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a wall which had previously blocked infor-
mation sharing between various parts of the 
intelligence community and the FBI. 

Our leaders have successfully worked to 
break stovepipes and to ensure that informa-
tion sharing is working. 

The American communication and elec-
tronics business has been instrumental in as-
sisting this effort. You have provided the 
technology to allow us to share information 
across agencies. 

You have invented new ways to protect 
certain sensitive issues while still allowing 
many analysts to see essential data. Cer-
tainly more improvements are needed in in-
telligence cooperation and in new tech-
nology to improve information sharing. To-
gether that partnership that David Sarnoff 
talked about a half century ago can help 
make this work. With your assistance I am 
confident we will succeed. 

Ladies and gentlemen, our Nation has the 
finest national security apparatus—defense 
and intelligence—in the world. It’s not per-
fect and it never will be. Some areas can be 
improved. But it is a critical capability. Our 
warfighters—our young men and women who, 
as we speak, are serving in harm’s way—de-
pend on seamless intelligence. Many of you 
help provide that capability to them. It is 
our solemn duty to ensure that we can con-
tinue to provide them the best. 

You who represent the providers of these 
systems, you who are responsible for the rev-
olution in information technology, I offer 
you my most heartfelt thanks for what you 
do. I say this because you provide the tools 
that protect our military. 

You provide the tools to our first respond-
ers and homeland security managers that 
will help them hopefully deny and certainly 
defeat any additional terrorist activity. We 
are grateful for all you have done to improve 
our Nation’s security. 

And to those that want to rush to change 
our intelligence system and congressional 
oversight I urge caution. I would urge all to 
remember the old medical adage, first do no 
harm. 

Again, I thank you for inviting me here to 
join you this evening and to receive the 
David Sarnoff Award. I wish you all the best. 
Thank you. 

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COR-
NYN). The clerk will call the roll. 

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

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quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY TAX 
CREDITS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are 
going to soon be dealing with a tax 
conference report, and I am satisfied 
with what it does for the middle class— 
it is important and good—but I am dis-
appointed with what it does not do for 
alternative energy. 

It does have a provision in it dealing 
with wind, and I think that is impor-
tant, but the United States needs a new 
strategy, a new vision to meet our en-
ergy needs. We cannot meet the de-
mands for oil in this country by pro-
ducing our way out of the problem. 
America controls less than 3 percent of 

the oil reserves in the world, including 
what is in ANWR. So we must look 
elsewhere for other sources of energy 
like renewable energy. 

This Nation is rich in renewable en-
ergy resources—the heat within the 
Earth, the warmth of the Sun, and the 
force of the wind. We have always been 
blessed with these resources. Now we 
have the technology to harness them 
efficiently. 

The Senate is already on record sup-
porting the development of renewable 
energy. We know that renewable en-
ergy can provide a steady supply of 
electricity that is made in the USA. We 
know it can create thousands of jobs. 
We know it can protect our environ-
ment and reduce global warming, and 
we know it can help reduce our depend-
ence on oil from the Middle East. That 
is why the Senate has voted repeatedly 
to include strong incentives for the de-
velopment of renewable energy in com-
prehensive energy bills. In fact, 54 Sen-
ators signed a letter last fall sup-
porting a national goal of renewable 
energy or a renewable portfolio stand-
ard that would have required 10 percent 
of all electricity produced in this coun-
try by 2020 be generated from renew-
able sources. 

Nevada has set some of the highest 
goals in the Nation for developing re-
newable energy. We are going to stead-
ily increase our electricity generated 
from renewable sources with a goal of 
15 percent by the year 2013. The Senate 
has also voted in its energy bills to ex-
pand and extend the section 45 produc-
tion tax credit for renewable resources. 
In the last week, thirty-six Senators 
signed a letter urging that an exten-
sion and expansion of the section 45 
production tax credit for renewable en-
ergy resources be included in the FSC/ 
ETI bill, known as FSC. 

The existing production tax credit 
only covers wind energy, closed-loop 
biomass, and poultry waste. We must 
extend and expand the production tax 
credit to include other renewable en-
ergy resources, such as geothermal, 
solar, and open-loop biomass. This is 
what the Senate has repeatedly sup-
ported. 

We know the production tax credit 
will spur the production of solar and 
geothermal power because it has al-
ready worked for wind power. 

There are farmers in the Midwest 
who make more money producing elec-
tricity from the windmills than they 
do from growing soybeans, wheat, and 
corn. 

