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I heard the Senator from North Da-
kota talk about the speculators. This
legislation deals with that. Let me ex-
plain that. As Senator DORGAN pointed
out, we have speculators, investors who
are buying paper on future oil who are
causing the price of oil to go up, which
means we pay more at the pump. We
should be regulating what we call the
margins at a much higher level. Mar-
gins mean they have to put up not
much money. They buy it on credit.
Well, this legislation would have the
FTC regulate the margin sales and pur-
chases of futures on oil. That makes a
lot of sense. It would calm the specu-
lators and save us at the pump. It is
another way we can reduce the cost im-
mediately to the consumer. And it
deals with offshore speculating, some-
thing else we should do.

The legislation also gives the Attor-
ney General the ability to go after col-
lusion on price fixing in gasoline.

So all these provisions in the Con-
sumer First Energy Act are aimed at
trying to bring down the cost to the
consumer now and keep it lower than
it is today. It would provide immediate
help and would bring us closer to meet-
ing our goal of energy independence for
the sake of our national security, for
the sake of our environment, and for
the sake of our economy.

So let’s remember the struggles of
American families with rising energy
costs as we work together. Let’s put
aside partisan differences, and let’s
pass the Consumer First Energy Act to
provide real relief to the consumers in
America. It is in the best interests of
the consumers. It is in the best inter-
ests of our country. I urge my col-
leagues to act in a bipartisan way to
pass this most important legislation.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Texas.

————
PUBLIC OPINION

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, so far,
the 110th Congress has failed to address
some of the biggest problems con-
fronting our Nation today. While some
may be content to simply point the fin-
ger of blame, I think it is time for the
Senate to take a long, hard look in the
mirror.

I was struck by a poll I read which I
would like to share with my colleagues
dated April 9, 2008. This is a Rasmussen
poll which said that just 13 percent of
likely voters believe Congress is doing
a good or excellent job—13 percent. The
respondents to the poll were also asked
whether they thought Congress had
passed in the last year any legislation
that was designed to make their life a
little bit easier. Incredibly, only 12 per-
cent of these likely voters said Con-
gress had passed any legislation to im-
prove life in America during the last
year. Fifty-nine percent said we had
not. Fifty-nine percent of the respond-
ents said Congress had not passed any
legislation in the last year that had
made their life better.
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This is quite an indictment. Frankly,
I think we are going to have a chance
tomorrow morning to demonstrate
that either these respondents to this
poll had gotten it all wrong or we are
going to prove them exactly right, de-
pending on the vote we have tomorrow
morning on this important energy leg-
islation I want to talk about in a mo-
ment. But first I wish to offer some
suggestions on why it is that Congress
is so poorly thought of by the Amer-
ican voter. Frankly, I think there are a
number of examples. I have four exam-
ples of inexplicable delays in how Con-
gress has failed to take care of the Na-
tion’s business.

First of all, the Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Act. Certainly, one of the
most important jobs of the Federal
Government is to make sure the Amer-
ican people are safe and secure. Our na-
tional security is job No. 1 for the Fed-
eral Government.

Over a year ago, our intelligence
community alerted us to the fact that
an outdated foreign intelligence sur-
veillance system was causing our intel-
ligence gatherers to operate essentially
blind to new threats. Despite this ur-
gent plea from the intelligence commu-
nity, the Speaker of the House has de-
nied an opportunity for the House of
Representatives to vote on a bipartisan
piece of legislation that came out of
the Senate. In fact, this authority has
expired for new threats some 87 days
ago. Without the critical reform to our
foreign intelligence surveillance sys-
tem, we will not have access to time-
critical information that will help pro-
tect not only our troops who are de-
ployed around the world but also the
American people at home as well. It is
just a crying shame that the House
leadership would have delayed passage
of this important legislation. Again,
legislation that was bipartisan and
voted out of the Senate is now bogged
down and blocked because the Speaker
of the House has denied an opportunity
for this important legislation to come

up.
There is another example, unfortu-
nately, justifying  the American

public’s low opinion of the Congress,
and this has to do with the Colombia
Free Trade Agreement. We have been
waiting 538 days—that is the second
number on the chart, 538 days—for Con-
gress to consider the Colombia Free
Trade Agreement. After more than a
year of trying to negotiate with Con-
gress, President Bush finally submitted
this important legislation for fast-
track approval. But in a stunning dis-
play of just how far Speaker PELOSI is
willing to go to delay this important
agreement, she opted to rewrite the
rules of the House of Representatives
in order to avoid having to vote on the
bill within the expedited timeline of
our trade promotion authority.

