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hours—on the issue of whether the
Budget Act of the United States, a
statute, in this instance, changed the
basic Jeffersonian rules of the Senate
or not, which the Senate voted with
this Senator saying it did—50–49 is my
recollection—I recall how passionate
you were about reminding everyone
what the rules of the Senate meant to
the rights of the American people, to
have their issues debated as long as the
Senator, under the rules, could get
them debated.

Who would have thought that was an
important thing, until you figure out
what they really had in mind for the
Senate.

We are a very different institution
than the House. Sometimes we get into
arguments and deride each other—the
House does this, the Senate does that,
the upper and the lower, whatever the
people say. But the truth is we are tied
inextricably to the notion of there
being sovereign States that make up
America.

As a Senator, you find a way to tie
that into the Senate and what we do;
to the fact that the States have a tre-
mendous amount of authority and au-
tonomy in the United States. That is
the way it is and should be. You rep-
resent your State and I represent mine.
In a very real sense, we are permitted
to do that because of what our Found-
ing Fathers sacrificed to put the Sen-
ate into this basic governance ap-
proach.

Remind us, once again, of our origins
and how important the Senate is, how
much it was debated, of the great con-
cern there was, and then to bring it
current, as you do frequently, remind-
ing us of what we are and who we are.
I think it requires that somebody from
way off in New Mexico congratulate
you for how you do that.

What you had to say about the Sen-
ate, not just today but over these
years, will be for however long we exist
and clearly will never be forgotten as
part of our fabric.

I am very pleased to be here as that
fabric is woven by the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a long
time ago, I was a boy in the coal fields
of southern West Virginia. My coal
miner dad bought a fiddle for me.
There was a lad in that coal mining
community named Emanuel Manchini.
I remember that little boy and his fam-
ily. In those coal camps were Hun-
garian families, Czechoslovakians, Ger-
mans, Scotch, Italians, and Greeks.
This little boy, Emanuel Manchini,
also had a fiddle. We took lessons to-
gether at the high school.

So I have often listened to and
looked at my friend here—this man of
Roman stock. My, what a heritage he
has. I don’t know where his forbears
may have originated—whether it was
in the Apennines Mountains, or along
the shore of the Tyrrhenian Sea, or the
Adriatic or the Po Valleys, or on the
boot of Italy. But there were stalwart
people in that Roman Senate. I often

speak to Senator DOMENICI about the
Roman Senate; what a great Senate.

Again, I refer to Majorian, the Em-
peror of the West in 457 A.D. As he was
being made Emperor, he said he was ‘‘a
prince who still glories in the name of
‘Senator’.’’

I thank the Senator for his reminis-
cing time. I also thank the Senator
from Nevada. I have been blessed by
serving with both of these Senators.

f

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2002—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, what is the
matter now pending before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. H.R. 2311.
AMENDMENT NO. 980

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the substitute
amendment be agreed to, the bill, as
amended, be considered original text
for the purpose of further amendment,
and that no points of order be waived
by this request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] for

Mr. BYRD and Mr. STEVENS, proposes an
amendment numbered 980.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 980) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this after-
noon we begin consideration for the
Fiscal Year 2002 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act. The
legislation we take up today was re-
ported unanimously from the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations last Thurs-
day.

Before I begin my description of the
contents of this bill, I want to share
one strongly felt opinion with my col-
leagues. It is my opinion, I believe—I
have a real suspicion that Senator
DOMENICI, the ranking member of the
subcommittee, will agree—that this
subcommittee has always been among
the most bipartisan in the Senate.

As I look back over the time that my
role was filled by Bennett Johnston, I
know he and Senator DOMENICI had an
outstanding relationship. They worked

very closely together. This bill was al-
ways one of the first to come up. This
bill is the second to come up this ap-
propriations cycle. I have tried—and I
have no doubt, based on my experience
with Senator DOMENICI, that he has
tried—to be as bipartisan as possible on
this bill. Despite the unusual cir-
cumstances this year with the shift in
power of the Senate, this tradition has
continued unabated.

My friend, the senior Senator from
New Mexico, and I have, with the tire-
less efforts of our very professional and
good staff, produced a bill that we ac-
knowledge is not perfect. But it ad-
dresses the important issues facing our
Nation. There are many important
issues we are dealing with in this legis-
lation.

We received 300 more requests than
last year on this bill. It is certainly
fair to say that there have been over
1,000. Most requests were to enhance
new funding for water projects within
the Corps of Engineers, an organization
the administration cut by 14 percent in
its budget request this year. We have
done in this bill as much as we can on
a bipartisan basis to enhance the fund-
ing for these water projects.

Mr. President, you are a new member
in the Senate. I think a lot of people
who are new to the Senate and people
outside the Senate would question
water projects. Why do we need water
projects? Are these things you throw to
a House Member in his district to make
him or her feel good? These water
projects are essential to the country.
There is criticism given to the water
projects. We have added $400 million to
the budget of the Corps of Engineers,
$64 million to the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

I wish we could give three times that
much to each organization. But with
these additional funds, we have tried to
accommodate as many requests and
priorities as possible.

Let me give you a few examples of
these water projects and why they are
important. For the examples that I
give, I will be very succinct. There are
hundreds and hundreds of projects in
this country that are life-and-death
projects.

One is in the State of Nevada: Flood
control. There are people who write all
over the country: REID got pork for Las
Vegas; flood control. People think: It
never rains in Las Vegas. It rains 4
inches a year in Las Vegas—4 inches a
year. You can get that much rain in
other parts of the country in an hour,
certainly in a day. But we get 4 inches
a year in Las Vegas. Yet when it rains,
it can be devastating because we have
what we call cloudbursts.

Now we have 1.5 million, 1.6 million
people in that valley. When that rain
comes, it is very difficult. I can re-
member as a lieutenant governor, we
were told by the Park Service that we
were going to have to close a little fa-
cility on the Colorado River, Nelson’s
Landing. It has been there well over 100
years. We were going to have to close
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it. The Governor assigned me to look
at that and the complaints we were
getting. We prevailed on the Park
Service not to close it. They said we
were going to have a 100-year flood. I
went and talked to people and they
said they had never known that much
rain coming down that canyon: The
Federal Government, they don’t know
what they are talking about.

Mr. President, it rained. This isn’t
something I am proud of, but it is
something that is a fact. It rained. It
rained in a very small area. It rained
very hard. But all of that water
dumped down this canyon, and people
looked up and they saw a wall of water
100 feet high coming at them. It washed
cars away. It killed seven people. We
never found the cars and mobile homes
that washed away.

In southern Nevada, again Nelson’s
Landing—but in Las Vegas we have had
floods that have been just as dev-
astating. We have not lost at one time
seven lives but we have lost lives.

Caesar’s Palace, this great resort—I
can remember rains that washed away
everything in the parking lot. It was
just washed away as if they were tooth-
picks.

