. 

b 1600 

As a Nation, we have made tremen-
dous strides forward in the pursuit of 
space exploration since President John 
F. Kennedy set the course for our Na-
tion in 1962 calling it the ‘‘greatest ad-
venture on which man has ever em-
barked.’’ Despite the setbacks of recent 
years, including the tragedy that befell 
the Space Shuttles Columbia and Chal-
lenger, NASA and the American people 
have refused to abandon the pursuit of 
knowledge of our universe. On October 
1, 1958, NASA began its operation. It 
consisted of only about 8,000 employees 
and an annual budget of $100 million, 
but it is now in its 50th year, and we 
are going further. 

President Kennedy in 1961 said, ‘‘I be-
lieve this Nation should commit itself 
to achieving the goal, before this dec-
ade is out, of landing a man on the 
moon and returning him safely to 
Earth.’’ 

Believe it not, we have now had men 
going into space, and we have just re-
cently had the fiftieth woman going 
into space. This is an important chal-
lenge. And this legislation today pro-
vides us with an opportunity to save 
the 18,000 employees and to begin to 
look to a funding system that will con-
tinue our journey. 

H.R. 6063 is addressing serious con-
cerns. Between 2010, when the space 
shuttle will be phased out, and 2015 
when the next generation human space 
flight is likely to become operational, 
the United States will have no method 
of transportation to the space station 
that we have already invested in. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. I yield 
the gentlewoman 1 additional minute. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. With 
this legislation, we are going to deliver 
important hardware, the Alpha Mag-
netic Spectrometer, through an addi-
tional extension. The bill also author-
izes $1 billion in augmented funding to 
accelerate the development of the 
Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle, the 
successor to the space shuttle, in hopes 
of narrowing the gap. 

We are also allowing one more shut-
tle trip for the space shuttle. This is 
helpful to Johnson. We don’t want to 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:36 Jun 13, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K12JN7.080 H12JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5371 June 12, 2008 
lose jobs. We want to support this ef-
fort. And we may want to reconsider, 
as we go forward, the retiring of the 
space shuttle. 

Let me thank the committee for sup-
porting, as well, my small business 
amendment that addresses the ques-
tion of giving training, technological 
training, to veterans-owned businesses, 
to HUB businesses, to women-owned 
businesses and minority-owned busi-
nesses so they can be part of the cut-
ting edge of science. 

I conclude simply by saying that 
President Kennedy set the mark. I am 
glad this committee and this Congress 
is carrying the torch. We must con-
tinue space exploration. It is our duty. 
It is our challenge. It is our obligation 
as patriots. And it is for the future of 
our children. On with the space. This 
legislation gets us there. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 6063, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration Authorization Act of 
2008. As we mark the 50th anniversary of the 
establishment of the United States space pro-
gram, this legislation reaffirms the ever grow-
ing and changing role of NASA, providing re-
sources to carry the agency forward with its 
ambitious agenda of research, exploration, 
and discovery. I would like to thank Congress-
man UDALL for introducing this important legis-
lation, as well as Science Committee Chair-
man GORDON for his leadership in bringing this 
bill to the floor today. 

I would also like to thank Chairman GORDON 
for his support of an amendment that I am of-
fering. My amendment modifies section 1108 
of the bill, and it states: 

(1) in subsection (a), strike ‘‘small busi-
nesses’’ and insert ‘‘small, minority-owned, 
and women-owned businesses’’; and 

(2) In subsection (b)(2), insert ‘‘, giving 
preference to socially and economically dis-
advantaged small business concerns, small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 
service-disabled veterans, and HUB Zone 
small business concerns’’ after ‘‘to small 
businesses.’’ 

My amendment clarifies that the NASA Out-
reach and Technology Assistance Program 
will include small, minority-owned, and 
women-owned businesses. It would also give 
preference, in selection of businesses to par-
ticipate in the program, to socially and eco-
nomically disadvantaged small business con-
cerns, small business concerns owned and 
controlled by service-disabled veterans, and 
HUBZone small business concerns. I would 
like to thank my colleague and fellow Texan, 
Congressman LAMPSON, for his leadership in 
authoring the important section describing the 
NASA Outreach and Technology Assistance 
Program, and for supporting my amendment. 

Madam Chairman, today’s legislation will 
allow NASA to continue to push the bound-
aries of what is possible, keeping our nation 
on the forefront of innovation and exploration. 
After the Columbia disaster, NASA stands at a 
pivotal moment in its history. It is the responsi-
bility of this Congress to ensure that the future 
of NASA is one of continued progress. Space 
exploration remains a part of our national des-
tiny. It inspires our children to look to the stars 
and dream of what they too, one day, may 
achieve. Space exploration allows us to push 
the bounds of our scientific knowledge, as we 
carry out research projects not possible within 

the constraints of the planet Earth. As a na-
tion, we have made tremendous strides for-
ward in the pursuit of space exploration since 
President John F. Kennedy set the course for 
our nation in 1962, calling it the ‘‘greatest ad-
venture on which man has ever embarked.’’ 
Despite the setbacks of recent years, including 
the tragedy that befell the Space Shuttle Co-
lumbia, NASA and the American people have 
refused to abandon the pursuit of knowledge 
of our universe. On October 1, 1958, the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
began operation. At the time it consisted of 
only about 8,000 employees and an annual 
budget of $100 million. Over the next 50 
years, NASA and the Jet Propulsion Labora-
tory have been involved in many defining 
events occurred which have shaped the 
course of human history and demonstrated to 
the world the character of the people of the 
United States. 

Many of us remember how inspired we were 
when on May 25, 1961, President John F. 
Kennedy proclaimed: ‘‘I believe this Nation 
should commitment itself to achieving the 
goal, before this decade is out, of landing a 
man on the moon and returning him safely to 
earth. No single space project in this period 
will be more impressive to mankind, or more 
important for the long-range exploration of 
space; and none will be so difficult or expen-
sive to accomplish.’’ The success of the 
United States space exploration program in 
the 20th Century augurs well for its continued 
leadership in the 21st Century. This success is 
largely attributable to the remarkable and in-
dispensable partnership between the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration and its 
10 space and research centers. One of these 
important research centers is located in my 
home city of Houston. The Johnson Space 
Center, which manages the development, test-
ing, production, and delivery of all United 
States human spacecraft and all human 
spacecraft-related functions, is one of the 
crown jewels of the Houston area. 

Today, NASA is the nations’ primary civil 
space and aeronautics research and develop-
ment agency, and its current activities employ 
over 18,000 Americans. Today’s legislation re-
affirms the fundamental operating principles of 
NASA, emphasizes the importance of NASA 
leadership in a range of endeavors such as 
Earth observations and research, aeronautics 
reach and development, and an exploration 
program. It authorizes $20.21 billion in NASA 
funding for FY 2009. 

Madam Chairman, in addition to this fund-
ing, H.R. 6063 begins to address what many 
of us believe is a serious problem that we will 
face in the coming years. Between 2010, 
when the space shuttle will be phased out, 
and 2015, when the next-generation human 
spaceflight vehicle is likely to become oper-
ational, the United States will have no method 
of transportation to the International Space 
Station, which we have already invested a 
great deal of American resources in. This leg-
islation allows for an additional space shuttle 
flight to the International Space Station, to de-
liver important hardware (the Alpha Magnetic 
Spectrometer). The bill also authorizes $1 bil-
lion in augmented funding to accelerate the 
development of the Orion Crew Exploration 
Vehicle, the successor to the space shuttle, in 
hopes of narrowing the gap. 

Always on the forefront of technological in-
novation, NASA has been home to countless 

‘‘firsts’’ in the field of space exploration. Amer-
ica has, countless times, proven itself to be a 
leader in innovation, and many technologies 
that have become part of our everyday lives 
were developed by NASA scientists. The ben-
efits of NASA’s programming and innovation 
are felt far beyond scientific and academic 
spheres. Space technologies provide practical, 
tangible benefits to society, and NASA pro-
vides valuable opportunities to businesses in 
our community. I strongly urge my colleagues 
to join me in support of this legislation, and in 
support of the future of American innovation 
and exploration. 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-
man, I have no further speakers. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. In con-

clusion, Madam Chairman, let me once 
again thank my partner and friend 
from Texas (Mr. HALL) for his help and 
leadership in putting this bill together. 
RALPH, this is the 36th bill that we 
have brought to this floor, all of which 
have been bipartisan. All but one has 
been unanimous. Thank you for your 
help. 

Mr. WILSON of Ohio. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 6063, the NASA 
Authorization Act of 2008. 

Since the beginning of flight, my home State 
of Ohio has played a critical role in the aero-
space industry. From Wilbur and Orville Wright 
and the invention of the airplane, to the first 
American-manned orbital mission by Senator 
John Glenn, to Neil Armstrong’s famous walk 
on the Moon—Ohioans have been instru-
mental in maintaining the United States lead-
ership in space. 

Fifty years after the creation of NASA, Ohio 
continues to play an important role in the 
aerospace industry. Ohio’s NASA Glenn facil-
ity pioneered the use of liquid hydrogen as a 
rocket fuel—enabling astronauts to reach the 
Moon. And today, NASA Glenn is working to 
build cutting-edge vehicles that will one day 
send a new generation of explorers to the 
Moon and Mars. 

NASA’s economic impact in Ohio is deep 
and far-reaching. Today, Ohio’s aerospace in-
dustry includes 600 companies and employs 
more than 66,000 Ohioans each year. 

It is clear that NASA provides significant 
benefits to the American people. That’s why I 
am proud to support H.R. 6063. It is a fiscally 
responsible bill that works to ensure that 
NASA has the resources it needs to success-
fully conduct a balanced set of missions in 
human spaceflight, science, and aeronautics. 

This bill recognizes that NASA is an impor-
tant contributor to the Nation’s innovation 
agenda and builds on the provisions included 
in last year’s ‘‘America COMPETES Act.’’ H.R. 
6063 includes provisions that will provide our 
Nation’s next generation of engineers and sci-
entists with the hands-on training and edu-
cation they need to advance our space pro-
gram. 

Madam Chairman, on the 50th anniversary 
of the U.S. space program and the establish-
ment of NASA, I urge my colleagues in joining 
with me in supporting this important bill. 

Mr. CALVERT, Madam Chairman, I com-
mend Subcommittee Chairman UDALL, Chair-
man GORDON and Ranking Members HALL and 
FEENEY and their staff for their work on this bi-
partisan bill. It is most appropriate that we re-
commit our Federal support and investment to 
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our Nation’s civilian space and aeronautics 
agency during this 50 anniversary year. 

NASA has been the Nation’s leading cata-
lyst for innovation and technology based on 50 
years of broad public support and strong bi-
partisan political leadership. The agency’s 
work is linked to larger issues like national se-
curity, global warming, and American competi-
tiveness. This valuable research is also the 
genesis of tens of thousands of high-tech jobs 
in America and millions of dollars into our 
economy. 

H.R. 6063 largely follows in the tradition of 
the NASA Authorization Act of 2005, the first 
authorization bill to endorse the Vision for 
Space Exploration which chartered the agency 
to move beyond low-Earth orbit. 

I enthusiastically support most measures in 
this reauthorization including: the reasonable 
increase in authorization levels which allows 
the agency to maintain a balanced and robust 
portfolio of exploration, science and aero-
nautics activities; the accelerated development 
of the Orion and Ares launch systems in order 
to minimize U.S. reliance on Russia for access 
to the International Space Station; and the full 
authorization of the Commercial Orbital Trans-
portation Services program, as well as the 
funding to develop a commercial crew capa-
bility under this program. 

I am somewhat concerned about language 
that may inappropriately tie the administrator’s 
hands by requiring three shuttle flights; two 
contingency and one for the Alpha Magnetic 
Spectrometer, before the fleet’s final retire-
ment. I understand why the committee has in-
cluded the language but I also encourage the 
Science Committee leadership to work with 
the NASA administrator to alleviate the out-
standing concerns about NASA’s ability to 
properly manage the shuttle fleet and the re-
maining flight manifest without the mandated 
flexibility; especially if under unexpected budg-
et and safety constraints. 

Overall, I am happy to lend my strong sup-
port to this reauthorization. I believe it does a 
comprehensive job of providing NASA the 
rules and tools to succeed in this Second 
Space Age. There is not a NASA center in the 
44th Congressional District of California, but I 
understand the criticality of the agency’s suc-
cess and its impact on our Nation’s prosperity. 
I encourage all my colleagues to rediscover 
the many ways our constituents benefit from 
the agency’s important work. We do not con-
sider this legislation in a vacuum. Other na-
tions are actively pursuing human spaceflight 
and exploration. China and India are out-pro-
ducing us in engineering graduates each year 
many times over. NASA, with its excellent rep-
utation in exploration, science and aeronautics 
is the one national agency which can focus 
and inspire America’s youth to take up the 
challenging work of math and science careers. 

Again, I want to thank the Science Com-
mittee leadership and their hard-working staff 
for their efforts in putting together this bill. I 
understand it will be important to have a solid 
civilian space and aeronautics blueprint for the 
next Administration to follow. I encourage my 
colleagues to support H.R. 6063. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Madam Chairman, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration is a strong eco-
nomic driver in the State of Texas and an im-
portant national resource. 

My colleagues and I on the House Com-
mittee on Science and Technology have 

worked on this legislation to reauthorize many 
of NASA’s programs for 1 year. This action 
will provide a funding bridge until next year, 
and it will provide important funding for re-
search and programs in the areas of science, 
aeronautics, exploration, education, space op-
erations, cross-agency support programs and 
other activities. 

NASA celebrates 50 years since its estab-
lishment. For 50 years, NASA research has 
enabled scientists to continue to do 
groundbreaking research in a zero-gravity en-
vironment, with untold benefits. For example, 
one of the many spinoff technologies from the 
Hubble telescope is the use of its Charge 
Coupled Device (CCD) chips for digital imag-
ing breast biopsies. 

The resulting device images tissue more 
clearly and efficiently than other technologies. 
The CCD chips can detect the small dif-
ferences between a malignant or benign 
tumor, without the need for a surgical biopsy. 
This saves the patient weeks of recovery time, 
and the cost for this procedure is hundreds of 
dollars vs. thousands for a surgical biopsy. 
With over 500,000 women needing biopsies a 
year, the economic benefits are tremendous, 
not to mention the reduction in pain, scarring, 
radiation exposure, time, and money associ-
ated with surgical biopsies. Of course, this is 
just one of so many examples of NASA re-
search that benefits society with broader appli-
cations. 

H.R. 6063 authorizes $20.21 billion in fund-
ing for NASA in fiscal year 2009. I support this 
legislation and urge NASA to continue its edu-
cation efforts. A well-educated technical work-
force is essential to NASA’s success, and it is 
imperative for the agency to continue to invest 
in education as well as its other activities. 

Again, I want to congratulate NASA for 50 
years of stellar work. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 6063, which author-
izes the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration (NASA) for fiscal year 2009. As a 
member of the Science and Technology Com-
mittee, I am pleased that this bill has reached 
the floor with the full bipartisan support of the 
committee. H.R. 6063 reaffirms the basic prin-
ciples that NASA is and should remain a multi- 
mission agency with a balanced portfolio of 
programs in science, aeronautics, and human 
space flight, including human and robotic ex-
ploration beyond low-Earth orbit. 

This year marks the 50th anniversary of the 
establishment of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA) and the dawn of 
the United States space program. H.R. 6063 
honors this accomplishment with an affirma-
tion of the administration’s goals of 
transitioning to new space vehicles, sending 
astronauts to Mars and repairing the Hubble 
telescope. I believe this bill makes important 
investments in aeronautic research and devel-
opment while continuing NASA’s important 
work to carry us into the next half century of 
space exploration. Madam Chairman, I en-
courage my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute printed in 
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment 
under the 5-minute rule and shall be 
considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment is as follows: 

H.R. 6063 
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 ‘‘National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration Authorization Act of 2008’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2009 

Sec. 101. Fiscal year 2009. 
TITLE II—EARTH SCIENCE 

Sec. 201. Goal. 
Sec. 202. Governance of United States Earth ob-

servations activities. 
Sec. 203. Decadal survey missions. 
Sec. 204. Transitioning experimental research 

into operational services. 
Sec. 205. Landsat thermal infrared data con-

tinuity. 
Sec. 206. Reauthorization of Glory Mission. 
Sec. 207. Plan for disposition of Deep Space Cli-

mate Observatory. 
TITLE III—AERONAUTICS 

Sec. 301. Environmentally friendly aircraft re-
search and development initiative. 

Sec. 302. Research alignment. 
Sec. 303. Research program to determine per-

ceived impact of sonic booms. 
Sec. 304. External review of NASA’s aviation 

safety-related research programs. 
Sec. 305. Interagency research initiative on the 

impact of aviation on the climate. 
Sec. 306. Research program on design for cer-

tification. 
Sec. 307. Aviation weather research. 
Sec. 308. Joint Aeronautics Research and Devel-

opment Advisory Committee. 
Sec. 309. Funding for research and development 

activities in support of other mis-
sion directorates. 

Sec. 310. University-based centers for research 
on aviation training. 

TITLE IV—INTERNATIONAL EXPLORATION 
INITIATIVE 

Sec. 401. Sense of Congress. 
Sec. 402. Stepping stone approach to explo-

ration. 
Sec. 403. Lunar outpost. 
Sec. 404. Exploration technology development. 
Sec. 405. Exploration risk mitigation plan. 
Sec. 406. Exploration crew rescue. 
Sec. 407. Participatory exploration. 
Sec. 408. Science and exploration. 

TITLE V—SPACE SCIENCE 
Sec. 501. Technology development. 
Sec. 502. Provision for future servicing of ob-

servatory-class scientific space-
craft. 

Sec. 503. Mars exploration. 
Sec. 504. Importance of a balanced science pro-

gram. 
Sec. 505. Restoration of radioisotope thermo-

electric generator material pro-
duction. 

Sec. 506. Assessment of impediments to inter-
agency cooperation on space and 
Earth science missions. 

Sec. 507. Assessment of cost growth. 
Sec. 508. Outer planets exploration. 

TITLE VI—SPACE OPERATIONS 
Subtitle A—International Space Station 

Sec. 601. Utilization. 
Sec. 602. Research management plan. 
Sec. 603. Contingency plan for cargo resupply. 

Subtitle B—Space Shuttle 
Sec. 611. Flight manifest. 
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Sec. 612. Disposition of shuttle-related assets. 
Sec. 613. Space Shuttle transition liaison office. 

Subtitle C—Launch Services 

Sec. 621. Launch services strategy. 

TITLE VII—EDUCATION 

Sec. 701. Response to review. 
Sec. 702. External review of Explorer Schools 

program. 

TITLE VIII—NEAR-EARTH OBJECTS 

Sec. 801. In general. 
Sec. 802. Findings. 
Sec. 803. Requests for information. 
Sec. 804. Establishment of policy. 
Sec. 805. Planetary radar capability. 
Sec. 806. Arecibo Observatory. 

TITLE IX—COMMERCIAL INITIATIVES 

Sec. 901. Sense of Congress. 
Sec. 902. Commercial crew initiative. 

TITLE X—REVITALIZATION OF NASA 
INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITIES 

Sec. 1001. Review of information security con-
trols. 

Sec. 1002. Maintenance and upgrade of Center 
facilities. 

Sec. 1003. Assessment of NASA laboratory capa-
bilities. 

TITLE XI—OTHER PROVISIONS 

Sec. 1101. Space weather. 
Sec. 1102. Space traffic management. 
Sec. 1103. Study of export control policies re-

lated to civil and commercial 
space activities. 

Sec. 1104. Astronaut health care. 
Sec. 1105. National Academies decadal surveys. 
Sec. 1106. Innovation prizes. 
Sec. 1107. Commercial space launch range 

study. 
Sec. 1108. NASA outreach and technology as-

sistance program. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds, on this, the 50th anniver-
sary of the establishment of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, the fol-
lowing: 

(1) NASA is and should remain a multimission 
agency with a balanced and robust set of core 
missions in science, aeronautics, and human 
space flight and exploration. 

(2) Investment in NASA’s programs will pro-
mote innovation through research and develop-
ment, and will improve the competitiveness of 
the United States. 

(3) Investment in NASA’s programs, like in-
vestments in other Federal science and tech-
nology activities, is an investment in our future. 

(4) Properly structured, NASA’s activities can 
contribute to an improved quality of life, eco-
nomic vitality, United States leadership in 
peaceful cooperation with other nations on 
challenging undertakings in science and tech-
nology, national security, and the advancement 
of knowledge. 

(5) NASA should assume a leadership role in 
a cooperative international Earth observations 
and research effort to address key research 
issues associated with climate change and its 
impacts on the Earth system. 

(6) NASA should undertake a program of 
aeronautical research, development, and where 
appropriate demonstration activities with the 
overarching goals of— 

(A) ensuring that the Nation’s future air 
transportation system can handle up to 3 times 
the current travel demand and incorporate new 
vehicle types with no degradation in safety or 
adverse environmental impact on local commu-
nities; 

(B) protecting the environment; 
(C) promoting the security of the Nation; and 
(D) retaining the leadership of the United 

States in global aviation. 
(7) Human and robotic exploration of the solar 

system will be a significant long term under-
taking of humanity in the 21st century and be-

yond, and it is in the national interest that the 
United States should assume a leadership role in 
a cooperative international exploration initia-
tive. 

(8) Developing United States human space 
flight capabilities to allow independent Amer-
ican access to the International Space Station, 
and to explore beyond low Earth orbit, is a stra-
tegically important national imperative, and all 
prudent steps should thus be taken to bring the 
Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle and Ares I 
Crew Launch Vehicle to full operational capa-
bility as soon as practicable. 

(9) NASA’s scientific research activities have 
contributed much to the advancement of knowl-
edge, provided societal benefits, and helped 
train the next generation of scientists and engi-
neers, and those activities should continue to be 
an important priority. 

(10) NASA should make a sustained commit-
ment to a robust long-term technology develop-
ment activity. Such investments represent the 
critically important ‘‘seed corn’’ on which 
NASA’s ability to carry out challenging and 
productive missions in the future will depend. 

(11) NASA, through its pursuit of challenging 
and relevant activities, can provide an impor-
tant stimulus to the next generation to pursue 
careers in science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics. 

(12) Commercial activities have substantially 
contributed to the strength of both the United 
States space program and the national economy, 
and the development of a healthy and robust 
United States commercial space sector should 
continue to be encouraged. 

(13) It is in the national interest for the 
United States to have an export control policy 
that protects the national security while also 
enabling the United States aerospace industry 
to compete effectively in the global market place 
and the United States to undertake cooperative 
programs in science and human space flight in 
an effective and efficient manner. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of NASA. 
(2) NASA.—The term ‘‘NASA’’ means the Na-

tional Aeronautics and Space Administration. 
(3) NOAA.—The term ‘‘NOAA’’ means the Na-

tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 
(4) OSTP.—The term ‘‘OSTP’’ means the Of-

fice of Science and Technology Policy. 
TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2009 
SEC. 101. FISCAL YEAR 2009. 

(a) BASELINE AUTHORIZATION.—There are au-
thorized to be appropriated to NASA for fiscal 
year 2009 $19,210,000,000, as follows: 

(1) For Science, $4,932,200,000, of which— 
(A) $1,518,000,000 shall be for Earth Science, 

including $29,200,000 for suborbital activities 
and $2,500,000 for carrying out section 313 of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Authorization Act of 2005 (Public Law 109–155); 

(B) $1,483,000,000 shall be for Planetary 
Science, including $486,500,000 for the Mars Ex-
ploration program, $2,000,000 to continue plan-
etary radar operations at the Arecibo Observ-
atory in support of the Near-Earth Object pro-
gram, and $5,000,000 for radioisotope material 
production, to remain available until expended; 

(C) $1,290,400,000 shall be for Astrophysics, in-
cluding $27,300,000 for suborbital activities; 

(D) $640,800,000 shall be for Heliophysics, in-
cluding $50,000,000 for suborbital activities; and 

(E) $75,000,000 shall be for Cross-Science Mis-
sion Directorate Technology Development, to be 
taken on a proportional basis from the funding 
subtotals under subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), 
and (D). 

(2) For Aeronautics, $853,400,000, of which 
$406,900,000 shall be for system-level research, 
development, and demonstration activities re-
lated to— 

(A) aviation safety; 

(B) environmental impact mitigation, includ-
ing noise, energy efficiency, and emissions; 

(C) support of the Next Generation Air Trans-
portation System initiative; and 

(D) investigation of new vehicle concepts and 
flight regimes. 

(3) For Exploration, $3,886,000,000, of which 
$100,000,000 shall be for the activities under sec-
tions 902(b) and 902(d); and $737,800,000 shall be 
for Advanced Capabilities, including 
$106,300,000 for the Lunar Precursor Robotic 
Program, $276,500,000 for International Space 
Station-related research and development activi-
ties, and $355,000,000 for research and develop-
ment activities not related to the International 
Space Station. 

(4) For Education, $128,300,000. 
(5) For Space Operations, $6,074,700,000, of 

which— 
(A) $150,000,000 shall be for an additional 

Space Shuttle flight to deliver the Alpha Mag-
netic Spectrometer to the International Space 
Station; 

(B) $100,000,000 shall be to augment funding 
for International Space Station Cargo Services 
to enhance research utilization of the Inter-
national Space Station, to remain available 
until expended; and 

(C) $50,000,000 shall be to augment funding for 
Space Operations Mission Directorate reserves 
and Shuttle Transition and Retirement activi-
ties. 

(6) For Cross-Agency Support Programs, 
$3,299,900,000. 

(7) For Inspector General, $35,500,000. 
(b) ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION TO ADDRESS 

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT GAP.—In addition to the 
sums authorized by subsection (a), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated for the purposes de-
scribed in subsection (a)(3) $1,000,000,000 for fis-
cal year 2009, to be used to accelerate the initial 
operational capability of the Orion Crew Explo-
ration Vehicle and the Ares I Crew Launch Ve-
hicle and associated ground support systems, to 
remain available until expended. 

TITLE II—EARTH SCIENCE 
SEC. 201. GOAL. 

The goal for NASA’s Earth Science program 
shall be to pursue a program of Earth observa-
tions, research, and applications activities to 
better understand the Earth, how it supports 
life, and how human activities affect its ability 
to do so in the future. In pursuit of this goal, 
NASA’s Earth Science program shall ensure that 
securing practical benefits for society will be an 
important measure of its success in addition to 
securing new knowledge about the Earth system 
and climate change. In further pursuit of this 
goal, NASA shall assume a leadership role in de-
veloping and carrying out a cooperative inter-
national Earth observations-based research and 
applications program. 
SEC. 202. GOVERNANCE OF UNITED STATES 

EARTH OBSERVATIONS ACTIVITIES. 
(a) STUDY.—The Director of the OSTP shall 

enter into an arrangement with the National 
Academies for a study to determine the most ap-
propriate governance structure for United States 
Earth Observations programs in order to meet 
evolving United States Earth information needs 
and facilitate United States participation in 
global Earth Observations initiatives. 

(b) REPORT.—The Director shall transmit the 
study to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
shall provide OSTP’s plan for implementing the 
study’s recommendations not later than 24 
months after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 203. DECADAL SURVEY MISSIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The missions recommended 
in the National Academies’ decadal survey 
‘‘Earth Science and Applications from Space’’ 
provide the basis for a compelling and relevant 
program of research and applications, and the 
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Administrator should work to establish an inter-
national cooperative effort to pursue those mis-
sions. 

(b) PLAN.—The Administrator shall prepare a 
plan for submission to Congress not later than 
270 days after the date of enactment of this Act 
that shall describe how NASA intends to imple-
ment the missions recommended as described in 
subsection (a), whether by means of dedicated 
NASA missions, multi-agency missions, inter-
national cooperative missions, data sharing, or 
commercial data buys, or by means of long-term 
technology development to determine whether 
specific missions would be executable at a rea-
sonable cost and within a reasonable schedule. 
SEC. 204. TRANSITIONING EXPERIMENTAL RE-

SEARCH INTO OPERATIONAL SERV-
ICES. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of the 
Congress that experimental NASA sensors and 
missions that have the potential to benefit soci-
ety if transitioned into operational monitoring 
systems be transitioned into operational status 
whenever possible. 

(b) INTERAGENCY PROCESS.—The Director of 
OSTP, in consultation with the Administrator, 
the Administrator of NOAA, and other relevant 
stakeholders, shall develop a process to transi-
tion, when appropriate, NASA Earth science 
and space weather missions or sensors into oper-
ational status. The process shall include coordi-
nation of annual agency budget requests as re-
quired to execute the transitions. 

(c) RESPONSIBLE AGENCY OFFICIAL.—The Ad-
ministrator and the Administrator of NOAA 
shall each designate an agency official who 
shall have the responsibility for and authority 
to lead NASA’s and NOAA’s transition activities 
and interagency coordination. 

(d) PLAN.—For each mission or sensor that is 
determined to be appropriate for transition 
under subsection (b), NASA and NOAA shall 
transmit to Congress a joint plan for conducting 
the transition. The plan shall include the strat-
egy, milestones, and budget required to execute 
the transition. The transition plan shall be 
transmitted to Congress not later than 60 days 
after the successful completion of the mission or 
sensor critical design review. 
SEC. 205. LANDSAT THERMAL INFRARED DATA 

CONTINUITY. 
(a) PLAN.—In view of the importance of 

Landsat thermal infrared data for both sci-
entific research and water management applica-
tions, the Administrator shall prepare a plan for 
ensuring the continuity of Landsat thermal in-
frared data or its equivalent, including alloca-
tion of costs and responsibility for the collection 
and distribution of the data, and a budget plan. 
As part of the plan, the Administrator shall pro-
vide an option for developing a thermal infrared 
sensor at minimum cost to be flown on the 
Landsat Data Continuity Mission with min-
imum delay to the schedule of the Landsat Data 
Continuity Mission. 

(b) DEADLINE.—The plan shall be provided to 
Congress not later than 60 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 206. REAUTHORIZATION OF GLORY MISSION. 

(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—Congress reauthorizes 
NASA to continue with development of the 
Glory Mission, which will examine how aerosols 
and solar energy affect the Earth’s climate. 

(b) BASELINE REPORT.—Pursuant to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Authorization Act of 2005 (Public Law 109–155), 
not later than 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Administrator shall trans-
mit a new baseline report consistent with section 
103(b)(2) of such Act. The report shall include 
an analysis of the factors contributing to cost 
growth and the steps taken to address them. 
SEC. 207. PLAN FOR DISPOSITION OF DEEP SPACE 

CLIMATE OBSERVATORY. 
(a) PLAN.—NASA shall develop a plan for the 

Deep Space Climate Observatory (DSCOVR), in-
cluding such options as using the parts of the 

spacecraft in the development and assembly of 
other science missions, transferring the space-
craft to another agency, reconfiguring the 
spacecraft for another Earth science mission, es-
tablishing a public-private partnership for the 
mission, and entering into an international co-
operative partnership to use the spacecraft for 
its primary or other purposes. The plan shall in-
clude an estimate of budgetary resources and 
schedules required to implement each of the op-
tions. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—NASA shall consult, as 
necessary, with other Federal agencies, indus-
try, academic institutions, and international 
space agencies in developing the plan. 

(c) REPORT.—The Administrator shall trans-
mit the plan required under subsection (a) to the 
Committee on Science and Technology of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

TITLE III—AERONAUTICS 
SEC. 301. ENVIRONMENTALLY FRIENDLY AIR-

CRAFT RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT INITIATIVE. 

The Administrator shall establish an initiative 
involving NASA, universities, industry, and 
other research organizations as appropriate, of 
research, development, and demonstration, in a 
relevant environment, of technologies to enable 
the following commercial aircraft performance 
characteristics: 

(1) Noise levels on takeoff and on airport ap-
proach and landing that do not exceed ambient 
noise levels in the absence of flight operations in 
the vicinity of airports from which such com-
mercial aircraft would normally operate, with-
out increasing energy consumption or nitrogen 
oxide emissions compared to aircraft in commer-
cial service as of the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) Significant reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions compared to aircraft in commercial 
services as of the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 302. RESEARCH ALIGNMENT. 

In addition to pursuing the research and de-
velopment initiative described in section 301, the 
Administrator shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable within available funding, align the 
fundamental aeronautics research program to 
address high priority technology challenges of 
the National Academies’ Decadal Survey of Civil 
Aeronautics, and shall work to increase the de-
gree of involvement of external organizations, 
and especially of universities, in the funda-
mental aeronautics research program. 
SEC. 303. RESEARCH PROGRAM TO DETERMINE 

PERCEIVED IMPACT OF SONIC 
BOOMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The ability to fly commer-
cial aircraft over land at supersonic speeds 
without adverse impacts on the environment or 
on local communities would open new markets 
and enable new transportation capabilities. In 
order to have the basis for establishing an ap-
propriate sonic boom standard for such flight 
operations, a research program is needed to as-
sess the impact in a relevant environment of 
commercial supersonic flight operations. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator shall 
establish a cooperative research program with 
industry, including the conduct of flight dem-
onstrations in a relevant environment, to collect 
data on the perceived impact of sonic booms 
that would enable the promulgation of a stand-
ard that would have to be met for overland com-
mercial supersonic flight operations. 
SEC. 304. EXTERNAL REVIEW OF NASA’S AVIATION 

SAFETY-RELATED RESEARCH PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall enter 
into an arrangement with the National Re-
search Council for an independent review of 
NASA’s aviation safety-related research pro-
grams. The review shall assess whether— 

(1) the programs have well-defined, 
prioritized, and appropriate research objectives; 

(2) the programs are properly coordinated 
with the safety research programs of the Federal 
Aviation Administration and other relevant 
Federal agencies; 

(3) the programs have allocated appropriate 
resources to each of the research objectives; and 

(4) suitable mechanisms exist for transitioning 
the research results from the programs into 
operational technologies and procedures and 
certification activities in a timely manner. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 14 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Adminis-
trator shall submit to the Committee on Science 
and Technology of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate a report on the re-
sults of the review. 
SEC. 305. INTERAGENCY RESEARCH INITIATIVE 

ON THE IMPACT OF AVIATION ON 
THE CLIMATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in co-
ordination with the United States Climate 
Change Science Program and other appropriate 
agencies, shall establish a research initiative to 
assess the impact of aviation on the climate and, 
if warranted, to evaluate approaches to mitigate 
that impact. 

