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that allows us to have open debate, 
offer amendments, and improve this 
bill. 

I regret the fact that the Democratic 
leadership has decided to abandon that 
open process in exchange for filling the 
amendment tree and preventing us 
from having an open debate and consid-
ering amendments that actually would 
protect consumers from higher gas and 
energy prices that would be the result 
of this legislation. 

If we get to an open process, I hope to 
have further debate and amendments 
we can consider. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be-
tween 3 p.m. and 4 p.m. be under the 
control of Senator INHOFE or his des-
ignee, and that the order with respect 
to the farm bill be delayed until 4:10 
p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I don’t 

object. For clarification purposes, the 1 
hour we have is between what hours? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, 3 and 4. 
Mr. INHOFE. And the Senator from 

California has between 2 and 3. Be-
tween now and 2 o’clock is equally di-
vided. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. That is the first part. I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
the time until 2 p.m. be equally di-
vided—Senator INHOFE between 12 to 1 
and Senator BOXER between 1 and 2? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object, that wasn’t quite my under-
standing. I thought we would have that 
2-hour period equally divided but not 
necessarily—going back and forth 
would be my preference. 

Mrs. BOXER. All right, I will say the 
time until 2 p.m. be equally divided be-
tween Senator INHOFE and myself. 

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

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

CONSUMER-FIRST ENERGY ACT OF 
2008—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 3044, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to S. 3044, to provide en-

ergy price relief and hold oil companies and 

other entities accountable for their actions 
with regard to high energy prices, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. INHOFE. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum and ask this time be charged 
to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
KLOBUCHAR be given 15 minutes to open 
the debate on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Minnesota is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 
the issue we are addressing this week, 
global climate change, is a challenge 
with so many dimensions. Some are 
moral, some are economic, and some 
are scientific. I want to spend my first 
few minutes today talking about the 
science because we cannot get the pol-
icy right unless we get the science 
right. 

I come from a State that believes in 
science. Minnesota is home to the 
Mayo Clinic and other great medical 
institutions. It helped launch the green 
revolution in agriculture half a cen-
tury ago. Today it is home to a great 
research university in the University 
of Minnesota and high-tech companies 
such as 3M and Medtronic. 

We have brought the world every-
thing from the pacemaker to the Post- 
it notes. My State believes in science. 
Over the last few days, we have heard a 
great deal of debate about the science 
of climate change. I believe the debate 
should be over. The facts are in and the 
science is clear. 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change has concluded that the 
evidence of global warming is now un-
equivocal and apparent on every con-
tinent of our planet. It is plain in er-
ratic weather patterns, in shrinking 
wildlife habitat, and the melting of the 
permafrost. 

Just last week, a new report commis-
sioned by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture and written by some of our top 
environmental researchers reached the 
same conclusion. They wrote: 

There is robust scientific consensus that 
human-induced climate change is occurring. 
Observations show that climate change is 
impacting the nation’s ecosystems in signifi-
cant ways, and those alterations are very 
likely to accelerate in the future. 

The result? Ocean levels are rising, 
glaciers are melting, and violent 
weather events are increasing—we have 
seen some recent ones in my State— 
and soon entire species will be threat-
ened. 

This is not just an environmental 
danger, it is also an economic danger. 

First, we can see what we would pre-
dict as we see increases in tempera-
tures in this world. The estimates are 
that temperatures will go up some-
where from 3 to 8 degrees in the next 
100 years. To put it in perspective, it 
went up 1 degree in the last 100 years. 
We have already started seeing 
changes. That doesn’t sound like a lot. 
It has only gone up 5 degrees since the 
height of the ice age. And the pre-
diction from our EPA is 3 to 8 degrees. 

Here we go when we look at the in-
creasing of temperature: A 1-degree in-
crease means increasing mortality 
from heat waves, floods, and droughts. 
This is predicted by 2020; a 2-degree in-
crease, millions of people face flooding 
risk every year; a 3-degree increase, 
global food production decreases, and 
so on. 

I can tell you in my State people are 
already seeing these changes. They 
have seen the economic impacts of 
these changes. Lake Superior is near 
its lowest level in the last 80 years, and 
that is an average. It goes up and down 
a little. It went up a little, fortunately, 
this year. But overall, we have seen de-
creasing levels so that overall it is at 
its lowest level in 80 years. That has 
impacted our barges, it has impacted 
the economy because we need more 
barges because they are sinking lower. 

Why is that happening? The ice is 
melting quicker and so the water evap-
orates and we see lower levels in places 
such as Lake Superior. 

We also have seen changes for our ski 
resorts. Overall, when we look at the 
trends, we have seen decreasing snow 
which means less money for them. 
Those are just some small examples of 
the economic costs of climate change. 

We can see that the insured and unin-
sured costs of weather-related climate 
change events are going up and up, and 
we are all paying the price. A problem 
so serious demands a serious response. 

This is a chart showing the weather- 
related economic losses and how they 
have increased. Look at the decades 
from 1960 to 1969, 1970 to 1979, 1980 to 
1989, and then look at the last 10 years. 
These are economic losses. These are 
the amounts that are insured, and then 
this is the total of economic losses due 
to weather-related issues. 

A problem so serious as this demands 
a serious response. I believe that as a 
Nation, we are up to it. Look at a little 
history. In the 1970s, after the first 
OPEC oil embargo caused world oil 
prices to quadruple, Congress passed 
the first CAFE standards, fuel economy 
standards for the Nation’s cars and 
trucks. At first, the skeptics said Con-
gress had overreached and the CAFE 
standards were unrealistic. Then busi-
ness put its mind to the challenge. 
Auto companies developed more effi-
cient engines and lighter automotive 
components, and they competed to 
meet customer demand for fuel-effi-
cient cars. 

Recently, the National Academy of 
Sciences estimated that those CAFE 
standards have now saved our country 
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2.8 million barrels of oil a day and cut 
oil consumption by 14 percent annu-
ally. With the higher fuel economy 
standards we adopted last year after 
many years of inaction to build on that 
initial CAFE standard, estimates are 
for an average family, depending on the 
price of gas, they could save $1,000 a 
year. We will continue to save, but we 
must set those standards so we have an 
example where when those standards 
were set, business went to the chal-
lenge, and we actually saved money. 

That is not the only example. In 1987 
and 1992, the Government adopted new 
energy-efficient standards for house-
hold appliances. Again, the American 
business community responded, com-
peting to develop new technologies and 
energy-efficient products. I call it 
building a fridge to the next century. 
Soon you could walk into any appli-
ance store and find efficient ENERGY 
STAR air-conditioners that give con-
sumers even higher quality but at 
much lower energy consumption. 

Look at this chart on light bulbs. We 
can see, if every American home re-
placed just one light bulb with an EN-
ERGY STAR qualified bulb, we could 
save more than $600 million in annual 
energy costs and prevent greenhouse 
gases equivalent to the emissions of 
more than 800,000 cars. 

Now we are starting to develop all 
kinds of technologies to save money for 
consumers and make big reductions in 
carbon emissions. The American Coun-
cil for Energy Efficient Economy esti-
mates these higher energy-efficient 
standards saved consumers $50 billion 
from 1990 to 2000 and will cut U.S. elec-
tricity consumption by 6.5 percent 
within this decade. 

What did all of these examples have 
in common? The public sector and the 
private sector worked together in a 
partnership in which each performed at 
its best. The Government took leader-
ship, set high standards, and provided a 
nationwide mandatory framework so 
everyone played by the same rules. 
Then the private sector responded to 
that signal using a classic American 
combination of technological innova-
tion and market competition. 

The challenge of climate change pre-
sents us with the same opportunity—an 
opportunity for technology with wind, 
with solar, with energy efficiency, with 
the potential of nuclear, and with the 
potential of clean coal technology. It is 
a long list with great potential. We 
must meet this challenge, and we can. 
If we set standards for the country, the 
investment, technology, and innova-
tion will follow. 

On the Environment and Public 
Works Committee, my colleagues, Sen-
ator BOXER, Senator WARNER, and Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN have written landmark 
legislation to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, and I am proud to be a co-
sponsor. This measure establishes man-
datory economy-wide, science-based 
limits on carbon dioxide and other 
global warming gases so we can cut 
emissions 20 percent by the year 2020 
and nearly 70 percent by the year 2050. 

To achieve those goals without dis-
rupting our economy, it would estab-
lish a market-driven cap-and-trade sys-
tem that provides economic incentives 
for reducing emissions. Now, we did the 
same thing with acid rain years ago 
and it worked well. 

To make this system work, however, 
we need to have full and accurate infor-
mation about the sources and amounts 
of greenhouse gas pollution. That is 
what I want to take a few minutes to 
talk about today, because of the fact 
that this was in the first title of the 
bill, and one that I authored, along 
with Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE of Maine. 

The famous British scientist, Lord 
Kelvin, felt the same way about having 
to measure things before you do any-
thing. He once observed: 

When you can measure what you are 
speaking about, and express it in numbers, 
you know something about it; but when you 
cannot measure it, when you cannot express 
it in numbers, your knowledge is of a meager 
and unsatisfactory kind. 

Believe it or not, we don’t have full, 
accurate information on greenhouse 
gas emissions right now. In fact, I was 
contacted a few months ago by a Na-
tional Public Radio reporter who was 
trying to figure out who was the big-
gest greenhouse gas emitter in the 
United States. You would think that 
would be something that would be easy 
to find out, but in fact it is not because 
we don’t have the kind of accurate in-
formation we need. 

The EPA collects a lot of data on en-
ergy production and consumption, but 
the quantity and quality of those data 
varies greatly across different fuels and 
different sectors. For example, data on 
crude oil and petroleum product stocks 
is collected weekly for selected oil 
companies, while data on energy use in 
the industrial sector are collected only 
once every 3 years through surveys. In 
some cases, the EPA itself collects the 
data, while in other cases the data are 
collected through State and other Fed-
eral agencies. Some industries report 
to the EPA and others report to the 
Energy Department. Some are report-
ing every year and some are reporting 
every 3 years. In short, it is a mish-
mash. 

Last week, the Brookings Institution 
here in Washington issued its own re-
port on carbon emissions in different 
cities around the country. They too 
tried to make a comprehensive study, 
but they admitted they could only esti-
mate emissions from homes to vehi-
cles, not factories or planes or rail-
roads or government buildings. 

Then there are State efforts. Thirty- 
one States, representing 70 percent of 
the country’s population, have formed 
a carbon registration system of their 
own. It is a bipartisan project with sup-
port from Governors such as Janet 
Napolitano of Arizona and Governor 
Schwarzenegger of California. To-
gether, they recently issued a state-
ment saying, 

The State climate registries are another 
example of how States are taking the lead in 

the absence of Federal action to address 
greenhouse gas emissions in this country. 

While these State projects are very 
well intentioned, they are a poor re-
placement for a national standard. Re-
member years ago how Justice Bran-
deis, in that famous decision, talked 
about how the States could be ‘‘labora-
tories of democracy’’? He talked about 
how one State could have the courage 
to move ahead, but I don’t think, when 
he said that, he ever meant inaction by 
the Federal Government. But that is 
what we have had in the area of cli-
mate change, and that is certainly 
what we have had in the area of trying 
to measure what is going on here. 

We are never going to make progress 
against global climate change unless 
we can answer the question of how 
much people are emitting with green-
house gases, where they are emitting 
them, and until we can give an answer 
with accurate, complete information. 

This problem plagued the European 
Union 2 or 3 years ago. They actually 
beat us in establishing a comprehen-
sive cap-and-trade system to cut green-
house gas pollution. But because they 
didn’t start with a good comprehensive 
registry of the sources and quantities 
of greenhouse gas emissions, they mis-
calculated their initial caps and per-
mits and wound up wasting a lot of 
money and time before they got their 
cap-and-trade system right. 

That is why Senator SNOWE and I 
worked together last year to write this 
legislation, which is the first title of 
the bill, establishing a greenhouse gas 
registry. You can see what this means. 
It is accurate, comprehensive data on 
carbon emissions. It requires reporting 
of greenhouse gas emissions to the 
EPA, it requires third-party 
verification, it does have exemptions 
for small businesses—because we don’t 
want to do anything that is too burden-
some—and it also makes the data pub-
licly available on the Internet. I think 
we know how much people are inter-
ested in this issue, and they have a 
right to know about it. 

In addition to setting the stage for 
cap-and-trade solutions to global cli-
mate change, one comprehensive na-
tional registry, instead of all the 
States doing their own, would help the 
States by streamlining administration 
costs. It would also help business. Be-
fore long, they are going to have to 
start cutting their own greenhouse gas 
emissions, and they can’t make the 
right investments or adopt the right 
technologies without having good data 
on their own carbon emissions. In fact, 
some of the Nation’s leading corpora-
tions have endorsed the national car-
bon registry. They include: Alcoa, Bos-
ton Scientific Corporation, General 
Electric, NRG Energy, Caterpillar, 
Johnson & Johnson, Pacific Gas and 
Electric, and many more. These execu-
tives have now teamed up with some of 
the country’s leading environmental 
groups, including the Nature Conser-
vancy, the National Wildlife Federa-
tion, and the National Defense Council, 
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to form the U.S. Climate Action Part-
nership. They recently issued a state-
ment calling on the Federal Govern-
ment to quickly enact strong national 
legislation to require significant reduc-
tions of greenhouse gas emissions. 
They took this historic step because 
they understood the threat of climate 
change and they recognized the need 
for Federal action. These leaders are 
right. The time has come for us to act. 

As I close, I think about the complex-
ities of this historic challenge, and I 
like to recall a prayer from the Ojib-
way people of Minnesota. Their philos-
ophy told them that the decisions of 
great leaders are not made for today, 
not made for this generation, but for 
those who are seven generations from 
now. 

That is part of our burden and part of 
our challenge as we approach this cli-
mate change issue. That is why today I 
urge my colleagues to support cloture 
on this bill, to not only start meas-
uring what the problem is, but to actu-
ally give this country and this world a 
solution. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. REED addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Would the Senator 

yield for a moment? 
Mr. REED. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that after the 
Senator from Rhode Island concludes 
his remarks I be recognized next. 

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

Mr. REED. Madam President, re-
claiming my time, I am informed that 
we are attempting to alternate be-
tween the Republican and Democratic 
side, and so I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from New Jersey be 
the next Democrat to speak, because 
we are informed somebody is coming 
from the Republican side. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
didn’t know we were alternating. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to Senator MENENDEZ fol-
lowing Senator REED? 

Mr. REED. Madam President, let me 
do this. I will accede my position to 
Senator MENENDEZ to speak, and I ask 
unanimous consent that I follow the 
next Republican speaker. 

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague from 
Rhode Island. I have a time pressure, 
and so I appreciate his courtesy. 

