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in which enacted and each fiscal year there-
after.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

——————

HONORING THE LIFE OF JESSE
ALEXANDER HELMS, JR., DISTIN-
GUISHED FORMER SENATOR
FROM NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on House Administra-
tion be discharged from further consid-
eration of House Resolution 1325 and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 1325

Whereas Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr., born
in Monroe, North Carolina on October 18,
1921, spent a 52-year public career dedicating
himself to his country, his family, and his
home State, representing North Carolina in
the United States Senate for 30 years;

Whereas Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr.,
served in the United States Navy from 1942
until 1945;

Whereas Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr., was
educated in the public schools of Monroe,
North Carolina, and at Wingate Junior Col-
lege and Wake Forest College, and served as
a city editor of the Raleigh Times, an admin-
istrative assistant to United States Senators
Willis Smith and Alton Lennon, an executive
director of the North Carolina Bankers Asso-
ciation, a member of the Raleigh City Coun-
cil, and a television and radio executive;

Whereas Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr., was
elected to the United States Senate in 1972,
and served as Chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee and the Senate
Agriculture Committee, ultimately serving
five terms, equal to the longest service of
any Senator from North Carolina;

Whereas Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr., was a
leader against Communism and became the
first legislator of any nation to address the
United Nations Security Council;

Whereas Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr., was
married for 65 years to Dorothy ‘‘Dot’’ Coble
Helms, whom he termed his ‘‘best friend”,
and Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr., is the father
of three children; and

Whereas Jesse Alexander Helms, Jr., made
valuable contributions to his community,
State, Nation, and the World: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) honors the life, achievements, and dis-
tinguished career of Jesse Alexander Helms,
Jr., public servant and former Member of the
United States Senate; and

(2) expresses its condolences to his wife,
“Dot’’, and his three children on his passing.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BLUNT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. BLUNT. Madam Speaker, I yield
to my friend from Maryland, the ma-
jority leader, to tell us what is planned
for next week.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend, the
Republican Whip, for yielding.

On Monday, 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 Tuesday,
the House will meet at 9 a.m. for morn-
ing hour and 10 a.m. for legislative
business. On Wednesday and Thursday,
the House will meet at 10 a.m. for legis-
lative business. On Friday, no votes are
expected in the House.

We will consider several bills under
suspension of the rules. The complete
list of suspension bills will be an-
nounced by the close of business to-
morrow.

In addition, we will consider H.R. 415,
a bill to designate segments of the
Taunton River in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts as a component of the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers.

In addition, we will consider H.R.
5959, the Intelligence Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2009; H.R. 3999, the
National Highway Bridge Reconstruc-
tion and Inspection Act; and, we may
also consider important energy-related
legislation.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman
for that information.

On H.R. 415, the Taunton River bill,
the Wild and Scenic Rivers bill, does
the gentleman know, does the location
change at all? Or was it the location
that was on the bill that earlier was
scheduled for this week?

Mr. HOYER. In response, if the gen-
tleman would yield.

Mr. BLUNT. I will.

Mr. HOYER. It is the same bill.

Mr. BLUNT. I think one of our con-
cerns about that on the energy topic,
which I would hope to go to for a few
minutes next, is there was a proposed
liquid natural gas facility in that area
that I think this designation will im-
pact unless it is defined somehow out
of that. And if the gentleman wants to
respond to that, I would yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

There is an extensive letter to all of
our colleagues from Congressmen
FRANK, MCGOVERN, KENNEDY,
LANGEVIN, and LYNCH.

