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morning business. The Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. If I may, it is my 
understanding there is an agreement 
that I would be the first speaker on 
global warming. I have about 21 min-
utes. I could use 7 of them now. If the 
Senator from Oklahoma—I see him on 
the Senate floor—if he would prefer 
some time in morning business, I am 
prepared to yield to him, and then if I 
could be recognized as soon as we go to 
the bill? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. I think we are working 
on a unanimous consent request right 
now. Why don’t you go ahead and use 
the remaining time in morning busi-
ness, and then you will be the first 
speaker to use the remaining of that 21 
minutes or whatever you want, and 
that 14 minutes will come out of the 
bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The Senator from California is 
recognized. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am going to yield back the morning 
business time so we can go to the bill 
and I will be able to speak without 
interruption. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, morning busi-
ness is closed. 

f 

CLIMATE SECURITY ACT OF 2008— 
MOTION TO PROCEED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 3036, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to S. 3036, a bill to di-

rect the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to establish a program to 
decrease emissions of greenhouse gases, and 
for other purposes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order of 
speakers after morning business, prior 
to the recess for caucus luncheons, be 
as follows: Senator FEINSTEIN for up to 
20 minutes, ISAKSON for up to 15 min-
utes, CORKER for up to 20 minutes, 
SPECTER for up to 15 minutes; KERRY 
for up to 20 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak in favor of the cli-
mate change legislation sponsored by 
Senators JOE LIEBERMAN and JOHN 
WARNER and the managers’ substitute 
amendment offered by my friend and 
colleague, Senator BARBARA BOXER. 

I congratulate all three of them. This 
is not an easy road. I want particularly 
to thank the chairman of the com-
mittee for her work. She has been 

open, she has been consultative, she 
has asked to meet with Members, she 
has asked for Members’ participation 
in the work. She has been both strong 
and solid in her leadership. 

After years of debating about the 
science underlying the warming of our 
planet, today marks a momentous step 
because for the first time we are con-
sidering comprehensive legislation to 
address global warming in a com-
prehensive manner. I believe the time 
has come for the Senate to pass legisla-
tion to tackle this problem. 

The bill represents the most com-
prehensive opportunity we have in this 
Congress to help curb our carbon foot-
print and take meaningful action to 
prevent catastrophic climate change— 
and nobody should disbelieve that is 
coming. The fact is this: Global warm-
ing is happening. It has already begun 
to inflict changes on the world as we 
know it. If you read the newspapers, if 
you watch television, or if you simply 
take a look around, it is undeniable. 
Just look at weather patterns. More 
destructive and deadly storms, such as 
the cyclone that hit Burma and the 
tornadoes that have devastated parts 
of the Midwest, are happening. Species 
are beginning to disappear. The Fish 
and Wildlife Service has just an-
nounced that the polar bear has been 
placed on the endangered species list 
because of global warming. 

Its habitat is literally melting away. 
Polar icecaps are melting. The North-
west Passage was navigable for the 
first time last summer. The Arctic Cir-
cle could be ice free by 2030. The West 
is running out of water. Scientists at 
UC San Diego believe there is a 50–50 
chance that Lake Mead, a key source 
of water for 8 million people in the 
Southwestern United States, will be 
dry by 2021, if the climate changes, as 
expected, and its use is not curtailed. 
Projections suggest that both Antarc-
tica and Greenland could melt at the 
same time. If that were to happen, the 
seas would rise by 20 feet. So we are 
feeling the effects of warmer weather. 
Five out of the past 5 years and 19 out 
of the last 20 have been the warmest on 
record. 

The Western United States is receiv-
ing the brunt of warming. This is be-
cause the West’s average temperature 
is 70 percent greater than the planet as 
a whole. So the Earth’s temperature 
has warmed 1 degree over the past cen-
tury, but it has warmed 1.7 degrees in 
the 11–State Western region, and it is 
only getting warmer. Take a look at 
this map. 

Here is why. Carbon dioxide doesn’t 
dissipate in the atmosphere. It remains 
for 30, 40, 50, 100 years. The atmosphere 
is a shell around the Earth, and carbon 
dioxide has been growing since the In-
dustrial Revolution in this atmosphere. 
So the question becomes, how much 
will the Earth warm? This very ques-
tion is at the heart of why we need cli-
mate change legislation, because sci-
entists tell us we can make a difference 
to impact how much the Earth will 

warm. We can’t stop warming, but we 
can slow it down. But if we are to do 
even that, we have to act soon and de-
cisively. I truly don’t believe there is a 
minute to waste. 

To stabilize the climate and to pre-
vent catastrophic warming, scientists 
say we need to begin by reducing emis-
sions by 65 to 80 percent below 1990 lev-
els—that is 65 to 80 percent below what 
we have put into the atmosphere in 
1990—and do all this by the middle of 
the century. That translates into a 
goal of 1,450 parts per million of carbon 
dioxide in the atmosphere. Vice Presi-
dent Al Gore told me recently there is 
some new science out that we actually 
may need to limit carbon emissions to 
350 parts per million, which is even 
stronger. There is new science out that 
shows the Earth is warming even faster 
than was originally predicted. We need 
to contain the warming to 1 to 2 de-
grees. We will still experience signifi-
cant but manageable changes, but if we 
fail to act, the Earth’s temperature 
could rise 5 to 9 degrees or more. Those 
results are catastrophic and irrevers-
ible. 

I tell constituent breakfasts about 
the Earth. Most people believe the 
Earth can’t change. But, in fact, plan-
ets do change. Look at Mars, look at 
the Earth 250 million years ago, when 
there was one mass on Earth only. The 
Earth is subject to change. That 
change can be dramatic, and warming 
affects that change. This is a gamble 
we cannot afford to take. The truth is, 
though, there is no silver bullet. There 
is no one thing that will turn the tide. 
We need to go clean and green in driv-
ing, in heating, in cooling, in building, 
and fueling. We need to move away 
from fossil fuels. We need the 
Lieberman-Warner legislation. 

By 2050, this bill would reduce emis-
sions by 63 percent below 2005 levels or 
57 percent below 1990 levels. So the leg-
islation sets us on the path toward 
meaningful greenhouse gas reductions. 
It does so in a way that encourages in-
novation and makes the investment in 
cleaner energy and green practices 
across the entire economy. Impor-
tantly, it also includes important pro-
visions to keep our economy strong. 
The bottom line: This legislation is a 
major step in the right direction. It is 
the most significant thing we can do 
right now to help prevent catastrophic 
climate change. 

Let me take a few moments to talk 
about what the bill does. There are two 
ways to deal with this. One is a carbon 
tax. Most scientists want the carbon 
tax, but most people believe a new tax 
is not going to happen. The other alter-
native is a cap-and-trade system, much 
as Europe has been doing and much as 
the Northeastern States have been 
doing to deal with acid rain. They have 
reversed acid rain by 45 percent 
through their cap-and-trade system. 
This legislation establishes a cap-and- 
trade system for roughly 86 percent of 
the economy. It includes the elec-
tricity sector, manufacturing, trans-
portation, and natural gas. It would be 
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the world’s most comprehensive effort 
to address global warming to date. It 
controls emissions in more sectors of 
our economy than Europe’s carbon con-
trol program. It would restore Amer-
ican leadership in the fight to protect 
our planet. 

Here is how it works. In 2012, emis-
sions are capped at 2005 levels. They 
begin to ratchet down 2 percent per 
year. By 2020, emissions would be 19 
percent below current levels. By 2050, 
emissions would be cut to approxi-
mately 63 percent below 2005 levels by 
2050, or 57 percent below 1990 levels. 
That is the cap part. The trade part of 
the bill allows for the trading of allow-
ances, which are permits to release 1 
metric ton of carbon dioxide into the 
atmosphere. It is a proven system. It is 
working well right now in the United 
States to control acid rain and smog 
pollution. It has given companies flexi-
bility to innovate and embrace new 
technologies. 

Under the bill, the pollution permits 
are allocated in a way that transitions 
our economy toward a low-carbon fu-
ture. In the early years, one-third of 
the allowances will be allocated to pol-
luting industries covered by the bill to 
assist with their transition to less car-
bon-intensive technologies. So one- 
third goes to those who pollute to help 
them convert. Revenue produced by 
selling allowances at auction will be 
used to invest in low-carbon tech-
nology development and deployment. 

The bill funds carbon capture and se-
questration, renewable energy, and 
other low-carbon technologies for pro-
ducing electricity. That is a good 
thing. It funds efforts to retool car fac-
tories, to produce more efficient vehi-
cles and ventures to develop cellulosic 
biofuels, two steps essential to reduc-
ing vehicle emissions. It funds efforts 
to increase the efficiency of buildings, 
homes, appliances, and it rewards 
States that produce significant emis-
sion reductions. 

In later years, this bill refocuses its 
assistance toward worker training and 
financial relief for consumers. It is a 
good bill. It assists those in coastal and 
arid States who will have to adapt to 
sea level rise and rainfall loss. So it 
makes our world better off, but it also 
helps those who may have to shoulder 
an undue burden. 

Here is the bottom line: This cap- 
and-trade bill significantly reduces 
emissions. It funds new technologies. It 
deploys existing low-cost options. It 
contains costs. It mitigates negative 
impacts. It effectively combats climate 
change, while protecting our quality of 
life. 

I wish to take a few moments to talk 
in detail about some of the key provi-
sions of the bill that are of particular 
note. First, the legislation includes 
language to establish Federal oversight 
for the new carbon market. This is 
something I learned, as a Californian in 
the Western energy crisis, that we need 
to do. A $100 billion market for the 
trading of carbon emissions is going to 

spring up as this cap-and-trade system 
is established. We need to be prepared. 
Just as there are those who manipulate 
the price of oil and the price of gas— 
and we in California found that out to 
the tune of $40 billion—this new mar-
ket could attract Enron-like manipula-
tion, fraud or excessive speculation, 
unless we take preventive action. This 
month Congress finally passed legisla-
tion in the farm bill to close the Enron 
loophole to protect electronic energy 
markets. It took us 6 years after the 
Western energy crisis to achieve that. 
It is time to learn from these mistakes. 
We need to take steps now to ensure 
that the market functions with trans-
parency, as well as antifraud and 
antimanipulation provisions from the 
get-go. 