The Tropicana-Flamingo Wash in Ne-
vada is the fastest growing community
in the Nation. We have been able to
save lives and huge amounts of prop-
erty by virtue of the fact we have flood
control projects going on there as we
speak. It has cost a lot of money, but
we have saved a lot of lives; and that is
for what the Federal Government has
an obligation, to assist local govern-
ments. There has been local money put
in it, too.

The Everglades: I have seen the Ever-
glades. I really do not understand them
because I understand the desert. I un-
derstand aridity. I understand when it
does not rain much. I understand out of
my little home in Searchlight I have
creosote bushes that are not very tall
that are 100 years old. They do not
grow very much. So I do not really un-
derstand the Everglades. I am fas-
cinated by them. But it is water inten-
sive. It is as water intensive as the
desert is not water intensive.

We have worked hard with the Sen-
ators from Florida on a project-by-
project basis to take care of that. It is
now a huge priority not only of the
Congress, as it has been in the past, but
of the administration. I think part of
that could be that Jeb Bush is Gov-
ernor. It does not matter. It is an im-
portant project that the Federal Gov-
ernment should be involved in—and we
are. There is a lot of money in this bill
for the Everglades.

Not far from where we stand is the
Chesapeake Bay. Books have been writ-
ten about the Chesapeake Bay. It is a
wonder of nature. But because of the
growth that is occurring in this area,
the Chesapeake Bay has been threat-
ened. The health of that great body of
water has been threatened. It affects
Maryland and Virginia very much. The
bay is threatened as a natural re-
source.

Senators MIKULSKI, SARBANES, WAR-
NER, and ALLEN have aggressively
sought money to restore that waterway
to what it used to be so oysters can be
harvested there and not make people
sick. The oyster industry in Maryland
and Virginia is huge, but it has not
been as huge recently because of the
condition of that bay. The restoration
of the beds at relatively low cost, we
believe, will ultimately generate hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in economic
benefit and jobs. This is a water
project.

The Port of Los Angeles: We move
from the Chesapeake Bay 3,000 miles to
the Port of Los Angeles. The adminis-
tration had made a decision to stretch
this out. The problem we have found
with these promises is that even
though it sounds OK, you stretch it out
and it winds up costing much more
money. You are better off doing less
projects and doing them well. Congress
has funded this project very aggres-
sively and has saved the Federal Gov-
ernment 25 percent of the total project
cost and has accelerated the economic
benefits to California.

So these are just four examples of
water projects. But there are many
more. I am happy we have worked to-
gether with our members, our Sen-
ators, and, of course, many requests
from people in the House, to do what
we could with these projects.

Even with the additional funding the
committee has added, we are still hun-
dreds of millions of dollars shy of cur-
rent year levels. We are also shy of the
House mark. The other body was able
to artificially raise their numbers for
the Foreign Bureau by moving defense
dollars in these nondefense accounts.
We cannot do that. Under Senate rules,
we cannot do that. In my opinion, not
only the budget resolution but common
sense does not allow us and should not
allow us to move these funds back and
forth.

But I will say to everyone who is lis-
tening, in the past, the water numbers
have always gotten better for everyone
as we have moved along the process;
that is, we hope we can do a better job
when we get to conference. There is no
guarantee of that, but we will work on
that.

Our bill provides about $25 billion in
budget authority and approximately
$24.7 billion in outlays. When you work
with Senator DOMENICI, you always
have to make sure the outlays are
smaller than the budget authority.
This bill exceeds the President’s total
request by $2.6 billion.

Let’s talk about a few of the areas.
The Army Corps of Engineers: The Sen-
ate bill provides $4.3 billion, which is
$405 million above the President’s re-
quest but $236 million below the cur-
rent year level. Due to the funding con-
straints, this bill contains no new con-
struction starts and no new environ-
mental infrastructure projects.

The intent in drafting the bill was to
continue to focus on ongoing construc-
tion and operations and maintenance

projects at appropriate levels. The
committee is eager to avoid stretching
out schedules and costs on projects
that are already underway. Any new
construction starts will have to be con-
sidered in conference. We will do what
we can at that time.

A lot of people are very concerned
about things they want to do. I have a
lot of familiarity with the Bureau of
Reclamation because they have had
such a big presence in the State of Ne-
vada. The very first project in the his-
tory of the Bureau of Reclamation was
called the New Lands Project in 1902. It
took place in Nevada. It is still there.
The Senate’s bill provides $884 million,
which is $64 million above the Presi-
dent’s request and $67 million above
the current year level.

This funding for the Bureau is higher
than it has been for many years. It is
higher because of CALFED. This is a
big project in California. It is a rec-
lamation project. The State of Cali-
fornia has spent billions of dollars on it
already. The House put nothing in the
bill for that. Senator DOMENICI and I
put $40 million in this bill for the
CALFED and CALFED-related
projects. The subcommittee has funded
CALFED-related projects using exist-
ing authorizations under other ac-
counts. Senators FEINSTEIN and BOXER
have both been very tireless advocates
for the Bay-Delta Program. Senator
DOMENICI and I are both delighted to
provide substantial funding.

The Department of Energy: We in Ne-
vada have great familiarity with the
Department of Energy. Nevada has
been the place for 50 years where al-
most 1,000 nuclear devices have been
set off in the desert—most of them un-
derground but not all of them. I know
about the Department of Energy. This
bill contains over $20 billion for the De-
partment of Energy. This is $2.1 billion
over the level of the President’s re-
quest and $1.9 billion over last year’s
level. Most of this additional funding is
being used to provide adequate funding
for the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration, to enhance funding for
the Environmental Management Pro-
gram, and to add funding for the re-
newable energy program.

Senator DOMENICI and I have received
a letter signed by nearly two-thirds of
our colleagues calling for more money
for renewable energy programs. Our
bill takes care of that. Our bill pro-
vides $435 million, or $160 million above
the President’s request and $60 million
above the current year level. In a year
when our Nation has struggled with en-
ergy production and distribution
issues, I am pleased to be able to en-
hance funding levels for these impor-
tant research and development issues.

Consistent with the budget resolu-
tion, this bill provides $6.1 billion to
the National Nuclear Security Admin-
istration for stockpile stewardship ac-
tivities. This funding is $705 million
over the President’s request and $1.05
billion over the current year level. I
am only going to speak a little while
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about the National Nuclear Security
Administration, known as NNSA. I
defer to Senator DOMENICI on this sub-
ject. Senator DOMENICI was the pri-
mary congressional architect of the
creation of the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration. He worked tire-
lessly to get it authorized and has been
dogged in his pursuit of funding to
make sure that this important organi-
zation gets the resources it needs to
succeed. To his credit, he convinced his
colleagues on the Budget Committee
that the safeguarding and rehabilita-
tion of the Nation’s nuclear weapons
was a critical issue that has been
underadressed and underfunded in re-
cent years. Senators BYRD and STEVENS
followed up with appropriation re-
sources designed to support the levels
in the budget resolution.