I don’t want to read the whole letter;
but responding to the points in ques-
tion, I am looking at the letter to see
whether or not—one of the points they
make is that notwithstanding this bill
there are several barriers to this pro-
posal going forward, that is the LNG
plant. Killing the bill that would pro-
vide environmental benefits to people
of our districts would in no way save
the LNG plant from the rejection it has
already received. The point being, and
I have not read the entire letter, but
that there are other impediments ap-
parently to moving forward on that
LNG plant. As I say, it is a long letter,
I haven’t read it fully, but I do know
that each one of the points that was
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raised in the article today have been
responded to and therefore will be the
subject of debate once the bill is con-
sidered.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman
for that. And that is exactly right.
That will be a bill to be debated, and
leaders shouldn’t be expected to know
everything about every aspect of that,
and particularly on a bill that will be
debated. I would assume that this des-
ignation would create an additional ob-
stacle, and there may be other obsta-
cles already in place and I am sure that
will be part of the debate.

The gentleman’s last comment about
work for next week indicated that
there may be other energy-related bills
scheduled for the floor next week. Does
the gentleman have a sense of what
some of those options might be, and
which ones may be more likely to be on
the floor next week?

I would yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Yes. As you know, we have been talk-
ing about, on both sides of the aisle,
developing greater domestic supply
from that which we have control over
here in this country. I think both sides
agree that that is an objective that
ought to be pursued. The differences
have been I think where that should be
done at least in the short term, maybe
not in the long term.

In the short term, it is our belief that
there is very substantial areas avail-
able for further exploration and devel-
opment of energy resources from our
own country. As the gentleman may
have heard me say on the floor earlier
today, there is about 88 million acres
that we believe is currently available
for leasing that experts indicate are
prime opportunities for finding, drill-
ing, and producing energy for our coun-
try. We may well consider legislation
which will try to accelerate, particu-
larly in Alaska, where there is 23 mil-
lion acres in the National Petroleum
Reserve area designated and approved
by the Congress for drilling, where ap-
proximately 1 million acres of that has
been currently let for lease but there
are substantial millions of acres still
available. So we may well have legisla-
tion which will direct the administra-
tion to accelerate the leases for that
area and speed the development.

In addition, we may well include in
that legislation the Use It Or Lose It
bill, we had disagreements on whether
that was appropriate, which essentially
says to companies: Don’t inventory
large segments. If you are not going to
use it, let’s get it back and give it to
some who may well use it at this point
in time. Again, an opportunity to ac-
celerate the exploration and securing
of o0il within our control here in this
country.

In addition, that legislation I think
will include a requirement that any oil
petroleum products that are produced
as a result of this legislation or as a re-
sult of these leaseholds being extended,
that petroleum would need to be used



July 10, 2008

in the United States of America, not
exported to Japan or to other nations.

You had in a piece of legislation that
you had in 2005 a similar provision. I
can’t recall the phrase right now, but
essentially requiring due diligent re-
quirement as they proceeded with the
leases to develop the energy. So we
think our Use Or Lose It is, while not
exactly what you include in your 2005
bill, certainly a similar objective of
saying: You get the leases, let’s de-
velop the oil.

We will also be calling I think in that
legislation, Mr. Whip, on the President
to pursue finishing construction of the
natural gas and the oil pipelines from
Alaska as soon as possible. If that re-
quires resources, for the administra-
tion to ask for those resources.

We share again a view that it is pru-
dent for us to develop all of the lands
that we currently have available. And
pretty significant, again, I don’t know
whether you were there, but the 88 mil-
lion acres essentially covers Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachu-
setts, Connecticut, New York, Dela-
ware, New Jersey, and most of Mary-
land. So a pretty large area that is
available now.

So we want to pursue that, but clear-
ly want to see further exploration, fur-
ther drilling, and further utilization of
our own resources here in this country,
all with the view of bringing prices
down.