I thought this debate would be a wa-
tershed moment, a moment when we 
would finally move beyond Republican 
attempts to deny that global warming 
exists. But as this debate has evolved, 
we see we have not gotten very far. In-
stead of deny, deny, deny, the Repub-
lican playbook has shifted to delay, 
delay, and delay. 

The time to act is actually now. We 
are not going to be able to transition 
from a fossil fuel-based economy to a 

green, renewable energy-based econ-
omy overnight, and therefore it is crit-
ical that we act as soon as possible to 
begin this transition. 

I thank my colleagues who have 
worked so hard to get this legislation 
at least to the floor. The mere fact 
that we are having this debate gets us 
closer to actually enacting a policy to 
cap greenhouse gas emissions. 

I do hope that in time we can support 
much stronger legislation. I have con-
cerns about whether this bill speeds 
our transition to a carbon-free econ-
omy quickly enough because of the 
cost containment measures and the 
large numbers of offsets in the bill. I 
am worried some companies might be 
able to delay cutting back their emis-
sions for over a decade. I also believe 
we can go even farther in supporting 
renewable sources and energy effi-
ciency. 

I was hoping I would have the oppor-
tunity to offer a few amendments to 
improve upon this legislation. I cer-
tainly want to offer them—we have of-
fered them—and I know we will prob-
ably not get to them under the proce-
dures we are in the midst of pursuing, 
but I think they are markers for the 
future. 

The first amendment I had hoped to 
offer, along with Senators LAUTENBERG 
and SANDERS, would have shifted tran-
sition assistance funding from big oil 
to renewable energy generators. At a 
time of record oil company profits, I do 
not think we need to allow oil compa-
nies to pollute for free, especially when 
that money could be used to help jump- 
start the development of clean, renew-
able, affordable American energy. 

The second amendment I offered, 
along with Senator SNOWE, would have 
boosted funding to help developing na-
tions to adapt to changes in the cli-
mate they had little to no part in cre-
ating in the first place. Making invest-
ments to help vulnerable nations isn’t 
just a necessary step to secure an effec-
tive international climate treaty, or a 
way to advance U.S. national security 
interests, it is a moral imperative. 

The third amendment I filed with 
Senator KERRY would help nations 
with tropical forests lower their rates 
of deforestation, a cost-effective way of 
keeping CO2 out of the atmosphere. Ap-
proximately 20 percent of global green-
house gas emissions come from defor-
estation, and if we hope to secure an ef-
fective climate treaty, we must be will-
ing to help forested nations create the 
tools they need to effectively address 
the problems. 

Finally, the fourth amendment I of-
fered, also with Senator KERRY, would 
require the Government to calculate 
the cost of inaction on global warming, 
from the cost of drought to flooding to 
storm damage. Many of my friends on 
the other side of the aisle have spent a 
lot of time this week bemoaning the al-
leged cost of solving global warming, 
but they have completely ignored the 
horrendous cost of ignoring global 
warming. We need this study so we are 

not always looking at half the balance 
sheet on this issue. 

Many of my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle are rejecting out 
of hand any efforts we might propose. 
They argue that almost anything will 
cost too much. They suggest any effort 
to go green on the scale necessary 
would be too expensive. Saying we 
can’t invest in renewable energy be-
cause there is a dollar figure attached 
sounds like telling someone with a 
fatal disease that the cure is too cost-
ly, or saying to a crime victim that we 
can’t afford to put police on the streets 
because it has a cost. 

There were some who argued it would 
be too expensive to reinforce the levees 
in New Orleans, and when Hurricane 
Katrina hit, we found out what the 
true cost of that decision was. We can’t 
fail again to be mindful of the words of 
John F. Kennedy, when he warned us 
that ‘‘the time to repair the roof is 
when the sun is shining.’’ 

The question isn’t whether an invest-
ment needs to be made. The question is 
whether we want to make that invest-
ment now, while we can do it safely, 
gradually, and inexpensively; or later, 
when we have to make wholesale 
changes to our economy in a matter of 
years rather than decades. 

In other words, what we are deciding 
is not whether to put a cap on carbon 
emissions. The question is whether we 
do it now or whether we wait. Do we do 
it now, when it is cheaper to do it and 
we can set ourselves up to compete 
with Europe and Japan in creating new 
technologies, when we can create jobs 
in the midst of an economic turndown; 
or do we do it when our hand is forced, 
when Americans have already felt the 
catastrophic effects of climate change, 
when our coasts are flooded, when 
storm surges damage our houses and 
droughts threaten our harvests, when 
the costs become enormous because we 
have to change so quickly? 

It is going to be far harder and far 
more expensive to have to stop carbon 
emissions overnight than to do it now. 
If we want to slash our carbon emis-
sions 80 percent by 2050, we simply can-
not wait until 2030 to get started, un-
less we want to risk the economic and 
environmental future of this country. 

Today, with the rising price of gas we 
have to pay at the pump, we see the re-
sult of waiting to act until disaster 
strikes. In the 1970s, because of the 
Arab oil embargo, we drastically im-
proved the fuel efficiency of our pas-
senger vehicles. In 1976, our cars and 
trucks got 13 miles per gallon. By 1981 
our fleet had improved to 21 miles per 
gallon. From 1981 to 2006, the average 
fuel economy of our passenger vehicle 
fleet actually declined to 20 miles per 
gallon. 

If we had been gradually improving 
efficiency standards instead of waiting 
for high gas prices to force our hands, 
we would all be better off today. If we 
had increased fuel economy a modest 2 
percent per year, our new fleet of vehi-
cles would now average 34 miles per 
gallon. 
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Astonishingly, if we had followed this 

course, our current demand for oil 
would be over one-third less than it is 
today, down over 2 billion barrels of oil 
per year. Cumulatively, we would have 
saved over 30 billion barrels of oil, and 
30 billion barrels of oil is more oil than 
the entire proven oil reserves remain-
ing in the United States. With such a 
reduced demand for oil, imagine how 
much less we would be paying for gas 
today. 

Some of my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle have been sug-
gesting that taxing carbon emissions 
would cause energy and gas prices to 
go up. The reality is, anyone can tell 
you that prices have been going up and 
that they will continue to go up under 
the present policy of this administra-
tion unless we end our dependence on 
oil. That means transitioning to free, 
renewable fuels, such as wind and 
solar. We do not have to pay Saudi 
Arabia for the rights to use the Sun to 
generate power. We don’t have to send 
money to Nigeria for the right to har-
ness the power of wind. The more we 
improve the technology that can run 
our renewable fuels, the cheaper every 
kind of fuel will be. 

Solving global warming is not just 
about protecting us from catastrophic 
weather and hostile foreign regimes, it 
is also about jobs. Renewable energy 
industries are perhaps the single great-
est opportunity to create new, good- 
paying jobs this country has seen in a 
generation. 

If we want to put up millions of solar 
panels, it is going to take hundreds of 
thousands of workers to install them, 
and those jobs are created at home, un-
like what happens when we continue to 
rely on oil, which is that we create jobs 
in the Middle East, in Nigeria, and 
Venezuela, to name a few. 

I am proud in my home State of New 
Jersey we are No. 2 in the Nation in 
terms of solar capacity, behind only 
California. We have seen new jobs cre-
ated because of it. 

Global warming is a challenge that 
faces us all. It is a challenge we must 
face together. It is not enough to sit 
back and watch as tragic stories un-
fold, as heat waves and wildfires strike, 
as we see floods and droughts more se-
vere, hurricanes, species disappearing, 
ice caps melting, glaciers melting, sea 
levels rising. It is not enough to sit 
back and watch because we have a 
human moral imperative to take ac-
tion. It is not enough because someday 
the door on which tragedy knocks 
could be our own. 

Great change always has its oppo-
nents. Instead of arguing that we 
should be innovative, they will argue 
that we should be afraid; we should do 
all we can to hold on to the ways of the 
past instead of having the courage to 
prepare for the future. 

The American people are tired of 
being told what they cannot achieve, 
and they are tired of being told they 
should be satisfied with the status quo. 
It is time to put aside our fears, un-

leash our powers of innovation, and 
rise to meet one of the defining chal-
lenges of our time. For this and future 
generations of Americans, what the 
Senate decides ultimately is going to 
determine the course of our country in 
ways that are so significant—from the 
course of the environment that we col-
lectively share both in America and 
across the globe, from the question of 
economic opportunity, from the ques-
tion of national security—not depend-
ing on the oil of countries that have to-
tally different views and values than 
we have. That is all wrapped up in the 
debate and the votes we will be taking. 

I hope we have the courage to move 
in a direction that ultimately meets 
all of those challenges and that we act 
as good stewards for future generations 
of Americans so we can look at this 
moment and say history will judge us 
and ultimately will say we did what 
was our responsibility to do. 

I thank my colleague from Rhode Is-
land for his courtesy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Madam President, first of 

all, I note this legislation has nothing 
to do with ending our dependance on 
foreign oil. It does have something to 
do with ending our dependence on oil. 
In fact, what this legislation would do 
is make it much more difficult for 
Americans to enjoy the standard of liv-
ing we do by making it much more 
costly to indulge in any consumption 
of energy in any form, including driv-
ing vehicles, including turning on the 
lights or the air-conditioning in a 
building. All of these things are delib-
erately made much more expensive in 
this legislation—deliberately because 
the point of it is to make energy con-
sumption so expensive that we will not 
consume as much of it. That way the 
Earth will somehow not be warmed as 
much because we will not be con-
suming as much energy. 

That is the whole point here. It is not 
about ending our dependence on foreign 
oil. This legislation has nothing to do 
with that at all. 

People might ask, What is cap and 
trade? Why are we talking about cap- 
and-trade legislation? The cap and 
trade contemplated in this bill has the 
Federal Government creating some-
thing of value—carbon emission allow-
ances—and they are equal to the cap on 
emissions set by the Federal Govern-
ment each year. The Federal Govern-
ment says: Americans, you can only 
drive so much or you can only consume 
so much electricity and the people who 
produce that product are going to have 
to pay for the right to produce the en-
ergy that you are consuming. Then, of 
course, they are going to pass that cost 
on to you. 

Some of these allocations are to fa-
vored groups. Others are auctioned off. 
But the cost of the allowances is passed 
on to the consumers, as I said. And 
these outstanding allowances can be 
traded. That is why it is called cap and 

trade. So you have a group of specu-
lators, then, who are able to buy some 
of the allowances and sell them at a 
profit, even though they produce noth-
ing of value in the meantime. 

While it is referred to as cap and 
trade, we should appreciate the fact 
that in reality it is very clearly noth-
ing more than another tax on Amer-
ican consumers. A very good article in 
the Washington Post by Robert Sam-
uelson points this out. He says: 

The chief political virtue of cap-and-trade 
. . . is its complexity. This allows its envi-
ronmental supporters to shape public percep-
tions in essentially deceptive ways. Cap-and- 
trade would act as a tax, but it is not de-
scribed as a tax. It would regulate economic 
activity, but it is promoted as a ‘‘free mar-
ket’’ mechanism. Finally, it would trigger a 
tidal wave of influence-peddling, as lobbyists 
scramble to exploit the system for different 
industries and localities. 

The Congressional Budget Office 
itself, the nonpartisan group rep-
resenting the Congress, acknowledges 
that businesses would pass on most of 
the costs imposed by a cap-and-trade 
system to American consumers. This 
would amount to a regressive stealth 
tax that would hit low- and middle-in-
come families the hardest. 

What does the proposal cost? Accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office, 
the Boxer substitute amendment before 
us would take out of the private sector 
$902 billion between 2009 and 2019. Of 
that amount, the Boxer substitute 
manages to spend all but $66 billion— 
$836 billion of allowances are distrib-
uted not only to favored technologies 
and utilities but also to buy off inter-
ests that would use funds in ways that 
do not decrease carbon, such as for 
farming practices, endangered species, 
Indian tribes, State governments, and 
to other countries for their forests. 

The Congressional Budget Office con-
siders the distribution of these free al-
lowances the same as distributing cash, 
and indeed that is exactly what it is. 

Over the longer term, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency projects the 
amendment would redistribute $6.2 tril-
lion from the private sector to the Fed-
eral Government by the year 2050, 
through these allowance auctions that 
energy producers and manufacturers 
would be required to purchase in order 
to be able to continue their oper-
ations—meaning continue to provide 
energy for us. Another $3.2 trillion 
would be auctioned off by States and 
others. 

According to the administration, the 
nearly $10 trillion cost would make 
this bill the single most expensive reg-
ulation in the history of the United 
States of America. 

If a cap-and-trade system like the 
one in the Boxer substitute is imple-
mented, a number of economists be-
lieve it would add significant costs to 
the production side of the economy and 
would likely have a severe negative im-
pact on long-term U.S. economic 
growth, despite having a very modest 
impact on worldwide carbon levels. The 
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cap-and-trade system is intended by de-
sign to raise the cost of gas and elec-
tricity, as I said in the very beginning. 
Raising the cost of gas and electricity 
will change people’s behavior. They 
will use less energy and, as a result, 
theoretically emit less carbon. The 
cap-and-trade program cannot achieve 
its goals unless it increases the cost of 
energy, and the proponents do not deny 
this. 

So when you are thinking about the 
high cost of gasoline today, think 
about the additional cost that is going 
to be imposed by this legislation. The 
proponents say it is going up anyway. 
You do not have to make it go up more 
than it would otherwise, and that is 
what this legislation would do. 

The American Council for Capital 
Formation projects that under this 
cap-and-trade system, gasoline prices 
would rise from about $4 a gallon today 
to $5.33 a gallon by 2014 and $9.01 by the 
year 2030. 

As I noted, businesses would have to 
pass on most of the costs imposed by a 
cap-and-trade system to their con-
sumers. One must recognize that the 
demand for energy is relatively inelas-
tic. In other words, even as prices rise, 
individuals find it difficult to switch to 
alternatives. It is very hard to engage 
in any activity that does not use en-
ergy. As a result, individuals would be 
forced to bear the cost increases im-
posed by the system. They might use 
less energy, drive less, live in colder 
homes during the winter, or turn off 
air conditioners in the summer. Those 
are the choices. 

When individuals use less energy, 
they buy less, travel less, and in effect 
curtail overall economic activity. The 
gross domestic product of this country 
would be roughly 1 percent lower at the 
end of 2014 and 2.6 percent lower by 2030 
under this legislation. That is a huge 
reduction in the economy of the United 
States and therefore the well-being of 
the American people. As economic ac-
tivity slows, employers are not going 
to hire as many workers. In fact, em-
ployers would create 850,000 fewer jobs 
by 2014, and 3 million fewer jobs by 
2030. My home State of Arizona would 
lose 63,500 jobs by 2023, roughly speak-
ing. Ironically, this bill would become 
an economic stimulus for China and 
India, as they would meet the manufac-
turing demands that we could no 
longer produce competitively. Perhaps 
more striking is the cost on American 
household incomes. 