Specifically, this legislation requires 
the President to establish an inter-
agency working group, the carbon mar-
ket working group. It is made up of the 
heads of the following agencies: the 
EPA, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, the Commodities Futures 
Trading Commission, the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, and the 
Treasury Department. Within 270 days 
of enactment of the bill, the working 
group would establish the regulatory 
framework for the market and rec-
ommend necessary regulations that en-
sure enforcement of core market over-
sight principles. These principles would 
include ensuring market transparency 
in price, volume, and other trading 
data—all of it made available to the 
public—requirements for record-
keeping, an audit trail which, up to 
this point, doesn’t exist on the elec-
tronic marketplace—but thanks to the 
Enron loophole closure bill, it will 
exist—and finally, preventing fraud, 
manipulation, and excessive specula-
tion. 

I was pleased to hear the Commod-
ities Futures Trading Commission is 
now taking a look at excessive specula-
tion in the oil market as a reason for 
the drive up of prices of gasoline. I will 
bet anything there is excessive specula-
tion in that market today. These regu-
lations would be fully enforceable by 
existing market oversight agencies, 
and violators would be subject to sig-
nificant penalties. So it is critical we 
protect these markets from the outset. 
We cannot afford to delay. 

Secondly, the bill promotes green 
practices for farmers and foresters. 
This is something I am very interested 
in. California is the largest ag State. 
The legislation includes language I au-
thored to fund research on innovative 
and cost-effective methods for farmers 
and foresters to store carbon in the 
soil. 

It is believed that farming and for-
estry practices to sequester carbon in 
the soil hold great potential to reduce 
our carbon footprint, and this is par-
ticularly true in my State. But the fact 
is, we do not yet know enough about 
the best ways to carry out carbon se-
questration. 

So this legislation would help shed 
light on a number of practices farmers 

and foresters can take to sequester car-
bon. The research would be funded 
through allowances for agriculture in 
the cap-and-trade system established 
by the Lieberman-Warner legislation. 
Some of these practices could include 
several methods popular in my State, 
including row crop practices such as 
conservation tillage—this is a picture 
of it—permanent crop practices, in-
cluding planting cover crops during the 
winter season, and using prunings for 
bioenergy production rather than chip-
ping, mulching, or burning the mate-
rial, and practices to reduce the diges-
tion-related emissions of methane gas 
from cattle and livestock. Once we un-
derstand which of these innovative 
methods is the most cost effective, 
farmers could then sell low-cost offset 
credits to companies that need to re-
duce their emissions. So this is a win- 
win. 

Third, this bill promotes low-carbon 
fuels through a low-carbon fuels stand-
ard. Similar to the Clean Fuels and Ve-
hicles Act, which Senator SNOWE and I 
introduced last year, this would re-
quire each major oil company selling 
gasoline in the United States to reduce 
the average life-cycle greenhouse gas 
emissions per unit of energy in their 
gasoline. The provision ensures that 
the car and truck emissions go down as 
we increase the use of low-carbon re-
newable fuel, such as cellulosic eth-
anol. By improving the renewable fuel 
standard, which requires the use of 36 
billion gallons of renewable fuel by 
2020, it assures that the climate bene-
fits of this provision are realized. 

My conclusion and my bottom line: 
Confronting global warming will re-
quire action on a broad scale. To those 
in this body who are dissenters, I say 
this: If we do not do it, when the 
science has coalesced, when the science 
tells us the time is limited, when the 
science tells us we cannot stop it be-
cause it does not dissipate—we must 
move away from carbon, and we must 
move to other kinds of fuels, and do so 
quickly, and we must take these steps 
to aid the conversion of American in-
dustry. Also, most important, this bill 
will signal that the United States, 
after a long period of doing nothing, is 
prepared to stand up tall and to lead. 

I thank Senator WARNER and Senator 
LIEBERMAN for this legislation. I know 
the senior Senator from Virginia is on 
the floor. I know he is going to retire 
at the end of the year. I want him to 
know very personally from me how 
much I respect him. 

I respect your leadership on this 
issue, Senator WARNER. I think it 
leaves you a great legacy. I only hope 
we will do justice to you by passing 
this legislation here today. So thank 
you so much for your leadership. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
might just speak for 2 minutes. 

I thank my colleague from Cali-
fornia. I say to her, it has been a pleas-
ure to work with you and to continue 
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to work with you in the Senate. Our 
primary responsibilities are on the In-
telligence Committee, but you are a 
very diversified Senator and can seize 
many subjects and provide your exper-
tise for the benefit of this Chamber. I 
thank you for your thoughtful, per-
sonal remarks and your very inform-
ative speech given this morning. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be able to 
speak for up to 15 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That order has already been en-
tered. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the Senate for assessing 
what is the most important issue con-
fronting the United States of America 
today; that is, energy, its contribution 
to the environment, its costs, its avail-
ability, its future, and its impact on 
the economy. 

I rise today to thank a number of 
people who have contributed to the 
body of knowledge I want to try to re-
cite as best I can today: Michael 
Quiello, Caroline McLean, and Duncan 
Hill of my staff; Annie Caputo of the 
staff of the EPW; and three individuals 
back in Georgia, two alive today, one, 
unfortunately, who is deceased: Carl 
Knobloch, a distinguished man in our 
State of Georgia, who is probably the 
most ardent advocate for open and 
green space and the preservation of our 
environment of any one I know; Mr. 
Chris Sawyer, who is a distinguished 
lawyer, who represents many national 
organizations and many conservation 
organizations; and Mr. Bob Shearer. 
Bob passed away last year, but in the 
1970s he had led the Georgia Power 
Company during the time it built the 
Plant Vogtle, a nuclear energy plant in 
Georgia that today provides affordable, 
reasonable, reliable, and inexpensive 
energy without emitting any carbon 
into the atmosphere. 

Mr. President, I could not agree more 
with Senator FEINSTEIN’s remark that 
it is time for us to put all of the issues 
and all of the solutions on the table. It 
is time for us to talk about everything 
we need to do to improve our environ-
ment, make energy more affordable, 
and protect our economy. 

I think it is ironic that the legisla-
tion that will be before us is a piece of 
legislation that leaves out two subjects 
that are critical to being accomplished 
in what the bill portends. First, it basi-
cally leaves out any provisions for nu-
clear energy or the expansion of elec-
tricity through nuclear power. Second, 
it gives no attention to the single way 
we know to sequester carbon today. It 
talks about carbon sequestration in a 
prospective way but does not talk 
about the single way we sequester car-
bon today, which happens to be 
through Mother Nature. 

So for just a second I wish to talk 
about nuclear power, and I wish to talk 

about conservation and open and green 
space. Both are included in two amend-
ments that at some point in time in 
the debate I hope to be able to offer. 

First nuclear—and Senator WARNER 
was kind enough to share with me an 
amendment he plans to offer on nu-
clear, which is a recitation of a number 
of facts that ironically I am going to 
recite in my remarks—and I commend 
him for doing that—the most impor-
tant of which is that today in America, 
73 percent of the noncarbon-emitting 
energy generated in this country is 
generated by nuclear. That 73 percent 
saves 700 million metric tons of carbon 
from going into the atmosphere. 

You would think if you already know 
you are saving 700 million metric tons 
of carbon from going into the atmos-
phere and you know that 73 percent of 
your noncarbon-emitting energy is 
coming from nuclear, it would seem 
that if you want to reduce carbon emis-
sions and carbon in the atmosphere, 
you would empower nuclear energy. 

I think we should do that because re-
gardless of your philosophy on global 
warming and climate change, carbon is 
making a difference, and it is in our 
geopolitical interest and it is in our en-
vironment’s interest to reduce car-
bon—geopolitically because we buy less 
from Chavez, Ahmadinejad, and Putin, 
where we get a majority of our oil 
today. That is the geopolitical issue, 
and that is good for us to do. Environ-
mentally, they are not exactly sure at 
Greenland what all is happening, but 
they are sure the carbon isotopes and 
the ice borings are much higher today 
than they were 30 years ago, and that 
is the one change. 

So it is important to reduce carbon. 
But to leave out the single way we 
know to do it best, to leave out the em-
powerment of nuclear energy, to talk 
about it only in terms of reference and 
not in terms of action is, to me, dis-
appointing. 

The amendment I will offer—which I 
offered in committee—does a number 
of things. 

First of all, it provides incentives for 
nuclear energy in terms of a 10-percent 
investment tax credit for the produc-
tion of a new nuclear powerplant. By 
the way, solar tax credits today are 30 
percent. This is one-third of the tax 
credit for solar. But 10 percent is a 
good incentive, and these plants are 
huge investments. That is No. 1. 

Second is accelerated depreciation or 
recovery of investment over 5 years. 
That is appropriate. 

Third, loan guarantees—loan guaran-
tees and standby help—for an industry 
that in the 1970s, when Government 
stalled it and investment dollars went 
away, absolutely almost went bank-
rupt trying to continue to build the 
plants that today emit carbon-free en-
ergy in the United States of America. 

Those three provisions—the standby 
loan guarantee, the investment tax 
credit of 10 percent, and the 30 percent 
in terms of depreciation and the 5-year 
depreciation recovery—make perfectly 

good sense, incentivize nuclear, and re-
duce the emission of carbon into the 
atmosphere. 

I have a chart I will put up. It is very 
interesting on these subsidies, by the 
way. There are a lot of antinuclear peo-
ple who talk about how the Govern-
ment should not subsidize nuclear. 
Well, we subsidize almost every form of 
energy. Today in America, $24.34 of 
every megawatt hour produced by solar 
is a tax incentive, a Federal subsidy. 
On wind, $23.37 is a Federal subsidy on 
every megawatt hour. For nuclear, it is 
$1.59. That is the level of subsidy. Ten 
times or really twelve times the nu-
clear subsidy is what you pay for solar 
and wind, which give you 27 percent of 
your carbon-free electric energy, while 
nuclear gives you 73 percent. 

