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have a number of Senators active in
the debate on the merits of the basic
presentation.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

f

ENERGY CRISIS
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, for the

last number of minutes I have listened
with great interest to the comments of
my good friend from Alaska describing
the energy crisis in which our Nation
now finds itself. I use the word ‘‘crisis’’
with some reservation because my
guess is most Americans don’t think
we are in a crisis. They have good jobs,
they probably got raises this year, they
feel their jobs are secure, they have
plenty of spendable income, and while
they may be paying 30 or 40 cents or
even 50 cents a gallon more for gas this
year than last year, at least the gas is
still there and the pump does not say
‘‘no fuel available,’’ they don’t sense a
crisis.

I traveled home to my State of Idaho
this weekend. I drove in out to Dulles
Airport. I got on a Boeing 777 that
burns tens of thousands of gallons of
fuel in the course of a day and I paid
$70 or $80 more for each one of my tick-
ets because of the cost of jet fuel. As I
traveled across the country I found the
airports full, of Americans and foreign
travelers. Yet no sense of urgency or
crisis did they appear to feel.

When I got home to my home State
of Idaho and began to travel across the
northern end of the State, I saw that
spring is breaking out very quickly in
the marvelous wheat belt of northern
Idaho that spreads into Washington
and Oregon over to Pendleton and Wala
Wala. It is a highly productive area
that oftentimes yields 100 to 110 bush-
els of wheat per acre annually without
benefit of irrigation.

What was out on those rolling wheat
fields this weekend? Large 4-wheel-
drive tractors, oftentimes pulling 40-
and 50-foot spreads of harrows and
springtooths, beginning to till the soil,
all of them with a 250- or 400-horse die-
sel engine under the hood of that trac-
tor, burning hundreds of gallons of die-
sel fuel each day.

This year those farmers will be pay-
ing another 50 or 60 cents a gallon for
that fuel. Yet this is just the beginning
of the growing season in our Nation.
We are now tilling and planting. We
will spend the summer cultivating and
spraying to protect our crops from
weeds and insects. Then in the fall,
huge combines will roll out on the
fields, once again driven by diesel
fuel—a source of energy that has his-
torically been so abundant in our coun-
try and so relatively inexpensive.

Today, a river conservation group an-
nounced that some rivers in our coun-
try are endangered because they have
been dammed. In the past America has
placed large dams across some rivers
and put large turbines in the dams to
generate electricity. In a relatively
cavalier way, this group said that my
river, my Snake River of Idaho, is the
most endangered. Why? Because of
dams. They want the dams removed.
Yet those dams produce hundreds of
thousands of kilowatts a year to light
the cities of Portland and Seattle,
Boise and many other cities and towns.
And somehow, all in the name of the
environment, they cavalierly suggest
we start taking down relatively mod-
ern structures that produce large
amounts of inexpensive electricity
without burning fossil fuels.

The reason I draw these verbal pic-
tures today is that no one senses a cri-
sis. This administration, for the last 8
years, has not proposed a single policy
initiative that would produce 1 gallon
more domestic crude oil for our Nation.
In fact, the Clinton/Gore administra-
tion has done quite the opposite. They,
through punitive environmental poli-
cies, have suggested continually that
we close more and more federal land to
any further oil and gas exploration and
production. They have even proposed
to take down some of the hydro dams I
have talked about, once again all in
the name of the environment.

Now, the Clinton/Gore administra-
tion has an energy policy of sorts.
They have talked a lot about solar and
biomass which is not a bad idea as long
as we don’t kid ourselves into believing
they will solve all of our problems.
They have also talked about developing
more powerful wind energy technology
to produce more power—not a bad idea
either.

But the myth of that kind of tech-
nology is that to replace the dams on
the lower Snake River with photo-
voltaic cells or windmills, the entire
State of Idaho would have to be cov-
ered with solar cells just to offset the
difference. My guess is there would be
a Vice President who would reject such
an idea because the result would be un-
sightly. It would destroy the vistas
that are so beautiful in my State right
now. It would be uncomely to the
American environmental eye. And I
would agree with him.