Now, we don’t know specifically why
prices have spiked so rapidly, but we
are very concerned about it. As you
have heard me say before, prices during
the last 8 years of the nineties went
from $1.06 to $1.46, about one nickel a
year. Prices during the last 7% years
have spiked from that $1.46 to now $4.15
or so. All the energy policies that have
been adopted have obviously been
adopted in the last 7% years with
President Bush’s signature. There is no
energy bill that is passed without his
signature. So that we believe that we
have not been successful over the last
75 years of getting an energy policy in
place which has given us independence
and provided for stable prices.
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Both the President and proponents of
the 2005 legislation, which I voted for,
by the way, because I think we need to
seek energy independence, but the pro-
ponents of that bill indicated 3 years
ago that it would keep prices down and
make sure that we had supply. That
hasn’t been the case. Obviously, that
was not the intent of anybody who was
for the bill that that wouldn’t happen,
but that is the legislation that we cur-
rently are looking at. We are devel-
oping that now and trying to write the
language essentially with the objective
of utilizing the 88 million acres that we
currently have authorized on which to
drill because we think that is the
quickest way to proceed.

Mr. BLUNT. In that regard, on the
2005 energy bill that I voted for and the
gentleman just said he voted for, I
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think we did head things in the right
direction. Of course from the 6 years
prior to 2007, energy gas prices in-
creased by about 50 cents a gallon; and
in the 17 months since then, they have
better than doubled. Everybody can
take the numbers and do lots of things
with them. Nobody likes the doubled
number. There is no doubt about that.

In one of the early bills, I think it
was H.R. 6, actually this Congress
voted to repeal the incentives that we
put in that bill that you and I voted for
in 2005, the House voted to repeal those
incentives which would have made it
easier to promote the NPRA drilling
area. I think maybe the position we
would hopefully take in the future
would be that we would want to con-
tinue to make those things easier to do
rather than harder to do.

I would also say in terms of the 68
million acres, I have heard that a lot
and I am sure we will continue to hear
it a lot. Number one, not all of that
land has oil or gas on it. Two, even if
it does, you don’t drill on every acre to
drain this important resource from it.
We are all going to learn a lot more
about the gas and oil business, even
than we know today, and my guess is
that we know a lot more than we did
even 6 months ago.

I do know in the last 6 years, as we
frankly have accelerated exploration,
that lawsuits to slow down exploration
have gone up 718 percent in the last 6
years.

So if we want to deal with things like
lawsuits and trying to expedite the
process, that’s a very appropriate thing
to do, and at that point it is even more
appropriate to hold people to their
strict lease standards that they have.

The 22 million acres in Alaska, while
that is some place we ought to look for
both oil and gas, I don’t know that we
are going to be in an either/or environ-
ment, and particularly in this case
where we want to look at what makes
the most sense the quickest. I would
also mention to the gentleman that we
have a bill on the ANWR itself, it is
H.R. 6107, that already adopts that
principle that none of the petroleum
coming out of there would go anywhere
but to the United States. So many are
already cosponsoring legislation that
accepts that principle. It is a principle
that if it’s an easy way to open up new
resources, I think it is something that
we should be talking about and making
sure that we get it just right. We do
not want to assume that the oil compa-
nies can be micromanaged by Congress.
We want to do what we can to make
sure that we are producing American
energy in the maximum way, and also
understand that every oil lease does
not result in oil. If it did, my good
friend and I could open up Hoyer &
Blunt and become oilmen if we could
just get a lease. A lease doesn’t mean
there is anything there, but we ought
to be sure that these leases are being
vigorously pursued. We also should be
sure that we are doing anything we
reasonably can do to remove impedi-
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ments, whether those impediments are
lawsuits or the language that was in
H.R. 6 that the House of Representa-
tives passed. The Senate didn’t pass it
so the law didn’t change, but the mes-
sage to people out there looking for oil
is that there is a new sheriff in town
and the rules are different than they
were under the old sheriff, and maybe
we ought to get out of town.

A lot of this hesitancy about explor-
ing could result from debates right
here on the floor. We want to do things
in debate, and I take my friend’s word
that he wants to, too, that encourages
exploration, not discourages explo-
ration.

I yield to my good friend.