This morning I spoke to the interns
for Senators LINCOLN and HUTCHINSON
of Arkansas. I don’t know how many
interns there were—maybe 50—a lot of
young men and women. One of the
young people asked me: What do you
think is the most important problem
facing the world? I thought for a
minute. I said: Nuclear weapons. I real-
ly do believe that with the deterio-
rating condition of the former Soviet
Union, Russia’s nuclear stockpile, and
the responsibilities we have, that is a
very important issue. I can’t think of
anything more important for my
grandchildren than to make sure they
live in a safe world.

One of these weapons that we control
and certainly one that the Soviet
Union controls could accidentally go
off. It would be devastating. It would
make Chernobyl look like nothing.
Chernobyl was just a nuclear reactor
gone bad. We are talking about a nu-
clear weapon gone bad. I believe that is
the No. 1 problem facing the world. We
have a number of different ways of ad-
dressing it. We have to spend more
money on terrorism. There are efforts
being made for a nuclear shield for this
country. But what we are talking
about in this bill is doing what we can
to make our nuclear stockpile safe and
reliable. Our bill spends some money,
maybe not enough, to work on the Rus-
sians to see if we can help them.

I have to admit, I was a skeptic when
Senator DOMENICI and others ap-
proached me about the creation of this
autonomous organization several years
ago. I thought it was a partisan ploy to
maybe embarrass the administration.
But as it turned out, it is working very
well. I have come to believe Senator
DOMENICI was right.

One of the people who has done a
good job of convincing me of that is the
person running that agency. We as a
country, as a world, are so fortunate
that a retired general would take
charge of this operation. He believes in
it. He is a very competent, dedicated,
patriotic American. With him heading
this office, we should all go to sleep at
night resting well that everything pos-
sible is being done to make sure we do
have a safe and reliable nuclear stock-

pile. I am going to do everything I can
to give him the resources he needs to
do his job. He has a job that is very dif-
ficult.

I am also, of course, holding him ac-
countable for getting the job done. I
have been a long-time critic of cost
overruns and management incom-
petence within the weapons complex. I
know General Gordon will take these
enhanced resources and use them to
get some fresh blood and fresh thinking
going on within the Department of En-
ergy.

I am not going to go into more de-
tail. I know Senator DOMENICI will
speak about this, since this is his so-
called baby. It has grown up and is
about to become a teenager. It is some-
thing to which the Senator can speak
with more authority than I.

Finally, I am very pleased to report
that the committee has made great
strides in restoring and enhancing the
devastating cuts made in the Environ-
mental Management Program at DOE.
This Senate bill provides $7.23 billion,
$900 million above the President’s re-
quest and $450 million above the cur-
rent level. The biggest beneficiaries of
these additional clean-up dollars are
the Hanford, Washington site, hundreds
of millions of dollars; Savannah River
site, almost $200 million, that is in
South Carolina; Idaho, over $150 mil-
lion; Ohio and Kentucky, tens of mil-
lions of dollars.

As with water programs, I realize
there are never enough resources we
can spend to clean up the legacy of the
cold war and other activities, but we
have done our best.

These are some of the highlights,
from my perspective, of this bill. It is
a bill I have learned to like. It is a bill
I have grown to understand. I have
grown to acknowledge the importance
it has to our country. I hope my col-
leagues will realize how hard we have
worked on this legislation.

Senator DOMENICI and I would like to
have a cutoff time for the filing of
amendments. We tried tomorrow at 11
and 12, and we have received objections
to that. We are here. If somebody
wants to offer amendments, they can
certainly do that. They have to have
offsets or figure out some way to fund
them because we are down to the nubs.
We have no more money. If people
don’t like the way we have worked the
bill, it is their privilege to come for-
ward with amendments.

I do think it would be in everyone’s
interest to have a finite list of amend-
ments filed at an appropriate time. If
anyone has any suggestions when that
should be, Senator DOMENICI and I are
open for discussion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
first acknowledge the wonderful co-
operation that exists between the
chairman and this Senator as ranking
member. I believe under the cir-
cumstances and considering the vari-
ety of things this subcommittee has to

fund, we have done a pretty good job. I
couldn’t ask for more understanding
than I have received from the distin-
guished Senator, the chairman of this
subcommittee.

I believe our staff has worked to-
gether, and I hope I have been equally
considerate and concerned about issues
of importance to the good Senator
from Nevada.

As a result of this effort, we are to-
gether in trying to get this bill passed
and get it off to conference and getting
these issues resolved as soon as pos-
sible.

Let me say to my good friend, he was
talking about a flood that occurred in
the State of Nevada in one of those dry
rivers where for most of the year no
water runs. But then you have a little
cloudburst up in the mountains and
these dry rivers turn into flooded, huge
water resources plowing down the hills
right into housing. In our State we call
these dry rivers a Spanish name,
‘‘arroyos.’’

In my home city of Albuquerque, I
was pleased to serve 4 years as the city
councilman, sort of chairman of the
commission, which made me the clos-
est thing to a mayor as you could have.
I remember one Sunday afternoon in
the year 1968. I was very young. I had
just been on this council as chairman
for awhile. It started raining Sunday
afternoon. I called up one of my good
friends on the city council who knew
more about the details of the streets
and everything else than anybody in
the city.

I called him up and said, ‘‘Harry, this
rain is coming down in the wrong
places; something is going to happen.’’
He said, ‘‘Where are you?’’ He picked
me up and we rode around. Rain kept
coming down harder and harder, and
these dry rivers started to show a little
trickle. Four hours later, we were
riding the streets of Albuquerque and
big manhole covers over the tunnels
that carried water underground to
avoid floods were standing or dancing
on the water. The water raised those
man holes up 4 or 5 feet and stood them
up while the place got flooded. We saw
more and more of them. I told my
friend, ‘‘This is a real problem.’’ He
said, ‘‘No, things will be all right.’’ Fi-
nally, 2 hours later, we got a call from
the police chief. He said that in one
whole piece of our city, maybe as many
as 10,000 homes were under water. They
had water in the kitchens, close to the
tops of the stoves. It was a gigantic
flow of water that came down these dry
arroyos.

I remember coming here with a group
of Albuquerqueans. I was city council-
man then. We appeared before the Pub-
lic Works Committee, which had to au-
thorize the project after which it went
on to get appropriated. We came up to
ask if the Federal Government would
expand a program that was about to
run out so we could build these rivers
so they would be safe. Now if one flies
over Albuquerque, as you approach the
airport you see two giant cement wa-
terways that are around the edges of
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the town—huge. They catch the water
in these dry rivers up by the mountain
and run them down these no longer dry
rivers, but they are cement-lined
ditches, big ones. Water comes down,
and now you can be riding around and
your commissioner friend Harry can
say, ‘‘It is raining hard, Mr. Chair-
man,’’ and you can say, ‘‘It might hurt
something else, but it won’t flood any-
more.’’