But I would not agree with this Vice
President, when he stands and says
that he will not tolerate drilling off-
shore California, offshore Florida, off-
shore our East coast, or in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. The Clinton/
Gore administration has an energy pol-
icy of sorts and the Vice President’s
desire to take down dams, prevent new
oil and gas exploration, and instead
cover my State of Idaho, or Arizona, or
California, with solar cells and wind
farms is its hallmark.

The reason I mention these frustra-
tions I have, and I think some Ameri-
cans share, is that for a good long
while now we have not had a consistent

energy policy for our country that is a
combination of all these things: Re-
search for new technology, conserva-
tion so we use less and gain more from
it, while at the same time producing as
much of our own fossil fuel resources
as possible.

In just a decade or so, we have in-
creased our electrical generation by
some 200 percent by the use of coal, but
we have reduced the sulfur oxide emis-
sions from coal during that same time
by over 20 percent. Through tech-
nology, we are using more fossil fuels
more efficiently and more cleanly and
more of our electricity is generated
with such fuels. That is the way you do
it. You do not take those kinds of
sources off line; you say those are the
sources that can generate the abun-
dance of power that drives our indus-
tries and heats and cools our homes.

So let’s be wiser and smarter with
our technology than just saying to a
certain political interest, I am with
you, we will just take that all out of
production and off line, because it does
not fit somebody’s environmental
agenda.

Among all the things the rivers con-
servation group said today, about tak-
ing dams out on the Snake River, there
is something they did not say. They did
not say the removal of those dams
would destroy the barge traffic on the
Snake-Columbia River system. All of
the grain and timber and paper and
coal that now travels the river in
barges would have to move in 18-wheel
trucks over the highways of the Pacific
Northwest. Tens of thousands more
trucks would have to be employed to
haul the freight and replace the slack
water transportation system that
would be destroyed were the dams re-
moved.

Is that an environmentally sound
thing to do, to employ thousands and
thousands more trucks, burning hun-
dreds of gallons of diesel fuel a day? I
think not. But, of course, that is not a
headline. That does not make the kind
of press they thought they could make
by their release today, all in the name
of the environment, all in the name of
saving fish.

We will probably debate, on this floor
in the next decade, the removal of
dams, whether in my State or some-
where else, as it relates to energy pol-
icy and protection of the environment
and valuable fish. I hope at that time
the American people can be given all
the facts. I think, when given all the
facts and when allowed to view all the
alternatives of technology and retro-
fitting dams, Americans will under-
stand that abundant, inexpensive
hydro power energy, can be had along
with a clean environment and strong
salmon runs.

They will also understand the extent
to which farmers and ranchers need
abundant, relatively inexpensive sup-
plies of energy to produce the food and
fiber our Nation needs. Those commod-
ities were being planted in the soils of
north Idaho this weekend by the large
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4-wheel-drive diesel tractors pulling 50-
foot spreads of equipment I talked
about at the beginning of my state-
ment. They had to use energy to ac-
complish it.

I will also discuss legislation, with
which we will deal in the near future,
to alleviate some of the concerns about
energy policy in the short term and the
cost to the consumer while Congress
struggles to develop a long-term policy
to increase energy production in our
country.

I do support legislation that will give
us a temporary Federal tax holiday
from energy taxes of the kind thrust
upon this country by the Clinton-Gore
administration several years ago when
they argued it was necessary to tax
fuel consumption to reduce the deficit
structure and the debt structure of our
country.

I did not support the tax then, and
several years later I was one of those
who changed the tax from going into
the general fund to reduce the deficit
to going into the trust funds of trans-
portation, because up until this Presi-
dent came to town, we had never taxed
the American people at the gas pump
to fund the general fund expenditures
of our Government. We had taxed them
only to put it in the transportation
trust funds that build the roads,
bridges, and infrastructure all of us ex-
pect and enjoy and the infrastructure
on which our economy runs—goods and
services that traffic across America on
a daily basis.