Cap-and-trade legislation would, on 
average, reduce income adjusted for in-
flation by $1,000 in 2014 and by $4,000 by 
2030. My home State residents in Ari-
zona would see their income fall by 
$3,400 by 2030. 

However, not everyone will bear the 
same burden. Cap and trade is incred-
ibly regressive in its impact, since low- 
income households spend a higher frac-
tion of their income on energy. Accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office, 
just a 15-percent cut in carbon emis-
sions would cost low-income house-

holds almost twice as much as high-in-
come households. Cap and trade re-
duces the after-tax income of those in 
the bottom fifth of the income dis-
tribution by 3.3 percent. The top 20 per-
cent of the income distribution would 
see their disposable income fall by 1.7 
percent. 

It is important to note that the 
amendment of Senator BOXER claims 
that it would reduce carbon emissions 
by 66 percent by 2050 or more than four 
times the amount CBO estimated. Of 
course, we obviously believe that CBO 
is far more correct in its assessment. 
But assuming the Senator were cor-
rect, then one might expect the amend-
ment to reduce individuals’ incomes 
four times as much as CBO estimated 
as well. 

Think about that—$12,000 to $15,000 
reductions in income. 

I mentioned before that this creates 
winners and losers. Part of this is 
based on the whims of Congress. We 
would have the authority to make the 
distinctions that would enable some 
people to be better off than others. 

The amendment before us would re-
distribute $836 billion of allowances 
over the 2009-to-2018 period to various 
special interest groups. Just imagine 
that, Congress being in charge of redis-
tributing $836 billion. And we are going 
to do that without any influence of 
special interests? I think not. 

Robert Samuelson noted in the arti-
cle I quoted from earlier: 

Beneficiaries of the free allowances would 
include farmers, Indian tribes, new tech-
nology companies, utilities and States. Call 
this environmental pork, and that would be 
just a start. The program’s potential to con-
fer subsidies and preferential treatment 
would stimulate a lobbying frenzy. Think of 
today’s farm programs and multiple by ten. 

The tax-and-spend system, in other 
words, would create arbitrary winners 
and losers. Over the life of the bill, it 
would give away allowances valued at 
approximately $3.2 trillion for auction 
by States and other entities. 

Let me conclude with this point. 
While having all of this dramatic nega-
tive impact, the benefits are question-
able at best. They do not meet any ra-
tional cost-benefit analysis. A recent 
editorial in the Wall Street Journal 
aptly summed up cap and trade as fol-
lows: 

Trillions in assets and millions of jobs 
would be at the mercy of Congress and the 
bureaucracy, all for greenhouse gas reduc-
tions that would have a meaningless impact 
on global carbon emissions if China and 
India don’t participate. And only somewhat 
less meaningless if they do. 

So it is doubtful that a cap-and-trade 
system would actually accomplish the 
goal of reducing emissions and decreas-
ing global temperatures. 

A report released by the EPA indi-
cates that even with a cap-and-trade 
system in place in the United States, 
there would still be a net increase in 
carbon emissions over the next several 
decades. 

Indeed, other cap-and-trade efforts 
have been unsuccessful. For example, 

the Kyoto Protocol, an international 
cap-and-trade system aimed at control-
ling and reducing greenhouse gases, 
has largely been considered a failure. 
The European trading system has not 
only failed to reduce emissions as con-
templated, it has constrained growth 
in developed countries and has en-
hanced unrestricted development in 
countries such as China and India. 

So before we sacrifice the U.S. econ-
omy and American jobs, we need to 
quantify the benefits of having a rel-
atively slight reduction in greenhouse 
gases, and compare it to the huge costs 
imposed on the U.S. economy and 
American families. 

In sum, the amendment before us 
would increase energy prices, harm 
American families, and likely have a 
negative impact on long-term U.S. 
growth. Moreover, it is questionable 
whether the legislation would even 
make a perceptible dent in carbon 
emissions and decreasing global tem-
peratures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent. We are engaged in an extraor-
dinarily important debate here. It is 
somewhat disappointing that the de-
bate has been shortchanged due to pro-
cedural maneuvers by the minority 
party, which forced the clerk to read 
the entire bill and forced the majority 
to file a cloture petition. 

I think what Senator KYL and many 
others have said, I might not agree 
with, but it is important to have this 
vigorous debate. I am somewhat dis-
appointed that it has been curtailed. 

But now we are engaged in something 
that will impact this country and gen-
erations to come in a significant way. 
Seldom have we debated such an issue 
with global ramifications over decades 
and decades and decades. 

We talk about many times the bur-
den that our children and grand-
children will bear as a result of the 
Federal debt. 

But there is an equally daunting bur-
den placed on generations to come if 
we fail to come to grips with carbon 
emissions. 

Each ton of heat-trapping carbon di-
oxide that human activity releases into 
the atmosphere remains there for 100 
to 500 years, amplifying the warming 
effect on our planet, changing the cli-
mate, and fundamentally altering eco-
systems, landscapes and public health. 

The more carbon that is piled onto 
this ecological debt today, the more 
drastic the consequences will be in the 
future. According to the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change, the 
IPCC, the atmospheric concentration 
of greenhouse gases is now the highest 
it has been in 650,000 years, and it con-
tinues to grow. 

Madam President, what we do or 
what we fail to do with respect to cli-
mate change will have an impact not 
only on our country but on life on this 
planet into the next century and be-
yond. Seldom has this body grappled 
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with an issue with such sweeping glob-
al ramifications. 

We frequently talk about the burden 
that is placed on our children and 
grandchildren by the Federal debt, but 
an equally daunting burden will be 
placed on generations to come if we 
fail to come to grips with carbon emis-
sions. Each ton of heat-trapping carbon 
dioxide that human activity releases 
into the atmosphere remains there for 
100 to 500 years, amplifying the warm-
ing effect on our planet, changing the 
climate, and fundamentally altering 
ecosystems, landscapes, and public 
health. The more carbon that is piled 
onto this ecological debt today the 
more drastic the consequences will be 
in the future. 

According to the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change, IPCC, the at-
mospheric concentration of greenhouse 
gases is now the highest it has been in 
650,000 years and it continues to grow. 
With near scientific certainty, the 
IPCC tells us that the high level of 
greenhouse gases in the air has led to 
the increase in global temperatures 
that has occurred since the beginning 
of the 20th century. This increase has 
accelerated in the last 50 years, mak-
ing the years 1995–2006 the warmest on 
record. Indeed, global temperatures 
may now be the hottest observed in the 
last 1,300 years. 

The impacts of climate change are 
already observable: 

Higher ocean temperatures have led 
to an increase in the number of intense 
hurricanes in the North Atlantic over 
the last century. 

In Rhode Island’s Narragansett Bay, 
the water temperature has climbed 4 
degrees Fahrenheit in the last 40 years, 
coinciding with declines of winter 
flounder and lobsters. 

Permafrost is thawing and becoming 
unstable, causing buildings to collapse 
in the Arctic region. 

In 2007, the extent of Arctic sea ice 
was 23 percent less than the previous 
all-time minimum observed in 2005. 

Snowpack and glaciers are dimin-
ishing and are melting earlier in the 
spring. This, in turn, is causing a de-
cline in the health of rivers and lakes 
and is threatening habitat for endan-
gered species. 

There has been an effect on human 
health, with increased mortality from 
extreme heat and changes in infectious 
disease vectors. For instance, in Rhode 
Island this has meant an increase in 
the incidence of tick-borne disease. 

The best science tells us that we 
must begin to curb emissions within 
the next decade in order to stabilize 
greenhouse gas concentrations and 
avoid the catastrophic effects of cli-
mate change. If we fail, temperatures 
will continue to rise with dramatic re-
sults: 

With an increase of 2 degrees Celsius, 
millions more people will experience 
coastal flooding each year. 

An increase of 3 degrees will result in 
the loss of 30 percent of the world’s 
wetlands. 

An increase of 1–5 degrees will place 
30 percent to 40 percent of species at 
risk of extinction. 

Hundreds of millions of people, in-
cluding up to 250 million people in Afri-
ca, will lose access to reliable water 
supplies. 

But this is not a debate solely about 
plants and animals. It is not merely 
about feeling better about how we 
treat the Earth. At its heart this issue 
is tied to the fundamental national se-
curity challenge of this century, en-
ergy and our dependence on imported 
fossil fuels. Changes to the environ-
ment do not occur in a vacuum and 
will have far-reaching impacts on our 
national interests and our national se-
curity. 

The U.S. intelligence community has 
recognized the threat and is in the 
midst of conducting a national intel-
ligence assessment on the effect of cli-
mate change on our security. 

Last year, the CNA Corporation’s 
Military Advisory Board, consisting of 
11 former general and flag officers, led 
by former Army Chief of Staff, GEN 
Gordon Sullivan, called for action to 
stabilize global temperatures. They 
warned: 

Climate change acts as a threat multiplier 
for instability in some of the most volatile 
regions of the world. Projected climate 
change will seriously exacerbate already 
marginal living standards in many Asian, Af-
rican, and Middle Eastern nations, causing 
widespread political instability and the like-
lihood of failed states. 

Just this week, NATO Secretary Gen-
eral Jaap de Hoop Scheffer reiterated 
that the alliance must prepare for new 
threats that stem from the impact of 
global warming, saying: ‘‘climate 
change could confront us with a whole 
range of unpleasant developments—de-
velopments which no single nation- 
state has the power to contain.’’ 

Regrettably, we have already wit-
nessed the political ramifications of 
climate change. In writing in the 
Washington Post last summer, U.N. 
Secretary General Ban Ki-moon noted 
that ‘‘[a]mid the diverse social and po-
litical causes, the Darfur conflict 
began as an ecological crisis, arising at 
least in part from climate change.’’ As 
Secretary General Ban notes, a pro-
tracted drought, likely brought on by 
climate change, served to spur con-
flicts over resources and fuel the 
hatreds that brought genocide to this 
region. 

With so much at stake, the United 
States cannot fail to lead. In fact, we 
have a special obligation. As noted 
NASA climate expert James Hansen re-
cently wrote, carbon dioxide from the 
beginning of the Industrial Revolution 
is still present in the atmosphere 
today, contributing to the warming our 
planet is experiencing. He estimates 
that the responsibility of the U.S. for 
the level of greenhouse gases is three 
times greater than any other country. 

These are the imperatives that bring 
us to this debate. 

I commend Senator BOXER for her ef-
forts to bring this legislation to the 

point where it is today. Certainly, 
there must be compromise on legisla-
tion of this magnitude. As we engage in 
this debate, I want to highlight some 
areas of concern. 

First, we should be setting more ag-
gressive targets for emission reduc-
tions so temperature increases are con-
tained within an acceptable range. In 
that regard, I’m concerned that the bill 
will reduce emissions, at most, by 63 
percent by 2050. The IPCC has esti-
mated that we may need to reduce 
emissions by as much as 85 percent in 
order stabilize carbon. Sixty-three per-
cent leaves very little room for error. 
Given the stakes, I believe we should 
be setting a higher target. As a cospon-
sor of the Global Warming Pollution 
Reduction Act, S. 309, which sets a 
final reduction target of 80 percent, I 
believe this is the goal we should set in 
this legislation. I am pleased to join as 
a cosponsor of Senator SANDERS’ 
amendment to reach this goal. I am 
also pleased to join Senators KERRY 
and FEINSTEIN in their amendment to 
require a scientific review by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to ensure 
the goal we are pursuing is sufficient 
to stabilize carbon concentrations and 
to require new legislation to be pro-
posed by the President if we are pro-
jected to fall short. 

Second, because we must ensure that 
emissions begin to decline no later 
than 2020, we must implement the car-
bon cap as quickly as possible. I think 
we should begin implementation in 
2010. Equally important, I have serious 
concerns about the bill’s cost-contain-
ment provisions which would allow the 
auction of allowances borrowed from 
future years in order to provide addi-
tional allowances in early years. Al-
though unlikely, this mechanism cre-
ates the potential for a situation in 
which there could be almost no reduc-
tion in U.S. emissions through 2028. 
Even if it is remote, it’s not a possi-
bility we should accept. 

Third, we should ensure that the 
needs of consumers, particularly low- 
income consumers are recognized in 
the policy that we enact. I was dis-
appointed to see that auction proceeds 
that were dedicated to the Weatheriza-
tion Assistance Program, WAP, and 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program, LIHEAP, under the com-
mittee-reported bill were removed. As 
this debate progresses, I plan to offer 
an amendment that will again provide 
funding for these programs, which not 
only help consumers pay their energy 
bills but also make important strides 
in reducing energy consumption and 
carbon emissions. 

Fourth, I appreciate the steps that 
are taken to promote and coordinate 
market oversight among various regu-
latory agencies, but I am concerned 
about the capacity of the EPA to lead 
the effort to provide oversight to a 
market of this size. 

Fifth, we need to make sure that in 
any climate change bill we address the 
very real impacts that capping carbon 
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will have on everyday Americans living 
paycheck to paycheck. That is no 
small task, but no climate change bill 
will be a success unless we find a way 
to provide help to middle class families 
already struggling in an ever more 
competitive global economy. They 
must be afforded the same kind of tran-
sition assistance that many on the 
other side want to provide to carbon 
emitters. 

Make no mistake, addressing climate 
change will not be easy. It will involve 
change and sacrifice, but it also offers 
opportunity and hope. We hold the 
power to unshackle ourselves from the 
dangerous energy resources of the fos-
sil age and develop an economy based 
on new, clean energy sources and tech-
nologies. Instead of becoming increas-
ingly beholden to foreign energy sup-
pliers, we have the opportunity to be-
come an exporter of energy technology 
and to bring light to the 2 billion peo-
ple in the developing world who lack 
access to reliable energy. By making 
the choice to face the reality of cli-
mate change, we will help leave the 
world a better place for our children, 
grandchildren, and generations to 
come. 

While I hope that we can continue to 
make improvements to the bill, I be-
lieve that this is an essential debate to 
have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, be-
fore my friend Senator REED leaves the 
floor, if I can have his attention, this 
morning, Senators WARNER, 
LIEBERMAN, and I and Senator KERRY 
held a press conference with GEN Gor-
don Sullivan, whom you mentioned in 
your remarks, and ADM Joseph Lopez. 
We had the most extraordinary testi-
mony from them in terms of having to 
act. It was chilling in a way because 
they said: You never know something 
with 100 percent certainty. 

They said: But what we learned on 
the battlefield is if you wait until you 
have 100 percent certainty, horrible 
things can happen. 

It was chilling. They warned us to 
act. So I think my friend brought it 
home this morning with his remarks. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator ALLARD speak off his side’s time— 
how many minutes? 

