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Time enough to pick up on the contentious
and important ANWR debate on its own mer-
its after Congress has done all it can to pro-
vide for the anti-terrorism effort ahead.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

CONSIDERATION OF AN ENERGY
BILL

Mr. INHOFE. I was hoping the assist-
ant majority leader would stay on the
floor so I could tell him I was very
pleased with what happened last night.
I have dealt with the assistant major-
ity leader and majority leader for sev-
eral weeks now in an attempt to get an
energy bill to the floor. I understand
an agreement has now been announced
that the majority leader and assistant
majority leader will bring one to the
floor.

I started to say to Senator REID,
when I saw him walk out—I wanted
him to be here so he could hear me
compliment him on this action. I think
it is critical.

I Dbelieve we should have gone
through an extensive committee mark-
up. On the other hand, as the weeks go
by and we get closer to adjournment, I
think this would be an impossible
thing to do at this point.

Second, I am hoping when this bill
comes to the floor—and there is now a
commitment from Senator DASCHLE to
bring it to the floor during this Con-
gress, before adjournment—that we get
it in time to be very deliberative, in
time to consider all the amendments.

I do not know what this energy bill
will look like when it comes to the
floor. I will read this now to make sure
it is in the RECORD in case someone
else hasn’t done so:

At the request of Senate Majority Leader
Tom Daschle, Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee Chairman Jeff Binga-
man today suspended any further markup of
energy legislation for this session of Con-
gress. Instead, the chairman will propose
comprehensive and balanced energy legisla-
tion that can be added by the majority lead-
er to the Senate Calendar for potential ac-
tion prior to adjournment.

While it did not have a chance to go
through the committee process, which
I would have preferred, when it became
apparent that it was not going to go
through, I thought the next best thing
was to go ahead and send it straight to
the floor; let us work on it here. We
need to put amendments on it. We need
to be in a position where we are able to
offer the amendments to make sure it
has the necessary provisions to do
something about an energy policy for
the future.

I do not say this in at all a partisan
vein because I started, in the 1980s, try-
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ing to get the Reagan administration
to have an energy policy.

Then I tried to get the Bush adminis-
tration, the Bush I administration, to
have an energy policy for this Nation.
They would not do it. I thought surely
he would, coming in from the oil patch,
but he did not.

Then of course we tried during the
Clinton administration, and they de-
cided they were not going to do it.

So this is our chance right now. As
long as we have lip service, saying, yes,
it is important; yes, it is important for
our national security to have an en-
ergy policy, but not doing anything
about it, we are doing a great dis-
service to our Nation.

Here we are in two wars for all prac-
tical purposes right now. In Iragq you
may have noted this morning another
one of our Predators was shot down,
and of course what is happening in our
war on terrorism around the world.
This is no time to be playing around
with what is probably the single most
important aspect of our ability to de-
fend America, and that is our current
reliance upon foreign sources for our
ability to fight a war.

When Don Hodel was Secretary of
Energy and Secretary of the Interior,
back during the Reagan administra-
tion, he and I went around the Nation
giving speeches as to why our depend-
ence on foreign countries for our abil-
ity to fight a war is not an energy
issue; it is a national security issue.
We went, I remember, to New York and
Chicago and different places to try to
explain to people we cannot be depend-
ent upon foreign sources for our oil and
still be able to fight wars and defend
America as the American people expect
of us.

At the time that Don Hodel and I
went around the Nation, we were 37
percent dependent upon foreign sources
for our ability to fight a war. Today
that is now 56.6 percent.

What I am saying is we are importing
56.6 percent of the oil we are using to
run America and to fight wars. Today,
in this current environment, it costs
much more, in terms of amounts of oil,
to fight a war than it did in the past.

Of the 56.6 percent that we are de-
pendent upon for our ability to fight a
war—we have to say it in that way—
half of that is coming from the Middle
East. Do you know who the largest
contributor to our dependency is, in
the Middle East? It is Iraq. Here we are
at war with Iraq. They just shot down
one of our Predators, a third one, this
morning. We are sending battle groups
over there to defend America, sending
them into combat situations with Iraq,
yvet we are dependent upon Iraq for our
ability to fight a war against Iraq.
That is preposterous. It is not believ-
able that this could be happening.

That is why I say we have to get out
of this position. We have to establish a
national energy policy that is com-
prehensive, that does have as one of its
cornerstones the maximum that we are
going to be dependent upon foreign
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sources for our ability to fight a war.
And that is not just the Middle East;
that is other parts of the world also.