One way to give some short-term re-
lief to the American consumer, as
these energy prices have gone up, is to
reduce for a short term the 4.3-cent-a-
gallon gas tax; take it off the pump;
take it away from the consumer and
allow that tax to stay in the con-
sumer’s pocket. The reason is, what
does it mean with the current runup in
fuel prices? Matt Lauer said the other
day on the ‘‘Today’’ show: The energy
crisis may be over in the short term.
Meaning the Secretary had been to the
Middle East, he begged and cajoled the
producers in the Middle East to turn
the valve on a little bit. Then as the
spokesperson for energy policy in this
country, the Secretary announced to
the American people that gas prices
were going to come down some maybe.
The ‘‘some maybe’’ is that maybe they
will come down a little bit, but they
are still going to be 40 to 50 cents a gal-
lon higher than they were a year ago.
There is some belief in the market-
place, depending on whom you study
and whom you believe and who has the
right information, that the supply the
OPEC nations promised may not be as
large as promised and, therefore, by
late summer we could see an average of
$2 prices across this country.

We are going to have to wait and
watch for that one. None of us know
what the price of gas will be in July or
August, but it is going to be a lot high-
er than it was a year ago. It will, in
many ways, determine how the Amer-
ican consumer utilizes his or her free

time this year as they think about a
vacation, whether it is in the family
car, the van, or the SUV, or whether it
is booking airline tickets to travel
across this country. In all instances,
the cost of that leisure time Americans
so enjoy will be substantially more ex-
pensive than it was a year ago.

I am talking about leisure time. I am
not talking about the weekly com-
mute, the daily commute. I am not
talking about the goods and services
that traffic on America’s trucks across
our Nation on a daily basis or the food
we buy at the local supermarket, all
having been transported by trucks that
are paying substantially more for fuel.

How much more are truckers now
paying and how much will they have to
pass through to the consumer as these
prices go up?

Diesel fuel costs exceeded $2.10 a gal-
lon in the Northeast this spring. That
is a doubling of cost in about a year.
The average nationwide was about $1.50
a gallon. To the driver of an 18-wheeler
freight truck that traffics America’s
highways hauling our goods and serv-
ices, it will mean an additional $150 to
$200 to fill his or her tank on a daily
basis or a 24-hour transportation pe-
riod. If they are to stay alive as a busi-
ness, they have to pass that cost di-
rectly through to the consumer: a lit-
tle here on food prices; a little there on
the cost of a piece of carpet; a little
somewhere else on any of the goods and
services that ultimately the American
consumer buys.

Of course, that is the same cost the
American farmer is experiencing when
he or she cannot pass it on, because
they cannot set the price of the com-
modity they will be selling this fall by
an extra 10 cents or 15 cents a hundred-
weight to offset the cost of the diesel
fuel and all of the petrochemicals they
will use this year in the production of
America’s food sources.

To the consumer—that is you and
me—who is commuting to work or con-
sidering a family vacation, another 60,
70, or 80 cents a gallon could well mean
another $10.50 a tankful every time we
pull into the service station. Did they
put that in the family budget in Janu-
ary? Did they really plan to pay $300 or
$400 more this year, including their
trips and all of their other expenses? I
do not think so. I do not think anyone
considered that. Yet that is what one
ought to have considered if they have a
true and honest budget.

That is why, when recently polled,
the American people are beginning to
figure out that maybe a 4.3-cent-a-gal-
lon tax reduction for the short term is
a good idea to offset at least some of
these new costs in energy. Eighty per-
cent of them said the Congress of the
United States ought to reduce that tax,
at least for the short term, to help
compensate for this runup in energy
prices we have seen.

I am talking about short-term policy.
It does not produce a gallon more of
domestic crude oil. It does not in any
way provide the reliable sources our

country has grown to expect over time
in a nation that has experienced rel-
atively inexpensive energy.

Many of our conservation and envi-
ronmental friends are saying we ought
to be paying as much as Europe pays or
as much as the rest of the world pays.
That is another $1, $2 a gallon, in some
instances, and, therefore, we would
rely less upon our vehicles and change
our lifestyles. Some day we might have
to do that, but all of those costs would
have to be spread across an economy,
and the general cost of living in this
country will go up dramatically.

Mr. President, you and I, as con-
sumers in this economy, will have to
make choices about how we spend our
disposable income and how we spend
our income for goods and services. We
will have to live a different lifestyle
than the one we currently have, if our
attitude is only to drive up the cost of
energy instead of finding conservation
sources and alternative sources and
maintaining at least a substantial level
of production of crude oil from our own
domestic sources.