The bill also deals with empowering 
the workforce. When we evacuated nu-
clear energy generation in the 1970s, 
something else evacuated in America, 
and that was the construction of nu-
clear equipment, and that includes all 
the employees the industry would need 
in a revitalized industry. So we focus 
on that and talk about trying to bring 
that back to the United States of 
America and to empower our workforce 
so we can build safe, reliable nuclear 
energy plants in the 21st century. 

I have a number of quotes from the 
following members, in public debate, 
when we debated this nuclear amend-
ment in the EPW Committee. Senator 
LAUTENBERG, Senator BAUCUS, Senator 
CARDIN, Senator CARPER, Senator WAR-
NER, and Senator LIEBERMAN all made 
comments endorsing and embracing 
the fact that nuclear is a part of the 
solution. I would ask today, if it is a 
part of the solution, why is it not a 
part of the Lieberman-Warner climate 
change bill? 

On conservation, for just a second. 
Carbon sequestration is something we 
need to perfect, and we do not know 
how to do it yet. We think we can find 
some caverns in the earth and we can 
sequester it there, but we are not quite 
sure. The technology is not there yet, 
nor is the cost, but we hope we can do 
it. But Mother Nature has been seques-
tering carbon for all time because that 
is the way the balance in our environ-
ment works. That is one of the issues. 

So I have an amendment to propose 
which is a conservation easement tax 
credit amendment to incentivize the 
United States of America over the next 
5 years through $25 billion in refund-
able tax credits to generate a fund to 
buy conservation easements in open 
and green space throughout the United 
States of America. 

Since the founding of our country, 15 
percent of our forest and open space 
and green space is gone forever to an 
impervious surface known as urban de-
velopment. If that continues, then our 
own natural carbon sequestration sys-
tem will be broken. So it is important, 
while we still have the open and green 
space, while we know where our wet-
lands are, where our rivers and water-
ways are, where our important eco-
system lands are, that we create a 
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mechanism for those lands to be pro-
tected, but not one where the Govern-
ment goes and buys it—it costs you a 
lot of money to buy all this land—in-
stead, to have a program where you 
create refundable tax credits, very 
much like the low- and moderate-in-
come housing tax credits, $5 billion a 
year for 5 years, to be sold in the mar-
ket, to raise the money for which you, 
in turn, allow 501(c)-qualified organiza-
tions, like the Trust for Public Land, 
the Conservancy, et cetera, the capital 
to go to out and, according to a state-
wide plan, buy conservation easements 
to protect in perpetuity those areas 
critical to our ecosystem and our coun-
try and, in fact, our environment. 

It would seem to me that when you 
debate the most topical issue of the 
day, the most controversial issue of the 
day—the thing everybody wants to 
talk about—if you know there is only 
one way to sequester carbon, and that 
is through the natural process of na-
ture—and protecting open and green 
space does that—and you know the 
only major supplier of carbon-free en-
ergy is nuclear, that you would make 
an investment in this act by seeing to 
it that you empower the future of the 
country to focus on conservation and 
nuclear and all the other sources avail-
able. 

I am a Republican. I am not one who 
likes to throw partisanship out in any 
debate. I think you ought to win some-
thing on merit. But I think we and our 
party and the Democrats and their 
party need to look at this issue in a 
different perspective. A lot of us have 
our biases. It is time to put our biases 
aside. If there is a known solution out 
there where we can reduce carbon, ex-
pand our energy availability, and re-
duce costs, we ought to embrace it. 
Nothing should be off the table. Solar 
shouldn’t, wind shouldn’t, nuclear 
shouldn’t, renewable shouldn’t, bio-
diesel shouldn’t; whatever it is, syn-
thetic fuels, we should act now, and we 
should act boldly to see to it that while 
we work for the best interests of our 
environment, we work for the best in-
terests of our citizens. 

Our citizens today are paying more 
for gas and energy than they have ever 
paid before, and there is no end in 
sight. We have a debate today that if 
this bill passed in its form, it would 
raise that cost even more; by some es-
timates, $1.50 a gallon more. We are 
talking about serious business here. We 
need to be serious as Members of the 
Senate, as Members of the most delib-
erative body in the world, and make 
sure every option is on the table. For 
this Senator, that means expanding 
conservation easements for better se-
questration of carbon naturally, and it 
means by reempowering the nuclear 
energy business to see to it that the 
one source of reliable, safe, carbonless 
energy that we know today in the 
United States is empowered for the 21st 
century. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend our distinguished col-
league from Georgia. I listened very 
carefully, and I appreciate his ref-
erence to the fact that I will be offer-
ing at the earliest possible time an 
amendment to lay some foundation in 
this proposed legislation addressing nu-
clear power. 

As I listened to what the Senator 
from Georgia said, I basically agree. 
But as the Senator well knows, if we 
were to have included these provisions, 
either during the course of the com-
mittee markup or indeed now in the 
amendment process, we would get blue- 
slipped. This type of legislation, which 
I support, I say to the Senator, must 
originate—as he well knows having 
served—in the House of Representa-
tives and then come to the Senate. 

So as colleagues follow this and say 
to themselves: This Senator brings 
forth very constructive proposals, why 
didn’t the managers put that in the 
bill, I think you would have to agree 
with me we would be faced with a blue- 
slip problem and our bill would come to 
a dead halt. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the distinguished Senator’s— 
may I address the distinguished Sen-
ator through the Chair? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the generous comments of the 
Senator from Virginia and the work he 
has put into this, and I would publicly 
acknowledge that in the committee 
and privately. The Senator has stated 
eloquently to me his support for the 
concept of expanding and empowering 
nuclear energy. 

I also understand what our block is: 
the blue slip. I referred in my closing 
remarks: We have to start putting our 
biases aside to allow the full debate to 
take place on what we are going to do 
to lower energy costs and reduce car-
bon. If we talk about nuclear being 
good but aren’t willing to address it 
and somebody is going to blue-slip or 
put a hold or kill a bill simply because 
it has nuclear in it, then we are not se-
rious, in my judgment, about reducing 
the cost of energy, reducing the 
amount of carbon or dealing with the 
problem ahead. I am not speaking to 
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia because I know where his head 
and his heart are, and Senator 
LIEBERMAN has expressed the same 
thing. But there are others—there are 
biases on both sides. We need to put 
our biases away and allow every viable 
alternative to be debated on the floor 
of the Senate and voted on. Up until 
the time we do that, we are wasting 
our time and, unfortunately, we are 
wasting a lot of our taxpayers’ money 
who are paying exorbitant prices for 
the problem today. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ISAKSON. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator knows that Exelon has 
given its support to this bill and also 
NRG and they are coal and nuclear and 
Exelon is nuclear. So I wonder if my 
friend understands that Senator WAR-
NER is going to do an amendment, as he 
has said from day one, and I am sure 
you will help him with that amend-
ment. The amendment probably has a 
very excellent chance of passing. 

I wish to make sure my friend knows 
companies that build nuclear power-
plants endorse this bill without any 
changes, although there are going to be 
more changes. Under some of the mod-
eling, I wonder if my friend has looked 
at what the projections are for building 
nuclear powerplants without one 
amendment on this bill. Does my friend 
know the answer to my question? Has 
he looked at some of the modeling that 
we have gotten from this administra-
tion on this point? 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman. I am 
aware some of the companies that are 
in the nuclear business have endorsed 
this, and let me say this—and if I stand 
to be corrected, I would appreciate the 
Senator correcting me. But those who 
are heavily invested in nuclear that are 
operating today are in support of this 
because they are going to sell their 
carbon credits to those who are not 
heavily invested in nuclear and are 
generating coal. That motivation is a 
motivation that is economic as much 
as anything else. 

What I would like to see is for us to 
get everybody on a level playing field, 
where we have more nuclear and we 
have less coal and we have less gas and 
we have less oil-generating electricity. 
Then we will be better off. So this is a 
winners and losers game in terms of 
the carbon tax or the carbon credits. 
Those who have a low-carbon footprint 
are going to have credits to sell and 
those who have a high-carbon footprint 
who use coal or oil are going to have to 
pay a lot of money to buy it. That is 
why there are some biases in these in-
dustries that are for and against. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if I 
might ask unanimous consent for 5 
minutes so the three of us can engage 
because I think this is a very impor-
tant point. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mrs. BOXER. First of all, I think for 
my friend to say these two companies 
have no future plans to build power-
plants or expand the plants, that 
makes no sense. I haven’t read their 
annual report, but for him to say the 
only reason is because they are going 
to make some money off the allow-
ances—I don’t think he is looking at 
the plans for these companies, No. 1, 
but they can speak for themselves. 
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The second part, which my friend 

didn’t answer, is that in the modeling 
we have seen, without one amendment, 
it looks as if there will be built, over 
the period of the lifetime of this bill, 
150 nuclear plants. So without one 
amendment—and there are going to be 
amendments—and I have never been a 
great fan of nuclear energy. For one 
reason, I worry about the waste. I 
worry about the waste. I worry about 
having all this waste. So that is my 
issue. I have said many times there are 
a few of us who care about that, and 
there are others who seem to feel com-
fortable it is totally safe. We will have 
that debate. 

But the fact is, when you pass legis-
lation such as this, there is a winner. 
The winner goes to those energy 
sources that don’t produce carbon just 
on its face. That is why we give so 
much for clean coal, because we are 
trying to make sure we keep going 
with coal and that it is clean coal. 