Mr. HOYER. You mentioned H.R. 6.
First of all, as you heard in my list, we
are not contemplating adding that into
this legislation that we might be con-
sidering. However, let me say this, very
honestly. You and I both, I think every
Member in this body very much sup-
ports the free market system. We have
found it provides the greatest good for
the greatest number throughout the
world.

In 2005, you put incentives in the bill,
$14 billion worth of tax breaks for oil
companies. Oil was then, as you point
out, about half of what it is bringing
today at the pump. The free market
system, in my view, is if you are get-
ting a high price for your product, you
try to produce more of it and you try
to find more of it. The oil companies
are earning the highest price that they
have ever received in the history of the
sale of oil. That ought to be the incen-
tive, not taxpayers who are paying the
highest price at the pump they have
ever paid, also having to pay higher
taxes because the o0il companies are
getting an incentive of $14 billion of
tax cuts to incentivize what ought to
be incentivized by the price that they
are getting for their product.

I want to say further that the infor-
mation I have, and I think you will
find this interesting, is that Exxon
made $40 billion in profits last year. I
am informed $32 billion of that profit
was spent to buy back stock. Not to do
additional research, not to drill in
America or any place else, but $32 bil-
lion to buy back their stock. Obviously
that did have a very good effect on
those stockholders who remained be-
cause their equity clearly went up. I do
not criticize that, but I point it out be-
cause it was not spent either to
produce more oil product, petroleum
product, or to pursue alternative en-
ergy sources which we think is impor-
tant which is what we will use the $14
billion in H.R. 6, whether it was hybrid
cars, ethanol research, water, wind, hy-
droelectric, or from my perspective,
nuclear.

Let me also say that I understand
what you are saying, but when we talk
about this 68 million or 88 million
acres, let me give you this point. The
oil and gas companies hold leases on
these 68 million now, land and water.
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They are not producing on these acre-
age, and 81 percent, according to ex-
perts, of the estimated oil and gas re-
sources on Federal lands and the OCS
are currently available for develop-
ment in these reserves, and they are
equal to 107 billion barrels of oil and
658 trillion cubic feet of natural gas.

So what we are saying and what we
will say in this legislation is that you
have about 14 years supply here for
America if you would develop this 107
billion barrels of oil or 658 trillion feet
of natural gas on the land or offshore
that you currently have leases on.

So I think this is a good debate to
have, and ultimately hopefully at some
point in time we will get through the
politics of this issue on both sides and
we will get to a point where frankly we
develop this.

But I will also tell my friend that if
we focus only on petroleum, we will
not serve your young son or my grand-
children—you are much younger than I
am—or my grandchildren very well be-
cause I will tell you, and as you know,
I have a great granddaughter. She is 18
months of age. When she is my age, pe-
troleum will not be her major source of
energy. We know that. Petroleum is a
wasting resource. By that I mean it is
a resource that is going to go away. We
don’t know how much is left. Experts
don’t know how much Saudi Arabia
still has. But we need to pursue vigor-
ously alternatives while at the same
time, as you and I would agree, devel-
oping that 107 billion barrels that we
have here in this country that are cur-
rently available for lease.

Frankly, if the companies tell us
that they really can’t produce from
that, then maybe we ought to look at
other sites as well. But certainly it
seems to us, you ought to use what you
have first; and if that doesn’t work, we
ought to go on to a second or third or
fourth site.

I thank the gentleman for his toler-
ance in my taking that time.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman
for that. I am old enough now that I
never argue with anyone who suggests
I am a lot younger, even if I am not a
lot younger. My children and grand-
children, too, I think, will live in a
world much different than the world we
are in right now; but it will take
awhile to get there. And I absolutely
agree we should be at an all-systems-
forward effort to find the next tech-
nology, and while we are finding the
next technology, to use the resources
we have as an economic asset, not to
see them as an environmental hazard.
We need to get there. We need to have
a debate that gets us there.