(b) RESEARCH PLAN.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the par-
ticipating Federal entities shall jointly develop a 
plan for the research initiative that contains ob-
jectives, proposed tasks, milestones, and a 5- 
year budgetary profile. 

(c) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall enter 
into an arrangement with the National Re-
search Council for conducting an independent 
review of the interagency research program 
plan, and shall provide the results of that re-
view to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 306. RESEARCH PROGRAM ON DESIGN FOR 

CERTIFICATION. 
(a) PROGRAM.—Not later than 6 months after 

the date of enactment of this Act, NASA, in con-
sultation with other appropriate agencies, shall 
establish a research program on methods to im-
prove both confidence in and the timeliness of 
certification of new technologies for their intro-
duction into the national airspace system. 

(b) RESEARCH PLAN.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, as part 
of the activity described in subsection (a), NASA 
shall develop a plan for the research program 
that contains objectives, proposed tasks, mile-
stones, and a 5-year budgetary profile. 

(c) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall enter 
into an arrangement with the National Re-
search Council for conducting an independent 
review of the research program plan, and shall 
provide the results of that review to the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate not later than 2 years after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 307. AVIATION WEATHER RESEARCH. 

The Administrator shall establish a program 
of collaborative research with NOAA on convec-
tive weather events, with the goal of signifi-
cantly improving the reliability of 2-hour to 6- 
hour aviation weather forecasts. 
SEC. 308. JOINT AERONAUTICS RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—A joint Aeronautics Re-
search and Development Advisory Committee (in 
this section referred to as the ‘‘Advisory Com-
mittee’’) shall be established. 

(b) DUTIES.—The Advisory Committee shall— 
(1) make recommendations regarding the co-

ordination of research and development activi-
ties of NASA and the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration; 

(2) make recommendations for and monitor de-
velopment and implementation of processes for 
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transitioning research and development from 
NASA and the Federal Aviation Administration 
to external entities for further development as 
appropriate; 

(3) make recommendations regarding the sta-
tus of the activities of NASA and the Federal 
Aviation Administration’s research and develop-
ment programs as they relate to the rec-
ommendations contained in the National Re-
search Council’s 2006 report entitled ‘‘Decadal 
Survey of Civil Aeronautics’’, and the rec-
ommendations contained in subsequent National 
Research Council reports of a similar nature; 
and 

(4) not later than March 15 of each year, 
transmit a report to the Administrator, the Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, the Committee on Science and Technology 
of the House of Representatives, and the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate on the Advisory Commit-
tee’s findings and recommendations under para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3). 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—The Advisory Committee 
shall consist of 10 members, none of whom shall 
be a Federal employee, including— 

(1) 5 members selected by the Administrator; 
and 

(2) 5 members selected by the Chair of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration’s Research, Engi-
neering, and Development Advisory Committee 
(REDAC). 

(d) SELECTION PROCESS.—Initial selections 
under subsection (c) shall be made within 3 
months after the date of enactment of this Act. 
Vacancies shall be filled in the same manner as 
provided in subsection (c). 

(e) CHAIRPERSON.—The Advisory Committee 
shall select a chairperson from among its mem-
bers. 

(f) COORDINATION.—The Advisory Committee 
shall coordinate with the advisory bodies of 
other Federal agencies, which may engage in re-
lated research activities. 

(g) COMPENSATION.—The members of the Advi-
sory Committee shall serve without compensa-
tion, but shall receive travel expenses, including 
per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accordance 
with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(h) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Committee shall 
convene, in person or by electronic means, at 
least 4 times per year. 

(i) QUORUM.—A majority of the members serv-
ing on the Advisory Committee shall constitute 
a quorum for purposes of conducting the busi-
ness of the Advisory Committee. 

(j) DURATION.—Section 14 of the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act shall not apply to the Advi-
sory Committee. 
SEC. 309. FUNDING FOR RESEARCH AND DEVEL-

OPMENT ACTIVITIES IN SUPPORT OF 
OTHER MISSION DIRECTORATES. 

Research and development activities per-
formed by the Aeronautics Research Mission Di-
rectorate with the primary objective of assisting 
in the development of a flight project in another 
Mission Directorate shall be funded by the Mis-
sion Directorate seeking assistance. 
SEC. 310. UNIVERSITY-BASED CENTERS FOR RE-

SEARCH ON AVIATION TRAINING. 
Section 427(a) of the National Aeronautics 

and Space Administration Authorization Act of 
2005 (Public Law 109–155) is amended by striking 
‘‘may’’ and inserting ‘‘shall’’. 
TITLE IV—INTERNATIONAL EXPLORATION 

INITIATIVE 
SEC. 401. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the President 
of the United States should invite America’s 
friends and allies to participate in a long-term 
international initiative under the leadership of 
the United States to expand human and robotic 
presence into the solar system, including the ex-
ploration and utilization of the Moon, near 
Earth asteroids, Lagrangian points, and eventu-
ally Mars and its moons, among other explo-
ration and utilization goals. 

SEC. 402. STEPPING STONE APPROACH TO EXPLO-
RATION. 

In order to maximize the cost-effectiveness of 
the long-term exploration and utilization activi-
ties of the United States, the Administrator shall 
take all necessary steps to ensure that activities 
in its lunar exploration program shall be de-
signed and implemented in a manner that gives 
strong consideration to how those activities 
might also help meet the requirements of future 
exploration and utilization activities beyond the 
Moon. The timetable of the lunar phase of the 
long-term international exploration initiative 
shall be determined by the availability of fund-
ing and agreement on an international coopera-
tive framework for the conduct of the inter-
national exploration initiative. However, once 
an exploration-related project enters its develop-
ment phase, the Administrator shall seek, to the 
maximum extent practicable, to complete that 
project without undue delays. 
SEC. 403. LUNAR OUTPOST. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—As NASA works toward 
the establishment of a lunar outpost, NASA 
shall make no plans that would require a lunar 
outpost to be occupied to maintain its viability. 
Any such outpost shall be operable as a human- 
tended facility capable of remote or autonomous 
operation for extended periods. 

(b) DESIGNATION.—The United States portion 
of the first human-tended outpost established on 
the surface of the Moon shall be designated the 
‘‘Neil A. Armstrong Lunar Outpost’’. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL INTENT.—It is the intent of 
Congress that NASA shall make use of commer-
cial services to the maximum extent practicable 
in support of its lunar outpost activities. 
SEC. 404. EXPLORATION TECHNOLOGY DEVELOP-

MENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—A robust program of long- 

term exploration-related technology research 
and development will be essential for the success 
and sustainability of any enduring initiative of 
human and robotic exploration of the solar sys-
tem. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator shall 
establish and maintain a program of long-term 
exploration-related technology research and de-
velopment that is not tied to specific flight 
projects and that has a funding goal of at least 
10 percent of the total budget of the Exploration 
Systems Mission Directorate. 

(c) GOALS.—The long-term technology pro-
gram shall have the goal of having at least 50 
percent of the funding allocated to external 
grants and contracts with universities, research 
institutions, and industry. 
SEC. 405. EXPLORATION RISK MITIGATION PLAN. 

(a) PLAN.—The Administrator shall prepare a 
plan that identifies and prioritizes the human 
and technical risks that will need to be ad-
dressed in carrying out human exploration be-
yond low Earth orbit and the research and de-
velopment activities required to address those 
risks. The plan shall address the role of the 
International Space Station in exploration risk 
mitigation and include a detailed description of 
the specific steps being taken to utilize the 
International Space Station for that purpose. 

(b) REPORT.—The Administrator shall trans-
mit to the Committee on Science and Technology 
of the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate the plan described in sub-
section (a) not later than one year after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 406. EXPLORATION CREW RESCUE. 

In order to maximize the ability to rescue as-
tronauts whose space vehicles have become dis-
abled, the Administrator shall enter into discus-
sions with the appropriate representatives of 
spacefaring nations who have or plan to have 
crew transportation systems capable of orbital 
flight or flight beyond low Earth orbit for the 
purpose of agreeing on a common docking sys-
tem standard. 

SEC. 407. PARTICIPATORY EXPLORATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall de-

velop a technology plan to enable dissemination 
of information to the public to allow the public 
to experience missions to the Moon, Mars, or 
other bodies within our solar system by 
leveraging advanced exploration technologies. 
The plan shall identify opportunities to leverage 
technologies in NASA’s Constellation systems 
that deliver a rich, multi-media experience to 
the public, and that facilitate participation by 
the public, the private sector, nongovernmental 
organizations, and international partners. 
Technologies for collecting high-definition 
video, 3-dimensional images, and scientific data, 
along with the means to rapidly deliver this 
content through extended high bandwidth com-
munications networks shall be considered as 
part of this plan. It shall include a review of 
high bandwidth radio and laser communica-
tions, high-definition video, stereo imagery, 3- 
dimensional scene cameras, and Internet routers 
in space, from orbit, and on the lunar surface. 
The plan shall also consider secondary cargo 
capability for technology validation and science 
mission opportunities. In addition, the plan 
shall identify opportunities to develop and dem-
onstrate these technologies on the International 
Space Station and robotic missions to the Moon, 
Mars, and other solar system bodies. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 270 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator 
shall submit the plan to the Committee on 
Science and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate. 
SEC. 408. SCIENCE AND EXPLORATION. 

It is the sense of Congress that NASA’s sci-
entific and human exploration activities are 
synergistic, i.e. science enables exploration and 
human exploration enables science. The Con-
gress encourages the Administrator to coordi-
nate, where practical, NASA’s science and ex-
ploration activities with the goal of maximizing 
the success of human exploration initiatives and 
furthering our understanding of the Universe 
that we explore. 

TITLE V—SPACE SCIENCE 
SEC. 501. TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT. 

The Administrator shall establish a cross-Di-
rectorate long-term technology development pro-
gram for space and Earth science within the 
Science Mission Directorate for the development 
of new technology. The program shall be inde-
pendent of the flight projects under develop-
ment. NASA shall have a goal of funding the 
cross-Directorate technology development pro-
gram at a level of 5 percent of the total Science 
Mission Directorate annual budget. The pro-
gram shall be structured to include competi-
tively awarded grants and contracts. 
SEC. 502. PROVISION FOR FUTURE SERVICING OF 

OBSERVATORY-CLASS SCIENTIFIC 
SPACECRAFT. 

The Administrator shall take all necessary 
steps to ensure that provision is made in the de-
sign and construction of all future observatory- 
class scientific spacecraft intended to be de-
ployed in Earth orbit or at a Lagrangian point 
in space for robotic or human servicing and re-
pair. 
SEC. 503. MARS EXPLORATION. 

Congress reaffirms its support for a system-
atic, integrated program of exploration of the 
Martian surface to examine the planet whose 
surface is most like Earth’s, to search for evi-
dence of past or present life, and to examine 
Mars for future habitability and as a long-term 
goal for future human exploration. To the ex-
tent affordable and practical, the program 
should pursue the goal of launches at every 
Mars launch opportunity, leading to an even-
tual robotic sample return. 
SEC. 504. IMPORTANCE OF A BALANCED SCIENCE 

PROGRAM. 
It is the sense of Congress that a balanced 

and adequately funded set of activities, con-
sisting of NASA’s research and analysis grants 
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programs, technology development, small, me-
dium-sized, and large space science missions, 
and suborbital research activities, contributes to 
a robust and productive science program and 
serves as a catalyst for innovation. It is further 
the sense of Congress that suborbital flight ac-
tivities, including the use of sounding rockets, 
aircraft, and high-altitude balloons, offer valu-
able opportunities to advance science, train the 
next generation of scientists and engineers, and 
provide opportunities for participants in the 
programs to acquire skills in systems engineer-
ing and systems integration that are critical to 
maintaining the Nation’s leadership in space 
programs. The Congress believes that it is in the 
national interest to expand the size of NASA’s 
suborbital research program. 
SEC. 505. RESTORATION OF RADIOISOTOPE THER-

MOELECTRIC GENERATOR MATERIAL 
PRODUCTION. 

(a) PLAN.—The Director of OSTP shall de-
velop a plan for restarting and sustaining the 
domestic production of radioisotope thermo-
electric generator material for deep space and 
other space science missions. 

(b) REPORT.—The plan developed under sub-
section (a) shall be transmitted to Congress not 
later than 270 days after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 506. ASSESSMENT OF IMPEDIMENTS TO 

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION ON 
SPACE AND EARTH SCIENCE MIS-
SIONS. 

(a) ASSESSMENT.—The Administrator shall 
enter into an arrangement with the National 
Academies to assess impediments to the success-
ful conduct of interagency cooperation on space 
and Earth science missions, to provide lessons 
learned and best practices, and to recommend 
steps to help facilitate successful interagency 
collaborations on space and Earth science mis-
sions. 

(b) REPORT.—The report of the assessment 
carried out under subsection (a) shall be trans-
mitted to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate not later than 15 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 507. ASSESSMENT OF COST GROWTH. 

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator shall enter 
into an arrangement for an independent exter-
nal assessment to identify the primary causes of 
cost growth in the large, medium-sized, and 
small space and Earth science spacecraft mis-
sion classes, and make recommendations as to 
what changes, if any, should be made to contain 
costs and ensure frequent mission opportunities 
in NASA’s science spacecraft mission programs. 

(b) REPORT.—The report of the assessment 
conducted under subsection (a) shall be sub-
mitted to Congress not later than 15 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 508. OUTER PLANETS EXPLORATION. 

It is the sense of Congress that the outer solar 
system planets and their satellites can offer im-
portant knowledge about the formation and evo-
lution of the solar system, the nature and diver-
sity of these solar system bodies, and the poten-
tial for conditions conducive to life beyond 
Earth. NASA should move forward with plans 
for an Outer Planets flagship mission to the Eu-
ropa-Jupiter system or the Titan-Saturn system 
as soon as practicable within a balanced Plan-
etary Science program. 

TITLE VI—SPACE OPERATIONS 
Subtitle A—International Space Station 

SEC. 601. UTILIZATION. 
The Administrator shall take all necessary 

steps to ensure that the International Space 
Station remains a viable and productive facility 
capable of potential United States utilization 
through at least 2020 and shall take no steps 
that would preclude its continued operation and 
utilization by the United States after 2016. 
SEC. 602. RESEARCH MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

(a) RESEARCH MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The Ad-
ministrator shall develop a research manage-

ment plan for the International Space Station. 
The plan shall include a process for selecting 
and prioritizing research activities (including 
fundamental, applied, commercial, and other re-
search) for flight on the International Space 
Station. This plan shall be used to prioritize re-
sources such as crew time, racks and equipment, 
and United States access to international re-
search facilities and equipment. The plan shall 
also identify the organization to be responsible 
for managing United States research on the 
International Space Station, including a de-
scription of the relationship of the management 
institution with NASA (e.g., internal NASA of-
fice, contract, cooperative agreement, or grant), 
the estimated length of time for the arrange-
ment, and the budget required to support the 
management institution. The plan shall be de-
veloped in consultation with other Federal 
agencies, academia, industry, and other rel-
evant stakeholders. The plan shall be trans-
mitted to Congress not later than 12 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) ACCESS TO NATIONAL LABORATORY.—The 
Administrator shall— 

(1) establish a process by which to support 
International Space Station National Labora-
tory users in identifying their requirements for 
transportation of research supplies to and from 
the International Space Station, and for com-
municating those requirements to NASA and 
International Space Station transportation serv-
ices providers; and 

(2) develop an estimate of the transportation 
requirements needed to support users of the 
International Space Station National Labora-
tory and develop a plan for satisfying those re-
quirements by dedicating a portion of volume on 
NASA supply missions to the International 
Space Station and missions returning from the 
International Space Station to Earth. 

(c) ASSESSMENT.—The Administrator shall— 
(1) identify existing research equipment and 

racks and support equipment that are mani-
fested for flight; 

(2) provide a detailed description of the status 
of research equipment and facilities that were 
completed or in development prior to being can-
celled, and provide the budget and milestones 
for completing and preparing the equipment for 
flight on the International Space Station; and 

(3) provide the results of the assessment to the 
Committee on Science and Technology of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate not later than 18 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(d) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall establish an advisory panel 
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act to 
monitor the activities and management of the 
International Space Station National Labora-
tory. 
SEC. 603. CONTINGENCY PLAN FOR CARGO RE-

SUPPLY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The International Space 

Station represents a significant investment of 
national resources, and it is a facility that em-
bodies a cooperative international approach to 
the exploration and utilization of space. As 
such, it is important that its continued viability 
and productivity be ensured, to the maximum 
extent possible, after the Space Shuttle is re-
tired. 

(b) CONTINGENCY PLAN.—The Administrator 
shall develop a contingency plan and arrange-
ments, including use of International Space Sta-
tion international partner cargo resupply capa-
bilities, to ensure the continued viability and 
productivity of the International Space Station 
in the event that United States commercial 
cargo resupply services are not available during 
any extended period after the date that the 
Space Shuttle is retired. The plan shall be deliv-
ered to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-

tation of the Senate not later than one year 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle B—Space Shuttle 
SEC. 611. FLIGHT MANIFEST. 

(a) BASELINE MANIFEST.—In addition to the 
Space Shuttle flights listed as part of the base-
line flight manifest as of January 1, 2008, the 
Utilization flights ULF–4 and ULF–5 shall be 
considered part of the Space Shuttle baseline 
flight manifest and shall be flown prior to the 
retirement of the Space Shuttle. 

(b) ADDITIONAL FLIGHT TO DELIVER THE 
ALPHA MAGNETIC SPECTROMETER TO THE INTER-
NATIONAL SPACE STATION.—In addition to the 
flying of the baseline manifest as described in 
subsection (a), the Administrator shall take all 
necessary steps to fly one additional Space 
Shuttle flight to deliver the Alpha Magnetic 
Spectrometer to the International Space Station 
prior to the retirement of the Space Shuttle. 

(c) SPACE SHUTTLE RETIREMENT DATE.—The 
Space Shuttle shall be retired following the com-
pletion of the baseline flight manifest and the 
flight of the additional flight specified in sub-
section (b), events that are anticipated to occur 
in 2010. 
SEC. 612. DISPOSITION OF SHUTTLE-RELATED AS-

SETS. 
Not later than 90 days after the date of enact-

ment of this Act, the Administrator shall provide 
a plan to Congress for the disposition of the re-
maining Space Shuttle orbiters and other Space 
Shuttle program-related hardware and facilities 
after the retirement of the Space Shuttle fleet. 
The plan shall include a process by which edu-
cational institutions and science museums and 
other appropriate organizations may acquire, 
through loan or disposal by the Federal Govern-
ment, Space Shuttle program-related hardware. 
The Administrator shall not dispose of any 
Space Shuttle-related hardware prior to the 
completion of the plan. 
SEC. 613. SPACE SHUTTLE TRANSITION LIAISON 

OFFICE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator shall 

establish an office within NASA’s Office of 
Human Capital Management that shall assist 
local communities affected by the termination of 
the Space Shuttle program. The office shall offer 
technical assistance and serve as a clearing-
house to assist communities in identifying serv-
ices available from other Federal agencies. 

(b) SUNSET.—The Office established under 
subsection (a) shall cease operations 24 months 
after the last Space Shuttle flight. 

Subtitle C—Launch Services 
SEC. 621. LAUNCH SERVICES STRATEGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In preparation for the 
award of contracts to follow up on the current 
NASA Launch Services (NLS) contracts, the Ad-
ministrator shall develop a strategy for pro-
viding domestic commercial launch services in 
support of NASA’s small and medium-sized 
Science, Space Operations, and Exploration mis-
sions, consistent with current law and policy. 

(b) REPORT.—The Administrator shall trans-
mit a report to the Committee on Science and 
Technology of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate describing the 
strategy developed under subsection (a) not 
later than 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. The report shall provide, at a min-
imum— 

(1) the results of the Request for Information 
on small to medium-sized launch services re-
leased on April 22, 2008; 

(2) an analysis of possible alternatives to 
maintain small and medium-sized lift capabili-
ties after June 30, 2010, including the use of the 
Department of Defense’s Evolved Expendable 
Launch Vehicle (EELV); 

(3) the recommended alternatives, and associ-
ated 5-year budget plans starting in October 
2010 that would enable their implementation; 
and 
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(4) a contingency plan in the event the rec-

ommended alternatives described in paragraph 
(3) are not available when needed. 

TITLE VII—EDUCATION 
SEC. 701. RESPONSE TO REVIEW. 

(a) PLAN.—The Administrator shall prepare a 
plan identifying actions taken or planned in re-
sponse to the recommendations of the National 
Academies report, ‘‘NASA’s Elementary and 
Secondary Education Program: Review and Cri-
tique’’. For those actions that have not been im-
plemented, the plan shall include a schedule 
and budget required to support the actions. 

(b) REPORT.—The plan prepared under sub-
section (a) shall be transmitted to the Committee 
on Science and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 702. EXTERNAL REVIEW OF EXPLORER 

SCHOOLS PROGRAM. 
(a) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall make 

arrangements for an independent external re-
view of the Explorer Schools program to evalu-
ate its goals, status, plans, and accomplish-
ments. 

(b) REPORT.—The report of the independent 
external review shall be transmitted to the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate not later than 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

TITLE VIII—NEAR-EARTH OBJECTS 
SEC. 801. IN GENERAL. 

The Congress reaffirms the policy direction es-
tablished in the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Authorization Act of 2005 (Pub-
lic Law 109–155) for NASA to detect, track, cata-
logue, and characterize the physical character-
istics of near-Earth objects equal to or greater 
than 140 meters in diameter. NASA’s Near-Earth 
Object program activities will also provide bene-
fits to NASA’s scientific and exploration activi-
ties. 
SEC. 802. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Near-Earth objects pose a serious and cred-

ible threat to humankind, as many scientists be-
lieve that a major asteroid or comet was respon-
sible for the mass extinction of the majority of 
the Earth’s species, including the dinosaurs, 
nearly 65,000,000 years ago. 

(2) Several such near-Earth objects have only 
been discovered within days of the objects’ clos-
est approach to Earth and recent discoveries of 
such large objects indicate that many large 
near-Earth objects remain undiscovered. 

(3) Asteroid and comet collisions rank as one 
of the most costly natural disasters that can 
occur. 

(4) The time needed to eliminate or mitigate 
the threat of a collision of a potentially haz-
ardous near-Earth object with Earth is meas-
ured in decades. 

(5) Unlike earthquakes and hurricanes, aster-
oids and comets can provide adequate collision 
information, enabling the United States to in-
clude both asteroid-collision and comet-collision 
disaster recovery and disaster avoidance in its 
public-safety structure. 

(6) Basic information is needed for technical 
and policy decisionmaking for the United States 
to create a comprehensive program in order to be 
ready to eliminate and mitigate the serious and 
credible threats to humankind posed by poten-
tially hazardous near-Earth asteroids and com-
ets. 

(7) As a first step to eliminate and to mitigate 
the risk of such collisions, situation and deci-
sion analysis processes, as well as procedures 
and system resources, must be in place well be-
fore a collision threat becomes known. 
SEC. 803. REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION. 

The Administrator shall issue requests for in-
formation on— 

(1) a low-cost space mission with the purpose 
of rendezvousing with, attaching a tracking de-
vice, and characterizing the Apophis asteroid, 
which scientists estimate will in 2029 pass at a 
distance from Earth that is closer than geo-
stationary satellites; and 

(2) a medium-sized space mission with the pur-
pose of detecting near-Earth objects equal to or 
greater than 140 meters in diameter. 
SEC. 804. ESTABLISHMENT OF POLICY. 

Not later than 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Director of OSTP shall— 

(1) develop a policy for notifying Federal 
agencies and relevant emergency response insti-
tutions of an impending near-Earth object 
threat, if near term public safety is at stake; 
and 

(2) recommend a Federal agency or agencies to 
be responsible for protecting the Nation from a 
near-Earth object that is anticipated to collide 
with Earth and implementing a deflection cam-
paign, in consultation with international bod-
ies, should one be required. 
SEC. 805. PLANETARY RADAR CAPABILITY. 

The Administrator shall maintain a planetary 
radar that is, at minimum, comparable to the 
capability provided through the NASA Deep 
Space Network Goldstone facility. 
SEC. 806. ARECIBO OBSERVATORY. 

Congress reiterates its support for the use of 
the Arecibo Observatory for NASA-funded near- 
Earth object-related activities. The Adminis-
trator shall ensure the availability of the Are-
cibo Observatory’s planetary radar to support 
these activities until the National Academies’ re-
view of NASA’s approach for the survey and de-
flection of near-Earth objects, including a deter-
mination of the role of Arecibo, that was di-
rected to be undertaken by the Fiscal Year 2008 
Omnibus Appropriations Act, is completed. 

TITLE IX—COMMERCIAL INITIATIVES 
SEC. 901. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that a healthy and 
robust commercial sector can make significant 
contributions to the successful conduct of 
NASA’s space exploration program. While some 
activities are inherently governmental in na-
ture, there are many other activities, such as 
routine supply of water, fuel, and other 
consumables to low Earth orbit or to destina-
tions beyond low Earth orbit, and provision of 
power or communications services to lunar out-
posts, that potentially could be carried out ef-
fectively and efficiently by the commercial sec-
tor at some point in the future. Congress en-
courages NASA to look for such service opportu-
nities and, to the maximum extent practicable, 
make use of the commercial sector to provide 
those services. 
SEC. 902. COMMERCIAL CREW INITIATIVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to stimulate com-
mercial use of space, help maximize the utility 
and productivity of the International Space Sta-
tion, and enable a commercial means of pro-
viding crew transfer and crew rescue services for 
the International Space Station, NASA shall— 

(1) make use of United States commercially 
provided International Space Station crew 
transfer and crew rescue services to the max-
imum extent practicable, if those commercial 
services have demonstrated the capability to 
meet NASA-specified ascent, entry, and Inter-
national Space Station proximity operations 
safety requirements; 

(2) limit, to the maximum extent practicable, 
the use of the Crew Exploration Vehicle to mis-
sions carrying astronauts beyond low Earth 
orbit once commercial crew transfer and crew 
rescue services that meet safety requirements be-
come operational; 

(3) facilitate, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, the transfer of NASA-developed tech-
nologies to potential United States commercial 
crew transfer and rescue service providers, con-
sistent with United States law; and 

(4) issue a notice of intent, not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, to 

enter into a funded, competitively awarded 
Space Act Agreement with two or more commer-
cial entities for a Phase 1 Commercial Orbital 
Transportation Services (COTS) crewed vehicle 
demonstration program. 

(b) COTS CREWED VEHICLE DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—There are authorized to be appropriated 
to NASA for the program described in subsection 
(a)(4) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2009, to remain 
available until expended. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL INTENT.—It is the intent of 
Congress that funding for the program described 
in subsection (a)(4) shall not come at the ex-
pense of full funding of the amounts authorized 
under section 101(a)(3), and for future fiscal 
years, for Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle de-
velopment, Ares I Crew Launch Vehicle develop-
ment, or International Space Station cargo de-
livery. 

(d) ADDITIONAL TECHNOLOGIES AUTHORIZA-
TION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated to NASA for the provision of 
International Space Station-compatible docking 
adaptors and other relevant technologies to be 
made available to the commercial crew providers 
selected to service the International Space Sta-
tion $50,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

(e) CREW TRANSFER AND CREW RESCUE SERV-
ICES CONTRACT.—If a commercial provider dem-
onstrates the capability to provide International 
Space Station crew transfer and crew rescue 
services and to satisfy NASA ascent, entry, and 
International Space Station proximity oper-
ations safety requirements, NASA shall enter 
into an International Space Station crew trans-
fer and crew rescue services contract with that 
commercial provider for a portion of NASA’s an-
ticipated International Space Station crew 
transfer and crew rescue requirements from the 
time the commercial provider commences oper-
ations under contract with NASA through cal-
endar year 2016, with an option to extend the 
period of performance through calendar year 
2020. 

TITLE X—REVITALIZATION OF NASA 
INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITIES 

SEC. 1001. REVIEW OF INFORMATION SECURITY 
CONTROLS. 

(a) REPORT ON CONTROLS.—Not later than 
one year after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General shall transmit 
to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate a review of in-
formation security controls that protect 
NASA’s information technology resources 
and information from inadvertent or delib-
erate misuse, fraudulent use, disclosure, 
modification, or destruction. The review 
shall focus on networks servicing NASA’s 
mission directorates. In assessing these con-
trols, the review shall evaluate— 

(1) the network’s ability to limit, detect, 
and monitor access to resources and infor-
mation, thereby safeguarding and protecting 
them from unauthorized access; 

(2) the physical access to network re-
sources; and 

(3) the extent to which sensitive research 
and mission data is encrypted. 

(b) RESTRICTED REPORT ON INTRUSIONS.— 
Not later than one year after the date of en-
actment of this Act, and in conjunction with 
the report described in subsection (a), the 
Comptroller General shall transmit to the 
Committee on Science and Technology of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate a restricted report detailing re-
sults of vulnerability assessments conducted 
by the Government Accountability Office on 
NASA’s network resources. Intrusion at-
tempts during such vulnerability assess-
ments shall be divulged to NASA senior 
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management prior to their application. The 
report shall put vulnerability assessment re-
sults in the context of unauthorized accesses 
or attempts during the prior two years and 
the corrective actions, recent or ongoing, 
that NASA has implemented in conjunction 
with other Federal authorities to prevent 
such intrusions. 
SEC. 1002. MAINTENANCE AND UPGRADE OF CEN-

TER FACILITIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to sustain 

healthy Centers that are capable of carrying 
out NASA’s missions, the Administrator 
shall ensure that adequate maintenance and 
upgrading of those Center facilities is per-
formed on a regular basis. 

(b) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall de-
termine and prioritize the maintenance and 
upgrade backlog at each of NASA’s Centers 
and associated facilities, and shall develop a 
strategy and budget plan to reduce that 
maintenance and upgrade backlog by 50 per-
cent over the next five years. 

(c) REPORT.—The Administrator shall de-
liver a report to Congress on the results of 
the activities undertaken in subsection (b) 
concurrently with the delivery of the fiscal 
year 2011 budget request. 
SEC. 1003. ASSESSMENT OF NASA LABORATORY 

CAPABILITIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—NASA’s laboratories are a 

critical component of NASA’s research capa-
bilities, and the Administrator shall ensure 
that those laboratories remain productive. 

(b) REVIEW.—The Administrator shall enter 
into an arrangement for an independent ex-
ternal review of NASA’s laboratories, includ-
ing laboratory equipment, facilities, and 
support services, to determine whether they 
are equipped and maintained at a level ade-
quate to support NASA’s research activities. 
The assessment shall also include an assess-
ment of the relative quality of NASA’s in- 
house laboratory equipment and facilities 
compared to comparable laboratories else-
where. The results of the review shall be pro-
vided to the Committee on Science and 
Technology of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

TITLE XI—OTHER PROVISIONS 
SEC. 1101. SPACE WEATHER. 

(a) PLAN FOR REPLACEMENT OF ADVANCED 
COMPOSITION EXPLORER AT L–1 LAGRANGIAN 
POINT.— 

(1) PLAN.—The Director of OSTP shall de-
velop a plan for sustaining space-based meas-
urements of solar wind from the L–1 
Lagrangian point in space and for the dis-
semination of the data for operational pur-
poses. OSTP shall consult with NASA, 
NOAA, and other Federal agencies, and with 
industry, in developing the plan. 

(2) REPORT.—The Director shall transmit 
the plan to Congress not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) RESEARCH PROGRAM ON SPACE WEATHER 
AND AVIATION.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator 
shall, in coordination with the National 
Science Foundation, NOAA, and other rel-
evant agencies, initiate a research program 
to— 

(A) conduct or supervise research projects 
on impacts of space weather to aviation, in-
cluding impacts on communication, naviga-
tion, avionic systems, and airline passengers 
and personnel; and 

(B) facilitate the transfer of technology 
from space weather research programs to 
Federal agencies with operational respon-
sibilities and to the private sector. 

(2) USE OF GRANTS OR COOPERATIVE AGREE-
MENTS.—The Administrator may use grants 
or cooperative agreements in carrying out 
this subsection. 

(c) ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPACT OF SPACE 
WEATHER ON AVIATION.— 

(1) STUDY.—The Administrator shall enter 
into an arrangement with the National Re-
search Council for a study of the impacts of 
space weather on the current and future 
United States aviation industry, and in par-
ticular to examine the risks for Over-The- 
Pole (OTP) and Ultra-Long-Range (ULR) op-
erations. The study shall— 

(A) examine space weather impacts on at 
least communications, navigation, avionics, 
and human health in flight; 

(B) assess the benefits of space weather in-
formation and services to reduce aviation 
costs and maintain safety; 

(C) provide recommendations on how 
NASA, NOAA, and the National Science 
Foundation can most effectively carry out 
research and monitoring activities related to 
space weather and aviation; and 

(D) provide recommendations on how to in-
tegrate space weather information into the 
Next Generation Air Transportation System. 

(2) REPORT.—A report containing the re-
sults of the study shall be provided to the 
Committee on Science and Technology of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1102. SPACE TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—As more nations acquire 
the capabilities for launching payloads into 
outer space, there is an increasing need for a 
framework under which information in-
tended to promote safe access into outer 
space, operations in outer space, and return 
from outer space to Earth free from physical 
or radio-frequency interference can be 
shared among those nations. 

(b) DISCUSSIONS.—The Administrator, in 
consultation with other appropriate agencies 
of the Federal Government, shall initiate 
discussions with the appropriate representa-
tives of other spacefaring nations with the 
goal of determining an appropriate frame-
work under which information intended to 
promote safe access into outer space, oper-
ations in outer space, and return from outer 
space to Earth free from physical or radio- 
frequency interference can be shared among 
those nations. 
SEC. 1103. STUDY OF EXPORT CONTROL POLICIES 

RELATED TO CIVIL AND COMMER-
CIAL SPACE ACTIVITIES. 

