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States to talk about how we need to re-
form the American health care system.
It is time to embrace the challenge of
health care reform and do something
now, not just punt to future Con-
gresses, future Washington politicians,
future Presidents.

I hope our discussion over the last 8
weeks helps promote that, not just de-
bate but debate leading to action to
improve the lives of all Americans with
regard to health care.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

————
ENERGY SUPPLY

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
this morning when I read the Wall
Street Journal, I was interested in this
article: “Energy Watchdog Warns of
0il Production Crunch.” This is the
IEA, the International Energy Agency,
that makes estimates and keeps the
world informed on the status of energy
supplies. The conclusion in this article
is that the demand for energy through-
out the world continues to rise, but the
supply is flat.

I think there is no question that this
is a problem this country faces, the
problem of supply. Too often people in
the Senate are unwilling to talk about
the problem of supply. As a matter of
fact, in 1995, President Clinton vetoed a
bill that would have opened a very
small portion, about 2,000 acres, of the
ANWR coastal plain, which is a million
and a half acres set aside for oil explo-
ration. It would have opened it to oil
and gas development. That was short-
sighted, a mistake, and it has had a
devastating effect on Americans.

As this article in the Wall Street
Journal points out, it predicts global
demand for oil of 116 million barrels
per day by 2030. Today the world’s de-
mand is only 87 million barrels a day,
and we are paying $135 for each of those
barrels. As the demand continues to
rise—and we know it will—so will the
cost. It will become higher and higher.
This is what I have been trying to say
now for 20 years in the Senate. We
should be able to produce more of
America’s oil, and we import today 67
percent of our oil.

During the oil embargo in the 1970s,
we imported about 34 percent. We are
almost totally dependent now on oil
from offshore. American o0il is not
available to this country. The alarming
fact is, the military is the largest con-
sumer of oil in the country. It uses
about 4.8 billion gallons of oil per year.
The problem really is, if we had an em-
bargo today, we could not sustain our
military, let alone our essential infra-
structure. Our economy could not sur-
vive another embargo.
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We need to realize we can produce
American energy to meet our needs. If
we produce it over a period of years,
the price will be stabilized. The inter-
esting thing is, on May 1—right here on
the Senate floor—the senior Senator
from New York called drilling in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge ‘‘plain
wrong.”” He said it was an ‘‘old saw.”
He said the field’s probable 1 million
barrels a day would reduce gas prices
“‘only a penny a gallon.”

Then, on May 11, the Senator from
New York, Mr. SCHUMER, said:

There is one way to get the price of oil
down and it’s two words—Saudi Arabia. If
they were to increase 800,000 barrels per day,
the price would come down probably 35 to 50
cents a gallon. That’s a lot.

Now, why would 800,000 barrels of
Saudi oil reduce gas prices 50 cents a
gallon and 1 million barrels of Amer-
ican-produced oil from our State re-
duce the price at the pump only a
penny?

As a matter of fact, the Senator from
New York said this extra supply from
Saudi Arabia would probably reduce
the price of a gallon of gas by 62 cents
before it was all over. Imagine that:
800,000 barrels of oil from Saudi Arabia
could bring down the price of a gallon
of gasoline by 62 cents. There is an ab-
solute inconsistency with what the
Senator from New York has told the
Senate. I find that appalling on a thing
such as the oil supply now, in view of
the price of gasoline for Americans at
the pump. They are paying the price
because of President Clinton. They are
paying the price because of stubborn
opposition to develop the resources in
my State.

Now, they tell us that drilling in the
arctic could harm the Arctic Wildlife
Refuge. It will not. As a matter of fact,
the land we are going to develop was
set aside in the act of 1980, a million
and a half acres in the Arctic Plain, so
it could be explored. It will not be part
of the Arctic Wildlife Refuge until the
exploration and development of that
area is over.

I think there is no question we have
to find a way to have the Members of
this body make up their minds: What is
the problem America faces today? It is
supply. Our demand is increasing, like
the rest of the world, but we do not
have an American supply of oil. Off our
shores, and in the deep water off Alas-
ka, there is a bountiful supply of oil.
We have two-thirds of the Continental
Shelf of the United States, and there is
only one well on that two-thirds of the
Continental Shelf.