Mr. ALLARD. For 10 minutes. 
Mrs. BOXER. This is up to you. 
Mr. ALLARD. For 10 minutes. 
Mrs. BOXER. And then Senator 

SANDERS for 7, and then Senator BEN-
NETT for 5, and then Senator BAUCUS 
for 10. I know Senator CRAIG would like 
10 minutes. 

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

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, 
thank you. I am prepared to discuss 
the Lieberman-Warner climate change 
bill that was amended by the Boxer 
amendment. In general terms, I wish to 
take a moment to discuss climate 

change because that is obviously the 
main topic on the floor today. I have 
concerns about the science that some 
people are claiming here on the floor of 
the Senate. 

I think that obviously if we are going 
to have good policy, we have to have 
good science. But let me say that from 
the reports I have seen, I think it is un-
clear as to what the long-range trend is 
as far as the temperature of the Earth 
is concerned. I admit that right now we 
are going through a warming period, 
but in the last few years we may have 
cooled a fraction of a degree. 

I am recalling when I was in high 
school in the late 1950s, that we had 
magazine articles, National Geographic 
and everyone were writing about how 
we were into a cold trend, and we were 
heading toward an ice age. 

Now we are heading toward the trend 
in the headlines where we have global 
warming. I have listened to some of the 
comments here on the floor. One com-
ment was that: We are at the highest 
temperature on record—the problem is, 
the record we have of the Earth’s 
warming and cooling is a relatively 
short period of time when you look at 
the total history of the Earth. If you go 
back to the year around 1,000, for ex-
ample, measuring based on some sci-
entific evidence that has been obtained 
from our polar caps, by going down 
through the depths of the ice and ana-
lyzing it, some scientists have come up 
with the conclusion that actually it 
was warmer in the year 1,000 than it is 
now. You cannot blame that on human 
action. So the question comes up 
whether this is a trend, a natural 
cycle, that happens, that is related to 
sunspots or volcanic activity or what-
ever natural phenomena might be hap-
pening. 

I happen to agree that we probably 
contribute some to global warming. 
The question is, how much? That has 
not been adequately identified either. 

I am here to raise some questions. 
Obviously, if we absolutely know we 
are headed for catastrophe, the sooner 
we act, the better. But on the other 
hand, we don’t want to overreact. We 
could cause problems for the economy 
and for Mother Earth if we react in the 
wrong way without having good sci-
entific evidence. 

I am rather disappointed we will not 
have an opportunity to debate and 
amend this legislation, as we should. 
No piece of legislation is perfect. Obvi-
ously, there needs to be an opportunity 
for bills to be amended when they come 
to the floor. I am disappointed the ma-
jority leader has filled the amendment 
tree and filed for cloture, rather than 
allowing for the full and healthy de-
bate that is such a rich part of the Sen-
ate’s history. 

Since this bill has been introduced, 
we have record-high gas prices. There 
is pain at the pump. The common solu-
tion we have heard time and time 
again, whenever we have high petro-
leum prices, is: You need to raise taxes. 
You need to limit supply. You need to 

blame corporations. You need to some-
how control international cartels. You 
can’t control what isn’t part of Amer-
ica. We can’t pass laws and tell them 
when they can form a cartel and what 
they can do. It is beyond our reach. But 
we can take care of corporate mis-
behavior. We have had hearings time 
and again trying to blame oil compa-
nies for overcharging. Over the years, 
the conclusion is, there has not been 
any misbehavior as far as corporations 
setting prices. They are responding to 
supply and demand. They are respond-
ing to the cost of the product, taking a 
reasonable profit and putting that 
product on the market. I happen to be-
lieve supply and demand has the great-
est impact on our prices at the pump to 
date. 

Obviously, this is not a perfect proc-
ess. It is not a perfect bill. We need to 
bring the bill to the floor, provide an 
opportunity for substitutes to be 
brought forward, and then an oppor-
tunity to amend those. I am dis-
appointed we will not have an oppor-
tunity to do that. That seems to be the 
trend this year. Republicans are not 
having the opportunity to bring up 
issues they believe are important on 
legislation that comes to the floor. 
That has happened time and again. 
Then the other side blames Repub-
licans for somehow blocking the proc-
ess. If you don’t have an opportunity to 
offer amendments to the legislation, 
that is a serious concern to those of us 
who have to work in the minority in an 
institution such as the Senate, where 
there are specific minority rights. 

I would like to address some of the 
concerns of the Boxer amendment to 
the Warner-Lieberman climate change 
bill. My foremost concern is the 
science on which the entire bill is 
based. But because the ranking mem-
ber of the Environment and Public 
Works Committee has asked us to 
leave science aside and focus on the 
legislation itself, I will start there. 

Based on many reports I have seen, it 
is unclear what, if any, effect climate 
change legislation would have on glob-
al temperatures. However, its potential 
economic impacts are absolutely stag-
gering. The primary tool this bill uses 
to reduce greenhouse gases is a cap- 
and-trade program. It should more ac-
curately be called a cap-and-tax pro-
gram because it is essentially a camou-
flaged energy tax increase. 

Many of the proponents of this bill 
have said it is just like the program 
the Government instituted to control 
acid rain. But unlike sulfur dioxide in 
the acid rain program, there is no wide-
ly deployable control system for CO2 
removal, nor do we expect this equip-
ment to exist in the reasonably fore-
seeable future. This will result in sig-
nificant increased cost to electric utili-
ties, their consumers, as well as af-
fected industries and their customers. 
That is the taxpayers. Thus, the cost of 
compliance will have a significant neg-
ative economic impact on electric con-
sumers statewide and Colorado’s manu-
facturing industries. 
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A recent study produced by the Her-

itage Foundation Center for Data Anal-
ysis found that enacting this bill would 
cost Colorado almost 7,000 agriculture- 
based jobs and over 21,000 manufac-
turing jobs. That is over 27,000 lost jobs 
in Colorado alone. The same study 
found that statewide, Colorado would 
have a personal income loss of around 
$2.162 billion. 

This bill also contains a provision in 
section 201 which was originally formu-
lated for the acid rain program. This 
provision specifically denies that emis-
sions allowances, which will be given 
out by the Government, are to be con-
sidered a property right. The provision 
also allows the administrator to limit 
or revoke the allowances at any time. 
Specifying that allowances are not 
property is, therefore, the Govern-
ment’s way to avoid a ‘‘taking’’ in the 
inevitable instance that the adminis-
trator does revoke allowances. 

How do we justify this? Government 
enables itself to give a product, sets up 
a scheme for buying and trading that 
product but can, at any time and for 
any reason, revoke that product with-
out compensation. While there is cer-
tainly legal precedent, that does not 
make it right. In my view, this chal-
lenges assertions the bill’s sponsors are 
making that their cap-and-trade ap-
proach is a market-based one. 

I will propose an amendment, if given 
the opportunity—I filed it by the 1 
o’clock deadline—to fix this by speci-
fying that emissions allowances are 
property rights, and while the Govern-
ment could still limit or revoke allow-
ances, it would have to compensate the 
owners of allowances in order to do so. 
It is only fair that the Government 
would have to follow the same rules it 
sets out for industry to follow when 
buying and selling allowances. 

If we allow this legislation to go for-
ward in its current form, we will see 
energy prices go up. The national cost 
of gas today averages around $4 a gal-
lon. This will only go up if we pass the 
climate change bill. Coloradans are 
currently feeling pain at the pump, but 
if we pass this bill, they will feel it in 
their homes also. One of Colorado’s 
municipally owned utility providers 
has informed me that when this bill 
takes full effect in 2012, their cus-
tomers will immediately see their util-
ity bill jump above 25 percent. 

Another utility, Tri-State, which 
provides electric power for 1.2 million 
rural electric customers in a 4-State 
area, has projected that their costs to 
comply with the requirements laid out 
in this bill will be $12.6 billion in 2012 
to 2030. This is based on the assumption 
that carbon credits would cost $50 per 
ton. 

It is entirely possible that cost pro-
jection is very conservative, and these 
are just rural electric cooperative im-
pacts. 

I also have very real concerns related 
to the fact that anyone—not just cov-
ered emitters—can buy, sell, hold, or 
retire emissions allowances. Anyone 

with a large enough pocketbook could 
purchase a significant share of allow-
ances and hold them to push the allow-
ance price up or retire them. That 
would put our Nation at risk of eco-
nomic manipulation, should another 
nation decide to step in and buy those 
allowances. Additionally, if an investor 
wants to make a lot of money off of the 
carbon trading market, they could just 
purchase and hold those allowances 
until the price gets high enough to 
make them want to sell. 

In any of these scenarios, the end re-
sult will leave the consumers as the 
ones paying the price. 

In closing, I reiterate that this bill 
is, in my opinion, not the right way to 
approach the issue of climate change. 
A far more effective approach would be 
for the Federal Government to con-
tinue to provide incentives for the de-
velopment of greenhouse gas neutral 
technologies and technologies that do 
not produce greenhouse gases. 
Incentivizing technology development 
would get us to the same place without 
the economic hardship that this bill 
would impose. A good example of doing 
this has been the significant increases 
in renewable energy production that 
have resulted from the production tax 
credit, clean renewable energy bonds— 
called CREBs—and with incentives for 
clean coal technology. 

There will, of course, be a need for a 
larger Federal incentive program in all 
these areas to move the ball forward, 
but this will still be at much less cost 
to consumers than the $325 increase in 
average annual household energy cost 
that the Energy Information Adminis-
tration has projected this bill could 
bring about. 

This is a poorly thought-out piece of 
legislation. We need to have an oppor-
tunity to legislate, to offer amend-
ments, and move forward with this im-
portant debate. This is a comprehen-
sive piece of legislation. It is impor-
tant. It involves lots of Americans. I 
am disappointed we will not have an 
opportunity, under the current process, 
to amend this legislation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont is recognized for 7 
minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, 
today we are discussing two issues 
which, in fact, are related to each 
other. No. 1 is the outrageously high 
cost of oil and gas. The second is the 
planetary crisis we face as a result of 
global warming. There are some people 
who think we have to address the price 
of high oil prices today and not worry 
about global warming. Some people 
think we have to worry about global 
warming and ignore the reality facing 
millions of people who cannot afford 
oil and gas. I think we are actually 
smart enough to walk and chew gum at 
the same time. We can and must ad-
dress both these important issues. 

My office has recently published a 
small book. It is called ‘‘The Collapse 
of the Middle Class, Letters from 

Vermont and America.’’ It talks about 
what is going on not only in my State 
but all over this country, where the 
middle class is declining, people are 
working longer hours for lower wages, 
losing health care, pensions, their 
good-paying jobs. After all that, when 
you have gas at $4 a gallon at the 
pump, home heating oil outrageously 
high, many people throughout the 
country have now fallen over the eco-
nomic cliff. 

In terms of oil and gas prices, the 
time is now for the Congress to tell our 
friends at ExxonMobil and other oil 
companies enjoying recordbreaking 
profits—last year ExxonMobil earned 
more profits than any corporation in 
the history of the world; last year the 
head of Occidental Oil, a major oil 
company, had enough money to provide 
$400 million in compensation for their 
CEO—to stop ripping off the American 
people. It is time for us to pass a wind-
fall profits tax which says: Enough is 
enough. 

But it is not only the oil companies 
that are ripping off the American peo-
ple. The other day at the Commerce 
Committee, there was an important 
hearing in which George Soros and 
major economists testified it is not 
only oil company greed but speculators 
on Wall Street who are driving prices 
up, which results, perhaps, in a 35-per-
cent increase in what the price of a 
barrel of oil should be. We have to deal 
with that issue as well. This is the so- 
called Enron loophole. Right now, 
through hedge funds, through unregu-
lated markets, there is a massive 
amount of trading on oil futures which 
is driving up oil prices. We should be 
regulating that speculation. It should 
be transparent. In the process, when we 
do that, as was the case with Enron 
and electricity, as was the case with 
propane gas, as was the case with nat-
ural gas, if we begin to address specula-
tion in terms of oil futures, we can 
drive down oil prices. 

Bottom line: We have to do that. In 
my State, as in rural States all over 
this country, where people are trav-
eling long distances to work, they can-
not afford, on limited incomes, to pay 
$4 for a gallon of gas. When the weath-
er gets 20 below zero in Vermont, peo-
ple cannot afford to pay twice as much 
this year as they did a couple years ago 
for home heating oil. So let us have the 
courage to take on the speculators. Let 
us have the courage to take on the oil 
companies and fight to lower oil and 
gas prices. 

In addition, we can’t ignore the crisis 
in global warming. My friends come to 
the floor and say: Well, the scientific 
evidence is not clear. 

That is not true. Virtually every 
leading scientist who knows something 
about the issue, including the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
has said, with 100 percent certainty, 
global warming is a reality. In fact, 
what they have told us is the situation 
is more dire than they had previously 
predicted. If we are concerned about 
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the drought we are seeing today which 
will only get worse, if we are concerned 
about the hunger we are seeing as a re-
sult of that drought which will only 
get worse, if we are worried about the 
severe weather disturbances we are see-
ing right now, if we are worried about 
flooding, about disease, it is absolutely 
imperative we address the crisis of 
global warming and address it now. 

Some people say: There may be eco-
nomic dislocation if we do it. There 
may be, and we have to address that. 
But I believe there are enormous eco-
nomic opportunities. I believe the evi-
dence is clear we can create millions of 
good-paying jobs as we move toward 
energy efficiency, as we produce auto-
mobiles, not that get 15 miles per gal-
lon but hybrid plug-ins which get 150 
miles per gallon, as we rebuild our de-
teriorating rail system so people do not 
have to get into a car to go where they 
want to go but can get on good rail, 
that we deliver cargo via rail. 

There is enormous opportunity not 
only in terms of energy efficiency, in 
saving huge amounts of fossil fuel, but 
also in sustainable energy. I have tre-
mendous optimism in what we can do 
with the technology that is already on 
the shelf, not to mention the tech-
nology that will be coming in the near 
future. 

In terms of solar thermal plants 
which are now being built in the south-
western part of this country, as well as 
all over the world, you have plants, 
solar thermal plants, that are being 
built which can provide as much elec-
tricity as small nuclear powerplants, 
with no, or virtually no, greenhouse 
gas emissions. We are talking about 
producing 15, 20 or more percent of the 
electricity the United States needs 
right from solar thermal plants. 

In addition to that, as Germany is 
doing, as California is now doing, there 
is tremendous opportunity with 
photovoltaics. We can put 
photovoltaics on 10 million roofs in 
this country. The more we produce, the 
more the price goes down, and we cre-
ate jobs in the process. 

