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Madam Speaker, we can’t wait to 

have the change that BARACK OBAMA 
will bring for this country. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 14, 2008] 

BAILOUT HIDE AND SEEK 

On Friday, less than a week after the gov-
ernment took control of Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac, the White House announced 
that there is no reason at this time to ac-
count for the companies in the federal budg-
et. That is great news for officials who prefer 
to hide the cost of the bailout since it is due, 
in large part, to their failure to adequately 
regulate the financial markets and steward 
the economy. But it is an insult to tax-
payers, whose money is at risk, and it is a 
reckless gambit. 

The Congressional Budget Office reported 
on Tuesday that the government’s finances 
are deteriorating rapidly: the budget deficit 
for this year is expected to reach $407 billion, 
more than double last year’s shortfall, and 
to exceed $500 billion in 2009. The takeover of 
Fannie and Freddie, necessary though it is, 
will add to the deterioration. Airbrushing 
that away will only open the door to unin-
formed—or negligent—decisions on spending 
and tax cuts. 

The White House says that the extent of 
the government’s control of Fannie and 
Freddie does not warrant including the com-
panies’ operations in the budget. That is ab-
surd. The government has seized the compa-
nies, firing their executives and installing 
new ones, offering to invest up to $200 billion 
in the companies if necessary, and most sig-
nificant, making an ironclad promise to pay 
their trillions of dollars in obligations, if 
need be. The White House also claims that 
the risk to taxpayers is not yet serious 
enough to require that the costs be shown in 
the budget. But there is a very real cost to 
guaranteeing the obligations of Fannie and 
Freddie, even if the government never has to 
cough up a penny. The taxpayer is on the 
hook while the guarantee is outstanding— 
and the Treasury says that will last past 
Dec. 31, 2009, when its bailout authority offi-
cially ends. 

The Congressional Budget Office has said 
that it will calculate the cost of taxpayers’ 
risk and include it in its version of the budg-
et, which is separate from the White House 
version of the budget. Having conflicting 
budgets is hardly a good way to restore con-
fidence in the government’s financial man-
agement. But the C.B.O. accounting will pre-
vent the White House from saying, in effect, 
‘‘yes, bondholders, your investments are 
fully guaranteed, but you, dear taxpayers, 
don’t worry, it costs you nothing.’’ As the 
government (read: taxpayers) assumes addi-
tional risks, it is more important than ever 
to get the accounting right. Accurately re-
flecting the budget cost of the Fannie and 
Freddie bailout would not lead to an explo-
sion in public debt. Prudent accounting, ac-
curately applied, would limit the amount 
that must be counted against the nation’s 
overall debt ceiling. Accurately accounting 
for risk would limit the cost of making good 
on the companies’ obligations to a figure 
that reflects the likelihood of taxpayers ac-
tually having to pay up. 

No one yet knows the ultimate cost of the 
bailout, but it is already more than zero. 

f 

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
this morning just to shed a little light 
on the defense bill we may or may not 

be considering this year in the next 
week or so. There’s a rumor going 
around that the defense bill might even 
be brought to the floor without going 
through a full Appropriations Com-
mittee markup. 

Now that is troubling in itself, but 
what is more troubling is that there 
are some 1,200 earmarks in this defense 
appropriation bill that very few Mem-
bers of this body have actually even 
seen. That list has been passed around 
to Appropriations Committee mem-
bers. A few members of the press have 
seen it. Our office managed to see a 
copy of the report. But virtually no-
body else has seen it. That is 1,200 ear-
marks. For all the talk about trans-
parency and a new process and where 
these earmarks will be vetted, we see 
very little of that here. 

I have been troubled for a long time 
at the number of earmarks that go 
through this body. A lot of people have 
been troubled. The whole country is 
troubled by the number of earmarks 
that go through this body without real-
ly even being seen and without any-
body knowing what they are about. 

