May 6, 2003

VOTE EXPLANATION

e Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
have the great honor of being in Wash-
ington State today in order to welcome
home the USS Lincoln. After a 10-
month deployment, including valuable
service in the recent war against Iraq,
the men and women of the USS Lincoln
finally reach Everett and Washington
today. Unfortunately in order to be
present for this important homecoming
in my State it was necessary for me to
miss the vote on the confirmation of
Cecilia Altonaga to the Federal Dis-
trict Court for the Southern District of
Florida. If T had been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yea’” to confirm Cecilia
Altonaga.e

——
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session.

———

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2003—
Continued

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, are we
back on the energy bill? Is that the
order of business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I know
my colleagues have made presentations
on the energy bill. The chairman of the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, Senator DOMENICI, and the
ranking Member, Senator BINGAMAN,
have made presentations on the energy
bill. T wanted to come to the floor to
speak about this piece of legislation.

There are some provisions in this leg-
islation that I think are particularly
worthy and some that are not. There
are some provisions that should be in
the bill and, as of yet, are not in the
bill. My hope is that as we debate and
discuss the energy issue on the floor of
the Senate, we will be able to construct
a bipartisan energy bill that advances
this country’s energy interests. That
ought to be our goal.

It is a fact that our country, for well
over a century, has been wedded to the
use of oil, particularly for the purpose
of moving our transportation fleet. Be-
cause we are so chained to the use of
oil—and especially now chained to the
use of foreign oil, with 55 percent of
what we use coming from places out-
side of our country—most believe that
our economy is at risk.

What do I mean by ‘“‘at risk’’? I mean
that if, God forbid, some morning we
wake up and discover that the supply
of oil coming from areas of the world
that are deeply troubled is somehow
shut off, our economy will be flat on its
back. I do not think there is any dis-
pute about that.

The 55 percent of oil that now comes
from outside of our borders is expected
to increase to nearly 65, 66 percent in
the coming years. Is that advancing
this country’s economic and energy se-
curity? No, not at all. In fact, it injures
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our country’s opportunities in both the
intermediate and long term.

So the question for us with respect to
energy policy is, How do we become
less dependent on energy that comes
from outside of our country? How do
we produce more, over which we have
control? How do we conserve more?
After all, conservation is another form
of producing. How do we increase the
efficiency of appliances and other
items that we use energy for in our
daily lives? And how do we increase the
role of limitless and renewable supplies
of energy? Those are the key questions
for all of us, it seems to me, in trying
to write a better energy bill.

As we see more and more States
begin to experiment with restructuring
and deregulation, we also need to ad-
dress in this bill the question, ‘“‘How do
we prevent from happening once again
what happened on the west coast, par-
ticularly in California, where there was
grand theft committed by some compa-
nies now under criminal investiga-
tion?”

Enron, of course, was one company
that was subject to these allegations.
The Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission is now taking action against a
number of companies. But there is no
question about what happened with re-
spect to electricity restructuring in
California: that some companies en-
gaged in basic criminal wrongdoing,
and that the consumers on the west
coast were bilked to the tune of not
millions or hundreds of millions of dol-
lars but billions of dollars. That is why
I call it grand theft.

How do we prevent that from hap-
pening in the future? I will talk about
that in just a couple moments.

But let me put up a chart that shows
from where we have received the im-
ports of crude oil, by country of origin,
in a recent year. No. 1 was Saudi Ara-
bia, 588 million barrels of crude oil in
2001 from Saudi Arabia; and then you
have Mexico, Canada, Venezuela, Nige-
ria, and Iraq as No. 6.

You can see, if you look at this list,
we are importing oil from very trou-
bled parts of the world. The future op-
portunity of growth and economic op-
portunity in this country is to be able
to continue this supply. Our economy
depends on it. So should we become
less dependent on that? The answer is
yes. Will we in this bill? I hope the an-
swer will be yes.

One of the points I have made is
about our dependence on foreign oil.
We import 556 percent of that which we
consume. Fifty-five percent comes
from off of our shores. That is expected
to go to 66, 68 percent by the year 2025.

Nearly all of our cars and trucks in
the United States run on gasoline.
They are the main reason America im-
ports so much oil. Two-thirds of the 20
million barrels of oil that we use each
day is used for transportation, and it is
the fastest growing part of our energy
consumption.