So I would say to my friend, and then 
I will yield my time to Senator WAR-
NER to go back and forth—I am pleased 
he came over here. I love working with 
Senator ISAKSON. He is a friend. He is a 
pal. We don’t see eye to eye on this 
particular issue because I believe that 
to have people who are nuclear power-
plant proponents say this bill doesn’t 
do enough, means they haven’t looked 
at what the projections are ipso facto 
because it is a clean energy source, in 
terms of carbon. I wished to make that 
point. But I wish to thank my friend 
for the tenor and tone of his remarks. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
Senator WARNER. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman. I would say to my good 
friend from Georgia, I have talked ex-
tensively with a wide range—as you 
have—of the industrial individuals who 
represent nuclear plants today and are 
forthcoming. The chairman is quite 
correct. A number of these companies 
are planning to go ahead boldly and 
courageously and build new plants. 
Given the uncertainties of where they 
are going to get the parts, can they be 
manufactured in the United States; 
given the uncertainties as to whether 
there are enough trained people to op-
erate these plants, they are going 
ahead. So I don’t believe it is just a 
profit motive. 

But as I talk to these individuals, it 
is clear to me they are watching the ju-
risdiction of the Energy Committee as 
having a great proportion of the nu-
clear responsibility; the Tax Com-
mittee, and they cautioned against try-
ing to do too much in this bill for fear 
of interrupting a process that is in 
place with the Energy Committee, the 
Tax Committee, and such other com-
mittees as deal with nuclear power be-
cause that responsibility does spread 
over quite a number of committees 
within the Senate. So we could not 
simply put into our bill, recommended 
by way of amendment at this time, 
such a comprehensive amendment be-
cause we know it is disruptive to the 

work that apparently is going on in 
other committees as it relates to nu-
clear power. 

But perhaps I will reflect on this as 
to whether I could add in my amend-
ment, or the Senator from Georgia 
might wish to modify my amendment 
and take those portions of his which do 
not impact blue slip—I think that is 
something we don’t want to get tan-
gled up with—and doesn’t infringe on 
the jurisdictions of the other commit-
tees and see if we can make it work. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator WARNER. To Chairman BOXER, 
first of all, if I said—I very well could 
have—if I said I knew they weren’t 
going to build more powerplants in the 
future, I didn’t mean to say that. What 
I meant to say was those nuclear com-
panies that were the most supportive 
were the ones that were way ahead in 
the building of nuclear plants already 
generated far more carbonless energy 
because of that and were going to sell 
their credits—and I am a business guy; 
I think making money is a great deal— 
are going to sell their credits to those 
companies that are more coal- and car-
bon-producing friendly. 

You are right, I didn’t talk about the 
modeling. The modeling does project 
more plants in the first 42, 43 years of 
the life of the bill to 2050. However, I 
would submit to you, a modernized nu-
clear title would allow those plants to 
come on safely, more quickly, and 
could more quickly address the carbon 
issue than the way we are currently 
caught in this conundrum of the anti-
nuclear versus the pronuclear, so we do 
nothing to empower an industry that 
we know generates 73 percent of our 
carbonless energy today. 

But I thank the distinguished chair-
man for her patience, the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia for his contribu-
tion. I look forward to working with 
you in any way I can to hopefully move 
us forward. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, again, I 
commend our colleague for a very con-
structive contribution to the dialogue 
on this bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about the Lieberman-Warner Cli-
mate Act. I understand I have 20 min-
utes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct. 

Mr. CORKER. I ask that the Chair 
notify me when I have 5 minutes re-
maining. 

I wish to say I am very excited to be 
on the floor today. I have tremendous 
respect for the sponsors of this bill and 
all those who have been involved for 
some time. I think everybody knows by 
this point that while there are a num-
ber of arguments regarding the bill 
that is on the floor, I choose not to de-
bate the science. I accept the fact that 
we as a country and we as a world need 
to address this issue. 

I came to the Senate to focus on the 
big issues our country has to deal with. 
I saw this as one of those issues. For 
that reason, a year ago, I accompanied 
Senator BINGAMAN to Brussels, to 
Paris, and to London, where I sat down 
with carbon traders and with European 
Commission members. I met with ce-
ment manufacturers, utility providers, 
and all those involved, if you will, in 
this debate in Europe. 

I also was fortunate enough to ac-
company the chairman, Senator 
BOXER, to Greenland to see the poster 
child, if you will, of what this debate in 
some ways is about. Ever since that 
time, I have been fixated, if you will, 
on the goal of figuring out a way that 
we as a country can put in place poli-
cies that allow our GDP growth, we can 
continue to ensure a better standard of 
living for those coming after us, having 
energy security as a country, and mak-
ing sure we have climate security all at 
the same time. That has been my goal. 
I have seen, actually, this debate that 
is taking place this summer right now 
as a tremendous opportunity for us to 
come together as a country and to 
focus on those things. 

Some of what I saw in Europe were 
unintended consequences, things such 
as fuel-switching that took place, when 
people move from coal to natural gas 
and all of a sudden found themselves 
very dependent on an unfriendly gov-
ernment—Russia—to supply natural 
gas and using that political clout, if 
you will, over some of those countries 
that were dependent. So I have worked 
with Senator WARNER and with others 
to try to craft legislation that I think 
works for our country. 

I see this as a tremendous oppor-
tunity; I do. A lot of people think this 
is not a good time to be talking about 
climate change legislation. They say 
that because we have $4 gasoline at the 
pumps, this is a terrible time to be 
talking about legislation of this na-
ture. I actually think this is a perfect 
time to be talking about it. I think 
there is a passion in our country, ex-
hibited by the chairman, to address the 
issue of climate change. I think there 
are many people in our country who 
feel that same way. I think Americans 
throughout our country, seeing the 
prices at the pump, are feeling very 
vulnerable as it relates to their own 
energy security and realize that we as 
a country need to have a comprehen-
sive energy policy that we do not have 
today. So I see this tremendous oppor-
tunity for these two groups who have 
been at odds for so many years—actu-
ally generations—to actually come to-
gether and to do something that is 
good for our country, both from the 
standpoint of the environment but also 
making sure our country is energy se-
cure. 

Now, I am going to say something I 
know that may not be that well re-
ceived, but I think this bill, unfortu-
nately—and with all the respect that I 
have for the sponsors—I think this bill 
unfortunately squanders that oppor-
tunity. 
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The reason I say this bill squanders 

that opportunity, instead of addressing 
those two things I mentioned in a pure 
fashion, we have resorted to the old- 
time politics of making sure we sup-
port various interest groups around our 
country and spread trillions of dollars 
around the country to try to win sup-
port for this bill. I think that is a 
shame. 

I plan to offer some amendments I 
will discuss at the right time. Let me 
make sure the American people under-
stand what happens with cap-and-trade 
legislation. Most Senators do. What 
this bill contemplates is capping the 
amount of carbon emissions our coun-
try emits, and then reducing that cap 
over time, from the year 2012 to the 
year 2050, and establishing a price for 
that carbon by creating an auction. It 
would be much like if Senator DOMEN-
ICI and I and Senator WARNER decided 
we were going to create a company, 
and what we did was allocated our-
selves shares of that company, and in 
order to make the company grow, we 
sold public shares in the marketplace. 
Those shares would generate income 
into our company and allow us to grow, 
if that is what we wanted to do. But 
the day we went public, it would enrich 
us. Those allocations of shares we allo-
cated to ourselves would enrich us im-
mediately because they become mar-
ketable securities. 

Obviously, what this bill does is, No. 
1, takes trillions of dollars into the 
Treasury beginning in 2012 through an 
auction process; in other words, we sell 
carbon allowances on the public mar-
ket. On the very day that occurs, the 
allowances that are talked about as if 
they mean nothing become marketable 
securities, and they enrich all of those 
entities that receive those allocations. 
That is where I think this bill misses 
the mark. 

The auction proceeds that come in 
with this bill—let’s be fair and I will 
not use words that are demagogic— 
when we pass cap-and-trade legislation, 
we all understand it increases the cost 
of energy that is generated through 
fossil fuel. That is a fact. That is petro-
leum, diesel, coal, ethanol, all of those 
things that, when they are consumed, 
emit carbon and will cost more on day 
one. So the American public is going to 
be paying for that. 

Everything Americans buy—if this 
bill passes—that has something to do 
with energy will increase. When they 
go to the gas pump, it will cost more. 
When they pay their utility bills at the 
end of the month, it will cost more. 
When they buy food and clothing, it 
will cost more. 

What this bill, unfortunately, does is 
takes in trillions of dollars—by the 
way, the EPA has modeled this based 
on a price of $22 per ton for carbon in 
the beginning. I want people to under-
stand that today, in essence, in London 
carbon is selling for $41 a ton. Based on 
the modeling, this bill, over its life, 
transfers wealth of $6.7 trillion. But if 
it were, say, based on the prices of car-

bon today in London, it might be as 
much as $13 trillion. 

We all know if this bill passes, every 
American will pay more for energy, 
and I understand that. By the way, I 
want everybody in this body to know I 
am open to discussing cap-and-trade 
legislation that takes our country in 
the right direction. What I am so op-
posed to—and I am so saddened by the 
fact that this bill does this—is this bill 
takes trillions into our Treasury and 
then, in a prescribed way, much of it in 
nondiscretionary spending, spends that 
money from the year 2012 through the 
year 2050. We have talked a lot about 
earmarks in this body. This is, in fact, 
the mother of all earmarks—to make 
sure I am neutral, it is the mother and 
father of all earmarks. This, in essence, 
creates an entitlement program from 
2012 through 2050. I don’t understand, if 
proponents want to affect our climate, 
why they don’t take those trillions in 
and then immediately redistribute all 
of those dollars back to the American 
citizens. The reason is—and I am sad to 
say this—this bill attempts to win sup-
port of the American people and inter-
est groups throughout our country by 
the same old thing that has gotten our 
country in trouble today, and that is 
spreading this money around to the 
various interest groups throughout the 
country and prescribing the spending 
in a way that I don’t know of any bill 
since Medicare or Social Security. I 
don’t know of a bill that has done this 
to this extent in modern times. 