(a) REVIEW.—The Director of OSTP shall 
carry out a study of the impact of current 
export control policies and implementation 
directives on the United States aerospace in-
dustry and its competitiveness in global 
markets, and on the ability of United States 
Government agencies to carry out coopera-
tive activities in science and technology and 
human space flight, including the impact on 
research carried out under the sponsorship of 
those agencies. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the 
study, the Director shall seek input from in-
dustry, academia, representatives of the 
science community, all affected United 
States Government agencies, and any other 
appropriate organizations and individuals. 

(c) REPORT.—The Director shall provide a 
report detailing the findings and rec-
ommendations of the study to the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
of the Senate not later than 9 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1104. ASTRONAUT HEALTH CARE. 

(a) SURVEY.—The Administrator shall ad-
minister an anonymous survey of astronauts 
and flight surgeons to evaluate communica-
tion, relationships, and the effectiveness of 
policies. The survey questions and the anal-

ysis of results shall be evaluated by experts 
independent of NASA. The survey shall be 
administered on at least a biennial basis. 

(b) REPORT.—The Administrator shall 
transmit a report of the results of the survey 
to Congress not later than 90 days following 
completion of the survey. 
SEC. 1105. NATIONAL ACADEMIES DECADAL SUR-

VEYS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 

enter into agreements on a periodic basis 
with the National Academies for independent 
assessments, also known as decadal surveys, 
to take stock of the status and opportunities 
for Earth and space science discipline fields 
and Aeronautics research and to recommend 
priorities for research and programmatic 
areas over the next decade. 

(b) INDEPENDENT COST ESTIMATES.—The 
agreements described in subsection(a) shall 
include independent estimates of the life 
cycle costs and technical readiness of mis-
sions assessed in the decadal surveys when-
ever possible. 

(c) REEXAMINATION.—The Administrator 
shall request that each National Academies 
decadal survey committee identify any con-
ditions or events, such as significant cost 
growth or scientific or technological ad-
vances, that would warrant NASA asking the 
National Academies to reexamine the prior-
ities that the decadal survey had established. 
SEC. 1106. INNOVATION PRIZES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Prizes can play a useful 
role in encouraging innovation in the devel-
opment of technologies and products that 
can assist NASA in its aeronautics and space 
activities, and the use of such prizes by 
NASA should be encouraged. 

(b) AMENDMENTS.—Section 314 of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 is 
amended— 

(1) by amending subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(b) TOPICS.—In selecting topics for prize 
competitions, the Administrator shall con-
sult widely both within and outside the Fed-
eral Government, and may empanel advisory 
committees. The Administrator shall give 
consideration to prize goals such as the dem-
onstration of the ability to provide energy to 
the lunar surface from space-based solar 
power systems, demonstration of innovative 
near-Earth object survey and deflection 
strategies, and innovative approaches to im-
proving the safety and efficiency of aviation 
systems.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (i)(4) by striking 
‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$50,000,000’’. 
SEC. 1107. COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCH RANGE 

STUDY. 
(a) STUDY BY INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE.—The 

Director of OSTP shall work with other appro-
priate Federal agencies to establish an inter-
agency committee to conduct a study to— 

(1) identify the issues and challenges associ-
ated with establishing a space launch range and 
facilities that are fully dedicated to commercial 
space missions in close proximity to Federal 
launch ranges or other Federal facilities; and 

(2) develop a coordinating mechanism such 
that States seeking to establish such commercial 
space launch ranges will be able to effectively 
and efficiently interface with the Federal Gov-
ernment concerning issues related to the estab-
lishment of such commercial launch ranges in 
close proximity to Federal launch ranges or 
other Federal facilities. 

(b) REPORT.—The Director shall, not later 
than May 31, 2010, submit to the Committee on 
Science and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate a re-
port on the results of the study conducted under 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 1108. NASA OUTREACH AND TECHNOLOGY 

ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—NASA shall contract 

with an organization that has demonstrated the 
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ability to partner with NASA centers, aerospace 
contractors, and academic institutions to carry 
out a program to transfer the knowledge and 
technology of the space and aeronautics pro-
grams to small businesses in communities across 
the United States. The program shall support 
the mission of NASA’s Innovative Partnerships 
Program to provide technical assistance through 
joint partnerships with industry, academia, gov-
ernment agencies, and national laboratories. 

(b) PROGRAM STRUCTURE.—In carrying out 
the program described in subsection (a), the or-
ganization shall support the mission of NASA’s 
Innovative Partnerships Program by under-
taking the following activities: 

(1) Facilitating technology transfer to the pri-
vate sector to produce viable commercial prod-
ucts. 

(2) Creating a network of academic institu-
tions, aerospace contractors, and NASA centers 
that will commit to donating technical assist-
ance to small businesses. 

(3) Creating a network of economic develop-
ment organizations to increase the awareness 
and enhance the effectiveness of the program 
nationwide. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and annually 
thereafter, the Administrator shall submit a re-
port to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate describing the efforts and 
accomplishments of the program established 
under subsection (a) in support of NASA’s Inno-
vative Partnerships Program. As part of the re-
port, the Administrator shall provide— 

(1) data on the number of small businesses re-
ceiving assistance, jobs created and retained, 
and volunteer hours donated by NASA, contrac-
tors, and academic institutions nationwide; 

(2) an estimate of the total dollar value of the 
economic impact made by small businesses that 
received technical assistance through the pro-
gram; and 

(3) an accounting of the use of funds appro-
priated for the program. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
NASA for the program established under sub-
section (a), $4,000,000 for fiscal year 2009 from 
the funding available for the Innovative Part-
nerships Program, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the committee amendment is in order 
except those printed in House Report 
110–707. Each amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the 
report, by a Member designated in the 
report, shall be considered read, shall 
be debatable for the time specified in 
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent of the amendment, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GORDON OF 

TENNESSEE 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
offer an amendment? 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Yes, I do, 
Madam Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. GORDON of 
Tennessee: 

In section 303, add at the end the following 
new subsection: 

(c) COORDINATION.—The Administrator 
shall ensure that sonic boom research is co-
ordinated as appropriate with the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, and as appropriate make use of the ex-
pertise of the Partnership for Air Transpor-
tation Noise and Emissions Reduction Cen-
ter of Excellence sponsored by NASA and the 
Federal Aviation Administration. 

Amend section 305 to read as follows: 
SEC. 305. INTERAGENCY RESEARCH INITIATIVE 

ON THE IMPACT OF AVIATION ON 
THE CLIMATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration, in coordi-
nation with NASA and the United States Cli-
mate Change Science Program, shall estab-
lish a research initiative to assess the im-
pact of aviation on the climate and, if war-
ranted, to evaluate approaches to mitigate 
that impact. 

(b) RESEARCH PLAN.—Not later than one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the participating Federal entities shall 
jointly develop a plan for the research pro-
gram that contains the objectives, proposed 
tasks, milestones, and 5-year budgetary pro-
file. 

Amend section 306 to read as follows (and 
amend the table of contents accordingly): 
SEC. 306. RESEARCH ON DESIGN FOR CERTIFI-

CATION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Not later 

than 6 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, in consultation with other agencies as 
appropriate, shall establish a research pro-
gram on methods to improve both confidence 
in and the timeliness of certification of new 
technologies for their introduction into the 
national airspace system. 

(b) RESEARCH PLAN.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, as 
part of the activity described in subsection 
(a), the Federal Aviation Administration 
shall develop a plan for the research program 
that contains the objectives, proposed tasks, 
milestones, and five-year budgetary profile. 

(c) REVIEW.—The Administrator of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration shall have the 
National Research Council conduct an inde-
pendent review of the research program plan 
and provide the results of that review to the 
Committee on Science and Technology and 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

In section 504, strike ‘‘and high-altitude 
balloons,’’ and insert ‘‘high-altitude bal-
loons, and suborbital reusable launch vehi-
cles,’’. 

In title VII, add at the end the following 
new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 703. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that NASA’s 
educational programs are important sources 
of inspiration and hands-on learning for the 
next generation of engineers and scientists 
and should be supported. In that regard, pro-
grams such as EarthKAM, which brings 
NASA directly into American classrooms by 
enabling students to talk directly with As-
tronauts aboard International Space Station 
and take photographs of Earth from space, 
and NASA involvement in robotics competi-
tions for students of all levels, are particu-
larly worthy undertakings and NASA should 
support them and look for additional oppor-
tunities to engage students through NASA’s 
space and aeronautics activities. 

In section 901, insert ‘‘It is further the 
sense of Congress that United States entre-
preneurial space companies have the poten-
tial to develop and deliver innovative tech-
nology solutions at affordable costs. NASA is 
encouraged to use United States entrepre-
neurial space companies to conduct appro-
priate research and development activities. 
NASA is further encouraged to seek ways to 
ensure that firms that rely on fixed-price 
proposals are not disadvantaged when NASA 
seeks to procure technology development.’’ 
after ‘‘provide those services.’’. 

In title XI, add at the end the following 
new sections (and amend the table of con-
tents accordingly): 
SEC. 1109. REDUCTION-IN-FORCE MORATORIUM. 

NASA shall not initiate or implement a re-
duction-in-force, or conduct any other invol-
untary separations of permanent, non-Senior 
Executive Service, civil servant employees 
except for cause on charges of misconduct, 
delinquency, or inefficiency prior to Decem-
ber 31, 2010. 
SEC. 1110. LIMIT ON THE USE OF TERM POSI-

TIONS. 
NASA shall limit the percentage of em-

ployees in term positions, excluding students 
and cooperatives, within NASA to less than 
or equal to ten percent of the total number 
of non-Senior Executive Service, civil serv-
ant employees in fiscal year 2009. 
SEC. 1111. TEMPORARY CONTINUATION OF COV-

ERAGE OF HEALTH BENEFITS. 
(a) Section 8905a (d) of title 5, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(6)(A) If the basis for continued coverage 
under this section is, as a result of the ter-
mination of the Space Shuttle Program, an 
involuntary separation from a position due 
to a reduction-in-force or declination of a di-
rected reassignment or transfer of function, 
or a voluntary separation from a surplus po-
sition in the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration— 

‘‘(i) the individual shall be liable for not 
more than the employee contributions re-
ferred to in paragraph (1)(A)(i); and 

‘‘(ii) the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration shall pay the remaining por-
tion of the amount required under paragraph 
(1) (A). 

‘‘(B) This paragraph shall only apply with 
respect to individuals whose continued cov-
erage is based on a separation occurring on 
or after the date of enactment of this para-
graph and before December 31, 2010. 

‘‘(C) For purposes of this paragraph, ‘‘sur-
plus position’’ means a position which is— 

‘‘(i) identified in pre-reduction-in-force 
planning as no longer required, and which is 
expected to be eliminated under formal re-
duction-in-force procedures as a result of the 
termination of the Space Shuttle Program; 
or 

‘‘(ii) encumbered by an employee who has 
received official certification from the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion consistent with the Administration’s 
career transition assistance program regula-
tions that the position is being abolished as 
a result of the termination of the Space 
Shuttle Program.’’. 

(b) Paragraph (1)(A) of such subsection (d) 
is amended by striking ‘‘(4) and (5)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(4), (5), and (6)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 
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Madam Chairman this is a bipartisan 

manager’s amendment that has been 
developed in close collaboration with 
the Science and Technology Com-
mittee minority leadership. 

It provides several aeronautics-re-
lated provisions in the bill to conform 
them to provisions that were included 
in last year’s House-passed FAA reau-
thorization bill. 

It also includes a provision in section 
303 related to coordination with the 
FAA on sonic boom research, which 
will help ensure that NASA’s research 
results can help inform any future FAA 
rulemaking. 

The amendment also encourages the 
potential scientific utility of emerging 
commercial, reusable launch vehicles 
by citing them as potential options for 
suborbital scientific research once they 
become available. 

The amendment also includes lan-
guage provisions by Mr. LAMPSON on 
the value of NASA’s EarthKAM and ro-
botics competitions for aspiring stu-
dents. 

Both of these activities were great 
ways to inspire students to learn about 
math, science and technology by pro-
viding exciting learning experiences. 
And I want to commend Mr. LAMPSON 
for his initiative in this area. 

The amendment also expands section 
901 to include a sense of Congress urg-
ing NASA’s use of entrepreneurial com-
panies to conduct corporate R&D. 

Innovative ideas and products have 
repeatedly come out of these small en-
trepreneurial companies, and this 
amendment encourages NASA to seek 
ways to ensure such firms are not dis-
advantaged when the agency seeks to 
procure technology development. 

Finally, the manager’s amendment 
includes several important NASA 
workforce-related provisions, including 
an extension of the RIF moratorium, a 
limit on the use of certain positions in 
fiscal year 2009, and temporary con-
tinuation of health care benefits. 

We have worked with NASA, the 
IFPTE union, and Chairman DAVIS’ 
subcommittee on Federal Workforce to 
come up with a reasonable set of provi-
sions. 

The workforce provisions included in 
the manager’s amendment are accept-
able to all parties, and I believe they 
will help strengthen and protect the 
NASA workforce. 

In sum, I believe the manager’s 
amendment will make a good deal even 
better. And I urge Members to support 
it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair now rec-

ognizes Mr. HALL from Texas. 
Mr. HALL of Texas. Madam Chair-

man, I rise to claim the time, and I am 
going to encourage my colleagues to 
support this amendment. But first I 
want to yield 3 minutes to Mr. FEENEY, 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. FEENEY. I thank Ranking Mem-
ber HALL, and I thank Chairman GOR-
DON for this amendment. I did want to 
take a moment or two to point out a 

very important aspect of this man-
ager’s amendment. It directs the White 
House Office of Science and Tech-
nology to establish an interagency 
committee to study issues related to 
locating a commercial space launch 
range in close proximity to a Federal 
launch range. 

In order to have viable commercial 
launch operations in the United States, 
effective coordination and cooperation 
must exist between potential commer-
cial ranges and existing Federal 
ranges. Federal agencies have to en-
deavor to assist and not choke off com-
mercial space ranges. The interagency 
committee will focus on these agencies 
and the importance of this issue. 

Let me say that for the last 50 years, 
space has been really a bipolar world. 
Either you were a part of the former 
Soviet orbit and space power, or you 
were part of the American-led free na-
tions in space power. 

Today it is a very different world. I 
just recently came back from the first 
ever global space summit in Beijing, 
China, where over 15 nations were rep-
resented, some six or seven major 
spacefaring powers. It is not just peo-
ple that have to come ask the United 
States to get permission to get com-
mercial opportunities in space today. 
There are some 50 different inter-
national agreements, many of which 
don’t even involve the United States of 
America. 

In some ways, our competitors are 
beating us to the punch in commercial 
launch opportunities. It is not just bad 
for business. Let me say, for example, 
the Chinese have launched over 33 sat-
ellites from other countries. They are 
doing this to help countries we would 
consider troublesome, for example, 
Venezuela or Nigeria. They are also 
using it to buy influence with our 
friends, like Japan or Brazil. America 
cannot shoot itself in the foot in devel-
oping and maintaining our historic 
leadership in commercial opportunities 
any more than we can give up predomi-
nance in the civilian side of human 
space exploration. 

And so this manager’s amendment 
contains a very important aspect. I sin-
cerely applaud the chairman and oth-
ers, including John Culberson, for ad-
vocating for this specific piece of the 
manager’s amendment. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado, the chairman of the sub-
committee. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I rise in support of the manager’s 
amendment. We have all worked to-
gether to fashion a constructive 
amendment. And I believe it includes a 
number of useful provisions that en-
hance the bill. Chairman GORDON al-
ready described them. So I am not 
going to restate them. But I want to 
note in particular that the workforce 
provisions included in the amendment 
have been under consideration for some 
time. We wanted to make sure however 

that we had the concurrence of all the 
stakeholders before we added any of 
these provisions. That has been done. 
The provisions will strengthen and pro-
tect the NASA workforce. I would ask 
the Members to support this amend-
ment. It is a good amendment. It de-
serves the support of the body. 

Mr. FEENEY. I am claiming time, 
without objection, for the minority 
side. We have no further speakers and 
would urge support and adoption of the 
manager’s amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 

Chairman, I yield the remainder of my 
time to my friend from Ohio (Mr. 
KUCINICH). 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the manager’s 
amendment and the underlying bill 
that reauthorizes the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration. I 
want to thank the chairman of the 
Federal Workforce Subcommittee for 
working with me on three critical pro-
visions that are included in this 
amendment. I also want to thank the 
chairman of the Science and Tech-
nology Committee and the Space and 
Aeronautics Subcommittee for putting 
together yet another bill that protects 
NASA and for working with me on this 
amendment. 

The most important provision in this 
amendment is an extension of the ban 
on layoffs until at least 2011. Since an-
nouncing the ambitious vision for 
space exploration, the administration 
underfunded NASA. But Congress has 
consistently, and I might point out, in 
a bipartisan way, rejected these de-
structive cuts and layoffs. I am par-
ticularly proud of the way our own 
Ohio delegation has worked together 
on this. 

Layoffs undermine not only workers’ 
lives and the mission of the agency but 
also the regional economy. According 
to the researchers at Cleveland State 
University, NASA Glenn in Brook Park 
generated a demand for products and 
services of $955 million and was respon-
sible for over 6,000 jobs in northeast 
Ohio in 2006. 

Over the last few years, NASA has 
hired nearly three-quarters of its new 
science and engineering employees as 
short-term employees, thereby denying 
them full Civil Service protections. 
The 10 percent cap on short-term posi-
tions in this amendment will help 
NASA compete for the best and bright-
est in the field. 

The third provision would tempo-
rarily extend health care benefits for 
employees in transition. The sudden 
loss of health care coverage is a major 
factor currently discouraging employ-
ees from taking a buy-out. The provi-
sion would be helpful in fostering a re-
spectful workforce transition plan dur-
ing this time of change for NASA. 

This amendment and the underlying 
bill keep NASA healthy by supporting 
its employees. All across this country, 
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from one end of the country to the 
other, there are NASA employees who 
are performing a valuable service, who 
are helping us to create the jobs of the 
future and enabling America to fulfill 
its vision to keep reaching. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Manager’s Amendment to the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion Authorization Act of 2008 (NASA Reau-
thorization), offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee, Representative BART GORDON, 
Chairman of the Committee on Science and 
Technology. I commend Chairman GORDON 
for his work on this important bill, which pro-
vides approximately $20 billion in funding au-
thorization for fiscal year 2009, including ap-
proximately $853 million for aeronautical re-
search, which is vital to commercial aviation. 

The Manager’s Amendment includes two re-
visions to the base authorization bill to reflect 
previous agreements between the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee and the 
Science Committee on provisions that were 
part of H.R. 2881, The FAA Reauthorization 
Act of 2007, which passed the House on Sep-
tember 20, 2007. The Manager’s Amendment 
revises Section 305 of the bill, to require the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Admin-
istrator, in coordination with NASA and the 
United States Climate Change Science Pro-
gram to establish a research initiative to as-
sess the impact of aviation on the climate and 
to evaluate mitigation approaches. In addition, 
this section, as amended, requires, within one 
year of the date of enactment, the participating 
federal agencies to develop a plan for a re-
search program dedicated to aviation’s impact 
on the climate. 

The Manager’s Amendment also amends 
Section 306 of the bill to require the FAA, in 
consultation with other agencies, to establish a 
research program on ways to improve the 
confidence in and timeliness of certification of 
new technologies for introduction into the Na-
tional Airspace System. In addition, this sec-
tion, as amended, requires the FAA to develop 
a research plan, and to contract with the Na-
tional Research Council to conduct an inde-
pendent review of the research program plan, 
with a subsequent report to the committees of 
jurisdiction, including the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

Madam Chairman, I support H.R. 6063, as 
amended by the Manager’s Amendment, and 
urge my colleagues to do so as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. FEENEY 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment under the name of 
Mr. ROHRABACHER at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. FEENEY: 
In title VIII, add at the end the following 

new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 807. INTERNATIONAL RESOURCES. 

It is the sense of Congress that, since an 
estimated 25,000 asteroids of concern have 

yet to be discovered and monitored, the 
United States should seek to obtain commit-
ments for cooperation from other nations 
with significant resources for contributing 
to a thorough and timely search for such ob-
jects and an identification of their charac-
teristics. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. FEENEY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

b 1615 

Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, on 
behalf of this amendment, as Congress-
man ROHRABACHER explained earlier, 
this amendment is a sense of the Con-
gress provision stating the U.S. should 
seek to obtain commitments for co-
operation from other nations in the 
search for near-Earth objects. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER has been an ardent 
advocate in our committee for the po-
tential threat posed by asteroids and 
comets having orbits that bring them 
close to Earth and the devastation 
they could create should one of them 
impact us. 

By the way, I have sat through hear-
ings, along with Congressman UDALL 
and others, and we have incredibly so-
phisticated technology and capabilities 
one day to protect Earth if we know we 
are going to be targeted by an asteroid 
or comet, for example. In fact, the tes-
timony was that some 99 percent of the 
resources today globally to prepare for 
this eventuality are American tax dol-
lars. It seems seeking cooperation on 
behalf of all humankind only makes 
sense. 

Our committee held a highly inform-
ative set of hearings on near-Earth ob-
jects late last fall. It is clear to me 
that the entire world community needs 
to be much more vigilant in finding, 
tracking and characterizing near-Earth 
objects and developing deflection capa-
bilities and technologies. 

I urge support for this amendment. 
Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. FEENEY. I will be glad to. 
Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Let me 

just quickly add that our colleague and 
friend to both of us, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
has long been an advocate for the de-
tection and monitoring of near-Earth 
objects. I don’t know that anybody has 
done any more on that. I certainly 
commend this constructive amend-
ment. 

Mr. FEENEY. Reclaiming my time 
just to close on behalf of Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER’s amendment, he is a great 
advocate, but I felt more comfortable 
after I heard from a bevy of the world’s 
best astrophysicists that this is not 
only a real threat, but a real potential 
way to solve a threat to humankind. 

With that, I would urge my col-
leagues to support the Rohrabacher 
amendment. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair-
man, my amendment offered by Mr. 
FEENEY encourages NASA to seek in-
creased international cooperation to 

find and characterize all natural bodies 
in outer space over 140 meters in size 
that pass close to the Earth, referred 
to as near-Earth objects. Estimates of 
the total numbers of such objects vary 
from 25,000 to 100,000. This threat to the 
Earth is a worldwide matter of poten-
tially catastrophic proportions should 
a collision with Earth occur, and the 
responsibility of dealing with it should 
not fall entirely on the United States 
or NASA, in particular. 

The motivation and timing for this 
amendment arises from discussions 
with Russian and German government 
officials on furthering cooperation with 
the U.S. in science and technology that 
occurred during a CODEL that I at-
tended over the Memorial Day recess. 

The specific suggestion to cooperate 
in the effort to find and characterize 
near-Earth objects was greeted with 
great enthusiasm by the government 
officials with whom I met during the 
CODEL. 

The initiative encouraged under my 
amendment is intended to provide re-
lief for the enormous burden being 
placed on NASA to find and charac-
terize the vast number of these objects 
estimated to exist. Many countries 
around the world have very capable as-
tronomical observatories that can as-
sist (and probably have to some ex-
tent). 

In addition to telescopes, deep space 
radars play a critical role in quickly 
authenticating any impending threats 
that may be indicated from optical ob-
servations. Though the United States 
has the world’s most capable deep 
space radar, namely the Arecibo Radar, 
and also the somewhat less capable 
Goldstone Radar, the Russian RT–70 
Radar may be able to provide some 
contributions as well. Furthermore, 
certain large radio astronomy facilities 
around the world may be able to par-
ticipate by pairing with these powerful 
U.S. deep space radars. 

Mr. FEENEY. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek time in opposition? 

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. FEENEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. WU 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. WU: 
In section 401, insert at the end the fol-

lowing: ‘‘When appropriate, the United 
States should lead confidence building meas-
ures that advance the long-term initiative 
for international cooperation.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. WU) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Oregon. 
Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I rise in 

support of my amendment to build 
international trust and confidence in 
human space flight. 

For decades, the United States and 
Russia were the only countries that 
had viable human space programs. In 
recent years, a number of countries 
have entered space or have expressed 
their intent to do so. This amendment 
recognizes the new playing field in 
space and includes a sense of Congress 
that the President of the United States 
should invite other spacefaring nations 
and soon-to-be spacefaring nations to 
participate in a long-term inter-
national initiative under our leader-
ship. 

My amendment would add a sentence 
to this sense of Congress that the 
United States should engage in con-
fidence-building measures that advance 
this long-term initiative. With more 
countries in space, we need to ensure 
that space will not be used for hostile 
purposes. 

I commend Chairman UDALL for pro-
posing a long-term international ini-
tiative that will work toward that end. 
Confidence-building measures will en-
courage short-term actions that ad-
vance the long-term initiative for 
international cooperation in space. The 
United States and Russia engaged in 
confidence-building measures when 
Apollo 18 and Soyuz 19 connected in 
space. My amendment encourages simi-
lar actions between the United States 
and other members of the international 
space community. Actions like these 
will encourage the peaceful exploration 
of space. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
I reserve the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Florida. 
Mr. FEENEY. Thank you, Madam 

Chairman. 
I do not rise in opposition to the 

amendment. I should say I have no ob-
jection to the amendment. I have read 
it very carefully, and I appreciate the 
language ‘‘when appropriate.’’ Of 
course, it would be the United States 
that determined, in my view, when 
international confidence-building 
measures would be appropriate. 

I should say there are times when, 
for example, sharing sensitive tech-
nologies with certain countries may be 
inappropriate, if we don’t have con-
fidence what they may use those tech-
nologies for or what their long-term in-
tentions are. On the other hand, there 
are things we ought to clearly explore 
sharing with every spacefaring Nation; 
for example, a common docking device 
with the Shuttle, perhaps, so any na-
tion in the event of emergency may be 
able to help rescue our astronauts. 

I should also suggest, as I talked 
about earlier, that space is developing. 
It is no longer a bipolar world. Histori-
cally, people have out of habit and out 
of practicality had to rely on asking 
the U.S. if they wanted to send a sat-

ellite, for example, into orbit, to see 
whether or not that satellite would 
safely orbit the Earth without col-
liding into another country’s satellite. 
That is not true because of any inter-
national treaty or convention. Any-
body can send anything into space. The 
truth is, in terms of space law, we have 
really sort of an international anarchy, 
just as originally when we with had 
travel by navy or by commerce 
through the seas and ultimately inter-
national air travel. 

There has to be some way to commu-
nicate ultimately in terms of main-
taining space traffic. Stopping the cre-
ation of space junk or debris that 
would threaten all peacefaring uses of 
space would be another example of ap-
propriate times the U.S. should lead in 
confidence-building measures to ad-
vance long-term initiatives for inter-
national cooperation. 

With that, again, I have no objection 
to the amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I urge 

adoption of this amendment and yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. WU 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. WU: 
In title XI, add at the end the following 

new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 1109. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that NASA 
should not dilute, distort, suppress, or im-
pede scientific research or the dissemination 
thereof. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. WU) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of scientific integrity at 
NASA and everywhere else in this Fed-
eral Government. 

Earlier this month, the Inspector 
General at NASA released a report re-
garding allegations that NASA sup-
pressed climate change science and de-
nied media access to a NASA scientist. 
As recent news reports have docu-
mented, this report came from the rev-
elation in 2006 that an administration 
official had intervened in communica-
tions between climate change sci-
entists and the press for political pur-
poses. 

The report acknowledged that from 
the fall of 2004 through early 2006, the 
NASA Public Affairs Office managed 
the topic of climate science ‘‘in a man-

ner that reduced, marginalized, or 
mischaracterized climate change 
science made available to the general 
public through those particular media 
over which the Office of Public Affairs 
had control.’’ 

The report also found that these ac-
tions were inconsistent with NASA’s 
mandate and purpose to allow ‘‘the 
widest practical and appropriate dis-
semination of information concerning 
NASA’s activities and results.’’ 

My amendment expresses the sense of 
Congress to reiterate the original in-
tent of NASA’s responsibilities. We are 
at a singular moment in time when cli-
mate change constitutes the challenge 
of our generation. Let us not fail. Let 
us base climate change information on 
science, not ideology. 

This amendment is about far more 
than climate change. I believe sci-
entific integrity should be held as a 
value throughout NASA and through-
out our government. The safety of as-
tronauts who are sent to space is de-
pendent on sound science. We should 
not compromise scientific integrity for 
political gain or private profit. We 
should not compromise it in any situa-
tion. My amendment sends a message 
that Congress rebuffs the attempts of 
those who would marginalize science 
for the sake of ideology or politics. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

rise in order to address the amend-
ment, to claim the minority time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. FEENEY. For purposes of debate, 
I may well be opposed, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 
have carefully read the amendment, 
and while I may not press my objec-
tion, I will state that the amendment, 
in my view, is unnecessary, that NASA 
has a policy in place that goes to the 
very same points expressed in the 
amendment, and perhaps unintention-
ally this amendment implies that 
NASA cannot be trusted to factually in 
an unbiased manner publicize research 
results conducted by agency scientists. 

Several years ago, NASA’s Public Af-
fairs Office was accused with inappro-
priately choosing which NASA sci-
entists participated in specific inter-
views with the press. Once this inter-
ference was brought to NASA Adminis-
trator Michael Griffin’s attention, he 
quickly and forcefully intervened, as-
suring Congress, NASA researchers and 
employees, and the public that NASA 
will never seek to censor agency sci-
entists. 

In a letter dated March 30, 2006, and 
this issue has been addressed over and 
over again, addressed to former 
Science Committee Chairman Sherry 
Boehlert, Mr. Griffin stated, ‘‘I will not 
tolerate any policy or action where any 
NASA employee may filter, alter or 
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censor scientific findings and facts, and 
I want to reaffirm that NASA has al-
ways been and will continue to be com-
mitted to open scientific and technical 
inquiry and dialogue with the public.’’ 

Mr. Griffin then formed a policy de-
velopment team comprised of NASA 
employees with science, legal and pub-
lic affairs backgrounds to review exist-
ing policies, identify ways to improve 
them, and develop agency practices to 
maintain NASA’s commitment for full 
and open discourse on scientific, tech-
nical and safety issues. The result of 
their work was a series of revisions to 
14 Code of Federal Regulations, section 
1213, which guides the agency’s public 
affairs policies, which all Americans 
can visit. 

Mr. Griffin then formed a policy de-
velopment team comprised of NASA 
employees with science, legal and pub-
lic affairs backgrounds to review exist-
ing policies, identify ways to improve 
them, and develop agency practices to 
maintain NASA’s commitment for full 
and open discourse on scientific, tech-
nical and safety issues. The results of 
their work was a series of revisions to 
14 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations), 
Section 1213, which guides the agency’s 
public affairs policies. 

More recently, the NASA Office of In-
spector General concluded an inves-
tigation in response to a Congressional 
inquiry dating back to 2006, requesting 
a formal investigation about ‘‘political 
interference’’ by NASA public affairs 
officials. 

The IG’s investigation found that 
‘‘. . . during the fall of 2004 through 
early 2006, the NASA Headquarters Of-
fice of Public Affairs managed the 
topic of climate change in a manner 
that reduced, marginalized, or mischar-
acterized climate change science made 
available to the general public through 
those particular media over which the 
Office of Public Affairs had control. We 
also concluded that the climate change 
editorial decisions were localized with-
in the NASA Headquarters Office of 
Public Affairs; we found no credible 
evidence suggesting that senior NASA 
or Administration officials directed the 
NASA Headquarters Office of Public 
Affairs to minimize information re-
lated to climate change. To the con-
trary, we found that once NASA lead-
ership within the Office of the Admin-
istrator were made aware of the scope 
of the conflict between the Office of 
Public Affairs and scientists working 
on climate change, they aggressively 
implemented new policies with a view 
toward improved processes in editorial 
decision-making relating to scientific 
public affairs matters.’’ 

The IG’s report also stated: ‘‘With re-
spect to NASA’s climate change re-
search activities, we found no evidence 
indicating that NASA blocked or inter-
fered with the actual research activi-
ties of its climate change scientists 
. . . (W)e found that NASA systemati-
cally distributed its technical climate 
change research throughout the sci-
entific community and otherwise made 

it available through a variety of spe-
cialized forums, such as scientific jour-
nals, professional conferences, and pub-
lic appearances by NASA scientists.’’ 

Additionally, a May 2007 GAO report 
found ‘‘that NASA policies are gen-
erally clear and should help facilitate 
the dissemination of research results. 
For example, NASA’s recently revised 
media policy clearly defines the roles 
and responsibilities for managers, re-
searchers, and public affairs staff; de-
tails steps in the process for dissemina-
tion via press releases and interviews; 
and describes a process to resolve dis-
putes about agency decisions regarding 
press releases.’’ 

In closing, while I have no objection 
to the gentleman’s (Mr. WU) amend-
ment, I don’t want Members to surmise 
that NASA science findings are being 
manipulated by agency management. 
That is not what the NASA IG, or GAO 
reports found. 

Madam Chairman, I don’t specifically 
object to the language of this amend-
ment, because I think it is consistent 
with NASA policy and Michael Grif-
fin’s great efforts to explain to the pub-
lic that he will insist and has insisted 
on this policy. But I will remind all of 
us that a May 2007 GAO report found 
‘‘NASA policies are generally clear and 
should help facilitate the dissemina-
tion of research results. For example, 
NASA’s recently revised media policy 
clearly defines the roles and respon-
sibilities for managers, researchers, 
and public affairs staff, details steps in 
the process for dissemination of press 
releases and interviews, and describes a 
process to resolve disputes about agen-
cy decisions regarding press releases.’’ 

In closing, while I do not object to 
Mr. WU’s amendment, I don’t want 
Members to surmise that NASA science 
findings are being manipulated by cur-
rent agency management. That is not 
what NASA, IG, or GAO reports found. 

Again, we have no objection to the 
language that Mr. WU offers. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the chairman of the Space 
Subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I thank the 
gentleman from Oregon for yielding 
and thank him for his leadership on the 
committee. 

I rise in support of this amendment 
on scientific integrity and openness at 
NASA. I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Oregon for his action that 
we stay vigilant on this matter. 

A few years ago, concerns were raised 
about political interference in the dis-
cussion of scientific research and re-
sults by NASA scientists. These con-
cerns about scientific openness were 
and are serious, and we need to ensure 
that all measures are in place to pre-
vent such interference. 