I have mentioned many times on the
floor—and I will not bore you with the
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whole story—that my first car, when I
was a young teenager, was a 1924 Model
T Ford that I restored. It took me a
couple years to restore this old Model
T. When I did, I finally sold it. But the
fact is, you put gasoline in a 1924 Model
T Ford the same way you put it in a
2003 Ford. Nothing has changed. You
pull up to the pumps, and you just
pump gas in the tank. That is the way
it is; that is the way it has been; it is
the way it is going to be, unless we
change.

So can we, after three-quarters of a
century, or a century, decide to take a
look at what is consumed in transpor-
tation, especially for our vehicle fleet,
and decide that we do not have to run
gasoline through our carburetors in
order to propel our vehicles? Can we do
that? I hope the answer is yes.

Someone who trains elephants once
told me a story about why elephants
stand with a cuff on their leg that has
a small chain attached to a little stake
in the ground. I saw it first when a
small circus came to our town. It was
a really small circus because my town
had a population of only 350, 400 people,
so they only had 1 elephant.

But they put a cuff around the ele-
phant’s back leg, with a small chain at-
tached to a little stake that was stuck
in the ground, and the elephant never
moved. I always wondered, how could
they have an elephant stand there,
when clearly that little stake in the
ground was not going to hold the ele-
phant, but the elephant never tried to
pull it.

Well, that is because when they cap-
ture elephants in Thailand, what they
do is put a cuff around the elephant’s
leg attached to a big chain, and they
tie it to a banyan tree. And for a week,
week and a half, 2 weeks, the elephant
does nothing but pull and tug and, with
all of his might, try to pull away from
that banyan tree. But it is not to be.
That elephant is chained to that ban-
yan tree, and pretty soon the elephant
stops because the elephant understands
it cannot get loose. So it never again
tries. They take the chain off the ban-
yvan tree and put a little stake in the
ground, and the elephant never moves;
it just stays there, understanding it
cannot move from that stake.

That is kind of the way we are. We
are kind of like the elephant and the
banyan tree with respect to our de-
pendence on foreign oil. We mnever
think that what we can do is pole-vault
over this to new technologies.

At the end of this debate, if what the
Senate will have exhibited to the
American people is that our debate is
really only about two things—the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge and CAFE
standards—shame on us, because that
is the same old debate we have every
10, 15, and 25 years when we talk about
energy. Are both of these issues impor-
tant? Sure, they are. But it is more im-
portant to evaluate how, in 5, 10, 15, 25,
and 50 years from now, our children
and grandchildren will be driving vehi-
cles that are not running gasoline
through the carburetors.
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How we can move to a hydrogen
economy using fuel cells? The Presi-
dent said: Let’s do that. Good for him.
He put his administration on the side
of moving in the right direction. His
proposal was timid and did not propose
much new money, but proposed to use
funds from other important accounts
on renewables and conservation in
order to finance it. The fact is, even
though it was a timid, not bold, pro-
posal, the direction was an important
direction for our country.

If this country decides that, in the
next 10 and 25 years, we are going to
set timetables and goals to develop fuel
cells for our vehicles, then we can be-
come much less dependent on foreign
oil.

That does not mean we shall not and
will not always need fossil fuels. We
will use o0il, natural gas, and coal.
There is no question about that. And
we have incentives in this bill to find
more and use more. For coal, for exam-
ple, we have clean coal technology in
this bill, which I support. We are al-
ways going to do that.

But if our policy is only to dig and
drill—if that is our energy policy—then
it is a ‘‘yesterday forever’ policy. To
be forward looking is to understand
there are actions we can take that are
revolutionary, that can give us a dif-
ferent kind of energy future—one that
provides more economic and energy se-
curity for our country. That is why
moving towards a hydrogen economy
by developing fuel cells makes such
good sense. Fuel cells are twice as effi-
cient as the internal combustion en-
gine.

The supply of hydrogen is inexhaust-
ible. Hydrogen is in water. You can
take the energy from the wind, and use
the electricity in the process of elec-
trolysis, separate the hydrogen from
the oxygen, and store the hydrogen and
use it in vehicles. The fact is, hydrogen
is ubiquitous. It is everywhere. What
do we do to get there? We have to de-
cide as a country that is where we want
to go. That is what Europe is doing.
That is what Japan is doing. We do
have to solve some issues: the produc-
tion, storage, and transportation of hy-
drogen, as well as the continued devel-
opment of fuel cell vehicles.