Another piece that goes unnoticed is 
the allocation process. This bill allo-
cates out to entities all across this 
country carbon allowances. Those are 
marketable securities. It is the same as 
owning a share in IBM. It is a tremen-
dous transference of wealth. Twenty- 
seven percent of the allocation in this 
bill goes to entities that have nothing 
to do with emitting carbon. I have no 
idea why we would do that in legisla-
tion of this nature. I think it is rep-
rehensible. One of the reasons we see so 
many people walking the halls of our 
Senate offices in tailored suits, car-
rying nice briefcases, is that people 
who are in the know—I know the Sen-
ator mentioned some of these compa-
nies—realize this is a tremendous 
transference of wealth. If they sit at 
the table and they have something to 
do with how these allowances are allo-
cated, that might be better for them 
even in operating their companies, as 
well, because we are creating a situa-
tion that transfers trillions of dollars 
of wealth. 

I am going to be offering some 
amendments, and I am disturbed that 
some of the sponsors have indicated 
these are poison pill amendments. I 
have focused solely on the policies of 
this bill. I have never used demagogic 
language to describe this bill—never. I 
have never tried to debate the science. 
I am trying to focus on the policies of 
the legislation. 

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

Mr. CORKER. I will yield when I fin-
ish. I know the Senator has spent a tre-
mendous amount of time on this, and I 
respect that. 

The reason we have cap-and-trade 
legislation being discussed is the fact 
that we want to limit the amount of 
carbon emissions that come out of our 
country. So one of the other pieces of 
the bill that, to me, is truly offensive 
is that this bill allows for something 
called international offsets, which is 
nothing more—again, I will go into this 
in detail when I offer an amendment— 
this is something that encourages com-
panies in our country to go through a 
loophole so they don’t have to pay the 
full price of carbon, and actually spend 
billions of dollars in countries such as 
China, where we already have tremen-
dous trade deficits. 

I absolutely have no understanding of 
why we would permit that in a bill 
such as this, which is being designed to 
limit carbon emissions in our country. 
These international offsets have been 
documented to be fraudulent. We have 
had tremendous problems in working 
through the United Nations to admin-
ister these programs. I have no idea 
why international offsets, which have 
been so fraudulent and have nothing 
whatsoever to do with lowering emis-
sions in our country, would be part of 
this bill. 

Let me say, in general, I realize we 
are not going to pass a bill this year, in 
all likelihood. I think that, in many 
ways, is regrettable. I think we as a 
country, right now today, when the 
American people are feeling very vul-
nerable—and right now we have many 
Senators in the Chamber who have 
such a passion as it relates to climate 
security—I think it is regrettable that 
we cannot come together and, as a part 
of this legislation, add many compo-
nents—for instance, that one which 
PETE DOMENICI from New Mexico led us 
on—and create a bill that doesn’t just 
address climate but also addresses our 
country’s energy security. 

The American people are looking to 
us right now to act like adults. I have 
to say I am not sure that as a country, 
for the last several years, for some pe-
riod of time, we have owned up to our 
country’s major problems. We have not 
done that. We have a tremendous op-
portunity in this body this week and 
next week to address our country’s en-
vironmental issues simultaneously 
with energy security. I think that is 
what the American people are looking 
to us to do. 

I regret the fact that this bill, in-
stead of being about climate security, 
instead of being about something that 
drives our country toward using tech-
nology that would cause our country to 
be energy secure, has ended up being 
about money. It has ended up setting 
up a command-and-control economy. 

Look at these various wedges on this 
pie chart. I could show many more. It 
is an amazing thing that from the year 
2012 through the year 2050, over a tril-
lion dollars of this money is pre-pre-
scribed. It is amazing that, as it relates 
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to technology, there is a five-person 
board that has been set up to decide 
where the trade of dollars will be spent. 
I cannot imagine this body—I cannot 
imagine it—approving legislation of 
this type. 

What I hope will occur is that the 
American people will become aware of 
what this debate is about. I hope all of 
us will have a constructive debate in 
this body. My goal and hope is that we 
as a body will come together around 
climate change and energy security in 
an appropriate way and in such a way 
so those generations coming after us 
will have a better quality of life. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield? 
(Several Senators addressed the 

Chair.) 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from California is 
recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. How much time does 
the Senator from Tennessee have re-
maining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Three and a half minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator 
KERRY wishes to question the Senator, 
if it is OK with the Senator from Ten-
nessee. After that, I wish to be recog-
nized for unanimous consent requests 
and perhaps an additional minute or 
two, to be followed by Senator WARNER 
for 2 minutes and Senator DOMENICI for 
2 minutes. And then—— 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want time. 

Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
will state his inquiry. 

Mr. SPECTER. It is my under-
standing that I have 15 minutes at 
12:15, which I have been waiting for all 
morning. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes, following the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
Mrs. BOXER. I wish to have 2 min-

utes to do unanimous consent requests 
before my friend starts. I know Senator 
WARNER wishes 2 minutes. The remain-
ing time would be between the Senator 
from Tennessee and the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
agreeable to defer my 15 minutes, 
which is scheduled to start at 12:15, for 
2 minutes for Senators BOXER and WAR-
NER. I don’t understand what followed 
that. So I wish to proceed at that time 
with that. 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, that is exactly 
what I said. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, if I un-
derstand, the Senator from Tennessee 
has some time left. I did rise to ask a 
question. The Senator said he would be 
happy to answer the question. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the unani-
mous consent request? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I object. 

Mr. SPECTER. Reserving the right 
to object, I don’t know what the re-
quest is. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will reiterate it. It is 
that Senator CORKER finish his 31⁄2 min-
utes and do a colloquy back and forth 
with Senator KERRY; that immediately 
following that, I have some time to 
make some unanimous consent re-
quests and have a minute to comment 
on what has transpired, and that be fol-
lowed with 2 minutes for Senator WAR-
NER. So far we are 3 minutes delaying 
Senator SPECTER. Senator DOMENICI 
said he did want some time, or did not? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say, I am 
going to ask the Senator from Ten-
nessee to yield to me a minute of his 
time to answer a question, or ask a 
question on his time. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do intend 
to object, I have already said I would 
be willing to yield 2 minutes to Sen-
ator BOXER and 2 minutes to Senator 
WARNER, where Senator BOXER then 
added some amorphous language about 
an exchange between the Senator from 
Tennessee and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. I don’t understand what that 
is and how long. 

If I may finish, Mr. President. If I 
may finish. 

Mr. CORKER. I will take my time 
back. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
has the floor. 

Mr. SPECTER. I have been waiting a 
while. I would like to have my time 
which has been locked in and for which 
I have been waiting. Beyond the yield-
ing to Senator BOXER for 2 minutes and 
Senator WARNER for 2 minutes, I will 
object to anything further. 

Mr. KERRY. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from 
Tennessee, 31⁄2 minutes, has expired. Is 
there objection to the unanimous con-
sent request? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, will 
you restate the unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry: How did his time expire? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Through this conversation. 

Mr. DOMENICI. This conversation is 
automatically charged to him? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes, he had the floor. 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, if I 
could, I think what they have asked for 
is 31⁄2 minutes plus 4 minutes, for 71⁄2 
minutes. The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, whom I admire and respect—I 
have sat here many times waiting for 
every Senator on this floor to speak. 
This is an important topic, and I hope 
he will allow Senators on the other 
side of the aisle to have a little discus-
sion right now for 71⁄2 minutes, and 
then we will stop. 

Mr. SPECTER. I will be glad to add 
to the 4 minutes 31⁄2 additional minutes 
which Senator CORKER asked for on the 
condition that be the extent of it. 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Is there objection to the unani-
mous consent request? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Massachusetts, I 
believe, is recognized for a question for 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I listened 
to the Senator from Tennessee calling 
this bill a spending bill—in fact, an en-
titlement bill. I ask the Senator from 
Tennessee—I believe the Senator from 
Tennessee voted for farm subsidies. I 
believe the Senator from Tennessee 
voted for capital gains tax reduction. I 
believe the Senator from Tennessee 
voted for the oil and gas depreciation. 

I would like to know from the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, if those are not 
subsidies, how he distinguishes incen-
tives that change behavior that are 
market driven. You either take advan-
tage of it or you don’t. Nobody com-
mands and controls. It is up to the in-
dividual company. Why is the effort to 
have a transfer of a payment that is an 
incentive for different behavior any 
different from any of those things for 
which the Senator from Tennessee has 
voted? 

Mr. CORKER. Actually, I am glad the 
Senator from Massachusetts brought 
that up. That is the portion of cap-and- 
trade legislation that I believe is ap-
propriate. Unfortunately, what this bill 
does is it takes in trillions of dollars 
and then pre-prescribes how that 
money is spent, going out into areas to 
people who have nothing whatsoever to 
do with emitting carbons. Twenty- 
seven percent of the allocations go out 
to entities in this country that have 
nothing whatsoever to do with emit-
ting carbon. That is a huge unneces-
sary transference of wealth. 

I would like to yield some time to 
Senator DOMENICI. I answered the ques-
tion, and I would love to debate the 
Senator further on the floor. I know we 
have the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to say to everyone in the Senate, 
in all honesty, they ought to have a 
chance to hear the Senator from Ten-
nessee. If they haven’t, they ought to 
read what he said because there is no 
question that I, as a rather informed 
Senator, had no idea what this bill does 
until I listened to him and then looked 
at it. 

It is absolutely incredible that we are 
thinking of a bill such as this to solve 
climate change when, as a matter of 
fact, it is going to be the biggest redis-
tribution of wealth we have ever adopt-
ed in this Senate, and we are not even 
sure it will accomplish anything very 
significant toward the reduction of car-
bon dioxide as an impediment to cli-
mate change. 

I cannot understand why we would be 
doing this. One little piece is a com-
mission of five men who will distribute 
allocations pursuant to this legisla-
tion, totally at their discretion, a tril-
lion dollars or more. Who on God’s 
Earth would think that is in this bill? 
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But it is. I commend him. I hope he 
comes here two or three times and ex-
plains again in more detail what this 
bill does. 