If you look over to the other side of
the Bering Straits in Russia—Russia,
which was a net importer of oil just 20
years ago, now is a net exporter of oil.
Why? Because they developed the OCS
off their shores. They now have a
strong economy in Russia. Why? Be-
cause they do not export petrodollars
anymore. They use money in their own
country to finance development in
their own country.

We have to make up our minds
whether we are going to face blind op-
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position, incorrect, and uninformed op-
position, or whether we are going to
take the actions needed to develop
American o0il to meet American de-
mand, and whether we are going to use
the deep water off our shores to
produce oil as does the rest of the
world.

Norway produces oil off their shores.
Britain produces oil off their shores. As
a matter of fact, we produce oil off our
southern shore, but we are prevented
from producing oil off our northern
shore. It is absolutely inconsistent and
irrational what we are facing.

Our pipeline, at its peak, was trans-
porting 2.1 million barrels of oil to the
west coast of the United States. Today,
it is producing about 700,000 barrels a
day. It is two-thirds empty, in effect. It
would not need a new pipeline to carry
the o0il that would be produced in
ANWR. It is there. It could carry more
than 1 million barrels a day easily. Yet
it has been opposed. It has been op-
posed for over 20 years, by the same ir-
rational people who come to the floor
and say: Oh, oh, Saudi Arabia, produce
more oil. Produce 800,000 barrels of oil
a day, and we can probably expect gas
prices at the pump to come down 62
cents. But if you bring 1 million barrels
of o0il down from Alaska, it is only
going to affect the price by a penny.

I have to tell you, we have to have
smarter energy solutions. I hope the
time will come when we have a ration-
al debate on this floor. I am reminded
of that rational debate when we finally
approved the legislation that brought
about the construction of the Alaska
oil pipeline in the 1970s. We waited 4
years for that pipeline to start because
of stubborn opposition from the ex-
treme environmentalists. It was finally
overcome. That opposition was over-
come by an act that was started right
here on the floor of the Senate, which
closed the courts of the United States
to any further litigation over building
that pipeline.

We were just following the oil embar-
go. America realized we had to have
more American oil. There was no fili-
buster on this floor. The vote was 49 to
49, and that tie was broken by the
then-Vice President.

Now, what has happened? Why should
every time we bring up ANWR we have
a filibuster? Why can’t we bring to the
American continent the resources of
the continent that happen to be in our
State?

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
am happy to yield to my friend.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I say
to the Senator, I do not want to disrupt
your line of thinking because I agree so
much with you. But every time I hear
people talking about ANWR, and I hear
people talking about stopping any
drilling or exploration in ANWR, it oc-
curs to me, here you are, the senior
Senator from Alaska. You have been
here for a long time, and I have gone
with you up to the area in which you
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are talking about drilling. I have heard
people compare that to a postage
stamp in a football field or something
like that. It is a tiny area up there.

The question I have is twofold. First
of all, why is it that as near as I can
determine, people who live there all
want to explore and resolve this prob-
lem we have in this country by drilling
and exploring in ANWR? Who are we
down here to tell them up in Alaska
what is best for them? That would be
the No. 1 question.

Then, the second thing is, what I
have observed, I say to the senior Sen-
ator from Alaska, who has been here
longer than I have, is that every time
this has come up—I came from the
House to the Senate back in 1995—now,
on October 27, 1995, we voted 52 to 47,
right down party lines, to go ahead and
start exploring in ANWR. All the Re-
publicans supported it. All the Demo-
crats opposed it. Then, again, on No-
vember 17, 1995, the same thing hap-
pened: We voted to explore, the Demo-
crats voted against it.

Then, after all that work was done,
the President—then-President Clin-
ton—on December 6, 1995, vetoed the
bills that had this authority we had
given them to drill. Then the same
thing—I could go on and on—but in
2005, the same thing happened. The
Senate voted on an amendment to the
budget resolution to strike the expan-
sion of exploration in ANWR. It failed
by a vote of 49 to 51, right down party
lines.

I guess the second question I would
ask the Senator is, why is making us
self-sufficient a partisan issue? Why do
the Democrats oppose it and the Re-
publicans support it?

Mr. STEVENS. I have to tell the Sen-
ator, that is comparatively new in
terms of my time in the Senate. When
I first arrived here, there was bipar-
tisan support for producing American
oil. We had a coalition with Repub-
licans and Democrats, and we worked
with the administration, whether it
was Republican or Democrat, to find a
way to bring more oil on line, o0il pro-
duced by Americans and consumed by
Americans.