I have ridden in a fuel cell vehicle.
We have had fuel cells propel a vehicle
from Los Angeles to New York. It is
not as if they don’t exist. The question
is, “Does this country want to move
forward with that type of future?’” The
President says yes. I say yes. It makes
sense to do that.

First and foremost, we should talk
seriously about the range of issues
dealing with fossil fuels. I agree with
all of that—incentives for the produc-
tion of coal, oil, natural gas. I will not
support drilling in ANWR. There are a
few areas that are precious and un-
usual. We ought to put them aside. I do
support the construction of a natural
gas pipeline to access the 32 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas from Alaska.
I support drilling in the Gulf of Mexico
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where there are important and exciting
areas for oil and natural gas develop-
ment. I believe that with clean coal
technology, we can make substantial
use of our coal resources. That makes
sense to me. With respect to fossil
fuels, yes, we can produce more. We
have incentives in the bill to do that.

With respect to conservation, it is
very important for us to understand
that conserving a barrel of oil is simi-
lar to producing a barrel of oil. Con-
servation provides some of our least ex-
pensive opportunities. We don’t con-
serve nearly enough. Incentives for
conservation make sense, as well.

We have had many debates about the
efficiency of the appliances, from light
bulbs to refrigerators, that we use
every single day. Many of these appli-
ances that we use have become much
more efficient. We had a debate about
the SEER standard for air-condi-
tioners. We can, should, and will make
appliances much more efficient, both
by pushing those who produce them
and those who purchase them.

In addition, let me talk about limit-
less sources of energy and renewable
sources of energy. Senators TALENT,
DASCHLE, JOHNSON, and others, includ-
ing myself, will offer an amendment
dealing with the Renewable Fuels
Standard to nearly double the current
production of ethanol to 5 billion gal-
lons by 2012. We will ban MTBE across
the country. MTBE is a gasoline addi-
tive that can find its way into water
supplies. It is harmful to human
health. As MTBE is phased out of gaso-
line, there is going to be a significant,
demonstrable, new market for ethanol
and renewable fuels—ethanol, bio-
diesel, and others.

Especially with respect to ethanol, it
makes sense to take a kernel of corn,
extract the alcohol content, and still
have protein feedstock left. What you
have done is produce a new market for
America’s family farmers, extended
America’s energy supply, and you still
have the protein feedstock left for cat-
tle and livestock. We are going to near-
ly double, with this Renewable Fuels
Standard, the amount of ethanol that
will be produced and used.

We will also offer a Renewable Port-
folio Standard that would help increase
the use of renewable energy, such as
wind energy and other sources of re-
newable and limitless energy, as part
of the energy mix for electricity. I be-
lieve both the Renewable Fuel Stand-
ard and the Renewable Portfolio Stand-
ard will become part of this bill.

Going back to the hydrogen fuel cell
issue, this bill certainly improves on
the President’s proposal, but it is still
short of what can and should be done.
We ought to establish timetables and
set goals. I offered that amendment in
the Energy Committee and lost by two
votes. I intend to offer it on the floor
once again. It is the right direction.
The President thinks it is the right di-
rection. But we ought to try to stimu-
late timetables and goals in order to
strive to reach something we establish.
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Finally, let me talk about the elec-
tricity title for a moment. We do need
to address issues such as transmission.
We have serious transmission prob-
lems. In my home State of North Da-
kota, we have the capability of pro-
ducing more energy, but we have a
transmission problem, because we
don’t have the transmission capacity
to move the energy that we can
produce.

We have to try to find a way to solve
this transmission problem. FERC is
working on it. There are various plans,
such as Standard Market Design and so
on. We need to do that in a construc-
tive way. There is a lot of disagree-
ment about how you price the trans-
mission and the movement of elec-
tricity along various lines, as well as
disagreement about the establishment
of Regional Transmission Organiza-
tions. All of this is part of what is
being discussed both in the executive
branch, the FERC, and also here in
Congress with respect to this bill.

This point is important. I chaired a
series of hearings a year and a half ago
with respect to the behavior of Enron
in California. It was not just Enron,
but Enron is the only company I will
name at this point. The FERC has
since done an evaluation on the west
coast—California and other States.

What happened there was, in my
judgment and the judgment of the
FERC, criminal. There is a criminal in-
vestigation ongoing. Companies have
been and will be charged. What they
did was manipulate the supply and
price of energy. In fact, they took
plants offline. We now have testimony
that this is what happened. They did it
deliberately to manipulate the load.
What was the result? Cheating the con-
sumer—wholesale cheating. This isn’t
petty thievery; this is grand theft to
the tune of billions of dollars.

