
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1743 March 12, 2002 
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quorum call be rescinded.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. 

f 

NATIONAL LABORATORIES PART-
NERSHIP IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 
2001—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 517) to authorize funding for the 
Department of Energy to enhance its mis-
sion areas through technology transfer and 
partnerships for fiscal years 2002 through 
2006, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Daschle/Bingaman further modified pend-

ing amendment No. 2917, in the nature of a 
substitute. 

Feinstein amendment No. 2989 (to amend-
ment No. 2917), to provide regulatory over-
sight over energy trading markets. 

Dorgan amendment No. 2993 (to amend-
ment No. 2917), to provide for both training 
and continuing education relating to electric 
power generation plant technologies and op-
erations. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have con-
ferred with the managers of the bill, 
and with Senator DASCHLE, on the 
Feinstein amendment, which is pend-
ing. During the break, there was a long 
conversation with the two managers, 
and with Senator FEINSTEIN and Sen-
ator GRAMM. It is believed it would be 
in the best interest to set this amend-
ment aside and move to some other 
matters. Everyone should understand 
that we have every belief that Senators 
GRAMM and FEINSTEIN are working in 
good faith to try to come up with some 
way to resolve this issue. If in fact 
they do not, though, Senator DASCHLE 
has indicated that he would be ready to 
file a cloture motion on the Feinstein 
amendment so we can move forward on 
that. We hope we do not have to do 
that. I am confident that we will not. 
But in case we cannot resolve the mat-
ter, Senator DASCHLE is ready to file a 
cloture motion on the Feinstein 
amendment. 

We will ask to move off this impor-
tant matter dealing with derivatives. 
The two managers have some amend-
ments they can work on that wouldn’t 
take long at all. 

I have spoken to Senator LEVIN. He is 
going to come and offer an amendment 
and/or substitute on the provision in 
the bill that deals with CAFE stand-
ards. That should begin in the next 15 
minutes or so. Is that in keeping with 
what the two managers understand? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
response, let me say it is in keeping, 
and I know the Senator from Idaho is 
here and ready to offer an amendment. 
His amendment is acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, before I 
make some brief comments on the 

amendment, I thank the assistant ma-
jority leader for allowing us to set 
aside what is an important but I think 
contentious amendment if we don’t 
work out the tremendous complication 
of dealing with derivatives. It is a com-
plex area and we well ought to know 
what we are doing. Members and staff 
of the Banking Committee are now 
working with Senator FEINSTEIN on it. 
We are hopeful something can be 
worked out in this area. 

I am pleased both sides have agreed 
to the amendment that I will send to 
the desk. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Idaho will yield, Sen-
ator LANDRIEU also has an amend-
ment—the hydrogen protection amend-
ment—which we understand has been 
agreed to. She will offer that amend-
ment after Senator CRAIG’s amend-
ment. We hope to dispose of both. 

There are two more amendments 
that we have not agreed to—Senator 
DOMENICI on spent fuel and Senator 
LANDRIEU on licensing new reactors. 
But we can continue to work on those 
if we can dispose of the two. 

I, of course, support Senator CRAIG’s 
amendment as well. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2995 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2917 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside, and the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2995 to 
amendment No. 2917. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To direct the Secretary of Energy 

to carry out a program within the Depart-
ment of Energy to develop advanced reac-
tor technologies and demonstrate new reg-
ulatory processes for next generation nu-
clear power plants) 
At the appropriate place in the amend-

ment, insert the following: 
SEC. . NUCLEAR POWER 2010. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 

means the Secretary of Energy. 
(2) OFFICE.—The term ‘‘Office’’ means the 

Office of Nuclear Energy Science and Tech-
nology of the Department of Energy. 

(3) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Office of Nuclear Energy 
Science and Technology of the Department 
of Energy. 

(4) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘Program’’ means 
the Nuclear Power 2010 Program. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
carry out a program, to be managed by the 
Director. 

(c) PURPOSE.—The program shall aggres-
sively pursue those activities that will result 
in regulatory approvals and design comple-
tion in a phased approach, with joint govern-
ment/industry cost sharing, which would 
allow for the construction and startup of 
new nuclear plants in the United States by 
2010. 

(d) ACTIVITIES.—In carrying out the pro-
gram, the Director shall— 

(1) issue a solicitation to industry seeking 
proposals from joint venture project teams 
comprised of reactor vendors and power gen-
eration companies to participate in the Nu-
clear Power 2010 program; 

(2) seek innovative business arrangements, 
such as consortia among designers, construc-
tors, nuclear steam supply systems and 
major equipment suppliers, and plant owner/ 
operators, with strong and common incen-
tives to build and operate new plants in the 
United States; 

(3) conduct the Nuclear Power 2010 pro-
gram consistent with the findings of A Road-
map to Deploy New Nuclear Power Plants in 
the United States by 2010 issued by the Near- 
Term Deployment Working Group of the Nu-
clear Energy Research Advisory Committee 
of the Department of Energy; 

(4) rely upon the expertise and capabilities 
of the Department of Energy national lab-
oratories and sites in the areas of advanced 
nuclear fuel cycles and fuels testing, giving 
consideration to existing lead laboratory 
designations and the unique capabilities and 
facilities available at each national labora-
tory and site; 

(5) pursue deployment of both water-cooled 
and gas-cooled reactor designs on a dual 
track basis that will provide maximum po-
tential for the success of both; 

(6) include participation of international 
collaborators in research and design efforts 
where beneficial; and 

(7) seek to accomplish the essential regu-
latory and technical work, both generic and 
design-specific, to make possible new nuclear 
plants within this decade. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary to carry out the purposes of 
this section such sums as are necessary for 
fiscal year 2003 and for each fiscal year 
thereafter. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the 
amendment authorizes a new program 
within the Department of Energy 
called Nuclear Power 2010. The new 
program was proposed in the adminis-
tration’s fiscal year 2003 budget. Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI, Senator LANDRIEU, 
Senator DOMENICI, and Senator THUR-
MOND are supporters of this effort. We 
think it is the appropriate direction to 
go in the development of a new energy 
package. 

The goal of Nuclear Power 2010 is to 
aggressively pursue activities that will 
result in the completion of designs for 
the next generation of nuclear reac-
tors. 

This program will also look for ways 
to reduce the regulatory uncertainties 
which have been obstacles to the build-
ing of new nuclear plants. This pro-
gram would incorporate cost sharing 
between government and industry to 
ensure that the outcome of this pro-
gram will be not only beneficial but 
useful to both sides as new designs are 
developed. 

This program will also garner the 
tremendous creativity of the technical 
minds within the Department of En-
ergy and our National Laboratories— 
some great minds that have been sit-
ting somewhat idle in the area of new 
design and reactor development over 
the last number of years. 

In my home State of Idaho, for exam-
ple, Argon West was the first ever nu-
clear effort that lit the first lightbulb. 
Strangely enough, a lot of folks don’t 
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know that about Idaho. But the reactor 
that generated that was an experi-
mental breeder reactor. That was well 
over 50 years ago. 

Our National Laboratories have been 
extensively involved. This reinvolves 
them. We hope it reinvigorates them. 

I think all of us recognize that clean 
sources of abundant energy are critical 
for the future of this country. The 
cleanest is nuclear. 

The 2010 amendment is the kind of 
program that I think sends us in the 
direction that we want to see our en-
ergy base going as an integral part of 
energy’s diverse mix in our country. 
We believe the 20 percent now made up 
of current operating reactors will have 
to go higher in future years as we look 
at issues of climate change, weather, 
and, of course, the unpredictable fluc-
tuation in a variety of other energy 
sources. 

That is the purpose and the intent of 
the amendment. It has been accepted. 

I hope this amendment can be voice 
voted. 

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, we 
have reviewed the amendment of the 
Senator from Idaho, and it certainly is 
acceptable on this side. I support the 
amendment. I urge my colleagues to 
support it. We should add it to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor this amendment 
and compliment Senator CRAIG for his 
leadership on this issue and nuclear 
power in general. This amendment au-
thorizes the Department of Energy’s 
Nuclear Power 2010 initiative, a multi- 
year program for the Department of 
Energy to partner with the private sec-
tor to explore both Federal and private 
sites that could host new nuclear 
plants; to demonstrate the efficiency of 
and timeliness of key Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission licensing processes 
designed to make licensing new plants 
more efficient, effective and predict-
able; and to conduct research needed to 
make the safest and most efficient nu-
clear plant technologies available in 
the United States. 

I am a strong proponent of nuclear 
power because it is among the cleanest 
sources of energy in the world today. 
Additionally it is reliable, efficient and 
abundant. Presently, the United States 
gets approximately 20 percent of its 
power from nuclear plants. Those 
plants in operation currently cannot 
operate indefinitely. Accordingly, in 
order to maintain the energy produc-
tion we receive from nuclear power 
today, the United States will need to 
build new nuclear facilities. 

Fortunately, advanced reactor tech-
nologies are now available that are 
safer, smaller and more capable. As we 
are all aware, however, bringing new 
civilian nuclear plants on-line is a 
lengthy process. Regretfully, consider-
ations such as site selection concerns, 
licensing impediments, and legal chal-

lenges have curtailed new nuclear 
plants. 

In May of last year, I wrote to Vice 
President CHENEY as head of the Presi-
dent’s Energy Task Force. In my let-
ter, I noted how pleased I was to learn 
that the Administration was com-
mitted to developing a comprehensive 
national energy strategy that would 
include a renewed consideration of nu-
clear power. I suggested to the Vice 
President, that the Administration 
consider co-locating advanced tech-
nology commercial nuclear power pro-
duction facilities on existing Depart-
ment of Energy reservations. 

Utilizing Department of Energy fa-
cilities would mitigate any number of 
problems associated with building new 
nuclear plants. To begin with, there is 
no need to secure new land. In addition 
to the fact that this is already Federal 
property, in general, DOE facilities are 
large isolated areas that are highly se-
cure. Also, individuals living near 
these locations are usually supportive 
of nuclear initiatives. They know that 
having a nuclear facility nearby is not 
a safety issue. As such, we avoid the 
‘‘not in my backyard’’ syndrome. Fi-
nally, building new nuclear reactors on 
existing DOE facilities reduces the 
amount of new infrastructure required 
as companies would be ‘‘leveraging’’ 
against what already exists at these lo-
cations. 

The Energy Task Force and Sec-
retary of Energy Spencer Abraham did 
not require much convincing. The Sec-
retary called upon industry to deter-
mine interest in developing advanced 
technology commercial nuclear plants 
at DOE locations. I have been advised 
that a number of proposals were re-
ceived from some of the top energy 
companies in the Nation. 

When Secretary Abraham unveiled 
the Nuclear Power 2010 initiative, he 
announced awards to two nuclear utili-
ties to conduct initial studies of sev-
eral sites that could eventually host 
new nuclear plants. In addition to sev-
eral private sites, the Secretary identi-
fied the Department of Energy’s Idaho 
National Engineering and Environ-
mental Laboratory in Idaho, the Sa-
vannah River Site in my hometown of 
Aiken, SC, and the Portsmith site in 
Ohio as sites to be considered. 

These DOE sites were ideal locations 
to locate nuclear projects fifty years 
ago. With the right physical character-
istics, experienced workforces and sup-
portive local communities, they re-
main so today. I believe it makes per-
fect sense to use these existing assets 
as a platform upon which to expand our 
civilian nuclear power capabilities. 

This initiative is good government 
and I am pleased that it is included in 
this package. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
join Senator BINGAMAN in support of 
the amendment. It establishes a pro-
gram within the Department of Energy 
to aggressively pursue activities that 
will lead to, hopefully, the develop-
ment of new nuclear plants. 

As we know, nuclear power currently 
contributes about 20 percent of the 
total energy produced in this country. 
France is at about 75 percent; Sweden 
is at about 46; Japan, 30 percent. So, 
clearly, this is an amendment that will 
be an investment in the future. We sup-
port the adoption of the amendment. I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, without objection, 
the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 2995) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2993 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, yester-

day I offered an amendment that subse-
quently was set aside. It is amendment 
No. 2993. The amendment is to estab-
lish a National Power Plant Operations 
Technology and Education Center. The 
amendment, I believe, is noncontrover-
sial. 

I know the Senator from Alaska indi-
cated he would accept the amendment. 
I believe the Senator from New Mexico 
indicated the same. I ask that it be im-
mediately considered favorably by the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Reserving the 
right to object, and I shall not object, 
my understanding is that we are still 
examining it. I have no reason to be-
lieve there will be an objection, but 
staff has asked for a little more time. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in 
response to Senator DORGAN, we have 
cleared the amendment. I appreciate 
his forbearance. We had one question 
that has been answered satisfactorily. 
So I urge the Senator to go ahead. I 
support the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Alaska for his cour-
tesy. I ask for the immediate consider-
ation of amendment No. 2993. 

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

If there is no further debate on the 
amendment, without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 2993) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 
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Mr. DORGAN. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. 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. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2996 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2917 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, we 

have one more amendment we would 
like to resolve on behalf of myself and 
Senator DASCHLE. This is an amend-
ment covering rural and remote com-
munities. My understanding is, it is 
cleared on both sides. 

I would ask the majority for any 
comments they may care to make. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, we 
do not object to this amendment. It is 
supported on this side. I urge that the 
Senate proceed to dispose of the 
amendment. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alaska, [Mr. MUR-

KOWSKI], for himself and Mr. DASCHLE, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2996. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Amendments Sub-
mitted.’’) 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering on behalf of 
myself and Senator DASCHLE estab-
lishes the Rural and Remote Commu-
nity Fairness Act. This amendment ad-
dresses serious electricity and infra-
structure concerns of rural and remote 
communities. Of particular interest to 
the amendment’s cosponsor, Senator 
DASCHLE, are the provisions that ad-
dress the concerns of rural and remote 
communities that suffer from high out- 
migration. We have well-established 
programs for urban areas. And I sup-
port them. 

These programs were established to 
help resolve the very real problems 
found in this Nation’s cities. But our 
rural and remote communities experi-
ence equally real problems—and they 
are not addressed by existing urban 
programs. They have been left out. Not 
only are these communities generally 
ineligible for the existing programs— 
their unique challenges require a dif-
ferent focus and approach. 

The biggest single challenge facing 
small rural communities is the expense 
of establishing a modern infrastruc-
ture. The existence of a modern infra-
structure is necessary for a safe envi-

ronment and a healthy local economy. 
There is a real cost in human misery 
and to the health and welfare of every-
one—especially children and elderly— 
from poor or polluted water or bad 
housing or an inefficient and expensive 
power system. 

The problems in Alaska are a perfect 
example: 190 villages have ‘‘unsafe’’ 
sanitation systems; 135 villages still 
use ‘‘honey buckets’’ for waste dis-
posal; and only 31 villages have a fully 
safe, piped water system. 

It is not surprising that Hepatitis B 
infections in rural Alaska are five 
times more common than in urban 
Alaska. Similarly, most small commu-
nities and villages in Alaska are not 
interconnected to an electricity grid 
and rely upon diesel generators. 

Electricity prices in Alaska can be 
stunningly high. For example: the 
Manley Utility—77 cents per kilowatt 
hour; Middle Kuskokwim Electric—61 
cents/KWh. But so too can electricity 
prices in other small communities 
across our nation. For example: 
Matinicus Plantation Electric in 
Maine—30 cents/KWh; Bayfield Electric 
in Michigan—17 cents/KWh; New Hamp-
shire Electric—15 cents/KWh; Fishers 
Island in New York—23 cents/KWh. 

Compare these prices to the national 
average of around 7 cents per kilowatt 
hour—and you can see the problem we 
need to address. 

We just have to do better if we are to 
bring our rural communities into the 
21st century—to enjoy the fruits of eco-
nomic growth—to have safe drinking 
water—to have affordable energy. 

How will this amendment address 
these problems? 

First, it authorizes $100 million per 
year for block grants to communities 
served by utilities who have 10,000 or 
fewer customers who pay more than 150 
percent of the national average retail 
price for electricity. These small com-
munities may use the grants for infra-
structure improvement including 
weatherization; modernizing their elec-
tric system; and assuring safe drinking 
water and proper waste water disposal. 

Second, it authorizes electrification 
grants of $20 million per year to small, 
high-cost communities. These grants 
can be used to increase energy effi-
ciency, lower electricity rates, or pro-
vide or modernize electric facilities. 

Third, it addresses the problem of 
high electricity prices in Alaska—a 
problem that will diminish as new, effi-
cient electric generation can be in-
stalled. 

Fourth, it addresses the very real 
problems of communities that have a 
high rate of out-migration. It provides 
affordable housing and community de-
velopment assistance for rural areas 
with excessively high rates of out-
migration and low per-capita income 
levels. This is a very significant prob-
lem for Senator DASCHLE’s State of 
South Dakota. 

This amendment makes a significant 
step toward resolving the critical so-
cial, economic and environmental 

problems faced by our Nation’s rural 
and remote communities. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
without objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 2996) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. REID. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Missouri is in the Cham-
ber and ready to speak on the amend-
ment Senator LEVIN and he are intend-
ing to offer. The floor is open for their 
discussion at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2997 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2917 
(Purpose: To provide alternative provisions 

to better encourage increased use of alter-
native fueled and hybrid vehicles.) 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the courtesy of the managers of 
the bill. Senator LEVIN will be in the 
Chamber shortly, but I thought I would 
go ahead and make some remarks prior 
to the offering of this amendment, 
which I think is a very significant one. 

There are many important issues in 
an energy bill, but what happens to our 
automobile economy, what happens to 
the workers, what happens to the peo-
ple who buy them, what happens to the 
people on the highways should be a 
very important consideration. 

I think when you talk about energy 
and fuel economy standards, the im-
pact on jobs and safety need to be at 
the top of anyone’s list. That is why I 
am pleased to join my colleague from 
Michigan, Senator LEVIN, in crafting a 
commonsense amendment to the en-
ergy bill that will increase passenger 
car and light truck efficiency while 
protecting jobs, highway safety, and 
consumer choice. 

Before we get into the details of the 
amendment—and we will be getting 
into lots of details, probably more than 
anybody wants to know about cor-
porate average fuel economy—let me 
just take a moment to review the state 
of our economy. 

A few weeks ago, I was disappointed 
that the Senate had stalled out on an 
economic stimulus package. We have 
been in a recession for months, and al-
though there are signs of a recovery, 
there are still many Americans with-
out jobs. 

Of course, as you know, we did pass a 
smaller bill to increase the time of 
payment for unemployment compensa-
tion that did have a portion of the 
stimulus package in it. 

Now, what would be the link between 
higher fuel economy standards and eco-
nomic recovery and stimulus and jobs? 
I will tell you. 
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I have listened to the car manufac-

turers, the working men and women in 
the unions who build the cars, and the 
other impacted groups, and the signifi-
cantly higher CAFE standard, or the 
miles per gallon, which will be required 
for vehicles that are included in Sen-
ator DASCHLE’s energy bill that he cre-
ated, without committee action, has a 
very real likelihood of throwing thou-
sands of Americans out of work, in-
cluding many of the 221,000 auto work-
ers in Missouri. 

That is because the only way for car 
companies to meet the unrealistic 
numbers in the underlying amendment 
is to cut back significantly on making 
the light trucks, the minivans, and the 
SUVs that the American consumers 
want, that the people of my State and 
the people of the other States want—to 
carry their children around safely and 
conveniently, to do their business. If 
they have jobs in one of the trades, 
they need minivans and compartment 
trucks and others to carry their goods. 
If they are farmers, they need pickup 
trucks to take care of their livestock 
and to haul equipment and feed. 

I know some in this Chamber believe 
our fellow Americans cannot be trusted 
to make the right choice when pur-
chasing a vehicle. But when it comes 
down to choosing between the con-
sumer and the Government as to who is 
best to make a choice, I will side with 
the consumer every time. 

I don’t pretend to know what is best 
for each of the 15 million Americans 
who will be purchasing a new vehicle 
this year and the ones next year or in 
the years after. Those who want higher 
Government CAFE or miles-per-gallon 
standards always claim to have the 
best interests of the consumer in mind 
and always promise that the last thing 
they want to do is hurt the car manu-
facturers. Well, they have missed the 
mark by a mile with language that 
ended up in the bill before us today. 

Proponents portray this CAFE provi-
sion, authored by Senator KERRY and 
others, as reasonable and necessary. I 
have other words in mind to describe 
it. It is antisafety, anticonsumer and 
antijob. 

I also have the numbers to consider 
during this debate. How about 6.6 mil-
lion. That is the number of Americans 
employed in direct or spin-off jobs re-
lated to the automotive industry. In 
fact, every State in America is an auto 
State. We all know that Michigan, In-
dian, Missouri, and Ohio are big manu-
facturing States. But even smaller 
States such as Nebraska, New Hamp-
shire, and Delaware have suppliers and 
other industries where success and 
business profitability is directly re-
lated to the large car assembly plants 
in the Nation. 

As we struggle to get our economy 
moving again, we ought to be devel-
oping proposals that will increase the 
number of jobs. Unfortunately, the un-
derlying miles-per-gallon standard in 
this bill by Senator DASCHLE does just 
the opposite. It must be removed. It 
must be replaced. 

I recognize there are competing views 
on this subject. Some of my colleagues 
prefer to listen to the arguments put 
forth by those who have never built a 
vehicle, never visited a plant, or don’t 
even have an elementary under-
standing of how a car works. 

I prefer to listen to those who are ac-
tually engaged in the business of mak-
ing cars, of designing cars, servicing 
cars, selling cars and trucks. They tell 
me one consistent message: The CAFE 
provision is a job killer, a threat to the 
safety of our friends and families and a 
mandated market that eliminates con-
sumer choice. For those who say, too 
bad, we must force Detroit to build 
more fuel-efficient cars and trucks, do 
you know that under CAFE it doesn’t 
matter what the companies manufac-
ture and build? It is calculated based 
on what the consumer buys. 

There are over 50 of these high econ-
omy models in the showrooms across 
America today. But guess what. They 
represent less than 2 percent of total 
sales. Americans don’t want them. You 
can lead a horse to water; you can’t 
make him drink. You can lead the 
American consumer to a whole range of 
fancy, lightweight, long-distance auto-
mobiles, but you can’t make them buy 
them. 

Meanwhile, consumers from families, 
soccer moms, farmers, people with 
teenagers, people with soccer teams, 
they want the minivans. A constituent 
of mine, Laura Baxendale in Ballwin, 
MO, asked: 

Senator, our mini-van is used to transport 
two soccer teams, equipment and seven play-
ers, how would this be possible in a smaller 
vehicle? 

I have to tell Ms. Baxendale, the bad 
news is they would have to have a 
string of golf carts. You can see the 
golf carts going down the highway to 
soccer practice, maybe two kids in 
each golf cart. It is not a very safe or 
efficient way to transport. 

Here is a quote from Jeffrey Byrne, 
of Byrne Farm in Chesterfield, MO: 

As a farmer I do not purchase pickup 
trucks because of their fuel economy, I pur-
chase them for their practicality. 

He buys them because he needs them. 
He is taking care of his livestock. Did 
you ever try to put a load of hay in the 
back of a golf cart? It doesn’t make a 
very big delivery vehicle. 

Under the new CAFE numbers, the 
production of these popular vehicles 
would need to be curtailed. I don’t 
want to tell a mom and dad in my 
home State they can’t get the SUV 
they want because Congress decided 
that would be a bad choice. I don’t 
think that is a sound way to set public 
policy. After hearing from assembly 
line workers, farmers, auto dealers, 
and others directly impacted by Gov-
ernment CAFE standards, I fully be-
lieve the appropriate fuel economy 
standards are best decided by experts 
within the Department of Transpor-
tation who have the technology and 
the scientific know-how to determine 
what is feasible to help lead us down 

the path towards the most efficient, ec-
onomical, and environmentally friend-
ly standards, rather than by politicians 
choosing some political number out of 
the air. We could get in a bidding war, 
but we are bidding on something we 
know nothing about—how efficient can 
engines be made. 

Under the Levin-Bond amendment, 
the experts at the National Highway 
Transportation Safety Administration 
are directed to refer to sound science in 
promulgating an appropriate and fea-
sible increase. Think of that. This 
would be historic, if this body said we 
are going to use sound science on a 
technological issue before us. Senator 
LEVIN and I believe the time has come. 
This amendment will strengthen the 
regulatory process to ensure that the 
miles per gallon or CAFE levels are ac-
curate and reflect the needs of con-
sumers, the technology development, 
without undo consequences for safety 
and jobs. 

Ultimately, I do believe science, not 
politics, should drive the deliberations 
on the CAFE or miles-per-gallon stand-
ards. I would be most interested to see 
what hard data and solid science our 
colleagues who have pushed for this 35- 
mile-an-hour CAFE standard say justi-
fies it, the standard in the bill. I am 
waiting to see what scientist thinks 
there is a technology to meet it. I don’t 
believe I would hold my breath because 
I don’t think it exists. 

This is, unfortunately, a political 
number pulled out of thin air. Even 
worse, it is a number that could have 
deadly consequences for American 
drivers and passengers. I have read the 
2001 National Academy of Sciences re-
port on the CAFE standard. Let me 
share with you a key finding about 
safety and higher standards. 

This is a report in USA Today. It 
says: 

The fatality statistics show that 46,000 peo-
ple have died because of a 1970s-era push for 
greater fuel efficiency that has led to small-
er cars. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
say: 

In summary, the majority of that com-
mittee finds that the downsizing and weight 
reduction that occurred in the late 1970s and 
in early 1980s most likely produced between 
1,300 and 2,600 crash fatalities and 13,000 to 
26,000 serious injuries in 1993. 

They estimate that 2,000 people were 
killed in 1993. I fear that has been rep-
licated every year since. It goes on to 
say: 

If an increase in fuel economy is effected 
by a system that encourages either 
downweighting or the production and sale of 
more small cars, some additional traffic fa-
talities would be expected. 

That National Academy of Sciences 
report offers all of us clear guidance 
and expert scientific analysis as we de-
bate fuel economy levels. I would also 
point out that the NAS panel was ex-
tremely careful to caution its readers 
that its fuel economy targets were not 
recommended CAFE goals because they 
did not weigh considerations such as 
employment, affordability, and safety. 
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These are the quotes from the Na-

tional Academy of Sciences that I have 
just given you. I will leave it up so my 
colleagues can read it. I will have a 
copy of the report on the floor. I am 
sure everybody will be as fascinated as 
I have been to read it because it con-
tains important information. 

Opponents of our amendment may 
question how effective the experts at 
NHTSA will be in leading the new fuel 
economy standards. Some might prefer 
that Congress set a political number as 
we find in the current energy bill. Our 
amendment takes an approach that, 
rather than politics and guesswork, 
hard science and technological feasi-
bility should be the prime consider-
ation in the development of any new 
CAFE standards. 

I will ask that my colleague from 
Michigan, who is going to describe this 
amendment, give you the details. I will 
just say that it is vitally important 
that we strike the people killing, jobs 
killing, market killing, CAFE or miles- 
per-gallon provisions currently in S. 
517 because they would only hurt the 
consumer and do very little for fuel 
economy. Let’s save jobs and save 
American lives by voting yes on the 
Levin-Bond amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first let 

me thank my good friend from Mis-
souri for the tremendous effort he has 
put into fashioning this bipartisan ap-
proach to increasing fuel economy. He 
has played an indispensable role. I am 
very much appreciative of that and, of 
course, his presentation today. 

This bipartisan approach is an alter-
native to the language in the sub-
stitute that is pending, the language 
which I will refer to as the Kerry-Hol-
lings language. Our amendment is 
aimed at increasing fuel economy. 
That is No. 1. We want to increase fuel 
economy. We want to do it in a way 
that also allows the domestic manufac-
turing industry in our U.S. economy to 
thrive as well. We think we can accom-
plish both goals. We don’t think these 
are mutually exclusive goals, incon-
sistent goals, or goals that are in con-
flict with each other, providing we do 
it right. If we do it wrong, we will have 
a very negative effect on the American 
economy and on manufacturing jobs in 
America. If we do it wrong, we will not 
even benefit the environment the way 
we should. I will get into the right way 
and the wrong way in a few moments. 

We really have a three-point policy 
that we are talking about—three poli-
cies that we want to emphasize in this 
amendment. First is the need to in-
crease fuel economy in our vehicles. 
That is policy No. 1. 

No. 2, we put a much greater empha-
sis on incentives to achieve that goal, 
positive ways of achieving that goal. 
We do it in a number of ways in this 
bill. We have a requirement here that 
the Government purchase a large num-
ber of advanced technology vehicles. 

Government purchases are a way of ad-
vancing the way of fuel economy. The 
Presiding Officer is a member of the 
Armed Services Committee and may 
remember that last year in our defense 
authorization bill we actually put in a 
requirement that the Defense Depart-
ment, starting in the year 2005, pur-
chase hybrid vehicles. What this bill 
does is it applies the same principle to 
the balance of our Federal Government 
so that we use the purchasing power, 
the pulling power, the positive power of 
Government purchases to provide a 
market for advanced technology vehi-
cles or hybrids. 

We also have a greater emphasis on 
joint research and development. The 
administration has proposed an ap-
proach, which is a very useful ap-
proach, built on what was called the 
‘‘partnership for a new generation of 
vehicles,’’ which the last administra-
tion put into place, which is based on 
partnerships between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the private sector in try-
ing to develop new technology. The ad-
ministration now has talked about 
moving with greater emphasis on fuel 
cells—they call it the ‘‘freedom car.’’ 

We would add about 40 percent addi-
tional funds to advanced technology re-
search and development between the 
private sector and the Federal Govern-
ment. That is the second thing we do in 
terms of positive incentives to try to 
achieve greater fuel economy. 

A third thing that we would do, we 
would do it in a separate bill, so that 
this bill would not be subject to a point 
of order, or subject to a slip that the 
House of Representatives might be able 
to file against it. We do something on 
the tax credit side. We would signifi-
cantly enhance the tax credits—tax de-
ductions—that are provided for both 
advanced technologies and for new 
technologies. In the provision that is 
going to be offered, I believe, which has 
been adopted by the Finance Com-
mittee, for electric vehicles, we would 
increase the existing electric vehicle 
tax credit up to a maximum of $6,000 
for 6 years, beginning this year going 
through 2007. For fuel cell vehicles, we 
would establish a tax credit up to a 
maximum of $11,000 for 8 years, begin-
ning in the year 2004, ending in 2011. 
For hybrid vehicles, the separate 
amendment we will be offering would 
establish a tax credit up to a maximum 
of $5,000 for hybrid vehicles for 6 years, 
beginning in 2004. 