I am not against legislation for cli-
mate change, but I am convinced that 
we better do something for the Amer-
ican people on bridging crude oil use, 
crude oil development, putting some of 
the things we need in place for energy 
before we put this legislation in place. 
I think the American people will soon 
understand that. 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, how 
much time is left? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 15 seconds. 

Mr. CORKER. Let me just say, I hope 
we have further debate. I respect peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle. Surely, 
we can come up with a way to make 
sure our environment is appropriately 
dealt with and that we have energy se-
curity—— 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired. 

Mr. CORKER.—and not cause this to 
be a burden on Americans as it is by 
prespending trillions of dollars. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired. The Senator 
from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we all 
respect each other, but I have to say, I 
don’t think my friend from Tennessee 
understands this bill at all. All I can 
say is, he couldn’t understand it be-
cause the biggest piece of this bill, OK, 
is funds for the American people, a big 
tax cut. If my friend opposes a tax cut, 
he ought to say it. It is a huge tax cut 
for the American people to help them 
deal with the increases in gas prices. 

Right now, under this President, we 
have seen a 250-percent increase in the 
cost of a gallon of gas, just in 7 years. 
We have no resources. This bill gives us 
the resources. It gives us consumer re-
lief. 

My friend from Tennessee used very 
harsh words, in my opinion, to attack a 
bill that really does address the issue 
of global warming, addresses the issue 
of energy independence. And for him to 
call it command and control is rather a 
joke since we specifically rejected a 
carbon tax and we allowed the free 
market to set a price on carbon. 

As to Senator DOMENICI’s statement, 
again, he says it will do nothing. Read 
the modeling. We do what we have to 
do in this country to exert the leader-
ship to decrease these greenhouse 
gases, and we do it in a way that has 
won the support of business, labor, and 
huge numbers of people across this 
country, including the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors and Republican and Demo-
cratic Governors. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that when we resume after lunch 
that I be recognized to speak for up to 
30 minutes, followed by Senator INHOFE 
to speak for up to 30 minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to 
object, it is my understanding, there 
was an order in place—— 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to 
object, I thought I had 2 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. The Senator does. 
Mr. WARNER. Then at the appro-

priate time the Chair directs me, I will 
use the 2 minutes. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I simply 
would like to ask we modify that re-
quest because I was going to follow, 
but we have chewed up a lot of time 
now and we have our caucuses. I am 
happy to go after Senator INHOFE and 
Senator BOXER, or I am happy to go be-
fore, whatever they prefer, but I think 
we ought to do it after the caucuses 
now at this point. I ask the Chair what 
her pleasure is. 

Mrs. BOXER. If my colleague agrees. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, the un-

derstanding was that Senator SPECTER 
would be next for 15 minutes, and after 
that, the Senator from Massachusetts. 
If it is the Senator’s preference to wait 
until afterwards, I have no objection to 
that. 

Mrs. BOXER. And Senator WARNER 
has 2 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there an objection to the re-
quest as modified? 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, what 
is the pending unanimous consent re-
quest? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. To allow the Senator from Cali-
fornia and the Senator from Oklahoma 
to each have 30 minutes after we come 
back from the recess. 

Mrs. BOXER. Followed by Senator 
KERRY. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. To be followed by the Senator 
from Massachusetts. Is there objec-
tion? 

Mr. INHOFE. I object. 
Mrs. BOXER. I thought you said it 

was OK. 
Mr. INHOFE. Let’s just try a new 

one. I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Virginia be recognized 
for 3 minutes, followed by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania for 15 minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. That is this morning, 
now. 

Mr. INHOFE. All this takes place 
prior to the break for lunch. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is there a 
request that we go past 12:30? 

Mr. INHOFE. My unanimous consent 
request, I say to the distinguished lead-
er, would postpone the 12:30 recess for 
lunch for about 10 minutes. 

Mr. REID. I will just say, I have no 
problem if the lunches don’t start until 
20 till 1, but anything other than that, 
I respectfully have to say I hope people 
can come after the Senate picture this 
afternoon. I know comparing it to glob-
al warming, it is not a very important 
issue. Staff has worked some 6 weeks 
to set up this place to take the picture 
at 2:15. Both caucuses have a lot to 

talk about. Senator KERRY has agreed 
to wait until after lunch. That will be 
fine. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. For the record, we have not dis-
posed of the unanimous consent re-
quest. But if my mathematics is cor-
rect, that unanimous consent request 
will take us up to 15 before 1. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest by the Senator from Oklahoma? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Presiding 

Officer. Mr. President, I say to my good 
friend, this has been an excellent de-
bate he engendered on this floor. This 
is what we should have. This is the 
only way we are going to resolve this 
issue of global warming. I urge the 
managers to consider building in a lit-
tle block of time after speakers, such 
as there can be some colloquy taking 
place rather than just one speaker, an-
other speaker, reading a speech or de-
livering a speech. This is what it is all 
about. 

Mr. President, I say to my good 
friend, he and I have worked on this 
issue over a period of about 2 or 3 
months. I have worked on it for 8 
months. I don’t claim any special cred-
it. But if the Senator feels so badly 
about this bill, why haven’t he and oth-
ers brought to the floor a companion 
bill to replace this and to solve the 
problems he has? It is one thing to 
come in here and hail damnation on 
what we have done by means of putting 
this bill together, but if it is going to 
be a constructive process, show us— 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WARNER. Let me finish the 

statement, and I will yield the floor—a 
comprehensive bill that will work to 
the satisfaction of a majority of the 
people here. For example, you talk 
about this board, seven men. Let’s say 
there might be a woman or two on it. 

Mr. CORKER. I didn’t say ‘‘men.’’ I 
said five people. 

Mr. WARNER. The point is, if we 
look at section 435 of the bill, it says 
that chart the Senator has up there has 
to be approved by the Congress. 

Mr. CORKER. It can only be vetoed. 
Mr. WARNER. Nevertheless, you 

omitted any reference to the fact that 
Congress has a hand. If you look at the 
amendment I have thrown in, the 
President of the United States, at any 
time he or she desires, can go in and 
change that. So it is not as if we have 
unleashed this bill in perpetuity. There 
are a number of checks and balances in 
this bill to protect the very issues that 
the Senator states. 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, if I may 
proceed, because my name has been 
brought forth, for 60 seconds. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. CORKER. First of all, this bill, in 
black and white, prespends over $1 tril-
lion with no congressional oversight. 
The Senator from Virginia is right on 
the one portion to which he was refer-
ring. We can either veto it or approve 
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it, but we have no say-so on how those 
technology moneys are spent. 

I object to the comment about me 
being a Johnny-come-lately. I have 
been very transparent about this legis-
lation. I have authored three very de-
tailed amendments, sent them to every 
colleague in this Senate, and have 
given the background to them. I have 
been totally transparent throughout 
this process. I have made public presen-
tations about the three amendments 
that I think would make this bill far 
better—things that people call poison 
pills. I think the Senator knows I cer-
tainly have not come to this debate at 
a late time, and I plan to offer those 
amendments. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I agree 
with what the Senator has said. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time has expired. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. It 

has been a little tough getting these 15 
minutes, but I am glad to have them. 

Mr. WARNER. The Senator showed 
courtesy in getting them. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
sought recognition to discuss a number 
of amendments which I will be pro-
posing to offer. I intend to offer an 
amendment on emission caps because 
of my concern that the emission caps 
which are set in the Lieberman-Warner 
bill cannot be obtained. 

I believe the problem of global warm-
ing is a major problem and we ought to 
deal with it, but I think we have to 
deal with it within the realistic bounds 
as to what the technology would per-
mit, and it is going to be very difficult 
to get 60 votes to oppose cloture, and if 
a legislative proposal is on the floor 
which is unattainable, we are going to 
end up getting nothing. So it is my in-
tention to take the emission caps from 
the Bingaman-Specter bill and offer 
them as an amendment to the 
Lieberman-Warner bill. 

I intend to offer a second amend-
ment—a cost-containment safety-valve 
amendment. This amendment will in-
clude the so-called technology accel-
erator mechanism which has been in-
cluded in the Bingaman-Specter bill, 
and will provide a very important safe-
guard on the legislation. 

I intend to offer a third amendment 
on international competitiveness. It is 
vital that we not structure legislation 
which will put United States industry 
at a substantial disadvantage. On Feb-
ruary 14, I testified before the Senate 
Finance Committee on this subject, 
noting that China wishes to have 30 
years, and by that time there will be 
no steel industry. So there have to be 
restrictions on steel illustratively 
coming in the United States, and this 
amendment on international competi-
tiveness will deal with that subject. 

I intend further to offer an amend-
ment captioned ‘‘Process Gas Emis-
sions,’’ because there is no techno-
logical alternative to a company’s an-

nual requirement to submit emissions 
allowances. 

Finally, there is a potential fifth 
amendment, which I am not yet cer-
tain about, and that would involve the 
pathway to the future for coal amend-
ment. 

The statement was made earlier in 
the past half hour about Senators not 
understanding this bill. I think that is 
a real problem. This is an extraor-
dinarily complex bill. We have had the 
Warner-Lieberman bill, then we have 
had the Boxer bill, a second bill, and 
now I understand there is going to be a 
third substitute. So as we are working 
through the amendments which I have 
articulated, it is a difficult matter, 
with the topography changing and with 
the underlying bill changing, and it is 
my hope this bill will remain on the 
floor with procedures to give Senators 
sufficient time to take up the very im-
portant matters which are at hand. 

The first and most fundamental one 
is to have enough debate so that there 
is an understanding of the bill. I agree 
with my distinguished colleague from 
Virginia, Senator WARNER, who a few 
moments ago asked for time so there 
could be debate and an exchange. Too 
often speeches are made on this floor 
without an opportunity for debate and 
questioning and cross-questioning to 
get to the very important matters. 
There has been some speculation that 
the procedure that will be employed by 
the majority leader—so-called filling 
the tree—would preclude further 
amendments. I hope that will not be 
done here. Regrettably, it has become a 
commonplace practice, going back 
with Republican majority leaders and 
Democratic majority leaders, so that 
the filling of the tree has made a very 
fundamental change in Senate proce-
dure, which traditionally has been that 
a Senator could offer an amendment on 
any subject at any time and get a vote. 