Because of the existing credit, com-
bined with new technology, the devel-
opment of wind energy has exploded in 
the past few years. By extending and 
expanding that incentive, the section 
45 production tax credit would spur bil-
lions of dollars worth of economic de-
velopment and create tens of thousands 
of jobs, especially in rural areas. But 
we may not be able to act on the FSC/ 
ETI bill this year, so I was hopeful that 
the Senate and House committees that 
met to finalize a bill on tax cuts for 

families would act to extend and ex-
pand section 45 production tax credits. 
They did not do that, and I am dis-
appointed. 

This legislation, which we will get 
later this evening, will only extend the 
production tax credit for a few renew-
able energy resources—wind, closed- 
loop biomass, and poultry waste—and 
they have enjoyed that credit for more 
than 10 years. So our job certainly is 
not done, and that is an understate-
ment. 

We are not on the road to diversi-
fying the Nation’s energy supply by in-
creasing our use of renewable energy 
resources. 

Wind will help us in Nevada, there is 
no question about that, but we would 
do well with solar and geothermal. We 
are the Saudi Arabia of geothermal en-
ergy. I like wind energy, but it is an 
intermittent energy supply that must 
be supplemented by geothermal, solar, 
open-loop biomass, and other renew-
ables. Wind is stronger when it is part 
of a balanced renewable energy port-
folio. 

It is my understanding that the 
House will shortly announce conferees 
finally—finally—to the FSC bill so a 
conference can be convened. Let’s do 
that so we can extend the production 
tax credit for eligible facilities from 
date of enactment through at least De-
cember 1, 2006. Eligible resources need 
to be expanded from wind and closed 
loop to include geothermal, solar, bio-
mass, and other renewables. 

It is important to include tradable 
credits to public power utilities and 
rural electric cooperatives, which serve 
25 percent of the Nation’s power cus-
tomers, by allowing them to transfer 
their credits to taxable entities. 

We all know that a reliable, clean 
supply of energy is a key to our Na-
tion’s success this century. We all ap-
preciate the United States has been 
blessed with abundant resources of 
clean, renewable energy, and we all re-
alize that the section 45 production tax 
credit has successfully spurred the de-
velopment of wind power. 

Now that tax incentive has expired. 
We must extend it and expand it, which 
we are going to do tonight for wind en-
ergy only, at least that is my under-
standing. So this is the first step to-
ward the kind of energy policy our Na-
tion needs, a policy that looks toward 
the future and makes our Nation 
stronger. 

I repeat, I am quite certain that in 
this conference report coming to the 
floor this evening, there will be an ex-
tension of the wind energy production 
tax credit. We so badly need it in the 
other areas. This wind energy produc-
tion tax credit is going to work and it 
is going to work well, but it would 
work a lot better if it had its compan-
ions, sun and geothermal. 

I ask unanimous consent to print a 
letter from the Geothermal Energy As-
sociation in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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GEOTHERMAL ENERGY ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC, September 23, 2004. 
Hon. HARRY REID, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR REID: Thank you for your 
clear and cogent remarks this afternoon on 
the Senate floor regarding a renewable en-
ergy production tax credit. Like you, we are 
disappointed that the Conference Committee 
on H.R. 1308 has extended this powerful in-
centive only for wind energy projects. As you 
said today in the Senate, ‘‘We must extend 
and expand the production tax credit to in-
clude other renewable energy resources like 
geothermal energy, solar energy, and open- 
loop biomass. This is what the Senate has re-
peatedly supported.’’ 

The Board of Directors of the Geo-
thermal Energy Association has ap-
proved the following statement on this 
matter: 

For the past twelve years, the PTC 
has been effectively a single tech-
nology incentive and it’s time for that 
to end. Providing the PTC incentive to 
some renewable technologies while 
withholding it from others is detri-
mental to the latter, precludes bal-
anced renewable industry growth, im-
pedes utilization of valuable energy re-
sources, and interferes with the nat-
ural operation of market forces. For 
these reasons, the present situation is 
not in the public interest. Congress 
should seek to encourage growth in all 
renewable technologies and expand the 
PTC to include all renewable tech-
nologies. 

All renewable technologies should be 
treated fairly; either all should receive 
the benefit of the PTC to spur their 
growth, or none should receive it. At 
least in this manner all renewables 
would be competing on an equivalent 
basis. It is our hope that before Con-
gress adjourns it will enact law provi-
sions passed by the House and Senate 
that would expand the PTC to include 
geothermal energy and other renewable 
technologies. 

We share your hope that the Con-
ference Committee meeting to consider 
the FSC–ETI bill will take the next 
step and expand the Section 45 credit 
to all renewable technologies. 