We happen to know what their strat-
egies were because we dug them out.
Get Shorty; does anybody know what
that is? How about Fat Boy? Death
Star? Yes, Get Shorty, Fat Boy, and
Death Star are the names of strategies
by which a company decided to steal
from consumers. Yes, I used the word
““steal.” They did, a massive quantity
of money.

The question is, How much is going
to be paid back? That is the question.
The question for us in the energy bill
is, How do we prevent this from hap-
pening again? How do we make sure
this never happens again? This bill has
the prohibition on round trip trading
and a series of issues such as that, but
the bill does not have enough protec-
tion in it for the consumers, so that in
a marketplace where some have the op-
portunity to cheat, we have the protec-
tions to prevent that from happening.

There is a purpose for regulators. I
know a lot of people don’t like govern-
ment, but there is a purpose for regu-
lators. Regulators are the referees be-
cause there are some—a minority—who
will cheat. Most businesses are wonder-
ful, run by great people; they want to
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do the right thing. But there are some
who are willing to cheat. We saw that
on the west coast in the electricity
markets. I don’t want to see that
again. I want this bill and the elec-
tricity title to have sufficient safe-
guards so we are not ever again talking
about Fat Boy, Get Shorty, or Death
Star.

We have a lot to talk about with re-
spect to energy. There is not much
more in the policy area that is as im-
portant as energy. But we will talk
about fiscal policy and, I believe start-
ing next week, the President’s tax cut
proposal and other issues. Our econ-
omy, our country cannot proceed with-
out energy. Every single day when we
awaken and we begin to open the doors
to our factories and to produce, we
drive to work, do all that we do during
the day as Americans, we do that be-
cause we have ample supplies of en-
ergy. When we have an economy that is
now dependent, to the tune of 55 per-
cent, on o0il that comes from other
parts of the world, our economic secu-
rity and our other security is threat-
ened.

Can we ever become truly inde-
pendent? Maybe not. But should we
have over one-half of our oil coming
from outside the country? The answer
is no.

Yes, we ought to do some digging and
drilling, produce more fossil fuels—nat-
ural gas, oil, and coal. But if that is
our only strategy, that is a yesterday
forever strategy, not a strategy that
advances this country’s interests. Let’s
be bolder and do more. Let’s move to-
ward a hydrogen economy. Let’s
produce hydrogen and fuel cells. Let’s
decide to become less dependent on oil
from other parts of the world.

Let’s do it in a bold way. Yes, let’s
produce additional energy from renew-
able and limitless sources of energy.
Let’s take the energy from the wind,
with the new, efficient turbines. Let’s
do all of these things. Let’s produce
ethanol and let’s have an energy bill
that does all of that which should be
done to make this country more energy
independent and make this country un-
derstand that it has the energy to pro-
vide long-term economic growth with-
out being held hostage by others out-
side of our borders.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from West Virginia, who
is currently on the floor, for being will-
ing to yield for a few moments while I
discuss the bill that is currently before
the Senate. I thank him for that.

This morning Senator DOMENICI,
chairman of our Energy and Natural
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Resources Committee, introduced S. 14.
You can tell by the size of this legisla-
tion that it is, in fact, no ordinary bill.
Since the spring of 2001 when the Presi-
dent issued his plan for a national en-
ergy policy, I and a good number of my
colleagues, including the Presiding Of-
ficer at this moment, began to work on
legislation to implement the rec-
ommendations of our President’s en-
ergy policy. But as important as that
is, we tried to bring together in a bi-
partisan way all of the issues that we
have been looking at for a good number
of years that reflect the absence of a
comprehensive national energy policy
for our country.

Democrats and Republicans alike had
begun to recognize—as the numbers
moved to greater dependency on for-
eign oil, as our economy began to grow
and our overall surpluses that were
built into our electrical system in the
decades of the sixties and the seventies
were being used up—that something
had to be done.

While conservation was important,
while new technologies were impor-
tant, we simply were not producing
more energy, but we were consuming
large amounts of energy.

Along comes the high-tech revolu-
tion. That was to be a revolution in
which less energy would be used, and
quite the opposite happened. The large
computer farms that fed the networks
of the new electronic revolution, tele-
communications, and artificial intel-
ligence used a lot of energy, used high-
quality energy.