When the opposition started on a po-
litical basis, we were then importing
about 20 percent of our oil. As the op-
position has continued, as I said, we
now import 67 percent. That money,
which would have been spent in this
country producing millions of jobs, and
putting people into permanent jobs,
long-term jobs, is going to all these
countries throughout the world be-
cause we do not have that investment.
We have now what we call petrodollars,
and we have to send our exports over-
seas to bring that money back.

This chart shows that 1 million bar-
rels of imported oil cost the American
economy 20,000 jobs, and we are import-
ing 14 million barrels a day now.

So I tell the Senator, it is a recent
phenomenon comparatively, and it is
partisan. It started with President
Clinton.
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Mr. INHOFE. Well, Madam President,
I will only respond to say that is my
observation. I have not been here as
long as the Senator has, but every year
since I have been here, we have had
this vote, and the people up there want
us to drill, to explore, to produce.

I remember the argument against the
Alaska pipeline. They said: Oh, it is
going to destroy the caribou. What it
has done, if you go up there, as I have
been with you at any time during the
summer months, the warm months, the
only shade the caribou can find is the
pipeline. You see them all out there. It
has actually had the effect of increas-
ing the breed.

But anyway, I keep thinking, if we
had followed through with what we are
talking about doing back in the middle
1990s, we would now be producing our
own energy, producing our own oil, and
we would not have these high prices at
the pumps.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
very much.

I will close on this statement.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the article from the Wall
Street Journal be printed in the
RECORD. I would hope that the Senate
would pay attention to it.

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

[From The Wall Street Journal, May 22, 2008]
ENERGY WATCHDOG WARNS OF OIL-
PRODUCTION CRUNCH
(By Neil King Jr. and Peter Fritsch)

The world’s premier energy monitor is pre-
paring a sharp downward revision of its oil-
supply forecast, a shift that reflects deep-
ening pessimism over whether oil companies
can keep abreast of booming demand.

The Paris-based International Energy
Agency is in the middle of its first attempt
to comprehensively assess the condition of
the world’s top 400 oil fields. Its findings
won’t be released until November, but the
bottom line is already clear: Future crude
supplies could be far tighter than previously
thought.

A pessimistic supply outlook from the IEA
could further rattle an oil market that al-
ready has seen crude prices rocket over $130
a barrel, double what they were a year ago.
U.S. benchmark crude broke a record for the
fourth day in a row, rising 3.3% Wednesday
to close at $133.17 a barrel on the New York
Mercantile Exchange.

For several years, the IEA has predicted
that supplies of crude and other liquid fuels
will arc gently upward to keep pace with ris-
ing demand, topping 116 million barrels a day
by 2030, up from around 87 million barrels a
day currently. Now, the agency is worried
that aging oil fields and diminished invest-
ment mean that companies could struggle to
surpass 100 million barrels a day over the
next two decades.

The decision to rigorously survey supply—
instead of just demand, as in the past—re-
flects an increasing fear within the agency
and elsewhere that oil-producing regions
aren’t on track to meet future needs.

“The o0il investments required may be
much, much higher than what people as-
sume,” said Fatih Birol, the IEA’s chief
economist and the leader of the study, in an
interview with The Wall Street Journal.
‘“This is a dangerous situation.”

The agency’s forecasts are widely followed
by the industry, Wall Street and the big oil-
consuming countries that fund its work.
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The IEA monitors energy markets for the
world’s 26 most-advanced economies, includ-
ing the U.S., Japan and all of Europe. It acts
as a counterweight in the market to the
views of the Organization of Petroleum Ex-
porting Countries. The IEA’s endorsement of
a crimped supply scenario likely will be in-
terpreted by the cartel as yet another call to
pump more oil—a call it will have a difficult
time answering. Last week, the Saudis gave
President Bush a lukewarm response to his
plea for more oil, saying they were already
adding 300,000 barrels a day to the market,
an announcement that did nothing to cool
prices.

At the same time, the IEA’s conclusions
likely will be seized on by advocates of ex-
panded drilling in prohibited areas like the
U.S. outer continental shelf or the Alaska
National Wildlife Refuge.

The IEA, employing a team of 25 analysts,
is trying to shed light on some of the indus-
try’s best-kept secrets by assessing the
health of major fields scattered from Ven-
ezuela and Mexico to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait
and Iraq. The fields supply over two-thirds of
daily world production.