This act would have ensured that
farmers in my State, the State of
Texas, as well as manufacturers and
small businesses—it would have pro-
vided them a duty-free entry into the
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markets of the nation of Colombia in
South America. Right now, those goods
and services bear a tariff of up to 80
percent on their products, notwith-
standing that my State of Texas, last
year, sold $2.3 billion worth of goods
and produce to the nation of Colombia
and the people in Colombia. It is one of
our best trading partners in South
America. So why should our American
goods and produce be discriminated
against because of these high tariffs?
Well, we had a way to solve that 538
days ago, but the Speaker of the House
of Representatives has simply refused
to allow the House to vote on it.

Recently, American businesses
crossed the $1 billion mark in money
lost to tariffs in Colombia as a result of
the refusal to consider this important
legislation. That is $1 billion that
could have been saved and invested in
our economy, and it is opportunities
lost to small businesses and large busi-
nesses in America—such as farmers—to
sell their goods and produce in Colom-
bia without a tariff.

Well, it is also important because Co-
lombia is one of our very best allies in
South America in the fight against the
drug cartels and terrorist organiza-
tions. Just last week, Colombia extra-
dited a reputed drug kingpin, Luis
Hernando Gomez Bustamante, to
America. This man is believed to head
an organization responsible for 60 per-
cent of the cocaine in America. He is
finally now in custody pending trial in
America, thanks to the Colombian
Government. We need to support Co-
lombia and President Uribe in their
fight against men such as Luis Gomez
Bustamante who are bringing deadly
drugs to our streets. But, instead of the
kind of cooperation and reinforcement
and appreciation you would expect one
friend to show another friend, our
friends in Colombia have gotten noth-
ing but a stiff arm from the Congress
in a refusal to act on important legisla-
tion that would benefit them and
would benefit us and would tell the
world what it means to be a friend of
the United States: beneficial trading
relationships that are to the mutual
benefit of the trading partners. But
that was 538 days ago, with no action,
and the clock is still ticking.

Mr. President, 683 days is another im-
portant example of mismanagement of
the opportunity we have been given to
serve the interests of the American
people. It was 683 days ago that Peter
Keisler was first nominated for a judi-
cial appointment by the President of
the United States. Unfortunately, he is
not the only nominee who continues to
languish while the majority continues
to drag its feet in providing an oppor-
tunity for an up-or-down vote for these
judicial nominees.

Today, as our colleagues from North
Carolina have already pointed out, is
the 300th day since Judge Robert
Conrad’s nomination came to the Sen-
ate, and he has not even been given the
courtesy of a committee hearing—300
days after his nomination came to the
Senate.
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So far this year, the Senate has ap-
proved a total of one circuit court
judge—just one. That by any standard
is abysmal. While we continue to delay
the confirmation of judges, there are 46
judicial vacancies in the Federal judi-
ciary, 13 of which are considered judi-
cial emergencies. And what does Con-
gress do? What does the Senate do?
Well, not much, almost nothing to deal
with the judicial emergencies and
these vacancies and to provide an up-
or-down vote on these nominees.

The American people depend on fully
functioning courts to find justice. The
Senate’s failure to do its constitutional
duty to confirm or at least to allow a
vote on qualified nominees for these
vacancies has a very real impact on
communities, on businesses, on the
residents of the areas in which those
courts have jurisdiction, and crime vic-
tims to have access to justice. But hav-
ing no judge who can sit and hear the
case is essentially like locking and
chaining the front door to the court-
house.

Finally, how long will it be before
the majority makes good on its prom-
ise that Speaker PELOSI made 749 days
ago? It was 749 days ago when she
promised the American people that if
the Democrats were given the major-
ity, they would have a commonsense
solution to rising gas prices. Well, last
week, after waiting more than 2 years,
Democrats did unveil a plan. The irony
is that it has become all too common-
place to find that these energy plans do
not have one drop of additional energy
but, rather, they recommend, really,
more of the same—more taxation, more
litigation, more investigations—but
not one single drop of additional en-
ergy, not one single watt of new en-
ergy.

While o0il and gas prices have hit
record highs virtually every day—
today hitting $3.72 a gallon—on Janu-
ary 4, 2007, when Speaker PELOSI and
our friends on the Democratic side
took charge of both the House and the
Senate, that price of a gallon of gas
was $2.33. Now it is $3.72. That is about
a $1,400-per-family increase in the cost
of living. And Congress continues to do
next to nothing to deal with it, not-
withstanding the promise Speaker
PELOSI made some 749 days ago.