We also would have a greater empha-
sis on using tax deductions for infra-
structure equipment and infrastructure 
for fuels and alternative fuels—for hy-
drogen. We would take the existing tax 
deductions and make them last longer. 
We would apply them to a greater 
range of equipment, and we would also 
establish a tax credit of up to $30,000 
for the cost of installation of alter-
native fuel and hydrogen distribution 
equipment, beginning in 2002 and end-
ing in 2007. 

There are—in addition to what I have 
just outlined—some research and devel-

opment programs that we would em-
phasize. On diesel research, we would 
coordinate with the Secretary of En-
ergy on an accelerated R&D program 
to improve diesel combustion. We 
would have a fuel cell demonstration 
program between the Department of 
Defense and the Department of Energy. 

Those, briefly, are the things we 
would do to create positive incentives, 
market pull, and partnerships between 
the Federal Government and the pri-
vate sector, to try to get us to a great-
er level of fuel economy. 

Our third policy is based on our belief 
that there are a host of factors that 
should be considered before the CAFE 
requirement is adopted. We think there 
should be a new CAFE requirement. 
Our provision calls upon the Depart-
ment of Transportation to increase— 
that is our word—standards for cars 
and light trucks based on the consider-
ation of a number of factors. Then we 
list the factors that we hope the De-
partment of Transportation will con-
sider. They include technological feasi-
bility. That is the only one that is in 
the bill before us. 

The bill says it would take the most 
advanced technologies, assume they 
will be incorporated into vehicles, and 
then do not consider, however, the 
other factors that we say logically 
must be considered before a new CAFE 
standard is adopted, such as cost-effec-
tive Government motor vehicle stand-
ards on fuel economy. For instance, 
what is the impact on our tailpipe 
emission standards? 

The need to conserve energy; that is 
obvious. We all want to do that. That 
is a goal. The desirability of reducing 
U.S. dependence on foreign oil, clearly, 
that is one of our goals. What is the ef-
fect on motor vehicle safety? As the 
Senator from Missouri pointed out, the 
study of the National Academy of 
Sciences shows that there is a loss of 
lives and a significant number of inju-
ries which result when you raise the 
CAFE standards, as we did some years 
ago. I will get back to the safety issue 
in a moment because it is a factor that 
should be considered. That is all we are 
saying. We are saying that it is logical 
and rational to have a process where 
other factors beside potential techno-
logical advances should be considered 
in setting a new CAFE standard. 

The adverse effects of increased fuel 
economy standards on the relative 
competitiveness of manufacturers, I 
will come back to that issue because 
the CAFE structures had a discrimina-
tory impact on the American auto in-
dustry with vehicles just as fuel effi-
cient, I emphasize. I want to spend 
some time on that issue in a moment. 

The American-manufactured vehicles 
are just as fuel efficient, and they are 
put in a negative position, vis-a-vis the 
imports, because of the CAFE struc-
ture—the fact that it looks at a 
fleetwide average rather than looking 
at class of vehicles compared to class 
of vehicles. 

Instead of saying the same size vehi-
cle will be subject to the same CAFE 
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standard, the same mileage standard, 
it lumps together all vehicles of a man-
ufacturer, and the results are, in my 
judgment, bizarre and costs huge num-
bers of American jobs without the ben-
efit to the environment. 

We would ask the Department of 
Transportation, during this period of 
time that we give to them, to consider 
rulemaking would also take a look at 
the effect on U.S. employment, the ef-
fect on near-term expenditures that are 
required to meet increased fuel econ-
omy standards on the resources avail-
able to develop advanced technology. 

What is the relationship between re-
quiring short-term gains on the need to 
make leap-ahead technologies avail-
able to us earlier, to make the ad-
vanced hybrids available earlier—and I 
emphasize advanced hybrids available 
earlier—to make the fuel cells avail-
able to us in 10 years instead of 20 
years? What is the impact on taking 
arbitrary numbers requiring the auto 
industry year by year to meet those 
standards on what our ultimate goal I 
hope will be, which is huge reductions 
in the use of oil by the advanced tech-
nologies called advanced hybrids and 
fuel cells? 

Another thing we would require is 
that the National Research Council, 
the part of the National Academy of 
Sciences that reported in a report enti-
tled ‘‘Effectiveness and Impact of Cor-
porate Average Fuel Economy Stand-
ards,’’ which was issued in January of 
this year—we would require that report 
be considered. 

I am going to give some quotations, 
as the good Senator from Missouri did, 
from that report because we think that 
report is an important report. 

The time line we would give the De-
partment of Transportation is 15 
months to complete the rulemaking for 
light trucks, and 24 months to com-
plete their rulemaking for passenger 
cars. If they do not complete it, it 
would be in order, under an expedited 
process, for Congress to then take up 
alternatives which could be considered. 
It at least puts in place a rational sys-
tem of looking at many criteria which 
are relevant to the question of where 
the new standards for fuel economy 
ought to be instead of arbitrarily pick-
ing a number out of the air, having 
staff, for instance—apparently we are 
told staff is considering some num-
bers—and come up with a conclusion 
that we could impose a 36-mile-per-gal-
lon or a 34-mile-per gallon requirement 
on the entire fleet, lumping together 
trucks and passenger cars. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield 
at the end of my remarks. I thank the 
Senator. 

Instead of doing that, we should have 
a rational rulemaking process that is 
put in place for a fixed period of time 
that then makes a decision on what the 
new standards should be. That would 
be subject to legislative review under 
existing law, under an expedited proc-

ess. It can then be vetoed, and under 
our bill, if there is no report within 
that fixed period of time, it would then 
be in order, under the expedited proc-
ess, to offer alternatives to it. 

Those are some of the provisions of 
our alternative. We think it is a much 
more rational process. It takes advan-
tage of a rulemaking opportunity 
where various criteria can be consid-
ered, where safety factors can be con-
sidered—and I want to get to safety 
factors in a moment—where we can 
look at the discriminatory impact on 
various manufacturers that are put in 
different positions, put in worse posi-
tions. Even though their cars are equal 
or better in terms of fuel efficiency, 
they are put in a negative position vis- 
a-vis their competition. 

What is truly bizarre, it seems to me, 
is it is the American manufacturers 
that are put in that discriminatory po-
sition, that negative position, not 
based on their efficiency, because we 
are going to go through that in a 
minute, but based on the way this 
CAFE provision is structured. It puts 
American jobs at risk with no benefit 
to the environment. It does not help 
our environment or the air to push 
somebody into an equally efficient or 
less efficient imported vehicle than a 
domestic vehicle that is equally effi-
cient or more efficient. We are not 
doing anything for the air, and we are 
costing American jobs. 

That is the effect of the CAFE struc-
ture. It seems to me, at a minimum, we 
should ask the Department of Trans-
portation to include in their rule-
making review what are the adverse ef-
fects of increased fuel economy stand-
ards on the relative competitiveness of 
manufacturers. 

I wish to show a few charts. 
This is a chart which I have produced 

which compares, class by class, some 
American-made and imported vehicles. 
This is not a chart which was produced 
by the auto industry. It was produced 
by me. It obviously does not include 
every vehicle, but we believe it makes 
an important point, which is that 
American vehicles, class by class, are 
at least as fuel efficient as foreign ve-
hicles. 

This chart shows trucks, pickups, 
SUVs, and the minivan. Those are the 
three vehicles we studied. 

A similar chart can be made for pas-
senger vehicles. We did not do that be-
cause that has not been the focus, but 
we are perfectly happy to compare 
numbers on passenger vehicles pro-
vided we are comparing apples and ap-
ples, providing we are comparing class-
es of vehicles of the same relative size. 

We can also look at passenger vehi-
cles, and we can reach basically the 
same conclusion. The problem is, if you 
lump all the different classes of vehi-
cles together, at that point you come 
up with a system which has a discrimi-
natory impact on some manufacturers, 
and it is the American manufacturers 
that carry the brunt of that disparate 
impact. 

Take a look, for instance, at the 
large SUVs. Ford Expedition gets 15 
miles per gallon. GMC Yukon gets 15 
miles per gallon. Dodge Durango gets 
15 miles per gallon. The Toyota Land 
Cruiser gets 14 miles per gallon. If peo-
ple want to choose a Toyota, that is 
their business, but it seems to me we 
should not be creating a system which 
pushes people to imports because Toy-
ota can produce hundreds of thousands 
of additional Land Cruisers without 
any negative effect in terms of their 
bumping up against the CAFE limit 
when the Land Cruiser is not as fuel ef-
ficient as the American vehicles. 

Midsize SUVs: Ford Explorer, 17 
miles; Chevrolet Trail Blazer, 18 miles; 
Jeep Liberty, 17 miles; Toyota 
4Runner, 17 miles—equal or a little bet-
ter fuel efficient in case of the Trail 
Blazer. It is the same with the small 
SUV, the large pickup, and the small 
pickup. 

We can go through these one by one, 
but in each case, the U.S. vehicles are 
either as fuel efficient or slightly 
more. One can also pick cases where an 
imported vehicle may be 1 mile per gal-
lon or somewhat more efficient. Those 
cases will exist if one looks at it 
enough. 

If we look at the entire picture class 
by class, American vehicles are as fuel 
efficient as imported vehicles, or in the 
cases I gave—and in many other 
cases—more fuel efficient. 

We have a situation called CAFE 
where foreign manufacturers are rel-
atively unconstrained by CAFE be-
cause of a fleet mix, not because they 
are more fuel efficient class by class. 

Nothing is gained for the environ-
ment if an imported SUV is bought in-
stead of an American-made SUV where 
the American SUV is at least as fuel ef-
ficient as the foreign SUV. Nothing is 
gained for the air, but a lot of Amer-
ican jobs are lost. 

If we look at the opportunity for just 
one manufacturer—let me back up 1 
minute. 

This is the impact of a 36-mile-per- 
gallon combined car/truck standard on 
five manufacturers. Honda only has to 
increase theirs by 20 percent; Toyota, 
36 percent; GM, 51 percent; Ford, 56 per-
cent; DaimlerChrysler, 59 percent. 

Again, I emphasize, because this is 
the key point, those disparate impacts 
have nothing to do with the relative 
fuel efficiencies of the vehicles of the 
same class. It has to do with the fleet 
mix. 

What we have put in place—I guess 
the word ‘‘bizarre’’ is as close as I can 
come to it, because this does not do 
anything for the environment to push 
people into an imported vehicle which 
is no more fuel efficient than a domes-
tic. 

If people want to buy an imported ve-
hicle, that is their judgment, that is 
their business, but for us to have a 
structure which pushes people in that 
direction because we constrain the 
number of larger vehicles which the 
American manufacturers can produce, 
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although they are equally efficient and 
many times more efficient in terms of 
fuel than the imports, it seems to me 
does not do anything for the environ-
ment and it costs American jobs. That 
is something we should avoid. We 
ought to take the time to avoid it. 

We ought to have a regulatory proc-
ess where people can look at the dis-
parate impacts on various manufactur-
ers, as well as all of the other criteria 
which ought to be used, such as vehicle 
safety. 

I will read a couple of statements 
from the National Academy of Sciences 
study relative to safety. Page 27: The 
downsizing and downweighting of the 
vehicle fleet that occurred during the 
1970s and early 1980s still appear to 
have imposed a substantial safety pen-
alty in terms of lost lives and addi-
tional injuries. Page 70: There would 
have been between 1,300 and 2,600 fewer 
crash deaths in 1993. That is the year 
they studied. They picked the year, not 
me. They picked the year 1993 to look 
at the impact of CAFE on safety. The 
National Academy of Sciences said— 
not the American auto industry, not 
the insurance industry but the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences—there 
would have been between 1,300 and 2,600 
fewer crash deaths in 1993 had the aver-
age weight and size of the light-duty 
motor vehicle fleet in that year been 
that of the mid-1970s. 

Similarly, it was estimated there 
would have been 13,000 to 26,000 fewer 
moderate-to-critical injuries. These are 
deaths and injuries that would have 
been prevented in larger, heavier vehi-
cles given their improvements in vehi-
cle occupant protection and the travel 
environment that occurred during the 
intervening years. 

In other words—and this is the bot-
tom line for me—these deaths and inju-
ries were one of the painful tradeoffs 
that resulted from downweighting and 
downsizing and the resultant improved 
fuel economy. Painful tradeoffs. 
Should somebody consider that? Is it 
worth considering between 1,300 and 
2,600 deaths in 1993? That is the typical 
year they picked. Should that not be at 
least a factor on the scale? 

It is not on the scale in the language 
that is in the substitute before us. We 
want to put it on that scale. There is 
no one of these factors which by itself 
ought to result in any particular out-
come. All of these factors ought to be 
weighed, but that is not what is in the 
substitute. In the substitute is a num-
ber, arbitrarily selected, which in the 
judgment of some—and we do not know 
how, we do not have a committee re-
port to help us through that mine field. 
All we know is we have a number and 
then we are told that is reasonable; 
they can do that. 

Look, they can produce vehicles that 
get 40 miles per gallon. Sure, they can. 
They can produce electric vehicles 
which even do better than that. The 
question is, Are there people who want 
to buy them? That is always the ques-
tion. In trying to determine that, do 

we want to try to factor in what is the 
cost? 

I urge people to take a look at the 
National Academy of Sciences tables 
when it comes to costs. They are com-
plicated, they are technical, but they 
are worth looking at. 

Now, the National Academy does not 
conclude what a new CAFE number 
should be. We should set the policy, it 
says, and we are. In this amendment, 
we are setting the policy. Our policy is, 
we want to rely more on positive incen-
tives. Our policy is, we want to in-
crease fuel economy. Our policy is, we 
want to look at a lot of provisions 
which are relevant to the question of 
what the new CAFE numbers should be; 
not just the one factor which the pro-
ponents of the language in the sub-
stitute rely on, which is potential tech-
nological feasibilities, but other fac-
tors: costs, safety, adverse effects on 
relative competitiveness of manufac-
turer, effect on U.S. employment and 
the National Research Council’s entire 
report. 

I talked about the disparate effects. 
The amendment I have made ref-

erence to I would now send to the desk 
on behalf of myself, Senators BOND, 
STABENOW, and MIKULSKI. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside, and the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 

for himself, Mr. BOND, Ms. STABENOW, and 
Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2997 to amendment No. 2917. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

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

Mr. LEVIN. The National Academy 
of Sciences report also makes some ref-
erences to these disparate impacts on 
different manufacturers of CAFE, and 
this is what they say on page 102: That 
one concept of equity among manufac-
turers requires equal treatment of 
equivalent vehicles made by different 
manufacturers. 

Equal treatment of equivalent vehi-
cles made by different manufacturers 
seems pretty reasonable to me. This is 
what they say about that: The current 
CAFE standards fail this test. If one 
manufacturer was positioned in the 
market selling many large passenger 
cars, thereby was just meeting the 
CAFE standard, adding a 22-mile-per- 
gallon car would result in a financial 
penalty or would require significant 
improvements of fuel economy for the 
remainder of the passenger cars. 

Then they also say on page 69: A sin-
gle standard that did not differentiate 
between cars and trucks would be par-
ticularly difficult to accommodate. On 
page 15: For foreign manufacturers, the 
standards appear to have served more 
as a floor towards which their fuel 
economy descended in the 1990s. This is 

the result of CAFE. This is the addi-
tional sales of large pickups and SUVs 
which would be allowed under CAFE 
under today’s standard because of the 
way it is based. 

GM, again whose vehicles are equally 
fuel efficient class by class with their 
imported competitors: Toyota and 
Honda, zero. They are up to the limit. 
Because of the fleet mix, Toyota can 
sell 312,000 additional, Honda 324,000 ad-
ditional. If one adds credits which have 
been built up over the years to that, it 
reaches, I believe, a million. That is 
the CAFE system. 

Should somebody look at that sys-
tem? Is that a system which is worth 
looking at again to see whether or not 
in fact it has these kinds of disparate 
impacts? 

The National Academy acknowledges 
that the current CAFE standards fail 
the test of manufacturers of equivalent 
vehicles receiving equal treatment. 

That ought to be enough, it seems to 
me, to say we should take another look 
at the CAFE structure. Someone ought 
to take another look at it. There ought 
to be a regulatory process where people 
can come in, make arguments, where 
people who have the responsibility to 
look at all the criteria weigh the cri-
teria, publish a proposed rule for com-
ment, and get comment on it. That is 
not what is proposed in the substitute. 
It is proposed we get an arbitrary num-
ber and say that is what it will be be-
cause some people think that is doable. 
Some people here, apparently, and 
some of the outside folks they rely on 
think that is doable. 

That is not a rulemaking process, it 
seems to me, that looks at all the cri-
teria that need to be looked at when we 
have something as important as this is 
for the economy of this country. 

I will be happy to answer questions of 
my friend from Massachusetts if they 
are still on his mind after I close. 

In conclusion, the stakes we have are 
huge for the environment and for the 
economy. I have been sensitive to the 
environment all my life, coming from a 
State where the environment is abso-
lutely critical, where water and air 
mean everything. We are in the middle 
of the greatest batch of fresh water in 
the world, the Great Lakes. We care 
deeply about it. We are a State where 
environment is high on everybody’s 
list. 

I will take a back seat—since we are 
talking about vehicles—to nobody 
when it comes to my belief we should 
protect the environment. I believe we 
can protect the environment in a way 
which does not negatively impact our 
economy if we will do it the right way, 
if we will go at this the right way, with 
greater emphasis on positive incen-
tives, but greater caution, before we 
pick a number which we then impose 
on an industry, particularly when we 
know from the NAS study that the 
CAFE system has not been equitable, 
that it treats equivalent vehicles of 
different manufacturers in an equal 
way. 
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We can fix that—it will take a little 

time—if we will turn this over, with a 
fixed calendar and schedule, to a regu-
latory body which has the responsi-
bility to do this, and then watch them 
go through a process, issue a regula-
tion, publish that regulation, either 
adopt it or veto it under existing law, 
and if they do not comply with the cal-
endar we set for them, we then have an 
expedited process here to consider al-
ternatives, including those offered by 
my good friend from Massachusetts 
and my friend from South Carolina. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-

PER). The Senator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

rise this afternoon to strongly support 
the Levin-Bond-Stabenow-Mikulski 
amendment. 

First, I thank my colleague from 
Michigan for all his leadership and 
hard work on this proposal which I be-
lieve strikes a balance to be able to 
bring together the common goals of in-
creasing fuel efficiency and also mak-
ing sure we are protecting jobs and 
supporting the growth in the American 
economy. I support and thank my 
friend from Missouri for his hard work 
and leadership on this issue as well. 

I begin by saying that this debate is 
not about whether or not we should in-
crease vehicle fuel efficiency. I agree 
with Senator KERRY about the impor-
tance of creating more fuel efficient 
cars and SUVs, not only because it 
would decrease our oil consumption 
and our dependence on foreign oil, but 
because of the important benefits it 
has our environment. What this debate 
is really about is what is the best way 
to increase fuel efficiency without hav-
ing negatively affected U.S. manufac-
turers and American jobs. 

Before I discuss the Kerry-McCain 
CAFE proposal, I address the myth 
that the Big Three’s vehicles are not as 
fuel efficient as their foreign competi-
tors. When CAFE was first enacted as a 
part of the 1975 Energy and Policy Con-
servation Act over 25 years ago, the 
Big Three were criticized for lagging 
behind their foreign competitors by 
making bigger, less fuel efficient cars. 
A lot has changed since the CAFE sys-
tem was first implemented and this is 
not your mother’s Big Three. When you 
compare foreign and American vehicles 
that are in the same weight and class, 
the American vehicles are as fuel effi-
cient, and often more fuel efficient 
than their foreign counterparts. 

For example, the Toyota Camry, one 
of the most popular cars in Toyota’s 
fleet, is less fuel efficient than all of its 
Big Three competitor passenger cars 
we compare. Both the Ford Taurus and 
the DaimlerChrysler Concord have a 
city/highway fuel economy of 23 miles 
per gallon, which is 1 mile per gallon 
more fuel efficient than the Toyota 
Camry. The GM Impala has a city/high-
way fuel economy of 25 miles per gal-
lon—it is 2 miles per gallon more fuel 
efficient then the Toyota Camry. This 
is true across the Big Three’s fleets— 

pound for pound, as my colleague from 
Michigan likes to say, American cars 
are as fuel efficient as their foreign 
competitors. 

This is true even for the biggest, 
heaviest American SUV. This chart 
shows the fuel economy of the largest 
SUV models, all of which have larger, 
more powerful engines. All of the Big 
Three SUVs have better fuel economy 
than the Toyota Land Cruiser Wagon. 
The DaimlerChrysler Durango, Ford 
Expedition, and GM K1500 Suburban 
have a city/highway fuel economy of 15 
miles per gallon, which is 1 mile per 
gallon more fuel efficient than the 
Toyota Land Cruiser Wagon. 

The question becomes, with all of 
these more fuel efficient vehicles in 
their fleets, why does the Big Three 
have a lower CAFE number than its 
foreign competitors? It is because the 
CAFE system does not reflect the real 
fuel economy of the cars and trucks in 
an automaker’s fleet; instead it really 
reflects what vehicles consumer pur-
chase. The CAFE number does not re-
flect the fuel economy improvements 
of each vehicle; instead CAFE rep-
resents the averaged fuel economy of 
an automaker’s entire fleet which de-
pends on how many of each model con-
sumers actually buy. Therefore, an 
automaker can increase the fuel effi-
ciency of all of their vehicles but still 
have a declining CAFE average depend-
ing on what models sell the most. 

For example, over the past 3 years 
GM has introduced new truck and SUV 
models that are more fuel efficient 
than the models they replaced. They 
are introducing more fuel-efficient 
trucks and SUV models than the mod-
els they replaced. But GM’s light truck 
CAFE number has either remained flat 
or actually gone down. 

This is the bizarre situation that 
Senator LEVIN talked about. That 
doesn’t make any sense. But in 2000, 
GM introduced reengineered full-size 
SUVs—the Chevrolet Tahoe and the 
GMC Yukon—which have an increased 
fuel economy of 4 percent over the 
models they replaced. The more fuel ef-
ficient 2000 models sold were 190,000 
more than the previous models, but the 
GM’s light truck CAFE number actu-
ally decreased because of increased 
sales of these more fuel-efficient SUVs. 

That doesn’t make any sense. That is 
why we are objecting to the current 
process for CAFE. 

Let me talk about another chart. 
In model year 2000, GM’s combined 

car and truck CAFE average was 24.2 
miles per gallon. For model year 2001, 
GM made fuel economy improvements 
to eight different vehicles in their fleet 
—the Ventura, the Park Avenue, the 
Bonneville, the Impala, the Grand Prix, 
the DeVille, and the Aurora. For all of 
these models, the fuel efficiency num-
bers went up. 

Some of the vehicles had a 17-per-
cent, 19-percent, or 6-percent improve-
ment in fuel economy over the models 
of the previous years. But do you know 
what GM’s combined car and truck 

CAFE average was for model year 2001? 
It was 24.2, the same as model year 
2000. GM improved the fuel economy of 
eight vehicles, and their CAFE num-
bers stayed the same. How does a sys-
tem that does not reflect actual im-
provements in vehicle fuel economy 
and penalizes automakers for doing the 
right thing make any sense? 

The proposal of Senator KERRY and 
others builds upon this flawed system 
and further compounds the anti-
competitive and discriminatory impact 
on our Big Three automakers. Cur-
rently, the Big Three automakers 
make a higher proportion of trucks 
than cars. Because of their product 
mix, this CAFE proposal creates impos-
sible fuel economy targets for U.S. 
automakers without really affecting 
the foreign competitors, which is a 
major concern for me. 

DaimlerChrysler, for example, has a 
fleet mix of approximately 65 percent 
light trucks and 35 percent passenger 
cars. Assuming we close the so-called 
SUV loophole and DaimlerChrysler’s 
light truck fleet achieved 28 miles per 
gallon, its passenger car fleet would 
have to average over 76 miles per gal-
lon to achieve the 36-mile-per-gallon 
fleetwide average. 

That is the problem with CAFE. 
However, Honda, which has a fleet mix 
of approximately 20 percent light 
trucks and 80 percent passenger cars, 
would only have to achieve a passenger 
car fleet average of 38 miles per gallon 
to achieve that same 36-mile-per-gallon 
fleetwide average. 

There is something wrong with this 
picture. Furthermore, this CAFE pro-
posal will not guarantee a more fuel-ef-
ficient SUV. But it will guarantee that 
the SUV will be made by Honda or 
Toyoto instead of an American-made 
auto company. 

I can tell you as someone coming 
from the great State of Michigan that 
this is not something the people of my 
great State want to see happen, nor 
should we want it to happen nation-
ally. The impact is serious for us in 
terms of jobs and the economy. Foreign 
manufacturers already control a large 
share of U.S. car sales. Trucks and 
SUVs are the last domestic stronghold, 
but the same shift to foreign manufac-
turers is already evident in the truck 
market. 

This CAFE proposal places an anti-
competitive cap on how many trucks 
and SUV’s the Big Three can produce, 
but leaves their foreign competitors 
unencumbered to expand into the truck 
and SUV market. Competitors with 
fewer sales in the truck and SUV mar-
ket would be able to increase their 
sales in this area resulting in a trans-
fer of market share, without a net gain 
in fuel economy. For example, Toyota 
can produce up to 250,000 more Tundras 
today, without increasing any vehicle 
fuel efficiency and without going below 
the currently mandated CAFE require-
ments. Imagine how many more Tun-
dras Toyota could build under this 
CAFE proposal while our American 
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automakers are restrained from com-
peting in that important market. 

These foreign competitors also have 
more CAFE credits built up from pre-
vious model years due to their mainly 
smaller vehicle mix. By applying these 
credits to future model years, foreign 
automakers would be able to further 
fill the demand for larger vehicles that 
would be left unmet by the restraints 
placed on our American automakers. 
For example, at the end of model year 
2001, Toyota has about $140 million in 
CAFE credits. This would allow Toyota 
to produce up to 1.1 million Tundras at 
current CAFE standards before ex-
hausting its built-up credits. 

The Kerry-McCain proposal also does 
not address the pick-up truck problem 
in any meaningful way. The Kerry- 
McCain proposal would exempt heavy 
duty pick-up trucks weighing between 
8,500–10,000 pounds, but that is just a 
restatement of current law because 
trucks in this weight range are already 
exempted from CAFE. This proposal 
fails to address the concerns of farm-
ers, ranchers and other pick-up truck 
consumers, since the overwhelming 
majority of pick-up trucks would fall 
below this 8500 pound limit. 

I want to stress that I am not advo-
cating that we protect the Big Three 
from market competition. I am not 
supporting a freeze on CAFE standards 
because I do not believe the Big Three 
should avoid producing more fuel effi-
cient cars and SUVs. 

We are not arguing about a freeze. 
We are talking about a better way to 
do this that moves us forward and that 
gets us to where we all want to go in a 
way that does not penalize the domes-
tic automakers and cost jobs. 

But like a CAFE freeze, this proposal 
also protects a group from real market 
competition and thwarts increases in 
fuel efficiency; however, the group that 
this proposal protects is not the Big 
Three, but their foreign competitors 
like Honda and Toyota. 

It is also important to remember 
that the 36-miles-per-gallon number in 
this CAFE proposal is not anywhere in 
the National Academy of Science’s re-
port. Even under the optimistic sce-
narios in the NAS report, which as-
sume that consumers are willing to re-
cover the higher costs of the tech-
nology over a 14-year period instead of 
a 3-year period and assume ‘‘average’’ 
technology costs, only subcompact pas-
senger cars are projected to reach the 
36 mpg within the 10–15 year time-
frame. Under these optimistic 14-year 
payback and ‘‘average’’ costs projec-
tions, the highest level for any light 
truck, which is for small SUVs—is only 
32.6 miles per gallon. This CAFE pro-
posal sets a number that according to 
the experts at NAS, only a smallest 
passenger car could meet! 

This proposal legislates a market ad-
vantage for foreign automakers, while 
in essence forcing a production cap on 
our American automakers’ most pop-
ular vehicles. 

The EV–I—an electric car—was pro-
duced not 10 minutes from my house in 

Lansing, MI. That plant was closed be-
cause they weren’t getting enough vol-
ume in production. People weren’t buy-
ing it. We need to find ways to make 
that more attractive, which is what 
our proposal does by helping with in-
frastructure, bringing the price down, 
and creating more volume. 

Our American automakers will be 
forced, unfortunately, under the under-
lying proposal, to respond in a number 
of undesirable ways to meet this unre-
alistic overall CAFE number, all of 
which make them less competitive in 
the car and light truck market. 

First, they will be forced to cut vehi-
cles from their fleets or place a produc-
tion cap on certain cars, which will re-
sult in more layoffs and plant closures, 
I fear. 

For example, if GM addresses the 
fairly immediate 3-mile-per-gallon in-
crease in the light truck standard by 
simply eliminating its least fuel-effi-
cient products, seven plants in five 
States employing 38,000 auto workers 
and 154,000 auto and supplier jobs would 
be at risk. And GM’s sales volume in 
the light truck market would be re-
duced by over 1 million vehicles. 

Our U.S. automakers also could be 
forced to strip their vehicles of fea-
tures consumers want, such as engine 
size and power to meet this high CAFE 
number, giving foreign automakers 
that will not have to eliminate these 
features a huge competitive advantage. 

Lastly, they could reduce the weight 
of cars, which will compromise vehicle 
safety, as has been talked about before, 
since producing smaller, lightweight 
vehicles that can perform using low- 
power, fuel-efficient engines is the 
most affordable way for automakers to 
meet the CAFE standards. None of 
these options are good for our Amer-
ican automakers or for our consumers. 

Placing U.S. automakers at a com-
petitive disadvantage by penalizing 
their most popular vehicles will lead to 
more layoffs and a weaker U.S. auto in-
dustry. And we certainly do not need 
this at this time or any time. It is ap-
parent to all of us debating this issue 
that the auto industry is not at its eco-
nomic strongest right now. Practically 
every week one of our U.S. automakers 
announces another round of layoffs. 
Over the past year, our big three auto-
makers—GM, Ford, and 
DaimlerChrysler—have announced al-
most 70,000 layoffs and job cuts and 11 
plant closures. That is 70,000 in 1 year. 
Our domestic automakers have already 
been severely weakened by the current 
recession. I fear that the underlying 
proposal to raise CAFE standards will 
only exacerbate this problem by plac-
ing uncompetitive restrictions on our 
U.S. automakers without effectively 
increasing vehicle fuel economy. 

In Michigan, over 1 million people 
are either directly or indirectly em-
ployed by our domestic auto industry. 
While the economic impact is particu-
larly devastating in Michigan, this is 
not just a Michigan issue. The auto in-
dustry is the largest industry in the 

United States and creates over 6.6 mil-
lion jobs directly or indirectly. 