It’s not just the money that is spent. 
We all know that earmarks leverage 
higher spending everywhere else. Be-
cause once you get an earmark in an 
appropriation bill, then you’re really 
obligated, almost obligated, to vote for 
that entire bill, no matter how bloated 
that bill becomes. So you see higher 
spending everywhere else. Also, ear-
marks are put in unrelated bills in 
order to garner votes for other bills. 
But let me just talk about the defense 
bill here just a minute. 

Members of Congress, those who de-
fend the secretive earmarks, often say 
that Members of Congress know their 
districts far better than these faceless 
bureaucrats in the administration, and 
that somehow, having Members of Con-
gress sneak a secretive earmark into a 
conference report, is somehow better 
than having the administration decide 
where that money is spent. 

Now I am not here to defend bureau-
crats or to defend the spending of 
money, but I can tell you it’s not a 
good process when Members of Con-
gress can put an item in a bill and have 
so little scrutiny, and what tends to 
happen is those who are up on the food 
chain in Congress, those on the Appro-
priations Committee, those who are in 
leadership positions, committee chairs, 
tend to get a disproportionate number 
of earmarks. 

So the argument that earmarks go to 
places because Members of Congress 
know their districts better than face-
less bureaucrats really means that 
whoever has the power in this body 
gets the earmarks. 

Let me demonstrate a little here. Of 
the 1,200 earmarks tucked into the full 
committee report of this bill, it’s 
worth about $2.8 billion. Of these ear-
marks, more than 400 go directly to 
Members who sit on the Appropriations 
Committee. An additional 111 are asso-
ciated with appropriators. These are 

earmarks that were requested by that 
appropriator, as well as a few other 
Members. 

I would remind my colleagues that 
appropriators make up 15 percent of 
the Members in this body. Yet, in this 
bill, appropriators alone are taking 44 
percent of the earmarks. Again, just 15 
percent of the Members of the body, 
and 44 percent of the earmarks. 

When you translate that into actual 
dollar amounts, appropriators are tak-
ing $1.6 billion taxpayer dollars back to 
their district. This represents 48 per-
cent of the total dollars earmarked in 
this massive appropriations bill. 

So what we have here, Madam Speak-
er, is a spoils system. It’s not any high- 
minded, I know my district better than 
some faceless bureaucrat. It’s, If I am 
an appropriator, or I am in a leadership 
position, I’m in a good position to get 
these earmarks. 

Let me just run through a couple of 
the earmarks in the bill. This is a de-
fense bill. The purpose of this appro-
priation bill is to fund our troops and 
to fund our defense. Yet, we have, for 
example, something called the Presidio 
Heritage Center in California. It may 
be a worthy project. It may be some-
thing a local government or local peo-
ple want to fund, but why in the world 
the Congress is funding it in the de-
fense bill, I just don’t know. 

But if this bill comes to the floor 
without being marked up in com-
mittee, nobody will be able to chal-
lenge it in committee. Nobody will be 
able to see it. If it comes to the floor 
under any other auspices than an open 
rule, then no Members of this body, the 
body as a whole, will be able to even 
question it. 

There’s also something called a Cold 
Weather Layering System. That is usu-
ally a highfalutin word for a coat. 
Sometimes gloves are put in here under 
big names about hand-warming sys-
tems, or whatever else, when it 
shouldn’t be funded in the defense bill 
at all. 

Another one, University Strategic 
Partnerships, Renewable Carbon Fuel 
from Algae. These may be good 
projects, but they shouldn’t be in the 
defense bill. 

f 

CLEAN ENERGY ECONOMY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. INSLEE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. INSLEE. I have come this morn-
ing to take issue with a comment by 
one of the candidates for President 
about how our economy is doing fine, 
the fundamentals are strong. I want to 
say that we have to do some major 
work rebuilding our economy and re-
building millions of jobs, and that we 
will have a bill on the floor this week 
that we will propose to restore eco-
nomic growth by rebuilding a new, 
clean energy economy for America. 

