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month, more natural resources are off 
limits. We’re having hearings now be-
cause they want to put a moratorium 
back on drilling the Outer Continental 
Shelf. It would provide a million jobs. 
ANWR would provide a million jobs. 
The untouched gas in Alaska would 
provide a million jobs. Yet, even 
though it would cost nothing—no 
raised taxes—they don’t want to do it. 

It’s time to stop the fear mongering. 
It wasn’t right when Secretary Paulson 
talked President Bush into it, and it’s 
certainly not right now in order to pro-
mote a socialist agenda. Let’s do the 
right thing for a change and quit bor-
rowing money because we can’t control 
ourselves. Our kids will have to pay it 
back. Let’s control ourselves and show 
some responsibility for a change. 

f 

THE NEED FOR THE ANTHRAX 
ATTACKS INVESTIGATION ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, this week, I 
reintroduced the Anthrax Attacks In-
vestigation Act, H.R. 1248. Since the 
attacks occurred, I have pressed for a 
full investigation into this insidious 
biowarfare attack on our country. 

My bill’s purpose is simple: to exam-
ine and to report on how the attacks 
occurred and on how we can prevent 
similar episodes in the future. Numer-
ous experts and advisory committees 
say that biological attacks or emerging 
epidemics are our greatest public risks. 

As you may know, the anthrax at-
tacks in 2001 originated from a postal 
box, evidently, in the Twelfth Congres-
sional District in New Jersey. They 
disrupted the lives of people through-
out the region and the country. For 
months, Americans lived in fear of a 
future attack and of the possibility of 
receiving cross-contaminated mail. 
Mail service was delayed, and people 
wondered whether there was a mur-
derer at large in their midst. Further, 
my own congressional office and others 
here in Washington were shut down 
after it was found to be contaminated 
with anthrax. These attacks raised the 
fear of terrorism to a fevered pitch. 

Since the Department of Justice and 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation an-
nounced in early August of last year 
that Dr. Bruce Ivins was their prime 
suspect before his suicide a month ear-
lier, I’ve spoken with FBI Director 
Mueller about the case. He readily has 
admitted that the case against Dr. 
Ivins is and was circumstantial and 
that the FBI has no direct physical evi-
dence tying him to the attack. No an-
thrax spores were found in his car or 
his home, and the FBI has no evidence 
that Ivins actually mailed the letters 
in New Jersey. Nevertheless, the FBI 
and the DOJ are closing the case be-
cause they believe the available cir-
cumstantial evidence against Dr. Ivins 
is overwhelming and because no evi-
dence has surfaced to suggest that he 
had any accomplices. 

A number of important questions 
about this case remain unanswered: 
How did the perpetrator or perpetra-
tors manage to pull off these attacks 
that were somewhat complicated in the 
first place? Why did the FBI pursue the 
wrong suspect for so long? Is the 
science behind the case sound? Should 
the case be closed? Have we learned the 
right lessons, and have we imple-
mented the right changes in our de-
fenses to make another such attack 
less likely? Why are investigators so 
certain that Ivins acted alone? 

Indeed, last month in Baltimore, at 
the conference of the American Society 
for Microbiology, FBI scientist Jason 
Bannan told the press something I had 
not previously heard from the FBI offi-
cials, something that only raises more 
questions about the FBI investigation. 

Dr. Bannan noted during the inves-
tigation that the FBI collected at least 
60 water samples from communities 
where government laboratories work 
with anthrax. The purpose of collecting 
the samples was to see if there was any 
unique chemical signature in one of the 
water samples that would match with 
the water that was used to grow the 
anthrax spores that were mailed. Ac-
cording to the New York Times, 
Bannan said, ‘‘The water research ulti-
mately was inconclusive about where 
the anthrax was grown.’’ 

b 1600 

Despite this, the FBI remains ada-
mant that the anthrax could only have 
come from that site in Maryland that 
Dr. Ivins used even though the Bureau 
has never been able to replicate the 
chemical signature of the material in 
the attacks. 

This is just one question. 
As has so often been the case, each 

new revelation by the FBI seems only 
to raise more questions about the con-
duct and conclusions of the investiga-
tion underscoring why an independent 
review of the investigation is needed 
badly. In addition, there are important 
policy and public safety questions that 
our government has yet to answer sat-
isfactorily. 

In December 2008, the Commission on 
the Prevention of Weapons of Mass De-
struction, Proliferation and Ter-
rorism—itself an outgrowth of the 9/11 
Commission and its recommenda-
tions—issued a report. It used alarming 
language to prod our government to 
act. It affirmed something that was 
demonstrated with the deadly anthrax 
attacks: Terrorists will likely use 
weapons of mass destruction attacks 
on America which feature biological 
weapons. 