When the tree is filled, obviously 
matters cannot be debated and efforts 
for cloture cannot move forward. This 
is a matter which has awaited a fair 
amount of time. It is complex. And if 
Senators are not able to offer amend-
ments, such as the amendments which 
I am proposing to offer, there is no way 
to find out what the merits of the bill 
are and what the merits of the amend-
ments are. 

On the subject of filling the tree, I 
have had for months now an amend-
ment on a rules change filed with the 
rules committee which would alter the 
authority of the majority leader to em-
ploy the so-called procedure of filling 
the tree. 

Another concern which is related has 
been the shift in the practice of the 
Senate on the filibusters. There had 
been a tradition in the Senate that 
when somebody offered a bill, and there 
was opposition and the opposition in-
tended to conduct a filibuster—that is 
to deny a vote unless 60 votes were ob-
tained to cut off debate—that there 
would be that kind of debate. Most re-
cently, we have seen the practice em-

ployed that if someone says there is an 
intent to have a filibuster, there is a 
motion to proceed for cloture on a fili-
buster, there is a 20-minute vote, and 
when cloture is not invoked, the mat-
ter is eliminated. 

Recently, we had a very serious piece 
of legislation coming to the floor 
which sought to change a ruling of the 
Supreme Court of the United States on 
the rights of women to obtain relief, 
where the Supreme Court had imposed 
a 6-month statute of limitations in a 
situation where the woman who sought 
relief didn’t even know she had a cause 
of action within the 6 months. Well, 
that matter came and went so fast on 
the Senate floor that nobody knew 
what it was about. Had the proponents 
of that legislation debated it, brought 
it to public attention, and had the op-
ponents of the legislation, who wanted 
to filibuster it, engaged in extended de-
bate, the public would have understood 
what was going on. 

So the matter of having adequate 
time to debate this very complex legis-
lation is very important. And if there 
is to be any possibility of finding 60 
Senators to coalesce around a cloture 
petition, 60 Senators to agree on legis-
lation, Senators are going to have to 
have an opportunity to offer their 
amendments. There is great therapy in 
being able to offer an amendment, even 
if it is not accepted. But we can hardly 
engage in a practice of filling the tree, 
where Senators are not permitted to 
offer amendments, and expect to have 
this bill move forward, people under-
stand it, and find 60 Senators who are 
willing to come together on the very 
important piece of legislation which is 
at hand. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be included in the 
RECORD at this time a summary of the 
sheet of the five potential amendments 
I intend to offer, and an explanation of 
the amendment on the cost-contain-
ment safety valve, an explanation on 
the amendment on international com-
petition, an explanation on the amend-
ment on process gas emissions, and the 
single sheet which explains the pro-
posal on a possible pathway to the fu-
ture for the expanded use of coal 
amendment. 

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

POTENTIAL SPECTER AMENDMENTS 
Emissions Caps/Targets Amendment.—Sub-

stitute the Bingaman-Specter (S. 1766) emis-
sions limits in place of the Lieberman-War-
ner limits. 

Lieberman-Warner Bingaman-Specter 

2012—cap at 2005 level ..... 2012—cap at 2012 level. 
2020—15% below 2005 

(1990 levels).
2020—cap at 2006 level. 

2030—30% below 2005 ....... 2030—cap at 1990 level. 
2050—70% below 2005 ....... 2050—≥60% below 2006 contingent on 

international effort. 

Cost-Containment Safety-Valve Amend-
ment.—Include the so-called ‘‘safety valve’’ 
or Technology Accelerator Mechanism that 
was included in the Bingaman-Specter bill; 
that provision states that if the price for an 
allowance for each ton of greenhouse gas 
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(Carbon Dioxide equivalent) being traded on 
the open market reaches a certain level, 
then regulated entities have the option of 
purchasing additional allowances directly 
from the government at a set price; specifi-
cally, we set the price at $12 per ton, rising 
5% over inflation annually. 

International Competitiveness Amend-
ment.—Address the standard used to deter-
mine if our trading partners are taking 
‘‘comparable action’’; restrict an Adminis-
tration’s ability to simply waive require-
ments on importers; bring the compliance 
date in line with the start of the program 
(i.e. 2012, rather than 2014 in the new 
version—changed from 2020 in the original); 
revise provisions added for ‘‘downstream’’ 
products that may ironically result in ex-
empting the ‘‘upstream’’ inputs like steel; 
include all countries, not just large emitters; 
and equalize the ability of U.S. and foreign 
entities to purchase international allow-
ances to meet the requirements. 

Process Gas Emissions Amendment.—Clar-
ify that process gases for which there is no 
technological alternative will not be counted 
in a company’s annual requirement to sub-
mit emissions allowances. 

Pathway to the Future for Coal Amend-
ment.—Potentially including provisions: 
Providing technology funding and incen-
tives; adding a carbon dioxide storage liabil-
ity framework; adding a safety-valve; align-
ing emissions caps/targets with technology; 
improving allocations; addressing duplica-
tive State programs; and other issues. 

EMISSIONS CAPS/TARGETS AMENDMENT 
As I stated yesterday, I have serious con-

cerns about the stringency of the emissions 
reductions in the Lieberman-Warner ‘‘Cli-
mate Security Act.’’ There is great concern 
in the industrial, electric, and general busi-
ness sectors that these emissions levels are 
unattainable without serious demand de-
struction in the form of lost jobs and produc-
tion in the U.S. that would result from high-
er cost. 

If we do not set the emissions caps at a 
reasonable level, the supply and demand sit-
uation set up under a cap-and-trade program 
will impose high costs by definition. I intend 
to propose an amendment to substitute the 
Bingaman-Specter (S. 1766) emissions limits 
in place of the Lieberman-Warner limits. 
This will more closely align technology de-
velopment with the emissions reduction tar-
gets. 

In my view, the most important thing our 
nation can do is start a mandatory climate 
change reduction program as soon as pos-
sible. If we wait until there is consensus 
among important stakeholders from both 
sides of the equation, we will lose another 
year or two or three that we frankly do not 
have. 
Emissions targets/caps 

Bingaman-Specter 2012—cap at 2005 level. 
2012—cap at 2012 level 2020—15% below 2005 

(1990 levels). 
2020—cap at 2006 level 2030—30% below 2005. 
2030—cap at 1990 level 2050—70% below 2005. 
2050—60 percent below 2006 contingent on 

international effort. 
COST-CONTAINMENT SAFETY-VALVE AMENDMENT 

Senator Bingaman and I worked very hard 
to find the right balance between starting 
the U.S. on an emissions reduction path, but 
protecting the economy; 

We are talking about taking unilateral ac-
tion on a global problem reducing concentra-
tions of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere; 
we cannot solve this problem alone and until 
a comprehensive international agreement is 
in place, the U.S. remains at risk of competi-
tive disadvantages. 

If some proponents of climate change legis-
lation are correct in their predictions, the 

cost of domestic action on the problem will 
not be high. 

However, if costs are above what Congress 
determines in unacceptable, there must be 
an adequate mechanism to keep the program 
in line with what the U.S. economy can han-
dle; I intend to offer an amendment to in-
clude the so-called ‘‘safety valve’’ or Tech-
nology Accelerator Mechanism that was in-
cluded in the Bingaman-Specter bill; that 
provision states that if the price for an al-
lowance for each ton of greenhouse gas (Car-
bon Dioxide equivalent) being traded on the 
open market reaches a certain level, then 
regulated entities have the option of pur-
chasing additional allowances directly from 
the government at a set price; specifically, 
we set the price at $12 per ton, rising 5% over 
inflation annually; this protects the econ-
omy, while still sending the necessary price 
signal to industry that there is an escalating 
price to carbon that must be factored in in-
vestment decisions; I am open to a debate 
about the appropriate level at which to set 
such a safety-valve; 

Unfortunately, opponents of this provision 
have flatly attacked it without addressing 
the question of what an appropriate price 
trigger would be; I was very glad to hear 
Chairman Boxer state on the Senate floor 
yesterday thanking Senator Bingaman and 
me for our proposal on this subject. She de-
scribed it as ‘‘what I thought was a very im-
portant off ramp. The one thing I didn’t 
agree with them on is the price they picked 
for the price of carbon.’’ 

I hope this is an indication that we can fi-
nally have a legitimate debate about this 
important protection for the U.S. economy 
and consumers. 

While Senator Boxer inserted a new ‘‘cost 
containment auction,’’ I believe the new cost 
containment provisions require extensive re-
view and a true safety-valve should be added. 

Senator Warner provided leadership in add-
ing provisions to empower the President to 
alter the program, but I fear this still pro-
vides too much discretion and would poten-
tially be used after adverse effects have al-
ready happened. 
INTERNATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS AMENDMENT 

Senator Bingaman and I included key 
international provisions in our bill. These 
provisions were based on a proposal from 
American Electric Power (AEP) and the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers (IBEW). 

Senators Lieberman and Warner included 
our provisions in their legislation as well; 
The purpose of these provisions is to ensure 
that greenhouse gas emissions occurring out-
side the U.S. do not undermine our efforts to 
address global climate change and we further 
want to encourage effective international ac-
tion. 

As first introduced, if eight years after the 
enactment of the U.S. program, it is deter-
mined that a given major emitting nation 
has not taken comparable action, the Presi-
dent at that time is authorized to require 
that importers of greenhouse-gas-intensive 
manufactured products (iron, steel, alu-
minum, cement, glass, or paper) from that 
nation submit emissions credits of a value 
equivalent to that of the credits that the 
U.S. system effectively requires of domestic 
manufacturers. 