We are going to have some figures
that we are going to disagree about. It
is hard with these sort of believed re-
serves to know what they are. I person-
ally think I will have a lot of facts that
suggest that 81 percent of the known
reserves in oil and gas are not in those
68 million acres, but I am also for pur-
suing those 68 million acres vigorously.

The oil shale in the West, we had a
hearing last week that only members
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of my party attended because we want-
ed to talk about this whole issue of
what this Congress could have done,
and just the oil shale amounts in the
West that I think are not calculated
into your figure are hugely significant
in how we use our resources in the fu-
ture. We want to do that. We want to
remove obstacles.

On the $14 billion, and we have de-
bated this before and I am not going to
spend a lot of time on this, but I think
everybody in this room understands
that $14 billion so-called tax break for
the so-called oil companies is their
part of the domestic manufacturing tax
incentive that every American business
gets. Now if we want to take that away
from companies that are successful,
that’s a different principle. Maybe we
take it away from computer compa-
nies. Who do we take it away from? We
want those jobs here. That is what that
is about. I would like to have that de-
bate one of these days about whether
or not those manufacturing jobs need
to be here. We think that they need to
be here for every other industry in the
country. Why is this the one industry
where we say, they are going to manu-
facture here anyway, particularly
based on everything we know about the
worldwide oil challenge we face, why
would we want to do anything that
would encourage the oil product to be
refined somewhere outside of this coun-
try? That is what that domestic manu-
facturing incentive is for. I think every
time when we talk about this as a big
tax break for the oil companies, it
sounds like we have gone into the tax
law and said if you are an oil company,
you get something that nobody else
gets. What we have done in the tax law
is say if you are an oil company and
you refine a product, if you manufac-
ture a product, if you produce a prod-
uct in this country, you get exactly
what everybody else gets that makes
that decision to make their computer
in Texas instead of Romania. That’s
what that incentive is.

Now, every time it is discussed on
the floor, it is this big benefit that was
just designed for the oil companies, and
that is just not the fact. It is a domes-
tic manufacturing benefit.

Mr. HOYER. Will my friend yield just
on that?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I just want to say that
I understand what you have just said.
But, of course, they never did have
that until the 2005 bill, or one of the
tax bills that was passed around that
time. Prior to that time, the manufac-
turers had that, as you observed, that’s
correct, but the o0il companies were
never included in it originally or for
long periods of time. They were added
just in the last 2005 or 2006 or 2004, I am
not sure exactly which bill added it. So
it is not as if that had been in place
when the tax to which you refer, the
incentive to which you refer, was origi-
nally included in the code.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend, but
part of the unfortunate circumstance
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we find ourselves in is, as we have re-
stricted access to some of our own sup-
ply, we in fact saw in the last decade
that this industry that had been forced
to be totally domestic, and we hoped it
could be totally domestic again, was
sending jobs out of the country because
we were bringing in refined product for
the first time.
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Because we were bringing in refined
product for the first time, we were
doing other things that the Congress
should want to reverse.

One other topic I have today, and I
look forward to a good debate on these
energy issues. I would hope these en-
ergy issues could come to the floor
under a rule, by the way, and I would
ask my friend if there is any plan to
bring the energy bills that he would
hope to bring to the floor in the next
week, 2 weeks, 3 weeks with a rule that
allows more than a 40-minute debate
on a suspension bill.

And I would yield.

Mr. HOYER. That’s under discussion.
As T said, we’re discussing the compo-
nent parts of the bill. We haven’t de-
cided how that bill will come to the
floor. But I will certainly look forward
to discussing it with you.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend. I
think that will be a helpful addition to
this debate.

You know, when you have a suspen-
sion debate on a bill, particularly a bill
that maybe has a majority but it can’t
get a suspension number, you check a
box but you really don’t move the
agenda forward. I would hope that we
could see some of these under rules.