That is the kind of thing we pay for
in this bill for hundreds of places
across America. We hope we get them
before they flood, but sometimes we
don’t. Sometimes we pay for them
after they flood. But to make sure we
are not building white elephants, we
require a very substantial match. The
community has to come up with
money. That is the way we finally de-
cide it must be important, because
they are not just asking us to have a
construction project, they are going to
pay for part of it.

My good friend, the chairman, out-
lined water issues. Clearly, there is no
end to the requests in our country for
this. But we have the rule: We don’t
fund them unless they have been au-
thorized. The committee has to work
on them and have hearings. That both-
ers a lot of our Senators because there
is such a backlog of existing authorized
programs that we don’t catch up very
often. We have many billions back-
logged that we can’t pay for. But we
will keep working on it.

Overall, the proposed fiscal year 2002
energy and water bill is a very fair and
balanced bill that makes important in-
vestments in our national security, our
energy security, our economic pros-
perity, and in the health of our envi-
ronment. This bill is an important step
in implementing the President’s Na-
tional Energy Policy.

The Senate bill in total provides $25
billion in budget authority and ap-
proximately $24.7 billion in outlays.
The bill exceeds the President’s request
by $2.6 billion, and exceeds the House
bill by $1.4 billion. Without going into
detail about all of the many great
things in this bill, I would like to focus
my remarks on two broad areas: (1)
What this bill does for our energy secu-
rity, and (2) What this bill does for our
national security.

For our nation’s energy security, this
bill represents a major step in fulfilling
the President’s commitment to a bal-
anced and diversified energy policy—
particularly in the area of expanding
the supply of clean energy from renew-
able sources and nuclear power.

But before If focus specifically on
what this bill does in those two areas,
I want to take this opportunity to dis-
pel two persistent myths that have
been unfairly associated with the
President’s National Energy Policy.
First, that the policy focuses only on
supply and ignores conservation and ef-
ficiency. And second, that the policy
fails to address the possible threat of
global warming.

The policy is so clear on the first
point that those who argue simply

haven’t read it. There are more policy
recommendations impacting conserva-
tion and efficiency than supply. Over $6
billion in proposed tax reductions are
targeted at conservation and effi-
ciency.

Furthermore, the whole policy is
based on substantial gains from im-
provements in conservation and effi-
ciency. If we maintained the current
ratio between energy demand and the
gross domestic product (GDP), we
would need 77 percent more energy in
2020 than we are producing today—77
percent more. The National Energy
Policy recommends conservation and
efficiency measures that would reduce
the required increase by over half—re-
sulting in us only needing to produce 29
percent more energy by 2020. That is a
substantial but necessary commitment
to conversation and efficiency.

Let me turn to that second myth,
that the policy doesn’t address the pos-
sible threat of global warming. Once
again, those who have read the policy
shouldn’t make that statement. The
policy has strong support for clean en-
ergy sources.

Renewable sources are encouraged in
many ways, including tax credits for
wind, biomass, solar, and the purchase
of clean fuel vehicles. The policy sup-
ports a major research program in
clean-coal technologies, advocates in-
creased funding for renewable energy
R&D and recognizes nuclear energy for
its very positive environmental bene-
fits.

It is in these last two areas, renew-
able energy and nuclear energy, that
the energy and water bill takes a major
step in implementing the President’s
national energy policy.

The renewable energy programs are
funded in this bill at $435 million.
That’s $60 million and 16 percent above
the current year level. There’s no ques-
tion that renewable sources can and
should play a larger role in our energy
supply, and this budget will accelerate
progress towards that vision.

Within that renewable budget, sev-
eral programs are slated for major in-
creases. Just to give a few examples:

Research on hydrogen-based tech-
nologies is up almost 30 percent over
last year. That research may lead to
decreased use of petroleum products in
transportation, certainly a critical
goal.

Research on high temperature super-
conductivity is boosted by almost 20
percent. That’s a technology that may
enable dramatic reduction of losses we
now experience in electric trans-
mission lines and motors.

Geothermal research is 20 percent
above last year and wind systems are
up more than 10 percent.

Nuclear energy received significant
increases as well in this bill. I strongly
agree with the President’s National
Energy Policy in its recommendation
supporting the expansion of nuclear en-
ergy in the United States. Nuclear
plants offer emission-free power
sources, help maintain diversity of fuel

supply, enhance energy security, meet
growing electricity demand, and pro-
tect consumers against volatility in
the electricity and natural gas mar-
kets.

This bill pushes nuclear power for-
ward with a number of important ini-
tiatives:

The bill includes $19 million for uni-
versity research reactor support—an
increase of $7 million over current
year—to make sure our country has
the educational resources necessary for
an economy that continues to rely sub-
stantially on nuclear power.

The bill includes $9 million—an in-
crease of $4 million over current year—
to expand a program to improve the re-
liability and productivity of our 103 ex-
isting nuclear power plants.

The bill continues the highly success-
ful Nuclear Energy Research Initiative
(NERI) at $38 million—$3 million more
than current year.

The bill provides $14 million—an in-
crease of $7 million—to continue work
begun last year on advanced reactor
development, including research on
generation IV reactors—reactors that
will be passively safe, produce less
waste, and reduce any proliferation
concerns.

The bill provides $10 million for the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
prepare to license new nuclear power
plants.

The bill continues an R&D program
we started two years ago on ways to re-
duce the quantity and toxicity of spent
nuclear fuel—called ‘‘transmutation’’.
This technology, which was recently
highlighted in the President’s National
Energy Policy, will be continued at $70
million in 2002.

Let me emphasize that I used the
phrase ‘‘spent fuel’’ rather than
‘‘waste’’ to refer to the materials com-
ing out of our reactors. Right now our
national policy calls for disposing of
those materials as waste in a future re-
pository. But we need to remember
that these materials still contain 95
percent of their initial energy content.

I’ve been concerned for years that it
is highly debatable for us to decide
that future generations will have no
need for this rich energy source. With
improved management strategies, pos-
sibly involving reprocessing and trans-
mutation, we can recycle that material
for possible later use, recover far more
of the energy, and dramatically reduce
the toxicity and volume of the mate-
rials that are finally declared to be
waste.

As a final thought on energy secu-
rity, Mr. President, I want to share
with my Senate colleagues a vision,
which is encompassed in this bill and
which I’ve shared with President Bush.

We need to reach beyond the debate
over Kyoto with a blueprint that pro-
vides the tools to combat global warm-
ing.

I’m convinced that we can have
growth and prosperity in America
without global warming.

And I’m equally convinced that we
can help provide those same benefits
for the world.
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I propose that we provide worldwide

leadership to eliminate the threat of
global warming by a commitment to
prosperity and growth through clean
energy.

And I further propose that we accom-
plish this goal through partnerships
with our friends and allies, especially
those in developing countries.