Our amendment—the Levin-Bond- 
Stabenow-Mikulski amendment—in-
creases vehicle fuel efficiency without 
placing anticompetitive restrictions on 
our U.S. automakers. This amendment 
helps decrease our fuel consumption 
and dependence on foreign oil in the 
short term by increasing CAFE for 
light trucks and cars. But, most impor-
tantly, the amendment looks to the fu-
ture, which is something we all want to 
do, and provides the market incentives 
and investments in developing tech-
nologies such as hybrids, fuel cells, and 
clean diesel vehicles that will really 
revolutionize the American automobile 
industry. 

The amendment directs the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
to complete a rulemaking to increase 
fuel efficiency for light trucks within 
the next 15 months and for passenger 
cars within the next 24 months, but it 
also requires NHTSA to consider the 
flaws that we have been talking about 
today in the current CAFE system as 
they do this rulemaking. NHTSA would 
examine important issues that have 
been talked about, such as adverse 
competitive impacts of CAFE on our 
U.S. automakers, impacts on U.S. em-
ployment, technology costs, and nec-
essary lead time, the effects of vehicle 
safety, and the effects on the environ-
ment before setting a CAFE number, 
not after. 

The CAFE proposal in the energy bill 
puts the cart before the horse, I fear, 
and sets a 36-mile-per-gallon number 
before having NHTSA have the oppor-
tunity to examine all of these factors. 

We need to let the experts at NHTSA 
do their job. NHTSA is properly 
equipped to address the fundamental 
changes that have occurred within the 
industry over the last several years, 
and to evaluate our current economic 
situation, technology, and capabilities 
regarding a higher CAFE standard. 

In the past, Congress has enacted a 
CAFE freeze preventing NHTSA from 
moving forward with issuing new CAFE 
regulations. Now that the freeze has 
expired, we should not interfere with 
NHTSA’s ability to do its job effec-
tively. 

Congress also needs to help auto-
makers move in the right direction in-
stead of pulling them in the wrong di-
rection. Foreign and domestic auto-
makers have already invested millions 
of dollars in developing cleaner, better 
technologies. These investments are 
starting to pay off for the American 
consumer. 

For example, DaimlerChrysler will be 
producing a hybrid electric Dodge Du-
rango SUV starting in 2003, which will 
have 20 percent better fuel economy 
than the conventional Durango, with-
out compromising safety or comfort. A 
hybrid electric version of the 
DaimlerChrysler Dodge Ram pickup 
truck also will go into production in 
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2004. Ford is currently developing a hy-
brid Ford Escape SUV which will be ca-
pable of being driven more than 500 
miles on a single tank of gas. 

In addition to these great techno-
logical developments, automakers have 
been working on fuel cell vehicles 
which could revolutionize the auto-
mobile sector within the next 15 years. 
The CAFE proposal in the energy bill 
will force automakers to divert funding 
and research away from these impor-
tant technological advances and make 
meeting these incremental CAFE in-
creases a funding and research priority. 
That is a major concern of mine. They 
are moving in the right direction. The 
underlying Kerry proposal would force 
them to change direction to meet some 
shorter term goals. This CAFE pro-
posal also locks the automakers into a 
rigid fuel efficiency plan for the next 10 
years, setting back the progress they 
are making putting these important 
technologies into place. 

Instead of placing restrictions on 
what our automakers produce, we 
should be looking for ways to help 
them introduce these better, cleaner 
technologies. The Levin-Bond amend-
ment includes these incentives, such as 
Federal fleet purchase and alternative 
fuels requirements and a real Federal 
investment in hybrid, clean diesel, and 
fuel cell research and development— 
all the things we know have to happen. 

The amendment requires that 10 per-
cent of the light-duty trucks in Federal 
fleets be hybrid vehicles by 2007, and 
requires the Federal Government to 
use alternative fuels in all of their 
dual-fueled vehicles. The amendment 
also increases funding for the Freedom 
Car Initiative for fuel cell vehicles by 
40 percent. 

Finally, the Levin-Bond alternative 
includes important consumer tax cred-
its for electric, hybrid, and fuel cell ve-
hicles, which will be offered in a sepa-
rate amendment. These tax incentives 
will help create and build market de-
mand for the most efficient hybrid, 
electric, and fuel cell vehicles, instead 
of locking automakers into costly in-
cremental CAFE increases. 

I urge my colleagues today to vote 
for the Levin-Bond amendment and 
support increased fuel efficiency and a 
vibrant, economically healthy U.S. 
auto industry. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

as an enthusiastic cosponsor of the 
Levin-Bond amendment on these CAFE 
standards. 

Our amendment, I believe, provides a 
strategy for energy conservation while 
safeguarding American jobs. I believe 
in energy conservation. I believe it is 
an absolute national necessity. But I 
also believe in job conservation—Amer-
ican job conservation. 

I believe we can improve the fuel effi-
ciency of our cars without sticking a 
knife through the hearts of our Na-
tion’s auto workers. 

I believe we can do it by applying 
four criteria. These are criteria I know 
the Presiding Officer has helped de-
velop. We need to achieve real savings 
in oil consumption. We need to pre-
serve U.S. jobs. And whatever we do 
must be realizable and achievable. 
That means giving companies a reason-
able lead time to adjust their produc-
tion, to develop, test, road test—not 
laboratory test—and implement new 
technologies. What works well in the 
lab doesn’t always work so great on the 
beltway. 

We also have to create incentives to 
enable companies to achieve these 
goals. Incentives are a favorable tax 
policy. I don’t believe the Kerry- 
McCain proposal meets those criteria, 
but I do believe the Levin-Bond amend-
ment really does. 

In terms of the Kerry-McCain lan-
guage, as I understand it, it will re-
quire a 50-percent increase in CAFE 
standards to reach 36 miles a gallon by 
the year 2015, enabling the National 
Highway Transportation Safety Ad-
ministration to combine car and truck 
fleets into one category. You have to 
listen to that. It would combine car 
and truck fleets into one category— 
that means we take apples and oranges 
and say that fruit salad is the same— 
creating a single standard for both cars 
and trucks that would help foreign car 
manufacturers and penalize U.S. auto-
mobile workers for selling vehicles 
that we Americans are absolutely buy-
ing. 

Why would this help foreign car mak-
ers? When you look at the fuel mileage 
or the achievement in mileage, Euro-
pean and Japanese automobile compa-
nies in various categories roughly 
achieve the same fuel consumption 
standards, but foreign manufacturers 
sell many more small cars. They not 
only sell small cars, they sell 
microcars, those really little cars that 
look as if they are golf carts on wheels. 
Then when you include their SUVs and 
light trucks, their average fuel effi-
ciency standard is lower—not because 
their SUV fuel efficiency standards are 
lower or that their light trucks are 
lower, it is because they sell more of 
these microcars. That is why they are 
able to comply with higher CAFE 
standards. 

I believe we do need conservation. 
There is no doubt we need to reduce 
our dependence on foreign oil. We all 
acknowledge that half of our oil is im-
ported. A quarter of our oil is imported 
from the Persian Gulf. We know we 
need to reduce our dependence. But we 
could do it through the kinds of rec-
ommendations made in the Bond-Levin 
amendment. 

Before I go on to talk about Bond- 
Levin, let me talk a little bit about the 
Kerry-Hollings proposal. I know my 
colleagues have worked very hard on 
this, and we all share the same na-
tional goals. But how we get there I am 
not so sure is in the national interest. 

First, it is unfair to American work-
ers because it gives foreign manufac-

turers a leg up in the middle of a reces-
sion. It is arbitrary, and it is also unat-
tainable, setting very aggressive stand-
ards on too short of a time line. And it 
would limit consumer choice by effec-
tively capping the sales of light trucks. 
There are other ways to achieve fuel 
conservation. 

I want to come back to the whole 
idea about foreign car companies pro-
ducing smaller cars and that is what 
their customers buy. There is no doubt 
that Americans are buying these 
microcars. There is no doubt about it. 
They are usually younger or older or 
often a second car in the family. For 
middle-class families, though, they are 
not the core car. The core car is an 
SUV or a minivan. I will talk about 
that in a minute. 

When we talk about, again, achieving 
those standards, putting everybody and 
everything in the same category, quite 
frankly, it is like putting a bagel in 
with strawberries, and the strawberries 
are lower in calories and the bagel is 
not, and saying, we are going to have 
the average of calorie consumption. Do 
you follow that? Or raspberries. I think 
a lot about this amendment—some of it 
is raspberries. 

We need to recognize that over the 
past decade the U.S. car manufacturers 
have struggled to meet CAFE require-
ments across a full line of vehicles in 
both cars and trucks. 

American consumers are really ob-
sessed with safety. This is why many of 
them are turning to a larger car. The 
Kerry-McCain amendment does effec-
tively cap the sale of light trucks, 
since the default level for light trucks 
is not achieved by any light truck on 
the road today. 

Some people are talking about ex-
empting the light trucks. I am for that. 
If there is a pickup truck waiver, I am 
going to vote for it. But very often 
that is a guy thing, though many 
women do drive light trucks. But most 
women are driving minivans and SUVs. 
A couple years ago, all we who hold 
elective office were very busy chasing 
the soccer mom. We wanted the soccer 
moms’ vote. But while we were chasing 
the soccer moms, the soccer moms 
were chasing after car companies that 
made SUVs and minivans. And why do 
American women love SUVs and 
minivans? Because they need increased 
passenger capacity and they want in-
creased safety. 

When you are a soccer mom and you 
are picking up the kids or you are car-
pooling or have kids with gear, such as 
the soccer kids, or the lacrosse kids or 
the ice-skating kids, they come with 
their own gear. Some children have 
backpacks as large as a marine going 
off to Afghanistan. Those mothers need 
large capacity. 

Do you know what else they need? 
They need passenger safety. They want 
to have a bulkier car in order to be 
able to protect their children on these 
highways and byways that we are now 
constructing. Anyone who rides the 495 
beltway in Washington or 695 in Balti-
more knows we face big trucks; we face 
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road rage. Mothers want to be in the 
functional civilian equivalent of a 
Humvee. Why? Because they are 
scared. They are scared for their chil-
dren and for their safety. So they go 
big and they go bulk. 

Do we approve of it? Would we like 
better fuel efficiency? The answer is, 
absolutely, yes. I know a lot about 
these minivans because General Motors 
makes two of them, the Chevy Astro 
and the GMC Safari, right in my home-
town of Baltimore. Right this minute 
at Broening Highway in Baltimore, 
there are 1,600 employees working to 
produce these Astro and Safari vans. In 
1 year they make 80,000 vehicles. That 
keeps 1,600 workers happy and 80,000 
consumers happy. 

That 1,600 sounds like a lot of jobs. In 
1978, we had 7,000 jobs. We have 
downsized. We have modernized. We 
have strategized. But we are down 
close to 6,000 jobs. 

I feel very close to these workers. I 
grew up 4 miles from this plant. My 
dad had a grocery store. People who 
worked at General Motors and Beth-
lehem Steel were not units of produc-
tion or those who have to give way to 
displacements in the info age. They 
were our neighbors; they are our neigh-
bors. 

What did we know about the General 
Motors plant? It was a union job. We 
knew it offered a good job at good 
wages and good benefits. We knew they 
were good neighbors because they spon-
sored the little leagues and were one of 
the largest contributors to the United 
Fund to be able to help others who 
didn’t quite have the good jobs and the 
good wages that they did. 

For our working men, they could ac-
tually go to work and not only put in 
an honest day but get a fair pay back 
to be able to raise their families and 
pursue the American dream. 

In my hometown of Baltimore among 
African-American men, when I grew 
up, Baltimore was a segregated town. 
But down there at the steel mill in the 
UAW line, it is where African-Amer-
ican men went to get a decent job. If 
you were an African-American male in 
Baltimore, you had two choices where 
you could have a decent job, decent 
benefits, and a chance to be able to 
move up. It was either a civil servant 
job, such as at the post office, or it was 
a union job, such as at General Motors. 
As more and more women came into 
the workplace, again, for many women, 
General Motors was the place to go. We 
employed the ‘‘Norma Raes’’ of auto-
mobile manufacturing. 

We are talking about honest Ameri-
cans who get up and work hard every 
day. They wanted the American dream, 
and they had opportunities. People 
with European ethnic heritage and peo-
ple with African-American heritage 
had a chance to work hard and move 
up. Many of them had a chance to go 
on to higher education, and their chil-
dren did also. But we now have these 
1,600, and when this goes, it goes. When 
this goes, it really goes. There is noth-

ing else there. We can talk about dig-
ital harbor or smokestacks and 
cyberstacks, and we can be cute and 
clever; but when this goes, it goes for-
ever. 

Now, I am on this floor fighting for 
those people. Do you know why? Their 
sons are actually the ones who went to 
Vietnam, the ones who were in Desert 
Storm, and the ones who are in Af-
ghanistan. During the Vietnam war, 
there was no draft counseling in that 
line. Every time America calls, these 
kinds of workers step forward. Often, 
their brothers are our firefighters and 
our police. These are the ordinary 
Americans who, every day, are willing 
to step up. 

So while we are talking about hy-
brids, and while we can nibble at our 
sushi and talk about the future that is 
going to be ozone-ready, we have to 
think about who is going to work in 
this country and where they are going 
to work. Do we want to give up on our 
manufacturing base? I don’t think so, 
and I hope not. Whether it is in De-
troit, or Maryland, or whether it is 
other States that employ them—and 
we are happy to have the Hondas. I 
have a UAW plant up in western Mary-
land that is now part-owned by Volvo. 
We are happy to have them because 
they honor their contracts. 

But I think we ought to start hon-
oring our contract. We ought to have a 
contract with the American workers. 
There is something about America we 
need to remember: That as we defend 
America from foreign foes, we need to 
defend America from the loss of jobs to 
foreign imports, or to something called 
CAFE, or let’s put everybody in the 
same pot and measure the standards in 
the same way. 

Mr. President, 1,000 workers were re-
cently laid off at General Motors on a 
temporary shutdown because of a lot of 
this. I could go on about those workers, 
but I think I have made my point. Just 
remember, when these jobs go, they go, 
and they will never come back. While 
we are so busy putting everything on a 
fast track to Mexico, I will tell you 
that they go to Mexico first, and then 
they find Mexico too expensive and 
they go to Central America, and then 
they go on to China. So we have to 
start making some tough choices. 

We could go on to talk about the 
other issues, but I know we also need 
to look at the other alternative. I be-
lieve the Levin-Bond amendment is a 
very sensible alternative. It really 
works to reduce our dependence on for-
eign oil, but it also insists that we look 
at the effect on U.S. employment; that 
we look at motor vehicle safety; that 
we look at the cost and lead time for 
the introduction of new technology. I 
believe new technologies will help us 
lead the way. 

I think it also gives us an open-ended 
dodge ball kind of situation because it 
gives two dates and time lines to the 
Department of Transportation. It says 
we have to increase standards for light 
trucks in 15 months. It says for pas-

senger cars we have to have a rule 
within 6 months. It also separates out 
standards for cars and light-duty 
trucks. Remember, this is one of the 
crucial aspects of this amendment. It 
separates out the standards for cars 
and light-duty trucks. We can compete 
with anybody in the world. But where 
you have a disproportionate thing 
going on in the market, it renders us 
almost helpless. 

The automakers such as 
DaimlerChrysler have a fleet that is 
roughly 70 percent light trucks, while 
manufacturers such as Honda have a 
fleet that is less than 30 percent light 
trucks. I believe the Levin-Bond 
amendment does it very well. 

We need tax incentives on electric 
vehicles, fuel cell vehicles, and hybrid 
electric vehicles. Everybody likes 
them. I will see if they work over time. 
I have seen a lot of these kinds of cars 
come and go. Some work very well, 
some sputter and end up in a junkyard 
clutter. I don’t know where they will 
go, but I will give them the benefit of 
the doubt. I want to see the tech-
nologies road tested more before they 
are introduced. 

I know others want to speak. I be-
lieve we can have energy conservation 
and job conservation, innovative solu-
tions, improved technology, and the 
setting of realistic goals. That is what 
Levin-Bond does. When you look at 
Levin-Bond, you see that it saves en-
ergy, jobs, and it saves lives. For those 
now who are speaking in the Chamber 
so passionately about energy independ-
ence and why it is in our national secu-
rity interest, I hope we talk about 
trade adjustment and start standing up 
for steel and what we need to do to 
make sure we are steel-independent. I 
hope we have the same passion in 
standing up for our steelworkers. I am 
going to stand up for those hardhats 
every day any way I can, whether it is 
in the automobile industry, or whether 
it is in the steel industry, and so on. 

For all of those men and women who, 
every day, at plant gates shook my 
hand—and their hands were calloused, 
and they would go home with bad 
backs and varicose veins—BARBARA MI-
KULSKI is on their side, and I hope the 
rest of the Senate is also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JOHNSON). The Senator from Massachu-
setts is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I have 
listened with great interest to the com-
ments now of a number of my col-
leagues—each of those who are the 
sponsors of the Bond-Levin amend-
ment—and I have really listened with 
interest because the debate that I 
think the Senate deserves to have right 
now is one based on the truth, based on 
the facts, based on science, and based 
on history. I have heard some of the 
most remarkable Alice-in-Wonderland 
comments in the last few minutes that 
I find it hard to believe we are really 
talking about the same thing. 

Senator BOND suggested that if we 
don’t accept their amendment, people 
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are going to actually be driven into 
getting into golf carts—a string of golf 
carts—which is not a very efficient way 
for a family to be transported. I heard 
another comment that we don’t want 
to push people into imported vehicles. 
Well, of course, we don’t. 

I just listened to a very appropriate 
and distinguished speech about work-
ers in this country. I remember with 
great pride that moment in 1971 when 
Leonard Woodcock introduced me to 
the United Auto Workers and I was in-
ducted as a lifetime member. I don’t 
know anybody who runs for office in 
this country on a getting-rid-of-jobs 
platform. I don’t know anybody who 
comes to the floor of the Senate sug-
gesting, knowingly—and I hope not 
negligently and inadvertently—that a 
plan they are submitting is going to 
render Americans jobless. 

I am here to defend the workers in 
Detroit, and in other parts of this 
country, just as much as anybody else. 
When I hear the notion invoked about 
who goes to fight our wars and who 
comes back as veterans and these are 
the people who work there—I know 
those people, and you bet I want them 
to keep working. I believe they can 
keep working. There is nothing that 
suggests that somebody in Detroit can-
not make a better car than the Japa-
nese. There is nothing to suggest that 
a Detroit worker, or one in any other 
part of the country, can’t make a bet-
ter and more efficient car than the 
Germans. American workers are the 
best workers, the most productive 
workers in the world. Those workers 
are handicapped by choices made by 
management. 

The worker does not decide what the 
model is going to be. The worker does 
not decide which car is going to be 
manufactured and what the changeover 
date will be. They report every day and 
go to the floor. They punch in and 
make the cars that the designers and 
the executives give them to make, and 
they do it well. 

I proudly drive one of those 
minivans. I drive a Chrysler minivan. I 
think it is a terrific car. It is my sec-
ond one, and I hope to get another one 
down the road. 

Mr. President, let me tell you some-
thing: There is nothing in the CAFE 
standard that makes me believe I will 
not be able to drive a minivan at any 
time in the future. Nothing. 

What kind of scare tactic is this? Do 
you want to put the lie to this, Mr. 
President? Here it is: ‘‘Coming in 2003. 
The Ford Escape hybrid electric vehi-
cle, the first high-volume, mainstream 
alternative to the traditional 
powertrain in nearly 100 years.’’ Bill 
Ford, chairman of the Ford Motor 
Company. 

Congratulations, Mr. Ford. I hope 
your stock goes up. I hope you will be 
recognized as the leading CEO in the 
country for starting to promote effi-
cient vehicles. 

The fact is that on its own Web site, 
the Ford Motor Company says: ‘‘A ve-

hicle’’—I want to juxtapose this. I want 
to read a paragraph from an editorial 
in Automotive News. It is about the 
CAFE hearings in the Commerce Com-
mittee, at a time when the industry re-
fused to discuss any notion of improv-
ing fuel economy. 

I point out this editorial in Auto-
motive News: 

Let’s get real. It’s time for automakers to 
deal forthrightly with fuel economy issues. 
These are not the 1970s or 1980s or even the 
1990s. To deny or refuse to admit that there 
is technology that can reduce fuel consump-
tion significantly is ludicrous. The indus-
try’s credibility is at stake. 

Let me emphasize, this is Auto-
motive News writing that the indus-
try’s credibility is at stake. I urge my 
colleagues not to be intimidated by 
these hollow threats. 

This is what Ford Motor Company 
says: 

A vehicle that gives you all the room and 
power you want, but uses half the gasoline. 

Half the gasoline. What kind of situa-
tion is this? I do not know how many 
millions of dollars have been spent in 
the last weeks on television adver-
tising to farmers that you cannot farm 
in a compact car. Well, no; whatever. 
Really? I mean, what a phenomenal 
concept. People believe that? CAFE 
standards do not even apply to trac-
tors. They do not even apply to heavy 
trucks now. And if we do our will in the 
Senate, they probably will not apply to 
pickup trucks. What are we talking 
about here? 

The chart of the Senator from Michi-
gan is a very selective chart. It does 
not show all the vehicles in the mix. I 
will come back to that in a minute. 

We heard a threat about safety. We 
heard a reading from the National 
Academy of Sciences about safety. 
That was page 28 of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences. Let me read page 70 
from the National Academy of 
Sciences. It says as follows: 

It is technically feasible and potentially 
economical to improve fuel economy without 
reducing vehicle weight or size and, there-
fore, without significantly affecting the safe-
ty of motor vehicle travel. 

Those workers in Detroit and else-
where, about whom we all care, can 
build the cars of the future. They can 
build a more efficient vehicle. They 
can build the hybrid electric SUVs 
with all the room and all the power one 
would want and twice the mileage if 
Detroit will choose to ask them to do 
so. 

That is what this debate is about. It 
is about the future for our country in 
national security, on environmental 
issues such as global warming, and 
even it is about whether or not we in-
tend to be competitive with the Japa-
nese and Germans because, as I will 
show, the Japanese and Germans are 
building vehicles that Americans want 
and increasingly they are growing the 
marketplace in the United States. 

Let me go to that for a moment, if I 
may. This is a chart—I do not have it 
blown up—but this is Toyota’s North 

American operation. In fact, in the last 
years, we reached a peak of automotive 
employment in the United States in 
1999. We have lost a few workers in the 
last few years, I acknowledge that, but 
we did it without CAFE standards. One 
reason is because the companies moved 
some plants to Mexico. They do not 
tell you that. 

Even while they are doing that, Toy-
ota and Honda are moving plants to 
the United States. Look at this map. 
We have Toyota in New York; Toyota 
in Buffalo, WV; Toyota in Georgetown, 
KY; Toyota in Columbus, IN; Toyota in 
Princeton, IN; Toyota in Huntsville, 
AL; St. Louis and Troy, MO; Newport 
Beach, CA; Torrance, CA; Ann Arbor, 
MI; Freemont, CA; Torrance-Gardenia, 
CA; Long Beach, CA; Whitman, AZ. 

The same pattern can be shown for 
other automakers. Now they are mak-
ing something like 600,000 vehicles in 
the United States. What kind of vehi-
cles are they selling in the United 
States, even though the Big Three con-
tinue to dominate the market? I under-
stand that. But you have to look at 
trends. You have to look at the direc-
tion in which you are moving. 

In 1975—and I want to go back to this 
because this is an important part of 
the context of this debate. This debate 
is not just about this moment in time. 
It has a history and we have to balance 
the choices we face today against the 
history of where we have traveled. 

I want to show this chart, but let me 
go to the beginning. Motor vehicle 
miles in the personal automobile vehi-
cle are at the lowest level in 20 years. 
We are going backwards in fuel effi-
ciency. 

My colleagues say: Oh, we are mov-
ing up in this direction; we do not need 
to have a dictate from Congress; we are 
going to get there because the auto-
mobile industry is going to get there 
without a mandate. 

Let me show the record for the last 
years. From 1988 until the year 2001, of 
all the new technologies that were de-
veloped by the American automobile 
industry, 53 percent of those new tech-
nologies went into horsepower; 18 per-
cent went into acceleration; 19 percent 
went into weight; minus 8 percent went 
into fuel efficiency. 

We now have cars on the road that 
can go 140 miles an hour, even though 
the speed limit is 65, 70, 80 permissibly 
in some places. One can only go so fast 
between stoplights in many cities. 

Minus 8 percent on fuel efficiency. I 
like driving a big car, too. I am just 
like any other American. Indeed, for a 
number of years, all of us have been 
forced to think in the defensive way 
that has been referred to. You see an-
other big car on the road, you get a lit-
tle intimidated and say: Gee, if I am 
going to protect my kids, I am going to 
have a big car on the road, too. 

In fact, what has happened in the last 
years, according to the National Acad-
emy of Sciences that the Senator from 
Michigan quoted is that the Toyotas 
and the Honda Civics went from weigh-
ing about 1,800 pounds up to 2,600 
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pounds. The Honda Civic grew in 
weight, and indeed some of the other 
big SUVs grew also. It is true if a 
Honda Civic hits a big SUV, your 
chances of doing well in the Honda 
Civic are not as great. I understand 
that. 

The older National Academy of 
Sciences study, which the Senator re-
lies on when he talks about safety, did 
not include airbags. It did not include 
the new standards of restraints. It also 
did not include what we have in our 
bill, which are rollover standards, be-
cause the biggest single problem for 
Americans in terms of SUVs is rolling 
over and being crushed because we 
have no standard for the roof and for 
the roll capacity of the car. So the fact 
is these cars can be made efficient and 
safe at the same time. 

They are trying to scare people with 
this safety standard. I heard one of my 
colleagues say we have to do this based 
on science. Well, it is based on science. 
It is not arbitrary. This is not a figure 
picked out of the sky, as one of my col-
leagues has said. This is a figure that is 
less than many scientific analysis say 
we can achieve. 

I want to make very clear to my col-
leagues that this is not a vote between 
the Kerry-Hollings 35-mile-per-gallon 
standard and the Levin-Bond proposal. 
The reason it is not that vote is that 
Senator MCCAIN, Senator COLLINS, Sen-
ator SNOWE, Senator GORDON SMITH, 
and Senator CHAFEE have joined to-
gether with Senator FEINSTEIN and oth-
ers on our side of the aisle with a pro-
posal that alters the current Kerry- 
Hollings proposal. It is not my pref-
erence, but I understand the votes in 
the Senate, and it is what we need to 
do to compromise. It will reduce the 
standard in the bill today to about 32 
miles per gallon if the full trading pro-
gram is used, which I ask my col-
leagues to think about. 

The current fleet average is about 25 
miles per gallon. If we cannot go 7 
miles per gallon in 13 years, what can 
we do? That is the vote. This is a vote 
whether or not we want no standard at 
all and you turn it over to NHTSA, 
which has a long reputation of being 
managed by administrations and by 
outside interests and not being able to 
set the standard. It is not even staffed 
efficiently enough today to be able to 
do it. The NAS is in fact better staffed 
and has had more background research 
than they have done in years, because 
on the other side of the aisle in 1995 
Speaker Gingrich and the Republicans 
brought a complete prohibition on the 
ability of the EPA to even analyze 
what might be the benefits of raising 
the standards. 

That tells you a huge story. It says 
what you have is an ongoing process by 
which the industry is fighting against 
whichever forum might be the least 
friendly to it. When Congress might do 
something, they say go to NHTSA if 
the administration has a handle on 
NHTSA. When NHTSA might do some-
thing, if they are in control of Congress 

they say go to Congress; Congress 
ought to do it. 

In 1989 and 1990, they specifically 
said, we really think NHTSA is the 
proper place to do this. Then lo and be-
hold, the Republicans controlled the 
House and the Senate in 1995 and An-
drew Card, then representing the auto-
mobile manufacturers, said, oh, no, we 
do not think NHTSA is the right place, 
contrary to what they had said for the 
last few years. They said, we had better 
go to Congress. 

What we see today is an effort to con-
gressionally implement the same kind 
of forum shopping for the least stand-
ard possible for the least environ-
mental effort possible. 

I want to show a little bit more of 
this history. My colleagues may not be 
familiar with the background, but let 
me point to some of the comments of 
the industry in the last years as we 
analyze where we are trying to go. 

I also want to put in proper perspec-
tive what I said about these advertise-
ments. In the last 3 weeks, this is what 
the industry has said publicly: 

Make no mistake, the Senate proposals 
would eliminate SUVs, minivans and pickup 
trucks. If these proposals pass, the only 
place you will see a light truck is in a mu-
seum. 

What they said in 1975 was: 
If this proposal becomes law and we do not 

achieve a significant technological break-
through to improve mileage, the largest car 
the industry will be selling in any volume at 
all will probably be smaller, lighter, and less 
powerful than today’s compact Chevy Nova, 
and only a small percentage of all models 
being produced could be that size. 

That was the threat in 1975. That was 
General Motors. Let me read what 
Chrysler had to say: 

In effect, this bill would outlaw a number 
of engine lines and car models, including 
most full-size sedans and station wagons. It 
would restrict the industry to producing sub-
compact-size cars, or even smaller ones, 
within 5 years, even though the Nation does 
not have the tooling capacity or capital re-
sources to make such a change so quickly. 

Did that happen? Did any of this hap-
pen? 

Then Ford said: 
Many of the temporary standards are un-

reasonable, arbitrary— 

‘‘Arbitrary,’’ that is a word we have 
heard again— 
and technically unfeasible. If we cannot 
meet them when they are published, we will 
have to close down. 

The fact is, the industry flourished. 
The industry met the standards, and 
more people were employed. The indus-
try actually turned around and became 
competitive. 

Our colleague, Senator FRITZ HOL-
LINGS, helped write these laws. He was 
in the Senate then. I expect he will be 
in the Chamber to talk about that ex-
perience. Senator HOLLINGS heard 
these same arguments, and Senator 
HOLLINGS said then: 

I am not trying to shut you down. I am 
trying to save your jobs. 

That is in fact what happened. I say 
the same thing to those workers in De-

troit about whom we care. We are try-
ing to save jobs in America by making 
an industry that is so reluctant to em-
brace change live up to a standard that 
will make their automobiles competi-
tive. In fact, the National Academy of 
Sciences says the cost of doing this is 
saved to the consumer in the gasoline 
savings over the lifetime of a car. The 
gasoline savings will save the differen-
tial in cost, in addition to which we are 
prepared to provide a tax credit to peo-
ple who buy the efficient cars. So we 
can make up the difference of cost to 
Detroit. We can make up the difference 
of cost largely to the consumer if that 
is what we want to do. This is not a 
zero sum game of jobs or national secu-
rity, protecting the environment, re-
ducing our dependence on oil, and 
being more efficient, and reducing, in-
cidentally, extraordinary costs to our 
citizens of the air quality that they 
breathe. 