I testified before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee on February 14th of this year on these 
provisions. It is my view that since the pro-
visions treat imports the same as domestic 
products, I believe they are compliant with 
GATT and would survive a WTO challenge. 
Now, I understand that modifications of this 
proposal are found in the Boxer substitute. 

As my staff and various industries review 
the language, there remain concerns that the 

provisions may still require changes to en-
sure their effectiveness; specifically, I am 
considering offering an amendment to: Ad-
dress the standard used to determine if our 
trading partners are taking ‘‘comparable ac-
tion’’; restrict an Administration’s ability to 
simply waive requirements on importers; 
bring the compliance date in line with the 
start of the program (ie. 2012, rather than 
2014 in the new version—changed from 2020 in 
the original); revise provisions added for 
‘‘downstream’’ products that may ironically 
result in exempting the ‘‘upstream’’ inputs 
like steel; include all countries, not just 
large emitters; and equalize the ability of 
U.S. and foreign entities to purchase inter-
national allowances to meet the require-
ments. 

PROCESS GAS EMISSIONS AMENDMENT 
It is my understanding that some emis-

sions resulting from production of energy-in-
tensive manufacturers like steel and cement 
would be exempted because there is no fea-
sible technological alternative; 

For example, the use of carbon is irreplace-
able to the processes and the metallurgical 
reactions necessary to produce virgin steel. 
Carbon, in the form of coal or coke, is used 
as a reducing agent to strip oxygen mol-
ecules from iron ore, producing iron, the 
basic building block of steel, and carbon di-
oxide. Without carbon there can be no steel. 

Without this exemption, given current 
technology, the only way to substantially re-
duce emissions in the integrated steel indus-
try is to reduce production and employment. 

Cooperative efforts are underway between 
the steel industry and the U.S. Department 
of Energy to find technologies to produce 
steel with far less carbon emissions, but they 
are far from commercial viability. 

I intend to offer an amendment to clarify 
that process gases for which there is no tech-
nological alternative will not be counted in 
a company’s annual requirement to submit 
emissions allowances. 

This exemption will only impact a very 
small percentage of U.S. emissions, but will 
protect an essential industry that will play a 
major role in the energy sector expansion 
that would result upon passage of this bill or 
even in its absence given rising energy de-
mand. 

PATHWAY TO THE FUTURE FOR COAL 
AMENDMENT 

I am considering offering an amendment to 
address the serious shortcomings in the 
Lieberman-Warner bill in terms of providing 
a pathway to the future for coal; 

I am concerned that the bill does not pro-
vide sufficient funding or incentives for car-
bon capture and storage (CCS) and advanced 
coal technologies; It is my understanding 
that the Boxer substitute replaces the origi-
nal Lieberman-Warner advanced coal re-
search program with a ‘‘kick-start program’’ 
that dramatically cuts carbon capture and 
storage technology funding. According to the 
National Mining Association, the substitute 
provides 85% less funding through 2030 for 
advanced coal and sequestration develop-
ment, and eliminates all funding for carbon 
storage demonstration projects. 

Without adequate funding for these prior-
ities, the result is likely to be severe reduc-
tions in U.S. coal use—America’s most abun-
dant energy resource. 

Further, the substitute dramatically re-
duces the number and rate of bonus allow-
ances for CCS deployment from the previous 
Lieberman-Warner bill. The Bingaman-Spec-
ter bill was the first to create this incentive 
for early deployment of carbon capture and 
storage technologies. I am told the sub-
stitute reduces CCS bonus allowances 19 per-
cent through 2030 compared to levels in 
Lieberman-Warner which were already insuf-
ficient. 
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Broadly, the Boxer substitute fails to har-

monize the timeline for emission reductions 
with the availability of commercially de-
ployed technologies necessary to reduce 
emissions. 

I look forward to working with my col-
leagues and the coal industry to find the 
right balance between imposing a mandatory 
cap on carbon emissions while ensuring the 
future of coal. 

Some issues we need to consider are: Pro-
viding technology funding and incentives; 

Adding a carbon dioxide storage liability 
framework; adding a safety-valve; aligning 
emissions caps/targets with technology; im-
proving allocations; address duplicative 
State programs; and others. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair, 
and I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I say 
that my friend from Pennsylvania has 
been a great leader on this, and I am 
ready right now, as is Senator WARNER, 
as is Senator LIEBERMAN, to start de-
bating amendments. Unfortunately, 
the Republican leadership has said we 
need to run out 30 hours, so we are not 
going to be able to begin the amend-
ment process. But it runs out tonight 
and, hopefully, first thing in the morn-
ing we will start with the amendment 
process. 

Mr. President, I have a unanimous 
consent request, signed off on by Sen-
ator INHOFE and myself, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the order of 
speakers for this afternoon’s debate on 
the motion to proceed to the climate 
bill be as follows: BOXER, 20 minutes; 
INHOFE, 30 minutes; KERRY, 20 minutes; 
BARRASSO, 15 minutes; WHITEHOUSE, 15 
minutes; GRASSLEY, 15 minutes; CASEY, 
15 minutes; ENZI, 20 minutes; CARPER, 
30 minutes; ALEXANDER, 20 minutes; 
WARNER, 20 minutes; BOND, 20 minutes; 
LIEBERMAN, 30 minutes; VITTER, 15 min-
utes; NELSON of Florida, 15 minutes; 
and CRAIG, 15 minutes. 

Further, I ask unanimous consent 
that following each speaker, the bill 
manager or their designee from the op-
posite side of the previous speaker have 
up to 5 minutes for a rebuttal state-
ment prior to the next speaker listed 
above being recognized. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator would add 
me for 15 minutes on that list, I would 
appreciate it. 

Mrs. BOXER. Happy to do that. And, 
Senator, I will add a Democrat before 
you, and you will be the next Repub-
lican after Senator CRAIG, for 15 min-
utes. 

Mr. GREGG. Thank you. I appreciate 
it. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
that my 20 minutes be made 30, for my 
purposes. 

Mrs. BOXER. That is fine. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

RECESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will stand in recess until after 
the official Senate photograph. 

Thereupon, at 12:43 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until (2:31 p.m.), and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CARPER). 

Mr. SALAZAR. 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. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST— 
S. 239 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, in a 
moment I wish to make a motion, but 
I would like to say as a prelude, for 6 
years I have worked on legislation to 
provide for notification in the event of 
a data breach. During that period of 
time, 43 States have passed their own 
legislation. We would not know of data 
breaches if it were not particularly for 
the State of California which has put 
forward action on several of them. 

The bill went to the Judiciary Com-
mittee. It has been heard in the Judici-
ary Committee. With the cooperation 
and support of the chairman of that 
committee, Senator LEAHY, the bill has 
come out unanimously and has been 
pending before this body. There are 
holds on the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of Calendar No. 180, S. 239, 
data breach modifications; that the 
committee-reported amendment be 
considered and agreed to, the bill, as 
amended, be read a third time, passed, 
and the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table, without further intervening 
action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I will 
object—I value the interest and effort 
Senator FEINSTEIN has put into this 
bill. I have also worked on this issue 
for some time. Last year, I think my 
bill cleared the committee by unani-
mous consent, and this year her bill is 
out on the floor. There are some dif-
ferences. I commit to Senator FEIN-
STEIN, post my objection today, that 
we will try to work together to see if 
we can reach accord. There are some 
differences that are significant and 
some I am sure we can work out. So we 
will just have to give a good-faith ef-
fort at it. 

I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if I could 

respond to something the Senator from 
California said, I commend Senator 
FEINSTEIN for her efforts. She has 
worked very hard on this privacy mat-
ter. I realize there are some who want 

to block it. If you are a person who has 
had your identity stolen, if you have 
had your computer hacked, and some-
body has gone into your bank account 
or somebody has ruined the chances of 
your children getting into a college, all 
from identity theft, you would be rush-
ing down here to vote for this bill. I 
hope my friends on the other side of 
the aisle, Republican Senators, will 
stop objecting. I hope we can pass this 
legislation. 

f 

CLIMATE SECURITY ACT OF 2008— 
MOTION TO PROCEED—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is it appro-
priate at this time to yield some of my 
time? I have an hour postcloture; is it 
appropriate now to yield that to some-
one? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. REID. I yield 1⁄2 hour to the Sen-

ator from California, Mrs. BOXER. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, to re-

mind the first few speakers, what we 
have is BOXER for 20 minutes, and I 
plan to yield 5 of those minutes to Sen-
ator DURBIN, then a rebuttal by Sen-
ator INHOFE or his designee, then Sen-
ator INHOFE for 30 minutes, then a re-
buttal by our side, then Senator KERRY 
for 30 minutes. 

I have found this debate so far to be 
very interesting and very heartfelt. 
What I would like to do before I yield 
a few minutes of my time to Senator 
DURBIN is kind of take it to where it 
has gone thus far. So far we have had a 
vote to proceed to this matter, a very 
strong vote to do that, 74 votes yes. 
That is good. 

What isn’t so great is, we are kind of 
being slow-walked by the Republican 
leadership in such a way that we can’t 
start the amendment process which, as 
we all know, is crucial on a bill of this 
nature. So that is disappointing. 

I think the debate has been very in-
teresting, and I would like to relate 
where I think it is at this point. 

Those of us who believe the Boxer- 
Lieberman-Warner proposal makes 
sense believe it is time to change the 
status quo as it relates to our energy 
policy in this country. What we have 
now with our dependence on fossil fuels 
is an energy policy which is now get-
ting very costly because of increased 
demand in the world, because of specu-
lation, because of a lot of reasons, and 
it is also polluting the planet to the 
point where we see the global warming 
impacts already starting. 

My colleague, Senator FEINSTEIN, 
was brilliant today, both at a press 
conference and on the floor, in talking 
about what is already happening in the 
West with our snow pack, with lakes 
that are disappearing, with the prob-
lems we are having. We know, if we lis-
ten to the scientists—and the sci-
entists are in agreement, and I am glad 
that my colleagues on the other side 
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