I’ve specifically urged the President
to lead this new initiative, to accel-
erate our own research and build inter-
national partnerships for joint develop-
ment of all the clean sources of en-
ergy—renewables, clean fossil fuels,
nuclear energy, and hydrogen-based
fuels. Then as we transition to im-
proved technologies in the future, our
partner nations will also be building up
their energy infrastructure with the
latest and cleanest technologies.

Last year’s energy and water devel-
opment bill called for improvements in
the federal government’s role in inter-
national development, demonstration,
and deployment of advanced clean en-
ergy technologies.

With this new bill and the Presi-
dent’s policy, our nation is developing
a suite of energy supplies that will pro-
vide us with clean, reliable, economic
energy far into the future. But I con-
tinue to believe that we should be look-
ing beyond our own borders.

I submit that we should be seizing
every opportunity to help the devel-
oping nations around the world achieve
much higher standards of living. They
simply can’t do that without reliable
electricity supplies.

Each nation will make their own
choices for fuel sources, exploiting
their own strengths. We have abundant
natural gas—and it will make a huge
contribution to a cleaner future for our
country. But every nation needs di-
verse energy supplies, not a singular
reliance on one source. Other nations
may be well positioned to exploit their
solar or wind resources—through this
program these nations can make the
choices best for their needs.

The leadership shown by Senator
BYRD on clean coal technologies
matches this vision very well. Some
other nation’s have immense coal re-
sources, through this vision they can
benefit by Senator BYRD’s efforts to ad-
vance clean coal technologies.

We can leave the poorest countries to
their own resources to develop what-
ever energy they can, or we can offer
substantial help to partner with these
nations to help them develop sources
that are not only reliable and reason-
ably priced, but also clean.

It’s strongly in our self interest to do
this. After all, we all share the same
air. And in addition, countries with
strong economies are our best choice
for trading partners

Mr. President, let me state again how
proud I am to have worked on this bill
with Senator REID. With this bill, we’ll
be making real progress on the tech-
nologies to fuel our, and perhaps the
world’s economies of the future.

For our nation’s national security,
this bill makes a major investment in

solving serious problems in the nuclear
weapons complex. With the leadership
and resources included in this bill,
many of those problems are going to
get fixed.

The bill includes $6.05 billion for the
nuclear weapons (stockpile steward-
ship) activities of the NNSA, that is
$705 million over the President’s re-
quest, $925 million over the House
level, and $1.05 billion over the current
year level.

I want to again commend Senator
REID, and our full committee chair-
man, first Senator STEVENS and Now
Senator BYRD, for recognizing the seri-
ous problems in the nuclear weapons
complex and providing the resources to
fix those problems.

This bill makes three major improve-
ments on the President’s budget re-
quest for nuclear weapons.

First, infrastructure. We know from
the subcommittee’s hearing on infra-
structure earlier this year, that our
nuclear weapons facilities have de-
graded to the point that it will take
billions of dollars to modernize for the
future.

The average age of the facilities
where we do nuclear weapons work is
over 40 years.

We will need to spend an additional
$300–$500 million a year for the next 17
years over currently planned levels to
refurbish the weapons complex to per-
form its basic mission. These expendi-
tures will be required even if the nu-
clear stockpile is dramatically smaller.

If we do not take action on these in-
frastructure problems immediately, we
will not be able to meet the Depart-
ment of Defense schedules for refur-
bishing three main weapons systems
representing over 50 percent of our
stockpile. We will not have the sci-
entific facilities required to certify
weapons. Our technicians and sci-
entists will continue to work in unsafe
facilities-increasing health risks and
the number of safety related shut-
downs.

Although the work must begin imme-
diately, the budget request included no
funds to begin such an initiative.
Therefore, the bill before the Senate
includes $300 million to begin a major
facilities improvement program in fis-
cal year 2002 at facilities in South
Carolina, Tennessee, Missouri, Texas,
New Mexico, Nevada, and California.

The second major improvement on
the administration’s budget request is
that the bill provides additional fund-
ing to rebuild current weapons.

The average age of weapons in the
stockpile is now approaching 18 years—
most were designed for a life of no
more than 20 years. Many weapons
components degrade substantially over
time and have to be replaced. The
Joint Department of Defense/NNSA
Nuclear Weapons Council has recog-
nized the fact that most of our weapons
will have to be rebuilt, but funds were
not requested to do so.

Therefore, the bill includes an addi-
tional $295 million in fiscal year 2002 to

get the NNSA on track to rebuild
weapons on the schedule required by
the Department of Defense.

The third major improvement on the
President’s request is that this bill
fully funds pit production on the re-
quired schedule.

We must soon have the capability to
produce plutonium pits for weapons, a
capability we lost when Rocky Flats
was closed down in 1989. Plutonium
pits are the ‘‘triggers’’ for nuclear
weapons, that occasionally must be re-
placed. Today, we are the only nuclear
power without the ability to produce
them. The budget request puts off in-
definitely our ability to deliver a cer-
tified pit to the military, but this bill
adds $110 million to get the program
back on track.

Finally, there are a series of pro-
grams at NNSA that may be just as im-
portant to eliminating or controlling
the global nuclear danger—these pro-
grams are to reduce the threat of nu-
clear weapon proliferation around the
world.

The administration proposed deep
cuts in this area for fiscal year 2002,
even though a blue-ribbon review led
by Senator Howard Baker and Lloyd
Cutler recently concluded . . .

The most urgent unmet national security
threat to the United States today is the dan-
ger that weapons of mass destruction or
weapon-usable material in Russia could be
stolen and sold to terrorists or hostile nation
states and used against American troops
abroad or citizens at home.

The report also concluded that . . .
Current nonproliferation programs of the

DOE . . . have achieved impressive results
thus far, but their limited mandate and fund-
ing fall short of what is required to address
adequately the threat.

I am pleased that this bill adds over
$100 million to the important non-
proliferation work the NNSA carries
out in Russia and other countries of
the former Soviet Union. These pro-
grams to control the material and ex-
pertise necessary to make weapons of
mass destruction address problems
identified as ‘‘the most urgent unmet
national security threat to the United
States today.’’

Once again, Senator REID, I want to
commend you for a balanced bill. I do
not agree with every aspect of the bill,
but I cannot urgue with the fair man-
ner in which you have put it together.

I strongly support the bill, and urge
all Members of the Senate to do like-
wise.

Let me proceed as quickly as I can to
summarize this bill. First, I am very
pleased to join with Chairman REID in
considering this fiscal year 2002 Energy
and Water bill. I note that in the chair
is a new Senator. I would think that he
might wonder what in the world is an
appropriation bill called Energy and
Water. Well, my good friend, the new
Senator from New Jersey, will never
sit down and rationally decide what is
in this bill. What is in it has been de-
cided between the House and Senate as
one of the 13 subcommittees of appro-
priation, and there is no rationale to
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it. In it we fund water development
projects, flood protection projects, the
harbors and rivers that need the Fed-
eral Government to help. But on the
other end, believe it or not, the entire
nuclear weapons development, preser-
vation, and research for nuclear weap-
ons is also funded in this bill. It doesn’t
come under the rubric of energy. Why
is it here? It is here because that kind
of activity was brought to the Energy
Department when the Energy Depart-
ment was created. This subcommittee
pays for that.