Well, the irony is that we have heard,
in the plan that has been made by some
on the other side of the aisle, that all
we need to do is to raise taxes on the
domestic o0il producers and that will
somehow find a way to solve our lack
of o0il and gasoline. Unfortunately,
some of these ideas have been tried be-
fore and found to be total and abject
failures. For example, according to the
nonpartisan Congressional Research
Service, this same tax idea was tried
back during the Jimmy Carter admin-
istration. If you are too young to re-
member what happened during the
Carter administration, there were
shortfalls in the supply of gasoline, re-
sulting in interminable lines waiting at
gas stations. As a result, the Congres-
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sional Research Service said that do-
mestic production—that is America’s
energy production—fell by roughly 5
percent, resulting in an overall in-
crease in the dependence on imported
oil from foreign sources. Is that what
our friends on the other side of the
aisle want, an increase in our depend-
ence on imported oil? Well, I would
think not. So why would they come up
with these tested and failed schemes to
increase our reliance on imported 0il? I
noticed the distinguished Democratic
chairman of the Senate Energy Com-
mittee, Senator BINGAMAN from New
Mexico, has expressed it in words that
perhaps I think are prophetic when he
says this windfall profits tax is very ar-
bitrary and bad policy.

Now, while this plan would help fur-
ther line the pockets of OPEC, the Or-
ganization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries, and anti-American foreign
leaders such as Hugo Chavez, this bill
would also authorize the American
Government to sue OPEC to demand
that they increase oil production.

Now, we ought to think about that
one a minute. OPEC, after all, is com-
posed of Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Saudi Ara-
bia, Venezuela, Algeria, Angola, Ecua-
dor, Indonesia, Libya, Nigeria, Qatar,
and the United Arab Emirates. What
our friends on the other side of the
aisle have proposed is we file a lawsuit
against Iran and Venezuela and tell
them to turn the spigot all the way
open. What that would do, of course,
assuming it were possible, is it would
mean that we were even more depend-
ent on imported oil from our enemies
such as Iran and Venezuela—not less.
This would only make us more depend-
ent on OPEC—not less.

Now, I believe there is a better solu-
tion, and that better solution is to
take advantage of the natural re-
sources God has given this great coun-
try of ours, one with which we have
been supremely blessed. If, in fact, our
friends on the other side of the aisle
would allow us to pass the Domenici
energy amendment—the American En-
ergy Production Act—it would have
the potential of producing as much as 3
million additional barrels of oil a day
from American natural resources. This
bill would open domestic resources
such as shale oil in the Arctic and off-
shore deposits to domestic energy pro-
ducers. It would immediately send a
message to the speculators and com-
modity investors that there is going to
be an additional amount of oil avail-
able in the future, up to 3 million bar-
rels a day, and I believe have an imme-
diate downward effect on the price of
oil—a barrel of oil which, of course, is
70 percent of the cost of gasoline.

One thing is for sure: By taxing and
penalizing our own domestic producers,
that is not a solution, and we need to
do everything we can in our power to
lower prices and not to play additional
games by trotting out tired and failed
efforts of the past to try to bring down
prices. We know the law of supply and
demand is one Congress cannot repeal,
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so that is why we ought to pass the
Domenici amendment tomorrow.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, we
are debating two very different amend-
ments on gas prices that are up for a
vote tomorrow. We have the proposal
of the minority leader that is full of
old ideas that will not work and will do
absolutely nothing to affect gas prices
now or in the future. In fact, the only
provision in the minority leader’s
amendment that would do anything to
lower gas prices is lifted directly from
the Democratic plan to lower gas
prices. This is the provision to tempo-
rarily suspend filling the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. In response, the ma-
jority leader has offered a clean
amendment to temporarily suspend
filling the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. This is one of the few options we
have to address the pain at the pump
our constituents are facing right now.

Every time my friends on the other
side of the aisle decide to pay attention
to our energy crisis, their solution is
always the same: help big oil. In 2005,
they authored energy provisions that
gave ExxonMobil and other oil giants
lavish subsidies that totaled over $14
billion, and these companies are reap-
ing the rewards with record profits an-
nounced every quarter. ExxonMobil re-
cently announced $11 billion in profits
over a 3-month period. To put that in
context, this means ExxonMobil’s year-
ly profit this year might well be almost
twice the annual budget of the Depart-
ment of Energy.