It is true that the NASA Adminis-
trator, Dr. Griffin, took swift action in 
response to the reports of political in-
terference and NASA revised the agen-

cy policy on the release of information 
of news and media, and I want to com-
mend Dr. Griffin on his clear commit-
ment to scientific openness. That said, 
we need to continue, Madam Chairman, 
our oversight on scientific integrity to 
ensure that Americans continue to 
have confidence in the important sci-
entific research results that NASA pro-
vides to all of us and to our Nation. 

So I again want to thank the gen-
tleman from Oregon for his initiative, 
and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

b 1630 

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I would 
like to submit a letter from Francesca 
T. Grifo, Senior Scientist and Director, 
Scientific Integrity Program, Union of 
Concerned Scientists into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. 

UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS, 
June 11, 2008. 

HON. David Wu, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WU: The Scientific 
Integrity Program of the Union of Concerned 
Scientists supports your amendment to H.R. 
6063, the NASA Authorization Act. This 
amendment will make clear that Congress 
intends that scientific research developed at 
NASA be free of political interference, and 
that NASA scientists are able to disseminate 
their findings without fear of retaliation. 

We know that the problem of political in-
terference in federal science is a widespread 
and serious one. Indeed, of the nearly 3,400 
federal scientists across nine agencies who 
have responded to questionnaires by the 
Union of Concerned Scientists, more than 
1,100 scientists report that they fear retalia-
tion for openly expressing concerns about 
their agency’s mission-driven work. 

Your amendment will send a signal to this 
Administration and future Administrations 
that this state of affairs cannot and should 
not continue. 

Sincerely, 
FRANCESCA T. GRIFO, 

Senior Scientist and Director, 
Scientific Integrity Program. 

I think that we need to be concerned 
about scientific integrity at NASA al-
ways, and we also need to be concerned 
about scientific integrity at other 
agencies, whether it’s the EPA or the 
FDA, throughout the Federal Govern-
ment. We intend to work on those 
agencies across the spectrum to ensure 
that ideology does not overtake sound 
science as this government moves for-
ward towards research and the develop-
ment of sound policy. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. LAMPSON 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 
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Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. LAMPSON: 
In title XI, add at the end the following 

new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 1109. EXCEPTION TO ALTERNATIVE FUEL 

PROCUREMENT REQUIREMENT. 
Section 526(a) of the Energy Independence 

and Security Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 17142(a)) 
does not prohibit NASA from entering into a 
contract to purchase a generally available 
fuel that is not an alternative or synthetic 
fuel or predominantly produced from a non-
conventional petroleum source, if— 

(1) the contract does not specifically re-
quire the contractor to provide an alter-
native or synthetic fuel or fuel from a non-
conventional petroleum source; 

(2) the purpose of the contract is not to ob-
tain an alternative or synthetic fuel or fuel 
from a nonconventional petroleum source; 
and 

(3) the contract does not provide incentives 
for a refinery upgrade or expansion to allow 
a refinery to use or increase its use of fuel 
from a nonconventional petroleum source. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. LAMPSON) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

Today I rise in support of my amend-
ment to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration Authorization 
Act of 2008. This amendment would 
clarify section 526 of the Energy Inde-
pendence and Security Act, which ad-
dresses the procurement of fuels by a 
Federal agency. This amendment seeks 
to provide guidance for implementa-
tion of the provision by establishing 
conditions by which NASA would be al-
lowed to enter into a contract to pur-
chase a generally available fuel, so 
long as it is not predominantly an al-
ternative or synthetic fuel. 

Because section 526 doesn’t define al-
ternative or synthetic fuel or non-
conventional petroleum sources, many 
stakeholders, including refiners in 
southeast Texas, believe that section 
526 could have unintended con-
sequences, preventing refiners from 
mixing fuel received from nonconven-
tional sources such as oil sands with 
conventionally derived oil. 

Oil sands account for about 5 percent 
of the total U.S. oil supply, and it’s 
common practice to mix it with fuel 
that is derived from other sources. It’s 
very difficult for an end user and con-
sumer to determine whether a fuel con-
tains petroleum from oil sands or other 
nonconventional sources. 

With half of Canadian crude produced 
from these sources, this could have an 
adverse effect on the relationship that 
we enjoy with our largest supplier of 
oil. Additionally, most diesel fuel is 
mixed with some biodiesel, which could 
also mean that its procurement could 
be prohibited under this section. While 
the intention of this language may not 
have been to prohibit the purchase of 
fuel, the small amounts from tar sands 
or oil shale, section 526 is written so 
broadly, with no definition provided, 

that it could be interpreted either way. 
That’s why a clarification is needed. 

I know that our colleague, Congress-
man GINGREY, made a proposal the 
other day in committee. I viewed the 
proposal that we have come up with 
here as a compromise to that sugges-
tion. 

Adoption of this amendment will 
allow NASA to contract for generally 
available fuels, as it always, has as 
long as the fuel is not predominantly 
comprised of petroleum from non-
conventional sources such as Canadian 
oil sands with a greenhouse gas foot-
print that is higher than conventional 
oils and fuels. This allows some wiggle 
room and recognizes the complexities 
of the refining process while supporting 
the original intent of not extending or 
exceeding current emission levels. 

Finally, I would like to note that 
when the House passed the FY09 de-
fense authorization act last month, a 
similar amendment was approved by 
this committee and accepted by voice 
vote on the floor. While that amend-
ment had a government-wide applica-
tion, this seeks to clarify section 526 in 
order to allow NASA to meet present 
and future energy needs. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to claim time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Chairman, I 
have a number of concerns with the 
amendment offered by my friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas, 
my colleague on the Science Com-
mittee. 

Unfortunately, I do not believe that 
this amendment does anything to al-
leviate the Draconian problems pre-
sented to us by section 526 of the En-
ergy Independence and Security Act of 
2007. 

Even if this amendment passes, 
Americans will still not be able to in-
crease the supply of fuels from alter-
native sources derived from resources 
available in the United States. Oil 
shale, with its estimated 1.5 trillion 
barrels of petroleum in rock, would re-
main trapped there in our south-
western States, I think five States 
have a lot of this oil shale that’s there 
for the taking. We, furthermore, will 
not be able to use clean carbon cap-
tured coal-to-liquid fuel. 

So the amendment intends to create 
an exception under section 526 for gen-
erally available fuel not predominantly 
produced from a nonconventional pe-
troleum source, and NASA, under the 
amendment, will still be able to pur-
chase Canadian fuels that do have 
traces of oil sands, as the gentleman 
says, that may create more of a carbon 
footprint than completely conven-
tional fuel. And this is what basically 
section 526 is. As the gentleman ex-
plained, he is trying to allow an excep-
tion so that this fuel that we purchase 

from Canada, a lot of people think 
most of our foreign sources of fuel are 
from OPEC or Venezuela, but actually, 
Madam Chairman, they are from Can-
ada. Some of this fuel does have the tar 
sands footprint in it. 

The gentleman, and I have no objec-
tion to that, is saying let us continue 
to purchase this fuel and not be re-
stricted by 526. Yet my opposition is 
this, the agency won’t be able to utilize 
any of the sources of fuel that may be 
totally derived from resources we have 
readily available in the good-old USA, 
clean domestic alternatives, coal, nat-
ural gas, biomass and, as I mentioned, 
oil shale that is estimated to have 1.5 
trillion barrels of petroleum that can 
be extracted from that in our own 
country. 

At committee markup, Science Com-
mittee and at the Rules Committee, I 
offered amendments that would have 
removed the handcuffs placed on the 
NASA administrator by section 526. I 
would have been happy to work with 
my good friend from Texas to protect 
his amendment so that implementation 
of it would have, indeed, a positive ef-
fect for NASA. Unfortunately, I just 
don’t think the amendment does much 
of anything. 

I fear that the amendment does noth-
ing to rectify, as I said, the underlying 
problem with 526 that prevents the 
Federal Government, any agency of the 
Federal Government, not just NASA, 
but also the Department of Defense, 
which utilizes something like 380,000 
barrels of refined petroleum products 
every day, every day, and the increased 
cost to the Department of Defense is $9 
billion. Just the increase in the year 
2008, the increased fuel cost to NASA 
over the last 5 years has been 400 per-
cent. It has gone from $4.5 million a 
year to $18.3 million a year. 

Our efforts should be focused on eas-
ing the pain felt by American tax-
payers, not codifying this misguided 
policy, 526, that prevents us from fu-
ture innovation. Again, the gentle-
man’s amendment, in my opinion, does 
no harm, but it does very little good. 

I felt compelled to stand and express 
my opposition—not strong opposition 
to the amendment—but rather to make 
this point that we need to allow the ad-
ministrator of NASA to have a waiver, 
at least have a waiver if, in his knowl-
edge of innovation and what they are 
doing in trying to develop alternative 
fuels that are available in this country, 
he would not be bound by the crazy re-
strictions put on him and other agen-
cies by section 526 of this so-called En-
ergy Independence and Security Act of 
2007 passed 17 months ago. Since that 
time the price of a gallon of regular 
gasoline has gone up by $1.70, up to 
over $4.05 a gallon. 

I respectfully oppose the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. LAMPSON. I yield myself 1 
minute, Madam Chairman. 

I agree with much of what Mr. 
GINGREY has said. I want to point out 
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that the intent of the law, as passed, 
the Energy Independence and Security 
Act, specifies that the lifecycle green-
house gas emissions, which are higher, 
oftentimes, in these oil sales, is what 
was intended to be prohibited. 

If we were using, or NASA were pur-
chasing all of their fuel for their oper-
ation, then it would not fall within the 
bounds of this act. But NASA can pur-
chase generally available fuels that 
may include a blend of fuel from oil 
sands refined in existing commercial 
processes. The purpose of the contract 
can’t be to obtain fuels from non-
conventional petroleum sources or oth-
erwise promote the expansion of non-
conventional fuels with high life-cycle 
carbon emissions. We believe that the 
refiners within my district that are 
making many of the fuels that are ac-
tually being purchased by NASA will 
use some of these nonconventional 
sources of energy. 

As it’s blended, it can still be used by 
NASA so that there is some benefit to 
them. 

Mr. FEENEY. Would the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. LAMPSON. I would yield for a 
few seconds, yes. 

Mr. FEENEY. I don’t know whether, 
candidly, I support or oppose the 
amendment, because it has some very 
technical effects in its interplay with 
other portions of Federal statutes and 
requirements and regulation. 

Just one of the many questions I 
have would be that it seems, as I read 
the amendment, that it establishes dif-
ferent conditions on contracting fuel 
versus those established in section 526. 
So I guess one of my questions, maybe 
the most important, since we don’t 
have a lot of time, do the conditions in 
your amendment supplant the green-
house gas emission criteria found in 
526, or do they remain in effect, and are 
these conditions in addition to the 526 
regulations? 

Mr. LAMPSON. They remain in ef-
fect, but this just clarifies what the in-
tent of the legislation was and is. It’s 
going to allow blends of those fuels to 
be used by NASA until we can do the 
research that shows that emissions are 
going to be reduced below the amount 
of emissions from traditional fuels. 

Mr. FEENEY. If the gentleman will 
yield. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Am I within my 1 
minute, Madam Chairman? Have I used 
up my minute yet, and how much time 
do I have left before I say that I will 
yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for just 1 minute. The gen-
tleman has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Would you use your 
time, please? 

Mr. FEENEY. If I have any. I don’t 
know that we have any more time. 

Could I ask unanimous consent that 
each side have an additional 2 minutes? 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAMPSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. FEENEY. Actually if I could sug-
gest, rather than taking up your 2 min-
utes, I would be grateful if you yielded, 
but I will yield back to you and claim 
my own 2 minutes so that you can use 
yours since you were gracious enough 
not to object. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Then I will reserve 
my time and let the gentleman pro-
ceed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
like to clarify that it is the gentleman 
from Georgia who has the 2 minutes. 

Mr. GINGREY. Madam Chairman, 
thank you very much. 

I very graciously at this time will 
yield to the subcommittee ranking 
member of the NASA Subcommittee of 
Science and Technology, my good 
friend from Florida (Mr. FEENEY). 

b 1645 
Mr. FEENEY. I thank the gentleman. 
This amendment may be very posi-

tive. The problem is that it conflicts 
with other statutes and regulations. It 
is very complicated as we read it. 

What my friend says is a clarifying 
amendment actually creates a lot more 
ambiguity in our minds about the 
interplay of these different standards. 

I talked about the interplay with 526, 
and I still don’t know which set of 
rules will govern, the set of rules in the 
gentleman’s amendment or section 526. 

We also seem to cite a section of the 
Energy Independence and Security Act, 
42 U.S.C. 17142. There is currently no 
section 526(a) nor a 42 U.S.C. 17142(a) in 
the law, and yet I believe the gentle-
man’s amendment cites these sections, 
as I read it, that do not exist in current 
law. 

I have a concern about the amend-
ment’s intention. Do you want to cre-
ate an exemption under 526 for gen-
erally available fuel that is not pre-
dominantly produced from a non-
conventional petroleum source, or does 
it create a broader exemption for all 
alternative or synthetic fuels as ref-
erenced in section 526? 

So I guess I have a number of very 
complex questions. I wish this is some-
thing we might have dealt with in com-
mittee where we have a number of ex-
perts, both members and staff. While I 
don’t know that I object, it is because 
I just don’t understand all of the dif-
ferent regulations and statutes and the 
interplay, and this seems to be one 
more additional attempt at dealing 
with whether NASA can or can’t do 
things, and I really have no idea 
whether this is in addition to, or 
whether it is consistent with, or wheth-
er it may be mutually exclusive with 
provisions in other portions of the law, 
and I wish we could spend some time 
with technical staff to iron out these 
difficulties. 

With that, having expressed concern 
and not necessarily opposing the 
amendment because I don’t really un-
derstand all of the ways it will be en-
forced given other statutes and regula-
tions. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FEENEY. I would be happy to 
yield to the chairman. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Let me 
just suggest that this is one more proc-
ess in getting a law enacted. The Sen-
ate will pass a bill, and we will go to 
conference. I am sure Mr. LAMPSON can 
answer very well here, but this can be 
a continuing dialogue as we move for-
ward. 

Mr. FEENEY. We appreciate that. 
Having said that, on a technical issue 
like this, it sure would have been great 
to take a more technical look at this 
at the subcommittee or committee 
level. Having said that, I appreciate 
the chairman’s gracious offer to help 
clarify for those of us who think more 
ambiguity, not less, is being created by 
this amendment, and what the ulti-
mate impact will be. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to Chairman UDALL. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I am pleased to support this 
amendment. 

This amendment is similar to the 
Boren amendment offered to the de-
fense authorization package recently. 
That amendment passed with a voice 
vote on the floor. 

This amendment as well seeks to 
clarify requirements of section 526 of 
the Energy Independence and Security 
Act of 2007 to allow NASA to procure 
conventional fuels that contain inci-
dental amounts of unconventional 
fuels. 

Section 526, Madam Chairman, is im-
portant because it establishes a posi-
tive benchmark for future alternative 
fuels, that their lifecycle greenhouse 
gas emissions be less than or equal to 
those emissions from conventional 
fuels. 

The amendment clarifies section 526 
while retaining the standard it sets for 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

I want to thank the Member from 
Texas for bringing this important 
amendment and urge all Members to 
support the amendment. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
just recognize in closing that this is 
not a complicated piece of legislation. 
It is one that does not stop these fuels 
from being produced or the research 
and development on these types of 
sources of energy. It allows NASA to 
continue to purchase the kinds of fuels 
without restrictions and without put-
ting themselves into the jeopardy that 
is asked for within section 526. So it is 
a simple amendment that was voice 
voted in the defense authorization, and 
we believe it should be here as well as 
the bill came out of committee. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 

6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. ARCURI 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. ARCURI: 
In section 407(a), add at the end the fol-

lowing: ‘‘As part of the technology plan, the 
Administrator shall examine the feasibility 
of having NASA enter into contracts with 
appropriate public, private sector, and inter-
national partners to broadcast electroni-
cally, including via the Internet, images and 
multimedia records delivered from its mis-
sions in space to the public and shall identify 
issues associated with such contracts. In any 
such contracts, NASA would be required to 
adhere to a transparent bidding process to 
award contracts, pursuant to United States 
law.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. ARCURI) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ARCURI. Madam Chair, NASA’s 
accomplishments over the years have 
led to some of the greatest advances in 
human history. These scientific discov-
eries have led to everything from pro-
longing the average life span to im-
proving the overall quality of life. 
NASA’s research and exploration has 
also helped to unlock some of the 
greatest mysteries in the universe. The 
problem, however, is that too often the 
American public doesn’t have an oppor-
tunity to fully experience NASA’s ac-
complishments. It is when these ac-
complishments are transferred from 
the Federal sector to the private sector 
and the general public that the true 
benefits of what has been achieved can 
be realized. 

Clearly, we don’t have the ability or 
the financial means to shuttle every 
American into space, but we can do a 
better job of bringing the space experi-
ence into televisions, computers, and 
classrooms around the world. 

The House Science and Technology 
Committee, under the leadership of 
Chairman GORDON and Ranking Mem-
ber HALL and Chairman UDALL, recog-
nize that point. The underlying bill in-
cludes language directing the NASA 
administrator to develop a technology 
plan that will allow the general public 
to experience missions to the Moon, 
Mars and other destinations in our 
solar system. 

My amendment aims to take this ef-
fort and expand it in a way that 
leverages existing technology under-
way at our universities and high-tech 
businesses. 

Specifically, my amendment tasks 
NASA to examine the feasibility of en-
tering into contracts with appropriate 

public-private sector and international 
partners to share images and video of 
space missions with the public. The 
amendment promotes good government 
by requiring NASA to engage in a 
transparent bidding process when 
awarding contracts as it sees fit. 

This new chapter in scientific dis-
covery presents a valuable opportunity 
to engage public and private sectors in 
advancing NASA’s mission for the 21st 
century. My upstate New York district 
is fast becoming a science and tech-
nology hub. We have an opening here 
to work together with colleges and uni-
versities, private research facilities, 
and small and large high-tech busi-
nesses to provide NASA with the tools 
it needs to better educate the public 
about space. 

I would like to highlight that this 
amendment is intended to provide 
NASA with an additional resource to 
meet its goals. This measure would au-
thorize NASA to conduct its own feasi-
bility study to determine if and how it 
can best use the talents of our inde-
pendent innovators to support its new 
international exploration initiative. 
This requirement would grant NASA 
the flexibility it needs to create a plan 
that best fits the ideas of its new pro-
gram. 

This amendment would also require 
all NASA contract decisions to be 
awarded following a fair and trans-
parent bidding process. 

This amendment has the backing of 
the State University of New York, the 
New York State section of the Amer-
ican Physical Society, the American 
Association of Geographers and the In-
formation Technology Association of 
America. I respectfully urge all of my 
colleagues to support this amendment 
and support the contributions that our 
public and private universities and 
businesses make to scientific and tech-
nological progress in this country. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

rise, at least for purposes of debate, to 
be recognized in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. FEENEY. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s amendment. I think it is very 
well-intentioned. I do not intend to ob-
ject to the language. I do believe it is 
designed to help NASA distribute its 
space images and multimedia records 
to the public. I share that goal; but I 
should say that I think this amend-
ment is superfluous. I think it is al-
ready contained in the bill language 
itself. Now superfluity is not nec-
essarily an awful thing. Sometimes the 
best thing we do here is just to repeat 
what we have already done, and it 
probably does very little harm. 

But I would point out that section 407 
clearly instructs NASA to develop a 
plan, to identify opportunities to lever-
age the very same technologies Mr. 
ARCURI references in his amendment. 

The gentleman’s amendment seeks 
NASA to develop a plan and examine 

the feasibility to ‘‘broadcast electroni-
cally, including via the Internet.’’ The 
language in the bill talks about al-
ready ‘‘rapidly delivering the content 
through extended high bandwidth com-
munications networks.’’ 

So I think Mr. ARCURI’s concerns are 
already adequately addressed in the 
bill. I would simply argue that they are 
unnecessary. Having said that, I would 
not object to them being included. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. ARCURI. I thank the gentleman 

for his comments. I would just point 
out what this amendment does is it at-
tempts to get the private sector more 
engaged by promoting within NASA 
the push to transfer not from the pub-
lic sector, not to just have this go from 
the public sector to the universities, 
but from the public sector to the pri-
vate sector, to get the private sector 
more engaged and more involved in dis-
tributing the information. So that is 
slightly different than what I think the 
bill has because we do attempt to get 
the private sector more engaged. After 
all, that is probably the best way, by 
using the market system, to get the in-
formation out. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 
appreciate and I don’t dispute the in-
tentions that the gentleman has. I 
agree with that, and I believe that the 
current language in the bill requires 
NASA to rapidly deliver this content 
that you are talking about through 
high bandwidth communications net-
works, and I think that includes uni-
versities in the private sector, et 
cetera. 

Having said that, because the intent 
of the language clearly is not some-
thing I object to, I will not oppose the 
amendment. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ARCURI). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. WU 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I rise on 
behalf of my friend and colleague, Mr. 
DEFAZIO of Oregon, who has an amend-
ment at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. WU: 
In title IV, add at the end the following 

new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 409. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE RE-

PORT UPDATE. 
Not later than 6 months after the date of 

enactment of this Act, the Congressional 
Budget Office shall update its report from 
2004 on the budgetary analysis of NASA’s Vi-
sion for the Nation’s Space Exploration Pro-
gram, including new estimates for Project 
Constellation, NASA’s new generation of 
spacecraft designed for human spaceflight 
that will replace the Space Shuttle program. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 

Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. WU) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. WU. Again, on behalf of my good 
friend and colleague, Mr. DEFAZIO, I 
am presenting this amendment. 

When the President announced his 
new vision for the Nation’s space explo-
ration program on January 14, 2004, he 
proposed a new human exploration ve-
hicle to return to the Moon by 2020 and 
to leverage these lunar efforts to send 
a human mission to Mars. 

After Mr. Bush unveiled his plan in 
2004, a congressional subcommittee re-
quested that the Congressional Budget 
Office perform a budgetary analysis of 
NASA’s New Vision For Space Explo-
ration, as this program was titled. The 
report was released in September of 
2004 and concluded that NASA’s long- 
term projections only included a 2 per-
cent increase for inflation. 

NASA’s budget has undergone radical 
changes since the President’s vision 
was announced in 2004. NASA’s budget 
requests for aeronautics has been re-
duced by over $200 million. NASA’s 
budget requests for science programs, 
including climate research, have been 
reduced by over $300 million. In stark 
contrast during the same period, over-
all funding requests for NASA have in-
creased by over $2 billion. 

Since the President first proposed his 
new ‘‘vision for space exploration,’’ we 
have spent more than $600 billion in 
Iraq, over $120 billion on Hurricane 
Katrina, and the Federal deficit has 
grown by over $2.4 trillion. 

Mr. DEFAZIO’s amendment will direct 
the Congressional Budget Office to up-
date its 2004 budgetary analysis of the 
President’s plan. This makes fiscal 
sense. It will give us a more complete 
picture of the budgetary hurdles the 
project will face and a more accurate 
assessment of its long-term costs. 

b 1700 
Congress needs to continue to ana-

lyze the project as it moves forward 
and be mindful of its effect on other 
important NASA programs. If anyone 
claims that they believe that the re-
port will be duplicative of previous 
GAO reports, the fact is that GAO 
hasn’t done a true cost estimate of the 
program, but, rather, done risk assess-
ments of the program. Budget and cost 
estimate analysis is something that 
the Congressional Budget Office usu-
ally handles, not the Government Ac-
countability Office. 

The GAO has done some high level 
budget analysis, but CBO will be able 
to give a much more detailed report. 
On Mr. DEFAZIO’s behalf, I urge adop-
tion of his amendment, and reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 
rise to claim the time in opposition, al-
though I am not necessarily in opposi-
tion to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Florida is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEENEY. I think all of us want 

to know the cost of every government 
project. That certainly includes Con-
stellation. 

As Mr. WU pointed out, on behalf of 
Mr. DEFAZIO, the GAO just gave us a 
very comprehensive report. We had a 
full hearing on the matter of the 
progress of the Constellation program. 

I can tell you that there are some 56 
annual reports that NASA has to give 
to Congress, and dozens of others that 
it has to give to other agencies, regu-
latory agencies and other govern-
mental agencies. This is not a request 
that NASA add to their 100 or 150 re-
ports an additional report. It’s asking 
CBO to take an outside look. And I’m 
never opposed to transparency in gov-
ernment, especially cost. 

I should point out that the amend-
ment singles out Project Constellation 
for particular scrutiny. Project Con-
stellation is our follow up to the Space 
Shuttle Human Space Flight Program 
which is clearly a top priority for 
NASA, and has been established in this 
Congress as a top priority. 

The shuttle will be retired roughly at 
the end of this decade. Without Con-
stellation, NASA will have no choice 
but to buy assets from other nations if 
we intend to maintain access to our 
own international space station. 

We’re going to be dependent on the 
Russians right now under a very bad 
plan, but the only plan we have for 5 
years. Without Constellation, all hopes 
of accessing, through American capa-
bilities, the international space station 
or venturing the moon or other planets 
or asteroids will simply disappear. 

Not all of our colleagues pay as much 
attention as those of us that are on the 
floor here today to space. I think one 
of our colleagues recently suggested 
that the first manned lunar outpost in 
space be named after Neil Armstrong, 
the great first American ever on the 
Moon. 

My question, in response, was why 
would the Chinese, who are going to 
get back to the Moon before us, give us 
permission to name their lunar outpost 
after an American? We’ve got to re-
mind our colleagues that this is now an 
internationally competitive environ-
ment in more ways than one. 

Constellation is a technology-driven 
program that will achieve its initial 
operational capability roughly in the 
Year 2015, hopefully earlier. NASA has 
worked hard to maintain their sched-
ule. They give us reports every day. We 
had a GAO report. 

Having said that, if the gentleman 
feels compelled to support the DeFazio 
amendment, and we have one addi-
tional report on the budgetary status, I 
don’t have any objection to trans-
parency in government. But at some 
point you’re doing so many reports 
that it’s hard to send people back to 
the moon if you’re doing 150 or 200 re-
ports for Congress and other agencies 
and spending all your time filling out 
paperwork. 

These are really bright engineers. I 
want to get into the business of flying 
rockets and not doing more paperwork. 

With that, I would yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. WU. Well, I certainly hope that 
Americans return to the Moon before 
anyone else. 

I would point out to my friend and 
colleague from Florida, that we have 
named a number of things after Colum-
bus, and well, he wasn’t exactly an 
American. So, you know, you never 
know how far the generosity of spirit 
will go. 

My good friend and colleague from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) has, with his 
usual vigor, many reasons why a Con-
gressional Budget Office report is ap-
propriate under these circumstances. I 
have not delivered some of those more 
pointed arguments, and join with the 
gentleman from Florida to urge adop-
tion of this amendment for both pur-
poses of fiscal prudence and in the in-
terest of our space program in which 
we have such a strong common inter-
est. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MS. HARMAN 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk which 
you have just identified, and I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 8 offered by Ms. HARMAN: 
In title XI, add at the end the following 

new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 1109. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING THE 

NEED FOR A ROBUST WORKFORCE. 
It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) a robust and highly skilled workforce is 

critical to the success of NASA’s programs; 
(2) voluntary attrition, the retirement of 

many senior workers, and difficulties in re-
cruiting could leave NASA without access to 
the intellectual capital necessary to compete 
with its global competitors; and 

(3) NASA should work cooperatively with 
other agencies of the United States Govern-
ment responsible for programs related to 
space and the aerospace industry to develop 
and implement policies, including those with 
an emphasis on improving science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics edu-
cation at all levels, to sustain and expand 
the diverse workforce available to NASA. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. HARMAN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California. 

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Harman-Ehlers 
amendment and the underlying author-
izing legislation. 

Madam Chairman, I represent the 
heart of the aerospace industrial base, 
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and have long called my district the 
‘‘satellite center of the universe.’’ 

I have always been mindful of the 
need for a skilled and diverse indus-
trial base. Simply put, rocket sci-
entists don’t grow on trees. 

Earlier this year, on a visit to a 
major aerospace firm in my district 
there was a stark reminder of the crisis 
facing that industry. Following a brief-
ing on an important satellite program, 
I asked if any the employees in attend-
ance had anything else to tell me. A 31- 
year old engineer raised his hand and 
said, ‘‘all my peers are gone.’’ Engi-
neers his age, he explained, are leaving 
the aerospace industry for other fields, 
and very few are interested in taking 
their place. 

The problem is twofold. More than 60 
percent of the aerospace industry 
workers are over 45, and 26 percent of 
them are eligible for retirement in 
2008. And, as a Nation, we have failed 
to inspire our kids, particularly girls, 
to go into STEM fields, science, tech-
nology, engineering and math. 

There just isn’t a pool of qualified 
workers for NASA and others to draw 
from. The result is a looming demo-
graphic cliff that leaves NASA and the 
industry without the intellectual cap-
ital necessary to keep pace with global 
competitors. 

But the problem extends beyond 
NASA. The United States depends on 
this industrial base to give us the capa-
bilities on the ground, in the air and in 
space that are essential to the way we 
wage war, collect intelligence and pro-
tect our homeland. This looming work-
force shortfall could cripple not only 
NASA’s ability to reach its goals, it 
could deal a serious blow to our na-
tional and our economic security. 

The Harman-Ehlers amendment ex-
presses the sense of Congress that a 
skilled workforce is essential to 
NASA’s success, and that NASA should 
work cooperatively with other govern-
ment agencies to sustain and expand a 
diverse workforce. 

Madam Chairman, almost 50 years 
ago President Kennedy inspired a 
whole generation of Americans. Amer-
ican talent and ingenuity put a person 
on the moon in a decade. We need that 
kind of ambitious goal to inspire the 
next generation to be scientists, engi-
neers and astronauts. 

If we fail to dream big, to ask our 
kids to imagine a future beyond our 
humble planet, they will pursue other 
fields. There will be no one to invent 
the technologies and programs on 
which NASA’s success and our national 
security depend. That future, Madam 
Chairman, is unacceptable. 

I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote for the Harman- 
Ehlers amendment, and would like to 
thank my coauthor, VERN EHLERS, a 
senior member of the Science Com-
mittee, who did seminal work in this 
field, is a true leader in this field, and 
a valued partner. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

rise to claim the time in opposition, al-

though I am not necessarily in opposi-
tion to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Florida is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, not 

only am I not in opposition, but I 
wholeheartedly and enthusiastically 
endorse the Harman-Ehlers amend-
ment. And I should point out as she 
mentions the trouble in getting new 
people into the workforce and an aging 
and retiring workforce. By the way, 
one of those young engineers that 
works in the space field is my wife, and 
she remains eternally young. But she’s 
the exception. 

I’ve talked extensively about the 
competition, both civilian and com-
mercial, coming from China. I can tell 
you that I recently visited CASC, 
which is the Chinese Civilian and Com-
mercial Space Agency. They have 
160,000 employees. About half of those 
are dedicated to space. And we asked 
the question, what the average age, be-
cause we were startled by the engineer-
ing manager that addressed us on their 
program, what the average age of the 
managers were in the Engineering De-
partment. The average age of the man-
agers was 40. We were stunned. 

We asked, what’s the average age of 
your engineers that are doing space 
work. And the answer is 30. 

Madam Chairman, nothing could be 
more important to science and 
technology. 

And with that, I want to yield the 
balance of my time, to, as the 
gentlelady said, a great advocate for 
science and space and technology, and 
for young people getting into these 
fields, Mr. EHLERS. 

Mr. EHLERS. As has been stated, 
this is a labor of love for me for many 
years. But a few years ago I began no-
ticing or realizing that we were ap-
proaching a major inflection point that 
we should be worried about. 

As you heard from the principal au-
thor of this amendment, that it was in 
the 1960s that John Kennedy asked for 
us to go to the moon, proposed this ad-
vanced and wild notion, and that in-
spired a whole generation of Americans 
to become involved in aerospace. 

Those individuals are now retiring. 
And because we hired so many in 
NASA at one time, they are all retiring 
at about the same time, which is going 
to leave us bereft of talent if we don’t 
take action. 

Because of this, 2 years I introduced 
a bill which was passed which estab-
lished an interagency aerospace revi-
talization task force within the Fed-
eral Government. I would have liked to 
have it be more broad, but I couldn’t 
persuade my colleagues to make that 
giant leap at that point. 

But since then that task force which 
involves, I believe, 17 different Govern-
ment agencies has worked together. 
The 2008 report of the Interagency 
Aerospace Revitalization Task Force 
was released earlier this year. I spoke 

at the release. And I was astounded at 
the number of people in the room. It 
was a local hotel. The room was over-
flowing with people concerned about 
aerospace employment and how we 
keep the aerospace effort going. 

This amendment is intended to rein-
force what we’ve talked about for the 
past 2 years, but it does something 
very important. As I mentioned, my 
bill simply addressed the interagency 
governmental work. But we also have 
to involve universities. We have to get 
students excited about aerospace 
again, and that’s what this amendment 
will do. It will require that NASA 
reaches out beyond Government agen-
cies, beyond its own boundaries and 
work with everyone possible to im-
prove STEM education in America, get 
the young people of today excited 
about the opportunities in science, par-
ticularly in space. 

So I thank the gentlewoman from 
California for initiating this amend-
ment. I believe it’s going to be very, 
very important to the future of NASA 
and for the future of our country, be-
cause if we don’t get our kids back into 
math and science education, we are 
going to become a second-rate Nation. 

Twenty years ago the nation of China 
and the nation of India both decided 
that their economic futures lay in de-
veloping highly skilled workers who 
understood mathematics and science. 
It worked, and they have gone ahead 
with leaps and bounds, while our stu-
dents are still mired where they were 
20 years ago. 

At all levels, from kindergarten on 
up, we have it take note of that and we 
have to do a much better job of teach-
ing our children mathematics and 
science, not just for the sake of NASA, 
although that’s very important, but for 
the sake of our Nation if we wish to re-
main competitive with other countries. 