We believe that we need to have a 
new birth of whole new industries in 
America to start to replace the hem-
orrhaging of jobs that we have suffered, 
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and we believe that we can do this by 
building green collar jobs and a whole 
new clean economy for America. 

In the next few days, we will be pro-
posing to the House a comprehensive 
energy bill that will be focused on 
building new jobs in America. And we 
think Americans deserve this. We 
think Americans are ready for this. 
And we think it is an American des-
tiny, as we were the arsenal of democ-
racy in World War II, to now become 
the arsenal of clean energy for the 
world. 

I want to talk about some of the 
things I’ve learned just in the last few 
months about our ability to grow a new 
clean energy economy in the world. 

I’d like to refer to a photograph 
taken a few weeks ago in Golden, Colo-
rado. This is a photograph taken at the 
National Renewable Energy Lab. This 
lab is vested with the charge to help 
build new technologies to grow new 
jobs in America. I want to report this 
picture, I think, encapsulates the po-
tential future for the American trans-
portation system and the American 
new energy system to drive jobs in that 
direction. 

This is a photograph of a photo-
voltaic array, this panel here that is 
mounted on this pedestal. On the other 
side of this metal is a photovoltaic 
array that basically captures the sun’s 
energy and transfers it to electric en-
ergy. This array itself is attached to 
these two cars here. These two cars are 
plug-in electric cars. These are two 
cars that essentially we will plug in at 
night, when these cars are on the road. 
And they are mass produced in Amer-
ica. 

These cars plug in at night. We 
charge them for 8 hours. And then they 
will run about 40 miles on all elec-
tricity. So that these cars will emit no 
carbon dioxide. They’ll run just on en-
ergy and electricity for 40 miles. If you 
want to go more than 40 miles a day, 
you’ll run on gasoline or ethanol for 
the remaining 200, 250-mile range, plus. 

Now the wonderful thing about this, 
and I’ve done a lot of research, but 
something I learned, and I was very im-
pressed with the young man at the Na-
tional Renewable Lab that told me 
that this array right here, which isn’t 
a lot larger, you can see, than a roof-
top, will charge in 8 hours, fully 
charge, two of these plug-in electric 
cars to run a full 40 miles on elec-
tricity, and they then can run on gaso-
line an additional 200, 250 miles. 

This was a remarkable statement to 
me because this picture, I believe, is 
Exhibit A in our ability to totally rev-
olutionize our transportation system 
and grow millions of new jobs in Amer-
ica to do that. Let me give you an ex-
ample of that. 

These photovoltaic arrays are now 
being manufactured in America, not 
just in the silicone-based systems that 
we’re familiar with, but 2 months ago 
at the Nano Solar Company in Cali-
fornia, Americans produced the first 
thin-cell photovoltaic to actually have 

a revolutionary system that is 30 to 40 
percent less expensive for a lot of en-
ergy coming from these photovoltaic 
arrays. Those are manufacturing jobs 
in America. 

General Motors is getting ready in 
2010 or 2011 to mass produce the first 
plug-in electric car in America, where 
we are going to put Americans to work 
in this manufacturing process. 

This is why I mention this. We will 
have a bill on the floor in the next few 
days that will truly advance these 
manufacturing millions of new green 
collar jobs in solar, in plug-in electric 
cars, by doing several things. It will 
create a tax code that will give benefits 
to companies to manufacture these 
products. It will give tax breaks to 
Americans to buy these products. It 
will create a 15 percent requirement 
that our utilities use these new, clean 
energy sources. It will create a re-
search and development fund to help do 
the research to bring these to market. 