Wind is the fastest growing source of 
new energy in the world and in the 
United States. It is also becoming less 
and less expensive. I am not just talk-
ing about large wind farms in Texas, in 
the Midwest. We are talking about 
small wind turbines that can be placed 
in people’s backyards all over rural 
America. 

Geothermal, biomass—there is huge 
potential. We must go forward for the 
sake of our kids and our grandchildren. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has used 7 minutes. 
The Senator from Utah is recognized 

for 5 minutes. 
Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 

thank the sponsors of this legislation 
and the leadership of the Senate for 
bringing this debate forward. I think it 
is warranted. I think the issues are se-
rious. I am not a naysayer who would 
say that global warming is not taking 

place or that human beings are not 
contributing to it. 

However, when I start discussing this 
with my constituents with respect to 
the present bill, they hit me imme-
diately with one single question: What 
is it going to cost me? 

So before I get into any of the as-
pects of global warming, I want to an-
swer that question. We know we have 
had a wide range of costs cited on the 
Senate floor. They have said the in-
creasing gasoline price will be any-
where from 11 percent to 140 percent. 
We have heard that the increase in cost 
to electricity will be anywhere from 44 
percent to 500 percent. We have heard 
that the increase in cost in natural gas 
as a result of this bill would be any-
where from 35 percent to 87 percent. 

I do not want to pick a number be-
tween those two wide ranges in each 
case. I went to Utah, and I went to the 
Utah Petroleum Association and said: 
All right, you have looked at this bill. 
What will this cost Utah motorists if 
this is passed? Do not give me 2030 esti-
mates. Do not give me numbers that 
are in a wide range. Tell me, what will 
drivers in Utah have to pay at the 
pump if this bill passes? 

They gave me a range: somewhere be-
tween 32 and 34 additional cents price 
at the pump. How did they calculate 
that? They said the total cost to Utah’s 
oil refineries of the bill would be $500 
million in the first year of implemen-
tation. They can extrapolate that $500 
million into the price at the pump. 

On electricity, I got a wider range. A 
Utah company estimated it would have 
to raise electricity rates somewhere 
between 100 percent and 500 percent in 
order to cover the cost of their pur-
chasing the carbon allowances. 

So we start with this debate answer-
ing the constituent question: What will 
it cost? These are what it would cost in 
Utahns approximately 32 to 34 more 
cents at the pump and somewhere be-
tween 100 and 500 percent in their elec-
tricity bill. 

Now, let’s get to the heart of the 
problem. I would like to make a point 
I think everybody ignores. This is a 
global problem, and the bill attempts 
to solve it with a national solution. 

On this chart I have in the Chamber 
I have two lines. The blue line is the 
projection of what is going to happen 
in carbon emissions globally. The red 
line is what is going to happen in car-
bon emissions in the United States. 
You can see, the blue line is going up 
dramatically, whereas the red line is 
virtually flat. 

Now, if the bill passes, and every-
thing works as its sponsors say it 
will—everything comes to pass in the 
best possible way—what will be the im-
pact? The dotted line in red shows 
what will be the impact in the United 
States. The dotted line in blue shows 
what will be the impact globally. 

The impact globally will be minimal 
because increasingly the U.S. share of 
global emissions is going down. So that 
is why I am opposed to this bill. 

I close with a comment from Daniel 
Botkin, Ph.D., professor emeritus of 
the University of California, Santa 
Barbara. He says in his statement: 

You may think I must be one of those 
know-nothing naysayers who believes global 
warming is a liberal plot. On the contrary, I 
am a biologist and ecologist who has worried 
about global warming, and been concerned 
about its effects since 1968. . . . 

Then he says: 
I’m not a naysayer. I’m a scientist who be-

lieves in the scientific method and in what 
facts tell us. I have worked for 40 years to 
try to improve our environment and improve 
human life as well. . . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 5 minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 30 seconds. 

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

Mr. BENNETT. This is his summary: 
My concern is that we may be moving 

away from an irrational lack of concern 
about climate change to an equally irra-
tional panic about it. 

Many of my colleagues ask, ‘‘What’s the 
problem? Hasn’t it been a good thing to raise 
public concern?’’ The problem is that in this 
panic we are going to spend our money un-
wisely, we will take actions that are coun-
terproductive, and we will fail to do many of 
those things that will benefit the environ-
ment and ourselves. 

That is the irrational panic I think 
we would move to if we do this bill 
without serious amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, 
today, the Senate is addressing the 
most compelling environmental issue 
of our time—global warming. 

President Teddy Roosevelt once said: 
I recognize the right and duty of this gen-

eration to develop and use our natural re-
sources, but I do not recognize the right to 
waste them, or to rob by wasteful use, the 
generations that come after us. 

We all have a basic moral duty: a 
duty to leave this Earth to our chil-
dren and our grandchildren in as good 
a shape or better shape than we found 
it. We should not rob future genera-
tions of a healthy climate and all the 
benefits that come from it. What will 
history say about us if we rob future 
generations of the chance to fish in 
cold water trout streams or see gla-
ciers in Glacier National Park? 

By reasserting America’s moral lead-
ership and enacting a cap-and-trade 
program, we can leave a different leg-
acy. We can protect our outdoor herit-
age, make our economy more competi-
tive, and create more good-paying jobs. 

In Montana, we are already 
transitioning to a new green economy. 
We have increased our wind-generating 
capacity more than seventyfold in the 
last 2 years. The potential for this 
clean energy is huge. We can replicate 
this success with solar, clean coal tech-
nology, with carbon capture and se-
questration, and other clean forms of 
energy. 
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We must begin the process of devel-

oping the next generation of energy 
technologies at home. A cap-and-trade 
program will spur cleaner technologies 
and create good-paying jobs. 

We already know that a cap-and- 
trade system can work. It is a market- 
based solution that harnesses the 
power of America’s ingenuity and en-
trepreneurship. 

In the year 1990, I chaired the con-
ference committee that completed the 
Clean Air Act amendments designed to 
address acid rain. At the time, there 
were a lot of gloom-and-doom pre-
dictions about the costs that the Clean 
Air Act amendments would impose on 
the economy. Certain industry groups 
claimed that the Clean Air Act amend-
ments would cost industry more than 
$5 billion every year. The actual cost 
to industry was less than one-third of 
that. And the public benefits of cleaner 
air have amounted to more than $78 
billion a year. 

A cap-and-trade system for green-
house gases will be much more com-
plicated, clearly. But I am confident 
that by using a market-based solution, 
we can stop global warming as well. 

We have a moral imperative to act. 
We have no choice. But we must also 
work to get the policy right. We have 
no choice there either. This means de-
signing a cap-and-trade system that 
stops global warming. But it also 
means doing it in a way that enhances 
our economic competitiveness, creates 
good-paying green jobs, and avoids 
harm to working families. 

Setting the cap determines whether 
we meet our environmental goals. 
What we do with the money the cap- 
and-trade program raises will deter-
mine whether we enhance our Amer-
ican competitiveness and help working 
families. 

By establishing a cap-and-trade sys-
tem, we are creating a market for 
greenhouse gas emissions. Under the 
cap-and-trade system, emitting green-
house gases will come at a price. Al-
lowances will govern the right to emit 
greenhouse gases. The bill before us 
gives away some of the allowances but 
auctions others in an auction system. 
The bill auctions fewer allowances in 
the earlier years and more in the later 
years of the program, through the year 
2050. 

The auctioning of these allowances 
will generate receipts. According to the 
Congressional Budget Office, enacting 
this substitute will generate an addi-
tional $902 billion in receipts over the 
next 10 years—close to $1 trillion. 

The bill we are considering allocates 
the money generated from the auction 
through a variety of trust funds. There 
are 15 of them in all. They are directed 
toward different needs anticipated 
from dealing with global warming. For 
example, the bill sets aside funding for 
such things as wildlife adaptation, cre-
ation of a new worker training pro-
gram, and energy technology. 

All of these are worthy causes. But 
are they the best way to use the re-

ceipts in order to increase our competi-
tiveness and help working families? 
Should we auction all of the allow-
ances, more of the allowances, or 
fewer? Rather than spending the re-
ceipts through the various trust funds, 
should we return more of the money to 
the people in tax cuts? 

This bill also safeguards American 
economic competitiveness by requiring 
importers to buy carbon allowances for 
products imported from countries that 
have not made commitments to reduce 
greenhouse gases. This requirement 
can serve as an effective incentive for 
other countries, particularly the rap-
idly developing economies in China, 
India, and Brazil to join us in the fight 
against global warming. 

Of course, our trading partners will 
watch closely any proposal that im-
poses an assessment on imports. It is 
important we adopt such measures in a 
manner that respects international 
trade rules. The proposal before us has 
been carefully crafted to take these 
rules into account. 

As a member of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, I supported 
the Lieberman-Warner bill in both the 
subcommittee and full committee. I be-
lieved it was very important to move 
forward on global warming. 

As chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, I have additional responsibil-
ities. Those include directing the reve-
nues generated by the Federal Govern-
ment, overseeing U.S. trade policy, and 
helping those displaced by trade to re-
tool and retrain. The bill before us 
today involves these and many other 
matters. This is a complex and chal-
lenging issue involving many commit-
tees within the Congress. 

We in the Senate have finally woken 
up to the moral imperative of address-
ing global warming. Now we must ac-
knowledge the imperative to get the 
policy right. I applaud Senator 
LIEBERMAN, Senator WARNER, and Sen-
ator BOXER for bringing this issue be-
fore the Senate so we can begin to de-
bate and improve the policy. 

I want to continue to work with my 
colleagues to get it right, as chairman 
of the Finance Committee, as a mem-
ber of the EPW Committee, and as a 
Montanan and a concerned American. 
We owe it to our children to act and to 
get it right. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho is recognized for 10 
minutes under the previous order. 

Mr. CRAIG. Thank you, Madam 
President. 

Let me recognize at the beginning of 
my comments that yesterday I was on 
the Senate floor to talk about the in-
corporation of good forest policy as it 
relates to rejuvenating America’s for-
ests to increase their capability of se-
questration of carbon out of the atmos-
phere. I said at that time there would 
be an amendment. That amendment 
has the cosponsorship of Senators 
DOMENICI, ALLARD, CRAPO, and 
BARRASSO and has been filed. It is an 

important amendment, if we ever get 
to that phase of this debate, where we 
will be able to effectively craft and 
shape a policy for our country. 

We deal with striking the inter-
national intent within this bill to take 
our money to help others before we 
help ourselves. We define biological se-
questration. We think that is ex-
tremely important because we know 
how to do that now at the Federal 
level. It is not the old business-as-usual 
model; it is establishing a baseline and 
being able to effectively measure from 
there. We allow forests to get credits 
from meaningful sequestration, and I 
think this is tremendously important 
to be able to do. It is not about the vol-
ume of a stand of timber; it is about 
the ability of that stand to sequester. 
If you have 400 trees per acre, you have 
overpopulated that area by as many as 
maybe 250 or 300 trees per acre. But 
that is the measurement of the Boxer 
amendment. It is absolutely counterin-
tuitive to modern forest science. We 
change it to where we are and to where 
we know our forest scientists are 
today. 

We use existing monitoring and 
measuring tools, which is very impor-
tant. It is a product of 1992 legislation 
when we charged the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice and their laboratories to get at the 
business of being able to effectively 
measure. We use internationally recog-
nized sustainable forest management 
standards. We use RFS and productive 
tax credits for biomass and biomass re-
movement, and of course we use stew-
ardship contracting, which is critically 
important. 

Let me take the Presiding Officer 
and those who might be listening today 
on a very interesting journey that 
starts at America’s gas pump. Let me 
assume that the Presiding Officer has 
just driven up to a gas pump some-
where in America. You stick the hose 
in your car, you activate the pump, 
you slide your credit card, and you 
begin to fill. Depending on the size of 
your vehicle and the price—anywhere 
from let’s say $3.85 a gallon for regular 
to maybe $4.44 in California—you begin 
to grow annoyed as the calculator on 
the pump goes: 35, 40, 45, 50, 55, 60, 65— 
oops, you have maxed the pump and 
you have to get more by reactivating 
the pump to fill your SUV. Your anger 
is optimal now. You have just paid 100 
bucks or somewhere near that, and you 
have never done that before. You move 
your view up to the pump and it says 
‘‘Chevron.’’ It says ‘‘Shell.’’ It says one 
of the major oil companies. You focus 
your anger on that company and you 
say: It has to be their fault. They are 
making record profits. Somehow, there 
ought to be a way to stop them from 
doing what they just did to me and my 
pocketbook and my family’s budget. 

Let me take you, the consumer, then, 
a step further and suggest to you that 
you are part of a problem that has been 
growing in America for a long while. 
Your demand for the use of energy has 
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gone nearly straight up over four dec-
ades as you have increased your con-
sumption of it. Why? Because the price 
was reasonable and you enjoyed it. The 
price was reasonable and your demand 
went up dramatically, but while that 
was going on, there were interests at 
work in our country that said: We are 
not going to produce any more, we are 
going to produce less, and we did. So 
our overall supply began to drop at 
about the time that our demand began 
to go up catastrophically. What hap-
pened was an interesting scenario. 

So now you have hung your hose up 
from the gas pump, you have just paid 
100 bucks, and you are angry as heck. 
You are part of the demand curve in 
our supply in our country that is drop-
ping down, and you have just blamed 
Exxon or Chevron or Marathon or 
someone because you have spent 100 
bucks to fill your SUV and you are not 
happy. 

If you took all of these small compa-
nies and blamed them all and said they 
have to be the problem, they would 
only represent about 6 or 7 percent of 
the problem. The problem these compa-
nies have is that they are buying a sub-
stantial amount of their oil from this 
side of the chart. They are buying their 
oil from countries—from countries that 
don’t give a darn about our problems. 
We have grown so dependent on foreign 
countries that now some 55 to 60 per-
cent of our consumption comes from 
them, and we pay a phenomenal 
amount for it, or should I say you— 
you, the consumer who has just put up 
the hose on the gas pump and who has 
grown angry, wanting to focus your 
anger on these companies. 

Is it Canada you want to blame? 
Well, let’s see now, at $125 a barrel, we 
are paying Canada $280 million a day. 
Why should we blame them? They are 
supplying our needs. There are no gas 
lines today. There is no diminishment 
in supply. It is a price problem. Well, 
then let’s blame Saudi Arabia. Oh, yes. 
They are over here. They are the big 
boys. The President just went over 
there, hat in hand, begging that they 
turn their valves on, and they said: No, 
Mr. President. Your problem, not ours. 
You are going to keep buying our oil. 
You need it. We are paying them $190 
million a day. Maybe it is Venezuela, 
run by a little tinhorn dictator—$160 
million a day flowing from our con-
sumers’ pocketbooks—or it is Nigeria 
at $140 million or it is Algeria at $70 
million. 