The findings won’t be definitive. Big pro-
ducers including Venezuela, Iran and China
aren’t cooperating, and others like Saudi
Arabia typically treat the detailed produc-
tion data of individual fields as closely
guarded state secrets, so it’s not clear how
specific their contributions will be. To try to
compensate, the IEA will use computer mod-
eling to make estimates. It will also collect
information gathered by IHS Inc., a major
data and analysis provider based in Colorado,
as well as the U.S. Geologic Survey, a smat-
tering of oil and oil-service companies, and
national petroleum councils.

SUPPLY-SIDE GLOOM

But the direction of the IEA’s work echoes
the gathering supply-side gloom articulated
by some Big 0Oil executives in recent months.
A growing number of people in the industry
are endorsing a version of the ‘‘peak-oil”’
theory: that oil production will plateau in
coming years, as suppliers fail to replace de-
pleted fields with enough fresh ones to boost
overall output. All of that has prompted nu-
merous upward revisions to long-term oil-
price forecasts on Wall Street.

Goldman Sachs grabbed headlines recently
with a forecast saying that oil could top $140
a barrel this summer and could average $200
a barrel next year. Prices that high would
add to the inflationary pressures weighing
on the world economy and to the woes of
fuel-sensitive industries such as airlines and
autos.

The IEA’s study marks a big change in the
agency’s efforts to peer into the future. In
the past, the IEA focused mainly on assess-
ing future demand, and then looked at how
much non-OPEC countries were likely to
produce to meet that demand. Any gap, it
was assumed, would then be met by big
OPEC producers such as Saudi Arabia, Iran
or Kuwait.

But the IEA’s pessimism over future sup-
plies has been building for some time. Last
summer, the agency warned that OPEC’s
spare capacity could shrink ‘‘to minimal lev-
els by 2012.” In November, it said its analysis
of projects known to be in the works sug-
gested that the world could face a shortfall
by 2015 of as much as 12.5 million barrels a
day, unless there was a sharp drop in ex-
pected demand. The current IEA work aims
to tally the range of investments and
projects under way to boost production from
the fields in question to get a clearer sense
of what to expect in production flows.

“This is very important, because the IEA
is treated as the world’s only serious inde-
pendent guardian of energy data and fore-
casts,” says Edward Morse, chief energy
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economist at Lehman Brothers. Examining
the state of the world’s big oil fields could
prod their owners into unaccustomed trans-
parency, he says.

Some critics of the IEA, while praising its
new study, say a revision in the agency’s
long-term forecasting is long overdue. The
agency has failed to anticipate many of the
big energy developments in recent years,
such as the surge in Chinese demand in 2004
and this year’s skyrocketing prices. ‘“‘The
IEA is always conflicted by political pres-
sures,” says Chris Skrebowski, a London-
based oil analyst who keeps his own database
on big petroleum projects and is pessimistic
about supply. ‘‘In this case I think they want
to make as incontrovertible as possible the
fact that we are facing a real crunch.”

U.S. FORECASTS

The U.S. Energy Department’s own fore-
casting shop, the Energy Information Ad-
ministration, has long stuck to the same de-
mand-driven methodology as the IEA, as-
suming that supply will keep up with the
world’s growing hunger for oil. But the U.S.
agency also has embarked on its own supply
study, which it hopes to complete this sum-
mer. Like the IEA, its preliminary findings
are somewhat gloomy: They suggest daily
output of conventional crude oil alone, now
about 73 million barrels, will plateau at 84
million barrels, and that it will take a sig-
nificant uptick in production of nonconven-
tional fuels such as ethanol to push global
fuel supplies over 100 million barrels a day
by 2030.

‘“We are optimistic in terms of resource
availability, but wary about whether the in-
vestments get made in the right places and
at a pace that will bring on supply to meet
demand,”” says Guy Caruso, the U.S. agency’s
administrator.

In Paris, analysts at IEA also fret that a
lack of investment in many OPEC countries,
combined with a diminished incentive to
ramp up output, casts serious doubt over
how much the cartel will expand its produc-
tion in the future. The big OPEC producers
have been raking in record profits, creating
a disincentive in many countries to sink
more billions into increased oil production.