So, overall, this is a very balanced
bill. It covers what I have alluded to. I
have great detail with me about what
has concerned us and why we have had
to fund the part of this that is for nu-
clear weaponry at a higher level than
the President. I am very hopeful that
the staff at the White House and the
staff at OMB, who have looked at this
since putting their budget out, will un-
derstand that some of this new money
we had to put into the part of this bill
that concerns itself with a safe and re-
liable nuclear stockpile. And remem-
ber, Mr. President, every time you say
that, you can put a parenthesis in and
you can say, without underground test-
ing, because we have voted not to test
underground. If you test, it makes it
much easier to determine safety, to de-
termine reliability. But we have deter-
mined we are not going to do that, and
still we are going to spend money and
put the finest resources in America to
work on the science and physics and
computerization part of maintaining
this very, very serious and almost un-
believable thing called the American
nuclear weapons stockpile.

My good friend, Senator REID, has
been a marvelous student of this. We
have all had to learn together. I have
more of a genuine parochial reason, be-
cause two of the three laboratories fre-
quently called the nuclear labora-
tories—not exactly the right name—
are in my State. There is Los Alamos.
Everybody knows that is where we did
our first nuclear weaponry work—
atomic weapon work. It was a moun-
tain, but there is a city there now. In
Albuquerque is Sandia Labs, an engi-
neering laboratory, which is part of
this. The third one is in the State of
California. The three of them do much
in addition to the work on nuclear.
There are great researchers who are on
the cutting edge of much of the science
of the future in terms of energy needs
and the like. So that is in this bill.

And then, obviously, since it is an en-
ergy bill, it has an awful lot in it about
the energy research and development
that is occurring in the Department of
Energy. First, let me quickly say that
part of this is the implementation of
energy policy.

While we are still waiting around to
debate and pass judgment on whether
we are going to have some tax incen-
tives that the President asked for in
terms of developing new and different
kinds of energy called ‘‘renewables,’’ or
whether or not we are going to decide

to open up more of the public domain
to the development of gas and oil; in
this bill, we get along with getting
some of these things paid for and done,
which everybody knows we should be
doing. But it is most interesting—and
this is an opportunity to speak for a
moment about the President’s energy
policy in one regard. There is a lot said
about: what about conservation, and
what about saving our energy? I am re-
minded that in preparation for this ac-
tivity, in marking up this bill, I chose
to read the President’s policy in its en-
tirety. I want to cite one piece, because
there is a lot said about there not
being enough conservation in this pol-
icy, not enough things that push us to
conserve and save. Well, I have come to
the following conclusion, and if I am
wrong, anybody that would like to read
the policy and discuss it, I would be
glad to do so.

As this energy policy tells us what
we need in the future, up to the year
2020, it says that we could have to
produce 77 percent more to meet our
needs over this next 20 years—just for
reasonable needs. But would you be-
lieve that a huge portion of that pos-
sible need is projected to come from
conservation and saving energy, such
that, of the 77 percent, only 29 percent
is from new production? So if you do
the arithmetic and subtract them, it is
pretty obvious that there is a very
large amount that is expected by way
of either legislation or conduct in our
country to save and conserve energy,
along with increasing production of
various types of energy.

Let me talk about one. I am very
pleased that both Senator REID and I
and our staffs worked very hard on
what’s called renewable energy pro-
grams. Because of the Senator’s dedica-
tion and us working together on this,
we are funding the renewable energy
programs at $435 million in this bill.
That is 16 percent higher than this
year. There is no question that renew-
able resources can and should play a
larger role in our energy supply, and
we push that or accelerate that in this
bill. Within this renewable budget, sev-
eral programs are slated for major in-
creases, and I am going to tick some of
them off.

Hydrogen-based technology is up 30
percent over last year. Some people
think this whole area of hydrogen-
originated energy sources is one of our
real solutions to clean and healthy pro-
duction of energy without having any
adverse impact on global warming. The
research may lead to a decrease in the
use of petroleum products in transpor-
tation.

We also have superconductivity and
geothermal, both have 20-percent in-
creases. All of these can have an incre-
mental positive impact on helping us
meet our energy needs without having
a major impact on global warming in
the future.

Incidentally, the President has sug-
gested we should move ahead with nu-
clear and not abandon it. Nuclear en-

ergy has received a significant increase
in this bill. I strongly agree with the
President’s national energy policy and
his recommendations supporting the
expansion of nuclear energy in the
United States.

I will state once—and if I have a
chance I will do it a number of times—
nuclear power in its current form and
future generations, new generations, of
nuclear powerplants do not contribute
to global warming. In other words, the
future is protected from the global
warming pollution that comes from
many of our traditional energy sources
so that the evolution, development,
and research in the areas of nuclear
power can move us ahead in such a way
as to provide energy for growth, devel-
opment, and prosperity for America
and for our industrial friends in the
world and, yes, indeed, for those coun-
tries which do not yet have much of an
economic base.

We can produce clean energy for the
future. With renewables, nuclear, and
other forms of energy joining together,
we can say to the world: You can grow
and prosper. The poor countries will
have an equal opportunity to do that,
and we will not have to reduce growth,
we will not have to put on caps, we will
just have to use our ingenuity and
science better.

There are a number of things we did
to let America take a good, solid look
at what the next generation of nuclear
powerplants or even the next one after
that might look like and how it will
help.

I want to share with my friend, Sen-
ator REID, and those who are paying at-
tention to what we are doing today, a
portion of my comments today which I
choose to call ‘‘Reaching Beyond
Kyoto.’’ I, frankly, believe the Presi-
dent of the United States has a rare op-
portunity to lead the world beyond
Kyoto.

I say to my fellow Senators, I have
talked to the President about this very
issue. I have suggested it is a rare op-
portunity for him to lead the world in
reaching beyond Kyoto, and I will talk
about that for a minute.

This is a vision, and part of it is in
this bill because this is what we do in
this bill. It says that we need to reach
beyond the debate over Kyoto with a
blueprint that provides tools to combat
global warming. Further, we should
ask the world to join as our partners
and move ahead,

I am convinced we can have growth
and prosperity in America without
global warming. I am equally con-
vinced we can help provide these same
benefits for the world. I propose we
provide worldwide leadership to elimi-
nate the threat of global warming by a
commitment to prosperity and growth
through clean energy, and I further
propose we accomplish this goal
through partnerships with our friends
and allies, especially those in devel-
oping countries.
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I have specifically urged the Presi-

dent to lead this new initiative to ac-
celerate our research and build inter-
national partnerships for joint develop-
ment of all clean sources of energy—re-
newables, clean fossil fuels which our
distinguished chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, Senator BYRD,
alludes to frequently as it relates to
coal—nuclear energy, and hydrogen-
based fuels.