I will reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. HARMAN. I am prepared to yield 

the balance of my time. I’m inquiring 
whether I’m the last speaker or Mr. 
EHLERS is the last speaker. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
has 21⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. EHLERS. I will be pleased to 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. HARMAN. Madam Chairman, in 
closing the debate on this amendment, 
I would just observe that during my 
first two terms in Congress, in the last 
century, I served on the Science Com-
mittee. It’s a great committee. And I 
commend the current chairman, Mr. 
GORDON, for enormous leadership. He is 
fast and swift, and on his game. And 
this is probably the most important 
work we will do for our children and 
grandchildren. And as a grandmother 
of three, I want one of those children, 
like Mr. FEENEY’s wife, to want to be 
an aerospace worker. 

b 1715 

I hope that one of them chooses that 
occupation. I hope it’s there for them. 

This amendment, the Harman-Ehlers 
amendment, is our effort to keep this 
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potential alive, to make sure that our 
best and brightest kids want to do this 
work, and then that hopefully our 
dreams remain big and putting a per-
son on the moon is just a first step to 
surveying the heavens in ways we can’t 
even imagine. 

So on behalf of dreamers, on behalf of 
an extraordinary industrial base, much 
of it in California’s 36th Congressional 
District, and on behalf of three little 
grandchildren whom I love dearly, I 
urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote for the Harman- 
Ehlers amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. HARMAN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GORDON OF 

TENNESSEE 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 9 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I rise to offer an amendment 
on behalf of the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. BRALEY) who was required to re-
turn to his district. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. GORDON of 
Tennessee: 

In title II, add at the end the following new 
section (and amend the table of contents ac-
cordingly): 
SEC. 208. TORNADOES. 

The Administrator shall ensure that NASA 
gives high priority to those parts of its exist-
ing cooperative activities with NOAA that 
are related to the study of tornadoes, tor-
nado-force winds, and other factors deter-
mined to influence the development of torna-
does, with the goal of improving the Nation’s 
ability to predict tornado events. Further, 
the Administrator shall examine whether 
there are additional cooperative activities 
with NOAA that should be undertaken in the 
area of tornado research. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I also support this amend-
ment, and I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa for his attention to 
the important issue of tornado re-
search. 

Tornadoes and tornado-force winds 
present serious hazards to life and 
property in the United States. We’ve 
already had ample and tragic evidence 
in recent days of the devastation that 
can be wreaked by these terrible 
storms. We need to do all that we can 
to improve our understanding of torna-
does and learn how to better predict 
them. 

The National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration has the lead re-
sponsibilities for addressing tornado- 
prediction issues. However, NASA has 
existing cooperative activities with 
NOAA that may contribute to greater 

progress in this effort. NASA’s existing 
cooperative activities with NOAA on 
facilitating research and data sharing 
are important to improving our under-
standing of tornadoes. I agree with Mr. 
BRALEY that the work that NOAA and 
NASA are doing related to tornadoes 
needs to be given a high priority. 

That is the objective of this amend-
ment. It is just common sense that we 
ensure that any relevant work that 
NASA and NOAA are collaborating on 
is given the attention and priority it 
needs to improve our Nation’s ability 
to predict tornado events. 

I thank the gentleman from Iowa for 
his initiative for this amendment, and 
I urge my colleagues to support it. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

rise to claim the time in opposition, al-
though I’m not necessarily opposed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Florida is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEENEY. This really is an 

amendment that we’re enthusiastic 
about. NASA currently conducts 
weather research in cooperation with 
NOAA, although through the U.S. 
Weather Research Program, the gentle-
man’s amendment emphasizes the im-
portance of this research as we cope 
with predicting and dealing with the 
aftermath of violent weather systems. 

It’s a terrific amendment, and with 
that, I would urge its support. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 

Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics, 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I strongly support this 
amendment. 

Tornadoes cause an average of 54 fa-
talities and 1,500 injuries in the United 
States each year. Just last month in 
my home State of Colorado, tornadoes 
devastated the town of Windsor in Col-
orado destroying more than 100 homes 
and causing one death. Predicting tor-
nado intensity and location is critical 
to protecting lives and property, and 
we must do all we can to improve our 
knowledge in this important area. 

I’m proud to say that the research at 
NOAA’s Earth System Research Lab-
oratory in my district, the Second Dis-
trict in Colorado, contributes to this 
better understanding and improved 
forecasts of tornadoes. This amend-
ment will further involve NASA sci-
entists and data in this important 
process. 

I would urge Members to support this 
amendment just like the chairman did. 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today in support of Congressman BRALEY’s 
amendment and to express my deepest sym-
pathies to all my fellow Iowans affected by the 
tornados that recently tore through Iowa. It is 
my hope the intense grief felt by those suf-
fering from the sudden loss of a loved one will 
be lifted, even for a moment, by the prayers 
of hope from strangers. 

For those of us who have the privilege of 
living in America’s heartland, severe weather 
is nothing new. Tornados are a seasonal re-
ality we all live with. But, when disaster strikes 
and takes the lives of our friends and neigh-
bors—we are never prepared to witness the 
power of Mother Nature and the tragedies she 
can leave in her wake. 

Through the tears and sense of disbelief, 
Iowans again have pulled together to help 
friends, family and strangers in need. Over the 
years, I have had the misfortune of viewing 
many communities damaged by storms. Ear-
lier this week I toured the flood ravaged parts 
of my district. The scenes painted by wind and 
water are heartbreaking, but it never ceases to 
amaze me how quickly Iowans show their true 
mettle by bringing hope and strength to their 
towns. 

I know for many Members of Congress, tor-
nados rarely, if ever, affect your communities. 
When you see the astonishing videos of 
storms and the aftermath, I ask that you take 
a moment and think about our first responders 
and the people who find themselves in need. 
We must take every step possible to prevent 
and prepare for disasters like the State of 
Iowa has experienced in recent weeks. This 
amendment will go a long way towards that 
important goal. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with Iowa and 
I urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Chairman, I 
am in strong support of my amendment that 
will help improve our ability to forecast deadly 
tornadoes. I regret my absence today to speak 
and vote in favor of this amendment. How-
ever, I have had to return to Iowa due to 
major flooding in my district. I would like to 
thank Chairman GORDON for offering this 
amendment today in my absence. 

In the last three weeks, 12 people have lost 
their lives in Iowa due to tornadoes. On May 
25, parts of my district in northeastern Iowa 
were hit by an EF–5 tornado with winds of up 
to 205 miles per hour. Eight people died, and 
over 70 people were injured due to this tor-
nado, which was the strongest to hit Iowa in 
32 years. Just yesterday, a tornado ripped 
through a Boy Scout camp in Harrison County 
killing 4 Boy Scouts and injuring 48 people. 
My thoughts and prayers go out to the Boy 
Scouts, their family members, friends and all 
those affected by this devastating tornado in 
western Iowa. I hope that all of those injured 
in the western Iowa tornado make a speedy 
recovery so that they can continue on with 
their lives. 

It is clear that the destruction caused by this 
tornado would have resulted in more injuries 
and lives lost had it not been for the warning 
sirens that went off before the tornado hit. 
Those warning sirens gave most people the 
time needed to evacuate and take shelter. 
However, this warning was, unfortunately, not 
enough to ensure the safety of every person 
in the path of these deadly storms. 

I’m offering this amendment today to ensure 
that NASA is actively pursuing research op-
portunities to accurately predict and forecast 
tornadoes. My amendment would require 
NASA to cooperatively work with the National 
Oceanic Atmospheric Administration, NOAA, 
on tornado research. NOAA is actively in-
volved in tornado research at its Storm Pre-
diction Center in Norman, Oklahoma, and co-
ordination between these agencies could 
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prove very beneficial. At the Prediction Center, 
NOAA is studying ways to improve the pre-
diction and location of tornadoes. 

I believe that NASA has a lot of valuable 
technology and input to offer on the study of 
tornadoes. However, it seems that NASA has 
done very little work with NOAA on this impor-
tant life saving research. My amendment will 
give NASA and NOAA the opportunity to find 
ways to work cooperatively on tornado re-
search which will help us accurately predict 
these deadly storms. 

My amendment would also require NASA to 
make any existing cooperatives with NOAA on 
tornado research a high priority. In the past, 
NASA has proven that they have a lot to offer 
with tornado research. Their past work with 
NOAA on the Tropical Rainfall Measuring Mis-
sion satellite has shown us that sudden in-
creases in lightning in strong super-cell thun-
derstorms can increase the chances of a tor-
nado touchdown. NASA must commit more re-
sources to this program and other programs 
dealing with tornado research. Committing 
more resources to already existing programs 
will help us accurately forecast tornado touch-
down locations. 

I urge the House to adopt this amendment 
to give NASA a better opportunity to offer its 
technology and expertise in the area of tor-
nado research, and to improve and provide 
additional resources to its already existing tor-
nado research programs. 

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will 

rise informally. 
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 

YARMUTH) assumed the chair. 
f 

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: 

H.R. 3179. An act to amend title 40, United 
States Code, to authorize the use of Federal 
supply schedules for the acquisition of law 
enforcement, security, and certain other re-
lated items by State and local governments. 

H.R. 3913. An act to amend the Inter-
national Center Act to authorize the lease or 
sublease of certain property described in 
such Act to an entity other than a foreign 
government or international organization if 
certain conditions are met. 

H.R. 6124. An act to provide for the con-
tinuation of agricultural and other programs 
of the Department of Agriculture through 
fiscal year 2012, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION AU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 2008 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. HODES 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 10 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. HODES. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. HODES: 
In title XI, add at the end the following 

new section (and amend the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 1109. CHRISTA MCAULIFFE SCHOLARSHIP 

PROGRAM FOR FIELDS RELATED TO 
THE MISSION OF NASA. 

The Administrator shall establish a schol-
arship program in honor of Christa 
McAuliffe, who died in the 1986 Challenger 
Space Shuttle Disaster. The scholarship fund 
would provide scholarships each year of 
$10,000 each to three women who are going to 
college to study in fields related to the mis-
sion of NASA, with the goal of seeking ca-
reers in space science, aeronautics, and other 
fields related to NASA. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
New Hampshire (Mr. HODES) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HODES. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

This amendment will honor a fallen 
hero from New Hampshire who was be-
loved by the Nation. Christa McAuliffe 
was a teacher from Concord, New 
Hampshire, who achieved national 
fame for being the first educator se-
lected to go into space. To those who 
knew her at home and loved her, she 
was a social studies teacher who 
touched the lives of hundreds of New 
Hampshire’s children. 

When she was selected by NASA to 
join the 1986 Challenger Crew, she 
touched a chord with all of the Amer-
ican people. They saw her dedication to 
teaching and learning. She believed in 
helping our children succeed. She often 
said, I touch the future. I teach. 

Even though her life was cut trag-
ically short when the Challenger ex-
ploded, her message about shaping our 
Nation’s future through education and 
exploration is the reason we are here 
today to consider this important meas-
ure. 

This amendment will provide three 
scholarships for women to pursue de-
grees in science and other fields related 
to NASA’s mission. Christa always 
dreamed of going into space, and today 
we can create the opportunity for more 
women to fulfill their dream of one day 
being able to journey into space and 
pursue careers in science, mathe-
matics, and other science-related 
fields. 

These scholarships honor Christa 
McAuliffe, they honor her dream and 
are a fitting tribute to her great sac-
rifice. 

Madam Chairman, I urge passage of 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

rise to claim the time in opposition, al-
though I’m not necessarily opposed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Florida is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FEENEY. Again, this is an 

amendment we enthusiastically sup-
port. NASA does a great deal to 
incentivize education programs for 
women engineers and scientists, but a 
lot of us Americans remember exactly 
where we were the moment that Ms. 
McAuliffe and her colleagues perished. 
It reminds all of us that human space 
flight is an inherently risky venture 
and especially for teachers throughout 
America and school children who were 
contemporaries of the Challenger dis-
aster. 

I think the gentleman’s amendment 
makes a really good point and with 
that, I would support the amendment 
and urge its adoption. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HODES. Madam Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for his kind and 
heartfelt remarks. 

At this time, Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to my colleague from 
Colorado (Mr. UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire for yield-
ing to me. 

I’m pleased to support this amend-
ment as co-chair of the STEM Edu-
cation Caucus along with my col-
league, Dr. EHLERS, from Michigan. 
We’ve long worked to create emphasis 
on science and math education pro-
grams. These areas of study are critical 
to our future economic competitive-
ness as well as to the future of our 
space program. 

It is very appropriate to honor the 
life of educator and astronaut Christa 
McAuliffe with this scholarship pro-
gram. 

I’m proud to support this amendment 
and urge all my colleagues to support 
it. 

Mr. HODES. I thank the gentleman. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
HODES). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. HODES. Madam Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. YARMUTH 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 11 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Mr. YARMUTH. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. 
YARMUTH: 
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In title II, add at the end the following new 

section (and amendment the table of con-
tents accordingly): 
SEC. 209. SHARING WEATHER RESEARCH. 

The Administrator shall work to ensure 
that NASA’s policies on the sharing of cli-
mate related data respond to the rec-
ommendations of the Government Account-
ability Office’s report on climate change re-
search and data-sharing policies and to the 
recommendations on the processing, dis-
tribution, and archiving of data by the Na-
tional Academies Earth Science Decadal 
Survey, Earth Science and Applications from 
Space, and other relevant National Acad-
emies reports, to enhance and facilitate 
their availability and widest possible use to 
ensure public access to accurate and current 
data on global warming. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. YARMUTH. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Before I begin, I want to thank 
Chairman GORDON, Chairman UDALL, 
and Ranking Member HALL for their 
leadership and their hard work that 
has gone into the NASA Authorization 
Act. 

The amendment I have offered today 
to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Authorization Act of 
2008 will make sure that the American 
public has access to the best and most 
up-to-date taxpayer-funded Federal re-
search. 

In the transparent government we 
wish to provide to the American peo-
ple, the suppression of nonsensitive in-
formation has no place. Yet last year, 
I took part in two Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform Committee hearings 
where we investigated instances in 
which critical data on the causes and 
long-term effects of global warming 
were withheld from the American pub-
lic. 

The taxpayers are funding govern-
ment studies every day, and they 
should fully benefit from the results. 
To proceed otherwise is a disservice to 
science and the American people. 

In order to protect the integrity of 
scientific discoveries and to ensure the 
widespread availability of the research 
being conducted by government sci-
entists, the Government Account-
ability Office and the National Acad-
emy of Sciences made a series of rec-
ommendations. Those recommenda-
tions include making available the in-
formation that supports published re-
sults to other researchers creating an 
infrastructure in which data can be 
easily accessed, and releasing research 
in an affordable and timely fashion. 

The amendment I’m proposing would 
simply require NASA to develop a re-
sponse to these recommendations. 
These provisions would further sci-
entific progress by enabling data shar-
ing between government agencies, col-
leges, universities, and grant recipi-
ents. It’s also my understanding that 

NASA agrees with the recommenda-
tions of the GAO. 

The United States has the advantage 
of being home to some of the greatest 
scientific minds of the world, and by 
providing these scientists with the 
most up-to-date research information, 
we can help ensure that American in-
novation stays on the cutting edge. 

At this crucial time when America 
strives to end its addiction to oil, it 
could not be more important to ensure 
that our Nation’s scientists have every 
possible advantage in working towards 
the next generation of discoveries, in-
ventions, cures, and energy solutions. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this amendment which will 
ensure that the American people have 
unfettered access to reliable informa-
tion that their tax dollars help to un-
dercover while giving American inge-
nuity another edge in revolutionizing 
the world. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

rise to claim the time in opposition, al-
though I’m not necessarily opposed to 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Florida is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

b 1730 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

will not necessarily oppose this amend-
ment. I will point out that I think the 
amendment provides some confusing 
requirements on NASA. 

On the one hand, for example, it says, 
‘‘The administrator shall work to en-
sure that NASA’s policies on the shar-
ing of climate-related data respond to 
the recommendations of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office report on 
climate change research and data-shar-
ing policies.’’ 

But then the amendment goes on to 
direct the administrator to also align 
the agency’s policies to recommenda-
tions contained in a National Academy 
report on Earth Science Applications 
and ‘‘other relevant National Academy 
reports.’’ 

It doesn’t seem to provide any discre-
tion at NASA to determine amongst a 
whole bevy or multitude of academy 
reports from all over the place as to 
which ones are meritorious or more 
meritorious than others. There seems 
to be some confusion here in terms of 
what NASA ought to determine. 

Most importantly, I think we want 
NASA to make determinations based 
on good science. That’s what they’ve 
been charged with. NASA has long been 
a leader in promoting both domesti-
cally and internationally the full and 
open access to science data to all. 

I would also point out that NASA 
data and information are accessible to 
the public, on the Web through the 
NASA Web site. 

And finally, we’ve already discussed 
the fact that NASA has a set of policies 
about data and information sharing 
that I think are comprehensive and are 
working today quite well. 

With that, I would indicate again 
that I have no objection to the lan-
guage; although I do think it creates 
some ambiguity and confusion. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. YARMUTH. I thank the gen-

tleman, and I appreciate the point 
made by my colleague. 

The intent of the amendment is that, 
since the Government Accountability 
Office has set a broad range of actions 
that they recommend in a very general 
sense, we wanted to provide the flexi-
bility to NASA and to the other agen-
cies—although this amendment only 
covers NASA—to develop guidelines for 
the sharing of data that comply broad-
ly with those guidelines set down by 
the GAO. 

So, with that, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. YARMUTH). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON- 

LEE OF TEXAS 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 12 printed in 
House Report 110–707. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 12 offered by Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE of Texas: 

In section 1108— 
(1) in subsection (a), strike ‘‘small busi-

nesses’’ and insert ‘‘small, minority-owned, 
and women-owned businesses’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), insert ‘‘, giving 
preference to socially and economically dis-
advantaged small business concerns, small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 
service-disabled veterans, and HUBZone 
small business concerns. This paragraph 
shall not apply to any contracting actions 
entered into or taken by the Agency’’ after 
‘‘to small businesses’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 1257, the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Chairman, let me thank the com-
mittee, both the ranking member, Mr. 
HALL, and the chairman of the full 
committee, as well as the sub-
committee chairs and ranking mem-
bers. 

It is a pleasure to have had the honor 
and privilege of serving on the Science 
Committee for a number of years and 
to congratulate them for its very im-
portant work. I believe the Science 
Committee, as I’ve indicated, creates 
the work of the 21st century: science 
and technology and research. 

My amendment has a very simple 
premise, and it is an amendment to the 
program of which Mr. LAMPSON of 
Texas has created that is part of the 
Innovative Partnerships Program that 
NASA’s had for a very long time. 
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The amendment clarifies that the 

NASA Outreach and Technology As-
sistance Program will include small, 
minority-owned and women-owned 
businesses. But as well, it specifically 
focuses on small business concerns 
owned and controlled, which is part of 
the existing law, by service-disabled 
veterans and HUBZone small business 
concerns. So this will be added to small 
businesses. What better way to ensure 
diversity than to ensure that our re-
turning veterans, service-disabled, 
have the further opportunity of partici-
pating in this program. 

And Madam Chairman, let me share 
with you how vital small businesses 
are, no matter where they are. First of 
all, small firms represent 99.7 percent 
of all employer firms. They employ 
about half of all private sector employ-
ees. They pay more than 45 percent of 
the total U.S. payroll, and in 2006, we 
believe there were 26.8 million busi-
nesses. 

When you speak to veterans, it seems 
that it’s their cup of tea. They’re inde-
pendent, they’re resilient, and yes, 
they’ve fought a war. And so, there’s 
given emphasis in selection of the busi-
nesses to participate in this technology 
and outreach program to socially and 
economically disadvantaged small 
business concerns, and as I indicated, 
to service-disabled veterans and 
HUBZone small businesses. 

The interesting part of this effort, of 
course, is the very backbone of our 
economy will get the opportunity to 
benefit from the strength of this great 
NASA program. 

And the full committee has been very 
fair in the dollars that they’ve put in 
science and research and the space ex-
ploration program, and this, of course, 
would provide an opportunity for our 
small businesses to be right in the mid-
dle. 

I believe that science and technology 
creates the work of the 21st century, 
and for that reason, this program and 
its ability to reach out to these small 
businesses is a plus for us. They will in-
clude the opportunity to hire people 
who have that technology training. 
They will reach out to various univer-
sities, Hispanic-serving and histori-
cally black colleges and other colleges 
around the Nation, to get the employ-
ees that will work in these small firms, 
and they’ll have the technological 
training that is so important. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this and continue to support the oppor-
tunity for outreach, particularly as it 
creates jobs and interests and commit-
ment to the NASA mentality and the 
NASA technology, and it puts America 
on the cutting edge. 

I reserve my time. 
Mr. FEENEY. Madam Chairman, I 

rise to claim the time in opposition; al-
though I’m not certain I oppose the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. FEENEY. I guess at the outset, 
I’d like, if she would yield, to ask my 

friend a question because, as I under-
stand the amendment, what it does is 
to require NASA to contract with a 
company or companies that have a 
demonstrated ability to do business 
and to work with certain companies. 
Right now, the language gives essen-
tially a requirement that we find small 
businesses that we can cooperate and 
work with. I think all of us support 
that. 

I don’t understand the language in 
her amendment. It will substitute for 
small business, substitute the language 
in quotes, small, minority-owned and 
women-owned businesses, end of quote; 
is that conjunctive or disjunctive? If a 
company has a great record, for exam-
ple, in its area of working with minor-
ity-owned businesses or women-owned 
businesses or small businesses or, for 
example, if a contractor has one sub-
contractor, do they have to dem-
onstrate that they will be able to have 
three different contractors, one that’s 
a small business, one that’s a minority- 
owned, and one that’s a women-owned 
business? 

If it’s a disjunctive, if they can dem-
onstrate ability really to reach out to 
smaller companies or minority or 
women, that’s terrific, but it may 
present a real host of problems if it is 
conjunctive. 

I would be happy to yield to my 
friend to explain whether it’s disjunc-
tive or conjunctive. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I’m 
glad the gentleman asked the question, 
and the gentleman is right in terms of 
the positive and not the negative. It is 
‘‘and,’’ it is including. It is to indicate 
that if these businesses are around, 
reach out to them. 

And again, this does not impact any 
contracts of NASA. It only impacts the 
access to this outreach program, and to 
have small businesses, if a small busi-
ness is there, they’re there. But to en-
sure that others are aware of the pro-
gram and can participate in it. 

And of course, it just adds that those 
who will be part of the outreach will be 
women-owned, will be HUBZone busi-
nesses, and will also be disabled vet-
erans, many of whom are returning 
back to the country. 

Mr. FEENEY. Reclaiming my time, I 
should point out that the minority 
happily worked on a manager’s amend-
ment, where we enthusiastically en-
dorsed the concept that the adminis-
trator ought to contract with external 
organizations to facilitate new tech-
nologies for NASA to new businesses. 

And we were sort of provided this at 
the last moment. We don’t really have 
a chance to examine what the effects 
are. There may be a contractor out 
there that only has one subcontractor. 
There may not be specific types of the 
businesses. 

Though I don’t necessarily oppose 
the amendment, I would suggest that 
there may be practical problems de-
pending on how this becomes inter-
preted, and suddenly, we’re adding ad-
ditional requirements. 

I think all of us want to help women- 
owned businesses. We’ve already done a 
scholarship today. I think minority- 
owned businesses are part of Federal 
contracting law. I think this specific 
language was designed to help all small 
businesses, without regard to what spe-
cific gender or ethnicity or background 
they had. We certainly support assist-
ance in helping recently returned or 
long-standing veterans organizations. 

We don’t object to the intent of the 
gentlelady’s amendment. I guess we 
have some real concerns as a practical 
matter. Small contractors, we’re try-
ing to encourage, by the way, NASA 
not just to pick the Goliaths that then 
get to divvy out the work. We’re trying 
to encourage NASA to get down and 
help do business directly with small 
contractors that are capable. 

This may become impossible for 
small businesses to comply with if they 
only had one or two contracts and one 
or two subs. 

So, with that, I will not oppose the 
amendment. I will be happy to yield to 
my friend to respond. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I want 
to again reaffirm to the gentleman 
that this does not impact contracts. 
This only impacts the ability to par-
ticipate in getting technical assistance 
and accessing the wisdom and the ex-
pertise of NASA. 

In addition, the language is small, 
comma, and then it goes on. So no one 
is replaced. It is simply adding a list 
and saying, don’t forget this list as 
well. It will not replace anyone, and it 
will not replace anyone or require a 
small contractor to replace or be re-
placed, if you will. It is all about tech-
nical training and assistance. 

Mr. FEENEY. Reclaiming my time, I 
understand the gentlelady’s intent, and 
actually, I agree with her, given the ex-
planation. 

I mean, we’ve got a NASA Web site. 
NASA does data sharing. Hopefully, 
they don’t exclude anybody that the 
gentlelady’s talking about. I’m not 
sure what requirements that contrac-
tors that have access to NASA data, 
that may not be publicly shared, have 
now got to do that they’re not doing. 
But with that, sometimes we just hope 
that the details get worked out later in 
the process, as Chairman GORDON has 
already reminded me earlier today. 

With that, I will not oppose the 
amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. If I 

might simply close and thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman, Mr. FEENEY, for 
his inquiries and, as well, his clarifica-
tion. 

And with that, I would indicate that 
this is a reemphasis of how important 
small businesses are, accessing tech-
nical assistance, and I would ask my 
colleagues to support the Jackson-Lee 
amendment dealing with expanding op-
portunities to socially and disadvan-
taged businesses and, of course, return-
ing veterans and other HUBZones. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment for technical assistance. 
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 

Chairman, I rise today to offer an amendment 
to H.R. 6063, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration Authorization Act of 
2008. My amendment modifies section 1108, 
and it states: 

(1) in subsection (a), strike ‘‘small busi-
nesses’’ and insert ‘‘small, minority-owned, 
and women-owned businesses’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), insert ‘‘, giving 
preference to socially and economically dis-
advantaged small business concerns, small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 
service-disabled veterans, and HUBZone 
small business concerns’’ after ‘‘to small 
businesses.’’ 

My amendment clarifies that the NASA Out-
reach and Technology Assistance Program 
will include small, minority-owned, and 
women-owned businesses. It would also give 
preference, in selection of businesses to par-
ticipate in the program, to socially and eco-
nomically disadvantaged small business con-
cerns, small business concerns owned and 
controlled by service-disabled veterans, and 
HUBZone small business concerns. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to thank my 
colleague and fellow Texan, Congressman 
LAMPSON, for his leadership in authoring the 
important section describing the NASA Out-
reach and Technology Assistance Program. 
As set forth in this legislation, this program is 
intended to support the mission of NASA’s In-
novative Partnerships Program to provide 
technical assistance through joint partnerships 
with industry, academia, government agen-
cies, and national laboratories. It will facilitate 
technology transfer to the private sector, cre-
ate a network of academic institutions, aero-
space contractors, and NASA centers that will 
commit to donating technical assistance to 
small businesses, and create a network of 
economic development organizations to in-
crease the awareness and enhance the effec-
tiveness of the program nationwide. 

My amendment would clarify that the NASA 
Outreach and Technology Assistance Program 
will include small, minority-owned, and 
women-owned businesses. It would also give 
preference, in the selection of businesses to 
participate in this program, to socially and eco-
nomically disadvantaged small business con-
cerns, small business concerns owned and 
controlled by service-disabled veterans, and 
HUBZone small business concerns. 

Small businesses represent more than the 
American dream—they represent the Amer-
ican economy. Small businesses account for 
95 percent of all employers, create half of our 
gross domestic product, and provide three out 
of four new jobs in this country. Minority busi-
nesses are also crucial to our communities 
and our country. Black entrepreneurs owned 
9.7 percent of all such businesses in the 
United States. Statistics gathered between 
1997 and 2002 show substantial increases in 
the number of black-owned firms with receipts 
of $1 million or more, as well as the number 
of black-owned firms with 100 employees or 
more. Black-owned firms accounted for 5 per-
cent of all non-farm business in the United 
States in 2002. 

In my home city of Houston, small busi-
nesses are vital to our economy. In 2002, Har-
ris County ranked 6th in the nation for coun-
ties with the largest number of black-owned 
firms, with 27,770 firms with receipts totaling 
$1,817 million. I have worked to introduce mi-
nority, women, and small business owners to 

contracting officials at NASA to help promote 
and develop Houston small businesses. 

Madam Chairman, the NASA Office of Small 
Business Programs sets forth, as its mission, 
‘‘to promote and integrate all small businesses 
into the competitive base of contractors that 
pioneer the future of space exploration, sci-
entific discovery, and aeronautics research.’’ 
Today’s legislation makes important strides to-
ward working to realize this important goal, 
and I believe that my amendment would 
strengthen this objective. The legislation we 
are considering today reinforces the funda-
mental fact that the benefits of NASA’s pro-
gramming and innovation are felt far beyond 
scientific and academic spheres. Space tech-
nologies provide practical, tangible benefits to 
society, and NASA provides valuable opportu-
nities to businesses in our community. 

My amendment would help to ensure that 
the important program authorized by this legis-
lation to develop technical partnerships with 
private industry will be readily accessible to 
these vital, but disadvantaged, enterprises. I 
would like to thank Congressman LAMPSON for 
his support of my amendment. I ask that my 
amendment be ruled in order, and that my col-
leagues join me in working to bring the bene-
fits of this important legislation to all members 
of our community. 

Madam Chairman, I would also like to thank 
my colleague Congressman UDALL for intro-
ducing this important legislation. After the Co-
lumbia disaster, NASA stands at a pivotal mo-
ment in its history. It is the responsibility of 
this Congress to ensure that the future of 
NASA is one of continued progress. Space ex-
ploration remains a part of our national des-
tiny. It inspires our children to look to the stars 
and dream of what they too, one day, may 
achieve. Space exploration allows us to push 
the bounds of our scientific knowledge, as we 
carry out research projects not possible within 
the constraints of the planet Earth. 

SUPPORT STEM DIVERSITY RELATED 
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 6063 

DIVERSITY AND INNOVATION CAUCUS, 
June 11, 2008. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We write to bring your 
attention to several amendments that may 
be offered during consideration of H.R. 6063, 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration Authorization Act of 2008. Amend-
ments presented by Representatives HODES 
and JACKSON-LEE are aimed at creating 
greater diversity in the science, technology, 
engineering, and math (STEM) workforce 
through opportunity and access. As Co- 
chairs of the Diversity and Innovation Cau-
cus, we have worked to expand the participa-
tion of under-represented groups in the 
STEM fields to help bolster U.S. competi-
tiveness. The amendments that will help us 
accomplish this goal in H.R. 6063 include: 

Hodes (NH)—VOTE YES: Establishes a 
scholarship program in honor of Christa 
McAulliffe, a teacher from Concord, New 
Hampshire who died in the 1986 Challenger 
Space Shuttle disaster. The scholarship 
would go to women pursuing degrees in 
mathematics, science, and engineering. 

Jackson-Lee (TX)—VOTE YES: Clarifies 
that the NASA Outreach and Technology As-
sistance Program includes small, minority- 
owned, and women-owned businesses. It 
would also give preference, in selection for 
the program, to socially and economically 
disadvantaged small business concerns, 
small business concerns owned and con-
trolled by service-disabled veterans, and 
HUBZone small business concerns. 

If America is to achieve its strategic objec-
tives in STEM, then the enormous potential 

of groups that are currently under-rep-
resented in the STEM fields must be utilized. 
STEM policies which encourage diversity 
help strengthen American innovation and 
competitiveness by expanding the STEM 
pipeline. We strongly urge you to support 
the amendments to HR 6063 listed above. 

Thank you for our careful consideration of 
these important amendments. 

I yield back my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GORDON. Madam Chairman, I 

want to thank everyone for this con-
structive and civil debate that we’ve 
had today. 

I move that the Committee do now 
rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas) having assumed 
the chair, Ms. BORDALLO, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 6063) to au-
thorize the programs of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

f 

b 1745 

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. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WATSON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

GET YOUR FACTS STRAIGHT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Speaker, Special Orders, such 
as I am now entered into, are a time 
when Members can fairly freely say 
things without fear of contradiction 
because generally no one is here. And 
as you listen to many of the Special 
Orders, there is a very good reason why 
no one is here: No one ought to want to 
pay any attention to them. And we 
have a certain amount of tolerance 
when it comes to Special Orders, but 
sometimes the stupidity level, it seems 
to me, is exceeded. 

In a Special Order yesterday, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) said 
the following. He was denouncing the 
notion of financing public transpor-
tation from the gasoline tax. It does 
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seem to me that having public trans-
portation available is one of the good 
ways to reduce the use of oil. High 
prices have driven more people to use 
public transportation, but that’s a le-
gitimate subject for debate. What is 
not a legitimate subject is to make 
things up. 

The gentleman said yesterday, and I 
quote from the RECORD, ‘‘And if you go 
to Barney Frank’s district and you 
jump on—I don’t know what they call 
it, the subway, the ‘‘Big Dig,’’ the 
major multibillion dollar boondoggle— 
and you buy a ticket to ride along on 
that thing, you get a cheap ticket be-
cause it’s subsidized by H5321.’’ Well, 
you can’t buy a ticket to ride on the 
Big Dig, but if you could, it should be 
cheap because there’s nothing to ride 
on. 

In fact, quite contrary to what the 
gentleman from Iowa made up yester-
day, the Big Dig is not a subway, the 
Big Dig is a highway. Now, it did cost 
a lot of money, but it was money that 
was spent on a highway. So when the 
gentleman says, ‘‘I don’t know what 
they call it, the subway, the Big Dig, 
the major multibillion dollar boon-
doggle’’—and by the way, it’s not in my 
district. But that is such a small error 
compared to the major errors the gen-
tleman made that I mention it only in 
passing. But I am baffled by why the 
gentleman would get up and purport to 
talk about something in Massachusetts 
and so mis-describe it. 

So let me be very clear: The Big Dig 
is a highway, it is not a subway. A sub-
way is a mass transit conveyor that 
goes underground. A highway is some-
thing on which cars go. So you can’t 
buy a ticket on the Big Dig, and it is 
not a subway. 

He said further, by the way, that you 
get a cheap ticket because it’s sub-
sidized by H5321. I don’t know what 
H5321 is. There is a bill, H.R. 5321, 
which has absolutely nothing to do 
with public transportation, but accu-
racy does not appear to have been the 
governing principle in that conversa-
tion. 