Do I have to enumerate what hap-
pened in California a few years ago, the
painful problems it went through with
brownouts and blackouts, not because
somebody was gaming the system, but
because there was simply no way to
produce the energy necessary to feed
the demand system of that supply?

Major California utilities were mov-
ing toward bankruptcy under a new de-
regulated energy policy, and our west-
ern energy markets that the Presiding
Officer and I are in, such as the State
of Idaho and the greater Pacific North-
west, recognized that California was
draining us of energy, our energy costs
were beginning to move up at an un-
precedented rate, and the supply with-
in the greater system simply was not
there, or the system did not have the
capacity to handle it if, in fact, the
supply was there.

The anxiety of choking the rest of
our Nation off from energy caused
shock waves and panic across the coun-
try in a way we had not seen before. I
recall Senators who normally shun
even the thought of price caps in a
market system coming to the floor and
advocating such misguided measures.
We saw the Governor of California,
Gray Davis, in somewhat of a panic en-
tering into long-term contracts for
power at rates that he was proud of at
the time, only to now come begging the
federal government to break those con-
tracts as unfair when the market
changed.
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A truer description of those con-
tracts might suggest that it was un-
wise to enter into them, but it was not
unfair at that moment. That was the
market. The market was reacting to
the demand, or the lack thereof. This
was just a little bit over 2 years ago,
not 30 years ago, not a decade ago, just
a little over 2 years ago.

It was not just a fluke. Yes, the
Enron episode saw the potential of peo-
ple gaming a system that was badly
broken, that was not feeding the mar-
ket in a way the market wanted to be
fed and taking an opportunity that ex-
isted. But to suggest it was a manufac-
tured energy crisis is absolute non-
sense. The marketplace being what it
is, if the market is starved for the re-
source it demands, then the price
moves up until someone cannot afford
to buy and only those who can afford to
buy will buy. That is the nature of the
marketplace.

All of those facts were true, and then
along came September 11, and our
country went through another shock,
and we began to look at ourselves and
our abilities as a country.

Today we have before us a com-
prehensive piece of legislation that has
been literally a year or two in the
making and several iterations and with
several debates on the floor, but it is a
bill that was written in the traditional
way that good public policy is crafted,
not in the back room of the office of
the majority leader of the day when he
denied the committee its ability to
function a year or two ago, but it was
crafted in the open light of day, in a
full markup session of an authorizing
committee with Democrats and Repub-
licans agreeing and disagreeing in the
structuring of this legislation.

What we have before us is what I be-
lieve to be a comprehensive bill to ad-
dress a crisis that is real and true in
our country, and we are only getting a
slight reprieve in a recessionary econ-
omy because demand for the resource
is down, and we are all hoping we can
return to the growth years of the mid-
nineties. If we do, there is the distinct
possibility that the brownouts, the
blackouts, and the high prices will re-
turn.

Even in their absence, we are already
beginning to see shock waves in the
marketplace because we have denied
the market the right to produce at a
time when we are demanding even
more.

Energy Secretary Abraham stated a
year and a half ago that America faced
a major energy supply crisis. What he
said is a reflection of the market. I say
that because natural gas prices, inter-
estingly enough, that reached almost
$100 per million cubic feet during the
period of the California crisis eventu-
ally dropped to more acceptable levels
only to start creeping up again to the
price of $19 per million cubic feet in
February of this year.

We have seen phenomenal fluctua-
tion in the market, but yet we are see-
ing peaks now in that gas market be-
cause of a limited supply. The Clinton
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Administration encouraged everybody
to burn gas; not only to use it for space
heating but also to use it for electrical
generation, even when the experts in
the market said that ought not to be
done. Really, a poor use for natural gas
is to put it in a turbine to create new
energy when it ought to be used exclu-
sively for space heat and other forms of
heat creation. But because we had de-
nied other forms of energy the ability
to generate, that was the one available
and everybody rushed to it, and we saw
these phenomenal peaks in the market.

While we were doing that, we were
denying the right to explore and de-
velop gas reserves. In so doing, we cre-
ated the ups and downs in that market.
The natural gas market is volatile and
will continue to be into the future.
That is the reality of not only bad pol-
icy but bad direction of a use of a nat-
ural resource and denying the market-
place the right to adjust accordingly.