However, examining the 2001 anthrax 
attacks was not an explicit mandate of 
that Commission. This was in contrast 
to the 9/11 Commission which was spe-
cifically charged with looking at how 
the September 2001 attacks happened, 
why the Federal Government failed to 
prevent the attacks and what remedial 
measures were necessary to prevent a 
similar catastrophe in the future. The 

question is, have we implemented the 
lessons learned from those attacks in 
the fall of 2001? 

The Commission that I am proposing 
here is similar to this 9/11 Commission 
that should look at the incident, why 
it was not prevented, and what we can 
do to prevent such things in the future. 
Just as the 9/11 Commission looked not 
only at the attacks that morning but 
also recommended changes in the 
structure of government agencies, 
screening methods and government 
oversight, so should an anthrax com-
mission look not only at the specific 
crime but also at measures for preven-
tion, detention, and investigation of fu-
ture bioterrorism. 

f 

WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in honor of National Women’s His-
tory Month, and I would like to recog-
nize some of the great women through-
out our Nation’s history by focusing on 
my congressional district in South 
Florida. 

These pioneers have fought valiantly 
for various causes, but they have all 
helped to lead the exodus of American 
women from an era of subjugation into 
one of equality between the genders. In 
South Florida, we have truly been 
blessed by the lives and the leadership 
of some of the great pioneering women 
of our Nation’s history. 

I’m talking about women like Roxcy 
Bolton. Roxcy was inducted into the 
Florida Women’s Hall of Fame for forc-
ing police and prosecutors to make 
rape crime a priority, as well as illus-
trating to health departments the need 
for rape treatment centers. 

Dr. Ellen Prager is another such 
woman of greatness in South Florida. 
Dr. Prager has dedicated 20 years of her 
life to our ocean. She has had an ac-
complished career that began as a safe-
ty diver and research assistant at an 
underwater habitat in St. Croix. Now, 
Dr. Prager is the chief scientist for the 
Aquarius Reef Base in Key Largo, Flor-
ida, where I have had the distinct 
pleasure of scuba diving with her and 
her esteemed scientists twice already. 

Aquarius is the only operating under-
sea research laboratory in the world, 
and it allows Ellen and her fellow sci-
entists to spend as much as 2 consecu-
tive weeks underwater studying the 
Florida Keys National Marine Sanc-
tuary. From Aquarius, Dr. Prager uti-
lizes a telepresence to educate people 
around the world about the wonders of 
our planet’s oceans. 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas was an-
other such pioneering woman. Ms. 
Douglas began Friends of the Ever-
glades, an advocacy group dedicated to 
the preservation of the Florida river of 
grass. Ms. Douglas was awarded the 
Presidential Medal of Freedom for her 
work on behalf of this precious and 
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delicate ecosystem, which has become 
engrained in the unique culture of the 
great State of Florida. 

Athalie Range, Mr. Speaker, was an-
other pioneer among the great women 
of Florida. Ms. Range was the former 
president of the Liberty City Elemen-
tary PTA in 1953. Ms. Range fought to 
eliminate the deplorable conditions of 
segregated public schools. She may not 
have been the only one to notice the 
disparity between white and black 
schools, but she was one of the first to 
do something positive about it. She 
stood before the all-white school board, 
which turned out to be no match for 
her fighting spirit. These segrega-
tionist policies, which seemed to be set 
in stone, were smashed beneath the 
weight of her mighty will. 

In fact, South Florida is blessed with 
many remarkable women, and our 
chapter of RESULTS is cultivating dis-
tinguished, altruistic women like 
Betsy Skipp, Gale Neumann, and Kath-
leen Gordon. These women have de-
voted their precious time and their 
ample talents to this amazing organi-
zation that advocates solutions to rais-
ing the standards of living throughout 
the globe. 

Their role within RESULTS has been 
to pioneer the use of microenterprise 
programs to empower even more 
women to pursue their dreams and 
achieve greatness of their own. These 
women are heroines. I admire them, 
and young girls in South Florida aspire 
to achieve even a fraction of what they 
have. 

Every day I am thankful that my 
daughters will have the benefit of 
walking the road that these courageous 
women have paved for all of us. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. LO-
RETTA SANCHEZ of California). Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCHENRY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

VOTE ‘‘NO’’ ON NO-BID CONTRACTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, later 
this week we’ll vote on whether to in-
struct the Ethics Committee to inves-
tigate the relationship between ear-
marks and contributions from the PMA 
Group, an organization that is cur-
rently under investigation by the U.S. 
Department of Justice. 

Last week, I offered a broader resolu-
tion. This one is specific. At its core is 
the notion that the House should have 
a higher standard of conduct than 
whether or not a Member can be in-
dicted or convicted. The broader reso-
lution gained the support of 182 Mem-
bers—a substantial number, but still 
short of passage. 