The bottom line is, well over $1 bil-
lion a day comes right out of the con-
sumers’ pocket and goes primarily to 
one of these companies that buy from 
one of these countries. They buy the 
oil at the current world price, and they 
are allowed to take some profit from it; 
sure they do. Their profits are record 
highs because the charges are record 
highs, and the story goes on and on. 

We search to blame. We have little 
alternative. The business of the oil 
economy has little elasticity to it. We 
can’t switch over to something else un-

less we park the SUV and get a bicycle. 
But you can’t haul your kids to the 
soccer game on a bicycle. You can’t 
haul boxes of groceries home on a bicy-
cle. So the American economy and its 
consumers are questioning themselves 
right now, saying: What do we do? 

Let me suggest there is somebody to 
blame besides ExxonMobil and Chevron 
and Marathon. Why don’t you blame 
the Senate? Why don’t you blame the 
Congress of the United States which, 
by being subject to environmental 
pressure over the last 30 years, has 
largely denied the right of this country 
to effectively develop its oil reserves 
and create a less dependent relation-
ship with all of these countries? That 
is what we ought to be doing, but we 
are not doing that. 

Here is a map of the gulf region of 
Florida. In this region, we are devel-
oping this right now. We have just 
opened this area after we spent 2 years 
trying to get it open because politics 
would not allow us to open it, and we 
think there are about 2.2 million bar-
rels a day starting in 2012 down here. 
This is lease sale 181. But over here, 
there may be as much oil as there was 
or is here, but this is politically off 
limits. We can’t do it. Why shouldn’t 
the consumers say: Well, what is the 
politics of it? You are draining my 
pocketbook dry. Is there value in those 
politics? Why don’t you develop your 
reserves? Well, Florida, Presidential 
politics—you name it. Floridians are 
awfully frustrated by the fact that you 
might be able to drill there. 

This area right down here is the 
Cuban basin, the northern Cuban basin. 
Cubans are letting leases out to drill 
there. The U.S. Geological Survey 
would suggest that there is some oil 
there—maybe quite a bit of oil—but we 
won’t get it. It won’t traffic through 
Exxon or Chevron because we have a 
policy that denies us access to that re-
gion of the world because, if you will, 
of the politics of Cuba, plain and sim-
ple. 

So here is our problem with that and 
here is our problem with this inter-
esting picture. We have about 115 bil-
lion barrels of reserve in gas, about 29 
billion known, about 5 billion undis-
covered resources. In gas, we have 
about 633 trillion cubic feet, 213 trillion 
known, 419 unknown. Now, that is in-
formation that is 20 years old because 
politically you dare not go out into 
any of these regions today with the 
new seismic technology and explore be-
cause if you did and you found oil, you 
might want to drill, and that would be 
environmentally unacceptable. Oh, how 
frightening. 

I remember a time—and not all do 
unless you are about my age—come 
1969 when there was an interesting oil 
spill off the coast of Santa Barbara in 
southern California. It made national 
headlines because it was one of the 
first major oil spills that did substan-
tial environmental damage. I have of-
tentimes referred on the floor to our 
denial to access the Outer Continental 

Shelf as the ghosts of Santa Barbara 
that lurk in this Chamber and hide in 
the background of environmental argu-
ments. That was Santa Barbara in 1969. 
But what is fascinating about Santa 
Barbara is that while we didn’t drill 
offshore Santa Barbara because of a 
moratorium on the Federal waters, we 
continued to drill offshore Santa Bar-
bara in the State waters. Today, off-
shore Santa Barbara, CA, is producing 
731,000 barrels of oil a day. They just 
cut a new deal with some oil companies 
to drill in this area. Well, why aren’t 
they allowing us to drill offshore fur-
ther out in the Continental Shelf? Be-
cause California doesn’t get the money. 
Oops. Sorry, folks. Money trumped the 
environment. Remember that. In Santa 
Barbara today, they are drilling for oil 
if it is within the 3-mile limit of the 
shoreline because that is State oil and 
that is State water. But out in the Fed-
eral reserve, Outer Continental Shelf, 
no, no, no, no, can’t do, must not do 
that, something about a problem. 

Well, what the ghost of Santa Bar-
bara and the 1969 oil spill did was shove 
us into a period of technology unprece-
dented. Today, we are drilling offshore 
in the gulf, and the water is so deep 
that we didn’t even imagine a decade 
ago we could be there. We are doing it 
appropriately and in a very clean fash-
ion. 

So here are the headlines in Los An-
geles, April 20, 2008: Santa Barbara ap-
proves offshore drilling. Well, what 
happened to this picture here? What 
happened in 1969 with this oil rig spill-
ing oil, sea lions dying, fish dying, 
muck, oily muck along the shoreline? 
That is Santa Barbara, 1969. We were 
led to believe they stopped drilling al-
together, but they didn’t. They just ap-
proved new drilling, but it is inside the 
3-mile zone. 

Now, Californians are selective, ap-
parently, about their environment. If 
there is money tied to it, well, maybe 
we can drill, if we get all the money, 
but if we don’t get as much of it, we 
won’t drill offshore. That is the kind of 
politics that have gone on today. 

So remember how I started these 
comments a few moments ago? You 
have just driven up to a gas pump, you 
just stuck the nozzle into the tank of 
your SUV, you just cranked out 100 
bucks of regular at about $4.40 a gal-
lon—in California, because of the bou-
tique fuels of the Clean Air Act—and 
you have grown angry because some-
body was ripping you off, and that 
somebody had to be an Exxon or a 
Chevron or a Marathon or someone 
else. But I hope I have been able to sug-
gest to you some additional knowledge: 
That they represent maybe 6 percent of 
world production. It is the 
petropolitics of the world today where 
nearly 90 percent of the known oil and 
the reserves are owned by foreign na-
tions that are sticking it to us, and 
they are sticking it to us today be-
cause of our own interesting greed, be-
cause we grew luxuriously fat on cheap 
energy and we developed cars that take 
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a lot. Now that we can’t fill them for 20 
bucks and it is costing us 100 bucks, we 
are angry and we want to blame some-
body. Blame Saudi Arabia, blame Ven-
ezuela. But how about blaming us here 
in the Congress, because some of us 
have tried, but the body politic of 
America denied that we should touch 
our own reserves, develop our own oil, 
and that we should become dependent 
upon someone else. 

So we have legislation on the floor 
today that doesn’t help that. It creates, 
in fact, greater dependency. It doesn’t 
move us forward to develop those 
known reserves. It doesn’t allow us to 
do the geological exploration in the 
deep waters of the Outer Continental 
Shelf with the new technologies, in 
which we will find much more oil than 
we know is there. 

America, blame your Congress— 
blame your friendly Congressman or 
your friendly Senator. Ask them how 
they voted. Ask them how they are 
going to vote on ANWR, on Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, on new development, on 
new refinery capacity. Oil is not the 
answer for 50 years from now, but oil is 
the bridge that gets us from where we 
are to where we need to be with new 
technologies. But our lack of foresight, 
our rush to be green, and our rush to 
deny the realities of the marketplace 
has produced the problems we have 
today, and there are people to blame. 
We ought to start right here with a 
Congress that would not listen. 

But year after year, while I and oth-
ers brought ANWR to the floor for a 
vote, and while we tried to get into the 
Outer Continental Shelf, politically, it 
was simply an unpopular thing to do, 
because some would say this would be 
the picture. Fellow Senators, this pic-
ture I display on the Senate floor is a 
picture of the past. This is of 1969 
Santa Barbara. From that day forward, 
we began to apply technology to drill 
heads, to drill rigs, through our capa-
bility and talent. When Katrina hit the 
gulf and hit the coastline of Louisiana, 
parts of Alabama, Mississippi, and 
Florida, offshore, not one drop was 
spilled. Thousands of wells were shut 
down. Rigs were sent adrift. But what 
is depicted in this picture did not 
occur. This will not occur again be-
cause of the triple safety devices and 
all of the kinds of things that have 
been incorporated as a result of this. 

So California today drills happily 
away within the 3-mile zone, because 
they get 100 percent. But outside the 3- 
mile zone, no, no, no, can’t touch, 
might hurt the environment. Shame on 
us. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SALAZAR). The Senator from Missouri 
is recognized. 

INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEE PHASE II REPORT 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, with some 

reluctance, I come to the floor today to 
continue the discussions that were 
begun this morning about the Intel-
ligence Committee’s report that comes 
out today, called phase II. 

I am somewhat embarrassed to have 
to highlight the partisan divisions and 
sloppy work of the Intelligence Com-
mittee that was discussed here. Back 
in July of 2004, the Intelligence Com-
mittee completed an exhaustive 2-year 
study of the inadequacies of the intel-
ligence pre-Iraq war. We looked at it. 
We had hundreds of interviews, brought 
people in, and looked at all of the docu-
ments. Our staff analyzed all of these 
items and interviewed people. We came 
to the conclusion that, despite what 
some people had said, the intelligence 
prior to the Iraq war was flawed. It 
wasn’t a question of the administration 
pressuring analysts or the administra-
tion misusing intelligence. Those 
charges were made and they were very 
volatile. They were all dismissed be-
cause the intelligence was bad. We 
passed the bill out of committee unani-
mously. It was a true bipartisan work. 
It stands as a monument to what effec-
tive oversight could and should be. It 
helped reform the intelligence commu-
nity, to make it better and improve the 
tradecraft of the analysts, and to in-
spire more working together. 

But today we have regressed signifi-
cantly. What came out today as the 
phase II reports were, regrettably, 
highly partisan. When I became vice 
chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, I had hopes we would be able to 
put behind us the corrosive atmosphere 
of partisanship that had taken over in 
the committee in previous years. I rec-
ommended that we work together on 
phase II to bring it to an end, because 
most of the work had been done in 2006. 
The minority asked for extensive anal-
ysis and collation and collaboration, 
and they prepared that. But the offer 
was rejected by the chairman. 

Instead, two reports were written 
solely by Democratic staffers. No mi-
nority staffers participated in the writ-
ing of the report. They were shut out, 
unlike work on the phase I effort. It is 
an unfortunate example of partisanship 
being alive and well on the committee. 

The report released today is an at-
tempt to score election year points. I 
would have thought we would quit 
fighting the 2004 election, but appar-
ently we have not. It violates the com-
mittee’s nonpartisan principles and re-
jects the conclusions unanimously 
reached in previous reports. 

I think it is ironic that the majority 
would knowingly distort and misrepre-
sent the committee’s prior phase I find-
ings in an effort to prove that the ad-
ministration distorted and mischaract-
erized the intelligence. In contrast, as I 
said, the phase I report of July 2004 
concluded that most of the key judg-
ments in that NIE, National Intel-
ligence Estimate, on Iraq’s WMD pro-
grams either overstated or were not 
supported by the underlying intel-
ligence. And the committee found that 
the Intelligence Committee failed to 
explain to policymakers the uncertain-
ties behind the judgment. The report 
made it clear that flawed intelligence— 
not administration deception—was the 

basis for policymaker statements and 
decisions. 

Despite the Democrats’ political the-
ater on the floor today, none of the 
facts in the phase II majority reports 
released today change that conclusion. 
There is no evidence in the information 
brought up today that changes the con-
clusions of the phase I bipartisan 15-to- 
0 vote. 

Now, the reports that came out today 
ignore the fact that many in Con-
gress—Republicans and Democrats—ex-
amined the same intelligence as the 
Bush administration, and they, too, 
characterized Iraq as a growing and 
dangerous threat to the United States. 

The public report is replete with ex-
amples of statements by the current 
chairman and by other Democrats. Let 
me report what was said by the current 
chairman. 

October 10, 2002: 
There is unmistakable evidence that Sad-

dam Hussein is working aggressively to de-
velop nuclear weapons and will likely have 
nuclear weapons within the next 5 years. He 
could have it earlier if he is able to obtain 
fissile materials on the outside market, 
which is possible—difficult but possible. We 
also should remember we have always under-
estimated the progress that Saddam Hussein 
has been able to make in the development of 
weapons of mass destruction. 

He said this also: 
Saddam Hussein represents a grave threat 

to the United States. 

Further on in the statement, he said 
on October 10, 2002: 

The President has rightly called Saddam 
Hussein’s efforts to develop weapons of mass 
destruction a grave and gathering threat to 
Americans. The global community has tried, 
but has failed, to address that threat over 
the past decade. I have come to the inescap-
able conclusion that the threat posed to 
America by Saddam’s weapons of mass de-
struction is so serious that despite the 
risks—and we should not minimize the 
risks—we must authorize the President to 
take the necessary steps to deal with that 
threat. . . . There has been some debate over 
how ‘‘imminent’’ a threat Iraq poses. I do be-
lieve Iraq poses an imminent threat. I also 
believe after September 11, that question is 
increasingly outdated. It is in the nature of 
these weapons that he has and the way they 
are targeted against civilian populations, 
that documented capability and dem-
onstrated intent may be the only warning we 
get. To insist on further evidence could put 
some of our fellow Americans at risk. Can we 
afford to take that chance? I do not think we 
can. 

Those were the statements he made 
on the Senate floor. Frankly, I said 
many of the same things, because he 
was looking at the same intelligence I 
was, the majority of this body was 
looking at, and the executive branch 
was looking at when they made the dis-
tinction. We decided to support the 
President to move forward. The intel-
ligence was often flawed, but that was 
the intelligence we had at the time. 

The report we have today was drafted 
entirely by the majority. The minority 
was entirely cut out of the process. 
Even with the majority-only drafted 
report, the twisted statements of pol-
icymakers cherry-picks intelligence 
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and validates what we have been say-
ing for years—that the intelligence was 
flawed. 

No. 2, the statements report excludes 
intelligence, including instances in 
which the committee knew that policy-
makers’ statements were fact checked 
and approved by the IC. For example, 
the report does not explain that the 
speech of Secretary of State Powell 
was not only checked and rechecked by 
the IC, but that the first draft of the 
speech was actually written by the 
CIA. This original draft included text 
that the majority report claims was 
‘‘unsubstantiated.’’ 

The report does not review any state-
ments of Democrats. 

The report distorts the words of pol-
icymakers to help make the majority’s 
case. 

The majority didn’t even seek to 
interview those whom they accuse of 
making unsubstantiated statements. 

There is a second report, the Rome 
report, which was totally outside the 
scope of the committee’s authoriza-
tion. The committee said we will look 
at the Office of Special Plans and the 
PCTEG in the Defense Department, 
with reference to Iraq. The report they 
put out today has nothing to do with 
Iraq. It is about an Iranian talking 
about Iran. The people whom they were 
talking to were not members of the Of-
fice of Special Plans or the PCTEG. It 
was not an intelligence operation. The 
United States had been contacted by 
somebody who wanted to speak to 
somebody other than the CIA about in-
formation he had in Iran. It was found 
not to be trustworthy or useful, and 
the National Security Adviser dis-
missed it and said it requires no fur-
ther proceeding. 