The authors of these proposals argue
that if we simply shovel more taxpayer
money in the direction of oil compa-
nies, this money will eventually trick-
le down to the people. But, as we have
all too often seen, it does not. Gasoline
prices are now over $3.70 per gallon,
and the specter of $4-per-gallon gaso-
line is looming around the corner.
While oil companies hoard their wind-
fall profits, the American people are
suffering.

Yet my friends on the other side of
the aisle do not want real relief for the
country; they only want to protect big
0il’s huge profits at any cost by open-
ing every environmentally sensitive
area in the country to drilling. Now,
President Bush was right when he said
we are addicted to oil, but what amazes
me is the President’s party is unaware
they continue to act like addicts. In-
stead of supporting real plans to con-
serve o0il or even transition to sustain-
able fuels, they go out in search of
their next oil fix.

Some claim the way to lower gas
prices is to end a bipartisan, 26-year
moratorium to open the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf to oil exploration and
drill, drill, and drill. But the Energy
Information Administration projects
that even if we opened the entire Outer
Continental Shelf to drilling off the
east coast, off the west coast, and
opened the entire eastern Gulf of Mex-
ico, nothing would happen to gas
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prices. Why? First, because production
would not begin before the year 2017.
The infrastructure to drill for oil is not
just a large oil platform but a network
of hundreds of miles of pipeline to
transport oil from the platform onto
land and then to refineries. This kind
of infrastructure simply does not exist
on the east coast and in only limited
exceptions on the west coast.

The second reason why opening all
our shores to oil drilling will not lower
gas prices is because by the time full
production actually ramped up, in 2030,
drilling off all our coasts full tilt would
only result in a whopping 3-percent in-
crease in domestic production. And
even in 2030, as our continent is rung
all the way around by oil platforms, all
of this new supply will be eaten up by
a T-percent increase in domestic de-
mand. The Energy Information Admin-
istration predicts that: ‘“Any impact
on average wellhead prices is expected
to be insignificant.”

So even opening all of our coasts to
drilling, as the minority leader pro-
poses, will have no impact on gas
prices at all. As my colleagues can see
by this chart, the Federal Government
has been issuing more and more leasing
permits for drilling, but at the same
time the price of gasoline has contin-
ued to rise. In fact, over 80 percent of
the resources in the Outer Continental
Shelf are already open for exploration.
Since 2001, the Bush administration
has issued over 100 new leases. Many of
these leases are in the eastern Gulf
where the oil industry already has
much of the infrastructure necessary
to go into production but only 12 of
these new wells have been drilled. The
industry is only developing a small
fraction of the area already open for
drilling. Why isn’t ExxonMobil pump-
ing some of its profits into developing
these areas? If companies are not inter-
ested in developing the large fields al-
ready open in the Gulf of Mexico, why
is it so critical to open environ-
mentally sensitive areas to more drill-
ing?

One might say it is to be expected
that those on the side of big oil would
use this sort of rhetoric in an election
year, but it is much worse than that.
The McConnell amendment could be
both economically and ecologically
devastating. If you look at a picture
here taken after a recent oil spill in
San Francisco, this is what we can rou-
tinely be facing if we allow widespread
drilling on the Outer Continental
Shelf. We could see our beaches closed
for business because of oil spills.

In my home State of New Jersey, our
shore is a priceless treasure that my
State would protect at any cost, but
the shore also generates tens of billions
of dollars in revenues each year and
supports almost half a million jobs. It
simply makes no sense to jeopardize a
tourism and fishing economy worth
tens of billions of dollars in exchange
for a cumulative total of only a half
year’s supply of oil. The people of New
Jersey cannot afford the risk of mil-
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lions of gallons of oil washing up on
our beaches.

This is not just a New Jersey prob-
lem. Florida’s beaches generate bil-
lions of dollars each year. In South
Carolina, Myrtle Beach alone brought
in $3 billion in revenues. Do we want
oil washing up onto the pristine Cape
Hatteras National Seashore? What
about Virginia Beach? Can Maryland’s
famous blue crab survive yet another
environmental assault?

The bottom line is the minority lead-
er’s proposal will do nothing to lower
gas prices, but it will jeopardize coast-
al economies all along both coasts. Is
there anything we can responsibly do
to ease the pain of such high gas
prices? The answer is a resounding yes.