My final topic of the day, unless you
raise another one, is I read in the Asso-
ciated Press just yesterday that the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Chairman OBEY, announced
that the House will not consider a sin-
gle appropriations bill this year. If that
was true, this will be the first time in
at least 22 years, maybe ever, that the
House has failed to consider a single
appropriation bill in any given session.

The committee has passed five bills
that are out of full committee ready to
go to the floor: Homeland Security;
Military Construction; Energy and
Water; Commerce, Justice, Science;
and Financial Services. And I guess I'm
asking my friend to verify whether or
not the chairman’s view on this is the
view of the majority, and if we would
expect not to see any appropriations
bills on the floor.

And you can take this question in
whatever order in July, in August, or
as he said, this year.

And I would yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I cannot confirm, because I haven’t
seen the report on that, nor has the
chairman told me that he made such
an announcement. I did read an article
in which he indicated that he thought
that might be the case.

As you know, he tried to move the
Labor-Health bill through to markup
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through the full committee, and as you
know, the ranking member moved to
substitute the Interior bill rather than
do the Labor-Health bill.

The chairman believed he was pur-
suing the regular order. I have never
seen, in the 23 years that I served on
the Appropriations Committee, one of
the appropriations bills substituted for
another one of the appropriations bills
in the appropriations process.

So a lot of unusual things are hap-
pening, unfortunately. And we haven’t
been pursuing regular order. I lament
that, personally. I think that we ought
to do that.

I will say that last year, as you
know, we passed every appropriations
bill through the House of Representa-
tives by the August break. We had
some difficulty at the end doing that,
but we got them all passed. And we
passed them all in the year, in the cal-
endar year that we were supposed to
pass them, not in the fiscal year, in De-
cember. As you know in a number of
years we didn’t do that until the fol-
lowing year: nine one year, eight the
other passed in January, the end of
January or the middle of February, as
I recall, 2 years. I forget whether it was
2004 and 2005 or 2005 and 2006.

So I share the gentlemen’s concern. I
think both sides share the concern that
the appropriations process is not pro-
ceeding in the regular order. But I
want to say to the gentleman that
from my perspective, I have not con-
cluded that we’re not going to consider
any appropriations bills on the floor.

Mr. BLUNT. I just suggest, the state-
ment I read, and perhaps it was not ac-
curate, but it seemed like an incredibly
definitive statement on the part of the
chairman; and since this is the work
that the Congress has to do to fund the
government, I would assume that the
chairman will soon be conferring with
the leader and the Speaker to deter-
mine if bills are coming to the floor or
not.

Mr. HOYER. Will my friend yield on
that?

Mr. BLUNT. I would

Mr. HOYER. Thank you.

Senator REID in the other body has
made it pretty clear that he does not
believe, again, given the failure to pur-
sue regular order in the Senate, that he
will be able to get any bills passed, the
Senate appropriations bills.

So one of the factors under consider-
ation by Mr. OBEY is that if the Senate
is not going to consider any bills, that
because they cannot get the bills
through the House and to the Presi-
dent—of course, the President sent
down a number, said, If you go over
that number, I'm going to veto all of
the bills anyway. And we had real dif-
ficulty last year, as you know, with
that happening. That’s not happened in
my career before. I don’t mean that a
President hasn’t indicated he would
veto, but there was always room to
work on that.

But that is one of the complicating
factors or two of the complicating fac-
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tors: the President’s position and the
Senate’s position as well.

But I think the major problem is
that the regular order Mr. OBEY did not
feel was being pursued in the com-
mittee.

Mr. BLUNT. We might ask Mr. OBEY
what his views might be about his bills
that are already through the com-
mittee in regular order and why those
five bills couldn’t come to the House.

You know, we have, in the years of
our majority, always with an open
rule, taken substantial time. It seemed
to me 1 year we took five full days of
hearing amendments on the Labor HHS
bill and other bills, numerous bills at a
time.