We wasted time, we wasted valuable 
effort, and we got nothing for it. 

I regret to say this has injected par-
tisan politics and does this committee 
and this body no useful purpose. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader is recognized. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3036 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
notified the other side that I am going 
to propound a unanimous consent re-
quest to which I think they will object. 
I didn’t want to blindside them. I don’t 
know who on the other side is avail-
able. 

I see both leaders here. Therefore, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate resume consideration of S. 3036, the 
Lieberman-Warner climate change bill; 
that the motion to commit be with-
drawn and the pending amendment be 
temporarily set aside so that I may 
offer an amendment related to gas 
prices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I think it is pretty 
clear what the picture is here. After 
trying everything that we could to 
have a regular debate on this bill, we 
were turned away at every point. 

My memory goes back to yesterday, 
with the unusual, untoward request 
and objection that we not be allowed to 
waive the reading of almost a 500-page 
amendment. So we spent all day yes-
terday doing that. I think if my friend 
is interested in doing something about 
gas prices, that opportunity will come 
quickly, because we are going to have 
to vote Tuesday morning on gas prices. 
It is a very direct, concise debate on 
gas prices. I hope we will get support 
from the Republicans on that issue. 

It would seem to me, if they are in-
terested in doing something about gas 
prices, they would vote cloture on that. 
If they wish to offer amendments, that 
is the fine. But with all due respect to 
my friend, who objected to even com-
mittees meeting today—committees 
meeting today—in addition to having 
the amendment read—— 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Is this an objection or a speech? 

Mr. REID. It is both. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has reserved his right to object. 
Mr. REID. And I object, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator wish for the regular order? 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I believe I have 

the floor, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader does have the floor. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I take no pleasure 

in cutting off my friend, the majority 
leader. I have the floor, and I pro-
pounded a unanimous consent request 
to which he objects, which is, of course, 
his right. 

Let me make some observations 
about the amendment I would have of-
fered had I been permitted to. 

My good friend, the majority leader, 
was complaining about the reading of 
the amendment yesterday. I remind 
him it did not take nearly as much of 
the Senate’s time as his reading pas-
sages from his own book back in 2003, 
which took up to 9 hours of the Sen-
ate’s time, that, too, to make a point 
about the way judicial confirmations 
were being handled. So it is certainly 
not unprecedented for Members of the 
body—not the majority leader, not my-
self—trying to make points with regard 
to the displeasure, if you will, in the 
handling of judicial appointments. 

With regard to the amendment I 
would like to have offered, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the amendment so people will 
know what I would have offered had I 
been allowed to. 

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

On page 161, between lines 6 and 7, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 530. ACTION UPON HIGHER GASOLINE 

PRICES CAUSED BY THIS ACT. 
(a) DETERMINATION OF HIGHER GASOLINE 

PRICES CAUSED BY THIS ACT.—Not less than 
annually, the Secretary of Energy, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Transpor-
tation and the Administrator, shall deter-
mine whether implementation of this Act 
has caused the average retail price of gaso-

line to increase since the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(b) ADMINISTRATOR ACTION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act, 
upon a determination under subsection (a) of 
higher gasoline prices caused by this Act, 
the Administrator shall suspend such provi-
sions of this Act as the Administrator deter-
mines are necessary until implementation of 
the provisions no longer causes a gasoline 
price increase. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ob-
viously, I am disappointed that the ma-
jority has objected to allowing this 
amendment to become pending. Earlier 
today, the assistant majority leader 
said we should be voting on amend-
ments. I actually couldn’t agree more. 
In a week in which gas prices have 
climbed to an all-time high, the Demo-
cratic majority in the Senate is push-
ing legislation that would send them 
up, at the very least, another 53 cents 
a gallon. 

Since the majority took over Con-
gress 17 months ago, gas prices have 
gone up $1.66 a gallon. Since the begin-
ning of this year alone, gas prices have 
gone up nearly a dollar—82 cents. 
Today, AAA reported a new record- 
high average gas price nationwide of 
$3.99 a gallon. All of this is hurting 
families, workers, truckers, farmers—it 
is hurting literally everyone. Yet the 
majority has nothing to say about it. It 
has done nothing, actually worse than 
nothing. It has repeatedly blocked ef-
forts to increase production of Amer-
ican energy at home, as recently as 
last month, when 48 Democratic Sen-
ators voted against the American En-
ergy Production Act. 

Now, at the beginning of the summer 
driving season, it offers a bill that 
would send gas prices up another 53 
cents a gallon, for goodness’ sake. Peo-
ple in the Commonwealth of Kentucky 
are paying, on average, $3.92 a gallon 
this week. They want to know what in 
the world is going on around here. I am 
telling them to take a look at what is 
going on here this very week. I am ask-
ing the same question they are: Why on 
Earth are we considering a bill that 
would raise gas prices even higher— 
even higher—than they already are? 

Our friends on the other side have no 
serious plan for lowering gas prices. In-
deed, they seem intent on raising them 
even higher, which is why I have tried 
offering this amendment as a sort of 
emergency brake on the majority. 

This amendment says that if the 
Boxer climate tax bill does, in effect, 
increase gas prices, its provisions shall 
be suspended. 

Let me say that again. This amend-
ment I had hoped to be able to offer 
and get pending and voted on simply 
says, in fact, if the Boxer climate tax 
bill does, in fact, increase gas prices, 
its provisions shall be suspended. Turn 
them off and take a time out. 

Earlier this week, the junior Senator 
from Connecticut said the Boxer bill 
would reduce gas prices. His contention 
runs counter to every analysis of the 
bill of which I am aware. But if he is 
right—if he is right—if the Boxer cli-
mate tax bill actually reduces gas 
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prices, then there is no reason not to 
support my amendment because my 
amendment would not go into effect— 
if, in fact, the underlying bill is going 
to reduce gas prices. 

If the Senator from Connecticut is 
right, then my amendment would not 
have any effect on the cap-and-trade 
system outlined in this bill because, of 
course, gas prices would not be in-
creased by the operation of the bill. If 
he is wrong, my amendment will pro-
tect those who are suffering today from 
the high price of gasoline. 

We should have an opportunity to 
ask Senators where they stand. Do 
they believe, as I do, that gas prices 
are high enough already or do they be-
lieve, as the sponsors of this bill do, 
that gas prices should rise even higher? 
What are they afraid of? Let’s have 
votes on these amendments. This is the 
kind of bill, as I have said repeatedly, 
normally in the Senate would have 
been on the floor for weeks. This is a 
big, complicated bill, described by my 
friend and colleague, the majority 
leader, as the most important matter 
for the planet. I think we would all 
agree that is a big deal. 

If this issue is the most important 
issue confronting the planet, then it is 
worth more than a few days. If we 
spent 5 weeks and considered 180 
amendments and processed 130 of them 
on the clean air bill in 1990, this bill is 
certainly worth a multiweek, multi-
faceted debate and consideration of 
amendments without preclearance on 
both sides. 

What has evolved in the course of the 
last year and a half is the only way you 
get to offer an amendment around here 
is if the other side agrees to let you. 
The majority leader and I have been 
around the Senate long enough to re-
member when that was not the way 
you operated on major bills. We were 
both here in 1990, when Senator Mitch-
ell was the majority leader. The Demo-
crats controlled the House, controlled 
the Senate, and there was a Republican 
in the White House. We were trying to 
do a clean air bill. We spent 5 weeks on 
it, considered 180 amendments, passed 
130 of them. Nobody was asking permis-
sion to offer an amendment. It was a 
freewheeling, wide-ranging, wide-open 
debate on an important issue at that 
time. 

This strikes me as very similar in na-
ture to that, and I don’t know why we 
are afraid to spend time on this bill, 
why we are afraid to have amendments 
on it. My goodness, filling the tree, fil-
ing cloture—it strikes me my good 
friend, the majority leader, doesn’t 
want anybody to vote on any of the 
amendments. We wish to go through a 
kind of 1-week, check-the-box exercise 
and move on. If this is, indeed, the 
most important issue confronting the 
planet, why are we not spending time 
on it? 

So I would have liked to have had a 
chance to vote on that amendment. It 
strikes me that if the position of the 
majority is this bill will not raise gas 

prices, there would be no particular 
reason not to adopt it because, at the 
end of the day, it wouldn’t become op-
erative unless gas prices went up. GAO 
thinks gas prices will go up 53 cents a 
gallon. I hope this bill doesn’t pass, but 
if it does, I hope they are wrong and 
that the Senator from California is 
right. In any event, as a good hedge 
against further raising gas prices on 
American consumers, it struck me that 
the McConnell amendment would be a 
good way to go. 

I regret it will not be possible to offer 
that amendment. It would have been 
good for the Senate to have considered 
and to have voted on this amendment. 
But apparently that will not be the 
case today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, look at this 

picture: My friend is complaining 
about judges. They did this yesterday 
because of judges. I gave a speech 7, 8 
years ago that lasted 9 hours, so they 
can now say that is fine, these many 
years later, we are going to force them 
to read a bill. 

Keep in mind, all you people who are 
watching, we have the lowest rate in 
decades, some 30 years, of vacancies in 
the Federal judiciary. Is it an emer-
gency? Of course not. These lifetime 
appointments make far more money 
than the average American. 

This judges issue they put into this 
global warming debate is a diversion. 
President Bush doesn’t acknowledge 
global warming exists, so it is obvious 
he is not concerned about global warm-
ing. 

I so admire a few valiant souls, led by 
Senator WARNER, on the other side who 
do believe it is a critical issue. I appre-
ciate their vigilance and their courage 
for coming forward and supporting us 
in trying to do something about global 
warming. 

My friend, the Republican leader, is 
talking about gas prices having gone 
up while we have been in control of the 
Senate for less than 18 months. The 
President of the United States has been 
in power for 71⁄2 years. Gas prices have 
gone up 250 percent. Gas prices, since 
the first of the year, have gone up 82 
cents. 

This whole argument objecting to 
committees meeting—when the Repub-
licans were in power, there was not 
much going on with the committees, 
no oversight. We are having a little 
oversight. Maybe that is why they 
don’t want us to do the committee 
hearings. 

This whole issue dealing with global 
warming—we have a memo of theirs 
saying they are going to play political 
games—the whole issue relating to this 
reminds me of the old-time story where 
a person kills his parents and then 
seeks the mercy of the court because 
he is an orphan. That is what they are 
doing. 

This argument is so transparent. 
After not having allowed us to do any-

thing on this bill, they suddenly walk 
out here and say: We have something 
we would like to amend. 

We have tried. We have tried. We 
have a cloture vote set on this issue. 
We are going to do it in the morning, 
to allow us to go forward and debate 
some amendments. We will see what 
happens on that vote. 

The American people understand 
what the Republican minority has done 
to the Senate and to our country. It 
has even spilled over into the House of 
Representatives in three special elec-
tions. The former Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the man Speaker 
PELOSI replaced, in a heavily Repub-
lican district in the State of Illinois, 
that district went Democratic. Why? 
Because of this going on. 

In Louisiana, a House seat that had 
been Republican for many years, the 
Democrats won that seat in a special 
election. In Mississippi, they appointed 
a Senator to take Senator Lott’s spot. 
There was a vacancy. A Democrat won 
that. It is going to continue. The 
American people see this picture. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
with respect to the judges issue—we 
are getting things kind of mixed in to-
gether—with respect to the judges 
issue, it was viewed with incredulity 
the suggestion that somehow reading 
the amendment yesterday was without 
precedent. My good friend clearly re-
members his reading his own book on 
the floor of the Senate. According to 
Senate records, it was nearly 9 straight 
hours, longer than it took to read the 
amendment yesterday. Interestingly 
enough, it had nothing to do with 
judges. At least reading the amend-
ment yesterday was a way to learn 
about the Boxer substitute, since we 
had gotten it about 15 minutes before 
it was offered. 

The fundamental issue on judges is 
keeping your word around here. Let’s 
not obscure the point. The funda-
mental issue about judges is, Are you 
going to keep your word? 

At the beginning of this Congress, 
the majority leader and I agreed we 
would achieve, working together, the 
average number of circuit judges of 
each of the last three Presidents, each 
of whom, to their regret, ended their 
terms with the opposition party in the 
majority. It was not contingent on va-
cancy rate. There was no discussion of 
vacancy rate. It didn’t have anything 
to do with anything other than a nu-
merical measurement of success. 

When it became clear several months 
ago that there was no serious effort 
being made to keep that commitment, 
we had a conflict here on the floor 
about another bill. In connection with 
settling that dispute, the majority 
leader committed to me that we would 
do three circuit judges before Memorial 
Day toward the goal he and I had 
agreed on earlier. We did one. We did 
one. 
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The only way this institution can 

function is that when we give our word, 
we ought to keep it. 

Now, on a separate track, last night, 
in connection with a nominations 
package, the commitment was made to 
do three district court judges within 
the next week who are on the calendar 
right now and have been on the cal-
endar since late April. 

So now we have two commitments 
extant here. We have the commitment 
at the beginning—well, three actually: 
the commitment at the beginning of 
the Congress to reach the average for 
each of the last three Presidents, which 
would have been 17; then we had the 
commitment to do three prior to Me-
morial Day, only one of which was 
done; and now last night, in conjunc-
tion with a nominations package, we 
had a commitment to confirm three 
district court judges who have been on 
the calendar here in the Senate since 
late April. And these are typically not 
even controversial. The chair of the Ju-
diciary Committee was on the floor at 
the time. So we will see if that com-
mitment is to be kept. 

So that is what this is about, Mr. 
President. It is about keeping your 
word here in the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I un-

derstand that the order gave a period 
from 2 to 3 to the Senator from Vir-
ginia, the Senator from California, and 
the Senator from Connecticut. Am I 
correct on that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WARNER. Recognizing that our 
leadership had important matters to 
bring to the attention of the body and 
that 15 minutes of that time was con-
sumed in that series of important mes-
sages, I ask unanimous consent now 
that the entire calendar of scheduled 
speeches and so forth be moved ahead 
15 minutes to restore our time and 
thereby extend time. 

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

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Presiding 
Officer, and I thank my colleagues. 

Mr. President, I wish once again to 
express my appreciation to the chair-
man, Chairman BOXER, and my col-
league, Senator LIEBERMAN, in the long 
voyage we have had. Senator 
LIEBERMAN and I have been working on 
this for nearly a year, the climate 
change bill and the security bill, as we 
call it, and then our chairman eventu-
ally joined and the committee acted 
and the rest is history. 