One important way to address oil
prices that I hope we will be debating
more fully in the next week or so is to
better regulate oil markets. Many ana-
lysts who have testified before the rel-
evant House and Senate committees
agree that based on pure supply and de-
mand, the price of oil should be some-
where between $50 and $70 a barrel. So
why are we hitting $1256 a barrel? In
part, it is because of excessive specula-
tion on futures markets, and unlike
other markets such as the commodities
involving corn or soybean futures, oil
is being traded around the globe with
little or no oversight by the U.S. Gov-
ernment. If the Enron disaster teaches
us anything, it should be that markets
cannot be allowed to operate without
real oversight. In the upcoming weeks
when the Senate debates the com-
prehensive Democratic plan to address
runaway gas prices, one of the most
important aspects of that package will
be increased regulation of oil markets
so we can effectively combat excess
speculation and any possible market
manipulation.

Another important measure to bring
short-term relief to the pain at the
pump is the majority leader’s amend-
ment to be voted on tomorrow. This
amendment would suspend filling the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve at least
through December 2008. When the peo-
ple of this country are suffering with
almost $4-a-gallon gas, when the price
of oil has broken $125 a barrel, why
would we be burying this precious com-
modity when we need it the most? We
should stop pouring all that oil into a
hole in the ground until the price of
crude oil recedes to $75 or less. This
will truly help drive gas prices back
down by increasing supply and offering
some immediate relief to Americans.

It is very important that we look at
these proposals. Even Jim Woolsey is
fond of saying, by buying oil in such
huge quantities and at such high
prices, we are funding both sides of the
war on terror. So it seems to me that
if we want to do something about Kick-
ing our addiction, we don’t go after
more of it; we move in a different di-
rection. We suspend the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve that is already 97 per-
cent full. We will have that oppor-
tunity tomorrow. Then we look at mar-
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ket speculation and these other ele-
ments of a truly broad-based effort
that preserves our natural resources,
preserves the economy that those nat-
ural resources generate, as the New
Jersey shore does, and then ultimately
achieves the goal of not only driving
down the cost of gas but at the same
time move us in a different direction to
break our dependency.

So what are the real long-term solu-
tions to ending our dependence on o0il
and greening our transportation fleet?

The first thing we need to do is dras-
tically improve fuel economy. In 1976,
our cars and trucks got 13 miles per
gallon. Because of the Arab oil crisis,
we passed laws to improve the fuel
economy of our passenger vehicles.
From 1976 to 1981, we saw a rapid in-
crease in fuel economy. In 1981, our
fleet had improved to 21 miles per gal-
lon. But since 1981, without the polit-
ical will to improve fuel economy
standards and the rising popularity of
SUVs, the average fuel economy of our
passenger vehicle fleet actually de-
clined to 20 miles per gallon in 2006.

What would have happened if we had
kept slowly improving the fuel econ-
omy of our vehicles from 1981 to the
present? If we had increased fuel econ-
omy a modest 2 percent per year during
that time, our new fleet of vehicles
would now average 34 miles per gallon.
While this is certainly a huge improve-
ment over where we sit today, it was
definitely achievable since this figure
is still well below standards set in
Japan which are over 40 miles per gal-
lon.

Astonishingly, if we had followed this
course, our current demand for oil
would be over one-third less than it is
today, down over 2 billion barrels of oil
per year. Cumulatively, we would have
saved over 30 billion barrels of oil.
Thirty billion barrels of oil is more oil
than the entire proven oil reserves re-
maining in the United States. This
means that this sensible and achiev-
able policy could have saved us more
oil than we could ever hope to gain
from domestic drilling. It is commend-
able that we have finally raised fuel
economy standards, but we must make
even further reductions if we want to
make up for lost time.

Of course, fuel efficiency is just part
of the answer to solving our addiction
to oil. We also need tax incentives to
increase the producion and use of
superefficient vehicles already out
there—such as hybrids. We need a mas-
sive investment in cars that can run on
sustainable alternative fuels like elec-
tricity or cellulosic ethanol. Once we
truly have a choice of fuels, the grip of
our oil addiction will finally loosen.

This country also needs to invest in
our mass transit infrastructure. This
weekend the New York Times reported
that mass transit is up all over the
country. We need a huge investment in
mass transit to make sure that we all
have multiple transportation options
so0 we are not so reliant on driving.
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But while most of the Democratic
Party supports these sensible policy re-
forms, my friends on the other side of
the aisle are stuck in the past advo-
cating old positions from previous Con-
gresses. Mr. President, I hope that this
will be the last time I need to rise in
this Chamber to point out that more
oil drilling in environmentally sen-
sitive areas is not the answer to our oil
addiction. It is time for an interven-
tion.