I might add, if we were to do what we 
are seeking to do, we would cut global 
warming pollution by 176 metric tons 
by the year 2025. There is no other ef-
fort in the United States of America 
that is as significantly capable of add-
ing now to the Clean Air Act efforts al-
ready in effect than to try to join the 
world in being responsible about global 
warming. That is part of what this vote 
is about. 

The scare tactics being used by the 
industry today are absolutely no dif-
ferent than the scare tactics they used 
25 years ago, when there was a com-
pletely opposite outcome from what 
they predicted. Every scientific input 
and analysis shows you can create net 
jobs at no net cost to the consumer 
with no loss of safety. That is the find-
ing of the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

I would love to see a list of what con-
sumer group in America, what environ-
mental group in America, supports 
Bond-Levin. What consumer group in 
this country will say safety is com-
promised? None. Not one. Why? Be-
cause they do not support Bond-Levin. 

I will tell you why. Let me read a 
statement from the two important 
automobile safety groups in America, 
the Public Citizen and Center for Auto-
mobile Safety, are both supporting a 
CAFE standard. 

This is what they say: The auto in-
dustry is using an outdated, inac-
curate, and hypocritical argument 
about safety to try to derail stronger 
corporate average fuel economy stand-
ards. Public Citizen and the Center for 
Auto Safety have long been two of the 
strongest voices calling for safer vehi-
cles in the United States. We do not be-
lieve that stricter fuel economy stand-
ards must cost lives, and we know that 
a strong fuel economy bill can save 
lives by changing the nature of Amer-
ica’s vehicle fleet. 

How does it change the nature of 
America’s vehicle fleet? Very simply: 
It reverses this trend where all the 
technology goes into horsepower and 
acceleration—for cars that already go 
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twice the speed limit—and puts some of 
it into weight and fuel efficiency so 
you actually reduce the largest weight 
and size. You do not have to give up 
any capacity within a car. A minivan 
will stay a minivan. It will still take 
soccer moms to soccer games. It can 
still be filled up with whatever the 
legal number of kids is, and dogs, and 
all of the paraphernalia of sports. But 
guess what. It will get to the soccer 
game costing less money. It will get to 
the soccer game in a way that repays 
the cost of the car over the lifetime 
and may even create greater savings, 
and savings when our standards for 
rollover and safety are adopted. 

This is the most bogus argument I 
have ever heard in my life. The history 
of this issue proves it is. 

Honda, in its testimony before the 
Senate Commerce Committee, said the 
following: Honda concurs with the dis-
senting opinion expressed in the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences report that 
the data is insufficient to conclude any 
safety compromise by smaller vehicles. 
The level of uncertainty about fuel 
economy-related safety issues is much 
higher than stated in the record. Sig-
nificantly, existing studies do not ad-
dress the safety impact of using light-
weight materials without reducing 
size, especially for vehicles with ad-
vanced safety technologies. 

I might add that we specifically 
looked for a rollover proposal that 
would greatly improve the safety 
standard. 

The other day in the Washington 
Post there was an analysis by the 
Washington Post that said the threats 
of the industry are false. That is the 
language of the Washington Post. 

Although any increase in gas mileage in-
evitably will come at a cost— 

And I have acknowledged that there 
is some increase in cost— 
the estimates of the National Academy are 
$500 to $2,000 over the period of time. 

But the notion that the bill would rid 
American highways of SUVs and pick-
up trucks, as some auto industry ads 
explicitly claim, is false. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post article ‘‘Fuel Econ-
omy Turns Emotional’’ be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 10, 2002] 
DEBATE ON FUEL ECONOMY TURNS EMOTIONAL 

With a hearty shove from Detroit, Senate 
opponents of a bill to raise automotive fuel 
economy standards—part of broader energy 
legislation now on the Senate floor—are 
painting the measure in apocalyptic terms, 
sketching dire consequences for the nation’s 
armada of SUVs and minivans. 

Senate Minority Leader Trent Lott (R- 
Miss.) calls the proposal—by Sens. John F. 
Kerry (D-Mass.) and John McCain (R-Ariz.)— 
an example of ‘‘nanny government’’ that 
would deprive him of the SUV he uses to 
haul around his three grandchildren. 

Sen. Don Nickles (R-Okla.) whose wife 
drives a Nissan Pathfinder, warns that high-
er fuel standards will force such drastic re-

ductions in vehicle size and weight that traf-
fic fatalities will increase ‘‘by the thou-
sands.’’ 

And Sen. Zell Miller (D-Ga.) believes the 
legislation should at least make an excep-
tion for pickups, which he described as the 
‘‘think tank of rural America’’ because 
‘‘more problems have been solved on the tail-
gates of pickup trucks after a long day’s 
work than have been solved anywhere.’’ 

Such emotive language is typical of the 
unfolding Senate debate on the legislation, 
which would raise average fuel economy 
standards for the American automobile fleet 
from 24 miles per gallon to 36 miles per gal-
lon by 2015. As described by opponents, the 
measure is an elitist assault on a cherished 
national birthright that would compromise 
safety, limit consumer choice and impose 
undue hardships on Americans who have 
come to depend on big, powerful vehicles for 
work and play, especially in rural areas. 

As is often the case when Washington de-
bates policy, however, emotions and symbols 
are getting more attention than substance. 
Although any increase in gas mileage inevi-
tably will come at a cost, the notion that the 
bill would rid American highways of SUVs 
and pickup trucks—as some auto industry 
ads explicitly claim—is false. 

‘‘The fact of the matter is, you might have 
to use some of this improved fuel efficiency 
to improve economy rather than increasing 
performance, but certainly it doesn’t mean 
that you couldn’t have an SUV,’’ said Adrian 
Lund, chief operating officer of the Insur-
ance Institute for Highway Safety and a 
member of a blue-ribbon panel that studied 
the issue for the National Academy of 
Sciences last year. 

Paul Portney, chairman of the panel and 
president of the think tank Resources for the 
Future, called the legislation ‘‘somewhat ag-
gressive.’’ But he said it was ‘‘roughly con-
sistent with what the academy identified as 
being technologically possible, economically 
affordable and consistent with the desire of 
consumers for passenger safety.’’ 

He added, ‘‘There are technologies out 
there that would make it possible, if given 
enough time, like 10 to 15 years, for [manu-
facturers] to meet these standards without 
decreasing the size of the cars or increasing 
the price too much.’’ 

Those on the other side of the debate, of 
course, have also been known to gloss over 
inconvenient data. As the legislation is 
structured, for example, manufacturers 
could chose to improve fuel economy not 
only by technology but also by cutting 
weight, which could make vehicles less safe, 
Lund said. 

In similar vein, raising the Corporate Av-
erage Fuel Economy, or CAFE, standard 
would force manufacturers to divert re-
sources into fuel efficiency at the expense of 
performance improvements sought by con-
sumers, such as better acceleration or new 
dashboard gadgets like on-board computers 
and satellite navigation systems. 

‘‘There are exaggerated claims on both 
sides,’’ Portney said. ‘‘It’s certainly not the 
case that we can ambitiously boost fuel 
economy and laugh all the way to the bank 
doing it. It diverts car companies from doing 
things they would otherwise do.’’ 

But the trade-offs associated with higher 
fuel economy standards may be less burden-
some than some in the auto industry, or Con-
gress, would suggest. For example, the high-
er purchase cost of a fuel-efficient vehicle 
would likely be offset by lower gasoline costs 
over time. 

Nor is it clear that stiffer mileage rules 
would compromise safety. Last month, a 
consulting firm hired by Honda Motor Co. re-
ported that reducing the weight of cars and 
light trucks by 100 pounds would actually 

improve safety, albeit by a ‘‘small and sta-
tistically insignificant’’ margin. The finding 
contradicted an earlier finding by the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion that higher mileage standards—and 
lower vehicle weights—had added to highway 
deaths. 

Such nuances get short shrift in industry 
ad campaigns. The Coalition for Vehicle 
Choice, which is backed by the three major 
auto manufacturers, is running print ads in 
New Hampshire urging voters to contact 
their senators on behalf of ‘‘the endangered 
SUV and pickup.’’ The ad shows a snow-
mobile blasting through a drift above the 
caption, ‘‘Without SUVs, you’re looking at 
one expensive piece of garage furniture.’’ 

‘‘Imaging climbing an icy mountain, tow-
ing your snowmobile, but instead of driving 
a pickup or an SUV, you’re driving a com-
pact car,’’ the ad says. ‘‘That’s what you 
could be forced to do, if some U.S. senators 
get their way.’’ 

A similar ad—paid for by groups such as 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the Na-
tional Automobile Dealers Association— 
shows a forlorn looking man next to an SUV, 
a canoe strapped to the roof and two small 
girls sitting on the hood. ‘‘We work hard all 
year so our family can go fishing and camp-
ing together,’’ the ads says. ‘‘We couldn’t do 
it without our SUV.’’ 

Many of those arguments were repeated al-
most verbatim last week on the Senate floor. 
Lott said the CAFE measure would rob him 
of quality time with his grandchildren be-
cause he likes ‘‘them to be able to ride in the 
same vehicle with me.’’ 

As it happens, Lott is already doing his 
part for conservation. He drives Honda CRV, 
one of the smallest and most fuel-efficient 
SUVs on the market. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, in 1972, 
1973, and 1990, each time the auto in-
dustry has said: We cannot do this. 

They said it about seatbelts. They 
said it about laminated windshields. 
They have said it about every single re-
quirement, each time Congress has 
agreed we ought to try to do these 
things. This is not arbitrary. Congress 
has made decisions about safety, fuel 
efficiency. 

We invited Ambassador Stuart 
Eizenstat to testify before our com-
mittee. In 1975, Mr. Eizenstat was the 
domestic policy adviser to President 
Carter. He was part of the team that 
developed the first CAFE standards. 
His testimony speaks very directly to 
this issue. I will quote from his testi-
mony. He said: In spite of the obvious 
merits of the standards, the American 
automobile manufacturers were op-
posed to the regulations. I remember 
their opposition well. In my role as do-
mestic policy adviser to President Car-
ter, I was part of the team that devel-
oped the first CAFE standards. Those 
standards set the fuel economy levels 
for the period 1977 to 1985, starting at 
18 miles per gallon in 1977 and rising to 
27.5 in 1985. 

He said: I specifically remember a 
meeting in the Cabinet office with 
President Carter and the heads of the 
Big Three automobile manufacturers: 
Ford, General Motors, and Chrysler, in 
which all three strongly opposed the 
imposition of fuel economy standards. 
They claimed their companies lacked 
the technology to reach the standard 
that the administration had in mind. 
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Does that sound familiar? Yet once 

the CAFE standards were implemented, 
all three companies met and exceeded 
the standards. 

I can imagine the pressure you are 
under from those same companies and 
others as you consider raising the 
standards. But as you embark on this 
process, I strongly urge you to recall 
our experiences in developing the first 
set of CAFE standards. You should feel 
confident that the automobile manu-
facturers do have the ability to achieve 
and, in fact, surpass whatever stand-
ards you set. 

I believe Ambassador Eizenstat has 
proven himself to be an enormously ca-
pable negotiator, and very studious, 
and I think most people would agree 
one of the most thoughtful contribu-
tors to positive dialog in the political 
process in this country. He said we 
should do this; we can do this. He testi-
fied before the committee, as, I might 
add, did countless other entities in this 
country that were affected one way or 
the other by the potential of this 
change. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KERRY. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Is it true, in the view of 

the Senator from Massachusetts, that 
various claims have been made over 
the past several years, particularly 
back in the 1970s, the last time CAFE 
standards were increased, in fact, these 
comments were tantamount to the end 
of Western civilization as we know it? 
Is there a strange similarity between 
those comments made in the 1970s and 
those made today? Has the Senator no-
ticed that? 

Let me give an example, Daimler- 
Benz senior vice president, from the 
New York Times: We are facing a rad-
ical and unrealistic proposal. The pro-
ponents are being dishonest. You can-
not get 35 miles per gallon and still 
have sport utility vehicles and 
minivans. 

Bill Burke, the No. 3 man at Ford, in 
June 1976: In a year to 18 months, I see 
a rising demand at the small end. It 
will be pretty hard for any but pint- 
size cars to get that kind of mileage. 

Mr. Morrison, GM spokesman, said it 
would be virtually impossible to meet 
standards resembling that. We will 
have to tear our product line up. 

In 1974, a Ford representative said be-
fore the Senate Commerce Committee, 
on which Senator KERRY and I serve, 
that CAFE will require the Ford prod-
uct to consist of either all sub-Pinto- 
sized vehicles or some types of vehicles 
ranging from a subcompact to perhaps 
a Maverick. 

The spokesman for the Alliance of 
Automobile Manufacturers said that if 
these proposals pass, the only place 
you will see a light truck is in a mu-
seum. 

Is there a haunting similarity be-
tween those comments made back in 
the 1970s and today that the Senator 
from Massachusetts may have detected 
at the same time the Ford Motor Com-
pany advertises a 40-mile-per-gallon 

SUV by the year 2003? Does the Senator 
find a certain irony in these historical 
perspectives on this issue? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona that each and every one of 
those comments is just a mirror image 
of the comments being made by the in-
dustry today. 

As I mentioned before the Senator 
came to the floor, I read an editorial 
which came from one of the auto-
motive magazines that specifically said 
the industry’s credibility is on the line 
and that they have to get serious. 

I met with some of the industry’s 
representatives. I talked to Mr. Ford 
on the telephone for a few minutes. I 
said I thought it would be good if we 
tried to get together and do something 
thoughtfully. 

I asked the industry this question: Is 
it possible for you to agree that you 
could get 1 mile per gallon over the 
next 30 years? They absolutely refused 
to acknowledge they could get 1 mile 
per gallon. Why? Because they simply 
want this issue to go over to NHTSA 
where they believe they have the abil-
ity to have more impact and control 
the outcome. 

The Senator’s question is right on 
point. These are the exact same scare 
tactics. 

The Senator from Missouri came 
down here and suggested that people 
and soccer moms will have to drive in 
a long line of golf carts because they 
could not drive their minivans. With 
all due respect to the Senator from 
Missouri, that is one of the most ridic-
ulous things I have ever heard in my 
life. The fact is, Ford Motor Company 
has an ad showing the SUV with all the 
room and all the power. A soccer mom 
could get in it and get 40 miles to the 
gallon, and a minivan can drive with 
the same engine, or even a better one. 

In Europe today, they are making 
diesel engines that get 40 or 50 miles to 
the gallon. Shame on the United 
States. Our automobiles aren’t able to 
give our drivers that kind of gas sav-
ings and performance. Why not? We are 
anxious to try to get our cars that kind 
of mileage. I want a UAW worker pro-
ducing that car ahead of some worker 
in Germany or in Japan. I want our 
automobile industry to be the industry 
that is selling those vehicles. The 
workers in Detroit ought to be rising 
up not about CAFE standards; they 
ought to be knocking on the doors of 
the executives and saying: Why aren’t 
we building better cars, bigger cars, 
and cars with more improved fuel effi-
ciency? You could build a bigger car— 
even bigger than the ones we have 
today. 

Incidentally, some Suburbans, one of 
the biggest vehicles of all, doesn’t 
come under the CAFE standards right 
now. You can buy all the Suburbans 
you want. You can buy a heavy duty 
truck that is under the exemptions. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

One of the aspects of this issue that 
has to some degree been ignored in our 

desire for comfort and convenience for 
the American people is the issue of 
health aspects. I wonder if the Senator 
from Massachusetts is familiar with 
the problem that we have in my home 
State of Arizona, particularly in the 
valley where 3 million people reside in 
the sixth largest city in America. The 
Arizona Republic, a few days ago on 
March 9, had an editorial entitled 
‘‘Legislature Must Attack Brown 
Clouds.’’ It said: 

We’ve always known the Valley’s Brown 
Cloud is ugly and unhealthy. Now we know it 
can be deadly. 

A new study indicates that years of breath-
ing that haze of particulate pollution will 
significantly raise a person’s risk of dying of 
lung cancer and heart attack. 

For lung cancer,the risk is the same as liv-
ing with a cigarette smoker, according to a 
report published this week in the Journal of 
the American Medical Association. The 
study, funded by the National Institute of 
Environmental Health Sciences, is compel-
ling because of its breadth: Researchers fol-
lowed half a million people across the coun-
try over two decades. 

While the Valley has made strides in re-
ducing carbon monoxide and ozone pollution, 
we’ve had trouble getting a handle on pollu-
tion from airborne particles. 

No, it’s not just desert dust. The most dan-
gerous particles are much smaller, 2.5 mi-
crons or less, so tiny that it takes at least 28 
to equal the diameter of a human hair. These 
ultra-small particles, which wreak havoc by 
penetrating deep into the lungs, come from 
combustion. 

In the East and Midwest, the biggest cul-
prits for such particulate pollution are coal- 
burning power plants. So it’s worrisome that 
the Bush administration is considering 
changes in the rules for power plant expan-
sion that could bring increased emissions. 

Here in the Valley, as elsewhere in the 
West, a big part of our particulate pollution 
spews out of tailpipes. 

I am not sure. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts thinks it is 
fair for us to address this issue of emis-
sion standards without discussing at 
length the abundance of information 
concerning health risks to the Amer-
ican people. I have a chart here on 
sources of carbon monoxide. In Phoe-
nix, AZ, on the road, Mobile, it is 64 
percent. 

There is another article that I have 
here of February 1, 2002: 

Study Links Smog To Rise in Asthma 
Cases of Children Who Play Outside. 

Guess what States, according to this 
study, generally speaking, have the 
highest chronic pollution level in the 
United States. They are Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Georgia, Indiana, Michigan, 
Missouri, New York, North Carolina, 
Pennsylvania, and Tennessee. 

I wonder if the Senators from Michi-
gan and Missouri are concerned about 
the fact they are on the top 10 list of 
pollution problems which cause health 
problems and difficulties to their citi-
zens. 

I wonder if the Senator from Massa-
chusetts agrees that there are compel-
ling health issues here that have to be 
addressed as a result of the fact that 
we failed to enact simple, fairly easy 
changes in our emission standards 
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which would, perhaps, in the case of 
one study, save between 650 and 1,000 
lives just in Phoenix, AZ, alone. 

I am curious if the Senator from 
Massachusetts believes that perhaps we 
might be neglecting an important fac-
tor in the pollution of places such as 
my home State of Arizona where peo-
ple were once sent because they had 
respiratory problems. Now we have pol-
lution problems that are causing risks 
to people’s health. A lot of that pollu-
tion is directly related to that, as the 
Arizona Republic says, ‘‘spewing out of 
tailpipes.’’ 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the question very much. I was not 
aware actually of the particular study 
to which the Senator has referred. But 
I appreciate it enormously because he 
is absolutely correct that the health 
issue is one of the most important 
issues. 

I call my colleagues’ attention to the 
fact that the existing CAFE stand-
ards—the ones we passed in 1975—cut 
gasoline use. By cutting that gasoline 
use, incidentally, we cut almost the 
amount we were then importing from 
parts of the gulf. But we reduced the 
amount of hydrocarbon emissions, 
which is a key source of smog, and 
which is a key source of particulates, 
as the Senator from Arizona has just 
described, which particularly affects 
seniors and children. It affects all 
adults, but particularly we have seen 
an increase in the rise of asthma 
among children in the United States 
because of the quality of air that is 
being breathed. 

Higher gas mileage cars and trucks 
played a key role in virtually elimi-
nating smog in Denver, which during 
the 1980s, as everybody knows, had a 
dangerous level of pollution. Los Ange-
les also gained enormously. And there 
is a huge gain in public health for the 
elderly and all asthma sufferers in the 
country. 

I thank the Senator from Arizona. He 
is absolutely correct. 

(Mr. CORZINE assumed the chair.) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Finally, I ask the Sen-

ator from Massachusetts if he will 
yield for another question. 

Mr. KERRY. I am happy to yield for 
another question. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I wonder if the Senator 
from Massachusetts would support a 
proposal that would force any Amer-
ican family to give up a sport utility 
vehicle. I would wonder—in fact, I am 
the proud owner of sport utility vehi-
cles. I wonder if the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts would not join all of us in 
seeking Ford Motor Company to live 
up to their advertising in developing a 
40-mile-per-gallon sport utility vehicle, 
which I would be one of the first to 
buy. 

Wouldn’t we reduce some of this 
rhetoric that has been going on since 
the 1970s on the part of the automobile 
manufacturers? And if my memory 
serves me correctly, every single step 
of the way—from CAFE standards, to 
airbags, to seatbelts—the automobile 

manufacturers have said they were un-
able to comply, at least initially, 
whether it be in safety or whether it be 
in CAFE standards or any other im-
provement. 

So would the Senator agree with me 
that if there were any prospect of re-
ducing the options of the American 
people, if there were any prospect that 
we were doing anything other than en-
couraging what is mostly existing 
technology to be implemented by the 
automobile manufacturers of America, 
we would not be proposing this legisla-
tion? 

The fact is that for every single im-
provement the automobile industry has 
made in America, they have been 
dragged, kicking and screaming, every 
step of the way. And we have just been 
over some of those quotes over a period 
of many years. 

So I wonder if the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts would respond, again, to the 
really almost irresponsible charges 
that have been made, particularly by 
the manufacturers, about the cata-
strophic events that might take place, 
when the fact is, we support strongly 
the ability of Americans to have a wide 
choice in their use of conveyance, par-
ticularly those of us in the West who 
travel long distances with our families. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I really 
welcome that question. I appreciate it 
from the Senator. 

Let me personalize it a little bit. 
I drove a Lincoln Navigator until a 

couple years ago. I got rid of it because 
of its inefficiency in fuel. I am sorry to 
say that. I said to the dealer: You real-
ly ought to urge the Ford Motor Com-
pany to produce a car that is more effi-
cient. 

I am proud to say Ford Motor Com-
pany is now evidently doing exactly 
that. I would love to drive one that had 
the efficiency. My wife drives an SUV. 
My stepson has an SUV. My daughter 
is currently driving an SUV. 

I have no question but that if we pass 
a CAFE standard, each and every one 
of them will continue to be able to 
drive an SUV. We can all buy an SUV 
in America that is more efficient, that 
saves, over the life of the car, the cost 
of the difference of the technology. 

Let me share with the Senator from 
Arizona that Honda has introduced its 
Insight. It is a two-seater. It gets about 
60 miles per gallon on the highway. It 
is about to introduce a hybrid Civic, a 
two-door and a four-door, in 2002. Toy-
ota sells the hybrid Prius. It is a four- 
door. It gets 48 miles per gallon com-
bined in the United States. There is a 
minivan in Japan that gets nearly 40 
miles per gallon. Within a few years, 
they are going to sell about 300,000 hy-
brids globally. They have announced 
that they are going to be profitable in 
this field. 

I know the Senator from Michigan or 
some Senator is going to point out that 
the Ford Motor Company is going to 
produce at a loss this particular SUV 
shown in this picture I have in the 
Chamber. That is true for now because 

they have just started it. They do not 
have the market penetration yet. They 
have not fully developed the mar-
keting, and they have not gained the 
market share. 

So, indeed, it is similar to the Pen-
tagon. When the Pentagon buys only X 
number of hammers, as we remember, 
or toilets, they cost tens of thousands 
of dollars. But if they are mass pro-
duced, then you begin to bring the cost 
down, and particularly if you market 
effectively. 

I think the first CEO in this country 
who sells to Wall Street the notion 
that they are going to be profitable 
selling the cars of the future is going 
to drive up the stock of that motor 
company. And they ought to be think-
ing about how to grab the market 
share in the most competitive way that 
is most effective in the long term. 

That is what this can do. That is why 
Ford Motor Company is already adver-
tising the vehicle that ‘‘gives you all 
the room and power you want’’—all the 
room and power you want—‘‘but uses 
half the gasoline.’’ That is on their 
Web site today. They are bringing it 
out next year. 

I am confident, with appropriate 
marketing, just as the Prius, just as 
Honda and Toyota, they can begin to 
get profitable very rapidly. But here is 
the rub: They did not do it back in 1975, 
until Congress said: This is our na-
tional priority. And they are not going 
to do it now until Congress sets a goal 
and begins to push the process forward. 
What we are reaching for as a goal is 
not an arbitrary goal. 

I ask the Senator from Arizona, with-
out losing my right to the floor, if I 
may, is it not true that we held a series 
of hearings in the Commerce Com-
mittee, with the best scientific experts 
from across the country, who came and 
testified before us regarding the ability 
to do this without losing jobs? 

Mr. MCCAIN. To respond to my friend 
from Massachusetts, indeed they did. I 
also believe that since the Senator 
from Massachusetts and I can count 
votes pretty well, the opponents of 
what we are trying to do—let’s face it, 
the Levin-Bond amendment basically 
does nothing to improve fuel effi-
ciency, and that is a fact. 

Sooner or later, we will see more and 
more pictures such as we have seen 
here in this editorial, which says: ‘‘Val-
ley’s Brown Cloud nearly obscures 
downtown Phoenix from atop South 
Mountain.’’ You will see that in Albu-
querque. We already see it in Detroit. 
We see it in Boston. We see more and 
more studies of the health risks that 
air pollution causes to young and old 
Americans. 

I believe that sooner or later our con-
stituents will demand that we rise up 
and repudiate and rebuke the auto-
mobile manufacturers of America, that 
refuse to be concerned about the health 
of Americans, much less the problems 
with our dependency on foreign oil. 

And, yes, every objective observer, 
every environmental group in America, 
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believes we need to do a lot more than 
anything that is embodied in the 
Levin-Bond amendment. 

I thank my colleague for his ques-
tion. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me 
share with all of my colleagues—and I 
particularly call the attention of the 
Senator from Arizona to this—an arti-
cle from the Wall Street Journal dated 
March 7. I ask unanimous consent the 
full article 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, MAR. 7, 
2002] 

FORD AIMS TO SELL A GAS-ELECTRIC SUV 
THAT WILL OFFER SIZABLE FUEL EFFICIENCY 

(By Norihiko Shirouzu) 
DETROIT.—As the Senate gears up to de-

bate the fuel economy of sport-utility vehi-
cles and pickup trucks, a senior Ford Motor 
Co. executive said the No. 2 auto maker aims 
to sell ‘‘tens of thousands’’ of a small, 
superfuel-efficient Escape SUV powered by a 
gasoline-electric ‘‘hybrid’’ propulsion sys-
tem. 

Prabhakar Patil, head of Ford’s program 
that aims to launch the Escape hybrid by the 
end of 2003, said at an auto-industry con-
ference here yesterday that the hybrid Es-
cape isn’t intended as a niche vehicle. Ford 
sees a good chance for the vehicle to become 
a ‘‘mass-market vehicle,’’ he said. 

Mr. Patil said that if it was priced today, 
the Escape hybrid would likely have as much 
as a 25% price premium over the conven-
tional gasoline-powered Escape, which he 
said would put the SUV’s price tag some-
where around $25,000. The vehicle is expected 
to deliver nearly 40 miles per gallon of gas in 
city driving. 

Ford’s bullish comments about the poten-
tial of hybrid vehicles comes amid intensi-
fied jockeying in Washington over whether 
to significantly toughen federal auto-mile-
age rules. 

The National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, which administers the Cor-
porate Average Fuel Economy program, pro-
posed extending for another four years a con-
troversial provision in the rule that lets auto 
makers get extra credit for building so- 
called dual-fuel vehicles. Those vehicles can 
run either on gasoline or on so-called E85, a 
blend of 85% ethanol and 15% gasoline. 
NHTSA conceded that the ‘‘vast majority of 
dual-fuel vehicles rarely operate on alter-
native fuel’’—a fact that has led critics to 
dub the dual-fuel provision a big loophole in 
the CAFE rule because it gives auto makers 
leeway to build more gasoline-thirsty 
trucks. NHTSA Administrator Jeffrey Runge 
said that having vehicles that are able to run 
on E85 ‘‘contributes to domestic energy secu-
rity’’ and ‘‘provides consumers an alter-
native’’ in the event of a gasoline shortage.’’ 
NHTSA proposed extending the dual-fuel 
credit, which was set to expire with the 2004 
auto-model year, to the 2008 model year. 

Meanwhile, in the Senate, two Democrats, 
Sen. John Kerry of Massachusetts and Sen. 
Ernest Hollings of South Carolina, are near-
ing an agreement with several Republicans 
including Sen. John McCain of Arizona on a 
bipartisan proposal to require cars and light 
trucks together to average 36 mpg by 2015, 
according to Senate staffers familiar with 
the discussion. Today, cars and trucks aver-
age about 24 mpg, the lowest level in two 
decades. Sen. Carl Levin (D., Mich.) and Sen. 
Kit Bond) (R., Mo.) were finalizing an 
alterate proposal that would send the CAFE 
question to the Bush administration’s 
NHTSA. 

The auto industry has been pushing for 
such a move. 

Mr. Patil noted that whether Ford can 
turn a profit with the hybrid Escape, with its 
costly gas-electric propulsion system, hinges 
largely on whether the government offers 
tax incentives on such vehicles. Late last 
month, President Bush said he wants more 
tax incentives for hybrid and fuel-cell (of hy-
drogen-driven) vehicles. Those incentives are 
provided in the bill the Senate will consider. 

Another Ford executive, John Wallace, 
said in an interview that a $3,000 tax incen-
tive for the purchase of a gas-electric hybrid 
should ‘‘solve the problem’’ and help make 
the Escape hybrid profitable immediately. 
‘‘We welcome tax incentives to get there 
quickly,’’ Mr. Patil said, referring to being 
profitable with the Escape hybrid. 

Mr. Patil said Ford is already ‘‘looking to 
expand hybrid offerings’’ beyond the Escape 
hybrid. Hybrids are ‘‘the first credible alter-
native to gasoline engines,’’ he said. Other 
auto makers are also pushing plans to ex-
pand the use of hybrid-drive technology. 
Masatami Takimoto, a senior Japan-based 
executive for Toyota Motor Corp., said at the 
Society of Automotive Engineers conference 
that Toyota hopes to sell 300,000 hybrids a 
year around the world within the next five 
years. Toyota’s second hybrid for the U.S. 
market will probably be an SUV. Given the 
popularity of SUVs in North America, ‘‘I be-
lieve it’s a good idea’’ to make a second hy-
brid product a SUV in the market here, he 
said. Toyota currently sells a small hybrid 
sedan called the Prius. The auto maker sold 
15,500 Prius models in the U.S. in 2001. The 
only other hybrid currently sold in the U.S. 
in Honda Motor Co.’s two-seater subcompact 
called the Insight. Honda’s second hybrid, a 
Civic, will arrive in showrooms starting in 
April. 