I will now talk about gas and electric
transmission and infrastructure. If we
were to meet the gas demand to
produce electricity through gas turbine
generation, we would have to construct
over 38,000 miles of gas transmission
pipeline to get the gas to market. This
bill recognizes the need for that and
the need to incentivize that kind of
major construction across our country;
not only that, but be able to gain ac-
cess to the lands on which the pipes
must be laid. Of course, that has re-
mained an issue, as we have seen gov-
ernment policy deny the right to do
that.

Alaska’s Prudhoe Bay, for example,
produces about 8 billion cubic feet of
natural gas a day, and that is approxi-
mately 13 percent of America’s daily
consumption demand. But that gas is
not even available in the market
today. Why? Well, it is up in Alaska.
There is no easy economic way to de-
liver it down to the lower 48 so it is
simply pumped back into the ground.
This bill recognizes it. This bill
incentivizes the building of a major gas
line across Alaska down through Can-
ada to pick up the Canadian supply and
to bring it into the lower 48, to meet
the reality of demand, to meet the re-
ality of the potential of a new hydro-
gen market for transportation that
this President and others are talking
about, but most importantly to recog-
nize this Nation has phenomenal capac-
ity to produce and to supply if we will
simply provide the right incentives, in-
stead of deny and restrict, for whatever
reason, as we have over the last several
decades access to the land for the pur-
pose of production or access to the land
for the purpose of laying the necessary
pipelines to supply.

Over the next 20 years, the Depart-
ment of Energy estimates electrical de-
mand in the United States will in-
crease 45 percent, based on current
growth projections. One of the ways to
meet that demand is to bring the gas
from Canada to fuel the gas turbines to
generate the electricity in a clean and
appropriate way, even though I have
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argued that may be one of the least ef-
fective ways to use natural gas for the
purposes it was intended.

Consumers are already feeling the
impact of a transmission system that
is being stressed by demand. Trans-
mission bottlenecks contributed great-
ly to the blackouts in California, to
price spikes in New York, in which the
cost to consumers was estimated to be
$100 million, simply because somebody
denied the right to build a trans-
mission line to access the appropriate
systems.

The Department of Energy has esti-
mated it will need to construct over
the next several years an additional
255,000 miles of distribution line at an
estimated cost of $120 billion to $150
billion to ensure our electrical system
remains the most reliable in the world.
It is a huge investment, but the mar-
ketplace is ready to do it. All we have
to do is guide it and direct it, and the
marketplace will adjust. The consumer
is willing to pay and the provider is
willing to produce, supply, and build
the necessary lines. What we have done
is say, no, it cannot be done here, and
it will not be done there, and it should
not be done over there.

We are putting at risk the most reli-
able electrical system in the world.
How many of us have traveled to Third
World countries where you can stay in
a beautiful hotel and you think you are
in a four-star hotel, but the power goes
out consistently, or the lights dim con-
sistently, or there is no e-mail or there
is no Internet, tools we have come to
depend and rely on. When we walk to
the wall today and flip the switch, the
light comes on, and it consistently
comes on. That is not always true in
Third World nations, and the reason is
they do not have the transmission or
the generation system to ensure reli-
ability.

They are striving to build them
today and they know they have to have
them if they are going to compete as
an economy in this world and be com-
petitive with us. The supply and avail-
ability of energy to our economy and
to our working men and women has
made us the great Nation we are, and it
will continue to allow us to be if we
will not deny the marketplace the
right to produce and the consumer the
right of access. This legislation under-
stands that and this legislation is
working to resolve that.

The State of my colleague, West Vir-
ginia, is a great producer of coal. Coal
has historically been America’s num-
ber one source of affordable electricity.
It currently powers half of America’s
generators, and at today’s recovery
rates our Nation has enough coal to
keep those plants running for 250 years.
With rising demand, tight gas and oil
supply, and an aging power infrastruc-
ture, it would be foolish to abandon our
abundant coal resources.

So what do we need to meet our clean
air standards? We need cleaner burning
efficiencies from our coal. We need the
technology that assures the clean bed
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of the coal-fired facility so we can use
this abundant resource and supply the
system that is already there and assure
that as we grow other areas for pro-
ducing electricity, that coal can grow
right along with it.

The men and women who work in the
coal fields and who live in the States
that make their economy from coal
production continue to recognize that.
This bill recognizes it.