I do note that the gentleman from 
Iowa singled out three districts to dis-
cuss: San Francisco, represented by the 
Speaker, New York City—and he im-
puted all New York City to the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. RANGEL— 
and myself. Why we three districts 
were singled out—myself, San Fran-
cisco, the gentleman from New York, 
Mr. RANGEL—I don’t know what emo-
tions the gentleman from Iowa was 
seeking to evoke by, out of all of the 
public transportation districts, picking 
the three of us. Again, that’s some-
thing he is entitled to do, but he is 
really not entitled to call a highway a 
subway and denounce us for that. 

So, as I said, I understand that when 
you are here under Special Orders, you 
can generally get away with a great 
deal because there is no one to point 
things out. And I actually felt suffi-
ciently concerned about the accuracy 
of what’s said in the House that I wait-

ed around for a while. And I learned 
many interesting things about NASA, 
more than I had planned to, but that 
was an educational experience. But I 
would hope that Members in the fu-
ture, when they want to go and attack 
things, would put a little effort into 
trying to know what they are talking 
about. It might elevate the debate. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SARBANES). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. POE) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. POE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

BORDER PATROL AGENTS RAMOS 
AND COMPEAN 

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, today is the 512th day since a 
great injustice took place in this coun-
try. On January 17, 2007, two U.S. Bor-
der Patrol agents entered Federal pris-
on to begin serving 11 and 12 years, re-
spectively. Agents Compean and Ramos 
were convicted in March of 2006 for 
wounding a Mexican drug smuggler 
who brought 743 pounds of marijuana 
across our border into Texas. 

These agents never should have been 
prosecuted, yet the U.S. Attorney’s Of-
fice prosecuted the agents and granted 
immunity to the drug smuggler. I want 
to repeat that, Mr. Speaker, yet, the 
U.S. Attorney’s Office prosecuted the 
agents and granted immunity to the 
drug smuggler, who claimed he was un-
armed. The illegal drug smuggler re-
ceived full medical care in El Paso, 
Texas and was permitted to return to 
Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, today I would especially 
like to thank House Judiciary Chair-
man JOHN CONYERS and his staff for 
their interest in investigating this 
case. Last week, I spoke to Chairman 
CONYERS about this case, and I was so 
grateful to learn that the chairman is 
seriously considering holding hearings 
to thoroughly examine the prosecution 
of these two Border agents. The Amer-
ican people have not forgotten Agents 
Ramos and Compean, who should have 
been commended instead of indicted. 
The hundreds of thousands of Ameri-
cans who have supported these two he-
roes will greatly appreciate a decision 
by Chairman CONYERS to hold hearings 
on this injustice. 

These two agents have given years of 
their life in service to this Nation, yet 
they have been unjustly punished for 
doing their job to protect our home-
land. Those of us—and there have been 
many on both sides of the political 
aisle—who have spoken out on behalf 
of these agents for more than a year 
are waiting on the Fifth U.S. Circuit 
Court of Appeals in New Orleans to 
render its decision in this case. 

When those who bravely defend our 
borders are prosecuted, it sends a con-
fusing message to law enforcement, 
who are trying to protect the American 
people. Mr. Speaker, it is my hope and 
prayer that one day soon this injustice 
will be corrected and these two heroes 
will be home with their families. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to close by say-
ing that we have called on the Presi-
dent of the United States to pardon 
these two agents, and yet nothing has 
happened. The last hope for this Con-
gress is in the hands of Chairman CON-
YERS. And I have great respect for 
Chairman CONYERS, he is a man of in-
tegrity and honor. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I will ask 
God to continue to bless these two Bor-
der agents and their families. And I 
will also ask God to continue to bless 
our men and women in uniform, and 
ask God to continue to bless America. 

f 

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 addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

NASA REAUTHORIZATION BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, we just finished a historic de-
bate for historic legislation, H.R. 6063, 
and I look forward to my colleagues en-
thusiastically supporting the NASA 
Reauthorization Bill. 

Let me highlight what this bill will 
generate for science in America. Fund-
ing for science will be some $4.932 bil-
lion. Aeronautics will be $853 million. 
Space exploration will be $3.886 billion. 
Education will be $128 million. Space 
operations will be some $6 billion. 
Cross-Agency Support Programs, some 
$3 billion. And Inspector General, 
which is very important to ensure the 
integrity of the program, some $35 mil-
lion. This is an investment not for this 
Congress, but for America, and that is 
why this debate is so important. 

As we move this bill forward, I am 
very pleased that this body supported 
my amendment. And I wanted to en-
sure that we had record clarity to 
know that this amendment was worked 
on by the Science Committee and the 
Small Business Administration Com-
mittee, and was timely submitted to 
the Rules Committee and, as well, was, 
if you will, approved by the Rules Com-
mittee. And I was very pleased to have 
this listed as an approved amendment 
in the structured rule process. 

And so all is well now that this 
amendment has been passed and that 
this bill now has been passed, if you 
will, out of this body. And of course 
there will be votes to finalize the pas-
sage of the bill. 
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Let me move now, just very briefly, 

to add my deep sympathy to Americans 
who have experienced the tragedy of 
untimely and precipitous weather. 
This, I think, will be the most remark-
able weather season that we may have 
experienced in a couple of years. Tor-
nados are hitting Americans and floods 
all over the Nation. Many of our col-
leagues are absent because of the trag-
edy occurring in their respective dis-
tricts. This further emphasizes, of 
course, the work that we do here, but 
nothing can give solace to those who 
have lost family members. 

As a member of the Board of the Sam 
Houston Area Council Boy Scouts of 
America, I offer my deepest sympathy 
to the Boy Scouts who lost their lives 
in Iowa, and to their Member of Con-
gress and to the families there. Let me 
also cite the brave young men who 
were involved in protecting others and 
providing first aid. It shows what kind 
of character and integrity is built for 
those who are in the Boy Scouts. And 
we offer to them our deepest sympathy. 
We know that the national Boy Scouts 
are mourning, and Boy Scouts across 
America. But as they mourn, let us 
also pay tribute to those who rose and 
showed themselves well as they sought 
to help those who could not help them-
selves. 

Again, our sympathy to the Boy 
Scouts of America, to the Boy Scouts 
of Iowa, and certainly to the families 
of those who lost their lives in the last 
24 to 48 hours, and those Americans 
who are also in the face of these tragic, 
terrible natural disasters, and who 
have suffered personal loss, property 
loss, and certainly the loss of loved 
ones. 

f 

ENERGY CRISIS 

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. Mr. Speak-
er, I don’t think I’ll take the whole 5 
minutes tonight because I’m going to 
join Mr. WESTMORELAND of Georgia in a 
special 1 hour order on energy in just a 
few minutes. But I would like to say, 
during the 5 minutes that I have, that 
another week has gone by in the Con-
gress of the United States and we have 
taken no action in dealing with the en-
ergy crisis that faces America today. 

The price of gasoline is well over $4 
in most areas, and in some areas it’s up 
closer to $4.50. Diesel fuel is over $4.50 
a gallon, and the truckers across this 
country are suffering, and they’ve even 
demonstrated here in Washington, D.C. 

And it’s not just the energy problem 
that we have to deal with, it’s the ef-
fect that the energy problem has on 
other commodities, such as food and 
other equipment that we need to keep 
this economy moving forward. 

The price of food is going to go up. 
It’s going to have tremendous infla-
tionary pressure on every family in 
this country if we don’t address this 

problem and address it quickly. I know 
some of my colleagues say, well, you 
know, if we started drilling for oil in 
the ANWR today, it would take 10 
years before we would get that oil to 
market. Well, I disagree; I think it 
would be a lot sooner than that. But 
the sooner we start, the quicker we 
will have that oil at our refineries. 

We also could drill off the Conti-
nental Shelf and get another couple 
million barrels of oil a day. And that 
may take a little bit of time, but the 
sooner we start, the better. 

The other thing we have to consider 
is we need more refineries to refine 
that oil. We haven’t built a refinery, I 
think, in this country for the past, 
what, 30 years? And we need that ca-
pacity in order to get this oil 
transitioned into gasoline and diesel 
fuel for the people to use in this coun-
try. 

b 1800 
To sit back like we have and not do 

anything over the past weeks and 
months, watching the gas prices go up 
and watching people suffering, in my 
opinion, is just unconscionable. Yet, 
my colleagues, we really haven’t done 
a thing. 

I reach out to my colleagues on the 
Democrats’ side of the aisle. You’re in 
the majority and we’re in the minority, 
but we all understand we have a crisis 
facing this country. We need to work 
together to explore, to get the oil that 
we have in our country to market as 
quickly as possible. We also have as 
much as a 500-year supply of natural 
gas, a clean-burning fuel that we could 
get to market if we could get it out of 
the ground, and we can do it in an envi-
ronmentally safe way, and we can ex-
tract the oil in an environmentally 
safe way. 

If we were talking to Americans all 
across the country tonight and if we 
said, ‘‘do you think gas prices are too 
high?’’ they would all say, ‘‘Yes.’’ If we 
said, ‘‘would you mind if we drilled in 
this country and in an environmentally 
safe way to get oil out of the ground to 
lower your gas prices?’’ you’d get 80–90 
percent to say, ‘‘Yes.’’ If you asked 
them ‘‘what about the ANWR?’’ they’d 
say, ‘‘Where’s the ANWR?’’ Most people 
aren’t aware that it’s a very small part 
of Alaska which is three times the size 
of Texas. 

We need to move toward energy inde-
pendence. We have the ability to be 
completely energy-independent from 
Saudi Arabia, from Venezuela, from 
Mexico, from Canada, from any coun-
try in the world. We can be inde-
pendent if we work together, but we 
haven’t done that. 

Many of my colleagues are saying, 
‘‘Well, we’re concerned about the envi-
ronment.’’ We all want to transition to 
new technologies, to new ways of get-
ting energy so that people can have 
clean-burning fuel, but in the mean-
time, while we’re doing that, we must 
realize that we’re having a terrible, 
devastating impact on our economy by 
not taking action. 

So I would just like to say to my col-
leagues, before I get together with Mr. 
WESTMORELAND for this 1-hour special 
order, let’s work together. The Amer-
ican people are begging us. If you don’t 
believe it, go to any gas pump in the 
morning or tonight and ask them. 
They’re begging us to do something 
about the exorbitant fuel prices which 
are not only affecting their getting to 
and from work but that are also affect-
ing their ability to buy groceries at the 
supermarket and that are affecting 
every other commodity. It’s going to 
severely hamper and hurt this economy 
if we don’t work together very quickly 
to get the job done. 

Now, I believe that if we listen to the 
American people that Democrats and 
Republicans can work together, and we 
can come up with a plan to extract 
these vital, essential minerals so that 
we can lower our gas prices and can 
lower the energy prices in this country, 
but if we don’t and if we continue to 
fight with each other and if we’re re-
calcitrant and if we don’t do some-
thing, then the problem is going to get 
worse and worse and worse. 

So I would just like to say to my col-
leagues and to plead with them one 
more time tonight: Let’s not let an-
other week, month or year go by of our 
not having done anything to explore or 
to drill for our own natural resources 
that can give us energy independence. 
We’ve been talking about it since the 
Carter years back in the 1970s. It is 
time we did something. Americans are 
suffering, and we’re not doing any-
thing. Democrats and Republicans 
must work together to solve this prob-
lem. 

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

f 

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 addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

SUNSET MEMORIAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Madam Speaker, I 
stand once again before this House with yet 
another sunset memorial. 

It is June 12, 2008 in the land of the free 
and the home of the brave, and before the 
sun set today in America, almost 4,000 more 
defenseless unborn children were killed by 
abortion on demand. That’s just today, Madam 
Speaker. That’s more than the number of in-
nocent lives lost on September 11 in this 
country, only it happens every day. 
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It has now been exactly 12,925 days since 

the tragedy called Roe v. Wade was first 
handed down. Since then, the very foundation 
of this Nation has been stained by the blood 
of almost 50 million of its own children. Some 
of them, Madam Speaker, died and screamed 
as they did so, but because it was amniotic 
fluid passing over the vocal cords instead of 
air, no one could hear them. 

And all of them had at least four things in 
common. First, they were each just little ba-
bies who had done nothing wrong to anyone, 
and each one of them died a nameless and 
lonely death. And each one of their mothers, 
whether she realizes it or not, will never be 
quite the same. And all the gifts that these 
children might have brought to humanity are 
now lost forever. Yet even in the glare of such 
tragedy, this generation still clings to a blind, 
invincible ignorance while history repeats itself 
and our own silent genocide mercilessly anni-
hilates the most helpless of all victims, those 
yet unborn. 

Madam Speaker, perhaps it’s time for those 
of us in this Chamber to remind ourselves of 
why we are really all here. Thomas Jefferson 
said, ‘‘The care of human life and its happi-
ness and not its destruction is the chief and 
only object of good government.’’ The phrase 
in the 14th Amendment capsulizes our entire 
Constitution; it says, ‘‘No State shall deprive 
any person of life, liberty or property without 
due process of law.’’ Madam Speaker, pro-
tecting the lives of our innocent citizens and 
their constitutional rights is why we are all 
here. 

The bedrock foundation of this Republic is 
the clarion declaration of the self-evident truth 
that all human beings are created equal and 
endowed by their Creator with the unalienable 
rights of life, liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness. Every conflict and battle our Nation has 
ever faced can be traced to our commitment 
to this core, self-evident truth. 

It has made us the beacon of hope for the 
entire world. Madam Speaker, it is who we 
are. 

And yet today another day has passed, and 
we in this body have failed again to honor that 
foundational commitment. We have failed our 
sworn oath and our God-given responsibility 
as we broke faith with nearly 4,000 more inno-
cent American babies who died today without 
the protection we should have given them. 

Madam Speaker, let me conclude in the 
hope that perhaps someone new who heard 
this sunset memorial tonight will finally em-
brace the truth that abortion really does kill lit-
tle babies; that it hurts mothers in ways that 
we can never express; and that 12,925 days 
spent killing nearly 50 million unborn children 
in America is enough; and that the America 
that rejected human slavery and marched into 
Europe to arrest the Nazi Holocaust is still 
courageous and compassionate enough to 
find a better way for mothers and their unborn 
babies than abortion on demand. 

So tonight, Madam Speaker, may we each 
remind ourselves that our own days in this 
sunshine of life are also numbered and that all 
too soon each one of us will walk from these 
Chambers for the very last time. 

And if it should be that this Congress is al-
lowed to convene on yet another day to come, 
may that be the day when we finally hear the 
cries of innocent unborn children. May that be 
the day when we find the humanity, the cour-
age, and the will to embrace together our 

human and our constitutional duty to protect 
these, the least of our tiny, little American 
brothers and sisters from this murderous 
scourge upon our Nation called abortion on 
demand. 

It is June 12, 2008, 12,925 days since Roe 
versus Wade first stained the foundation of 
this Nation with the blood of its own children, 
this in the land of the free and the home of the 
brave. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
addressed the House. His remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
REICHERT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. REICHERT addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

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 addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. FORTENBERRY addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SCOTT of Virginia addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be on the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
here in the United States of America to 
talk about issues that are pressing, 
representing the 30-Something Work-
ing Group. I will be joined shortly by 
my friend, Congressman MEEK of Flor-
ida, who will join us through this dis-
cussion. 

I want to talk about a couple of 
issues that are pertinent to what has 
been going on in our country. I think 
the most pressing issue that we’ve been 
dealing with in this Congress and that, 
I think, most of our constituents are 

dealing with every single day is what is 
going on with our energy policy here in 
the United States of America. 

We have heard, as Democrats have 
come into office with Speaker PELOSI’s 
leading this House of Representatives, 
is that one of the key issues that we’re 
trying to deal with is to make sure 
that our country is energy-independent 
and to reduce our dependency not only 
on oil but especially on foreign oil and 
to move off of oil in general, into re-
newable energy, into biodiesel, into 
solar, into wind, into nuclear, into a 
lot of these other areas that will allow 
us to be energy-independent, that will 
provide for renewable energy and that 
will provide a stable supply of energy 
here in the United States. 

One of the issues that keeps coming 
up is: Why don’t we keep drilling? Why 
don’t we drill in ANWR? That will 
solve our problem. I’m sure, in the next 
special order, the folks who are paying 
attention to this debate will get the 
other side of this. But from our per-
spective and from what the analysts 
are telling us, if you begin drilling in 
ANWR and if you start the process 
today, it will be 10 years from now be-
fore you get one drop of oil out of 
ANWR. If you continue, in 10 years, 
you will get 40,000 barrels of oil a day 
in a market that has 80 million barrels 
of oil. In 20 years, you will get yourself 
up to about 800,000 barrels of oil a day, 
and you will reduce the cost of a gallon 
of gas by 1.8 cents per gallon. Now, that 
is 20 years from now. So, if we start 
today, in 20 years, we will have a sav-
ings of 1.8 cents per gallon of gas. From 
our perspective, that is not a long-term 
strategy. 

One of the reasons that it is not a 
long-term strategy is that we have now 
currently 68 million acres of land on 
the continental shelf, onshore, that is 
eligible to be drilled upon. There are 
8,000 leases for drilling on these acres 
of land, 8,000. Of these 8,000 leases, 
there are only about a quarter of them 
that are actually being used or that are 
being pursued. 

What we are saying is, if you have 68 
million acres of land and if you have 
8,000 leases already to drill on those 
acres of land, why do we need to go 
somewhere else up in ANWR—up in 
Alaska—when we’re not even drilling 
in the areas that we have now in which 
the oil companies have permission to 
go and drill? That is the question. 

So we have this available to us now, 
and if we got into the 68 million acres 
of land, that would produce 4.8 million 
barrels a day. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Would the 
gentleman yield. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I’d be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The geolo-
gists with whom we’ve talked say that 
they know that there is oil in the 
ANWR and that they know where the 
oil is off the continental shelf. I don’t 
know about these other 8,000 leases in 
the spots that we’re talking about, but 
I would be happy to talk to them about 
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exploring those if we could work to-
gether to get the oil out of the ground 
and get it to market. 

I’d just like to say to my colleague 
that I know that you want to move to-
ward energy independence. We have a 
different view on how it has to be done. 
You’d like to do it in an environ-
mentally safe way, and so would we, 
but we aren’t starting. So I’d just like 
to say to my colleague: 

When are we going to start? In your 
opinion, how are we going to start, and 
how long will it take? 

The transition to hybrids and to ev-
erything else and to get everybody in 
this country working on these things is 
a laudable objective, and I agree with 
you that we should be doing that, but 
in the interim, we’ve been just sitting 
around, waiting for 30 years. The 
American people, I don’t think, can 
wait much longer. 

So I’m sorry to interrupt you, but I’d 
just like to ask you: Where do we 
start? When do we start? How do we 
start if we don’t drill? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Reclaiming my 
time. 

I have a great deal of respect for my 
friend from Indiana. I wanted to give 
him an opportunity to speak his peace. 

It’s not up to us, and that is the 
point I was going to make. This is al-
ready available. It’s the oil companies 
that are not pursuing this. They have 
the leases. They have the space. They 
have the okay, but they’re the ones 
that aren’t doing the drilling, and 
that’s the point. 

One of the reasons is that there is a 
difference between the certifications. 
When you have to mine for coal and 
you get one of these permits and you 
get the ability to lease, there’s a 20- 
year lease for coal companies, but you 
have to show that you’re diligently de-
veloping your mining with coal. Under 
oil and gas, it’s only a 10-year lease 
that is renewable, but you don’t have 
to show that you’re diligently devel-
oping the leases and that you’re dili-
gently developing the mining in trying 
to get the oil and the gas out. 

So the oil companies have the 
leases—they have the ability to do it— 
but the law does not require them to 
show a diligent developing of a par-
ticular resource. That is the problem. 
So they’re holding the leases and are, 
in our minds, driving up the cost. Now, 
I think there are some other things 
going on, too, with commodity mar-
kets and whatnot, but this is the gist. 

There is a bill that is coming out of 
Mr. RAHALL’s office from the Natural 
Resources Committee, the Responsible 
Federal Oil and Gas Lease Act of 2008. 
I will be happy to share with my col-
league and have my staff get to your 
staff the proper information here be-
cause there is no reason why they’re 
not developing it, and that’s the prob-
lem that we have here. 

So look at what is going on in the 
commodities market. We have passed a 
bill out of this House of Representa-
tives to try to address that problem. If 

we soon pass Mr. RAHALL’s bill that 
will deal with the lease issue and the 
oil companies’ being able to hold onto 
these leases, I think then we can force 
these folks to either get rid of the 
leases and get them in the hands of 
somebody who will actually do the 
drilling or they will have to drill it 
themselves, but you have to show dili-
gence in developing that particular re-
source that you’re going after. 

So that’s really the main issue here, 
and I appreciate the opportunity to 
bring that up and to further expound 
on that point because it puts the ball 
right back in the court of the oil com-
panies’. 

So, on all of these prongs, whether 
it’s futures or whether it’s the leases or 
whether it’s the $14 billion in subsidies 
that the taxpayers have given the oil 
companies, on each of these issues, 
we’re trying to change the policy, and 
we want to join with the Republicans 
to help us to do that because a lot of 
this oil and gas is available to be devel-
oped, to be explored, to be used here in 
the United States of America. 

Not only that, there is a bill that we 
passed, I think, in 2005 that would 
allow a 50 percent tax credit to build 
refineries. That is one of the other 
points that has been made, which is of 
the refineries. Why aren’t there more 
refineries? Refineries now are only 
working at 85 percent capacity. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Would the 
gentleman yield. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I would be happy 
to yield. I’m going to yield to you be-
cause you’re my friend, but I’m going 
to have to leave, so I’m not going to 
get a chance to rebut you guys, but go 
ahead, because Mr. WESTMORELAND and 
I are going to be on Fox later, so we’ll 
be glad to take that up over there. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. The reason I 
wanted to talk to you really briefly be-
fore Mr. WESTMORELAND and I take this 
hour is that we’re going to have to 
work together to solve this problem. 
On its face, for us to say that the oil 
companies with these leases really 
don’t want to exercise the ability they 
have to drill doesn’t make sense. 

The problem we have with energy 
right now is that China is buying an 
awful lot of the oil, and India is buying 
a lot of the oil. The appetite for energy 
is growing at a very rapid rate, even 
here in the United States, and we’re 
not keeping up with the production 
necessary to keep the prices down. The 
oil companies want to drill. They want 
to make this money. They want more 
refineries. 

You and I don’t know each other 
really well, but what I’d like to say to 
you is that I’d like to sit down with 
you and with some of the oil companies 
executives and talk to them about the 
drilling problem and about the lease 
problem. Maybe there’s something we 
can do by talking to them to get this 
thing off dead center. But to sit around 
and say they’re not drilling where they 
should when the world needs more en-
ergy doesn’t make any sense. We need 
more refineries. Everybody knows that. 

As you were talking a minute ago, we 
want to move toward energy independ-
ence, but that’s going to take time as 
well. So I would like to work with you 
and with other Democratic leaders— 
Mr. RAHALL and others—and see if we 
can’t get some of the oil execs in with-
out beating them over the head about, 
you know, taxes on them and just say, 
‘‘What do we need to do to get you to 
do exploration in a clean way and to 
get this energy to market as quickly as 
possible?’’ I’d like to talk to you about 
it and see about that. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Reclaiming my 
time. 

I’d like to chat with you about it. I 
think it would be important to have 
Mr. RAHALL involved in that conversa-
tion. 

b 1815 
Our argument on this side, and I 

think it is not a prima facie case here, 
these are the facts that have been ex-
plored. They have the leases, they have 
the land, there is nothing preventing 
them from doing it. You have a 50 per-
cent tax cut on refineries. They still 
haven’t done that. And we are giving 
them $14 billion to help develop this 
stuff. I mean, how much more do you 
need? And you are the most profitable 
industry in the country. 

So it leaves folks like us to say, you 
know, you are obviously not doing 
things properly, because the price of oil 
is going up. 

And I agree, obviously China and 
India are a major component of this. 
No one is saying it will be $20 a barrel 
if we implement this stuff. But if you 
talk about it, most people are saying 
anything between a 10 and 100 percent 
increase because of the commodity 
trading, which probably puts it some-
where in the middle at 40 percent, 
which would be 40 or 50 bucks a barrel. 
That alone would reduce it to about 90 
bucks a barrel. 

Now, drilling has increased by 66 per-
cent since 2000, so there is more drill-
ing going on to try to keep pace with 
that. But the prices have increased. 
Last Friday a barrel of oil increased 
more in one day than it cost 10 years 
ago. That is a significant increase, and 
you can’t say there are some shenani-
gans going on here. 

All we are asking is, I think if we 
pass something like the Responsible 
Federal Oil and Gas Relief Act of 2008, 
if we say that you have to diligently 
develop those leases that you have, I 
think that would be a piece of this ar-
gument, to say you got the lease, you 
are not allowed to sit on it. Either de-
velop it or give it to someone else. 

No one here is saying we are going to 
be off oil tomorrow. What we are say-
ing is we don’t want to be in the same 
situation a decade from now or two 
decades from now because we opened 
up ANWR and saved 2 cents a gallon. 
That is not going to get us where we 
want to be. And the sooner we take the 
brain power here in the United States 
of America and put it to work to de-
velop some of these alternative ener-
gies, the better off we are going to be. 
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So, 68 million acres, 4.8 million bar-

rels a day, 44.7 billion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas, this is the direction we need 
to be going in. This is the direction 
that I think Americans want us to go 
in, Mr. Speaker. This is the direction 
that the Speaker and the Democrats 
want to lead this country in. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. We are happy to. 
You guys are going to have more time 
on my Special Order than I am. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I just want 
to ask you one question and give you 
time to rebut it, and I will leave. 

To my friend Mr. RYAN, you men-
tioned not being able to use our tech-
nology. In the energy bill that we 
passed in January of 2007, section 526 
really limits the government agencies’ 
ability to use fuels that could come 
from our technology. It says we cannot 
use these fuels, such as oil from shale, 
fuel made from that, for NASA, our 
military or other government agencies. 

Could you kind of rectify that and 
how that relates to what you are say-
ing? Because I agree with you, we have 
some of the smartest people in the 
world here that can look at some of the 
technology that has been in place in 
Europe for years of coal-to-liquid. But 
how does that translate in your energy 
policy, compared to what you are say-
ing about the technology? Because I 
certainly agree with you about the 
technology, but I don’t necessarily 
agree with the energy policy. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Well, regardless 
of how we develop it, I think this is 
what we have done. We put billions of 
dollars into research and development, 
and we will continue to put more into 
research and development, maybe even 
over the protests of some of the folks 
on your side of the aisle. 

But you could talk about oil shale 
and you could talk about all of these 
the other issues. We have 68 million 
acres right now, there are 8,000 leases, 
and you folks keep talking, Mr. Speak-
er, the other side keeps talking about 
going up to ANWR, when we have 68 
million acres already to be tapped, 
8,000 leases ready to develop this. They 
are only using a quarter of them. Go 
ahead and drill. But why do we have to 
go up to ANWR, when we already have 
the ability to do it now? That is all we 
are saying. 

So, yeah, we should use technology 
to figure out other ways to develop oil 
and the coal-to-liquid. As long as you 
are sequestering the CO2, speaking on 
behalf of myself now, I don’t have any 
problem with it. You have nuclear 
plants that are going on and permits 
and leases for moving that process for-
ward. 

So this is going to be a comprehen-
sive bill and a comprehensive approach 
to all this. But when you have the oil 
companies getting $14 billion, you have 
the commodities problem that you 
have, and you have them buying leases 
and holding them because they don’t 
have to diligently develop, like they 

have to do for coal, you get sky-
rocketing gas costs, and that is what 
we are trying to fix here. 

The oil companies have more incen-
tives than they could ever possibly 
need. They have been getting $14 bil-
lion in basically corporate welfare. 
They get a 50 percent tax credit to de-
velop a refinery, and they still haven’t 
done that. So these issues are hanging 
around here, and we are trying to 
change it and the rhetoric from the 
other side is we got to go to ANWR, 
when we already have the ability to ad-
dress these problems here. 

So I think we have a comeprehensive 
approach on how to fix this problem. It 
is much different. And, again, to just 
say, you know, Mr. Speaker, it was the 
other side. They were in charge for 6 
years, had the House, had the Senate, 
had the White House, and we are cur-
rently living under their energy policy 
and the Bush economy. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman will yield for just one second, I 
know you have to leave and I just want 
to say one thing real quickly, if you 
don’t mind. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. You know, 
you can blame us, we can blame you. 
We can go all the way back to the 
Carter administration when we had 
lines. You are a fairly young man, you 
probably don’t remember, But there 
were lines around the block and people 
coming with five gallon cans to get gas 
because we didn’t have any. There is 
probably enough blame to go around. 

The problem is we are in an economic 
crisis right now that is not going to get 
any better until we work together. I 
have been down here railing against 
you and the Democrats for the last 
three or four or five weeks saying you 
guys are the reason that gas has gone 
up a buck-and-a-half in the last 2 
years. You can blame us if you want to. 
But the people who are watching on 
television and the people around this 
country right now are paying 4 bucks- 
plus a gallon and they want us to work 
together. I would like to sit down with 
you and others like you and try to fig-
ure out a way to get this problem 
solved. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Reclaiming my 
time, you are exactly right. We could 
sit here, Mr. Speaker, and blame each 
other about whose fault it is. I say that 
as a point of clarification, because one 
is now you have solutions that you 
didn’t implement while you were in, 
they didn’t implement while they were 
in, Mr. Speaker. So I think that is an 
important point to make. 

But the discussion here today is look 
at what the Democrats have done. We 
are trying to repeal the $14 billion in 
corporate welfare. We are trying to 
crack down on the commodities futures 
trading. We are trying to make sure 
that oil companies can’t just hold 
leases and not develop them, and not 
develop them and diligently pursue the 
natural resources that are there. That 

is what we are saying. The other side is 
saying, go to ANWR. Now, that is not 
a solution. 

So the discussion that we are having 
here is that your side is saying, go to 
ANWR and drill, and we are saying 
there is 68 million acres, 8,000 leases, 
and they are only using a quarter of 
them. The oil companies are holding 
them. They could get 4.2 billion barrels 
a day, and they are not doing it. That 
only leaves one conclusion. 

I guess we are kind of blaming each 
other. But if you put up drilling in 
ANWR or drill in what we have now 
and focus billions of dollars on an al-
ternative energy policy and strip the 
$14 billion from the oil companies and 
make sure that if they get leases they 
got to use them and make sure that 
there is not all kinds of monkey busi-
ness going on in the commodities mar-
ket, that is our solution, which your 
side votes against. 

We are going to have an election. 
You guys are going to say drill in 
ANWR, we are going to say alternative 
energy, and the people are going to de-
cide. So we can blame each other all we 
want, but the people are going to hear 
our position, they are going to hear 
your position, and they are going to 
hear the presidential candidates’ posi-
tions, and they are going to decide who 
they want to vote for. 

I believe and our caucus believes that 
when we get the message out that 
there are already 68 million acres to be 
developed, there are 8,000 leases being 
held by the oil companies, that they 
are only using a quarter of them, that 
it will look like our friends on the 
other side are standing shoulder-to- 
shoulder with the oil companies. And 
we are going to have a vote at some 
point on Mr. RAHALL’s bill that will 
allow and force the oil companies that 
if they have leases to use them, that 
you may fall on the one side of that 
and we may fall on the other, and then 
the people will have that vote to decide 
on. 

I am getting a bit redundant, but we 
want to make sure our friends who are 
just kind of passing through the debate 
catch both sides. 

The gentleman from Indiana, I know 
he is a busy man, but if you have time 
tonight, me and your partner in crime 
there will be on Fox TV, on Hannity & 
Colmes, to further this discussion, and 
I very much look forward to it. 

I think my partner in crime, Mr. 
MEEK, is not here, will not be here, and 
I will take your thank-you’s later, be-
cause you had more of my special order 
than I had. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman will yield just real quickly, I 
would like to say this to you as you 
leave. I would like to see a number of 
you— 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the 

gentleman yield just for a second? 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Well, you are 

going to get the next hour. 
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I know, but 

I would like to talk to you before you 
leave. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman want to yield, or yield 
back? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I yield back the 
balance of my time. I will wait and lis-
ten to you. 

f 

ENERGY POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, 
I am glad Mr. RYAN was here, and we 
will continue this discussion, I am 
sure. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the 
gentleman yield just for one second? 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I will. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Before you 

leave, let me say I think what would be 
very illuminating for the American 
people is for you and three or four of 
your colleagues who have some exper-
tise in this area to come down with 
three or four of our colleagues and sit 
down and discuss in logical way these 
issues you are talking about, because 
we all want the same thing. So I would 
like to talk to you about that after we 
are through here, and maybe we can 
work something out in the next week 
or two. 

Thank you, Mr. WESTMORELAND. 
Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you. 
As we continued listening to my 

friend and colleague Mr. RYAN talk 
about the amount of land that is open 
for drilling, it is only 3 percent of the 
Outer Continental Shelf. That is only 3 
percent of it. There are only 6 percent 
of the Federal lands on shore that are 
open to drilling. Now, these oil compa-
nies may hold some of these leases, but 
why would you want to drill on some-
thing that did not have oil? I don’t 
think that makes good sense. 

He is talking about the $14 billion 
tax. Well, you know, I am not the 
smartest guy in the world, but I had an 
economics teacher, Colonel Walford, in 
high school, who made it very clear to 
me that taxing a producer or manufac-
turer did not lower the price to the 
consumer. You don’t have to be an 
economist to understand that if you 
raise taxes on somebody, it is not going 
to lower the price to the consumer. 

Now, the other thing is that the ma-
jority has been in control for 17 
months. When they took over, the 
price of a gallon of gas was $2.26. Right 
now it is up over $4. I believe it was in 
April of 2006 that then Minority Leader 
PELOSI, now Speaker PELOSI, made the 
statement that the Democrats had a 
commonsense plan to bring down the 
skyrocketing price of gas. Now, it was 
probably $2.08 then, right at $2. So I 
don’t know where this plan is. 