There are no tax incentives currently on 
either the Prius or the Insight, and neither 
model line is profitable in dollar terms. 

Mr. Takimoto, who oversees powertrain de-
velopment in Japan for Toyota, said there is 
a ‘‘tough battle’’ looming between advanced 
diesel engines and gas-electric hybrid propul-
sion systems. He believes hybrids are ‘‘pro-
ceeding a step ahead’’ of diesels and gaso-
line-powered engines. 

A recent J.D. Power & Associates survey of 
some 5,200 recent new-vehicle buyers found 
‘‘a greater willingness to pay for hybrid vehi-
cles than previous believed,’’ according to 
the consulting firm. It said hybrids are ‘‘get-
ting a solid green light’’ from consumers. 
The survey said 30% of the respondents indi-
cated they would ‘‘definitely’’ consider a gas- 
electric hybrid vehicle. J.D. Power said the 
survey’s margin of error was plus or minus 
1.5 percentage points. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, in this 
Wall Street Journal article, the head-
line which reads: ‘‘Ford Aims to Sell a 
Gas-Electric SUV That Will Offer Siz-
able Fuel Efficiency,’’ the question was 
asked of somebody at Ford whether 
they could turn a profit with the hy-
brid Escape—that is this vehicle shown 
in the picture I have in the Chamber; it 
is called the Escape—since it has a 
more costly system. 

I know the Senator from Michigan is 
going to say, well, this costs more, and 
it will not turn a profit. Let me just 
answer that question definitively right 
now. 

Quoting the article: 
[A] Ford executive, John Wallace, said in 

an interview that a $3,000 tax incentive for 
the purchase of a gas-electric hybrid should 
‘‘solve the problem’’ and help make the Es-

cape hybrid profitable immediately. ‘‘We 
welcome tax incentives to get there quick-
ly,’’ . . . referring to being profitable with 
the Escape hybrid. 

Mr. President, we have a tax incen-
tive from the Finance Committee. This 
car can be profitable immediately, ac-
cording to the Ford Motor Company 
itself. 

I think we really need to start debat-
ing reality. The Senator from Michigan 
has a chart there. The chart shows a 
number of vehicles. I have a copy of the 
chart right here. This is a small one of 
theirs. This chart has large SUV, 
midsize SUV, small SUV, large pickup, 
small pickup, minivan. It doesn’t show 
all the rest of the automobile fleet. It 
just shows the big cars. But even those 
vehicles may not be fairly represented 
here. 

By not including cars, the chart ex-
cludes entire classes of vehicles, and 
they exclude vehicles within classes. 
So you don’t get an entire fair com-
parison. Let me give an example. At 
the subcompact class—this is not in-
cluded here—the Honda Civic is signifi-
cantly more efficient at 38 miles per 
gallon than the General Motors Metro 
which is at 32 miles per gallon, or the 
GM Saturn at 30 miles per gallon, or 
the Ford Escort at 28 miles per gallon. 
You get a distortion of how the fleet 
works today. 

Secondly, the Big Three, sent the 
Committee charts similar to this one, 
and they entirely excluded compact 
cars in their analysis. In this class of 
vehicles, there are four Toyota and 
Honda cars: the Prius, Echo, Civic, and 
Corolla. They are, on average, signifi-
cantly more efficient than the closest 
General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler 
cars. Toyota sells the Prius at 48 miles 
per gallon, the Echo at 36 miles per gal-
lon, the Corolla at 33 miles per gallon. 
Honda sells the Civic at 34 miles per 
gallon. The closest General Motors car 
is the Prism at 32 miles per gallon. The 
closest Ford is the Escort at 29. And 
the closest DaimlerChrysler is the 
Neon at 27. 

None of this is represented in the 
charts. The Senator from Michigan 
says it doesn’t make sense to have this 
system where you have a whole fleet, 
let’s divide it up into these sectors. 
Let’s make an attribute system if 
that’s what is needed. I looked at that 
because both technology and market 
mix matter. I am willing to do that, be-
cause the Senator is not entirely 
wrong. Right now, here in the Cham-
ber, let’s go to a back room, divide it 
up into those sectors, give NHTSA the 
authority to divide up the classes, but 
let’s agree to divide it up with a goal 
that we are going to reach by a certain 
point in time. If we did that, we could 
all have agreement. 

But they won’t agree to a goal. There 
is no goal in the Bond-Levin amend-
ment, no goal whatsoever. They want 
to set up some criteria which can be 
the subject of lawsuits for years to 
come, turn it over to NHTSA. And if 
NHTSA comes up with a 1-mile-per-gal-
lon differential, there is no expedited 
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procedure, no ability for Congress. All 
they have to do is come up with some-
thing. 

It is the artful dodge. It is the great 
escape—not to do any disservice to the 
name of Ford’s car. It is simply inap-
propriate to suggest that this does any-
thing. The attributed system the Sen-
ator from Michigan talks about is not 
even in his own bill. There is no re-
quirement that they set up an attrib-
uted system. 

Why is that true? Because the indus-
try doesn’t want it. The industry likes 
the system they have today. And they 
testified before our committee that 
they want to keep the system they 
have today because the system they 
have today gives them flexibility. It 
gives them the ability to choose and to 
decide what fleet of cars they are going 
to make. If you had an attributed sys-
tem, then you would be locked in to 
what you have to achieve in a par-
ticular class and you can’t balance 
other sectors of your fleet against com-
ponents of that class. 

That is why the industry does not 
want it. It makes for great subterfuge 
here in the Senate Chamber. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KERRY. I am delighted to yield 

for a question. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Do you know there is 

going to be a response from the pro-
ponents of the legislation which has al-
ready provided some very interesting 
rhetoric? 

I would like to ask the Senator from 
Massachusetts if he is aware of an arti-
cle in the Washington Post on Sunday, 
March 10, entitled ‘‘Debate On Fuel 
Economy Turns Emotional.’’ It starts 
out by saying: 

With a hardy shove from Detroit, Senate 
opponents of a bill to raise automotive fuel 
economy standards—part of broader energy 
legislation now on the Senate floor—are 
painting the measure in apocalyptic terms, 
sketching dire consequences for the Nation’s 
armada of SUVs and minivans. 

It goes on to quote some of our col-
leagues, quotes such as ‘‘nanny govern-
ment’’; higher fuel standards will force 
such drastic reductions in vehicle size 
and weight that traffic fatalities will 
increase ‘‘by the thousands.’’ Then the 
article goes on to say—I wonder if the 
Senator has seen it— 

As is often the case when Washington de-
bates policy, however, emotions and symbols 
are getting more attention than substance. 
Although any increase in gas mileage inevi-
tably will come at a cost, the notion that the 
bill would rid American highways of SUVs 
and pickup trucks—as some auto industry 
ads explicitly claim—is false. 

‘‘The fact of the matter is, you might have 
to use some of this improved fuel efficiency 
to improve economy rather than increasing 
performance, but certainly it doesn’t mean 
that you couldn’t have an SUV,’’ Adrian 
Lund, chief operating officer of the Insur-
ance Institute for Highway Safety and a 
member of a blue-ribbon panel that studied 
the issue for the National Academy of 
Sciences last year. 

I wonder if the Senator realizes how 
important that statement is from a 
chief operating officer of the Insurance 

Institute for Highway Safety, a mem-
ber of a blue-ribbon panel that studied 
the issue for the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

Continuing from the article: 
Paul Portney, chairman of the panel and 

president of think tank Resources for the 
Future, called the legislation ‘‘somewhat ag-
gressive.’’ But he said it was ‘‘roughly con-
sistent with what the academy identified as 
being technologically possible, economically 
affordable and consistent with the desire of 
consumers for passenger safety.’’ 

He added, ‘‘There are technologies out 
there that would make it possible, if given 
enough time, like 10 to 15 years, for [manu-
facturers] to meet these standards without 
decreasing the size of the cars or increasing 
the price too much.’’ 

All of us are entitled to our opinion. 
Everybody is entitled to the rhetoric. 
That is one of the entertaining things 
about the floor of the Senate. But when 
you call in the experts, usually their 
opinions have some significant weight. 

Those on the other side of the debate, 
of course, have also been known to 
gloss over inconvenient data. As the 
legislation is structured, for example, 
manufacturers could choose to improve 
fuel economy not only by technology 
but also by cutting weight. 

I hope when Senators decide on this 
issue, they will listen to the results of 
scientific studies, listen to the experts 
who have been involved years and 
years, as opposed to the rhetoric we see 
coming out of Detroit, MI, from an or-
ganization whose credibility over the 
years has been sadly strained. 

I wonder if the Senator from Massa-
chusetts is aware of these individuals 
and these findings by a blue-ribbon 
panel that studied the issue for the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences as short a 
time ago as last year. 

I thank my colleague for responding. 
Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator 

from Arizona again. This article is a 
very important article. He was not 
here at the time, but I asked unani-
mous consent, and it is part of the 
record now in this debate. 

What is very significant is that you 
have neutral people—and the National 
Academy of Sciences does not try to 
get into the politics; it is science, and 
we ought to respect that—who have 
said point blank that the claims of the 
automobile industry are false. Ameri-
cans deserve something better than 
having some of the major corporations 
in America lie to them about choices 
we face in this country. That is what 
they have been doing. 

To hear a Senator come to the floor 
of the Senate and suggest soccer moms 
are going to have to get into golf carts 
and drive down the road in a string of 
golf carts just defies imagination. It is 
incredible. 

Let me point out to the Senator from 
Arizona—because I only showed part of 
the distortion of these charts—the Big 
Three presented a car assessment to 
the committee. But, again, they used 
highly selected vehicles when they did 
it. They excluded some cars in order to 
provide a skewed picture. The Big 

Three car assessment showed the fuel 
economy of five different 6-cylinder 
cars—the Ford Taurus, 
DaimlerChrysler Concorde, Chevrolet 
Impala, Honda Accord, and the Toyota 
Camry. The chart showed that the five 
cars have similar fuel economy. 

In the cars, they failed to show that 
the Honda Accord and Toyota Camry 
come with a standard 4-cylinder en-
gine. The 6-cylinder engine is an op-
tion. The reason is, the technology 
they have developed allows the Accord 
and Camry 4-cylinder engines to offer 
greater performance and fuel econ-
omy—so much so that they can com-
pete with the 6-cylinder Ford Taurus, 
Chrysler Concorde, and Chevrolet Im-
pala. This is demonstrated by the fact 
that 70 percent of all the Accords sold 
are 4 cylinder. So they send you the 6- 
cylinder comparison, but they don’t 
show the car in the same class. They 
have a smaller engine and more effec-
tive technology. Earlier, I showed the 
technology differentials. 

In the technology, Honda and Toyota 
have used 4-valve cylinder technology. 
I might add, there are a series of tech-
nologies available now. This is very 
important for our colleagues to focus 
on. The technology exists today, ac-
cording to the National Academy of 
Sciences. The National Academy of 
Sciences doesn’t even take into ac-
count hybrid vehicles. It doesn’t even 
take into account diesel injection. It 
doesn’t even take into account fuel 
cells, which may come on line within 
the next 13 years, particularly if we 
pass the components of our legislation 
to accelerate that. 

So if you include hybrid and diesel 
injection, 35 miles per gallon is a 
achievable, and more could be done. 
Ford is telling you that by advertising 
a car that can get 40 miles per gallon. 
There it is. It should be the end of the 
debate. Ford Motor Company should be 
ending the debate right now because 
they are telling us we can have a car 
next year that gets 40 miles per gallon, 
and the Ford Motor Company has told 
us it can be profitable right away with 
a tax credit. 

So this is really crunch time for the 
Senate, I guess; this is basic choice. 
Are we going to support the concept 
that the Senate has a national security 
interest in saving the barrels of oil and 
reducing dependency on oil, especially 
our imports from the Persian Gulf by 
increasing CAFE standards over the 
next 15, 20 years? Do we want to vote 
that we ought to have cleaner air to re-
duce pollution, reduce global warming, 
reduce lung cancer, to improve the 
health of asthmatics and of our sen-
iors? Do we want to vote that we can 
have a car that is competitive with 
Japan and Germany and allows our 
workers in Detroit, and elsewhere in 
this country, to continue to be em-
ployed in this Nation in a competitive 
industry that is moving into the future 
and offering America the cars of the fu-
ture? 

That is what this vote is about. It is 
a straightforward vote about the future 
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of our country in many different re-
gards. I hope our colleagues will simply 
not be intimidated by this onslaught of 
money that is buying advertising time 
to scare Americans based wholly on 
some fanciful and totally distorted ar-
gument that has no basis in science 
and, most importantly for our debate, 
in truth. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

wish to speak for a few minutes on be-
half of the position that the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator 
from Arizona have articulated and in 
opposition to this amendment Senator 
LEVIN and Senator BOND have proposed. 

I want to start by asking the real 
basic question, which may be obvious 
to a lot of folks, but it seems basic to 
me, that is, why are we even dealing 
with the issue of vehicle fuel efficiency 
as part of an energy bill? Some people 
might say energy involves drilling 
wells, not vehicle fuel efficiency. But it 
seems to me there is an answer to that. 

Let me get one of these charts up and 
I can make the point I am trying to 
make. This first chart, which I showed 
earlier in the debate on the energy bill, 
tries to talk about U.S. oil consump-
tion, because we give a lot of speeches 
on the Senate floor about how we want 
to reduce our dependency on foreign 
oil, we want to be more efficient in our 
use of foreign oil, we want to consume 
less. 

Well, this is consumption. Millions of 
barrels of oil are consumed per day in 
this country. You can see the top line 
is for total oil demand. The total oil 
demand has been going up. The line 
that comes down on the right-hand side 
of the chart is for the years 2001 and 
2002. You can see that the projection 
for the remainder of the time covered 
by this chart—up to 2020, the next 18 
years—for the remainder of that time 
oil consumption in the United States is 
expected to increase very substan-
tially. 

You may ask, why is it increasing so 
much? It is obviously increasing be-
cause of the transportation demand. 
When we talk about the transportation 
demand, we are talking about gasoline. 
The oil comes in, we refine it, turn it 
into gasoline, put it in our cars, our 
SUVs, and in our trucks, and that is 
what is driving total oil demand up and 
up and up. People say, well, why in the 
world are we importing more than half 
of the oil that we are consuming? 

The truth is, domestic production of 
oil peaked in 1970. It has been going 
down ever since. Whether we open 
ANWR or not, it will continue, over the 
long term, to go down because we have 
3 percent of the world’s reserves of oil. 
So we need to also look—in addition to 
production—at consumption. That is 
what this chart tries to do. That is why 
we are dealing with vehicle fuel effi-
ciency. We are trying to flatten out 
that top line, total oil demand, so it 
doesn’t increase dramatically, and we 

are trying to flatten out the transpor-
tation demand so it doesn’t increase so 
dramatically, and that will flatten out 
the top line. 

There is another chart I want to 
show to explain why we are trying to 
deal with fuel efficiency as part of this 
bill. Let me put that up. This is a chart 
that came out of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences study, which has been 
referred to so many times by Senators 
LEVIN, BOND, MCCAIN, and KERRY. It 
shows what has happened to passenger 
and light truck fuel economy between 
the years 1965 and 2000. You can see 
that between 1965 and about 1975 noth-
ing happened. The miles per gallon of 
new passenger and light truck vehicles 
coming onto the market was just flat. 
That is the red line and the green line 
over at the left. They are flat. Then 
you see a dramatic increase between 
about 1976 and 1985 or 1986. You see a 
dramatic increase for the top line, new 
cars, and the next line down is new 
light trucks. So you can see that all of 
those have gone up substantially dur-
ing that time period. 

The real issue, and the important 
thing about this chart, is what happens 
from about 1989 until the present. The 
reality is that we have stagnated. 
There has been no improvement in this 
country in corporate average fuel econ-
omy for vehicle fuel efficiency since 
1989. In fact, for the entire fleet, it has 
declined. We are actually less efficient 
in our use of gasoline today than we 
were in 1989. 

That is why it is important as part of 
a comprehensive energy bill that we 
try, once again, to address corporate 
average fuel efficiency; that we, once 
again, try to put in law some require-
ment. 

What is at stake in this amendment 
that Senator LEVIN and Senator BOND 
have brought to the floor? The under-
lying bill, the bill before us, sets a fig-
ure. It tries to say: Let’s become more 
efficient, and here is the goal, here is 
the target, here is what we need to try 
to do. 

Very simply, what we have in the 
Levin-Bond amendment is an elimi-
nation of that goal, an elimination of 
that target. It sets up a procedure 
which kicks the issue back to the ad-
ministration. 

The administration has been very 
outspoken about the fact that they op-
pose the provision in our bill. The 
President has opposed it; the adminis-
tration has opposed it; the Secretary of 
Energy opposed it. They do not think 
we should be mandating anything in 
law in the way of improved efficiency 
in cars, trucks, and SUVs. 

This amendment would kick it back 
to the administration, to NHTSA, as it 
is always referred to—the National 
Highway Transportation Safety Ad-
ministration—and have them study 
this issue and come up with a set of 
regulations. 

Quite frankly, when my colleague, 
my good friend from Michigan, Senator 
LEVIN, urged at the beginning of this 

debate this afternoon that I read his 
amendment—that is always a dan-
gerous thing to do in the Senate; very 
few of us read the amendments on 
which we vote, but I did. I read the 
amendment. 

It has some of the most unusual pro-
visions I have encountered in the Sen-
ate. It has what are called expedited 
procedures. It says, first, if this amend-
ment is adopted, that the Secretary of 
Transportation would have 6 months to 
issue proposed CAFE regulations on 
passenger automobiles. Then he would 
have 2 years for final regulations to be 
issued. He would have 15 months to 
issue final CAFE regulations on non-
passenger automobiles. 

If the Secretary goes ahead and 
issues something in the way of regula-
tions, then that is the end of it. It is 
pretty clear in the amendment. Those 
become the law. 

If, on the other hand, he fails to meet 
those deadlines in 2 years from now—2 
years from the effective date of the 
act, so perhaps if we actually pass an 
energy bill, that might be 2 years from 
this summer or 2 years from this fall— 
if the Secretary fails to meet those 
deadlines, the Congress can pass a bill 
under expedited procedures to override 
what the administration has deter-
mined. 

The expedited procedures dramati-
cally limit what we are able to do. Ba-
sically, they tell us what the title of 
the bill is going to be, for any bill to 
override the regulations; they tell us 
precisely that we are limited in the bill 
to inserting a particular CAFE miles- 
per-gallon number, and a year, and sub-
stituting that for what the administra-
tion has come up with, and it limits us 
to four amendments in the Senate, two 
to be offered by the majority leader, 
two to be offered by the minority lead-
er, and four amendments in the House 
of Representatives. 

I have been around here a long time, 
and I have never seen the ability of the 
Senate to amend and consider legisla-
tion in a flexible way so constrained. 
That is what the amendment proposes, 
and that is what Senators will be sign-
ing on to if they decide to support the 
amendment. 

I urge any Senator who has an inter-
est in the procedures of the Senate and 
has concern about limiting the ability 
of Senators to offer amendments to 
read the amendment in some detail. 

The amendment does, as I say, elimi-
nate any specific number. There is no 
number as to what CAFE standard we 
hope to get to in the future. 

As I see it, this is something of a test 
in the Senate as we deliberate on these 
issues. The test is: Can we, as a coun-
try, as a Government, as the Senate, do 
anything significant to increase fuel 
efficiency when gas prices are as low as 
they are? 

The last time we acted, let’s face it, 
we acted because there was a real crisis 
in the Middle East—in the seventies. 
People were shocked into realizing that 
dependence on foreign sources of oil 
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was a problem for us. Today that is not 
that big a problem. One can buy a tank 
of gas in Albuquerque for $1.12 a gallon. 
It is hard to get people worked up 
about the continued addiction we have 
to cheap gas under those cir-
cumstances. Nobody thinks too much 
about it. 

As to the argument that soccer 
moms are going to be disadvantaged, 
the Senator from Massachusetts has 
talked about that. 

I am persuaded that Ford Motor 
Company can make an SUV that is fuel 
efficient. They can make a pickup that 
is fuel efficient. Each of the other 
major manufacturers can do the same 
thing. I do believe we need to focus 
their attention on that as a priority, 
and that is what the underlying legis-
lation is trying to do. 

As to the argument that U.S. manu-
facturers are going to lose jobs, I think 
it is sad that we have lost such con-
fidence in U.S. industry and U.S. inge-
nuity that we are claiming we cannot 
do this, this is an impossible mountain 
to climb, our manufacturers cannot 
possibly be held to this kind of enor-
mous standard. 

When President Kennedy challenged 
the country to put a man on the Moon, 
it is fortunate we were not tasking the 
automobile industry to do that. They 
would have come back, I am sure, and 
indicated it was just totally impos-
sible. 

The country can meet this challenge. 
We can produce more energy, and we 
have many provisions in this bill to try 
to do that. But we can also use the en-
ergy we have in a more efficient way, 
and part of that is through vehicle fuel 
efficiency. We need to do something 
significant in this area. 

I hope the Levin-Bond amendment is 
not adopted because it does take the 
teeth out of the legislation in terms of 
any real requirement for improved effi-
ciency. 

I do not question anyone’s motives. I 
am just telling you that the effect of it 
will be to essentially say: Status quo is 
fine; the administration can study this 
for a couple of years; if the President 
decides there is something that ought 
to be changed in current law, he can 
propose that in regulation; otherwise, 
Congress should back off. 

That is a sad signal to send, and I 
hope we do not send that message. I 
urge my colleagues to vote against the 
amendment when it does come up for a 
final vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
listened to the debate carefully, and I 
appreciate the points that have been 
made by my good friend, the chairman 
of the Energy Committee. I remind all 
those who are following the debate 
that it is relatively easy to set targets 
of achievement, and in this particular 
bill we have set the year 2013 in which 
to achieve 35 miles per gallon under 
CAFE. We are now roughly at 24. 

Our past experience with setting 
these kinds of goals is not very good. 

The first thing that is wrong with this 
is, in another 10 or 11 years many of us 
are not going to be here, so we are not 
going to be held accountable, because 
the goals we set today and our ability 
to achieve them in 10 or 11 years are 
fraught with an awful lot of inconsist-
encies based particularly on past his-
tory. 

The CAFE programs have led to an 
increase in fleet average fuel economy 
from 13 miles per gallon in 1975 to 22 
miles per gallon in 1987. 

The 1987 fleetwide fuel economy stag-
nated as consumers shifted their pur-
chase patterns to light trucks and 
SUVs that were covered by the lower 
CAFE standards. 

Starting in 1995, the Congress—— 
Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. I prefer to go 

ahead with the rest of my statement. I 
will be happy to yield for a question 
upon the completion of my statement. 

Starting in 1995, the Congress pre-
vented changes in fuel economy stand-
ards for all vehicles. Such restrictions 
were lifted starting with the model 
year 2004. In 1992, the Senate marked 
up a bill with CAFE, I might add, and 
ANWR, and dropped it in conference. 
The only thing we got out of that was 
low-flush toilets. That was the trade-
off: We traded off ANWR and we traded 
off CAFE and got low-flush toilets, 
some of which are not quite up to the 
job. 

Tomorrow I will speak a little bit 
more about this issue. I, again, remind 
Members of the fallacy of setting goals 
and not being present to be held ac-
countable. 

We are familiar with the amendment, 
that it would conduct a multiyear rule-
making. It would provide new spending 
authorizations for advanced vehicle 
technology research and development 
and that it would require the Federal 
Government to purchase hybrid and al-
ternative-fuel vehicles and use alter-
native fuels. When combined with the 
considerable tax incentives for ad-
vanced fuel technology that is in the fi-
nance package, why, what we see in the 
Levin-Bond amendment offers a sen-
sible way to achieve fuel efficiency 
gains and reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil. It does so in a way that 
would not hurt the U.S. consumer. It 
would not increase vehicle costs to 
consumers and protect American jobs 
as well as American lives. 

By comparison, my reading of the un-
derlying Kerry proposal would increase 
the cost of new trucks and SUVs by as 
much as $1,200. This is according to the 
National Academy of Sciences. If we 
cannot trust them for objectivity, I do 
not know who we could trust. 

It would limit consumer choice by 
forcing automakers to produce smaller 
vehicles that do not perform nec-
essarily to all the consumer needs. It 
would lead to the loss of, as we have 
seen in the debate, several hundreds of 
thousands of jobs for hard-working 
Americans at a time when our econ-

omy obviously needs those jobs. It 
would reduce the rate of economic 
growth by as much as $170 billion over 
the next 20 years, according to the En-
ergy Information Administration, and 
cost several thousand additional deaths 
and tens of thousands of injuries in the 
coming decades. 

We talk a lot about safety. Common 
sense dictates that a larger and heavier 
automobile will be safer in an accident. 
Yet it is clear there is no possible way 
to meet the drastic increase in fuel 
economy requirements proposed by the 
Kerry amendment without reducing 
the size and weight of vehicles. That is 
just a fact. 

The Energy Information Administra-
tion conducted an analysis of the Kerry 
proposal. The EIA found the average 
weight of passenger cars and light 
trucks produced to meet CAFE stand-
ards would be substantially reduced: a 
decrease of 640 pounds for passenger 
cars and 850 pounds for light trucks and 
SUVs. Even with the reasonable as-
sumptions and availability of advanced 
vehicle technology, this is, in my opin-
ion, a dangerous downsizing of auto-
mobiles. 

EIA’s analysis suggests it is simply 
impossible to attain 35 miles per gallon 
by 2015 at any cost. That is a pretty 
broad statement, ‘‘impossible to attain 
at any cost.’’ 

To get beyond 30 miles per gallon in 
that same time frame, even more re-
duction of weight would be necessary. 
In study after study, safety experts 
have concluded that reducing the 
weight of vehicles leads to higher fa-
talities and injuries. Using the same 
relationship used by NHTSA in the 
studies of automobile size and weight, 
and passenger injuries, we come up 
with a recognition that weight reduc-
tion resulting from the Kerry CAFE 
proposal could very likely lead to an 
additional 15,000 deaths and 65,000 inju-
ries in the next 10 years. 

I find it somewhat ironic that some 
Members of this body who demand en-
vironmental regulations regardless, 
even if one person, one animal, or one 
plant is threatened, now stand before 
us with a fuel economy proposal which 
will undoubtedly kill thousands of 
American drivers in the coming years 
because of these lighter cars and injure 
tens of thousands more. 

These are the same Senators who 
worry about the threat to caribou from 
exploration activities in ANWR, and I 
get a little befuddled. Are they the 
same ones who now propose what a 
USA Today article in 1993 called 
‘‘Death By The Gallon″? 

We are all entitled to our opinion, 
but are we somehow to believe our col-
leagues want us to, perhaps, put car-
ibou first rather than put people first? 

What I have behind me is a chart 
from the National Academy of 
Sciences, and I think it deserves to be 
quoted. This is from July 2001. A re-
view of the CAFE program found the 
following: 

In summary, the majority of the com-
mittee finds that the downsizing and weight 
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reduction that occurred in the late 1970s and 
early 1980s most likely produced between 
1,300 and 2,600 crash fatalities and 13,000 and 
26,000 serious injuries in 1993. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. I will be happy to 

yield at the conclusion of my state-
ment. 

That is 26,000 to 52,000 additional 
deaths since 1980 and nearly a half a 
million additional serious injuries due 
to too-rapid increases in CAFE stand-
ards. 

Why is this? Well, again we have the 
National Academy of Sciences, and 
they said it best. Again, I refer to this 
chart: 

An increase in fuel economy is affected by 
a system that encourages either 
downweighting or the production and sale of 
more small cars. Some additional traffic fa-
talities would be expected. 

EIA’s analysis predicts this will hap-
pen, even as we fall short of reaching 
the aggressive 36-mile-per-gallon fleet 
average. If CAFE standards are in-
creased dramatically over too short a 
period of time, automakers will have 
no choice but to downsize and 
downweight their cars and trucks to 
meet the standard. 

Rather than choosing an arbitrary 
number, or Senators engaging in a bid-
ding war for the endorsement of—well, 
I say the environmental lobby, because 
they are the ones behind this pri-
marily—should we not instead rely on 
the expertise of the engineers at 
NHTSA to balance the competing con-
cerns of fuel economy, passenger safety 
costs, and consumer needs? In spite of 
our efforts to generate consensus at a 
town hall meeting that is this Senate 
debate, this type of technology de-
mands engineers who know what they 
are talking about. 

The Levin-Bond approach lets the ex-
perts, not the politicians, determine 
the maximum feasible fuel economy in-
crease. Not only does the Kerry CAFE 
proposal put the American driver at 
risk, but I think it puts our economy 
at risk as well. It should be obvious 
that technologies needed to increase 
fuel economy cost money and increase 
the purchase price of a vehicle. The 
EIA estimates a cost increase of $535 
per passenger car and $961 for light 
trucks and SUVs to get to 30.2 miles 
per gallon. Without a dangerous reduc-
tion in weight, the NAS estimates a 
cost increase of $690 for passenger cars 
and $1,200 for light trucks and SUVs to 
reach 30.5 miles per gallon. 

If the Kerry proposal is adopted, I 
think Americans can look forward to 
getting less car for more money. EIA 
projects that passenger car horsepower 
will decline by 24 percent and light 
truck horsepower, approximately 18 
percent. Smaller, less powerful vehicles 
with fewer features, this is not what 
the American consumer wants. 

That is not reflective of the standard 
of living we have in this country. Fam-
ilies, especially those with children, 
want larger and safer vehicles, and 
most drivers want utility and comfort 
as well. 

Under the Kerry proposal, auto-
makers will be unable to produce 
minivans and SUVs large enough to 
meet the needs of the average Amer-
ican family. It is not just families and 
SUVs. What about a farmer who needs 
to haul hay? Will he buy a pickup 
truck with a 4-cylinder engine? Cer-
tainly not. What parent driving a car-
pool will be willing to make multiple 
trips to pick up half a dozen kids after 
school? What recreation enthusiast 
will buy a truck or SUV that will not 
tow a boat or RV on a weekend vaca-
tion? What construction worker, la-
borer, or contractor will buy a vehicle 
that requires several trips to haul tools 
and materials? Without choices for new 
vehicle purchases, consumers will be 
far more likely to hold on to their ex-
isting vehicles, thereby making fuel 
economy gains even less and less likely 
and increase our dependence on foreign 
oil. The end result will be somewhat 
catastrophic to our already struggling 
U.S. auto industry. 