We do not have coal in Idaho, but we
have something else that is just as val-
uable to the electric grid, and that is
hydropower. It is one of Idaho’s great-
est energy resources. It is one of the
Pacific Northwest’s greatest energy re-
sources. It makes up about 10 percent
of the total supply of electricity in this
country. Yet, over the last decade we
have made it nearly impossible to reli-
cense a hydro facility on a river. For
all of the environmental reasons that
almost anyone can imagine, the argu-
ment is that particular impoundment
should not have been put there in the
first place, or it ought to be dramati-
cally modified to fit the environmental
desires and needs of today, even at the
cost of bringing its production capa-
bility down.

I recognize there are very real envi-
ronmental needs and that we are work-
ing hard to return our rivers to a more
natural state. At the same time, we
can’t just walk away from an abun-
dant, clean form of energy that is re-
newable. No, we cannot. Nor should we.

The relicensing process we are deal-
ing with needs to be fixed. Certainly,
the hydro energy of today is clean. It is
emission free. It is renewable. It meets
all of those standards and, as a result
of that, I and others have worked hard
over the last 5 years to make sense out
of a process that has become irrational.
It can take as much as 2, 3 and 5 years’
worth of bureaucratic red tape and tens
of millions of dollars just to relicense,
let alone retrofit and change the char-
acter of the generating facility for the
purpose of making it more environ-
mentally benign.

During the next 15 years, over half of
all of the non-Federal hydro capacity,
over 30,000 megawatts of power, enough
to serve 15 million homes, must under-
go the relicensing process. That in-
cludes about 296 dams in over 39 States.
It is not just an Idaho or Oregon or
Washington or California or Montana
problem. It is an issue for the country.
It is an issue for the Greater Colorado
River system. It is an issue for the
country. These great facilities ought to
be relicensed and, where necessary, ret-
rofitting them to make them more en-
vironmentally benign.

But the process ought to be flexible.
Clearly the operation of these facilities
ought to be flexible to allow optimum
power production and to bring that
into conformity with the necessary en-
vironmental needs of that particular
ecosystem and that particular river.

We have grown to enjoy our water
impoundments in the arid West. While
we may call them reservoirs, some
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view them as high-quality recreation
areas and high-quality fisheries, most
assuredly, abundant power producing
facilities.

As was true over 80 years ago when
Congress passed Part 1 of the Federal
Power Act, what we are striving for in
this bill is to create the balance nec-
essary to assure that all of those 296
projects, where necessary, and where
they fit, can continue to operate and
operate in a productive fashion for the
sake of our country.

Let me talk about a couple of other
items that are important. One is nu-
clear. For 20 years someone has said to
this country that electrical generation
by nuclear energy or nuclear fission
was wrong, that it was dangerous. Yet
the nuclear facilities we have, have
gone on operating uninterruptedly.
They have been retrofitted and mod-
ernized. They have continued to
produce. They make up nearly 20 per-
cent of the total electrical base of our
country.

During the last period of high elec-
trical prices, they became the least
cost economic producers. They were
the base load that fueled the country,
that assured that we would have the
high-quality power we have. All of a
sudden there is a new respect for elec-
trical energy produced by nuclear
power facilities.

We had a problem with the waste
stream, the fuel rods that came out of
the reactors, how they got handled,
how they were stored, and did they get
reused. We debated for nearly a decade
and we assessed, by a tax, the rate-
payers of those utilities that were pro-
ducing with nuclear, a tax to fund a
waste system, a waste management
system.

Just a year ago, in the Senate we fi-
nally confirmed part of the process of
licensing a facility out in Nevada
known as Yucca Mountain for the stor-
age of high-level waste. The Daschle-
Bingaman bill we debated this last
year was a bill that called for much in-
vestment in research and development
in our Nation’s energy solutions but
dealt very little in this area. So much
of the research done over the last sev-
eral years to get us to a point where we
could begin to consider as a nation
bringing more nuclear energy back
into production has been at work, and
it has been at work in a laboratory in
Idaho, the Idaho National Engineering
and Environmental Laboratory.

In this bill, for the first time, we
speak about a new generation of nu-
clear generation—we call it generation
4—passive reactor systems, much safer,
even than those that have been ex-
traordinarily safe through the decades.
And at a time when we agree, and I
hope collectively as a nation, that we
are handling the waste stream and
managing it in the appropriate fashion,
if we really want abundant clean air in
the growth rate of that, 45 percent over
decades to come, an ever increasing
portion of our electrical production
needs to come from nuclear generation.
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We think it is now time for this
country to explore the new research
and development, the new reactor de-
signs that are safer, cleaner, in the
sense of their engineering, in the sense
of their capacity to deal with problems
that might occur, although our history
with nuclear reactors in this country
has been one of safeness, but one of ex-
pert management. Why? Because this
Government, this Senate, years ago,
created a Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion and managed it in a comprehen-
sive and sensible way.