They passed an energy bill in about 
January of 2007 that Mr. RYAN referred 

to, and in that energy bill they had 
specific language that said our govern-
ment could not use certain alternative 
fuels. So they are saying one thing and 
then doing something else, and it is 
real confusing to the American people. 

But I have something I want to 
unveil tonight, Mr. Speaker, for the 
American people. We have got some of 
it up here. What this is, Mr. Speaker, 
there have been all kind of petitions on 
the Internet. I went into a service sta-
tion in my district and there was a pe-
tition there on the counter about the 
price of gas. There are petitions all 
over. Our constituents have an oppor-
tunity to go on the Internet and sign 
these petitions or go into their local 
grocery store or gas station and sign a 
petition for drilling, against drilling, 
for any variety of things as far as what 
the energy costs are that are affecting 
the average person. 

So as I thought about this I said, you 
know, we need to make this simple. We 
need to make it so we have a petition 
for the House of Representatives. We 
have 435 Members here, and the Amer-
ican people need to know how their 
Representative would vote. 

b 1830 
What would they be voting on? Amer-

ican energy solutions for lower gas 
prices, the things that we can control, 
our resources. 

You know, China and Cuba are fixing 
to start drilling 45 miles off the coast 
of Florida. That’s our natural resource, 
we could be drilling there, but we are 
not. So we have got 97 percent of the 
Outer Continental Shelf that we con-
trol we are not drilling on, 94 percent 
of the Federal lands that we have in 
this country, we are not drilling on. So 
we have got a real simple thing, bring 
onshore oil on line, bring deepwater oil 
on line and bring new refineries on 
line. 

You might realize or might not real-
ize that we haven’t built a refinery 
since the late 1970s. We import, right 
now—this is probably going to surprise 
some people—we import 6.9 billion gal-
lons of refined crude oil that’s gasoline 
into this country every year, because 
we do not have the refining capabili-
ties. 

We had a motion to recommit, I be-
lieve, on May 22 that Mr. CONAWAY of-
fered that said, within the 90 days, that 
the government would identify three 
locations on some of our military bases 
that have environmental problems, 
maybe, that the BRAC has closed im-
mediately and in 90 days identify three 
of those to build new refineries. The 
majority voted against it. They stand 
and say one thing, but their actions do 
something else. 

We need to build and expand our re-
fineries, and we need to make this to 
where our oil companies are willing to 
invest. But when you import 6.9 billion 
gallons of gasoline and probably about 
the same amount of diesel fuel, that we 
come in. 

What we have got is a petition here, 
and this petition starts out with Alas-

ka at large, it goes out through Ala-
bama and goes all the way through 
every State in this Union, and we have 
got everybody a district line. 

Now, we just kind of, we had it back 
here in the corner today and some peo-
ple came by and said hey, what you 
got, and I told them it’s a petition. 
What the petition says, ‘‘I will vote to 
increase U.S. oil production to lower 
gas prices for Americans.’’ 

That’s pretty simple. It’s not con-
voluted, it doesn’t have anything to do 
with anything other than Americans 
providing their own resources for our 
energy. Now, what’s wrong with that? 
We are a country that is known for our 
resourcefulness. 

Mr. RYAN mentioned the technology. 
Germany, back in the late 1920s, had 
technology that converted coal to fuel. 
That was back in the late 1920s. Surely 
technology has come to where it’s bet-
ter. We have got over a trillion, that is 
a trillion with a ‘‘T’’, barrels of shale 
oil out west, a trillion, a trillion, and 
we are not doing anything with it. 

In fact, not only are we not doing 
anything with it, but Mr. UDALL from 
Colorado last year passed an amend-
ment that said we couldn’t do anything 
with it, that we couldn’t drill, and it 
passed this House 219 to 215. You might 
remember, I believe that was the stolen 
vote. But those are circumstances that 
we have got, and so we want the Amer-
ican people to know where their Con-
gressman is at. 

We have got this petition, we are 
going to update it, every day we are 
going to have it back on the floor. I 
have got two pencils with me today, 
two markers. If anybody is listening 
that’s still in town, wants to come 
down, they can certainly come down. I 
will give them some time to speak and 
they can tell their constituency why 
they want us to support us using our 
natural resources, our resources to pro-
vide energy for our people. 

I will yield some time to Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. First of all, 
let me compliment my colleague from 
Georgia, because I really appreciate 
you taking the initiative to actually 
lay before the American people those 
who support energy independence, true 
energy independence and those who 
don’t. I think this will do it. I hope this 
is publicized across the country so 
every single constituent of yours, 
mine, everybody in this country who is 
paying $4-plus a gallon for gasoline will 
know how their representative feels 
about this issue. 

One of the things we were talking 
about just a few moments ago before 
our colleague left, which was very 
troubling, was that he indicated that 
oil companies were protecting leases, 
and he didn’t want to drill in those 
places. It’s very—it’s almost a ludi-
crous argument. 

Because with the demand for oil 
growing like it has around the world, 
the need for more oil or energy is ap-
parent. The more oil companies, the 
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more they drill and the more they re-
fine, the more they are going to be able 
to sell. What my colleagues have said 
in the other side of the Senate and over 
here is they want to raise taxes on the 
oil producers. 

That’s okay if they want to tax those 
people, but oil companies don’t pay 
taxes. This is what people need to un-
derstand. Those taxes are passed on to 
the consumer when they buy the gaso-
line, because they raise the price of the 
gasoline. 

When you buy a car, if you raise the 
taxes on the production of a car, it’s 
passed on with the prince increase on 
the car. So companies, corporations 
aren’t paying these taxes, the con-
sumer is. That’s what we really need to 
explain to the American people. 

The thing that troubles me the 
most—and this is why I appreciate you 
doing this and taking this initiative, 
Representative WESTMORELAND, is be-
cause the American people are con-
fused. Right now they read in the 
paper, see on television, well, the Re-
publicans killed a bill in the other 
body that would have really put the 
hammer to the oil companies. 

The fact is that it was raising taxes 
on the oil companies, which would have 
passed on to consumers in a price in-
crease that would have made gas prices 
even higher. What we need to do, as 
you said, and what you are doing to-
night, as my colleague from Georgia, 
your buddy here is going to talk about 
in a few minutes, is we need to get 
more energy out of the ground and we 
have the ability to be energy inde-
pendent. 

My colleagues say, well, it’s going to 
take 10 years it may take 5 years, it 
may take 2 years. I don’t know. But we 
have been talking about this since the 
Carter years in the 1970s, and we 
haven’t done anything. 

So I want congratulate you one more 
time, I am happy to be here with you 
tonight. I will stay with you for the 
whole hour if you want me to. But I 
hope that we will get across to the 
American people this, we don’t want 
this to be political, we want to work 
together with them, and they are not 
willing to do it at this point. 

We need to work with the Democrats 
to get a program, to become energy 
independent, to get our oil and natural 
gas and coal shale out of the ground so 
we don’t have to depend on Saudi Ara-
bia or OPEC or Venezuela and Mr. Cha-
vez down there who may pull our string 
any day. 

We need to become energy inde-
pendent and quit talking about it. We 
need to work together to get that job 
done because the American people, if 
you look at the polling results, I think 
Congress is worth, what, 18 percent in 
popularity right now, a pox on all of 
our houses. We better get together, or 
they will throw us all out. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. WESTMORELAND. Let me say 

this, the American people sometimes 
get confused, just as you spoke about, 

the bill that was in the Senate. They 
don’t hear all of the things that were 
in that bill. That’s one of the reasons I 
wanted to make this as simple as I 
could. It is not confusing. This is not 
confusing. 

If anybody calls their Congressman 
and asks them if they signed this peti-
tion—and, by the way, the one petition 
I found online, I think, was American 
Solutions had over 500 now people, I 
think it has been up for less than 2 
weeks, have already sent in and said we 
want to drill. There is a radio station 
in Tampa, Florida, that has started 
sending drill bits to Members of Con-
gress and Members of the Senate to 
show their support for drilling. 

This is a radio station in Florida 
that’s doing this, and I imagine it 
would probably catch on all over the 
United States, and we will probably 
have more drill bits. I hope they will 
send a whole set that we will have to 
remind these people that we need to 
rely on our own resources. 

That’s the reason that we made it as 
simple as we could. All it says is, ‘‘I 
will vote to increase U.S. oil produc-
tion.’’ Ninety-plus percent of the Re-
publicans in this House have consist-
ently voted for more domestic oil pro-
duction. Eighty-six percent of the now 
majority party have consistently voted 
against more domestic production. 
This is going to put everybody on equal 
footing. 

Everybody has an opportunity to sign 
it. I hope we get 435 Members to sign it 
and then, Mr. BURTON, we can get on 
with what you offered to Mr. RYAN that 
we could come together, because we 
really don’t have an opportunity to 
come to the floor in front of the Amer-
ican people. We only have a certain 
time where we can do it. 

Maybe we ought to get a 2-hour thing 
where we could all come down here and 
talk and see if we can’t straighten 
some of these facts out, because the 
facts are totally different from what I 
am getting from land management and 
evidently what somebody else has got-
ten from land management. 

Right now I am proud to yield as 
much time as he might take to my 
good friend from Georgia, Dr. PRICE. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I thank you, 
Congressman WESTMORELAND, for your 
leadership on this issue and that is 
really a great idea, and that is a peti-
tion that has a spot for every Member 
of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives to sign that will say, ‘‘I 
will vote to increase U.S. oil produc-
tion to lower gas prices for Ameri-
cans.’’ 

As you said, it doesn’t get any more 
simple than that. It’s just as straight-
forward as it could be. 

I am sorry I couldn’t join you at the 
beginning. I was listening in my office 
to our friend from Ohio who had some 
comments, that I thought it was im-
portant to set the record straight a lit-
tle bit. I know my good friend from In-
diana has done so, but I thought I 
would mention a couple of things. 

It’s true, we do need to work to-
gether. We do need to work together, 
Democrats and Republicans on behalf 
of the American people. But as my 
mama used to say, it takes two to 
tango, and it’s tough to dance by your-
selves when the folks who are setting 
the agenda and setting the bills that 
come to the floor of the House, that 
will allow the bills that come to the 
floor of the House, when they won’t 
tango, when they aren’t interested, ap-
parently, in solving this problem when 
the American people are crying out for 
a solution. 

My good friend, Mr. RYAN from Ohio, 
talked about the issue of the oil com-
panies, domestic oil companies, Amer-
ican oil companies who are trying to 
bring as much product out of the 
ground as possible. At these prices, one 
would think that they would. He talks 
about the fact that only a quarter of 
the lands are being used that are cur-
rently being leased to the oil compa-
nies. 

He says, well, why don’t they use the 
other 75 percent? 

Well, that reminds me of the ques-
tion that Willy Loman got, you know, 
Willy Loman was a bank robber. And 
they asked him, Willy, why do you rob 
banks? He thought a little bit and said, 
because that’s where the money is, the 
money is there. 

These oil companies don’t drill on 
the other 75 percent of that land, not 
because they don’t want to, it’s be-
cause there are tests, remarkably effi-
cient tests, that allow the domestic oil 
producers to tell whether or not there 
is oil down there. If they do those tests 
and they find that there is not any oil 
down there, then should we expect 
them to waste money and drill in those 
areas? 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I just wanted 
to say that in relation to that, between 
2002 and 2007, 52 percent of all the ex-
ploration wells were dry, 52 percent of 
them, of all of them that they drill. So 
it’s not all there. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Will my friend 
yield? 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Yes. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. That’s an im-

portant figure. Over half of the time 
that the oil companies put a drill down 
to find oil, they didn’t find anything, 
and this is on that leased land. That’s 
on that leased land. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Would the 
gentleman yield, I would just like to 
interject something here. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Sure. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Our col-

league from Ohio was talking about 
these leases. And the reason they want 
to drill in ANWR is because geologists 
found there is a huge supply of oil 
there. That makes your point. That’s 
where the oil is. 

As Willy said, that’s where the 
money is. So why would you drill, as 
you said, in leases where there aren’t 
any, when you know, you know that 
there’s oil in the ANWR. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I appreciate 
my friend’s comment. I could let them 
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drill in my backyard, but they are not 
going to find any oil there, so it’s a 
waste of time to drill in my backyard. 
It’s a waste of time for them to drill 
where there is no oil. 

To underscore the point that my 
friend from Indiana made about Alas-
ka, the proven reserves, the proven re-
serves that are there are more than 
twice as much as the oil reserves in all 
of Texas, more than twice as much as 
the oil reserves in all of Texas. That’s 
where the oil is, that’s why it’s impor-
tant to allow them to go there. 

This would represent, the Alaska ex-
ploration, would represent a 50-percent 
increase in the total U.S. proven re-
serves. I would say that’s a remarkable 
amount, incredible amount. You talk 
about something that would drive 
down the cost of gasoline, just the an-
nouncement that we would allow it to 
occur would drive down the price of oil 
across the world. 

But I think it’s extremely important. 

b 1845 

We have a group called the Truth 
Squad that gets together to try to shed 
light on things because facts are stub-
born things. Facts are stubborn things. 
Our motto is everyone is entitled to 
their own opinion, but they are not en-
titled to their own facts. 

When the American people look at 
the facts on this issue, they understand 
that we need to conserve more. With-
out a doubt. And they understand that 
we need to have a transition to alter-
native fuel, that we need to find that 
non-fossil fuel that will drive our econ-
omy and our Nation for centuries to 
come, hopefully. 

But they also understand that it is 
foolish for a Nation that has incredible 
resources, like the United States, to let 
them just sit fallow and not take ad-
vantage of them and make it so that 
we are more reliant on foreign oil than 
ever before, and that we are buying oil 
from folks that frankly don’t like us 
very much. They understand what this 
is about. 

I believe that over the coming 
months as we see gas prices continue 
to increase, that they will pay more at-
tention to what is going on in this 
room and in this building. And as they 
pay more attention, they will appre-
ciate that there are a group of individ-
uals who are interested in increasing 
supply. And then there are a group that 
have proven over and over and over 
that they are not interested in increas-
ing supply. I hope as we work together, 
we will be able to increase those num-
bers of people who want to increase 
supply to more than 218 so we can 
move forward. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Absolutely. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I just want 

to say one thing about what you are 
doing here tonight. I know that we 
can’t talk to the American people, we 
have to talk to each other. But if I 
were talking to the American people 
tonight, I would say, like you are say-
ing, you ought to call your congress-

man and tell him to sign this thing. I 
can’t say that to the American people 
because I’m only allowed to talk to 
you. But if I were talking to the Amer-
ican people, I would say Mr. WEST-
MORELAND has the right idea, let every 
Congressman know how you feel, and if 
you do, then they will change their 
mind and they will support exploration 
that will give us energy independence. 

So I congratulate you on doing this. 
This is a great idea. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you, 
and it is real simple, too. It can’t be 
confused with anything else. American 
energy solutions for lower gas prices 
simply reads, ‘‘I will vote to increase 
U.S. oil production to lower gas prices 
for Americans.’’ It is real simple. 

And what you were talking about, 
Dr. PRICE, is we are not going to drill 
in these leases that don’t have oil. And 
when you’ve got I think it is 1.76 bil-
lion acres in the Outer Continental 
Shelf, and we have only opened up 3 
percent of that. We have got 700 mil-
lion on shore of Federal land that we 
have only opened up 6 percent to. 

And let’s look at this. Let’s remem-
ber back because Mr. RYAN made a 
statement that it would be 10 or 15 
years before we get any oil, and then it 
would be only 40,000 barrels a day. Let 
me remind the American people of this. 
In 1995, this Congress passed drilling in 
ANWR. Then President Clinton vetoed 
that bill in 1995, 13 years ago. Today, 
by conservative estimates, we would be 
getting 1 million barrels a day out of 
ANWR. Today. 

Now Senator SCHUMER on the other 
side of the hall made a statement last 
week that if we could get Saudi Arabia 
or OPEC to increase production of a 
million barrels a day, it would reduce 
the price of gas 50 cents a gallon. Well, 
isn’t that swell. That we are going to 
go to some people that haven’t always 
been our friends, and we are going to 
say to the OPEC nations that we want 
them to drill. We want to use their nat-
ural resources, but we don’t want to 
use ours. That doesn’t make good 
sense. So just remember if President 
Clinton had not vetoed that bill in 1995, 
we would be getting a million barrels a 
day. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I think it is 
important that we discuss a little bit 
about Saudi Arabia and the issue that 
Senator SCHUMER brought up in the 
context of our President going to the 
Middle East. And the way my constitu-
ents saw it, why is our President going 
to the Middle East and begging for the 
production or for them to sell us more 
oil. That is just not befitting of what 
we ought to do for our Nation which 
has incredible reserves, incredible re-
serves. 

And the facts will bear out what you 
said, and that is that the increase of oil 
that could come from Alaska is re-
markable and would significantly 
lower the price. I am reminded of the 
Jay Leno line. Jay Leno said to his au-
dience a couple of weeks ago, ‘‘The 
Democrats say if we allow for drilling 

in Alaska, it will take 10 years before 
we see any gas.’’ 

He said, ‘‘That’s just what they said 
10 years ago.’’ So it hasn’t changed. It’s 
the same old excuse. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I think one 
of the things that ought to be put into 
the equation that we don’t discuss a 
lot, and that is that we are depending 
on the Middle East for what, 40, 50 per-
cent of our energy. Right now we know 
there is a lot of conflict in that part of 
the world. When Saddam Hussein in-
vaded Kuwait, he burned a lot of the oil 
wells. And had he taken over, we would 
all have been buying or trying to buy 
oil from Saddam Hussein. 

The reason I bring this up is we don’t 
know what is going to happen 5 or 10 
years from now. There could be a ter-
rible conflagration over there and we 
might not be able to get oil out of that 
area for our country. They might sink 
a couple of ships in the Persian Gulf 
and block the tankers from even get-
ting out of there, and we won’t be able 
to get energy. So what do we do then? 
Do we let the lights go out and let the 
cars stop on the streets because we 
don’t have energy? That is another rea-
son, for national security purposes, 
that we have an energy supply here and 
become independent of the other coun-
tries in the world. 

As you said, both men from Georgia, 
we have the ability to do it. Even if it 
took 10 years, and I don’t think it 
would, but even if it did, we ought to 
be looking down the road and asking, 
Do we want to keep depending our se-
curity on the Middle East where some-
thing could go wrong tomorrow when 
we could be independent, as far as en-
ergy is concerned, right here in Amer-
ica and protect ourselves, as well as 
getting the energy that we need, from 
a conflagration that might take place 
halfway around the world. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. This might 
be a long-term plan, but you have to 
start some time. There has been a pro-
posal by Senator MCCAIN to give some 
temporary relief with a gas tax holiday 
during the summer to allow some peo-
ple some extra spending money. It is 
not a great amount, but it is some-
thing. 

We could also take off-road diesel 
and let people burn it on road. If you 
remember after Hurricane Katrina, 
there was a shortage of diesel. They 
didn’t have any diesel and the EPA and 
the IRS got together and said all right, 
let’s start burning this off road and let 
them use it for 30 days, and then I be-
lieve we extended it for another 30 days 
until we got the supply of diesel back. 

So there are some commonsense 
things that we can do immediately. 
And Dr. PRICE hit on this. The day I be-
lieve that we pass some type of bill in 
this body that said we are going to 
look after our own solutions for energy 
from within our own natural resources, 
this oil speculation would come down. 
You wouldn’t even have to put the first 
drill bit in the ground. Right now they 
understand that the majority that is in 
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control of this Congress are being held 
hostage by the radical environmental-
ists and that we are not going to do 
anything such as this with long-term 
planning about our energy future. And 
while we all want to conserve, we can-
not conserve ourselves out of the di-
lemma that we are in right now. And 
so we have got to do something. We 
have to have some initiative to go for-
ward. And right now, we are laying 
around in the fetal position talking 
about a commonsense plan that we had 
2 years ago that we have not done any-
thing about. So it is time for action. 

You know, I have seen a knee-jerk re-
action to everything up here. You let 
the least little thing happen, and we 
will have a knee-jerk reaction to it. 
And that is something. We have had 
tragedies that we have had. We put $140 
billion down after Katrina, $62 billion 
in 2 weeks that we addressed down 
there, and it wasn’t that we responded 
fast enough. So we have a habit of 
throwing money at things but not pro-
viding the boots on the ground or the 
substance to back it up. 

Well, this is something that we just 
can’t throw money at. This is some-
thing that calls for action. We, as the 
duly elected people by our constitu-
ents, we are the representatives of this 
country, and they sent us here to do 
something, not just lay here in a fetal 
position. And I yield to Dr. PRICE. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I thank my 
friend from Indiana for bringing up the 
issue of national security because en-
ergy security is national security. 
There is no doubt about it. People at 
home understand this better than the 
folks in this room, apparently, as a 
whole. Energy security is national se-
curity. 

I would suggest that it is irrespon-
sible of us, it is an abrogation of our 
duty and our oath not to fulfill the re-
quirements that would allow for us to 
be self-sufficient in energy. And we can 
with the resources that we have. There 
is no doubt about it. 

The dirty little secret is 30 years ago 
when we had the challenge, the oil cri-
sis where we all waited in lines to fill 
our gas tanks, all of us at the time 
said, all of us said we will never be this 
reliant on foreign oil again. The dirty 
little secret is at that time we were 
about 25 percent relying on foreign oil. 
And now we buy over 60 percent of our 
oil, not from ourselves, not from do-
mestic producers. So the dirty little se-
cret is that we have gone a long way in 
the wrong direction. We can turn it 
around. We can move it in the right di-
rection in an environmentally sensitive 
and sound way, in a technologically 
sound way that will not have the kind 
of catastrophes that many on the other 
side say are a certainty. 

I am pleased that you brought up 
Hurricane Katrina in a little different 
light. During Katrina, the thousands of 
rigs in the gulf, not one of them had a 
leak from Hurricane Katrina. In fact, 
there is more seepage naturally of oil 
out of the ground every day into the 

Gulf of Mexico than occurred during 
Hurricane Katrina because of a prob-
lem with the technology, the equip-
ment. 

We have come so far in this Nation 
over the last 30 years in terms of tech-
nology and being able to do energy pro-
duction, oil production, getting it out 
of the ground, in an environmentally 
sensitive and sound way. There is no 
reason, no reason not to move forward. 

In fact, the issue of Alaska and 
whether or not we ought to explore 
there, President Carter knew that we 
ought to. As my friends know, he 
signed a bill that provided for the 1002 
area. That was in 1980. It is not a wild-
life or a refuge at all, it is an area that 
was specifically designated for future 
exploration for oil. And our friends on 
the other side of the aisle won’t allow 
that to happen. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Yes, closed it 
down. 

Going back to Hurricane Katrina and 
the fact that a large number of our re-
fineries are on that gulf coast which is 
subject to hurricanes, it seems like we 
would take some proactive decisions 
and look at other places where we 
could put some of these refineries 
where they would not be as subject to 
hurricanes. 

Once again, the people in New Orle-
ans could not spend as much money as 
we sent down there as fast as they 
could. They needed action. They need-
ed boots on the ground. They needed 
physical people down there helping 
them. 

So we have an opportunity now to do 
something physical. We can put 435 
pairs of boots on the ground right now 
and let the American people know that 
we are here to help. And what we are 
going to do, we are going to be at the 
forefront for making sure that we give 
the ability to extract oil and natural 
gas and clean-burning coal and any 
type of energy that we can from our 
own natural resources. 

Now the Republican plan that Leader 
BOEHNER and others have put out talks 
about the on shore, online and that is 
estimated, and that is the shale and 
ANWR, that would save anywhere from 
70 to $1.60 a gallon. 

b 1900 
And if you look at the deepwater 

drilling, the OCS, that would be be-
tween 90 and $2.50 a gallon. And then 
the new refineries. And Dr. PRICE, be-
fore you got here, I made a statement 
that we import 6.9 billion gallons of gas 
every year, plus probably just as much 
diesel. But if we built a new refinery, it 
would save us 15 to 45 cents. So taking 
just a conservative estimate, that’s 
about $2 a gallon that that would save 
us. 

Now, if you look at the Democratic 
plan that they had, sue OPEC. Well, I 
don’t think that’s going to bring us in 
anything to reduce the price of gas. 

They want to launch their seventh 
investigation into price gouging, their 
seventh. They’ve already had six inves-
tigations of price gouging. 

They want to launch their fourth in-
vestigation into speculators, the fourth 
one. And they want $20 billion in new 
taxes on oil producers. 

Now, here again, I’ve looked at all 
those things and I’ve kind of weighed 
both sides, and their savings is zero. 
Nada. Ours would be about $2 a gallon. 

Is it going to happen immediately? 
No. Is it going to start happening im-
mediately? Yes. 

And so, what I wanted the American 
people to do with this, Mr. Speaker, is 
to allow them to see who’s on their 
team for bringing down the price of 
gas, and who’s on their team for using 
our own resources, rather than sending 
our President into foreign lands beg-
ging for other people to increase their 
oil production. 

Dr. PRICE. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I appreciate 

that. And this idea, the idea you came 
up with is so wonderful because what 
it’s going to allow every Member of 
this House to see is who signs on the 
petition. You’re going to come down 
here with some frequency, I suspect, 
and we’ll review the individuals that 
are—— 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Well, we got 
about 20 signatures today just by show-
ing it to people walking out the door. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Absolutely. 
Within 5 or 6 minutes they walked by 
and said well, I’ll sign up on that. But 
our colleagues here are going to be able 
to look on that petition and see who’s 
interested in voting to increase U.S. oil 
production to lower gas prices for 
Americans. And so that’s why your 
leadership on this is wonderful. 

I’m reminded of the individual who 
said that every other nation on the 
face of this earth looks at their natural 
resources and views them as an eco-
nomic asset. They view them as an eco-
nomic asset, something that can help 
their nation. 

The problem that we seem to have is 
that the majority leadership, at least, 
in this body, looks at our natural re-
sources and views them as an environ-
mental hazard, which doesn’t make 
any sense. It certainly doesn’t make 
any sense to the folks in my district, 
and I suspect it doesn’t make any sense 
to the folks in your districts. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Would the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Sure. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. One of the 

things that we haven’t really discussed 
a great deal tonight is if they didn’t 
want to drill for oil, for instance, we 
have a several hundred-year supply of 
natural gas, and there could be an en-
tire new industry creating conversion 
units for automobiles that would be 
much less than a brand new car, that 
could convert gas-powered cars to nat-
ural gas power, which is a clean burn-
ing fuel. 

But once again, the opposition will 
not allow us to drill for natural gas, 
which is a clean burning fuel which 
would help the environment. So it’s 
not just the oil issue; it’s the entire en-
ergy issue that you’re talking about. 
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And that’s why I think that the 

American people, I hope that they’re 
paying attention to this. I know that 
they’re getting their attention because 
the price of gasoline is so high. But we 
have the ability to use natural gas. We 
have the ability to use oil. We have the 
ability to get it out of the ground, to 
use shale and we’re being blocked again 
and again and again. 

And I appreciate you and the other 
gentleman from Georgia saying tonight 
that we’d like to work with the Demo-
crats on the other side of the aisle to 
solve this problem. But, as you said be-
fore, it takes two to dance. Well, I 
guess I could dance by myself, but that 
wouldn’t be very becoming. But it 
takes two to tango, and I would just 
say that if my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle are listening to my 
colleagues from Georgia, let’s get to-
gether and see if we can come up with 
a way to get this problem solved. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Absolutely. 
Let’s get together. And I appreciate 
you bringing up some of the other ways 
to increase our domestic resources or 
utilization of our resources. Offshore 
drilling, offshore oil, deep sea explo-
ration, 85 percent of the lower 48 
States, Outer Continental Shelf, en-
ergy resources remain under lock and 
key by the Federal Government. You 
can’t go there. 85 percent. 

In fact, as I mentioned, the United 
States is the only nation that has 
shoreline in the world that doesn’t 
allow for exploration offshore to the 
degree that would allow for utilizing 
those resources that are available. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. And keep in 
mind, we only use 3 percent of those 
offshore resources. Only 3 percent. Out 
of 101.76 billion acres, we only use 3 
percent of it. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. That lets you 
know how much of the shoreline of the 
United States is in Alaska, because 
that’s what bumps that number way 
up. 

I want to make just one brief com-
ment about the oil shale that we’ve got 
available to us in the United States be-
cause I was astounded when I learned 
these figures. And again, these are 
facts. This isn’t my opinion. This is a 
fact. 

The Department of Energy estimates 
that the United States is endowed with 
more than 2 trillion, 2 trillion, that’s 
T-R, 2 trillion barrels of oil from oil 
shale if we were allowed to move for-
ward with that clean technology, envi-
ronmentally sound way, 2 trillion bar-
rels. 

To put this figure in perspective, the 
world has used 1 trillion barrels of oil 
since the first oil well was drilled in 
Pennsylvania in 1859. So twice as much 
oil as the world has used in the past 150 
years is available through environ-
mentally sound technology, through 
the use of oil shale. To not take advan-
tage of those resources is astounding to 
me. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Well, those 
resources, that shale that you’re talk-

ing about, Mr. UDALL from Colorado, if 
you’ll remember, had an amendment 
on the bill that we passed in this House 
that said that was off, can’t use it. 
Can’t get it. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. That’s exactly 
right. It wasn’t well maybe we ought to 
give it a try in a little area and see 
how it works. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. 219–215. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Yeah. We 

ought to, you know, at least try a little 
bit. Maybe we ought to see if it works, 
see if we can’t make certain that the 
technologically sound and environ-
mentally sensitive way to gain these 
resources is true. Shouldn’t we just try 
a little bit? At $4 a gallon, doesn’t that 
make sense? Or does it have to get to 
$5 a gallon, or is it $6? 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. And Senator 
ALLARD, from Colorado I believe, had 
an amendment in the Senate Appro-
priations Committee to overturn the 
Udall amendment, and it was defeated 
15–14, along party lines. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Isn’t that 
amazing. And it really begs the ques-
tion, how high does the price of gas 
have to get before we use American re-
sources? How high does it have to get? 

Maybe that’s the question we ought 
to be asking our friends on the other 
side. We’d love to work with you. At 
what price will you begin to work? Is it 
$10 a gallon that you’ll begin to work 
with us? 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. But Dr. 
PRICE, that’s the problem that the ma-
jority has because a lot of their base is 
the radical environmentalists don’t 
care if gas goes to $10 a gallon. They 
don’t want us driving SUVs. They real-
ly don’t want us driving cars. They 
want us riding bicycles or motor scoot-
ers like you would see in China or 
somewhere in an Asian country. They 
don’t want us driving. And they don’t 
care how high gas gets. That doesn’t 
matter to them. 

And so that’s a problem that the ma-
jority is facing. And I think one of the 
reasons they have not been quick to 
act is the fact that that has been a 
large part of their base. 

But hopefully, the American people 
are going to realize that they can have 
a voice in this. They can have a voice, 
and that they can see, on a chart, how 
their person stands; are they for U.S. 
energy independence or not? 

And so that’s what we have given, a 
plain visual of them to be able to see. 

I yield to you. 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. And I thank 

you. And I know that you mentioned 
about the certain folks in the environ-
mental community who do not want 
any exploration and do not want any 
greater production. But I can’t believe 
that a significant number of folks on 
the other side don’t believe in their 
heart, and their constituents certainly, 
that we ought to be able to solve this 
problem with our own resources and 
with our own ingenuity and our own 
spirit and genius and American entre-
preneurship and American energy for 

Americans. I just have to believe that 
a significant number on the other side 
of the aisle believe that. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. And I think 
you’re right. And Mr. BURTON’s been 
here a lot longer than you and I have. 
But we have seen what complete au-
thority is in this body, and really one 
person controls any legislation that 
comes on to this floor. So it wouldn’t 
matter. 

And we saw an example of that when 
we had the votes to pass the FISA bill, 
the national security bill. We had the 
votes to pass that in a letter that the 
Blue Dogs had sent to the Speaker. 
And our side we had enough to pass a 
good FISA bill that would have pro-
tected America, but we couldn’t get it 
to the floor. 

And so I think you’re right, Dr. 
PRICE. I think there are many Members 
on the other side of the aisle that real-
ize that we need to be looking at our 
own natural resources that would vote 
with us for a good plan, for a good en-
ergy program. But they’ll never have 
the opportunity to do it. 

And so that’s the reason I felt the 
need to have this chart, so at least 
they can tell their constituents, hey, 
look, if leadership would bring this up, 
I’d be with you. But they won’t bring it 
up. 

Mr. BURTON. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I appreciate 

the gentleman yielding. 
You know, the truckers across this 

country that drive these big diesel rigs 
that bring food to the market and all 
these other commodities, they were so 
upset when diesel fuel got to over $4 a 
gallon, now it’s over $4.50 a gallon, that 
they came, hundreds of them, maybe 
even thousands of them, drove here 
into Washington, DC to protest. And 
they’re very concerned about that. And 
the people who buy those products are 
concerned. 

You even see now where people are 
stealing cooking oil from McDonald 
restaurants in the back so they can 
augment their fuel so they can get 
more mileage with their diesel trucks. 

And I would say, if I were talking to 
those truckers across the country, and 
I know we can’t because we’re just 
talking among ourselves, that the 
truckers, I’m sure, would want their 
Congressman and the people they serve 
to contact their Congressman to say 
sign this petition because we can’t af-
ford to bring across the country the 
food and the commodities necessary to 
keep your standard of living where it is 
today. So it’s not just the guy driving 
his car to and from work. 

I had a young man, I won’t tell you 
who it is because he might get fired. 
But he’s a young man who works here 
in the Capitol. And he was talking to 
one of his friends, and I walked out, 
and I said, what about this drilling in 
the ANWR and in the United States to 
get oil? He says, I don’t care where you 
drill. He says, I live 45 minutes from 
the Capitol. I can’t afford to drive to 
and from work anymore, and I’m going 
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to buy an air mattress and pump it up 
someplace so I can spend half of my 
time here because I can’t afford to go 
home. 

So they’re upset, the people driving 
these cars, because they can’t afford to 
live like they did in the past. It’s hurt-
ing people with home mortgages, their 
food and everything else, those on lim-
ited incomes. 