The Kerry proposal reduces auto 
sales by 220,000 in 2010 and 604,000 in 
2015. Automakers will also suffer stiff 
fines, up to $40 billion over the next 20 
years for failing to meet new CAFE 
standards. 

Fewer sales suggest reduced profit-
ability. This adds up to fewer jobs. EIA 
suggests job losses of 207,000 in 2010 and 
435,000 in 2015. Shouldn’t a good energy 
policy create jobs rather than destroy 
them and put people out of work? 

This chart shows jobs in the United 
States auto industry through the coun-
try. In Texas there are 318,000. New 
Mexico has 21,000. Massachusetts has 
117,000. Need I say more? 

America’s auto industry drives the 
economy in all 50 States, including my 
home State of Alaska. The automobile 
industry is one of the Nation’s largest, 
6.6 million jobs directly or indirectly 
created. For every autoworker who 
loses his or her job, seven others are 
lost in related industries: Steel, iron, 
textiles, plastic, and so on. Certain 
States, some whose Senators support 
this amendment, would be hardest hit. 
In Michigan, over a million; in Ohio, 
half a million; in California, 492,000; in 
Illinois, 312,000; in New York, 274,000. 
Imagine factories shutting, whole 
towns wiped out, all the jobs in any of 
these States eliminated overnight— 
moved overseas, as foreign automakers 
gain an increasing share of the U.S. 
automobile market. 

We have quotes from labor busi-
nesses, safety experts, and so forth. It 
is no small wonder that the American 
workers, the United Auto Workers, 
AFL–CIO, the American Iron and Steel 
industry, oppose the Kerry proposal. So 
does the American Chamber of Com-
merce, American businesses, the Busi-
ness Roundtable, the Associated Build-
ers and Contractors. They support 
Levin-Bond as a way to improve fuel 
economy without sacrificing hard- 
working American jobs. 

The United Auto Workers say: 
It [Kerry-McCain] calls for excessive, dis-

criminatory increases in CAFE standards 

that would lead to substantial job loss for 
American workers in the auto industry. 

The Chamber of Commerce: 
The proposal would dramatically affect the 

functionality and performance of vans, pick-
up trucks and sport utility vehicles that 
businesses and consumers rely upon. 

The AFL–CIO: 
The proposed increase is too high and too 

quick, exceeding even the most optimistic 
projections by the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

And finally, the Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety: 

Any fuel conservation measure that in-
creases the use of light cars will do so at a 
cost of unnecessary crash deaths and inju-
ries. 

That is the analysis, Mr. President. 
And now national security. If it was 

clear that the Kerry CAFE proposal 
would guarantee energy independence 
or substantially reduce our need for 
foreign oil, we might be willing to bear 
its harsh costs. The reality is, CAFE 
standards have provided few, if any, of 
the security benefits promised by the 
proponents. There is little reason to 
believe that further increases in CAFE 
will provide any national security ben-
efit. 

The CAFE program was introduced 25 
years ago with the intention of reduc-
ing U.S. oil imports and consumption. 
Yet today we import more foreign oil 
than ever and our gasoline consump-
tion is at an all-time high for a very 
simple reason. We have a high standard 
of living in this country. We have no 
other mode of transportation to gen-
erate movement of individuals other 
than oil. The world moves by oil. 
America moves by oil. The planes do 
not move in and out of here on hot air. 

The reasons are simple. While pas-
senger car fuel economy has doubled 
and light truck fuel economy has in-
creased by over 50 percent, the CAFE 
program has had no effect on any other 
factors that determine our transpor-
tation fuel use: the size of the vehicle 
fleet, which is dictated by our popu-
lation; how vehicles are driven, includ-
ing vehicle miles traveled in a calendar 
year; and the kind of vehicles con-
sumers call for. 

In each survey of consumer pref-
erences, safety, performance, comfort, 
and utility rank above fuel economy in 
determining what vehicles are pre-
ferred. Automakers currently offer 50 
different vehicle models that get 30 
miles per gallon or better, but the 10 
most fuel-efficient vehicles make up 
only 11⁄2 percent of the sales. 

This suggests that the American con-
sumer is making a determination of his 
or her choice and that choice is not 
made necessarily on fuel-efficient vehi-
cles but on other considerations: Safe-
ty, comfort, and so forth. 

As we look at this chart which shows 
passenger car and light truck sales by 
State, we can see the States whose 2000 
new light truck registrations are 60 
percent or over are in the green. These 
are the western areas that have to 
drive farther. The blue States are those 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:30 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S12MR2.REC S12MR2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1764 March 12, 2002 
whose 2000 new light truck registra-
tions are 50 to 59 percent, and the oth-
ers are States where new light truck 
registrations are 49 percent or under. 
In 36 States, consumers favor light 
trucks. That is just the harsh reality 
between passenger cars and light 
trucks. 

Again, it is a matter of choice. Con-
sumers have voted with their wallets. 
Sales of light trucks and SUVs surpass 
sales of passenger vehicles in 36 out of 
50 States. In 1980, light trucks and 
SUVs comprised only 17 percent of 
sales, and now they are more than half. 
Consumers have chosen performance 
and features over fuel economy and 
fuel savings. Analysis suggests this 
trend will continue. 

Even with CAFE, petroleum demands 
are expected to increase by 25 percent 
to more than 25 million barrels per day 
in the year 2020. The actual petroleum 
saved by higher CAFE standards, ac-
cording to EIA, is roughly 1.3 million 
barrels per day, about the same as we 
can produce from ANWR during the 
same period. While production of do-
mestic oil from ANWR and Alaska 
would obviously reduce foreign oil im-
ports, higher CAFE standards may not. 
Instead of reducing the need for crude 
oil, high CAFE standards reduce the 
needs for gasoline and diesel. Rather 
than reduce our dependence on Persian 
Gulf crude oil, higher CAFE standards 
would reduce the needs for import of 
these products primarily from Canada 
and the Virgin Islands. Clearly, the na-
tional security threat due to our de-
pendence on Middle East oil remains, 
even with CAFE. 

Finally, by fostering the use of ad-
vanced vehicle technologies, expanding 
alternative fuel use, the Levin-Bond 
approach to fuel economy will reduce 
our dependence on foreign oil, create 
hundreds of thousands of new jobs, pro-
tect American families and workers 
from injury or death, provide con-
sumers with vehicle choice they need, 
and increase economic growth. 

In contrast, in my opinion the dra-
matic and ill-advised increase in CAFE 
standards proposed in the underlying 
bill will hardly make a dent in our im-
ports of foreign oil and do nothing to 
ensure our national security, throw 
hundreds of people—thousands of peo-
ple—on the street, out of work, and 
lead to tens of thousands of new deaths 
and crippling injuries on the roads of 
America; deprive workers and small 
businesses of their vehicles they need 
to go about their daily lives, and po-
tentially make the difference between 
economic growth and prosperity or eco-
nomic gloom and recession. 

Clearly, the Levin-Bond amendment 
is a better way forward to truly im-
prove the economy. I intend to vote for 
it, and I encourage my colleagues to do 
the same. 

I would like to show one chart in 
conclusion. This was as a consequence 
of our discussion earlier about what a 
difference the increase in domestic pro-
duction means relative to our overall 

consumption. I want to go back and 
show what happened to the Alaska pro-
duction, represented by the blue line, 
from 1973 to 1999—clear across the 
board. 

During this period from 1973 to 1999, 
you see the production of Alaskan oil 
in blue starts and goes up and comes 
across. The interesting thing is some-
thing happened in 1977. You see that 
big jump that occurs? What happened 
is we came on line with Prudhoe Bay. 
It made a tremendous difference. 

What happened in the red chart when 
we did that? This is what we were im-
porting in the early 1970s. We were im-
porting somewhere in the area of 6 mil-
lion barrels a day. It suddenly dropped. 
It dropped dramatically because we in-
creased domestic production in this 
country. 

I am tired of hearing arguments that 
say, if you bring on oil from ANWR, it 
will not make a difference. It will 
make a dramatic difference, and this is 
proof. 

What did we bring on at that time? 
We brought an additional 2 million bar-
rels on line. That is what we brought in 
during that period, right in there. 
When you see the significant drop in 
the red line, that is why it happened. If 
we can open up ANWR, we will see the 
same drop in imported oil. It will not 
relieve us, but it will make a dif-
ference. 

I yield for a question to my friend 
from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
REED). The Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

Mr. KERRY. Has the Senator fin-
ished? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska yielded for a question 
to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. If the Senator has fin-
ished, I want to claim the floor, and 
then I will ask a question, if I may. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I will be happy to 
respond to the question now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Alaska yield the floor? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. No, but I will be 
happy to yield for a question. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will ask 
the Senator a number of questions, if I 
might. 

First, the Senator quoted a study. It 
is the EIA study. The Senator quoted a 
study and suggested the study says you 
cannot reach 35 miles per gallon. 

Is the Senator aware that the study 
did not analyze the Kerry-McCain sub-
stitute at all, which seeks to get 36 
miles per gallon but with a cushion for 
trading? Is he aware that was not even 
analyzed? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Yes, this Senator 
was aware of that. We asked for an 
analysis of the bill as it was at the 
time of our request. 

Mr. KERRY. So in effect we have a 
proposal on the floor that the study of 
the Senator does not address at all, or 
we will have a proposal. 

The second question: Is the Senator 
aware the model he referred to is not a 

fuel economy model, it is an economic 
model of the U.S. energy system which 
has a series of statements about pric-
ing and efficiencies that it does not 
take into account? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Account, if I may, 
of what? 

Mr. KERRY. Specifically, I quote 
from the study. The study says that 
predicting energy prices depends on 
events that shape energy markets that 
are ‘‘random and cannot be antici-
pated.’’ 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That should not 
prevent us from trying to predict fu-
ture events, should it? I would say that 
statement, in general terms, is con-
sistent with the reality that the price 
of fuel is primarily controlled by OPEC 
through their cartel and they have set 
a floor and set a ceiling. The floor is 
$22; the ceiling is $28. They have ex-
ceeded that. Any time they have fallen 
below that, they have quickly reduced 
the supply and the price has gone up. 
So that is what controls the price of 
fuel in this country. It is OPEC. 

Mr. KERRY. But it did not take into 
account what the benefits might be if, 
in fact, that happened again and we 
went back to the 1973 situation. So in 
effect the study does not take into ac-
count the potential of that major price 
differential. 

But much more important, is the 
Senator aware that the list of tech-
nology on which the assumption is 
based, that you cannot meet 35 miles 
per gallon, is a very different list from 
the list of technology available under 
the National Academy of Sciences? 
And is the Senator also aware that the 
study assumes that you include all 
8,500-pound vehicles, which we do not 
include? So if you take out the 8,500- 
pound vehicles, the study of the Sen-
ator is completely inapplicable. 

Is he aware of that, that we do not 
have 8,500-pound vehicles in our pro-
posal? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I don’t think the 
Senator from Massachusetts has of-
fered his bill as yet, so we do not know 
what is in it. What we do know is the 
EIA’s projections are not statements of 
what will happen but what might hap-
pen, given known technologies, current 
technology, demography, and the 
trends in current laws and regulations. 
We had EIA analyze the proposal as it 
was at the time of our request, several 
weeks ago, and before the Senator from 
Massachusetts made his changes. 

I find the argument the Senator from 
Massachusetts makes on technology to 
be interesting: on one hand, he is sug-
gesting the technology is likely to 
occur for vehicle efficiency, but, on the 
other hand, I am promoting ANWR, 
saying technology advancements will 
allow us to do it safely. He dismisses 
technology on one hand and promotes 
it on the other. I happen to believe 
that technology is applicable in both 
areas. 

But what I find objectionable is the 
idea of setting a goal in the year 2013, 
or thereabouts, and not being held ac-
countable. It is very easy for Members 
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to say let’s go ahead and vote for the 35 
or 36 miles per gallon, because we are 
not going to be here to be held ac-
countable for it. The experience we had 
has been disastrous, relative to meet-
ing these goals, because obviously the 
American public has a certain concern 
about what they want to buy. It is as-
sociated with a standard of living. It is 
associated with the advancement, obvi-
ously, in technology. 

Mr. KERRY. Let me say to my friend 
from Alaska, first of all, I would ask 
him to speak for himself as to whether 
or not—I know he does not intend to be 
here in 12 or 13 years, but a lot of other 
of my colleagues do. 

Second—— 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. I just might be 

here. 
Mr. KERRY. If I may say to my 

friend from Alaska, who may be—on 
this subject of this technology—I com-
pletely accept the technology. I am not 
arguing about the technology avail-
ability in Alaska. That has nothing to 
do with the Alaska argument. It is a 
question, not about technology, it is a 
question about good energy policy. 
That is another debate. It will happen 
in the next few days. But I say to my 
friend from Alaska, with respect to 
technology, these are technologies that 
are currently available. They are not 
taken into account in the study. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
has listed these technologies. The 
study he cites does not even take into 
account hybrids. 

My friend from Illinois has a chart 
over there—I had it over here earlier— 
that shows what can happen with hy-
brids. You bring a hybrid SUV on line 
and you get double the mileage. The 
study doesn’t even take that into ac-
count. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Let me respond to 
the last question, if I may. The same 
National Academy of Sciences study on 
which the Senator bases his legislative 
proposal, with new technologies, has 
estimates of cost and impact as in the 
EIA study. I think what the Senator is 
suggesting is the use of additional 
technologies which EIA believes are 
not necessarily cost efficient. 

Higher CAFE standards means higher 
costs. Data from the National Academy 
of Sciences make this clear—$690 more 
for passenger cars at 33.5 miles per gal-
lon, and $1,260 more for light trucks 
and SUVs at 27.5 miles per gallon in 
2015. The Energy Information Adminis-
tration clearly says cost is going to be 
higher—$535 for passenger cars and $961 
for light trucks and SUVs. 

The Senator from Massachusetts can 
argue the point, but I suggest he argue 
with the National Academy of Sciences 
or EIA. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, again 
there is nothing to argue about with 
the National Academy of Sciences be-
cause they did not take it into account 
either. But they acknowledge it. They 
acknowledge they did not take into ac-
count hybrids. My colleague has not 
answered the question. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The question is a 
matter of choice for the American pub-
lic in purchasing these hybrids. They 
can purchase them now. You can go 
out and get a car that gets 50 miles per 
gallon if you wish. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the Senator mentioning $1,200. 
That is an accurate statement of the 
up side cost that is talked about in the 
National Academy of Sciences report. 
They also talk about the low side of 
$500—so, $500 to $1,200. I accept that. He 
is absolutely correct. It will cost a lit-
tle bit more. But what he doesn’t say 
and what they never say is that the 
savings in gasoline over the life of the 
car pay for the cost. Moreover, we are 
prepared to give a tax credit. 

Is the Senator aware that Ford Motor 
Company executive, John Wallace, said 
in an interview that with a $3,000 tax 
incentive for the purchase of the gas- 
electric hybrid, that would solve the 
problem of profitability and they would 
be profitable immediately with the 
Ford Escape? Is the Senator aware that 
Ford Motor Company says they can be 
profitable immediately with the tax 
credit which we are going to pass? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I wonder if the 
Senator from Massachusetts is aware 
that in order for the car to basically 
amortize the cost of saving gasoline, 
the individual would have to keep that 
car about 14 years. The American pub-
lic is not of a mind to keep a car that 
long. 

Mr. KERRY. That is not my ques-
tion. With a tax credit, is it profitable 
immediately? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. One could argue 
that it is profitable because a tax cred-
it is a subsidy. 

Mr. KERRY. That is only to bring it 
on line. The Senator said you can’t be 
profitable. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I quoted the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, and the 
Senator from Massachusetts is arguing 
the point that it wasn’t included in his 
particular amendment. 

Mr. KERRY. Actually, the National 
Academy of Sciences—I have the report 
right here—says specifically that with-
out the cost, without loss of jobs, and 
without loss of safety, you can have a 
car that increases fuel efficiency up to 
37 miles per gallon. That is what the 
National Academy of Sciences says. 
They don’t tell you you have to do 
that, but they say you can do it. It is 
technologically feasible today. So you 
can, in fact, do that. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I think the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has to be 
careful in his generalities because the 
Ford Escape isn’t a real SUV. I under-
stand its towing capacity is only 1,000 
pounds. That means you can’t really 
tow your boat to where you are going 
to launch it because it is simply not 
heavy enough, if indeed it can only tow 
1,000 pounds. 

The Senator from Massachusetts can 
argue the point. But it is either fact or 
fiction. Is the Ford Escape a real SUV, 
or a mini-SUV, and is it limited to a 
certain load area? 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator that is their first re-
port. Let me say that over the course 
of the next 15 years, given the tech-
nologies that are available to us, you 
have the reliability to bring on line a 
car that can tow any size boat, and the 
vehicles you need for that fall outside 
the CAFE standard because of weight— 
this perfect capacity to have all the 
towing you want, all the carrying ca-
pacity, and all the lift capacity and 
still drive a more efficient vehicle. But 
I also want to ask the Senator—he said 
we are going to lose safety. I want to 
have the Senator from Illinois have a 
chance. He mentioned safety. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
have the floor, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts is aware. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, if I may, 
the Senator said we will lose the safe-
ty. He quoted the National Academy of 
Sciences. Is the Senator aware that the 
National Academy of Sciences said spe-
cifically on page 70 of the report that it 
is technically feasible and potentially 
economic to improve fuel economy 
without reducing vehicle weight or 
size, and therefore without signifi-
cantly affecting the safety of motor ve-
hicle travel? 

Is he also aware that the most impor-
tant entities in this country with re-
spect to safety—Public Citizen and the 
Center for Auto Safety—are both op-
posed to the Levin amendment and 
support the effort to have CAFE stand-
ards for a safety basis? 

I want the Senator to hear this, if I 
may. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I assumed the 
Senator from Massachusetts was going 
to ask me a question. 

Mr. KERRY. I asked the question. I 
want to supplement the question. I 
want to see if the Senator is aware of 
this finding. This is Public Citizen: 

The industry’s primary support for its po-
sition comes from a highly controverted 
study by the National Academy of Sciences, 
which, in turn, based its conclusions on re-
search by Charles Kahane of the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 

The data used in the study are from 1993 
and, therefore, fails to reflect advances in 
passenger protection, such as dual airbags 
and head injury protection. 

The study misleadingly held crash-
worthiness protection constant, despite the 
fact that many lives could be saved by design 
changes and cost-effective safety improve-
ments. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I would be happy 
to respond. 

Mr. KERRY. There are additional 
findings. In fact, the finding of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences is that it 
would not affect safety. That is, in 
fact, the current finding. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If I may respond, 
this comes from the National Academy 
of Sciences. It reads as follows: 

Contrary to recommendations, the NAS re-
port says that the proposal establishes both 
unreasonable targets and unreasonable time-
tables. 

According to the NAS report, tech-
nology and changes require a very long 
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time to be introduced into the manu-
facturer’s product line, which I think 
paraphrases what the Senator from 
Massachusetts said because he said it 
will take time for the minivan, if you 
will, to evolve into what we would all 
like, and that is a multipurpose 
minivan. 

They further go on to say that tech-
nology changes require a very long 
time to be introduced. Any policy that 
is implemented too aggressively—that 
is, too short a period of time—has the 
potential to adversely affect manufac-
turers, their suppliers, their employ-
ees, and consumers. 

The NAS report says further: 
But it is clear that there were more inju-

ries and more fatalities than otherwise 
would have occurred had the fleet in recent 
years been as large and heavy as the fleet of 
the mid-1970’s. 

Those facts are on the basis of experi-
ence. 

To the extent that size and weight of the 
fleet have been constrained by CAFE re-
quirements, the current committee con-
cludes that those requirements have caused 
more injuries and more fatalities on the road 
than would otherwise have occurred. Recent 
increases in vehicle weight, while resulting 
in some loss of fuel economy, have probably 
resulted in a reduction of motor vehicle 
crash deaths and injuries. 

This is in the NAS report, page 2–29. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator hasn’t answered my question. I 
agree with that. I know exactly what 
they say with respect to that. But he 
hasn’t acknowledged that the findings 
of Public Citizen and the Center for 
Auto Safety point to the fact that the 
analysis on which the conclusion was 
based is flawed because it is not based 
on current safety capacity. It is not 
based on dual airbags. It is not based 
on lighter materials. It is not based on 
new technology. It is based on what 
happened in the transition. I want to 
explain why it happened. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Isn’t it based on a 
historical evaluation of what has hap-
pened? And so it is factual in relation-
ship to actual statistical information. 

Mr. KERRY. Let me again say what 
it relates to. 

Specifically, the data used in the 
study is from 1993—not 2002. It fails to 
reflect the changes in passenger protec-
tion. It doesn’t reflect dual airbags. It 
doesn’t reflect what we have in our 
bill, which is rollover safety. Ten thou-
sand people lost their lives last year 
because SUVs roll over. They have a 75- 
pound roof. The car is so heavy that it 
crushes them. The industry has re-
sisted that protection. For a small 
cost, you could save those 10,000 lives. 

That is in our bill. It is not in their 
bill. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Is that portion in 
the bill? 

Mr. KERRY. Yes. This is in our bill. 
It is introduced. It is on the floor now. 
You are about to strip it. But that is 
what is here. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is not my 
understanding. I would appreciate the 
Senator from Massachusetts advising 
us just where specifically that is. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from 
Alaska yield for a question? 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
taking the NAS study. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I noticed that. 
Mr. LEVIN. In the same breath, the 

Senator from Massachusetts says NAS 
found an increasing safety standard, 
and that his proposed level will not af-
fect safety. There was no such finding 
by the NAS. 

Would the Senator from Alaska 
agree? 

Would the Senator from Alaska agree 
that when the NAS said that it is tech-
nically feasible and potentially eco-
nomical to improve fuel economy with-
out reducing vehicle weight or size, 
and, therefore, without significantly 
affecting the safety of motor vehicle 
travel, they were not talking about in-
creasing fuel economy to the Kerry 
level? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is correct. 
Mr. LEVIN. They were just simply 

saying, it is possible to increase fuel 
economy. You might be able to in-
crease fuel economy by 1 mile per gal-
lon without affecting safety. They did 
not reach a conclusion there. This line 
has been quoted—— 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska controls the time. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am ask-

ing the Senator from Alaska a ques-
tion. 

Does the Senator from Alaska agree 
that the National Academy of Sciences 
does not specify what increase in CAFE 
would be possible in a way which does 
not affect, in a negative way, safety? 
Would the Senator from Alaska agree 
with that? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Absolutely. That 
is my understanding. 

I ask the Senator from Massachu-
setts, is there a committee report on 
the proposal, the Kerry proposal? And 
has the Commerce Committee given 
any views on the proposal? 

Mr. KERRY. No. Mr. President, no 
there is none. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Is there a reason 
why that has not occurred? 

Mr. KERRY. Because we ran out of 
time. The leader made a decision that 
there was not time for the committee 
to act. There, clearly, would have been 
a majority in the committee, but we 
did not have time because of the sched-
ule of the Senate. And the majority 
leader made a decision to try to meld it 
with the energy bill in order to keep 
his commitment to you, I believe, to 
bring the energy bill here at the appro-
priate time after the recess. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Well, as the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts knows, the 
leadership has seen fit to basically go 
around the committee process because 
the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee has not met in a markup 
since October. We had no opportunity 
to address amendments and bring in 
debate and develop a consensus. That is 
why I think it is unfortunate that so 
much of the process we are going 

through now is a matter of educating 
Members. Because it did not occur in 
the Commerce Committee, it did not 
occur in the Finance Committee, and it 
certainly did not occur in the com-
mittee of jurisdiction, the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee because 
the majority leader saw fit to pull it 
from the committee in October. 

I think the Senator from Massachu-
setts is well aware of why it was 
pulled. It was pulled because we had 
the votes to vote out an ANWR amend-
ment, which would have put us in a po-
sition, as we debate the energy bill, of 
not having to come up with 60 votes, as 
the Senator from Massachusetts has 
threatened in his filibuster statement 
that he is going to filibuster the ANWR 
amendment. 

But from the standpoint of equity 
and fairness, what we have not had an 
opportunity to do within the Energy 
Committee is to have amendments 
come up, develop a bill, and vote it out. 
And it was done for one specific reason. 
And it was done very early. This was 
done back in October. So we did not 
work, in the Energy Committee, on a 
bill so that we would have a consensus 
of both Democrats and Republicans as 
we address some of these complex 
issues. 

So from the standpoint of not having 
time, we are all in the same boat, only 
I think it is fair to say the Energy 
Committee really took it in the shorts, 
if you will pardon the abbreviation. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. For a question. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask the 

Senator, in his memory here—he has 
been here quite a while—is it not fair 
and accurate to say that when the Re-
publicans were in control, the majority 
leader, on a number of different occa-
sions, did exactly the same thing? Is 
that fair? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am so pleased 
the Senator from Massachusetts—— 

Mr. KERRY. Is that accurate? 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Has asked that 

question because it is totally inac-
curate. The Republican majority lead-
er—— 

Mr. KERRY. Is totally inaccurate? 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Has never ever 

taken away—— 
Mr. KERRY. Never circumvented? 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. May I finish the 

answer—has never ever taken away the 
function and responsibility of the com-
mittees to meet. 

Mr. KERRY. That is not what I 
asked. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If the Senator will 
look up the RECORD, they have never 
seen, in the 22 years I have been here, 
an occasion where the majority leader 
has absolutely forbid the committees 
to meet. The Republican leader may 
have moved bills without going 
through the committee, but never, 
never, never. So there is a difference. 
There is a significant difference here. 

This is a usurping of the committee 
process and function by the dictate of 
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the majority leader because he knew 
we had the votes to vote out ANWR. 
That is what is so undemocratic about 
this process. 

Is the Senator from Massachusetts 
willing to give us an up-down vote on 
ANWR? 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am asking the 

question. 
Mr. KERRY. I am going to answer. I 

am asking recognition to be able to do 
that, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska controls the time, 
and I believe he has yielded to the Sen-
ator for the response. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
be delighted to answer the question. 
And, at the same time, may I say to 
the Senator, look, my question to him 
was whether or not a majority leader 
on the other side has circumvented. I 
did not ask him whether they met or 
not. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Because he has 
never done it. 

Mr. KERRY. And he has cir-
cumvented. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. He has never done 
it by pulling the authority—— 

Mr. KERRY. But he has done it. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Of the committee 

of jurisdiction away from the process 
going on in the committee or forbid the 
committee from even holding markups 
for fear they would be somewhat 
confrontational. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I can’t 
speak to the question of methodology. 
I simply am asking about the result. 
My result answer is affirmative. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If the minority 
leader were here, he would cite the spe-
cific differences. The Senator from 
Massachusetts can either accept my 
explanation or not. But factually, what 
happened is that the committee was 
forbidden to address any business be-
fore the committee. So we have not 
had any markups. We have not had op-
portunities to offer amendments. 

That did not occur in the Commerce 
Committee. You had a process. He fi-
nally pulled it. It did not occur in the 
Finance Committee because he finally 
pulled it. But in the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee we were 
simply forbidden, and that was it. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I think 
that the assistant majority leader may 
or may not have a better history of 
that than I do, but I just want to say 
something. With respect to—I ask the 
Senator from Alaska about this. The 
other day, in the Washington Post, 
Paul Portney, who is the chairman of 
the National Academy of Sciences 
panel that the Senator referred to 
—and he is the president of the think 
tank—said that what we are proposing 
in our bill is—I am quoting—‘‘roughly 
consistent with what the Academy 
identified as being technologically pos-
sible, economically affordable, and con-
sistent with the desire of consumers for 
passenger safety.’’ Is the Senator 
aware that the chairman of the panel 
signed off on that? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thought the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts was going to 
respond to my question; which was, Is 
he going to allow a 50-vote on ANWR? 
I don’t think he addressed that. 

Mr. KERRY. I will. Mr. President, let 
me say pointedly, I have been here now 
for 18 years. And in the 18 years that I 
have been here, as the Senator from 
Alaska knows, there are certain kinds 
of issues that rise to such a level of 
both emotional as well as substantive 
quality and contest that they always 
require 60 votes. 

I have seen time after time on both 
sides of the aisle—it is just the dif-
ficulty here—if you have a contested 
issue, that is significantly contested on 
both sides, almost every time here it 
does not happen unless one side or the 
other musters 60 votes. It may be re-
grettable, but many people believe that 
is one of the great protections of the 
Senate, so we do not rush to do things 
that we regret or even as a way of pro-
tecting the minority. It is what our 
forefathers put in place. And I have 
said that I will exercise that privilege 
afforded us by the rules of the Senate. 
And that is what I intend to do on that 
subject. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am glad that 
the—— 

Mr. KERRY. May I say, it is not with 
any disrespect for the Senator from 
Alaska. I admire his tenacity. I know 
this means a great deal to him. We just 
happen to differ. And I think it is an 
issue that has to be resolved with those 
60 votes. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. If I may respond 

to my friend from Massachusetts. 
To suggest that we do not want to 

move into these things too rapidly, 
this issue has been before this body for 
many, many years. 

Mr. KERRY. I agree. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. It is not a move-

ment of rapidity. We passed opening 
ANWR in 1995, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts will recall, and it was 
vetoed. 

Mr. KERRY. Let me say to my 
friend, I am not saying rapidly. I am 
saying that sometimes applies. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. It was vetoed by 
President Clinton. Had we proceeded 
with it at that time, we would now 
know what we had. And I think that 
the Senator from Massachusetts has 
forgotten one thing. On matters of na-
tional security—and certainly national 
security is an issue, as we look at our 
situation with Iraq, our dependence on 
imported oil from Saddam Hussein, the 
fact that we are enforcing a no-fly 
zone, risking the lives of men and 
women—on September 11, we were im-
porting over a million barrels of oil a 
day from Iraq. We are threatened now 
relative to the exposure of terrorism 
from that part of the world. And the 
Senator from Massachusetts has cho-
sen not to let 50 percent of the Senate 
make a decision on a matter of na-
tional security. He has chosen on his 
own to filibuster something that has 

never been done in my understanding 
of the traditions of the Senate on a 
matter of national security. 

This is what the ANWR issue is. It is 
the national security of our country 
because, obviously, as the Senator 
from Massachusetts knows very well, 
when there is a shortage of oil, the 
price goes up. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts would recall in 1973, when we 
had the Arab oil embargo, when we had 
the Yom Kippur War, we were 37-per-
cent dependent on imported oil. Today 
we are 57- to 58-percent dependent. 
What happened in 1973, we had gas lines 
around the block. There was frustra-
tion. People were blaming government. 