As we transition to improved tech-
nologies in the future, our partner na-
tions will also be building up their en-
ergy infrastructure with the latest and
cleanest technologies. And, yes, there
is no question, then, that we can send
a message that the poor countries in
the world can grow and prosper. As a
matter of fact, they, too, can partici-
pate in this abundance of growth and
prosperity for their people without ad-
versely affecting global warming.

Last year’s energy and water devel-
opment bill called for improvements in
the Federal Government’s role in inter-
national development, demonstration,
and advanced clean energy tech-
nologies.

With this new bill which is before the
Senate, and the President’s policy, our
Nation is developing a suite of energy
supplies that will provide us with
clean, reliable, economic energy for the
future.

I continue to believe we should be
looking beyond our own borders. I sub-
mit that we should be seizing every op-
portunity to help the developing na-
tions around the world achieve much
higher standards of living. They simply
cannot do that without reliable elec-
trical supplies. I believe we can help
them with this global approach of part-
nerships around the world to develop
this technology and produce the next
generation of nuclear powerplants. But
we should not start on that path unless
we set the goals for achievement of
what they will look like, what they
will do, and what they will not do.

It is the same with clean coal tech-
nology: Set the goals and then let’s
achieve them in this world so we can
all grow and prosper. We all know we
have an abundance of energy supplies
in our country. We have natural gas.
And it will make a huge contribution
for our country. But every nation
needs diverse energy supplies, not a
singular reliance on a single source.

Leadership has been shown by Sen-
ator BYRD with clean coal technologies
that match this vision very well. Some
other nations have immense coal re-
sources. Through this vision, they can
benefit by Senator BYRD’s efforts to ad-
vance clean coal technologies. Through
this bill, we can fund renewables and
ask our President to join worldwide
with efforts to push renewables even
more and to greater ends. And it is the
same with all of those energies that
have no effect, no impact on global
warming.

I can say, it may very well be, within
a very short period of time, a nuclear
powerplant will be developed. It will be

a small little plant instead of a thou-
sand megawatts. It might be 50 or 100
megawatts. It will be a module. It will
be self-contained. It will have no
chance of having a meltdown. Just by
the physical facts about its evolution
and development it cannot, it will not.
We might not have to touch it for 25 or
30 years.

Those are things we can work on as a
criteria for development and growth
and then set our great scientists in the
private and public sector, with others
in the world, to achieve this goal. What
a great opportunity in the midst of a
world that is frightened about whether
we can grow, whether poor people can
get rich, where the poor countries have
to remain undeveloped because they
cannot contribute to global warming.
We will say we can all grow and pros-
per. America hasn’t stopped growing
and prospering, but we can do it with-
out affecting global warming if we just
say let’s take a lead, let’s do this, let’s
ask our greatest companies, our best
laboratories, our greatest scientists,
led by America, let’s put some money
in each year in a consortium-type ar-
rangement to get this done.

If I sound like I am excited about
something, obviously for some of you I
have not even yet reached anything
like an excited pitch, but in any event,
I am because I believe it is a rare op-
portunity to take the genius of
science—and I might say, I have a bias
and prejudice but I think it will work.
I think we have nuclear power for a
reason. I don’t think we have developed
nuclear power to throw it away. I be-
lieve we can develop another genera-
tion of nuclear power plants that can
help this entire world prosper and put
global warming behind us.

Then we can ask, what is next? What
have to be next are growth and oppor-
tunities, and not just for us. We say to
the world, let’s be free. But, we don’t
want people to think we are for them
being free and poor. We are for them
being free and affluent, to grow and
have what we have. It cannot be done
without better sources of clean energy.

I believe this bill has things in it
which, if put together by the President
in a partnership arrangement, I think
we could see real daylight and perhaps
might be able to set some goals.

My last comments will be very brief
and have to do with national security.
As I said when I started, what a pecu-
liar bill, energy and water. Who would
guess that sandwiched between those
two words, energy and water, are the
U.S. national security interests in nu-
clear weapons.

We have a national policy, voted on
this Senate floor on an amendment by
the distinguished Senator Hatfield
from Oregon. We don’t test our nuclear
weapons underground nor do we test
them at all. We don’t do that anymore.
That used to be the easy way. I say
that because today it looks easy. That
is the way we used to determine reli-
ability and safety. We don’t do that
anymore. We don’t test underground.

We have something to take its place.
We have a whole body of science and
computerization that we put together.
It is now in the Department of Energy,
and it has reached major nuclear lab-
oratories. We fund a program called
science-based stockpile stewardship.
Stockpile is the nuclear weapons
stockpile. We fund a part of the De-
partment of Energy that is called the
NNSA. My good friend, Senator REID,
alluded to it when he spoke of creating
this new institution within the Depart-
ment. The current leader is four-star
General Gordon. He’s doing a great job
of pulling together and making sure
there is one spokesman worried about
the nuclear weapons aspects of the De-
partment of Energy, reporting only to
the Secretary. In a very real way he’s
making sure we do a better job with
what we spend on this stockpile. None-
theless, we have to spend money on it.
The biggest difference between our
budget and the President’s budget is
what to do with replenishing some of
the physical facilities that are now old
and broken down that are part of this
NNSA.

This bill says, let’s get started in
multiyear repair and replenishing of
some of the facilities that are nearly 50
years old in which we ask the world’s
greatest scientists to work to help
keep this program and do this very dif-
ficult job. It will take many years to
replenish these physical facilities,
these laboratories.

In addition, there are specific items
such as major improvements in the
funding of pit production. You simply
must soon have the capability to
produce plutonium pits for weapons, a
capability we lost when Rocky Flats
was closed in 1989. We had to put extra
money in this bill, in order to keep
that program on the calendar on which
it is expected to be. We have put these
funds in because we know they are
needed. Add it all up and we have a
very well rounded bill covering mun-
dane things as well as the complex and
difficult.

In closing, let me say, that as part of
this Department of Energy, we have de-
veloped some great research labora-
tories and not just those created and
involved in nuclear work. There are
many others that work on various as-
pects of research in America, most in
the fields of energy, but not all, where
some of the very best scientists in the
world and some of the very best basic
science research activities take place.

In summary, we think we have a bill
that takes care of, as well as possible,
water resource needs of our country. It
takes care of the basic energy needs we
can promote through the Energy De-
partment in moving ahead with an-
other generation of nuclear reactors.
And it encourages more progress on re-
newables. Through this bill and an-
other dealing with cleaning up our coal
so we can use it cleanly, we can have a
prosperous future without having a
negative impact on global warming and
the future of our country and the
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world’s people. We think we have done
that fairly well.