The evaluation of last year, the
House passed its bills, but at the end of
the day, we had one vote on one big bill
which may not have been nearly as
healthy as having nine individual votes
and then having to carry three bills
over into the next year to get them
done one at a time. But that’s not real-
ly the question.

The question is what about the bills
that are out of the committee now and
what would be a violation of any reg-
ular order problem to bring those to
the House and take the time that we
clearly have? We’re passing a lot of leg-
islation off the House floor, but not
very much of it winds up on the Presi-
dent’s desk. If we begin to determine
the House schedule based on what the
Senate is willing to do and a bill that
can get to the President, not much of
what we’ve done in the last several
weeks really had much impact.

But I would yield.

Mr. HOYER. I would not agree with
the gentleman. After all, we did pass
the Iraq funding, we passed a very sub-
stantive supplemental, we passed a GI
bill, we passed an unemployment insur-
ance extension. We passed an energy
bill last year signed by the President. I
think much of what we passed in our
’06 that was passed, that got through
the Senate, was signed by the Presi-
dent and supported by a significant
number of Republicans.

Furthermore, let me just remind you,
and I’m sure you recall this, that we
took 50 hours longer to do the appro-
priations bills last year than we did in
2006 when your side was in charge. And
we had extensive debate. We had 10
open bills, open rules, and we had two
rules at the end, because it was clear
that we were having great difficulty
getting our bills done in a time cramp.
Even under those bills, we spent hours
debating them. We spent 17 hours on
the Homeland Security bill, for in-
stance, and 12 hours on the Labor-
Health bill on the floor.

Mr. BLUNT. If we don’t deal with any
bills this year, I guess our average is
going to go down quickly. If we had 12
hours on Labor H last year and zero
this year, I guess for this Congress we
will say we spent an average of 6 hours
debating the bills because one of them
never got debated at all.

Mr. HOYER. I don’t want to get too
testy, and you and I are good friends.
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Mr. BLUNT. We are.

Mr. HOYER. But very frankly, it was
not a process that we thought was very
substantive last year, and every indica-
tion that we have received this year, it
is not going to be very substantive this
year when we consider appropriation
bills.

Now, having said that, we didn’t pur-
sue the regular order on the Labor-
Health bill. The gentleman is correct
there are five bills which have passed,
and I would reiterate that I have not
yet, from my standpoint, concluded
that we’re not going to consider appro-
priation bills on the floor this year.

So I want to make it clear. I'm not
sure exactly what Mr. OBEY announced.
There was an article that said I was
supporting Mr. OBEY’s position. I went
a little further. What I supported of
Mr. OBEY’s position was that regular
order was not being followed in the ap-
propriations committee, not the rep-
resentation that you say he made with
reference to no bills coming to the
floor.

I think he’s correct that regular
order is not being pursued, and very
frankly—and I'm going to talk to you
about that, talk to my friend about
this, because I think it is unfortunate
that we have come to this place where
the consideration of these bills last
year became very politicized, and this
year the announcement clearly was
very early on out of your conference or
your retreat and subsequently that it
wasn’t going to be a very happy process
this year. I don’t mean an agreement
process. No reason why there should be
an agreement. But Mr. OBEY has con-
cerns that it would simply be impos-
sible for him to get the bills through.

Mr. BLUNT. He’s a capable man, and
I'm sure he can figure out a way.

So I would like to close by saying we
would like to see at least the bills that
are through the full committee on the
floor and would hope that the energy
bills that the gentleman is looking at
can come to the floor with a rule that
allows a substantial and full debate on
this critical problem of both gas prices
at the pump now and home heating and
other things that are going to quickly
become problems for Americans.

——

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY
14, 2008

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for
morning-hour debate.

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

There was no objection.

——————

CONGRATULATING SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE EDWARDS

Mr. HOYER. Before I ask for the next

unanimous consent, let me say how

pleased I am that Congresswoman ED-

WARDS, I think this is her first time in
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