I would hope this never happens 
again, but if it does, I suggest the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will have to 
reflect on the attitude he proposes to 
take. 

On national security items, it is 
uncalled for to try to establish a fili-
buster to reflect an individual and a 
particular group that has milked this 
issue for virtually all it is worth. I am 
talking about America’s extreme envi-
ronmental community. 

There is absolutely no evidence that 
ANWR can’t be opened safely. And the 
residents of my State of Alaska happen 
to support it. The Native residents of 
Kaktovik, the area that is affected, 
support it. ANWR can be on-line in a 
relatively short period of time. It can 
mean as much in oil coming into this 
country and being produced as Prudhoe 
Bay did. That was 20 to 25 percent of 
the total crude oil produced in the 
United States for the last 27 years. 

Those are the facts. The debate we 
will have on that issue will take care of 
it. It certainly is not in the best tradi-
tions of the Senate to take a national 
security interest and mandate a clo-
ture 60 vote point of order. That is 
what the Senator has chosen to do. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
an announcement to the Senate, with-
out the Senator losing his right to the 
floor? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Surely. 
Mr. REID. We have had a number of 

calls in both cloakrooms as to what 
will happen tonight. We are very close 
to having a unanimous consent agree-
ment proposed to the Senate that 
would set up a vote on this matter that 
is now before the Senate at 11:30 to-
morrow morning. We also have recog-
nized Senator MILLER has been waiting 
to offer his amendment. He would do 
that after we come in in the morning 
so we would be able to have the two 
votes in the morning. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, I had a discussion with 
Senator MILLER. My understanding was 
that the debate on his amendment 
would occur after the disposition of the 
Levin-Bond amendment. 

Mr. REID. That is correct. 
Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. REID. If I misspoke, I am sorry. 

We have a lot of people waiting, and we 
are going to offer a unanimous consent 
request to set up things in the morning 
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and tomorrow afternoon. If people 
would be kind enough when there is a 
break in the speeches in the next 10 
minutes or so, I would like to offer the 
request so we can move on. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the ma-
jority whip. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has the floor. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, point of 
personal privilege. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield the floor to 
Senator BOND. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may not yield the floor to another 
Senator. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I had an 
inquiry to the distinguished deputy 
majority leader. We have been prom-
ised to see a copy of the amendment 
that is to be offered. Before we agree 
on the unanimous consent request on 
this side, we would like to see a copy of 
that amendment. I wonder if we could 
be accommodated. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, we 
have so ordered the unanimous consent 
agreement that that should not be a 
concern to the Senator. None of his 
rights or privileges would be lost. We 
will go over that with him prior to of-
fering it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri now has the floor. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the chance to address a number of 
things that have been said on the floor. 
Before doing that, I would ask if the 
distinguished majority whip had fur-
ther comments. I did not mean to cut 
him off. 

Mr. REID. I appreciate that. The 
Senator certainly has not lost his right 
to the floor. Tonight anyone who wants 
to speak on this amendment should 
talk as long as they want. We have a 
number of people in the Chamber who 
wish to talk. Certainly we are going to 
complete debate on this tonight. That 
is mainly what the unanimous consent 
agreement does. It sets up a vote in the 
morning. So if everyone would be un-
derstanding of that, in the immediate 
future we will offer the request. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from 
Missouri yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has the floor. 

Mr. BOND. I am happy to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. For a question of the ma-
jority whip, if I could: Did I understand 
the majority whip to indicate that the 
debate on this amendment would be 
completed tonight under this proposed 
UC? 

Mr. REID. Let me respond to the 
Senator from Michigan, yes, the debate 
would be finished tonight. We would 
have 5 minutes on each side in the 
morning. 

Mr. LEVIN. Prior to the vote? 
Mr. REID. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri has the floor. Does 
the Senator from Missouri yield for a 
parliamentary inquiry to the Senator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. BOND. For a parliamentary in-
quiry, I am happy to do so. 

Mr. DURBIN. May I inquire of the 
Chair, is there any control in a unani-
mous consent or rule of the Senate rel-
ative to the order of speaking as to 
whether Members will each have a 
chance to speak once before a Member 
speaks a second time or what order 
Members will be recognized? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no controlling unanimous consent at 
this time with regard to debate on this 
amendment. 

Mr. DURBIN. Could I inquire of my 
colleague from Missouri if he could 
give me an indication of how long he 
wishes to speak? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague from Illinois. I have been 
waiting since about 3:45 because there 
were a number of points that were 
raised by my good friend from Massa-
chusetts. He was kind enough to pay 
attention to some analogies I drew. It 
is probably going to take me 10 to 15 
minutes to correct the RECORD. But I 
am very sympathetic to the needs of 
my other colleagues who wish to speak, 
and I do need to straighten that out. 
With the Chair’s permission, I will go 
ahead and reclaim my time and begin 
by making, first, a request. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri has the floor. 
Mr. KERRY. I realize that. I am ask-

ing if I could ask him just a quick in-
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Missouri yield for a re-
quest of the Senator from Massachu-
setts? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I have en-
joyed listening to the Senator’s speech-
es and questions, and I have a number 
of answers to questions he has already 
raised. I prefer to answer those ques-
tions, and then I shall be happy to en-
tertain such remaining questions. But 
he has addressed in his statements a 
number of questions to me. I am look-
ing forward to the opportunity to at-
tempt to answer those questions. 

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

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, unless it is 
from the majority whip, I would prefer 
to go on with my statement. I have 
told the Senators that I would hope to 
be able to complete this in less than 15 
minutes, if I could reclaim the floor. 

First, there was a statement by my 
friend, the Senator from Arizona, that 
there is nothing going to be done to 
improve fuel efficiency under the 
Levin-Bond amendment. 

I refer the Senator from Arizona to 
section 801, the very first page. It di-
rects the Secretary of Transportation 
to issue new regulations setting forth 
increased fuel economy standards for 
automobiles that are determined on 
the basis of maximum feasible average 
fuel economy levels, taking into con-
sideration the matters set forth in sub-
section F. That essentially lists all of 
the factors included in the National 
Academy of Sciences study. 

Frankly, it says, ‘‘setting forth in-
creased average fuel economy stand-
ards.’’ 

There have been questions raised by 
the Senators from Massachusetts and 
Arizona as to whether there would be 
any action by the Department of 
Transportation. It is important to 
point out to whoever still remains that 
Secretary Mineta, in July of 2001, re-
quested that Congress remove riders 
preventing the Department of Trans-
portation from revising the current 
CAFE standards. 

Once Congress did that, the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion—which I will refer to as NHTSA— 
moved expeditiously in resuming CAFE 
rulemaking and published a notice on 
January 24, and on February 7 issued a 
request for comment for new CAFE 
standards for light trucks, requested 
public input. On February 1, the Sec-
retary sent a letter to Congress urging 
that DOT be given the necessary au-
thority to reform the CAFE program. 
The administration has requested an 
increase in NHTSA’s budget to accom-
plish the development of the new 
standards and has begun updating its 
1997 analysis of vehicle size. 

So I think NHTSA, which the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences study said 
should move forward, has shown it is 
willing to do so and that it is anxious 
to do so. 

Now, one other item has been raised. 
My colleague from Massachusetts had 
a great line, a wonderful line, saying 
they had the most efficient workers 
and the U.S. auto industry can turn 
out the best cars around but they are 
forbidden to do so by the ‘‘terrible 
management.’’ It is all the manage-
ment and the designers. Do you know 
something, Mr. President. The people 
saying they don’t want those minicars 
are the consumers. The people who de-
termine what the national auto- and 
truck-buying public consume are the 
consumers themselves. 

There are some in this body who 
think we can tell them that it is good 
for you, eat your spinach—even if you 
don’t like it. They tried to tell them to 
eat their spinach. They got 50 different 
small cars that meet very high stand-
ards. Yes, by God, some of them are 
golf carts. I love the golf carts. They 
are going to be all over the place if we 
have this absolutely arbitrary 37-mile- 
per-gallon fleet average, or 35, or what-
ever they come up with in their sec-
ondary amendment. We are going to be 
driving lots of golf carts because they 
will make it. But only 1.5 percent of ve-
hicle sales in the United States today— 
even though there are 50 different mod-
els—are of the mini subcompacts that 
get the very high miles per gallon aver-
age. 

For those people who want to drive 
them and want to save gasoline, more 
power to them. That should be their 
choice. That should be the consumer’s 
choice. There have been a lot of state-
ments made about the fact that, well, 
the only arguments against increased 
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CAFE are from the automakers. There 
are those of us who are supporting the 
Levin-Bond amendment who believe 
that the basis for our concern and for 
our amendment is the National Acad-
emy of Sciences study. 

I had my breath taken away by the 
attacks on the National Academy of 
Sciences, but I will quote some figures 
from it. 

The Senator from Massachusetts said 
it is technically feasible and poten-
tially economical to improve fuel econ-
omy without reducing vehicle weight 
or size. It goes on to say that two mem-
bers of the committee believe it may 
be possible to improve fuel economy 
without any implications for safety, 
even if down-weighting is used. So that 
statement from the National Academy 
of Sciences shows that the rest of the 
members of the panel said it would 
have an impact on safety. 

Furthermore, the committee states 
that it recognizes the automakers’ re-
sponses could be biased, but extensive 
downsizing that occurred after fuel 
economy requirements established in 
1970 suggest that a likelihood of a simi-
lar response to further increases in fuel 
economy requirements must be consid-
ered seriously. From this, I repeat the 
message previously received—that we 
will be getting into smaller cars that 
are more dangerous. 

Speaking of smaller cars, my col-
league from Massachusetts talked 
about the Escape hybrid electric vehi-
cle. Well, the rest of the story, and 
what he did not tell you, is that the Es-
cape, which is the basic car, can only 
tow 1,000 pounds. It is a small front- 
wheel drive. The hybrid would cost 
$3,000 to $5,000 more, and it is 1,000 
pounds lighter. Now, 1,000 pounds is a 
significant factor because that is basi-
cally what the lower weight of vehicles 
after the CAFE standards went into ef-
fect—what resulted in the roughly 2,000 
deaths per year that the National 
Academy of Sciences foresaw. 

There may be some people who want 
the hybrid electric vehicle. But if I 
were driving young children in my fam-
ily around, I don’t think I would want 
to go with a smaller car. There is no 
assurance that the consumers are 
going to buy it. That is the problem 
with some of these command-and-con-
trol decisions from Washington. They 
say that if we direct the manufacturers 
to build it, then the consumers will 
buy it. Well, American consumers like 
to make choices themselves. Some-
times they say we are not going to buy 
them. 

The 10 most fuel-efficient cars in 
America account for only 1.5 percent of 
auto sales. In a recent survey of at-
tributes, they show that the consumers 
value safety, comfort, utility, perform-
ance, and fuel economy ranks at the 
bottom. 

In addition, when we talk about the 
technological improvements, Congress 
is not making the laws of physics. We 
are not changing science. 

The safety improvements add weight 
to the vehicles. The heavier the vehi-

cle, the more energy it takes to move 
it down the road and it results in a de-
crease in fuel economy. 

The National Committee of Sciences 
report said: 

If an increase in fuel economy is affected 
by a system that encourages either 
downweighting or the production in sale of 
more small cars, some additional fatalities 
would be expected. 

In addition, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts said unequivocally that NAS, 
in its report, said a fleet of 37 miles per 
gallon could be reached with existing 
technology and without any loss of 
jobs. 

That is just simply not true. Nobody 
can find a reference in this wonderful 
National Academy of Sciences report. I 
hold it up. It is a little dog eared. I 
have been looking for the statement 
cited as gospel by the Senator from 
Massachusetts. It is not in there. There 
are not even any fleetwide numbers in 
the report. Rather, there are cost-effi-
cient fuel economy levels for 10 dif-
ferent subclasses of light-duty vehicles. 
Nowhere are those numbers sales 
weighted to yield a fleet average. 

Of the six cost-effective scenarios ex-
amined by the National Academy of 
Sciences panel, is there even 1 of the 10 
classes estimated to be able to reach 
that level? There are subcompact and 
compact cars which under a 3-year pay-
back period could get up to 30 miles per 
gallon, and the highest light truck 
value is only 24.7 miles per gallon. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
report in no way suggests that a 37, 35, 
32—whatever number you want to give 
me—is achievable. 

Also, my friend from Massachusetts 
cited a Consumers Union study on pos-
sible safety effects. Unfortunately, 
that CU study used an invalid compari-
son of vehicle crash death rates pub-
lished by the Insurance Institute for 
Highway Safety to suggest that drivers 
of Honda Civics are at less risk than 
drivers of Chevrolet Surburbans. The 
Insurance Institute says: 

Such a claim is absurd on the face of it. 
Plus, the comparison is invalid. The two 
death rates are not statistically different, as 
indicated by the confidence bounds we pub-
lished. Also . . . nonvehicle factors such as 
use patterns and driver demographics influ-
ence vehicle death rates, and these are likely 
to vary across different vehicle types such as 
small cars . . . and very large sport utility 
vehicles. 

I ask unanimous consent this letter 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

INSURANCE INSTITUTE FOR 
HIGHWAY SAFETY, 

Arlington, VA, March 6, 2002. 
Hon. CHRISTOPHER BOND, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR BOND: This is in response to 

your request for reactions to statements in a 
letter sent by the Consumer Union (CU) to 
members of the Senate on possible safety ef-
fects of pending fuel economy legislation. 
The CU letter seriously misrepresents the 
adverse safety consequences of reducing ve-
hicle weights to improve fuel economy. 

First, CU uses an invalid comparison of ve-
hicle crash death rates published by the In-
stitute to suggest that drivers of Honda 
Civics are at less risk than drivers of Chev-
rolet Suburbans. Such a claim is absurd on 
the face of it. Plus the comparison is invalid. 
The two death rates are not statistically dif-
ferent, as indicted by the confidence bounds 
we published. Also (as noted in our publica-
tion) nonvehicle factors such as use patterns 
and driver demographics influence vehicle 
death rates, and these are likely to vary 
across different vehicle types such as small 
cars (Civics) and very largest sport utility 
vehicles (Suburbans). 

Even though we pointed out to CU the po-
tential influences of nonvehicle factors on 
the computed death rates, the letter claims 
that ‘‘when we take all crash factors into ac-
count in the real world the Honda Civic had 
fewer driver fatalities than the Chevrolet 
Suburban.’’ This is a complete misrepresen-
tation. Nonvehicle factors such as use pat-
terns and driver demographics were not 
taken into account. The claim that ‘‘all 
crash factors’’ were taken into account is 
wrong. No nonvehicle crash factors were ac-
counted for when the death rates were com-
puted. 

Second, the CU letter distorts basic facts 
concerning occupant safety and vehicle 
weight. The evidence is overwhelming that 
the lightest passenger vehicles (which con-
sume less fuel per mile) offer much less pro-
tection to their occupants than heavier vehi-
cles (which consume more fuel per mile). It 
also turns out that the safety benefits to ve-
hicle occupants diminish as vehicles get 
heavier and heavier, so we don’t have to 
choose the heaviest passenger vehicles to get 
good crash protection. Still, we should avoid 
the lightest ones. 

It is sometimes claimed that the high 
crash risks for occupants of light vehicles 
are entirely due to the adverse consequences 
of collisions with heavier passenger vehicles 
and, therefore, it is the heavy vehicles that 
are the problem. It is correct that heavier 
vehicles increase the risks for occupants of 
light vehicles in two-vehicle crashes, but 
this effect makes only a relatively small 
contribution to the high risks for light car 
occupants. Our October 30, 1999 newsletter, 
Status Report (enclosed), pointed out in an ar-
ticle on crash compatibility that almost 60 
percent of the deaths of occupants of the 
lightest cars (<2,500 pounds) occur in single- 
vehicle crashes, crashes with big trucks, or 
crashes with three or more vehicles. Two-ve-
hicle crashes with other cars (including 
other light cars) account for 23 percent of 
the deaths in light cars, and crashes with 
sport utility vehicles and pickups of all 
weights, not just the heaviest ones, account 
for 15 percent of the deaths of small car oc-
cupants. 

The high risks for occupants of light cars 
in crashes are due to the inherent lack of 
protection these vehicles offer in all kinds of 
crashes. Additional vehicle safety standards 
cannot offset the higher crash risks for occu-
pants of lightweight vehicles. Such stand-
ards may make light vehicles safer, but they 
also will make heavier vehicles safer, so the 
disparities in risk will remain. 

The laws of physics dictate that light vehi-
cles consume less fuel per mile and are less 
protective of their occupants in crashes. This 
means fuel conservation measure that in-
creases the use of light cars will do so at a 
cost of unnecessary crash deaths and inju-
ries. 

Sincerely, 
BRIAN O’NEILL, 

President. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, finally, it 
has been suggested that the Honda 
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manufacturing motor company is sup-
porting the effort to get the 36 miles 
per gallon. Today’s National Journal 
Congress Daily on page 9 reports that 
it opposes the bill sponsored by Sen-
ators KERRY and MCCAIN, and it says it 
supports the measure supported by the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
and myself. 

Honda’s representative in Wash-
ington said: 

The Kerry provision is just too aggressive. 
Ultimately, NHTSA ought to decide the 
standard. 

The Levin-Bond amendment would do 
that. For all those who have com-
plained that there is going to be no 
progress, that it is going to be in the 
hands of the auto companies, I refer 
them simply to the Levin-Bond amend-
ment which says that NHTSA must in-
crease fuel economy, it must do so in 
consideration of the scientific and 
technological information developed 
and presented in the National Academy 
of Sciences proposal. 

Their report is called ‘‘The Effective-
ness and Impact of Corporate Fuel 
Economy Standards.’’ We are seeking 
to do something that is rather unusual, 
and that is to say, use the best science, 
the best economics, continue to make 
progress but do not throw hundreds of 
thousands of people out of work, do not 
endanger lives, and do not destroy con-
sumer choice. 

This is not a command-control econ-
omy like the old Soviet Union where 
we could say we are going to put out 
one car and that is what you are going 
to drive. Frankly, American consumers 
have developed their own tastes. Yes, 
we are going to push for better tech-
nology, but we are not going to tell 
them that you can only drive a mini 
subcompact or, as I say to my friend 
from Massachusetts, a golf cart. 

I look forward to continuing the de-
bate tomorrow, and I urge my col-
leagues to support the Levin-Bond 
amendment. I am happy to yield the 
floor. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that upon the conclu-
sion of debate today with respect to 
the Levin amendment No. 2997, the 
amendment be set aside, to recur at 
11:30 a.m. tomorrow, Wednesday, March 
13; that at that time there be 10 min-
utes equally divided and controlled in 
the usual form remaining for debate 
prior to a vote in relation to the 
amendment; that upon disposition of 
the Levin amendment, Senator MILLER 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
regarding CAFE and pickup trucks; 
that there be 10 minutes for debate 
with respect to the Miller amendment, 
with 4 minutes controlled by Senator 
MILLER and 5 minutes under the con-
trol of Senator GRAMM of Texas, and 
the remaining 1 minute under the con-
trol of the opponents; that upon the 
use or yielding back of the time, the 
Senate vote in relation to the Miller 
amendment; that upon disposition of 
the Miller amendment, Senator KERRY 
or Senator SNOWE, or their designees, 

be recognized to offer an amendment 
regarding CAFE; that the Miller and 
Kerry amendments be in order regard-
less of the outcome of the vote with re-
spect to the Levin amendment, with no 
second-degree amendments in order to 
the Levin or Miller amendments, nor 
to any language which may be stricken 
by those two amendments; provided 
further that if an amendment is not 
disposed of, then the Senate continue 
its consideration of that amendment 
until disposition and then resume the 
order of this unanimous consent agree-
ment, as previously announced, with 
no further intervening action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, two things. For the 
11:30 a.m. vote, several on this side 
have asked for more time. So I will re-
spectfully request that that be ex-
tended to 20 minutes. I have a basic 
problem. We still have not seen the 
amendment that is to be offered by 
Senators KERRY or SNOWE, and, until 
we see it, we don’t know if the time is 
adequate. We would like to see that. 

Mr. REID. We have provided no time 
for that. We changed that. 

Mr. BOND. OK. Then with the change 
to 20 minutes equally divided, we have 
no objection. 

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

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield, 
the majority leader has asked me to 
announce that there will be no more 
rollcall votes tonight. I ask, if the Sen-
ator will allow me, that following the 
statement of the Senator from Mis-
souri, the Senator from Illinois be rec-
ognized for up to 25 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Under the previous order, the Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know the 

order allows the Senator from Illinois 
to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I did speak 
to my friend from Illinois. I ask unani-
mous consent that I be allowed to 
speak for 3 minutes. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, first, this 
Energy Committee has been defamed 
several times over the last several 
weeks. There were a number of meet-
ings held. My friend from Alaska said 
there were no meetings held since Oc-
tober. Nine people have been con-
firmed, and they had to come out of 
the committee. That is one example. 

I also say this about my friend, JOHN 
KERRY. Something was said that what 
he was doing was not supportive of na-
tional security. No one should ever 
talk about JOHN KERRY and national 
security. He has done more than talk 
about national security. He put his life 
on the line in the jungles of Vietnam 

and was injured. He received a Silver 
Star, which is a significantly high 
medal for heroism. JOHN KERRY was a 
hero in the battles in Vietnam. I have 
spoken with people who were with him 
in Vietnam, and the things he did there 
were very heroic. 

JOHN KERRY believes what he is doing 
deals with the security of this country. 
I agree with JOHN KERRY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from Il-
linois is recognized for up to 25 min-
utes. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, I thank the Senator from 
Nevada, the majority whip, for pro-
pounding this unanimous consent re-
quest. I would like to join in this de-
bate. We will talk about a lot of dif-
ferent aspects of the energy bill, but I 
think this debate on fuel economy 
standards for automobiles and trucks 
in America goes to the heart of the 
issue. 

There are many who believe we can 
discuss the future energy needs of 
America without engaging the Amer-
ican people; that we can offer to them 
the false promise and the false hope 
that we can become close to energy 
independent without any change in 
lifestyle, without very many changes 
in law, and without any sacrifice by 
business or families or individuals. I 
am not one of those people. 

I believe if we are going to be honest 
with the American people about our 
energy challenges in the years ahead, 
we have to tell them that it is going to 
call for sacrifice; it is going to call for 
commitment; it is going to call for an 
understanding of our role in the world. 

The reason I say this is the following: 
The United States currently imports 51 
percent of its oil. That number is ex-
pected to increase to 64 percent by the 
year 2020. Forty-two percent of U.S. oil 
consumption is used for gasoline for 
passenger cars and light trucks. It is 
predicted that passenger fleet con-
sumption will rise to 56 percent by the 
year 2020. 

We cannot have a meaningful and 
honest discussion about reducing 
American dependence on foreign oil 
without addressing the question of fuel 
efficiency of the passenger cars and 
light trucks that we drive as Ameri-
cans. 

For the record, my wife and I own a 
Chrysler product, a Ford product, and a 
Saturn. With our kids growing up, we 
have had a variety of cars, mainly 
American cars, but we do our best to 
buy American cars. 

Some of the things I am talking 
about are going to reflect on the Amer-
ican automobile industry, and I am 
sorry if it is taken as a negative com-
ment but I have to get some of these 
things as part of the record and part of 
my feelings about this issue. 

Let me tell you the history of fuel ef-
ficiency in America so you can under-
stand for a moment what we are dis-
cussing today. 

In 1975, there was a heated debate in 
Congress about establishing for the 
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first time in history fuel economy 
standards for automobiles and trucks 
manufactured in the United States. At 
that time, the average fuel efficiency 
was about 14 miles a gallon for the 
fleets that were being built primarily 
by the Big Three in Detroit but by 
other manufacturers as well. 

This Congress decided at that time to 
dramatically increase the fuel effi-
ciency required of automobile manu-
facturers to a level of 27.5 miles a gal-
lon by 1985. In a 10-year period of time, 
we virtually doubled the fuel efficiency 
of cars and trucks in America. Now, 
trucks I will have to say were an excep-
tion, and because of that exception, 
which I will allude to later, perhaps it 
was not the entire fleet taken into con-
sideration, but when it came to auto-
mobiles we moved from 14 miles a gal-
lon in 1975 to 27.5 miles a gallon in 1985. 

There were many critics who said 
that was impossible, technologically 
unachievable, it was going to require 
Americans to run around in kiddy cars, 
and that, frankly, it would push manu-
facturing of automobiles overseas. 

If any of these arguments sound fa-
miliar, it is the same litany of com-
plaints we have heard today about im-
proving fuel efficiency standards. When 
one looks back at the history of that 
debate in 1975, some of the things that 
were said are nothing short of incred-
ible. 

In 1974, a statement before the Sen-
ate Commerce Committee from Chrys-
ler Corporation about the new fuel effi-
ciency standard that would move fuel 
economy from 14 miles a gallon to 27.5 
miles: 

In effect, this bill would outlaw a number 
of engine lines and car models, including 
most full-size sedans and station wagons. It 
would restrict the industry to producing sub-
compact-size cars, or even smaller ones, 
within 5 years, even though the Nation does 
not have the tooling capacity or capital re-
sources to make a change so quickly. 

Thus spoke Chrysler in 1974 facing 
the first fuel efficiency standard in-
crease. 

General Motors in 1975, published in 
Oil Daily, said as follows: 

If this proposal becomes law [to increase 
fuel efficiency] and we do not achieve a sig-
nificant technological breakthrough to im-
prove mileage, the largest car the industry 
will be selling at any volume at all will prob-
ably be smaller, lighter and less powerful 
than today’s compact Chevy Nova and only a 
small percentage of all models being pro-
duced could be that size. 

It is not just the resistance of the Big 
Three to fuel economy. The Big Three 
have virtually resisted any efforts to 
establish new standards for fuel econ-
omy, safety, and auto emissions 
throughout the years. They have been 
resistant to change. 

In 1966, Ford said, when we were im-
posing national safety standards: 

Many of the temporary standards are un-
reasonable, arbitrary and technologically 
unfeasible. If we cannot meet them when 
they are published, we will have to close 
down. 

That was from Henry Ford II. He was 
referring to the onerous Government 

requirements of laminated windshields, 
seat belts, and other safety require-
ments. 

In 1971, Ford again, and this was Lee 
Iacocca, who was with Ford at the 
time: 

The shoulder harnesses, the headrests are a 
complete waste of money and you can see 
that safety has really killed all of our busi-
ness. We are in a downhill slide the likes of 
which we have never seen in our business, 
and the Japanese are in the wings ready to 
eat us alive. 

That was Lee Iacocca of Ford Motor 
Company in 1971 talking about any law 
requiring safety equipment on auto-
mobiles in the United States. 

I will not read through all of the 
quotes on emissions controls. Trust 
me. Year after year, the Big Three 
have come before Congress, testified, 
and stated publicly that any changes in 
their design and manufacture man-
dated by law would result in their 
bankruptcy in the production of vehi-
cles, that Americans would not buy 
and, frankly, would jeopardize our se-
curity as a nation as it shifted jobs 
overseas. 

Despite all of those protests, in 1975 
this Congress enacted that law which 
virtually doubled the fuel economy of 
cars in the United States. So one might 
ask then, what happened next? The an-
swer is, absolutely nothing. 

Since 1985—for 17 years now—Con-
gress has been unwilling to even ad-
dress the issue of improving fuel econ-
omy of automobiles in the United 
States. That is an incredible state-
ment, that after 10 years of a dramatic 
technological breakthrough, doubling 
fuel economy, for 17 years we have 
done nothing. And the automobile 
manufacturers in Detroit have done 
nothing either. If anything, they have 
gone in the opposite direction. 

The cars that are sold today, particu-
larly SUVs, are less fuel efficient. Of 
course, as a result of that, our depend-
ence on foreign oil continues to in-
crease. 

The premise of those who come be-
fore us today and oppose the under-
lying bill, which improves fuel econ-
omy to 36 miles a gallons—35 miles a 
gallon. I keep getting the numbers con-
fused, but I believe it is 35 miles a gal-
lon. There are three premises behind 
that. First, those who oppose it would 
say improved fuel economy is a goal 
beyond the capacity of American 
science and technology. We have heard 
it over and over again. They refer to 
study after study. They cannot see that 
we would move from 27.5 miles a gallon 
as a fleet average to 35 miles a gallon 
and do that with our ability to bring 
together the best scientists and those 
involved in automobile technology. 
They are very despondent that if De-
troit were challenged to meet this goal, 
they would ever be able to meet it. 

Does that sound familiar? Does that 
not sound like the debate in 1975, when 
the Big Three came and told us this 
cannot be done, it is technologically 
impossible? 

The second premise of the opposition 
to increasing fuel efficiency standards 
is that the American consumers should 
not be asked to change their buying 
habits in any way whatsoever. 

Frankly, I think those who take that 
position are underestimating the peo-
ple in this country. I think Americans 
are prepared to accept a change in life-
style, a change in the vehicles they 
buy, if we explain to them that if they 
pay that price, America will come out 
ahead; we will lessen our dependence 
on oil coming from Saudi Arabia, from 
the gulf states, from overseas. We will 
be able to take positions on foreign 
policy and on potential battles with 
other countries based on the fact that 
we will be less dependent on them. 

To me, that makes eminent sense, 
and I think I could go home to my 
State, or to virtually any State in this 
country, and say to people across this 
country: Americans, we need to gather 
together. We need to stand united as 
we have in the last 6 months since Sep-
tember 11. We need to accept the re-
ality that tomorrow’s automobile is 
going to look a little different from to-
day’s; tomorrow’s truck is going to 
look a little different, too, but it will 
be more fuel efficient and it will lessen 
our dependence on foreign oil. 

Is that not a valuable thing for us to 
do as a nation? I think most Americans 
would agree. But some would not even 
bring that question to the American 
people. They do not want to even raise 
the possibility or the specter that we 
would have to change our buying hab-
its. 

The third premise of most of those 
who oppose improvement on fuel econ-
omy and fuel efficiency is the Senate is 
prepared to abdicate any responsibility 
to meaningfully reduce American de-
pendence on foreign oil. Trust me. If we 
will not address fuel efficiency and fuel 
economy, which we know is going to 
account for more than half of the oil 
that will be imported into the United 
States by the year 2020, then the rest of 
this conversation about energy is sim-
ply eyewash. It is not serious. It is not 
substantive. It is not going to achieve 
what America needs: Leadership on en-
ergy. Unfortunately, that is where we 
stand today. 