It is time for a real cure based on a
tough examination and reordering of
our energy priorities—and not the tired
old policies of the past.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is time
for us to get real about energy. It is
time for us to get real about gas prices.
Withholding from the American people
new o0il supplies needed to get gas
prices down will only hurt our families
and our workers more.

American families are suffering from
record pain at the pump. Truckers and
shippers face layoffs and losses. Farm-
ers, processors, and packagers are send-
ing their food to market with higher
prices and higher costs, and airlines
are once again threatened with bank-
ruptcey.

Whether you drive a car, a big rig or
a tractor, you know personally what I
am talking about. With average gas
prices now topping $3.70 a gallon, you
have a right to demand some answers
about our energy future. Your pain and
suffering demands we supply you with
relief. Relief comes in the form of eco-
nomics 101. Folks, every time prices
are too high, there is too much demand
and too little supply. Now, maybe some
of our colleagues did not take the eco-
nomics course, but I believe in common
sense, and I believe the American peo-
ple have common sense. They realize
that when you don’t have enough of
something, and the demand Kkeeps
going up, the price goes up.

That is how our system works. An-
swers that focus only on demand and
not on supply are not enough to fix the
problem. So we are where we are today
with record high gas prices inflicting
record pain at the pump.

Don’t get me wrong. I support good,
strong measures to reduce the demand
for oil. Last year, I supported
Congress’s measure to increase aggres-
sively but achievably high standards
for corporate average fuel economy, or
CAFE. That would force better gas
mileage from cars and trucks. But
those new fuel efficiency requirements
will take years before they have an ef-
fect. In the meantime, families and
workers will suffer through years of
higher gas prices. Auto makers cannot
go out tomorrow and build a new fleet
of high gas mileage cars and trucks.
New cars take years to design and
build.

Even if highly efficient cars were
available tomorrow, families in the
middle of 4-year car loans probably
cannot go out and buy a new car. They
have to wait until they can purchase a
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more fuel-efficient car. In the mean-
time, these families will suffer through
more years of higher prices.

We can cut demand with more people
riding mass transit, and I have sup-
ported mass transit. I will continue to
do so. But if you don’t have mass tran-
sit in your area, such as where I live
and where a whole 1ot of people in rural
America live, you cannot move to the
city or get a different job. In the mean-
time, you will suffer through years
more of higher gas prices.

We can cut demand by subsidizing
hybrid vehicles. Congress supported
those tax credits, as I do. But hybrid
cars are too expensive now and will
take too many years to become afford-
able to most families. We are working
in Missouri to get much more efficient,
much lighter batteries that can help
meet the needs for hybrid and plug-in
cars. In the meantime, while we are
working on those technologies, fami-
lies will suffer through years more of
higher gas prices.

I, for one, am unwilling to allow fam-
ilies to suffer years more of higher gas
prices, while we wait for demand strat-
egies to work.

To address supply, some say we
should take our hat in hand and beg
our Middle Eastern suppliers to
produce more oil. Since when has in-
creasing our dependence on the Middle
East ever been a good idea?

Some propose raising taxes on sup-
pliers searching and developing new do-
mestic oil supplies. Since when has
taxing something more ever increased
its supply or lowered its price? Never.
When we put taxes on those who are
searching and developing for new do-
mestic oil supplies, we ensure that
there won’t be as much and the price
will be higher.

Some say we should investigate sup-
pliers to probe what is making prices
so high. I too support investigating
wrongdoing, but since when has inves-
tigating something ever increased its
supply or lowered its price?

The American people deserve more
than begging, taxing, and inves-
tigating. American families and work-
ers deserve real actions toward real so-
lutions. America doesn’t need to look
that far. Indeed, the solutions to Amer-
ica’s supply problems are right here in
our own backyard. America’s lands,
ocean floors, and mountains hold bil-
lions of gallons of oil waiting for us to
come and get it.

We have millions of gallons of oil be-
neath the frozen tundra of northern
Alaska. Had there not been a veto in
1995 of the development of the sources
above the Arctic circle in Alaska, we
would be getting a million gallons of
oil a day from Alaska. You cannot tell
me that would not lower the price. It
would have a huge impact. We also
have millions of gallons of oil beneath
the seabeds miles off our coasts. We
have billions of gallons of oil trapped
in the shale beneath our Rocky Moun-
tains.

Tapping these new U.S. supplies will
help relieve prices immediately. While
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it is true it will take years before new
supplies will come on, we will send an
immediate signal to the speculators in
the oil trading markets that new sup-
pliers are on their way. They cannot
continue to push prices higher.