Last week, this Senate, by 1 vote,
recognized the importance of the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge as a poten-
tial producer of 16 billion barrels of
crude oil, production that will be done
in a fragile area of our country but can
be done in an environmentally sound
way based on new technologies.

We listen to a Department of Energy
that says energy dependence on foreign
sources will go up to 65 percent by the
year 2010 if we continue the same pol-
icy, so says Secretary of Energy Bill
Richardson. What he did not say is that
to be 65-percent dependent upon foreign
sources will require an estimated 12,000
more huge oil tanker dockings each
year in the United States. Will that be
done safely? In most instances, it will.
Will there be a risk with thousands and
thousands of more of these super-
tankers on our open oceans? Will there
be some kind of environmental prob-
lem? You bet there will. In fact, that is
the weak link in the whole process. We
have a Vice President who says no
drilling offshore because of environ-
mental fragility, and yet by saying
that, he is advocating thousands of
more supertankers on the open ocean.

Go back and look at the record over
the last decade. We have not had envi-
ronmental problems with offshore
drilling. But every so often, one of
these big tankers runs ashore and spills
crude into very fragile environmental
areas.

So, Mr. Vice President, get honest
with the American people. Look at a
total package of energy policy that
produces onshore in safe environmental
ways, and that looks at some of the al-
ternatives you are proposing for wind
and solar. I do not deny that any of
those has certain value.

I suggest that our energy basket, as a
nation, be full of all kinds of alter-
natives but at the same time recognize
the base: the conventional forms of en-
ergy that drives our agriculture, that

VerDate 20-MAR-2000 01:27 Apr 11, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G10AP6.025 pfrm01 PsN: S10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2460 April 10, 2000
drives our industry, and that provides
us with the kind of lifestyle Americans
expect, and ought to expect, from a
free, powerful nation such as ours.

Let me close with these thoughts be-
cause we do not often talk about na-
tional security. We talk about our-
selves, our personal security, our fam-
ily’s security, our food security. Those
are the things I have been talking
about for the last 10 or 15 minutes.
Those are the things that come to our
minds immediately when we think we
have to spend more of our income on
them. Is the food going to be there?
Can we live the lifestyle we have had if
energy reasonably available?

Here is what Commerce Secretary
Daley recently reported to our Presi-
dent. In all honesty, this report was on
the President’s desk, but he wasn’t
saying anything about it until Senator
FRANK MURKOWSKI, the chairman of the
Senate Energy Committee, stood up
and said: Mr. President, you have a re-
port on your desk. You ought to talk
about it a little bit. You ought to tell
the American people what your own
Commerce Secretary is telling you.

The President wrote to the Secretary
that he concurred with the Secretary’s
findings and that current policies
should aid in dealing with our depend-
ence on imported oil. Secretary Daley
said in his report that ‘‘. . . imports of
crude oil threaten to impair the na-
tional security of this country.’’

What does the Secretary mean? He
means we are not as stable as we were,
as strong as we were. We are dependent
upon foreign sources for a lot of our en-
ergy. We did not send Secretary Rich-
ardson to Houston to talk to the oil
producers of Texas or to Anchorage to
talk to the oil producers of Alaska. We
sent him to the most unstable political
area in the world, the Middle East. We
begged the sheiks, the producers:
Please, please, give us just a little oil.
We fought a war for you. We saved you.
We saved your palaces. We saved your
airplanes and your lifestyles and your
limousines. Oh, it cost us 140 American
lives, but we saved you. So would you
please give us a little oil? Because you
are really cramping our lifestyle. What
you are doing may damage our econ-
omy and put hundreds of thousands of
Americans out of work.

I do not think Mr. Richardson said it
quite like that, but that is what he, in
essence, was saying. He was admitting
that we are vulnerable. That is why
Secretary Daley told the President we
are becoming more dependent on for-
eign sources, our national security is
at risk.

What did the President say? He said:
I accept your recommendation that ex-
isting policies to enhance conservation
and limit dependency on foreign oil
ought to be continued. But not one en-
ergy proposal has come forth from this
administration, except the current
budget which has large increases in
solar cell and wind technology budgets
and hardly any increases for nuclear or
hydro technology, hardly any increase

in clean coal technology research that
could help the large, coal-fired, elec-
trical-energy-producing plants of our
Nation.