And my Republican colleagues, I will 
call on them and we will call on them 
to join us in a comprehensive bill to 
truly help the development of these 
new technologies. We hope they will 
abandon their shortsighted view that 
these technologies aren’t the future. 
This is the future. 

f 

AMERICAN ENERGY ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCALISE. Madam Speaker, in 
the last 4 months, there has been a 
very intense debate going on here in 
this Congress, but also across the en-
tire country, and that debate has been 
about energy; about what can be done 
to lower the price of gasoline at the 
pump and reduce our dependence on 
Middle Eastern oil. It’s a very healthy 
debate, a debate that we need to have, 
but a debate that we need to resolve 
here in this body with an open debate 
and vote on the options that have been 
put on the table. 

Back 2 months ago, House Repub-
licans put together a bill that actually 
has garnered bipartisan support, called 
the American Energy Act, a com-
prehensive plan to address this na-
tional energy crisis our country is fac-
ing, both to look at what we can do to 
increase the supply of American oil, to 
reduce our dependence on Middle East-
ern oil in the short-term, but also to 
look at the long-term objectives of how 
to move off of oil and move more to-
ward alternative sources, like renew-
able sources of energy, looking at wind, 
looking at solar, and trying to advance 
those technologies so that they can be-
come more viable in the marketplace 
so that somebody can go and buy an 
electric car and be able to drive back 
and forth to work without plugging it 
in for 6 hours. 

Those technologies will advance, and 
in the American Energy Act we are en-
couraging those renewable sources of 
energy, to advance things like, instead 

of using products like corn for ethanol, 
using the biomass, the waste products 
of things like corn and sugar cane and 
other products, to make ethanol, which 
we can do. The technologies haven’t 
advanced to the point where they are 
commercially viable. All of that is here 
in the American Energy Act. To look 
at doing things like increasing the 
ability to permit nuclear facilities so 
we can reduce our dependence on Mid-
dle Eastern oil. All of the things that 
have been talked about in the last few 
months have been encompassed in a 
bill that has bipartisan support. 

Unfortunately, the liberal leadership 
has not allowed a discussion, a debate, 
or a vote on the American Energy Act. 
So what we have said is, Bring it up. If 
you don’t like it, let’s bring up amend-
ments. Let’s have everything put on 
the table to address this important dis-
cussion that is so important to our 
country, and hurting our economy. 
Something that we can do to help the 
economy. 

So what happens? What is the ap-
proach that is taken by the liberal 
leadership? By dark of night, last 
night, we finally saw what their plan 
was. It was this bill that was put to-
gether in a back room somewhere with 
who knows what groups, because no-
body, even people on the other side, 
Madam Speaker, members of the 
Democratic Party who support a com-
prehensive plan, were not even allowed 
to have input on the bill that was filed 
late last night, dark of night, with a 10 
o’clock filing of the bill. At 10:30, they 
had a meeting to decide that they 
weren’t even going to allow an amend-
ment to be brought up, and that today 
it would come up on the House floor for 
a vote. That is not the way you handle 
the most important issue in this coun-
try that we are facing right now. 

When there’s been an alternative on 
the table for a month, with active dis-
cussion, you don’t by dark of night put 
something together that nobody’s seen, 
and then say, Okay, tomorrow we’re 
going to bring it up for a vote, and not 
one amendment can be offered. 

Of course, once you start looking 
through their bill, you can quickly see 
why they did it by dark of night and 
why they don’t want any amendments 
offered. Because this bill that they are 
going to have a vote on today, that no-
body has been able to go through in 
great detail, the more you look at it, 
you realize this is a do-nothing bill. 
This bill will actually put our country 
more at risk to Middle Eastern oil. 
Why is that? 

Well, there are a number of provi-
sions. First, let’s talk about revenue 
sharing. Right now, States have the 
ability to get revenue sharing for the 
drilling that they do. In my State, 
Louisiana, we drill about 30 percent of 
the country’s oil. We have been doing 
it for a long time. Finally, after years 
and years of negotiation, we were able 
to get an agreement that there would 
be revenue sharing. That we would be 
able to participate in the revenue that 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:48 Sep 17, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K16SE7.004 H16SEPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-15T02:14:00-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