Meanwhile, politics and other forces are
delaying projects that could bring more oil
on-stream. Continued fighting in Iraq has
stymied efforts to revive aging fields, while
international sanctions on Iran have kept in-
vestments there from moving forward. Rebel
attacks in Nigeria and political turmoil in
Venezuela have cut into both countries’ out-
put. Big non-OPEC producers such as Mexico
and Russia, which have either barred or side-
lined international operators, are seeing pro-
duction slump. The U.S., with a legal mora-
torium barring exploration in 85% of its off-
shore waters, is struggling to keep its output
steady.

The IEA study will try to answer one ques-
tion that bedevils those trying to forecast
future prices and the supply-demand balance:
How rapidly are the world’s top fields declin-
ing? The rates at which their production
dwindles over time are a much-debated ba-
rometer of the health of the world’s oil
patch.

DEPLETION RATE

A study released earlier this year by the
Cambridge Energy Research Associates, a
consulting firm and unit of IHS, concluded
that the depletion rate of the world’s 811 big-
gest fields is around 4.5% a year. At that
rate, oil companies have to make huge in-
vestments just to keep overall production
steady. Others say the depletion rate could
be higher.

“We are of the opinion that the public isn’t
aware of the role of the decline rate of exist-
ing fields in the energy supply balance, and
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that this rate will accelerate in the future,”
says the IEA’s Mr. Birol.

Some analysts, however, contend that
scarcity isn’t the issue—only access to re-
serves and investment in tapping them. “We
know there is plenty of oil and gas resource
in the world,” says Pete Stark, vice presi-
dent for industry relations at IHS. He says
the difficulties of supply aren’t buried in oil
fields, but are ‘‘above ground.”’

Mr. Morse at Lehman Brothers notes that
there are plenty of questions about supply
yvet to be answered. ‘‘However confident the
IEA may be about the data it has, they know
nothing about the resources we’ve yet to dis-
cover in the deep waters or in the arctic,” he
says.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
do thank the Chair for her patience.

Let me do one last thing.

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 575
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Submitted Resolutions.”’)

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Chair for
her patience and yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, first
of all, let me thank the Senator from
Alaska. This is a frustration I have felt
for so long: that it is not just that
right down party lines we are not able
to produce in ANWR, but also it goes
offshore. We have tried, on the Repub-
lican side, to do something about in-
creasing the supply—by drilling in
Alaska, by going at the tar sands, and
I am sure the Senator from Colorado
will talk a little bit about shale out in
the western part of his State and in my
State of Oklahoma, trying to give tax
incentives for the production at mar-
ginal wells, which are wells that
produce under 15 barrels of oil a day.

I can give a statistic that I do not
have to back up because it has never
been refuted. If we had all the marginal
wells flowing today that have been
shut down in the last 10 years, it would
amount to more than we are currently
importing from Saudi Arabia.

So I think it is very arrogant, when
you have two hard-working Senators
and one Member of the House from
Alaska who want very much to do what
100 percent of the people want to do in
Alaska; that is, to improve their econ-
omy by producing cheap oil for us do-
mestically so we can bring down the
price of gas, when they will not allow
us to do it.

Let me make one comment. I am
going to be joined by the Senator from
Colorado. I want to touch upon one
other area.

If we had been and would be success-
ful in being able to drill more oil do-
mestically so we can bring down the
price of gas, no matter how much we
produced, it can’t go into the gas tank
until it has been refined. So refining
capacity is something that is very crit-
ical in this country. Again, right down
party lines, they have prevented us
from having that refinery capacity.

Three different times I had on the
floor a bill called the Gas Price Act.
All it was was a bill to start building
refineries in America. It has been 30
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years; 1976 was the last refinery we had
in America. What we need to do is start
building refineries. Well, with the
BRAC process—and for those of you
who come from States that don’t have
any military operations, you may not
know what this is, but the BRAC proc-
ess is the Base Realignment and Clo-
sure Commission. That is where you go
through an independent entity to de-
termine which of the military installa-
tions should be shut down. Of course,
when you shut down a military instal-
lation, it is economically devastating
to the adjoining communities.

With the Gas Price Act, what we
have done is provide that if you have
been shut down as a military installa-
tion, we could provide assistance
through the Economic Development
Administration for cities—if they are
so inclined—to make applications so
that they can turn these closed bases
into refineries.

I thought when we developed this
thing that it wouldn’t be a problem at
all because no one should be against it.
Everyone knows we have to increase
our refining capacity. We offered
amendments on this bill to streamline
the process.