Sincerely, 
KARL GAWELL, 
Executive Director. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

f 

HIGH ENERGY PRICES AND THE 
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
have come to the Senate floor to speak 
briefly, again, about the impact high 
energy prices are having on consumers 
and the increasingly misguided filling 
of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

This is not a new topic for discussion 
on the Senate floor. Rather, it is one 
we keep coming back to. Given the in-
crease in oil prices we have seen this 
year, many of us have been contem-
plating the administration’s decision 
to continue to fill the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve in this high-priced envi-
ronment and have been criticizing the 
administration’s decision in that re-
gard. 

Yesterday, oil prices hit $48.35 a bar-
rel. Today, oil futures hit $49 a barrel, 
just 40 cents under the all-time high of 
$49.40 a barrel that was reached on Au-
gust 30. 

Market analysts attribute yester-
day’s sharp increase in prices to trader 
reactions to the Energy Information 
Administration’s weekly inventory re-
port. U.S. crude inventories dropped by 
9.1 million barrels. More surprising was 
the decrease observed in petroleum 
product inventories, in particular in 
heating oil. Distillate inventories 
plunged by 1.5 million barrels. This 
may not sound like a lot, but given 
that this is the season in which stocks 
are normally built in anticipation of 
winter heating, it is a significant de-
cline. 

In a season in which we should be 
building stocks, we see national com-
mercial crude stocks at the lowest 
level since February, and we see draws 
on the heating oil inventory we have. 
Heating oil prices have hit all-time 
highs on the NYMEX this past week, 
and the crude price, as I mentioned be-
fore, is once again near its all-time 
high. 

Curiously, the administration is 
seeking to remove some 5 million bar-
rels of crude oil from the market in Oc-
tober to continue with the filling of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. This does 
not make good economic sense. The di-
rect effect of removing that 5 million 
barrels from the market is to add more 
pressure to what we already know is a 
very tight market. It is to create even 
higher energy prices for consumers, 
and these are the same consumers who 
have been faced with record energy 
prices for the entire past year. 

According to a recent analysis by the 
Energy Information Administration, 
the prices consumers pay for heating 
oil and natural gas and propane have 
increased 46 percent since 2000 when 
the current administration took office. 
Gasoline prices increased more than 30 
percent this year alone. When can we 
hope that this administration will do 
something to help consumers fight 
these high energy costs? How high do 
prices have to go before we see some 
action? 

Yesterday, rumors began circulating 
that the administration was contem-
plating a release of Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve in response to the disrup-
tions by Hurricane Ivan to U.S. off-
shore production and oil imports. Re-
ports in this morning’s newspapers 
claim there are two companies that 
have requested permission to defer 
their Strategic Petroleum Reserve de-

liveries. They have requested that au-
thority from the Department of En-
ergy. 

This afternoon, the Department of 
Energy announced that it intends to 
enter into negotiations with refiners 
for a loan of oil from the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. The press release 
notes that the Secretary has author-
ized those negotiations concerning that 
loan. I hope this announcement signals 
that the administration will start to 
take a more realistic approach to the 
current situation in oil markets. 

For several months, I have advocated 
that we should suspend delivery of oil 
to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
until prices come down to a more rea-
sonable level. Suspending the fill of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve during 
times of high oil prices makes good 
economic sense. Diverting high-priced 
Federal oil into the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve does not make good eco-
nomic sense. 

By filling the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve in this high-priced environ-
ment, we are effectively paying more 
for oil now than we would if we waited 
until prices came down. Filling the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve when oil 
prices are high costs American tax-
payers unnecessarily. Buy high, sell 
low is not a good strategy. It puts more 
pressure on already tight fuel markets 
and keeps oil prices higher for a longer 
period. 

The royalty-in-kind oil program— 
that is the program being used to fill 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve—was 
first envisioned in a low-price environ-
ment. The Government took oil from 
domestic producers on Federal lands 
when prices were low to absorb some of 
the excess oil. The royalty-in-kind pro-
gram was used to keep domestic oil 
prices from falling even further. At 
that time, we were talking about $14 
per barrel of oil. Now we are talking 
about $50 per barrel of oil. The royalty- 
in-kind program was not established to 
help high oil prices stay high, but by 
taking oil off the market in a high- 
priced environment, we essentially do 
that. 

Suspending the filling of the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve does not hurt 
our energy security. The Reserve al-
ready has 96 percent of its capacity. It 
has 670 million barrels that are now in 
storage—the highest level we have ever 
had. It currently covers 67 days of im-
port capacity at a level of 10 million 
barrels per day of imports. 

I do not know how this administra-
tion can justify its current plan of tak-
ing 5 million additional barrels off the 
market in October at the same time we 
are talking about granting loans of oil 
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, 
effectively releasing oil to refiners 
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 
I hope the administration will ration-
alize its position and stop the filling of 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve for 
the time being. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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