To be in a 56.6 percent dependency—
and, incidentally, by the end of this
decade, if we don’t do something to
dramatically change it, it is going to
be 60 percent. That is 60 percent de-
pendent upon foreign governments for
our ability to fight a war.

What happened last night is a major
breakthrough because we now have the
majority leader stating that he will
have a comprehensive bill before us to
vote on before we adjourn. That is
major. We are going to have to con-
sider all aspects. I don’t want to see
something coming down that is not
comprehensive. It is going to have to
talk about where our untapped re-
sources are in this country.

I can see right now all the lobby of
the far left environmental extremists
are going to say this is an ANWR bill.
It is not an ANWR bill. Of the com-
prehensive bill, H.R. 4, from the House
of Representatives, that passed—and
that is the one we will probably go into
conference with—out of 200 pages, only
2 pages talk about ANWR. That is a
very minuscule part of it. It covers a
lot of items. For example, we have un-
tapped resources in the United States
other than ANWR. We have some off-
shore opportunities, where we have tre-
mendous reserves.

I happen to be from the State of
Oklahoma. We had huge stripper well
production. When we talk about strip-
per wells, we are talking about small
wells, shallow wells that only produce
15 or fewer barrels a day.

But if you had producing today, right
now, all of those stripper wells, or mar-
ginal wells that we have plugged in the
last 10 years, then it would equal more
oil than we are currently importing
from Saudi Arabia. That shows it is
out there.

Why can’t they do it? They can’t do
it because to lift a barrel of oil out of
the ground, it costs us 10 times as
much in the United States in marginal
production as it does in Saudi Arabia,
for example. So it is not the price of
the oil so much as, when they make
this decision as to whether or not to
explore for these marginal wells, they
have to have some idea of what the
price of a barrel of oil is going to be
when it is ultimately produced—and
that will be a period of a year. We have
jumped around from $8 to $35 a barrel
in less than a year, so how can they
predict that? That has to be included
in a comprehensive energy policy so we
can exploit all of these opportunities.

The other day I was on a program
with one of our well-respected Sen-
ators, and I made the comment almost
in jest that you can’t expect to run the
most highly industrialized nations in
the history of the world on windmills.
He said, in fact, you can. He talked
about this wind technology. Fine. We
want to go after these other tech-
nologies and exploit other opportuni-
ties out there—hydroelectric, the sun,
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and the wind. But until that comes
along, we have to look very seriously
not just at oil and our dependency
upon foreign nations but almost nu-
clear.

I can remember back in the 1960s
when people would protest nuclear
plants. Now they realize there is a seri-
ous problem with the quality of our
air. A lot of those people are saying:
Let’s go back and reexamine nuclear
energy. No. 1, it is the cheapest; No. 2,
it is the cleanest; and, No. 3, it is the
most readily available.

I think we should address that in a
comprehensive energy policy. That is
what I hope will be on the floor.

We have something that is very sig-
nificant. I am sure the American peo-
ple, since the days of my going around
the Nation with Don Hodel back in the
1980s, and since we went through a very
large Persian Gulf war in 1990, now re-
alize we can’t be dependent upon the
Middle East. That is the hotbed. That
is where the problems are today. We
are concerned about North Korea and
Afghanistan and about many areas, but
the Persian Gulf region is where there
is a tremendous threat—yes, almost a
terrorist threat.

I commend the majority leader for
making the agreement to bring up a
comprehensive bill. But I am asking
him, since it is in his lap—he is totally
responsible for keeping his word on
this—that he bring something to the
floor early enough so we can go
through the process, debate it, and
have amendments. Then we can go to
conference with the House. They have
already passed theirs way ahead of us.
We can come up with an energy policy,
which we have been trying to get
through. The President, I am sure, will
be happy and anxious to sign it. He al-
ready stated that he would this year
before we adjourn.

It is something that we must do. It is
something that is long overdue. But
the opportunity is here today.

I feel very strongly that this is an op-
portunity we cannot bypass. I com-
mend the majority leader and am anx-
ious to see what that product looks
like. I hope we are able to work on that
product and get it to conference so we
get an energy policy and get it signed.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

EDWARDS). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

——————

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate stand in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:07 p.m.
recessed until 2:04 p.m. and reassem-
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bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. BAYH).

CHARGING OF TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a unanimous consent request?