But as I was saying before, the truck-
ers have already demonstrated. And I’ll 
bet you if they knew tonight that these 
petitions that you’ve come up with 
were here on the floor, I’ll bet you 
every one of them would call everybody 
they know and tell them, call your 
Congressman. Tell him to sign that pe-
tition so we can get the fuel down so 
we can transport the goods and serv-
ices you need across this country so 
you can live again. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. And we can 
get out of the fetal position and start 
some action. And that’s what we need 
to be doing. 

And you brought up a great point. 
Cooking oil, the fat, the grease pots 
that are there that people are actually 
going and robbing these things and 
making a biodiesel fuel out of it. 

We’ve got some companies up in 
northeast Georgia that are making bio-
diesel out of chicken parts. The inge-
nuity is out there. We have just got to 
feed that and make these people have 
some ideas to come up with it. And 
we’re not doing that. And that is an 
immediate thing that we could do. 

The other thing we could do is pro-
pane. You talk about natural gas. You 
know, propane conversion was going 
very well in this country. And it’s 
clean burning. It was going great. And 
then the EPA said no, you’ve got to do 
these specific tests on every different 
type of engine, on every different make 
of car. 

And rather than going to the people 
that are making these propane conver-
sion engines, these natural gas conver-
sion engines, the hydrogen cell, we 
need to be putting every dime we’ve 
got towards technology and the hydro-
gen cell, because this is something that 
is very real that would really solve a 
whole bunch of our energy problems. 
But, rather than the government going 
to them and saying, how can we best 
help you develop a conversion energy 
from gasoline to natural gas, or from 
gasoline to propane, gasoline to a hy-
drogen cell, what can we do to help 
you? We don’t do that. We put regula-
tions on them and taxes that burden 
them from doing anything. 

b 1915 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. And all of 
those activities that burden our own 
American oil producers, all of them 
provide greater incentives for foreign 
oil producers and increase our reliance 
on foreign oil. 

And I appreciate my friend from Indi-
ana talking about the truckers, and if 
we were able to contact them and say, 
You ought to contact your Member of 

Congress because this petition is so 
simple, American energy solutions for 
lower gas. What could be more simple? 
And so you’re talking about onshore 
oil, bringing more onshore oil on line, 
bringing deepwater oil on line, bringing 
new refineries on line. 

One thing that I learned just recently 
is that on the north shore of Lake Erie, 
the north shore of Lake Erie is not the 
United States. It’s Canada. Good 
friend, neighbor to the north. They’ve 
got—they are drilling on land and then 
under Lake Erie to get oil. Our good 
friends, the Canadians to the north. 
And what are they doing with that oil? 
They’re selling it to us. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. The slant 
drilling. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. My folks at 
home, when I tell them these sorts of 
things, they shake their head. They 
say, You gotta be kidding me. And we 
won’t allow our oil companies, Amer-
ican oil producers, to do the same sorts 
of things in environmentally sensitive 
and technologically sound ways. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. These are top 
exporters of gasoline into the United 
States in millions of barrels. Now these 
are exporters to us in gas, not crude 
oil, in gas. 

United Kingdom, 147 million barrels a 
year. That’s about a billion gallons; 
the U.S. Virgin Islands import 990 mil-
lions of gasoline to us; France, 470 mil-
lion gallons; Canada, 445 million gal-
lons; the Netherlands, 441 million gal-
lons; Norway, 353 million gallons. 

And let me say this, 20 years ago, 
Norway—it may have been a little bit 
longer ago than that—Norway was kind 
of dependent on foreign oil. And Nor-
way, they’re basically a tourist, fish-
ing, snow skiing country. They are now 
the second largest exporter of crude oil 
in the world because they said we’re 
going to drill and use our own natural 
resources. 

Germany. We import 250 million gal-
lons of gas every year from Germany; 
310 from Russia; 410 million from Italy, 
and 231 million gallons of gasoline we 
import from OPEC countries. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. You know, a 
number of us—I’m on the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, and I do some trav-
eling to meet with leaders in other 
countries around the world. And one of 
the things that I have found is the 
Pound Sterling and the Euro, their cur-
rency has gone from where it was 
about 70 cents to the dollar to where 
the Euro is almost one and a half times 
what the dollar is as far as value’s con-
cerned. 

And one of the reasons why you have 
seen the currency of the United States 
go down is because we’re buying more 
and exporting less, and one of the main 
reasons for that is what you just men-
tioned a moment ago: we’re importing 
all of this energy when we could be pro-
ducing it ourselves keeping more of our 
money here, which would not only help 
us energy-wise, but which would 
strengthen the dollar and help the en-
tire economy of the United States. 

There are so many ancillary reasons, 
so many ancillary reasons why we 
should be drilling for our own energy 
that it doesn’t make—that it isn’t 
funny. And yet I can’t understand why 
many of our colleagues don’t under-
stand that. It’s not just energy, it’s 
economic security, it’s national secu-
rity, it’s a whole host of things; and we 
ought to get on with it. We really 
ought to get on with it. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Think about 
this. Think about the number of jobs 
that would come here, that we would 
have ourselves bringing new refineries, 
expanding them, drilling, taking this 
shale out of the ground. These would 
create good-paying American jobs. We 
have a lot of people from this country 
that are in OPEC countries and in 
other nations that are working on 
these rigs, they’re making big money. 
They could be doing the same thing 
right here in this country. 

And we’ve got about 5 minutes left 
and so I want to just—I will end my 
part, and I will let everybody have a 
little bit of time. 

I want to end my part in saying that 
I have tried to come up with as simple 
a way of getting information to the 
people of this country, Mr. Speaker, as 
I knew how on drilling. Because like I 
said, I have heard and gotten e-mails 
from this petition on this site, this pe-
tition on that site, and the one most 
people are doing is the American Solu-
tions site, which I think has over 
500,000 signatures now about drilling. 
You have got radio stations in Florida 
sending drill bits. And then I listen to 
all of the talk down here, and it is so 
confusing for people to understand ex-
actly what we have voted on, what got 
enacted, what didn’t get enacted. 

So I wanted to come up with the sim-
plest thing I could, and I came up with 
this petition: American energy solu-
tions for lower gas prices. Brings on-
shore oil on line, bring deepwater oil 
on line, bring new refineries on line. 
And then it’s simply asking 435 Mem-
bers—we’re giving 435 Members an op-
portunity to sign a petition, this is our 
energy petition, that says, I will vote 
to increase U.S. oil production to lower 
gas prices for Americans. And that’s 
about as simple as we can get. 

Dr. PRICE, would you like to close? 
Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Let me thank 

my friend and colleague from Georgia 
for his leadership on this. 

As you say, it’s as simple as it gets. 
American energy solutions for lower 
gas prices. Either you believe and will 
vote for allowing an increase in U.S. oil 
production to lower gas prices or you 
won’t. It’s as simple as that. 

So I want to commend you for focus-
ing this issue and making it very crys-
tal clear for all of our colleagues who 
sign, who support increasing U.S. oil 
production to lower gas prices. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. And I would 
just like to say thank you very much, 
Representative WESTMORELAND, for 
taking the leadership. Once again, 
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Georgia, my two colleagues from Geor-
gia are leading the way, and I really 
appreciate it very much. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I yield back 
the balance of the time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. KIND (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of flood-
ing in his district. 

f 

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 Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Ms. WATSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, for 5 

minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, June 19. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, June 19. 
Mr. REICHERT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

June 17, 18 and 19. 
(The following Member (at her re-

quest) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 23 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, June 13, 2008, at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7100. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Hexythiazox; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0309; FRL-8365-2] 
received May 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7101. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Fluopicolide; Pesticide Tol-
erances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0339; FRL-8363-7] 
received May 27, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7102. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 2-Oxepanone, homopolymer; 
Tolerance Exemption [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008- 
0096; FRL-8362-8] received May 28, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

7103. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Boscalid; Pesticide Toler-
ance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0145; FRL-8354-4] re-
ceived April 30, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7104. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Myclobutanil; Pesticide 
Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2007-0107; FRL-8356- 
2] received April 30, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7105. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report on the 
Community Food and Nutrition Program for 
Fiscal Years 2004 and 2005; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

7106. A letter from the Administrator, En-
ergy Information Administration, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report for Calendar Year 2007 on the 
country of origin and the sellers of uranium 
and uranium enrichment services purchased 
by owners and operators of U.S. civilian nu-
clear power reactors, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
2297g-4; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7107. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s Fiscal Year 2007 
annual report pursuant to Section 712(e) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7108. A letter from the Commissioner of 
Food and Drugs, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Interim Report on Study Commit-
ment Regarding Inclusion of Toll-Free Ad-
verse Event Reporting Number by FDA, pur-
suant to Public Law 110-85, section 906; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7109. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report for fiscal 
years 2003-2005 on the effectiveness of pro-
grams assisted under the Lead Contamina-
tion Control Act of 1988, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 247b-1(j); to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

7110. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report on the use 
of funds appropriated to carry out the Med-
icaid Integrity Program for Fiscal Year 2007, 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1396; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

7111. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s Fiscal Year 2007 annual report 
as required by the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, as 
amended, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 9620; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7112. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Method 207 — Pre-Survey 

Procedure for Corn Wet-Milling Facility 
Emission Sources [EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0844, 
FRL-8572-1] (RIN: 2060-A039) received May 27, 
2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7113. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Expedited Approval of Al-
ternative Test Procedures for the Analysis of 
Contaminants Under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act; Analysis and Sampling Proce-
dures [EPA-HQ-OW-2006-0958; FRL-8573-7] re-
ceived May 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7114. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; South Carolina; 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration and 
Nonattainment New Source Review Rules 
[EPA-R04-OAR-2005-SC-0004-200809; FRL-8573- 
2] received May 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7115. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Min-
nesota; Maintenance Plan Update for Dakota 
County Lead Area [EPA-R05-OAR-2007-1097; 
FRL-8572-6] received May 28, 2008, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

7116. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Min-
nesota; Interstate Transport of Pollution 
[EPA-R05-OAR-2007-1132; FRL-8573-3] re-
ceived May 28, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7117. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Determination of Non-
attainment and Reclassification of the Mem-
phis, Tennessee/Crittenden County, Arkansas 
8-hour Ozone Nonattainment Area [EPA-R04- 
OAR-2007-0959-200804; FRL-8547-8] received 
April 30, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7118. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of State Implementation Plans; State of 
Utah; Interstate Transport of Pollution and 
Other Revisions [EPA-R08-OAR-2007-0647; 
FRL-8546-3] received April 30, 2008, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

7119. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Rhode 
Island; Diesel Anti-Idling Regulation [EPA- 
R01-OAR-2007-1176; A-1-FRL-8546-9] received 
April 30, 2008, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7120. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Amendments to National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pol-
lutants for Area Sources: Acrylic and 
Modacrylic Fibers Production, Carbon Black 
Production, Chemical Manufacturing: Chro-
mium Compounds, Flexible Polyurethane 
Foam Production and Fabrication, Lead 
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Acid Battery Manufacturing, and Wood Pre-
serving [EPA-HQ-OAR-2006-0897; FRL-8547-1] 
(RIN: 2060-AN44) received April 30, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

7121. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Determinations of Attain-
ment of the Eight-Hour Ozone Standard for 
Various Ozone Nonattainment Areas in Up-
state New York State [EPA-R02-OAR-2008- 
0078; FRL-8546-2] received April 30, 2008, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

7122. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s report entitled, ‘‘Report to 
Congress on Abnormal Occurrences: Fiscal 
Year 2007,’’ pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5848; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7123. A letter from the President & CEO, 
Federal Home Loan Bank Seattle, transmit-
ting the 2007 management report of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank of Seattle, pursuant to 
31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

7124. A letter from the President, Federal 
Home Loan Bank of Cincinnati, transmitting 
the 2007 management report and statements 
on system of internal controls of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank of Cincinnati, pursuant to 
31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

7125. A letter from the Deputy General 
Counsel, Office of Management and Budget, 
transmitting a report pursuant to the Fed-
eral Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

7126. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting 
the 2008 Annual Report of the Supplemental 
Security Income Program, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 104-193, section 231; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

7127. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting a 
copy of draft bill to make amendments to 
the Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insur-
ance (OASDI) program and the Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) program; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

7128. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s latest version of Social 
Security and Supplemental Security Income 
(SSI) Statistics by Congressional District as 
of December 2007; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

7129. A letter from the United States Trade 
Representative, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting consistent with 
Title I of the Trade and Development Act of 
2000, the ‘‘2008 Comprehensive Report on U.S. 
Trade and Investment Policy Toward Sub- 
Saharan Africa and Implementation of the 
African Growth and Opportunity Act’’; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7130. A letter from the Director, Financial 
Management and Assurance, General Ac-
counting Office, transmitting a report enti-
tled, ‘‘Congressional Award Foundation’s 
Fiscal Years 2006 and 2007 Financial State-
ments,’’ pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 807(a); jointly 
to the Committees on Education and Labor 
and Oversight and Government Reform. 

7131. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s FY 2005 report on 
the Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP), pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
8629(b); jointly to the Committees on Energy 
and Commerce and Education and Labor. 

7132. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report entitled, 
‘‘Final Report to Congress on the Evaluation 

of Medicare Disease Management Pro-
grams,’’ pursuant to Public Law 106-554, sec-
tion 121; jointly to the Committees on En-
ergy and Commerce and Ways and Means. 

7133. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report entitled, 
‘‘Finalizing Medicare Regulations under Sec-
tion 902 of the Medicare Prescription Drug, 
Improvement, and Modernization Act of 2003 
for Calendar Year 2007’’; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means and Energy and 
Commerce. 

f 

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: 

Mr. OBERSTAR: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 1333. A bill to 
amend the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to 
direct the Secretary to enter into an agree-
ment with the Secretary of the Air Force to 
use Civil Air Patrol personnel and resources 
to support homeland security missions: with 
amendments (Rept. 110–691 Pt. 2). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. WAXMAN: Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. H.R. 5912. A bill to 
amend title 39, United States Code, to make 
cigarettes and certain other tobacco prod-
ucts nonmailable, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 110–711). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. KUHL of New York: 
H.R. 6249. A bill to establish a direct loan 

program for providing energy efficiency im-
provements for single family housing, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas: 
H.R. 6250. A bill to revise the short title of 

the Fannie Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks, and 
Coretta Scott King Voting Rights Act Reau-
thorization and Amendments Act of 2006; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAHALL (for himself, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. EMANUEL, Mrs. 
CAPPS, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. YARMUTH, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. HALL of New York): 

H.R. 6251. A bill to prohibit the Secretary 
of the Interior from issuing new Federal oil 
and gas leases to holders of existing leases 
who do not diligently develop the lands sub-
ject to such existing leases or relinquish 
such leases, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. CAMP 
of Michigan, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. ALTMIRE, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs. BOYDA of 
Kansas, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. MCNULTY, 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr. POR-
TER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. THOMPSON 
of California, and Mr. WALBERG): 

H.R. 6252. A bill to amend part B of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to delay 
and reform the Medicare competitive acqui-
sition program for purchase of durable med-
ical equipment, prosthetics, orthotics, and 
supplies; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SALI (for himself, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, Mr. GOODE, Mr. DAVID DAVIS of 
Tennessee, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
of Florida, and Mr. WALBERG): 

H.R. 6253. A bill to ban the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives from 
purchasing, using, or distributing hand tools 
or tool kits on which any reminder about 
forfeiture appears; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California 
(for himself, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. 
BACA): 

H.R. 6254. A bill to authorize the tem-
porary participation of mortgage brokers 
and lenders under the FHA single-family 
housing mortgage insurance program; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Mr. ENGEL, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. CORRINE 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
ELLISON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. 
CLARKE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. AL GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. RUSH, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. 
MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, 
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. HONDA, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Ms. WATSON, Mr. FORTEN- 
BERRY, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, and Mr. HINOJOSA): 

H.R. 6255. A bill to provide for professional 
exchanges with Haiti, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. 
EMANUEL, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. CASTOR, Mr. CHAN-
DLER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER of California, Mr. OLVER, Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER, Mr. WELCH of 
Vermont, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. BISHOP of New York, 
Mr. HODES, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 6256. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to establish an annual produc-
tion incentive fee with respect to Federal on-
shore and offshore lands that are subject to 
a lease for production of oil or natural gas 
under which production is not occurring, to 
authorize use of amounts received as such 
fee for energy efficiency and renewable en-
ergy projects, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on Science and 
Technology, Energy and Commerce, and 
Education and Labor, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. KIRK (for himself, Mr. CASTLE, 
Mr. FERGUSON, and Mr. SHAYS): 

H.R. 6257. A bill to reinstate the Public 
Safety and Recreational Firearms Use Pro-
tection Act; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. BARTON of 
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Texas, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. WHITFIELD of 
Kentucky, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. DOYLE, 
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ELLSWORTH, Mr. 
HILL, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, and Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio): 

H.R. 6258. A bill to accelerate the develop-
ment and early deployment of systems for 
the capture and storage of carbon dioxide 
emissions from fossil fuel electric generation 
facilities, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committee on Science and 
Technology, 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 Mr. FILNER: 
H.R. 6259. A bill to require the Commis-

sioner of Social Security to revise the med-
ical criteria for evaluating disability in a 
person diagnosed with Huntington’s Disease 
and to waive the 24-month waiting period for 
Medicare eligibility for individuals disabled 
by Huntington’s Disease; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FORBES: 
H.R. 6260. A bill to ensure the energy inde-

pendence of the United States by promoting 
research, development, demonstration, and 
commercial application of technologies 
through a system of grants and prizes on the 
scale of the original Manhattan Project; to 
the Committee on Science and Technology. 

By Mr. HILL: 
H.R. 6261. A bill to increase the maximum 

amount of financial assistance that an indi-
vidual or household is eligible to receive 
under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act in connection 
with recent storm damage and flooding in 
the Midwest, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. HOLT: 
H.R. 6262. A bill to amend the Workforce 

Investment Act of 1998 to include workforce 
investment programs on the Internet; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Mr. HONDA, and 
Ms. BERKLEY): 

H.R. 6263. A bill to increase awareness of 
the existence of and to overcome gender bias 
in academic science and engineering through 
research and training, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science and 
Technology, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut (for 
himself, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 
COURTNEY, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. WU, Mr. 
HILL, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. WELCH of 
Vermont): 

H.R. 6264. A bill to prevent excessive specu-
lation in over-the-counter derivatives mar-
kets for certain energy commodities by lim-
iting participation in those markets to per-
sons who are capable of producing, manufac-
turing, or taking physical delivery of the 
commodities; to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Mr. CROWLEY, Mrs. MALONEY 
of New York, Mr. NADLER, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. 
WALSH of New York, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. BISHOP of New York, 

Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
TOWNS, and Mr. WEINER): 

H.R. 6265. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
41 Purdy Avenue in Rye, New York, as the 
‘‘Caroline O’Day Post Office Building’’; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas (for himself, 
Mr. DONNELLY, and Mr. PLATTS): 

H.R. 6266. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the Secretary of 
the Treasury to waive the penalties for fail-
ure to disclose reportable transactions, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STUPAK: 
H.R. 6267. A bill to make the Davis-Bacon 

Act applicable to rural development loan and 
loan guarantee programs; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for himself 
and Mr. SALAZAR): 

H.R. 6268. A bill to improve and enhance 
the mental health care benefits available to 
members of the Armed Forces and veterans, 
to enhance counseling and other benefits 
available to survivors of members of the 
Armed Forces and veterans, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, and in addition to the Committees on 
Armed Services, and Ways and Means, for a 
period 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. WALBERG (for himself and Mr. 
LATTA): 

H.R. 6269. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against 
income tax for the use of ethanol in tetra 
ethyl ortho silicate (TEOS) production; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. WATSON (for herself, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. LATHAM, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. 
SOLIS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, and Mr. CONYERS): 

H.R. 6270. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to create a 
new conditional approval system for drugs, 
biological products, and devices that is re-
sponsive to the needs of seriously ill pa-
tients, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WEINER: 
H.R. 6271. A bill to provide for a green 

building certification program as part of the 
Energy Star program; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. WELCH of Vermont (for himself 
and Mr. HALL of New York): 

H.R. 6272. A bill to authorize discretionary 
appropriations to carry out the Service 
Members Occupational Conversion and 
Training Act of 1992; to the Committee on 
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Veterans’ Affairs, and Education 
and Labor, 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 Mr. WITTMAN of Virginia: 
H.R. 6273. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to restore the obligation of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to invest the 
balance of the Highway Trust Fund in inter-

est-bearing obligations of the United States; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. KILPATRICK (for herself, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
CONYERS, Ms. LEE, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. PAYNE, 
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
ROTHMAN, Mr. WATT, Mr. PASCRELL, 
Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms. CLARKE, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. ELLISON, 
Mr. BISHOP of New York, Ms. LINDA 
T. SÁNCHEZ of California, Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, and Mr. SCOTT of Geor-
gia): 

H. Con. Res. 372. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of Black 
Music Month and to honor the outstanding 
contributions that African American singers 
and musicians have made to the United 
States; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Ms. RICHARDSON: 
H. Res. 1269. A resolution honoring the 

110th anniversary of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence of the Philippines; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. WOLF, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. INGLIS of South 
Carolina, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. 
FORTUÑO): 

H. Res. 1270. A resolution commending the 
efforts of those who sought to block an inter-
national arms transfer destined for 
Zimbabwe, where the government has un-
leashed a campaign of violence and intimida-
tion against members of the political opposi-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California 
(for himself, Ms. WATERS, Mr. BACH-
US, Mr. ROSKAM, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. 
AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. DAVIS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. WATT, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, and Mrs. MALONEY of 
New York): 

H. Res. 1271. A resolution recognizing Na-
tional Homeownership Month and the impor-
tance of homeownership in the United 
States; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. 

By Ms. FALLIN (for herself, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. SULLIVAN, 
Mr. LUCAS, Mr. COLE of Oklahoma, 
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mrs. MILLER 
of Michigan, Ms. FOXX, Ms. GRANGER, 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, 
Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. BOREN): 

H. Res. 1272. A resolution honoring and rec-
ognizing Alice Mary Robertson who, while a 
Member of Congress, became the first woman 
to preside over the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
WOLF, Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER): 

H. Res. 1273. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the human rights crisis of Laotian and 
Hmong people in Laos and Thailand; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS: 
H. Res. 1274. A resolution commending So-

nora Smart Dodd for her contribution in rec-
ognizing the importance of Father’s Day and 
recognizing the important role fathers play 
in our families; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:59 Jun 13, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\L12JN7.100 H12JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5408 June 12, 2008 
MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

312. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the State 
of Ohio, relative to House Resolution No. 100 
memorializing the Congress of the United 
States to enact the Community Cancer Care 
Prevention Act of 2007, H.R. 1190 and S. 1750, 
to reform the Medicare reimbursement 
methodology for cancer drugs and their ad-
ministration; jointly to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Ways and Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 96: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 154: Mr. SIRES. 
H.R. 195: Mrs. BACHMANN. 
H.R. 368: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 551: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 643: Mr. SHULER. 
H.R. 748: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California 

and Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 749: Mrs. BACHMANN. 
H.R. 821: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 854: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 891: Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 1014: Mr. KAGEN and Mr. FOSTER. 
H.R. 1038: Ms. BORDALLO. 
H.R. 1060: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 1070: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 1078: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 1134: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 1142: Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 1185: Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H.R. 1190: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 1193: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota and 

Mr. WU. 
H.R. 1264: Mr. ADERHOLT. 
H.R. 1268: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1279: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 1307: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1322: Mr. JONES of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1428: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1431: Mr. RENZI. 
H.R. 1459: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1474: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. SCALISE. 
H.R. 1532: Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 1589: Mrs. EMERSON. 
H.R. 1606: Ms. RICHARDSON. 
H.R. 1647: Ms. KILPATRICK and Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 1776: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 1783: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1845: Mr. TIAHRT. 
H.R. 1866: Mr. GORDON and Mr. DAVIS of 

Alabama. 
H.R. 1921: Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 1929: Mr. CHILDERS. 
H.R. 1932: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 1952: Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 2032: Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 2053: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ROSS, Mr. 

AKIN, Mr. HELLER, and Mr. ISSA. 
H.R. 2092: Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. 
H.R. 2188: Ms. CASTOR and Mr. MORAN of 

Kansas. 
H.R. 2210: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. FIL-

NER. 
H.R. 2231: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.R. 2266: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H.R. 2331: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 2332: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 

ADERHOLT, and Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 2341: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 2343: Mr. WAMP, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr. 

HOLT. 
H.R. 2371: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 2380: Mr. WITTMAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 2471: Mr. FORBES. 
H.R. 2493: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. GOODLATTE, and Mr. 
HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 2495: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 2606: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mrs. MALONEY 

of New York, and Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 2676: Mr. PICKERING. 
H.R. 2762: Mr. ELLSWORTH. 
H.R. 2792: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 2802: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H.R. 2805: Ms. WATERS and Mr. PETERSON of 

Minnesota. 
H.R. 2842: Mr. HINOJOSA. 
H.R. 2864: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 2880: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 2891: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 2926: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. 
H.R. 2941: Mr. BURGESS. 
H.R. 2994: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 3014: Ms. RICHARDSON. 
H.R. 3024: Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 3089: Mr. KING of New York, Mrs. MIL-

LER of Michigan, Mrs. BIGGERT, and Mr. 
UPTON. 

H.R. 3119: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 3140: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. YARMUTH, 

and Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 3187: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 3202: Mr. FORTUÑO. 
H.R. 3267: Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 3289: Mr. WELCH of Vermont, Mr. ACK-

ERMAN, Mr. BACA, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BECER-
RA, Mr. BERRY, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. CLEAVER, 
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. DEGETTE, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HIGGINS, 
Ms. HOOLEY, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. REYES, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SIRES, 
Ms. SOLIS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms. TSONGAS, and 
Ms. WATSON. 

H.R. 3329: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 3457: Mr. LUCAS. 
H.R. 3543: Mr. COURTNEY. 
H.R. 3622: Mr. MARCHANT, Mr. BACHUS, and 

Mr. BONNER. 
H.R. 3679: Mr. SIMPSON. 
H.R. 3747: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 3822: Mr. CARSON. 
H.R. 3834: Mr. ALEXANDER and Mr. DOO-

LITTLE. 
H.R. 3892: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 3929: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 3995: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 4026: Mr. HINOJOSA. 
H.R. 4048: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 4091: Mr. MATHESON. 
H.R. 4141: Mr. BOREN. 
H.R. 4248: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 4255: Mr. MCNERNEY and Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 4296: Mr. HALL of New York and Mr. 

ISRAEL. 
H.R. 4321: Ms. SPEIER and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN 

of California. 
H.R. 4450: Ms. LEE, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. WAX-

MAN, and Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 4833: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. PASCRELL, 

Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. MOORE of 
Kansas, Mr. WU, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
EMANUEL, and Mr. ETHERIDGE. 

H.R. 4900: Mr. TANNER, Mr. YOUNG of Flor-
ida, and Mr. CHILDERS. 

H.R. 4930: Mr. YARMUTH and Mr. TIM MUR-
PHY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 4987: Mr. DENT. 
H.R. 5057: Mr. HELLER. 
H.R. 5132: Mr. SESTAK. 
H.R. 5244: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. MURTHA. 
H.R. 5265: Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. MCHUGH, and 

Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 5268: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 5315: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. ROTHMAN, and 

Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 5404: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 5435: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 5437: Mr. DONNELLY and Mr. MCHUGH. 
H.R. 5498: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 5510: Mr. FARR and Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 5546: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 5575: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 5606: Mr. LAMPSON. 
H.R. 5615: Mr. PAYNE. 

H.R. 5629: Mr. SOUDER and Mr. PENCE. 
H.R. 5656: Mr. BOEHNER, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. CAMP of Michi-
gan, and Mr. BONNER. 

H.R. 5674: Mr. COHEN and Ms. FALLIN. 
H.R. 5713: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 5731: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 5734: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. WITTMAN 

of Virginia. 
H.R. 5760: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 
H.R. 5772: Mr. MEEKS of New York. 
H.R. 5793: Mr. BACA, Mr. MAHONEY of Flor-

ida, and Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 5802: Mr. HINOJOSA. 
H.R. 5814: Mr. WOLF. 
H.R. 5816: Mrs. CUBIN. 
H.R. 5846: Ms. LEE. 
H.R. 5852: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 5854: Mr. COURTNEY and Ms. HIRONO. 
H.R. 5901: Mrs. JONES of Ohio and Mrs. 

NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 5914: Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 5924: Mr. KELLER. 
H.R. 5935: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 

RYAN of Ohio, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. 
BERRY. 

H.R. 5936: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 5942: Mr. BOYD of Florida and Mrs. 

MALONEY of New York. 
H.R. 5949: Mr. FARR and Mr. ENGLISH of 

Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 5950: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Ms. 

VELÁZQUEZ. 
H.R. 5971: Mrs. CUBIN. 
H.R. 5974: Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 5979: Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 5984: Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. PUTNAM, Ms. 

GRANGER, and Mr. WALSH of New York. 
H.R. 5989: Mr. WOLF and Mr. BISHOP of 

Georgia. 
H.R. 5996: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 5998: Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 

NADLER, and Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 6005: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 6029: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and 

Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 6034: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. MEEKS of 

New York. 
H.R. 6057: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 6062: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 6076: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr. 

WEXLER. 
H.R. 6091: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 

MCINTYRE, Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 6100: Ms. LEE. 
H.R. 6106: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 6107: Mr. LATTA, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. 

GOHMERT, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. HELLER, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. HOB-
SON, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. KELLER, Mrs. 
CAPITO, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, 
and Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. 

H.R. 6108: Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, and Mr. THORNBERRY. 

H.R. 6122: Mr. MARSHALL. 
H.R. 6127: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. KIL-

DEE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. BOSWELL, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Ms. SUTTON. 

H.R. 6139: Mr. HENSARLING. 
H.R. 6140: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota and 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 6141: Ms. CLARKE. 
H.R. 6168: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 6169: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 6171: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 6192: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. BILBRAY, 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Mr. GOODE, and 
Mr. DENT. 

H.R. 6199: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. HALL of New 
York. 

H.R. 6207: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. GOHMERT, and Mr. COLE of Okla-
homa. 

H.R. 6208: Mr. CARNAHAN. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:59 Jun 13, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00078 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\L12JN7.001 H12JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5409 June 12, 2008 
H.R. 6209: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. 
H.R. 6210: Mr. DENT and Mr. MANZULLO. 
H.R. 6211: Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr. ISSA. 
H.R. 6220: Mr. CONAWAY, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, 

Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
DAVIS of Kentucky, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. SUL-
LIVAN, and Mr. BURGESS. 

H.R. 6233: Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 
H.J. Res. 12: Mrs. BIGGERT and Mr. MCIN-

TYRE. 
H.J. Res. 40: Mr. CARSON. 
H.J. Res. 89: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. CANTOR, 

Mrs. SCHMIDT, and Mr. SULLIVAN. 
H.J. Res. 93: Mr. MCCOTTER, Ms. DELAURO, 

Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr. OLVER. 
H. Con. Res. 163: Mr. BURGESS and Mr. 

WEXLER. 
H. Con. Res. 223: Mr. KING of New York. 
H. Con. Res. 244: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. ISRAEL, 

Mr. CARSON, and Mr. BURGESS. 
H. Con. Res. 276: Mr. BOUSTANY. 
H. Con. Res. 321: Mr. ALLEN. 
H. Con. Res. 338: Mr. SKELTON. 
H. Con. Res. 344: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. 

PAYNE. 
H. Con. Res. 350: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas 

and Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H. Con. Res. 356: Mr. PETERSON of Min-

nesota. 
H. Con. Res. 357: Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAUL of 

Texas, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. WITTMAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. HELLER, Mr. INGLIS of South Caro-
lina, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
and Mr. SOUDER. 

H. Con. Res. 360: Mr. HINOJOSA. 
H. Con. Res. 361: Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. LEVIN, 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CROWLEY, and Ms. 
SUTTON. 

H. Con. Res. 362: Mr. GORDON, Ms. GRANG-
ER, Mr. CAZAYOUX, Mr. KUHL of New York, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. COBLE, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 
ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. WILSON 
of Ohio, Mr. CULBERSON, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 

H. Con. Res. 371: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. FORTUÑO, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE of Texas, and Ms. WATSON. 

H. Res. 37: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H. Res. 353: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 

Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. ROSS, Ms. 
WATSON, and Mr. WATT. 

H. Res. 672: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H. Res. 679: Mr. MCHUGH. 
H. Res. 937: Mr. STEARNS. 
H. Res. 939: Mrs. BACHMANN. 
H. Res. 959: Mr. ELLSWORTH. 
H. Res. 1037: Ms. ESHOO. 
H. Res. 1127: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H. Res. 1143: Mr. WITTMAN of Virginia and 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H. Res. 1146: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H. Res. 1161: Mr. CHANDLER. 
H. Res. 1179: Mr. FOSTER. 
H. Res. 1182: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H. Res. 1204: Mr. MEEKS of New York. 
H. Res. 1217: Mr. CHANDLER and Mrs. 

NAPOLITANO. 
H. Res. 1229: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 

KIRK, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. SUTTON, 
Mr. HOEKSTRA, and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. 

H. Res. 1230: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H. Res. 1242: Mr. SERRANO. 
H. Res. 1245: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HINCHEY, 

Ms. LEE, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and 
Ms. WATSON. 

H. Res. 1246: Mr. BUTTERFIELD and Mr. 
CLAY. 

H. Res. 1249: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. KIRK. 
H. Res. 1254: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 

SCOTT of Georgia, and Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia. 

H. Res. 1266: Mr. FORTUÑO AND MR. TANNER. 

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 DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois or a 
designee to H.R. 5781, the Federal Employee 
Paid Parental Leave Act of 2008, does not 
contain any congressional earmarks, limited 
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as de-
fined in clause 9(d), 9(e), or 9(f) of rule XXI. 

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative GEORGE MILLER of California or a 
designee to H.R. 5876, the Stop Child Abuse 
in Residential Programs for Teens Act of 
2008, does not contain any congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits as defined in clause 9(d), 9(e), or 9(f) 
of rule XXI. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 

269. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Ms. Josette Lee, a citizen of Rhinebeck, New 
York, relative to petitioning the Congress of 
the United States for action regarding pro-
posed cuts in Medicare payments for physi-
cians and other health care professionals; 
jointly to the Committees on Ways and 
Means and Energy and Commerce. 
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