The President was warned this year
by the Secretary of Commerce. In 1995,
the President was also warned by the
Secretary of Commerce that ‘‘. . . The
Nation’s growing reliance on imports
of crude oil and refined petroleum
products threatens the Nation’s secu-
rity because they increase U.S. vulner-
ability to oil supply interruption.’’
That was in 1995.

In late 1998, the OPEC nations were
scratching their heads. They weren’t
making any mont with oil prices at
$10-a-barrel. So, t decided to reduce
production and drive up prices.

They did just that. We saw crude oil
prices, in less than a year, go from $10
a barrel to $34 a barrel. That is why I
am on the floor today. That is why
House Members and Senate Members
have been talking about energy policy
in the last several months.

We have known it was coming. We
have warned the administration for
years. Six months ago, our colleagues
from the Northeast warned of a runup
in home heating fuel prices and what
that would do to their constituents.
But has this administration done any-
thing about it? No, not anything of
consequence.

The Vice President has been out-
spoken about no new offshore drilling.

He has been outspoken about needing
higher taxes for fossil fuels so we would
become less reliant upon the internal
combustion engine. But nowhere has he
suggested increased domestic oil and
gas production.

We will debate this week, and I hope
we will pass, a temporary Federal tax
holiday that will allow the American
consumer just a little relief in a time
when our Nation’s energy policy has
failed the American consume. At the
same time Congress will look at both
short-term and long-term policy in an
attempt to create more stability in
price and supply.

This is an important issue. We will
hear a great deal more about it in days
to come if prices at the pump average
$2 a gallon at the height of the summer
driving season.

When I began these comments, I
talked about an energy crisis. The sce-
nario I tried to describe over the last
several minutes is that there is, in
fact, a crisis going on in our country.
It is relatively quiet at the moment.
But it is a crisis. We aren’t producing
enough oil and gas. The White House
has no will to build an effective energy
policy and will not tell the American
people truth about its failures in this
regard. We need to find ways to in-
crease oil and gas production, to deal
boldly with our neighbors in the Middle
East on matters of their physical secu-
rity and our energy security. The ad-
ministration has not been very firm
with our allies. We are there providing
security today, yet we have to beg for
our energy.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. AKAKA. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

f

IN SUPPORT OF THE DECENNIAL
CENSUS

Mr. AKAKA. Madam President, dur-
ing last week’s consideration of S. Con.
Res. 101, the congressional budget reso-
lution, the Senate by voice vote agreed
to a modified amendment (amendment
3028) offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire (Senator SMITH) that:

Assume(s) that no American will be pros-
ecuted, fined or in anyway harassed by the
Federal government or its agents for failure
to respond to any census questions which
refer to an individual’s race, national origin,
living conditions, personal habits or mental
and/or physical condition, but that all Amer-
icans are encouraged to send in their census
forms.

There are serious consequences for
state, local, and Federal Government
when people are missed by the census.
There are approximately 1,327 federal
domestic assistance programs that use
population information in some way.
The breadth of the programs affected
that touch families and businesses
throughout the nation clearly spells
out the need to ensure that all Ameri-
cans are counted. The questions asked
by the census represent a balance be-
tween the needs of our nation’s com-
munities and the need to keep the time
and effort required to complete the
form to a minimum. Federal and state
funds for schools, employment services,
housing assistance, road construction,
day care facilities, hospitals, emer-
gency services, programs for seniors,
and much more are distributed based
on census figures.

The percentage of people under-
counted in Hawaii—1.9 percent—was
higher than the national average, and
the largest component of the
undercount by race was projected to be
Asians and Pacific Islanders. I was so
concerned that Hawaii would once
more have a higher than average
undercount that on March 14, 2000, I
held a forum in Hawaii on the Census
2000. At that forum, I urge Native Ha-
waiians and other Pacific Islanders to
take advantage of the 2000 Census as an
opportunity to be accurately rep-
resented in data and statistics that
will impact our lives for the next 10
years. During the forum, which was at-
tended by Congressman ENI
FALEOMAVAEGA from American Samoa,
Hawaii’s Lieutenant Governor Mazie
Hirono, representatives from the Cen-
sus Bureau, U.S. Department of Com-
merce, U.S. Department of Interior,
and various Native Hawaiian and Other
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