Let me make an appeal to the newer 
Members of this body, those who have 
been elected in the past few election 
cycles: Most of you campaigned on 
principles of good government, that 
Congress should take its article 1 pow-
ers seriously, that we should be careful 
and deliberative stewards of the public 
purse. 

I have some sobering news. It’s now 
up to you to uphold the dignity and de-
corum of this institution. It’s now up 
to you to ensure that those who view 
our proceedings from afar will have en-
during respect for what is done here. 

This duty would normally fall to the 
more seasoned Members of this body, 
particularly those who have been en-
trusted with leadership positions. One 
would assume that they would feel it 
their obligation to be the guardians of 
the reputation and the dignity of the 
people’s House. But this is not the 
case. 

For whatever reason, those who have 
been chosen to lead have chosen not to 
lead on this issue. While the Depart-
ment of Justice investigations swirl 
around us, while some of our former 
Members sit in prison, we have opted 
for business as usual, insisting that 
campaign contributions do not con-
stitute ‘‘financial interest,’’ whistling 
past the Justice Department as we go. 

Those who have been entrusted in 
leadership positions may tell you that 
securing no-bid contracts, even for 
those who give you campaign contribu-
tions, is simply an exercise of your ar-
ticle 1 authority under the Constitu-
tion. But you know better than that. 

When the President stood in this 
body 1 week ago and called for an end 
to no-bid contracts, he received a 
standing ovation. We all stood and 
cheered. But the very next day we 
passed legislation that provided thou-
sands of no-bid contracts, including 
several to clients of the PMA Group— 
a lobbying group currently under in-
vestigation by the Department of Jus-
tice. 

So here we are. A privileged resolu-
tion has been offered that would ask 
the House Ethics Committee to inves-
tigate earmarks and campaign con-
tributions related to the PMA Group. 
We will vote on that resolution on 
Thursday. 

This resolution, or something similar 
to it, will eventually pass. We will 
eventually come to understand that it 
is beneath the dignity of this institu-
tion to continue to sweep this issue 
under the rug and pretend that no one 
will notice. 

It simply isn’t right to give no-bid 
contracts to those who give us cam-
paign contributions. I believe that the 
overwhelming majority of this body 
understands that, regardless of what 
our leaders may tell us. I think an 
overwhelming majority of this body 
knows that we need a higher standard 
than we currently employ. 

Madam Speaker, we owe this institu-
tion far more than we are giving it. Let 
us vote for this privileged resolution 
and give it the respect it deserves. 

DEFENSE SPENDING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, the 
President has announced we will soon 
be sending an additional 17,000 troops 
to Afghanistan, bringing our total 
there to approximately 55,000. 

A few days ago, I read a one-line 
mention in a story that the Defense 
Department, which is now the Depart-
ment of Foreign Aid, was going to 
spend $100 million to build a new road 
in Afghanistan. I think our Founding 
Fathers would think we had flipped out 
or lost our minds to spend $100 million 
to build a road in Afghanistan, espe-
cially since we are over $11 trillion in 
debt and thus are spending money that 
we do not have. Of course, $100 million 
is just a tiny drop in the bucket of the 
billions and billions that we have spent 
over there since 2001, in an impover-
ished country that is no realistic 
threat to us whatsoever. 

Of course, every giant bureaucracy is 
doing everything it can to expand its 
mission and exaggerating its threats so 
it can get more money. That is what 
the war in Afghanistan is really all 
about—money and power instead of 
any real threat. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, we have spent $173 bil-
lion in Afghanistan since 2001, and as 
far as I’m concerned, it’s pouring 
money down a rat hole. It is a complete 
waste. I think if there are any fiscal 
conservatives left in Congress, they 
should be horrified by the waste that is 
going on over there. 

General Petraeus said in an article in 
the Washington Post a few days ago 
that the situation in Afghanistan, de-
spite all of this money, has deterio-
rated markedly in the past 2 years. 
Those were his words. He said Afghani-
stan has been known over the years as 
the graveyard of empires, and if we’re 
not careful, it’s going to help be the 
graveyard of our empire as well. 

Professor Ian Lustick of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania wrote recently 
about the money feeding frenzy of the 
war on terror and he wrote this: ‘‘Near-
ly 7 years after September 11, 2001, 
what accounts for the vast discrepancy 
between the terrorist threat facing 
America and the scale of our response? 
Why, absent any evidence of a serious 
terror threat, is a war on terror so 
enormous, so all-encompassing, and 
still expanding? 

‘‘The fundamental answer is that Al 
Qaeda’s most important accomplish-
ment was not to hijack our planes but 
to hijack our political system. 

‘‘For a multitude of politicians, in-
terest groups and professional associa-
tions, corporations, media organiza-
tions, universities, local and State gov-
ernments, and Federal agency officials, 
the war on terror is now a major profit 
center, a funding bonanza, and a set of 
slogans and soundbites to be inserted 
into budget, project, grant, and con-
tract proposals.’’ 
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