We have spent more than the Presi-
dent asked. We hope we will be able to
explain to the White House and OMB
why and how that was done. We will
have time after the bill is debated to do
that. In the meantime, as the amend-
ments come forward, perhaps the White
House will have some suggestions. I
hope they don’t ask us to change our
vision. I think the vision in this bill is
to move ahead with new sources of en-
ergy beyond Kyoto so we can say we
are going to do it in a way that every-
one will grow and prosper, so the poor
can get rich in the world.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. We are on the energy and

water bill. I know the Senator from Ar-
izona wishes to speak.

Mr. KYL. I want to take 30 seconds to
compliment the Senator from New
Mexico, and then I will ask unanimous
consent to speak no more than 5 min-
utes in morning business.

Mr. REID. My friend from Oregon
also wishes to speak for 20 minutes in
morning business. I ask that the Sen-
ator from Arizona be recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes in morning
business and the Senator from Oregon
be recognized for up to 20 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. President, what are you
thinking in terms of the bill?

Mr. REID. I will visit with you now.
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. KYL. I will not take the full 10

minutes.
I take 30 seconds to simply say, Sen-

ator DOMENICI each year has a signifi-
cant responsibility, as well as the other
Members of the subcommittee on
which he sits, to put together a bill for
energy and water. As he pointed out, a
great deal of the jurisdiction of that
subcommittee deals with our nuclear
weapons program. Senator DOMENICI
does not simply put together what he
has been told is a good idea. He has
taken a career to learn from these lab-
oratories—a couple of which he rep-
resents, and the people in those labora-
tories—what is best in our national in-
terests and what needs to done. It is
not glorious work and there is no big
political payoff. Very few people have
the knowledge he does. He relies on
people such as his staff, Clay Sell and
Dr. Peter Lyons, a nuclear physicist
from Los Alamos Laboratory, to assist
him in developing the kind of plans
that the Senate then needs to act upon,
particularly with the comments about
the development of nuclear energy that
will be safe and that we need to pro-
mote for this country.

I think he is absolutely right on the
mark. I plan to join him in his efforts
to promote that in the coming months.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield.
Mr. DOMENICI. I should have men-

tioned in my remarks, one of the Sen-

ators who has helped me in the many
months that we engaged in trying to
make the Department of Energy more
focused with reference to our nuclear
weapons problems was the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona. I thank
him for that help. We are not over that
hurdle yet. Indeed, General Gordon and
that semiautonomous agency have not
been totally formulated. They are not
grown up yet and are still walking
along, maybe comparing it to high
school and the eighth grade. They still
have to get the diploma. This bill
should enhance it or give them some of
the tools they claim they need.

In the meantime, I thank the Sen-
ator for observations and comments re-
garding a world beyond Kyoto. Clearly,
if we do this right, we can have an
abundance of energy and there need be
no atmospheric pollution; we can do it
another way. Clearly, we can get it
done.

I thank the Senator for his observa-
tion.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. KYL. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.

CLINTON). The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. The Senator from Arizona

missed my brief statement today about
how I had become a late believer in the
work that he and Senator DOMENICI had
done on the National Nuclear Security
Administration. As you may recall,
last year I fought that initially. As I
said to Senator DOMENICI, I thought it
was being done, initially, for reasons
other than what it turned out to be. I
commend the Senator from Arizona—I
have already done that to Senator
DOMENICI—for the great work being
done by General Gordon and the people
working with him. It certainly has
been a step in the right direction.

With the deep concern I have with
the nuclear arsenal, I think there is
not anything we could be more devoted
to than making sure General Gordon
has enough money and general re-
sources to do what he has to do which
is so important.

f

ECONOMIC GROWTH

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, we
have seen for the past year a reduction
in the growth rate of our economy. The
world is experiencing a global eco-
nomic slowdown. The tax cut signed
into law in June contained com-
promises to make the tax cuts in the
lowest bracket retroactive to January
1. We are also going to begin to see the
tax reduction checks in the American
people’s hands by the end of this
month. Perhaps there has never been a
better-timed tax cut. The dollars we
are returning to the taxpayers and the
rate cuts that will allow them to keep
a little more of their own hard earned
salaries will provide some stimulus to
keep the economy from falling further
behind.

I reject the advice of those who say
that now is the time for the govern-
ment to retreat and try and take more

money out of the American workers’
pay envelopes. Nothing could be worse
for a weakening economy. In fact, I be-
lieve that now is the time to find more
ways to encourage economic growth.
The tax cut provides some immediate
stimulus and in the long-term some
ways to keep the economy growing.
But we need to look at ways to kick-
start the supply side of the economy.
One possibility is to cut the capital
gains tax rates. I will be pursuing this
effort in the coming weeks and months.
Nothing is more important than to get
our economy moving again at full
speed.

My friend Jack Kemp authored a
most interesting and compelling arti-
cle a couple of weeks ago in the Wall
Street Journal. Thirty years ago when
I came to Congress I first met Jack. He
was then and continues to be a person
who is not afraid to challenge the com-
mon norms of economic thought. In the
70’s Jack led the charge for tax rate
cuts to get the economy moving. We
have too easily forgotten the hopeless-
ness that many Americans felt in the
late 1970’s facing stagflation with no
idea of how to turn the flagging U.S.
economy around. Now we face a prob-
lem of a global slowdown. Jack sug-
gests an answer. Many will try and dis-
miss his proposal. This is a debate that
needs to continue.

We need to get the American econ-
omy running at full speed. The tax bill
was the first step. Getting the economy
back to full growth will be my primary
focus.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle by Mr. Kemp be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 28, 2001]

OUR ECONOMY NEEDS A GOLDEN ANCHOR

(By Jack Kemp)

How many more dashed hopes and false re-
coveries must we experience before politi-
cians and monetary authorities accept the
fact that our inability to manage fiat cur-
rencies is causing the global economic slow-
down? They keep waiting for interest-rate
reductions to kick in, yet more than six
months after the Fed began lowering rates
the economy continues to weaken. Waiting
for the recently enacted tax cuts to provide
‘‘stimulus’’ will prove futile as well. The
economy does not suffer a lack of consumer
demand, and more money in people’s pockets
will not revive the supply side of the econ-
omy.

UNPRECEDENTED EXPERIMENT

Ronald Reagan once said he knew of no
great nation in history that went off the
gold standard and remained great. Since
Aug. 15, 1971, when the U.S. ceased to redeem
dollars held by foreign governments for gold,
we have put that thesis to the test. For the
first time in human history, not a single
major currency in the world was linked to a
commodity. Economist Milton Friedman
called the situation ‘‘unprecedented’’ and
said it is ‘‘not a long-term viable alter-
native.’’ ‘‘The world,’’ he said, ‘‘needs a long-
term anchor of some kind.’’

In the short term, at least, he was vindi-
cated. In creating a world monetary system
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