Also, if people changed their minds in
communities, they would be able to
stop this from taking place. States
have a significant, if not dominant,
role in permitting existing or new re-
fineries. Yet States face particularly
technical and financial constraints
when faced with these extremely com-
plex facilities. So my Gas Price Act re-
quires the administrator to coordinate
and concurrently review all permits
with the relevant State agencies to
permit refineries. This program does
not waive or modify any environmental
law and consequently should not have
had anyone in opposition to it.

Now, we brought it twice to the
floor—three times to the floor and
twice we had votes—and right down
party lines, every Democrat voted
against the Gas Price Act. All we want-
ed to do, along with the local govern-
ments and local communities, was to
build refineries so that we could refine
what will hopefully be someday an in-
crease in capacity so we will not be re-
liant upon foreign countries for our
ability to run this machine called
America, but we would be able to
produce our own energy.

I think it is important that every
time we talk about increasing produc-
tion, which we just have to do, we also
have to talk about the refining capac-
ity. We are all ready to go, I say to my
good friend from Colorado, with the
Gas Price Act if we are able to move in
that direction.

I believe that over the Memorial Day
recess, when everybody is out there
driving and people are much more sen-
sitive to the price of gas, they are
going to look back and say: You know,
maybe the Republicans were right all
of those years; maybe we should be in-
creasing our supply, as the Senator
from Alaska put it, of gasoline and oil
produced in America.
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I yield the floor.

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

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I
wish to thank the Senator from Okla-
homa on this particular issue. I also
wish to thank the last speaker, TED
STEVENS of Alaska, for his leadership
in making sure we have adequate en-
ergy for the American people. Right
now, we are falling short. The reason
for that is this Congress. It is not busi-
ness where we should assert blame; it
is not the stock markets we have heard
blamed on this floor, or the futures
market. It is simply because Congress
has been tying up these reserves and
not providing the incentives we need to
move ahead with oil refineries and to
make supplies available on the market.

This is a supply-and-demand issue.
The demand in this country is exceed-
ing the supply. If we want to become
less dependent on foreign oil, we need
to do more than what we have done
historically.

(The remarks of Mr. ALLARD per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3062
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.””)

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I
yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, first
of all, I agree wholeheartedly with the
comments and the legislative ideas my
friend from Colorado has. Again, it is a
great frustration that we have tried so
hard for so many years to expand our
supply here in this country. Hopefully,
now, one of the benefits we will get
from the high price of fuel is the rec-
ognition that we have to start pro-
ducing our own energy in this country.
That is what we should be doing.

Hopefully, after this holiday, when
we get back, enough people will have
spent enough money driving around
and there will be enough political pres-
sure that we can get people to agree to
start drilling in ANWR, drilling off-
shore, drilling in the shale area, and
experimenting in some of these areas
where we could become totally self-suf-
ficient in America.

———
IRAQ WAR

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
wish to address a little-known secret, a
secret to the media and therefore a se-
cret to the American people; that is,
we are winning the war in Iraq.

Yesterday, I read an article—I think
it was maybe the day before yester-
day—in the New York Post by Ralph
Peters. It was called ‘‘Success in Iraq:
A Media Blackout.” In it, he writes:

As Iraqi and coalition forces pile up one
success after another, Iraq has magically
vanished from the headlines. Want a real
‘“‘inconvenient truth’”? Progress in Iraq is
powerful and accelerating.

I think he hit the nail on the head.
When this war got tough, the cut-and-
run defeatist provisions started mak-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ing their way into bills and amend-
ments. Those provisions send a power-
ful message to our troops and to our
enemies: America is not committed to
this fight.

But America has remained com-
mitted, and through that commitment
we continue to attain success. I have
been to Iraq, and I have watched the
tide turn. I believe I have been there
many more times than any other Mem-
ber. I am on the Senate Armed Services
Committee, and I spend time there. I
see, month after month, the changes in
what has happened since the accelera-
tion.

My visit in June 2006 was in the wake
of Zarqawi’s death. Iraqis were oper-
ating under a 6-month-old parliament.
Al-Qaida continued to challenge coali-
tion forces throughout Iraq. In re-
sponse, coalition forces launched 200
raids against al-Qaida, clearing out the
strongholds. The newly appointed De-
fense Minister and I discussed the cur-
rent situation in Iraq, the violence
brought to that country by al-Qaida,
and the transformation beginning in
Iraq. I saw the emergence of a sense of
what Iraq could be.