Today’s prices built on limited sup-
ply and a world dependent on trouble
spots will see America deciding to open
vast and safe new oil supplies. Oil
prices, built on predicting the future,
will have no choice but to fall in the
face of a future safe, new supply source
for America.

We can also face the future using new
technologies. America owns, and uses
every day, environmentally friendly oil
technologies that are cleaner than ever
before for exploring, developing, and
producing. We can drill sideways deep
underground to avoid sensitive areas
above. We can drill many locations
from a single site to avoid sensitive
areas around.

Environmentally friendly operations
in northern Alaska can drill in the win-
ter and be gone long before any ani-
mals are active in the spring.

Environmentally friendly operations
could drill in the ocean and survive
hurricanes such as Katrina with no
spilled oil or gas. Does anybody recall
the spills resulting when Hurricane
Katrina tore through the Gulf of Mex-
ico drilling rigs? No, because they
didn’t happen.

To say we would repeat the mistakes
of the 1960s and 1970s with the same 40-
year-old technology is like saying we
will all continue to call ourselves on
rotary telephones or write each other
on typewriters.

Another source of transportation fuel
from new technology is coal to liquids.
The technology to turn coal into liquid
jet fuel or diesel has been around for a
hundred years. We now have the tech-
nology to capture carbon emissions and
make it cleaner than refining conven-
tional o0il and, in addition, providing a
greater supply.

We are also developing even cleaner
and more affordable forms of biofuels.
Technology giving us clean-burning
corn ethanol today will give us cel-
lulosic ethanol tomorrow with grasses
and wood chips.

In my State of Missouri, gas is 10
cents cheaper than it otherwise would
be because we require 10 percent eth-
anol in all pumps. This will save Mis-
souri drivers $285 million this year.
Some people say ethanol is driving up
prices. Ethanol is a lot cheaper to
produce, and it uses fermentation, not
the cat cracking that goes into regular
gasoline. It brings down prices; it
doesn’t drive up the price of the fuel.
The overall shortage of fuel has driven
up the price for food. But most impor-
tantly, the Government hoarding food
is driving up the price. Don’t make
farmers the scapegoats. They are re-
sponding to the demand Congress made
of them to go out and build ethanol-
producing plants and produce the eth-
anol to get cleaner, cheaper, domesti-
cally-produced energy. That is what
they are doing.
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Now the future is brighter in many
areas because of new, cleaner tech-
nologies. We can have a brighter future
of energy supplies if we let all these
new technologies work for us.

We can also have a brighter future of
energy supplies if we stop being selfish
and start thinking about the collective
good. Too many individuals are willing
to say ‘‘not in my backyard,’” even if it
means the group suffers. Too many
groups pursue NIMBY strategies even
if it means the Nation suffers.

Nobody here is trying to force Alaska
to do something Alaska doesn’t want
to do. Alaskans want to open more of
their oil reserves. But it is people in
places such as Massachusetts saying no
to Alaska.

No one here is trying to force Vir-
ginia to do something it doesn’t want
to do. Virginians want to explore for
oil and gas off their coastline. It is peo-
ple in places such as California and
New Jersey saying no to Virginians.

Nobody here is trying to force Colo-
rado to do something it doesn’t want to
do. Colorado wants to tap the shale be-
neath its mountains. It is people in
places such as Washington, DC, saying
no to Colorado.

This type of NIMBY sentiment must
end. This type of selfishness must end.
This type of inflicting multiyear pain
waiting for demand strategies must
end. We must no longer deny Ameri-
cans the new supply solutions they
need. We must no longer refuse Amer-
ican families and workers the lower gas
prices they demand.

We must not only suspend shipments
to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, we
must also open new oil supplies in
northern Alaska, open new oil and gas
supplies under our oceans, and open
new oil shale supplies under our moun-
tains, and open our ability to refine
more oil. We must open the ability of
U.S. workers to manufacture more hy-
brid batteries.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Republican amendment and provision
that will be coming tomorrow.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
know many of my colleagues have spo-
ken about the energy challenge and the
crisis we face. I look forward to sup-
porting Senator REID’s amendment to-
morrow. That amendment has been
outlined in great detail during the
course of the afternoon. I am in strong
support of that amendment.