I received a letter from a constituent 
of mine. He sent it to my office, and I 
will read it into the RECORD. He is in 
Chicago, IL. His name is ‘‘Z’’ Frank. 
Those who are from the Chicago area 
are familiar with him and will know 
immediately that he is the world’s 
largest Chevrolet dealer, that he is the 
President of ‘‘Z’’ Frank Chevrolet. This 
man is the largest dealer of Chevrolets 
and is writing to Members of Congress, 
all of us, on the issue of fuel efficiency. 
Keep in mind, the company that makes 
the cars he sells is opposing an increase 
in fuel efficiency. 

Listen to what Mr. Frank writes to 
all of us in reference to this debate. 

The letter is dated February 25, 2002, 
and reads as follows: 

I write in support of raising fuel economy 
standards, as the President of ‘‘Z’’ Frank 
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Chevrolet, having sold well over 1,000,000 
Chevrolets. My family has been selling and 
leasing cars and trucks in Chicago since 1936. 
Before entering the family business in 1976, I 
graduated from George Washington Univer-
sity and then the University of Chicago 
Graduate School of Business. I have been a 
Chevrolet dealer since 1982 and since then 
have also held franchises from Oldsmobile, 
Hyundai, Mazda, Subaru and Volkswagon. 

I call on you to support the kerry-hollings 
fuel economy bill to raise miles per gallon 
standards to 35 miles per gallon by 2013. 
Making cars go farther on a gallon of gas is 
a responsible step to use less oil. 

I ask you to support raising CAFE stand-
ards as the best way to manage our energy 
future and encourage automakers to imple-
ment fuel saving technologies that are cur-
rently available. 

Here is why: 
1. Auto manufacturers are like the boy 

who cried wolf. Every time the federal gov-
ernment proposes new regulations, they cry 
the same story that it will limit choice, 
make vehicles less safe, cost jobs and hurt 
the economy. During the same period in the 
1980s that fuel economy increased, traffic fa-
talities fell by half. And when new laws are 
passed, compliance follows. Now ask your-
self, didn’t the year 2000 set the all time 
record for light and medium weight vehicles 
sales? Even after September 11, car compa-
nies have been selling a vast number of vehi-
cles. It doesn’t seem to me that regulations 
have hindered volume or employment so far. 
Can you remember one instance when the 
manufacturers’ cries of gloom and doom 
have materialized? I can’t. 

2. American technological innovation can 
lead the way to safe, fuel efficient vehicles 
that sip gas rather than guzzle it. I would 
like to see General Motors provide me with 
a competitive high mileage vehicle to sell, 
and we’ll sell it! 

3. Fuel-efficient technology can be imple-
mented without jeopardizing safety. Tech-
nology such as better engines and trans-
missions will be the driving force in making 
more fuel-efficient vehicles. General Motors 
recently announced that it had technology 
to improve the engines it uses in the Subur-
ban, their largest SUV, by 25%. Technology, 
such as air bags and vehicle design, is also a 
driving force behind vehicle safety. High fuel 
economy standards can help improve overall 
safety by encouraging the use of strong but 
lighter materials in the heaviest vehicles. 

4. As technology has improved, perform-
ance has consistently improved as well. Com-
petition will continue to improve perform-
ance. Under the CAFE system, the pickups 
and SUVs that have the torque and horse-
power needed to haul heavy loads can retain 
their power. Consumers will continue to love 
their cars and buy the best cars that their 
monthly payments will allow. 

5. There are real benefits to our environ-
ment from raising CAFE standards. Cars, 
SUVs and other light trucks now consume 8 
million barrels of oil every day, and account 
for 20% of US global warming emissions. 
High demand for oil also increases the pres-
sure to drill in areas that should be left un-
spoiled. Raising fuel economy standards will 
save oil and slash global warming pollution. 

6. I have a personal reason for supporting 
higher CAFE standards. Air pollution is a 
very serious and growing problem, and my 
wife, who suffers from asthma, finds it in-
creasingly difficult to breathe. While making 
cars use less gasoline will not directly reduce 
air pollution from a car’s tailpipe, by cutting 
gasoline consumption, it will dramatically 
reduce air pollution that comes from refin-
ing, transporting and refueling. Raising 
CAFE standards will, in fact, help clean the 
air. 

It pains me to be at odds with the manu-
facturer I represent. For 65 years, my family 
has been selling cars and trucks—almost 50 
of those years, Chevrolets. Selling Chev-
rolets has been very financially beneficial 
for my entire family and me. I do not want 
to be at odds with General Motors and my 
fellow dealers or threaten my economic fu-
ture. I want to support my manufacturer— 
but first, they must give me the vehicles to 
sell that are in the best interests of our citi-
zens and our country. I believe they can and 
will do it if required. 

Please support the Kerry-Hollings bill as a 
responsible step towards a better future. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. FRANK, 

President, ‘‘Z’’ Frank Chevrolet. 

Mr. Frank, in that 2-page letter, 
summarized the most compelling argu-
ments for Members to have the cour-
age, the political courage, to vote for 
higher CAFE standards. Here is a man 
who sells the product. If he believed for 
a second what we have heard on this 
floor, that what he would sell would be 
something American consumers would 
never buy, he would not write that let-
ter. If he believed for a second this 
were beyond the technology and ability 
of American auto manufacturers, he 
would not have written this letter. But 
he believes otherwise. And so do I. 

Let me put this in historic perspec-
tive. From 1975 to 1985, there was a 100- 
percent increase in fuel efficiency. 
From 1985 to 2002, no change whatever. 
We are still stuck with the 1985 stand-
ard. 

Let me put in perspective what we 
are debating. The underlying bill wants 
to move the fuel efficiency standard to 
35 or 36 miles per gallon, depending on 
the amendment before the Senate. And 
35 or 36 miles per gallon means we will 
take the 27.5-gallon fleet average now 
and raise it by about 30 percent. From 
1975 to 1985, we increased fuel efficiency 
100 percent. Under the Kerry provision 
before the Senate, we are asking that 
in the 30 or 32 years since, Detroit and 
the automobile manufacturers increase 
their fuel efficiency by 30 percent. 

I am sorry, but I have to say I don’t 
believe that is an ambitious or impos-
sible goal. If I believed for a minute 
this was beyond the ability of Amer-
ican science and technology, I would 
throw in the towel, as are those who 
are opposing the Kerry provision and 
stand to say we cannot ask America’s 
engineers and scientists to come up 
with a means over the next 13 or 14 
years to improve the fuel efficiency of 
our vehicles by 30 percent. 

But I do not believe that. As I stand 
today, I know the Congress of 1975, 
which had the courage to say to auto-
mobile manufacturers, you can do 100 
percent better in 10 years, was on the 
right track. There is not a single pro-
posal today that even gets close to set-
ting that kind of ambitious goal. Yet it 
is doubtful we are going to pass any 
meaningful fuel efficiency improve-
ment standard as part of this energy 
bill. That is a sad commentary. It is a 
sad commentary on our automobile 
manufacturers. It is a sad commentary 
on this Congress that we do not have 

the courage to stand up and do what is 
right for this country at a time when 
we know what our dependence on for-
eign oil means. 

If we look at some of the things be-
fore the Senate, we understand why the 
debate is getting out of hand. Look at 
the Kerry-Hollings provision on in-
creasing fuel efficiency to 35 miles per 
gallon by 2013—in other words, in 11 
years to reach 35 miles per gallon, a 30- 
percent increase over where it is today. 

This charts shows the amount of oil 
that would be saved, millions of barrels 
a day; 3.5 million barrels a day would 
be saved if this were in place. 

Look at what the other side argues. 
They suggest there is a painless way to 
do this. We have spent more time in 
this Chamber talking about one piece 
of Alaskan real estate than any other 
issue regarding America’s energy pic-
ture. Senator MURKOWSKI and others 
stand before the Senate and say the 
real answer to our problem and depend-
ence on foreign oil is to go ahead and 
drill in the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge. Look at the savings or produc-
tion that comes from the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge compared to the 
savings if we move toward fuel effi-
ciency. It is not even close. 

I have numbers which tell the story. 
The U.S. Geological Survey says there 
are 3 million barrels of oil in the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge and it will be 
8 or 9 years before we can bring it out. 
We can have several times this amount 
of savings through automobile and in-
dustrial efficiency. That is why we 
need a strong CAFE provision in this 
bill. By 2030, the cumulative savings 
from CAFE reform will be over 18 bil-
lion barrels of oil. In other words, the 
cumulative oil savings from CAFE re-
form by the year 2030—to the end of 
this chart—would be 6,000 times the 
amount of oil we could ever drill out of 
ANWR according to the U.S. Geological 
Survey. 

It is not an honest debate to say to 
the American people, keep driving as 
big a car as you want, do not ask De-
troit to come up with anything that is 
more fuel efficient, no sacrifice to De-
troit, no challenge to our technology 
and science, drive whatever you want, 
when you want, no questions asked, 
and do not worry at all about our de-
pendence on foreign oil because we can 
drill in the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

That is what I hear from the other 
side of the aisle. I think that is a ludi-
crous position. I don’t think that even 
gets close to squaring with the reality 
of the challenge we face in America. 

So I hope my colleagues, when they 
consider this debate, will recall what 
we have been through in this country 
over the last 20 or 30 years. I hope they 
will remember the great debate in 1975 
where Members of Congress stood up 
and said to the American people: We 
are tired of these long lines, waiting at 
gas stations. We don’t want to increase 
our dependence on foreign oil. We are 
going to put a challenge out. 
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They put that challenge out and the 

sad reality is, foreign automobile man-
ufacturers rose to the challenge, and 
Detroit fought them all the way. 

There was an old saying. When Con-
gress passed the 1975 law, the Japanese 
automobile manufacturers went out 
and hired a team of engineers to com-
ply with the new standards that had 
been imposed on them by Washington 
and the Big Three in Detroit went out 
and bought a team of lawyers to fight 
the new standards in court. 

I don’t know how true that is. But I 
tell you, I think we can do a lot better. 
It is a source of embarrassment to me 
that the first hybrid vehicles that 
came on the market in America were 
produced by foreign automobile manu-
facturers. We can do a lot better. De-
troit obviously will not do it on its 
own. It needs to have a standard, a 
goal, and, frankly, a law which says we 
are going to dramatically improve the 
automobiles and trucks that we sell in 
America. 

I genuinely believe we can meet this. 
I genuinely believe we can rise to this 
challenge. I am not so despondent and 
negative to believe we have to throw in 
the towel whenever faced with some-
thing that some call as radical as in-
creasing fuel efficiency by 30 percent 
over the next 11 or 12 years. 

That is a modest goal, a very modest 
goal. But look at the savings for Amer-
ica in reducing our dependence on for-
eign oil. 

Nor do I believe it is unreasonable to 
say to the American consumer: Yes, 
that car or truck is going to look a lit-
tle different in the years to come, but 
isn’t it worth it? Isn’t it worth it to 
know you are doing something? You 
are driving a brand new car, brand new 
truck—it looks a little different, may 
sound a little different—but when it is 
all said and done, you will still be liv-
ing in the greatest Nation on Earth, 
and we are less dependent on that for-
eign oil and those who produce it —and 
lead us around by the nose too often 
when it comes to foreign policy. I don’t 
think that is an unreasonable thing to 
ask, nor do I think it is unreasonable 
to ask this Congress to basically say to 
those special interests groups that 
have come to us and said stand in the 
way and stop any improvement in fuel 
efficiency, that this is not in the na-
tional interest. 

Mr. FRANK made that point. We have 
to do what is best for this Nation in the 
long run, for workers as well as fami-
lies across the board. And that means 
supporting a meaningful fuel-efficiency 
standard which lessens our dependence 
on foreign oil. The net result will be a 
better vehicle, more jobs, a safe vehi-
cle; it will be something we are going 
to be proud of. I hope Congress has the 
political courage to rise to the occa-
sion. 

Unless someone is seeking recogni-
tion—the Senator from Michigan? I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
CANTWELL). The Senator from Michi-
gan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, let me 
briefly comment on a few of the ques-
tions which have been raised here 
today. 

First, in terms of the amendment 
which is offered, we are requiring that 
there be an increase in fuel economy. 
That is No. 1. But what we also say is 
that there are many factors that need 
to be considered, including safety fac-
tors, before that decision is made. 

We list those factors. We list every 
factor that we can reasonably think of 
that somebody ought to consider before 
we arbitrarily adopt a number which is 
then imposed upon this economy and 
upon the American public. 

We have heard a lot about safety 
today. I want to read some things from 
the National Academy of Sciences 
about safety. This isn’t the automobile 
industry and it is not the opponents of 
the Levin-Bond amendment. This is the 
National Academy of Sciences. 

It creates a lot of difficulty for the 
opponents of my amendment because it 
raises an issue they do not consider. As 
Senator KERRY from Massachusetts 
simply said: The National Academy of 
Sciences says that his proposal, ‘‘will 
not affect safety.’’ 

Those are the words of Senator 
KERRY. The National Academy of 
Sciences says his proposal won’t affect 
safety. 

I am afraid that the National Acad-
emy of Sciences specifically found that 
the increase in CAFE, whether you like 
what we did or do not like what we did 
back in the 1970’s, had an effect on 
safety. Here is what they said: 

Based on the most comprehensive and 
thorough analyses currently available, it 
was estimated in chapter 2 of their study 
that there would have been between 1,300 and 
2,600 fewer crash deaths in 1993— 

Which is the year they looked at it 
had the average weight and size of the light 
duty motor vehicle fleet in that year been 
that of the mid-1970’s. Similarly, it was esti-
mated that there would have been 13,000 to 
26,000 fewer moderate to critical injuries. 

These are deaths and injuries that would 
have been prevented with larger heavier ve-
hicles, given the improvement in vehicle oc-
cupant protection— 

That was raised today: Does this con-
sider the improvements? Yes. 
and travel environment that occurred during 
the intervening years. 

In other words, the National Acad-
emy of Sciences study says these 
deaths and injuries were one of the 
painful tradeoffs that resulted from 
downweighting and downsizing, and the 
resulting improved fuel economy. 

Those are difficult words for many 
people to even consider, but they are 
words of the National Academy of 
Sciences. They repeat them in a num-
ber of places relative to safety. There 
is a tradeoff. That was the majority 
vote of the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

For the Senator from Massachusetts 
to simply say the National Academy of 
Sciences said it will not affect safety— 
referring to his proposal—he is simply 
wrong. 

It was amazing to me that then al-
most in the same breath he attacked 
the very findings of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences as being flawed. With-
in 1 minute of each other, those two 
thoughts were uttered by our good 
friend from Massachusetts: One, the 
National Academy of Sciences say the 
increase in CAFE mandated by his bill 
won’t affect safety; second, that the 
National Academy of Sciences study, 
which has been quoted on this floor 
today, is flawed. Then he goes into the 
reasons why it is flawed. 

My point is actually a simpler one. 
Somewhere, somebody who has some 
expertise ought to look at some factors 
that should go into the decision: What 
should a new fuel economy standard 
be? We can do it here arbitrarily. We 
can say it ought to be 35 miles a gallon, 
that it is technologically feasible using 
possible advanced technologies. We can 
say that without consideration of cost, 
by the way; without consideration of 
safety; without consideration of dis-
proportionate impacts on different 
manufacturers. 

We could do that here arbitrarily. Or 
we can do what this amendment does, 
which is to say there are a lot of cri-
teria that ought to go into that deci-
sion: Technological feasibility, eco-
nomic practicability, the effect of 
other Government motor vehicle stand-
ards on fuel economy—I want to come 
back to that in a moment—the need to 
conserve energy, the desirability of re-
ducing U.S. dependence on foreign oil, 
the effect on motor vehicle safety, the 
effects of increased fuel economy on air 
quality, the adverse effects of in-
creased fuel economy standards on the 
relative competitiveness of manufac-
turers, the effect on U.S. employment, 
the cost and lead time required for in-
troduction of new technologies, the po-
tential for advanced technology vehi-
cles such as hybrid and fuel cell vehi-
cles to contribute to significant fuel 
savings; the effect of near-term expend-
itures required to meet increased fuel 
economy standards on the resources 
available to develop advanced tech-
nology, and the report of the National 
Research Council, which is the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. 

Do we want these factors to be con-
sidered? Do we think they are rel-
evant? Do we think they should be part 
of a process that addresses where the 
new standard should be? It seems to 
me, yes. It is for 15 months. Under our 
amendment, we direct the Department 
of Transportation to—I use this word 
because it is very important—increase 
standards for cars and light trucks 
based on the consideration of those 
facts. 

That is No. 1. Those facts are rel-
evant. They ought to be considered. 
They are the alternative. 

One of the things that the NAS also 
points out is that if new regulations 
favor one class of manufacturer over 
another, they will distribute the cost 
unevenly and could evoke unintended 
responses. 
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On page 69 of the NAS study, they 

say that in general new regulations 
should distribute the burden equally 
among manufacturers unless there is a 
good reason not to. For example, rais-
ing the standard for light trucks to 
that of cars would be more costly for 
light truck manufacturers. 

The Kerry-Hollings proposal affects 
manufacturers unequally because it 
looks at fleet average instead of class 
average. We have gone into this in 
some detail today. We have pointed out 
that if you look at classes of vehicles 
and compare the light trucks, which we 
have listed here manufacturer by man-
ufacturer but do it class by class, 
American-made vehicles are at least as 
fuel efficient as imports. 

Is that relevant? It should be. Even if 
you decide that you want to have an 
arbitrary number selected in law now 
without a committee report, without 
consideration of any factor except po-
tential technological feasibility—one 
of 13 factors—if you want to ignore all 
the others, surely we ought to do it in 
a way which does not have a discrimi-
natory impact on American manufac-
turers. 

I find it incredible, I find it bizarre, 
that we would build a system that 
would not say that equal vehicles by 
size and manufacturer ought to be 
treated equally. By the way, that is 
also what the NAS says. 

Here I am quoting them: 
That one concept of equity among manu-

facturers requires equal treatment of equiva-
lent vehicles made by different manufactur-
ers. 

The suggestion was made today that 
this proposal of Senators KERRY and 
HOLLINGS would have a positive impact 
on air quality. I am afraid that is inac-
curate. Air quality standards are set 
for all light-duty vehicles on a per-mile 
basis. So that the amount of any ex-
haust gases that can be emitted and 
limited to a fixed amount per mile 
driven, regardless of the fuel economy 
of the vehicle, makes no difference. 
Large vehicles, medium-sized vehicles, 
or small vehicles all have, under the 
so-called tier 2 rules, which will soon 
be in effect, exactly the same require-
ment relative to emissions that go into 
the air. All full-sized vehicles, includ-
ing Ford’s Excursion, GM’s Suburban, 
the Dodge Durango, the Toyota Land 
Cruiser, have to meet the same emis-
sions as a Honda Civic or a Chevy 
Metro. 

Talking about the Chevy Metro, the 
GM dealer, which was referred to by 
Senator DURBIN, I presume, had Chevy 
Metros for sale, and could have sold all 
they wanted, I assume, since they were 
a GM and Chevy dealer. Yet the per-
centage of those small subcompacts 
that were sold is less than 2 percent of 
the entire sales of this country. They 
have been available. They are highly 
fuel efficient. They have some dis-
advantages in terms of size. But to sug-
gest, as one Chevy dealer did in a letter 
that was cited by the Senator DURBIN, 
that somehow or other General Motors 

should give to him a fuel-efficient vehi-
cle so he could sell more—2 percent of 
all of our sales in this country are sub-
compact, are highly fuel efficient, and 
with a small number of other disadvan-
tages. 

GM provided an electric vehicle, 
which has much better fuel economy 
by any kind of a test than any of the 
proposed vehicles or any other existing 
vehicles that we have. Yet these vehi-
cles have been, if not a significant dis-
appointment, a serious disappoint-
ment. They have had these vehicles. 
We have probably a dozen vehicles of 
extremely high fuel economy available 
for consumers, should they choose to 
buy those vehicles and should dealers 
such as the dealer in Chicago choose to 
or be able to sell those vehicles to their 
customers. 

Just a couple of other points before 
we finish for the evening: 

The NAS does not recommend fuel 
economy goals. They have said that 
over and over again. They lay out the 
facts. We have quoted many of them on 
our side of this issue. But they say very 
clearly that the committee cannot em-
phasize strongly enough that the cost- 
efficient fuel economy levels they iden-
tified are not recommended fuel econ-
omy goals. 

That is not what they were about. 
What they were about was to do an 
analysis of various kinds of tech-
nology. What are the possibilities? 
What they came up with are conclu-
sions which we very much support. We 
very much rely on them. The amend-
ment of Senator BOND and myself very 
heavily relies on the NAS study which 
has been referred to today. 

I think a letter from Honda was re-
ferred to earlier in the day, the impli-
cation being that somehow or other 
Honda might be supportive of the 
Kerry-Hollings language. I want to 
read a Honda document from their gov-
ernment relations folks. It says here 
that the Levin-Bond amendment re-
quires NHTSA to set new standards for 
light trucks within 15 months. They 
support this amendment. 

These kinds of technological fea-
sibilities are among the factors consid-
ered in setting new standards, and, per-
haps most importantly, it says: 

We ask you to call your Senators imme-
diately to express your support for what is 
being called the Levin-Bond amendment, and 
not support alternative amendments. 

They write: 
Other Senators may offer amendments, but 

there are none that meet our criteria better 
than Levin-Bond. 

That is the Honda dealer document 
to which I am referring. It is quite op-
posite from the implication which was 
made earlier this evening that some-
how or other Honda was supportive of 
the arbitrary identification of a par-
ticular standard in the Kerry-Hollings 
language. 

Again, Honda specifically said: 
We ask you to call your Senators imme-

diately and express your support for what is 
being called the Levin-Bond amendment. 

There was a reference made to Eu-
rope: Why can’t we do what they do in 
Europe where there is a much different 
situation? The small car percentage in 
Europe is 64 percent. Ours is 24 percent. 
They obviously do better on fuel econ-
omy. But they do better for a number 
of reasons. Not only do they have three 
times as many small cars in use, main-
ly because of the cost of gasoline, 
which is about 21⁄2 times higher than 
our gasoline prices, but also they use 
diesel engines. They have 36 percent 
diesel engines in Europe. We have 
about 1 percent here. 

The reason they are able to do that is 
diesel engine standards are very dif-
ferent from ours. Our tier 2 emission 
standards will not allow the European 
diesel engine to be used here. 

I did not hear supporters of Kerry- 
Hollings today say they would support 
the European diesel standard. I would 
be interested as to whether they would. 
If they will, that has a very different 
effect on our air quality. 

The emission standards in tier 2, 
which are very tough, and which are 
stronger than they are in Europe, and 
which protect our air cannot be met by 
the European diesel. Maybe someday 
they will be, but they cannot yet. 

When we heard that argument from 
the Senator from Arizona about air 
quality, and about being worried about 
NOx and the other components of smog, 
then what we are talking about is: Are 
the proponents of the Kerry-Hollings 
language willing to adopt the European 
diesel standards which would allow our 
manufacturers to use diesels of that 
same quality? That will have a huge 
impact on CAFE standards and on the 
CAFE averages of fleets, if our manu-
facturers can use the European diesel 
standard. I guarantee you that there 
would be a huge outcry in this country 
if there were an effort made to adopt 
the European diesel standard for Amer-
ican manufacturers and sales here. 

To simply say, look, they are doing it 
in Europe, they are meeting much 
higher CAFE standards or fleet aver-
ages in Europe than they do here, is to 
completely mix apples and oranges, be-
cause the difference, No. 1, in gas 
prices; and, No. 2, because of the dif-
ference in the number of small cars in 
Europe, mainly because of gas prices, 
but, most importantly, because of the 
percentage that diesels have of the 
market in Europe. 

Madam President, I close with this: 
Senator KERRY, a good friend of the 
Presiding Officer and myself, suggested 
that maybe he and I ought to go in a 
back room—his words—and just adopt 
CAFE standards class by class for each 
of these six classes, since I pointed out 
how discriminatory it is to have one 
fleet standard for each manufacturer 
because of the different component 
makeup of the fleets, and how it is 
comparing, in a very unfair way, the 
American automobiles to the imports, 
and that the only fair way, in my judg-
ment, is to have the same standard fuel 
economy for the same class vehicle. 
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Senator KERRY, at that point, sug-
gested—again, his words—I challenge 
you to go in a back room and set stand-
ards for each class. 

What he pointed out, accurately, is 
that our amendment does not set a 
standard. He wants to set a standard. 

My answer to that is, to do so would 
be to adopt in law six arbitrary stand-
ards instead of one—one arbitrary 
standard for each class. 

I do not think we should legislate 
that way. I think what we ought to do 
is, at least for a brief period of time— 
have the people who are designated by 
law as experts look at all the criteria 
which are relevant to the setting of 
fuel economy standards, including safe-
ty, impact on jobs, cost, short-term 
versus long-term benefits, and the 
other criteria that I mentioned. Then if 
they do not act within 15 months, we 
have an expedited process to guarantee 
that alternatives can be considered by 
the Congress by under expedited proce-
dures. If they do adopt a regulation 
that we do not like, under existing law, 
there is a process called legislative re-
view, under which we can veto that 
regulation. We have that option after a 
rational process is pursued. 

We can either arbitrarily select a 
standard now, based on 1 of those 13 
criteria—and even that is partial—or 
we could do something which, it seems 
to me, is a lot more rational, which is 
to tell that regulatory agency, which 
has that responsibility under law: 
These are our policies. We want you to 
consider all of these criteria to adopt a 
rule. If we do not like it, we are going 
to veto it. If you do not do it, we are 
going to have an expedited process to 
consider it. 

Madam President, I do not know if 
there is anybody else who seeks rec-
ognition. I see none. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod of morning business, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 5 
minutes each. 

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

f 

ENERGY DERIVATIVES TRAINING 

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I rise to 
address the issue of derivatives. The 
name itself would almost put people to 
sleep; the details of it are very com-
plicated. It is a process that is done by 
major corporations, which is what 
brings it to our attention at the mo-

ment. Unfortunately, the proposition 
that is before us is an answer looking 
for a problem. It is not a solution to 
what has happened. 

Enron has raised many concerns re-
garding the state of our energy mar-
kets. However, as investigations into 
the collapse of the company are show-
ing, the failure of Enron was likely due 
to unethical and possibly illegal ac-
counting techniques used by executives 
at the company. We need to make one 
thing clear: The trading of energy de-
rivatives had nothing to do with the 
collapse of Enron. In fact, Enron’s 
trading platform was one of the most 
lucrative parts of the company. 

Enron is not an accounting problem; 
it is not a business problem. It is prob-
ably a fraud problem. 

During debate on the Commodities 
Futures and Modernization Act, we ex-
amined extensively the oversight and 
regulation of energy derivatives. It was 
done the right way. It was done with 
hearings, with committee markup, 
with floor debate. This has been 
brought directly to the floor. It has by-
passed the other processes. 

What we concluded using the correct 
process was the proper amount of over-
sight for a new and emerging business. 
We did the debate on the Commodities 
Futures and Modernization Act, and we 
examined extensively the oversight 
and regulation of the energy deriva-
tives—the way it is supposed to be 
done. What we concluded was the prop-
er amount of oversight for a new and 
emerging business had been put into 
law. 

If we start to regulate an industry 
that is in its infancy, we run the risk of 
stifling competition and reducing the 
possibility of it reaching its full poten-
tial. 

Federal Reserve Chairman Alan 
Greenspan testified last week before 
the Senate Banking Committee. I want 
to echo a few of his comments regard-
ing the regulation of energy deriva-
tives. 

Chairman Greenspan said it was cru-
cially important that we allow those 
types of markets to evolve amongst 
professionals who are most capable of 
protecting themselves far better than 
either we, the Fed, CFTC, or the OCC 
could conceivably do. The important 
issue is that there is a significant 
downside if we regulate where we do 
not have to in this area. Because one of 
the major—and indeed the primary— 
areas for regulation and protection of 
the system is counter-party surveil-
lance—that the individual private par-
ties, looking at the economic events of 
the status of the people with whom 
they are doing business. . . . We’ve got 
to allow that system to work, because 
if we step in as government regulators, 
we will remove a considerable amount 
of the caution that is necessary to 
allow those markets to evolve. And 
while it may appear sensible to go in 
and regulate, all of our experience is 
that there is a significant downside 
when you do not allow counter-party 

surveillance to function in an appro-
priate manner. 

I think we are glazing the eyes over 
here, but essentially Mr. Greenspan 
said it is too early to do anything 
based on the act that we already did. 

Selling derivatives is a way for com-
panies that can’t afford risk to pass it 
on to companies that are willing. We 
have done that for a long time in the 
insurance business. This is another 
form of corporate insurance. 

There is no indication that trading of 
energy derivatives contributed in any 
way to the collapse of Enron. However, 
if, in fact, Members think we need to 
look at legislation in this area, we 
should examine it in a reasonable proc-
ess—not by offering on the floor 
amendments to a newly enacted piece 
of legislation. I certainly appreciate 
and respect Members’ attention to ex-
amining the energy markets, but we 
should take that through the com-
mittee process so Members have a 
chance to hear testimony and pose 
questions to experts in this area. 

It is a difficult area; it is a com-
plicated area. Supporters of this 
amendment claim that Enron has such 
a large market share of this business 
that they were able to provide undue 
influence over the energy trading. 

To the contrary, during and after the 
collapse of Enron, there were no inter-
ruptions of trading. Other market par-
ticipants stepped in and assumed vol-
ume. There were no price swings or col-
lapses of the energy market. This is a 
perfect example of market forces work-
ing the way they were intended. 

The CFMA provided legal certainty 
for commercial parties not executed on 
futures exchanges—legal certainty, 
taking away some of the risk, selling 
some of the risk. This amendment 
could be interpreted to cover all trans-
actions between commercial parties 
conducted either by e-mail or over the 
phone. The effect of this amendment 
would likely be decreased market li-
quidity because of increased legal and 
transactional uncertainties. Addition-
ally, energy companies may be discour-
aged from using derivatives to hedge 
price risks. This could result in more 
price volatility in energy markets, 
which will hurt the very consumers the 
legislation seeks to help. 

This amendment would also require 
electronic trading exchanges to set 
aside capital, even if they do not par-
ticipate in trading. For instance, the 
Intercontinental Exchange allows buy-
ers and sellers of energy derivatives to 
exchange offers through an electronic 
program. This exchange is already reg-
ulated by the CFTC and gives the 
CFTC access to its trading screens. 
This amendment would require the 
Intercontinental Exchange to set aside 
capital, even though it only facilitates 
transactions and does not trade. This 
requirement could force ICE to cease 
operations—forcing buyers and sellers 
of energy derivatives into the over-the- 
counter market. This is why CFTC 
Chairman Newsome has said the CFTC 
does not require this new authority. 
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