Fast forward to May 2007. I returned
to Iraq and visited Ramadi, Fallujah,
Baghdad, and several other areas.
Ramadi went from being controlled by
al-Qaida and hailed as a capital under
control of the Iraqi troops—by the way,
this was at a time when Ramadi was
being declared as the potential ter-
rorist capital of the world. We saw
neighborhood security watch groups
identifying the IEDs with orange spray
paint. We saw joint security stations.
Things started accelerating and im-
proving over there. Increased burden-
sharing was taken on by the Iraqis.
Fallujah came under the control of the
Iraqi brigade. We had our marines
there going door to door World War II
style. At that time, I observed—in May
2007—that all of the sudden it was
under their own security. Al Anbar
changed from a center of violence to a
success story. In Baghdad, sectarian
murders decreased 30 percent, and joint
security stations stood up, forming
deep relationships between coalition
and Iraqi forces and civilians—‘‘broth-
erhood of the close fight,” as General
Petraeus put it. You have to be there
to see it and witness personally the ex-
citement that is demonstrated by the
Iraqis and the pride they have that
they are now in a position to do things
for themselves that they were depend-
ing on us for before.

On July 30, 2007, 2 months after I re-
turned from Iraq, Michael O’Hanlon
and Kenneth Pollack wrote an op-ed
piece in the New York Times. It was in-
teresting because we had never seen
anything positive about our troops or
about the war effort in the New York
Times. This one talked about troop
morale, that it was high, with con-
fidence in General Petraeus’s strategy;
civilian fatality rates were down
roughly a third since the surge began;
the streets in Baghdad were coming
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back to life with stores and shoppers. 1
can remember that. When I am over
there, I will go into a shopping area
and go up to someone carrying a baby
and talk to them through an inter-
preter. That is where you get to people
who are excited because there could be
a new life in the young person. They
noted that American troop levels in
Tal Afar and Mosul numbered only in
the hundreds because the Iraqis
stepped up to the plate. More Iraqi
units were well integrated in terms of
ethnicity and religion. Local Iraqi
leaders and businessmen were cooper-
ating with embedded provincial recon-
struction teams to revive the local
economy and build new political struc-
tures.

I returned to Iraq on August 30, and
the surge continued its success. I trav-
eled to the contingency operating base
in Tikrit, Patrol Base Murray, south of
Baghdad, and visited with Ambassador
Crocker and General Petraeus, who
gave his wonderful testimony this
morning to the Senate Armed Services
Committee.

I saw again on July 30 a significantly
changed Iraq. Less than half of the al-
Qaida leaders who were in Baghdad
when the surge began were still in the
city. They either fled, have been killed,
or have been captured. The U.S. troop
surge in Iraq threw al-Qaida off balance
and produced dramatic results. There
was a 7b-percent reduction in religious/
ethnic killings in the capital. They
doubled the seizures of insurgents’
weapons caches. There was a rise in the
number of al-Qaida kills and captures.
There was the destruction of six media
cells—degrading al-Qaida’s ability to
spread propaganda. Anbar incidents
and attacks dropped from 40 per day to
less than 10 a day. This is between the
two times I had been there. The econ-
omy grew and marKkets were open,
crowded, stocked, selling fresh fruit,
and running as you would expect them
to. A large hospital project in the
Sunni Triangle was back on track The
Iraqi Army performance was signifi-
cantly improving. Iraqi citizens formed
a grassroots movement called Con-
cerned Citizens League. Most of the
cities in America, including my cities
in Oklahoma, have neighborhood watch
programs, where the neighborhoods
and people who live there are watching
to prevent crimes. That is what is hap-
pening in Baghdad and throughout
Iraq.

You now see Baghdad returning to
normalcy. You see kiddie pools, lawns
cared for, amusement parks, and mar-
kets. The surge provided security, and
security allowed local populations and
governments to stand up. Basic eco-
nomics took root, and Iraqis began
spending money on Iraqi projects.

In September, a month later, Katie
Couric was there. If there is one who
has been a critic of anything in this ad-
ministration, our troops, or anything
happening in Iraq, it is Katie Couric.
She said:

Well, I was surprised, you know, after I
went to eastern Baghdad. I was taken to the
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