Mr. CLELAND. I yield.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I think it is
clear for the record, but we wanted to
make sure that the last approximately
hour and a half is charged against the
postcloture proceedings on the bill be-
fore the Senate. I am quite sure that is
the case, but I wanted to make it clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

—

AVIATION SECURITY ACT—MOTION
TO PROCEED

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, almost
exactly 1 month ago to the day this
Nation was rocked by the most horrific
act of terrorism ever leveled against
the United States. Following the
events of September 11, we resolved as
a nation to work together to secure our
borders and do all in our power to pre-
vent a repeat of the kind of assault
that shook this country 30 days ago.
Key to the security of America is our
ability to quickly put in place en-
hanced security measures at our air-
ports and on our planes to ensure that
our skies are safe and that Americans
are no longer afraid to fly. Yet the leg-
islation that is key to ensuring that
America’s aviation system is secure—
the very measure that is our most di-
rect legislative response to the hijack-
ing of four U.S. airliners—has been
stalled now for a week. This body is in
agreement on many issues in this bill
and we have compromised on others. It
is time that we bring this critically im-
portant bill to the floor and openly de-
bate the differences which remain.

Whether or not to ‘‘federalize” air-
port security personnel is an issue that
still deeply divides this body. I also at-
tended the briefing by El1 Al officials
which the distinguished Chairman of
the Commerce Committee and others
have referred to throughout this de-
bate. We are all aware of the extraor-
dinary security measures the Israeli
airline has put in place and the ex-
traordinary success of those measures.
Because of the constant threat of ter-
rorism to Israel and the Israeli people,
El Al has taken the following steps to
ensure the safety of its passengers and
the integrity of its operations: armed,
plain-clothes, in-flight guards; exten-
sive passenger questioning and Interpol
background checks; extensive luggage
inspections, both visual inspection by
employees and high-tech explosive de-
tection, including the placing of lug-
gage and cargo in decompression cham-
bers; and secure cockpit doors that re-
main locked from the inside. Since the
implementation of these measures, no
Israeli airline has ever been hijacked.
This record speaks for itself.
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In that briefing the El1 Al officials
were asked if airport security per-
sonnel were government workers or
contract workers. The response was
telling. The El1 Al officials did not even
know what contract workers are. They
want government workers on the front
line to enforce the tightest security
measures possible. As others have
pointed out, we want Secret Service,
government employees to provide the
greatest protection possible to the
President of the United States. We
want Federal law enforcement officers
to protect the elected members of the
House and Senate. Why would we want
any less for the people of this Nation?

There was a recent article in the At-
lanta Constitution about an Atlanta-
based security company which provides
baggage screening for 17 of the 20 larg-
est airports in the country, including
baggage screening for Dulles and New-
ark airports—where two of the four hi-
jacked planes originated on September
11. According to the Atlanta Constitu-
tion:

The company has 19,000 employees
and provides security for office build-
ings, colleges and Federal facilities. In
the past year, it pled guilty to allowing
untrained employees—including some
with criminal backgrounds—to operate
checkpoints in Philadelphia Inter-
national Airport. Its parent company
was fined $1.2 million. In addition, the
company is also said to have falsified
test scores for at least 2 dozen appli-
cants and hired at least 14 security
screeners with criminal backgrounds
ranging from aggravated assault and
burglary to drug and firearm posses-
sion. The highest advertised job at this
company pays $7 to $8.50 an hour.

Mr. President, to repeat, these work-
ers are paid $7 to $8 an hour. With min-
imum wage pay like this, no wonder
many of these screeners look at going
to work at a fast-food restaurant as a
promotion. Clearly we cannot have this
attitude as our first line of defense.

In the El1 Al briefing, there was a
slide describing the onion-like layers of
security in their aviation system. At
the outer layer was the layer of intel-
ligence—key to any effective protec-
tion of our skies and borders. In Israel,
when there is knowledge of a possible
security threat, there is immediately a
line of intelligence communication
from the highest levels of government
down, and in that intelligence loop are
the security officers at Ben Gurion Air-
port. This is a compelling reason why
we should have Federal workers at the
airport checkpoints in this country.
There are over 700 of these checkpoints
at over 420 airports. We need a domes-
tic version of the Customs Service as
our first line of defense against hijack-
ers.

The General Accounting Office in as-
sessing our aviation wvulnerabilities
stated that ‘‘the human element is the
weakest link in the chain.” We saw
that on September 11. The airline in-
dustry is in favor of federalizing air-
port security personnel. More impor-
tantly, the American people support it.
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