There are a good many other issues
about which I can talk. My colleague
from West Virginia and I teamed up
some years ago, along with our col-
league from Nebraska, to say that if
there was going to be climate change
legislation that dealt with the emis-
sion of greenhouse gases, that we and
the rest of the world must come to-
gether to do it. Our country should not
penalize its economy or its industries
by attempting to march down that
road alone. We could accomplish it and
not destroy our economy if we would
work innovatively to bring on the new
technologies to the marketplace of
power in a way that made sense.

That is what this bill, S. 14, is all
about. It is all about new technologies.
It is all about producing an abundance
of energy for our Nation that is clean
and ever increasingly cleaner than the
past. It is about clean air. It is about a
recognition that if there is a change in
our climate, that is a product of ever-
increasing greenhouse gases in the
world, we want to do our part. But we
are not going to deny ourselves and our
economy and our workforce the ability
to produce by simply shutting down;
that we are smart enough through our
technology and utilization of other
forms of resources that we can gen-
erate an abundance of power and still
be pragmatic and work through our
problems with climate change.

Our country needs a national energy
policy. It needs to get back into the
business of producing energy. It needs
to fill the market basket of energy, full
of all types of energy. Wind? Yes. In
this bill and its companion tax bill we
incentivize wind farmers and the use of
the new turbines in the production of
electrical power through wind. What
about photovoltaics or the sun? We
incentivize that.

We have not, through this legisla-
tion, denied any element of the mar-
ketplace or any area of technology ac-
cess to the production of electrical en-
ergy or the supply of energy for our
country. Our country and our economy
runs on energy. Every moment of the
day we use more energy on a per capita
basis than any other nation in the
world. It is not by accident that we are
the richest nation in the world. I say
that with great pride. We have worked
hard over the years. We have relied on
the free market system. We have relied
on a government that has been reason-
able and moderate in its regulations
and balanced in how it applies those
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regulations to all forms of the pro-
ducing entities of our economy. And we
have always based that on an adequate
and abundant and a relatively inexpen-
sive supply of energy.

When the gas prices go up 10 or 12
cents a gallon at the pump, that is sev-
eral dollars, for every time the car is
filled up, that is spent on energy and
denied to the breakfast table of the
family or to the disposable income of
the family or to the college trust fund
of the family or any of the things for
which the American family wants to
use their collective resources.

We ought to work constantly as a
government and as a Senate to make
sure those kinds of spikes or run-ups in
price do not happen, whether it is at
the pump or at the electrical meter or
anywhere else in our society. We can
do that with the passage of this legisla-
tion by the recognition that govern-
ment can play a role in the assistance
of the production of an abundant sup-
ply of energy to our country. S. 14 just
has not happened. S. 14 is a demand of
the marketplace of our country saying:
Supply us with an abundant supply of
energy, and we will produce for you
and for generations to come untold
wealth and the American dream.

I am proud of that. I am proud of our
history. I trust this Senate, over the
course of the next several weeks in de-
bating this legislation, will in the end
have one important goal in mind: That
is to pass a national energy policy for
our country that recognizes now and in
the future that the basis of this great
country’s strength and its wealth is the
ability to consume clean, high-quality
energy at reasonable prices.

That is what S. 14 is all about. That
is why we have worked as hard as we
have, and I applaud Senator DOMENICI
for his effort in the production of this
legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

A TROUBLING SPEECH

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in my 50
years as a Member of Congress, I have
had the privilege to witness the defin-
ing rhetorical moments of a number of
American Presidents. I have listened
spellbound to the soaring oratory of
John Kennedy and Ronald Reagan. I
have listened grimly to the painful
soul-searching of Lyndon Johnson and
Richard Nixon.

Presidential speeches are an impor-
tant marker of any President’s legacy.
These are the tangible moments that
history seizes upon and records for pos-
terity. For this reason, I was deeply
troubled by both the content and the
context of President Bush’s remarks to
the American people last week mark-
ing the end of the combat phase of the
war in Iraq. As I watched the Presi-
dent’s fighter jet swoop down onto the
deck of the aircraft carrier Abraham
Lincoln, I could not help but contrast
the reported simple dignity of Presi-
dent Lincoln at Gettysburg with the
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