We are facing a national challenge,
and if you look back, historically,
when we have been facing a national
challenge—and this time is a war-
time—not to say all of this crisis is
from the war, but whether it is adding
to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, or
bidding up prices in other parts of the
world, it is unconscionable that we
have these extraordinary windfall prof-
its that are out of the pockets of work-
ing families. And the indifference of
this administration to the plight of
these working families is appalling.
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I applaud our leader for the legisla-
tion we will have a chance to vote on
tomorrow and, hopefully, we will have
a strong vote in support of it. It is in-
evitable that we are going to be suc-
cessful because the American people
are not going to tolerate the indiffer-
ence and the extraordinary profiteering
that is being experienced in this coun-
try at this time. I thank our leader for
his efforts and his recommendations to
the Senate, and I look forward to vot-
ing in support of that tomorrow.

———

DETAINEE BASIC MEDICAL CARE
ACT OF 2008

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
speaking in support of legislation Sen-
ator MENENDEZ and I have introduced
today. It is the Detainee Basic Medical
Care Act of 2008, to require the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to deliver
timely and effective medical and men-
tal health care to the individuals in
custody.

In the past week alone, the Wash-
ington Post, ‘60 Minutes,” and the New
York Times have documented the
shameful state of medical care in these
detention facilities. These are people
who come to the United States from all
corners of the world. Some come to
join their families; others come to
search for jobs; others come as refu-
gees. Some may be eligible to remain
in the United States. Others may be
subject to deportation. But at a min-
imum, they deserve basic medical care
while in detention pending the out-
come of their immigration proceedings,
which often can take years. None of
them deserves a death sentence.

Congress has an obligation to act.
The bill’s introduction is an important
first step, and the legislation raises the
medical standards and restores ac-
countability for meeting those stand-
ards.

I look forward to working closely
with Senator MENENDEZ and others in
the Senate to address what is really a
national disgrace.

———

EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE
COOPERATION ACT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one of
fundamental importance and funda-
mental fairness, legislation we will be
voting on tomorrow in the late morn-
ing, it is called the Public Safety Em-
ployer-Employee Cooperation Act.

This week, May 11 to May 17, is Po-
lice Week, when we honor the sac-
rifices of the men and women of the
law enforcement community who lost
their lives this year. These officers
paid the ultimate price for their serv-
ice to our communities. They are
American heroes, as are all of the fire-
fighters, emergency medical techni-
cians, and other first responders across
the country who protect our families
and communities every day.

President Kennedy established the
first Police Week in 1962. He called on
all Americans to recognize the essen-
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tial role public safety officers play in
safeguarding our rights and freedoms.
That role is even more important in to-
day’s complex and often dangerous
world.

We all continue to enjoy the funda-
mental rights of a free people because
of the sacrifices of these dedicated pub-
lic servants. The least that we owe
them in return is to protect their basic
rights and to treat them with the dig-
nity and respect they deserve.

Unfortunately, too many of our pub-
lic safety officers do not have the same
rights in the workplace that most
Americans enjoy. Police officers and
firefighters perform some of the most
difficult and dangerous jobs in our soci-
ety, but they often don’t have a voice
at work to talk about safety issues.
They are the ones on the front lines
fighting fires, preventing crimes, ap-
prehending offenders and doing their
best to keep people safe from harm.
But they don’t have a way to share the
lessons they have learned about how to
do these difficult jobs safely and effec-
tively.

We are asking these workers to do so
much for their communities, and the
least we can do in return is give them
a voice at the table in the life-and-
death discussions that affect their fam-
ilies and their futures.

Across America, unions give millions
of workers that kind of voice on the
job. Throughout history, unions have
always led the fight for a safer, fairer
workplace. Unions mean decent wages
and benefits. Unions mean economic
security and dignity for workers, and a
strong middle class for our Nation.

Public safety officers deserve the op-
portunity to choose for themselves
whether they want the advantages that
unions bring.

Providing these basic rights of first
responders is essential not only for
their own interests but also for the
safety of our communities, and the
safety of our entire Nation. In this
post-9/11 era, we have asked first re-
sponders to take on a new and indis-
pensable role in homeland security. We
face new threats that require efficient
and effective coordination between
State and local public safety workers
and federal security agencies. With
these new partnerships, it becomes
vital to our national interest that
State and local public safety services
are carried out as effectively as pos-
sible. Studies show that giving workers
a voice at the table, and facilitating
cooperation between public safety
workers and their employers is the best
way to improve the quality of public
safety services and protect our home-
land security.

That is why it is an honor to join
Senator GREGG in sponsoring the Pub-
lic Safety Employer-Employee Co-
operation Act.

This important bill will ensure that
all firefighters, police officers, and
emergency medical personnel have the
opportunity to have a voice in the poli-
cies that affect their safety and their
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