I look upon this as being a very sub-
stantial contribution to this con-
tinuing debate on this very perplexing 
but essential subject to be continu-
ously watched here in the United 
States of America, and the next Con-
gress will take it up, and I think we 
will have laid a foundation for the fu-
ture work of the next President and 

the next Congress—an important foun-
dation. I wish we would have had more 
debate, but I will not get into the poli-
tics of what happened. It is clear to all. 
But I will say that in the brief period 
we were on the bill, for example, I did 
not hear any really substantial debate 
contesting the fundamental question: 
Is there adequate science to support— 
to support—the action by the Congress 
of the United States and then hopefully 
the President of the United States to 
address this issue? That seems to me to 
be put aside now. 

I think we can deduce from this lim-
ited debate we have had that each and 
every Member of this Chamber is genu-
inely concerned to some degree about 
the effects of the erratic changes in our 
climate, in our weather, with the 
droughts and the floods, the tornadoes, 
and these other unexplainable vari-
ations in the historical—I repeat, the 
historical—benchmarks of these weath-
er occurrences. So we are moving for-
ward, and that was a very important 
building stone. 

This morning, the chairman and the 
Senator from Connecticut and, indeed, 
the Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. 
KERRY—the four of us joined to intro-
duce two very fine, distinguished, re-
tired four star officers—one a general 
and one an admiral. They are a part of 
a team of 11 members. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
names of all the members of the Mili-
tary Advisory Board to the Center for 
Naval Analysis, a national and inter-
nationally recognized organization 
which deals in a nonpolitical way on 
issues. They put together a very com-
prehensive report about the national 
security implications from global cli-
mate change. 

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

THE MILITARY ADVISORY BOARD 
General Gordon R. Sullivan, USA (Ret.), 

Former Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; Chairman, 
Military Advisory Board. 

Admiral Frank ‘‘Skip’’ Bowman, USN 
(Ret.), Former Director, Naval Nuclear Pro-
pulsion Program; Former Deputy Adminis-
trator-Naval Reactors, National Nuclear Se-
curity Administration. 

Lieutenant General Lawrence P. Farrell 
Jr., USAF (Ret.), Former Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Plans and Programs, Headquarters 
U.S. Air Force. 

Vice Admiral Paul G. Gaffney II, USN 
(Ret.), Former President, National Defense 
University; Former Chief of Naval Research 
and Commander, Navy Meteorology and 
Oceanography Command. 

General Paul J. Kern, USA (Ret.), Former 
Commanding General, U.S. Army Materiel 
Command. 

Admiral T. Joseph Lopez, USN (Ret.), 
Former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Naval 
Forces Europe and of Allied Forces, South-
ern Europe. 

Admiral Donald L. ‘‘Don’’ Pilling, USN 
(Ret.), Former Vice Chief of Naval Oper-
ations. 

Admiral Joseph W. Prueher, USN (Ret.), 
Former Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Pa-
cific Command (PACOM) and Former U.S. 
Ambassador to China. 

Vice Admiral Richard H. Truly, USN 
(Ret.), Former NASA Administrator, Shuttle 
Astronaut and the first Commander of the 
Naval Space Command. 

General Charles F. ‘‘Chuck’’ Wald, USAF 
(Ret.), Former Deputy Commander, Head-
quarters U.S. European Command 
(USEUCOM). 

General Anthony C. ‘‘Tony’’ Zinni, USMC 
(Ret.), Former Commander-in-Chief of U.S. 
Central Command (CENTCOM). 

Sherri W. Goodman, Executive Director, 
Military Advisory Board, The CNA Corpora-
tion. 

STUDY TEAM 
David M. Catarious Jr. 
Ronald Filadelfo. 
Henry Gaffney. 
Sean Maybee. 
Thomas Morehouse. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
read first from the statement, and then 
I will insert the full statement of Gen-
eral Sullivan in the RECORD. 

General Sullivan has had a 50-year 
career, in one way or another—on Ac-
tive Duty or continuously working— 
with the U.S. Army. I have known him 
a long time. I remember him coming to 
testify before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee many times in his ca-
pacity as the Chief of Staff of the 
Army. He stated as follows: 

Having said this, I admit I came to the Ad-
visory Board as a skeptic and I’m not sure 
some of the others didn’t as well. After we 
listened to leaders of the scientific, business, 
and governmental communities, both I and 
my colleagues came to agree that global cli-
mate change is and will be a significant 
threat to our national security. The poten-
tial destabilizing impacts of global climate 
change include reduced access to fresh water, 
impaired food production, health issues, es-
pecially from vector and food-borne diseases, 
and land loss, flooding and so forth, and the 
displacement of major portions of popu-
lations. And overall, we view these phe-
nomena as related to failed states, growth of 
terrorism, mass migrations, and greater re-
gional and inter-regional instability. 

This is a totally pure, nonpolitical 
assessment of this problem. 

How I wish we would have had the op-
portunity to have had further debate, 
at which time we could have brought 
forth other testimony of members of 
this panel and addressed the security 
issues. Those were the issues that drew 
me, this humble Senator, to partici-
pate and to devote basically a year of 
my career with my good friend from 
Connecticut, both of us members of the 
Armed Services Committee. It is be-
cause of the national security implica-
tions. 

I would like to read a bit from the 
testimony of ADM Joe Lopez. Now, I 
have known Joe Lopez ever since he 
was a Navy captain, when I was the 
Secretary of the Navy. He has a re-
markable career. He stated as follows: 

National security involves much more 
than just military strength. National secu-
rity is affected by political, military, cul-
tural, and economic elements. These ele-
ments overlap, to one degree or another, and 
every major issue in the international arena 
contains all of them. And climate change has 
an impact on each of them. This will be par-
ticularly more pronounced in the world’s 
most volatile regions, where environmental 
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and natural resource challenges have added 
greatly to the existing political, economic, 
and cultural tensions. These instabilities 
that already exist will create a fertile 
ground for extremism, and these instabilities 
are likely to be exacerbated by global cli-
mate change. 

Again, there is no politics in this. It 
is a clear statement from a man who 
has devoted over 40 years of his life to 
military service for our country, and 
there are nine others who participated 
in this panel. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
statements of General Sullivan and Ad-
miral Lopez. 

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

GENERAL SULLIVAN 
My name is Gordon Sullivan. I have served 

America as a soldier since 1955. My last duty 
position was as Army Chief of Staff—1991 to 
1995. I retired from active service in 1995 and 
have been president of the Association of the 
United States Army—Army’s professional 
association—since 1998. Thus, I have been in 
or involved with the Army for over 50 years. 

I am here as the chairman of the Military 
Advisory Board for CNA. The Military Advi-
sory Board consists of retired three- and 
four-star flag officers from the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, and Marines. 

We were charged with looking at the 
emerging phenomenon known as global cli-
mate change through the prism of our own 
experience, and specifically looking at the 
national security implications of global cli-
mate change. 

Having said this, I must admit I came to 
the Advisory Board as a skeptic and I am not 
sure some of the others didn’t as well. 

After we listened to leaders of the sci-
entific, business and governmental commu-
nities, both I and my colleagues came to 
agree that global climate change is and will 
be a significant threat to our national secu-
rity. The potential destabilizing impacts of 
global climate change include reduced access 
to fresh water, impaired food production, 
health issues, especially from vector and 
food-borne diseases, and land loss, flooding 
and so forth, and the displacement of major 
populations. And overall, we view these phe-
nomena as related to failed states, growth of 
terrorism, mass migrations, and greater re-
gional and inter-regional instability. 

The findings of the board are: 
First, projected climate change poses a se-

rious threat to America’s national security. 
Potential national threats to the Nation— 
potential threats to the Nation’s security re-
quire careful study and prudent planning. 

Second, climate change acts as a threat 
multiplier for instability in some of the most 
volatile regions of the world. 

Third, projected climate change will add to 
tensions even in stable regions of the world. 

Fourth, climate change, national security 
and energy dependence are a related set of 
global challenges. 

The recommendations of the board are, 
first, that we cannot wait for certainty. In 
this issue, there maybe a lack of certainty 
for some, but there is certainly no lack of 
challenges. And in our view, failing to act 
because a warning isn’t precise would be im-
prudent. 

Second, the United States should commit 
to a stronger national and international role 
to help stabilize climate changes at levels 
which will avoid significant disruption to 
global stability and security, and third, we 
should commit to global partnerships to 
work in that regard. 

Climate change, national security, and en-
ergy dependence are all inter-related. Simply 
hoping that these relationships will remain 
static is simply not acceptable given our 
training and experience as military leaders. 
I think hoping that everything is going to be 
great probably won’t work, at least in our 
view. 

I would say that most of us on the Military 
Advisory Board were in the military service 
of the United States of America for over 30 
years, most of it during the Cold War. High 
levels of catastrophe could have occurred if 
we didn’t invest in military preparedness and 
awareness of the threats we faced. 

In conclusion, you never have 100 percent 
certainty on the battlefield. We never have 
it. If you wait until you have 100 percent cer-
tainty, something terrible is going to hap-
pen. As such, now is the time to act on the 
critical issue of climate change. 

ADMIRAL LOPEZ 
My name is ADM Joe Lopez and my naval 

career has included tours as commander-in- 
chief of U.S. Naval Forces Europe and com-
mander-in-chief, Allied Forces, Southern Eu-
rope from 1996 to 1998. I commanded all U.S. 
and Allied Bosnia Peace Keeping Forces in 
1996; and served as deputy chief of naval op-
erations for resources, warfare requirements 
and assessments in 1994 to 1996. 

National security involves much more 
than just military strength. National secu-
rity is affected by political, military, cul-
tural and economic elements. These ele-
ments overlap, to one degree or another, and 
every major issue in the international arena 
contains all of them. And climate change has 
an impact on each of them. This will be par-
ticularly more pronounced in the world’s 
most volatile regions, where environmental 
and natural resource challenges have added 
greatly to the existing political, economic 
and cultural tensions. The instabilities that 
already exist will create a fertile ground for 
extremism—and these instabilities are likely 
to be exacerbated by global climate change. 

If you look at the Middle East, it has long 
been a tinder box of conflict. The natural en-
vironment of this region is dominated by two 
important natural resources—oil because of 
its abundance, and water because of its scar-
city. Climate change has the potential to ex-
acerbate tensions over water as precipitation 
patterns decrease, projected to decline as 
much 60 percent in some areas. This suggests 
even more trouble in a region of fragile gov-
ernments and infrastructures and historical 
animosities among countries and religious 
groups. 

Another challenge of climate change is 
projected sea level rise. Couple this threat 
with a predicted increase in violent storms 
and the threat to coastal regions is real. Not 
only is this a threat to homeland security as 
a response mechanism, but some of our most 
critical infrastructure for trade, energy and 
defense are located on our coasts. A more 
concrete example of expected sea level rise 
affecting national security and our strategic 
military installations can be seen in low- 
lying islands, such as Diego Garcia, which is 
a critical base of support for our Middle East 
operations. Climate change is a ‘‘threat mul-
tiplier.’’ 

These are a few examples of how the ex-
pected effects of climate change can lead to 
increased stress on populations and in-
creased strife among countries. We believe 
that climate change, national security and 
energy dependence are a related set of global 
challenges. 

With my remaining time, I’d like to make 
three observations: 

The first is to highlight that link between 
climate change and energy security. One can 
describe our current energy supply as finite 

and foreign. Continued dependence on over-
seas fossil fuel energy supplies, and our ad-
diction to them, cause a great loss of lever-
age in the international arena. Ironically, a 
focus on climate change may actually help 
us on this count. We should leverage tech-
nology and extract and exploit our natural 
resources including coal to make it safe and 
environmentally friendly. Nuclear power can 
be exploited. The Navy has been safely doing 
this for years. Key elements of the solution 
set for climate change are the same ones we 
would use to gain energy security. 

Second, this issues is great and the U.S. 
alone cannot solve it. If we in our Nation do 
everything right—assuming we know what is 
right—the hazards of global climate change 
would not be solved. China and India are in-
tegral to the global solution. We must en-
gage them. 

My third point: For military leaders, the 
first responsibility is to fight and win. The 
highest and best form of victory for one’s na-
tion involves meeting the objectives without 
actually having to resort to conflict. It takes 
a great deal of investment, planning, strat-
egy, resources and moral courage. But the 
prevention of conflict is the goal. 

Finally, our security revolves around 
issues that are political, economic, cultural 
and military in nature. We have concluded 
that the potential effects of climate change 
warrant serious national attention. As Gen-
eral Sullivan has mentioned, national secu-
rity and the threat of climate change is real, 
and we can either pay for it now, or pay even 
more for it later. 

Mr. WARNER. So Mr. President, 
there again we have laid another build-
ing block, bringing to the attention of 
the American people their own security 
here at home, their own armed services 
who are called upon to address these 
problems now and in the coming years. 

Now, I have no basis and I will not 
state that the tragic weather change 
that hit Burma and is taking tens upon 
tens of thousands of lives should be put 
in a category now of global climate 
change, but I do point out that, at this 
very moment, we still have ships and 
aircraft and men and women of the 
U.S. Armed Forces offshore ready to 
move in with food and supplies and 
other things. 

Our country, almost alone, is the one 
to which the world turns when there is 
some sort of a crisis, and it is clear 
from the statements of these two pro-
fessionals that many of those crises 
can be generated by these erratic cli-
mate changes. 

Mr. President, I wish to yield the 
floor at this moment to my other col-
leagues, but I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD a series 
of recognitions that the three of us 
want to state with regard to our staffs 
and to a number of organizations that 
have come forward, foremost among 
them the Pew Center—that was the one 
that provided us with magnificent 
books on this—and many others across 
America that came forward to partici-
pate in what we had hoped to be very 
extensive debate on this issue. Never-
theless, they have laid the foundation, 
and they will continue to lay a founda-
tion upon which to build and build, 
until we finally come to grips with a 
framework of the solutions as to how 
this Nation is going to lead and deal 
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with the inevitable consequences of 
these climate changes. 

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

Mr. President, my colleagues and I would 
not be here today were it not for the incred-
ible input and support from other distin-
guished colleagues in the Senate, as well as 
a great deal of organizations and companies 
that helped shape our bill. 

First, I would like to thank our esteemed 
cosponsors of the Climate Security Act: Sen-
ators Dole, Coleman, Collins, Casey, Bill Nel-
son, Cardin, Klobuchar, and Harkin. Their 
critical input made the bill what it was. 

I would like to thank all the members of 
the Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, but in particular, Senators Baucus, 
Carper, Lautenberg, Barrasso and Isakson. 
Without their help at critical junctures of 
the legislative process, we would not have 
moved our bill to this point. 

I would be remiss if I did not recognize my 
dear friends, Senators Bingaman and Spec-
ter, whose bill we borrowed heavily from and 
who highlighted such important issues as 
cost containment and international competi-
tiveness. 

I thank our friends from the Northeast, 
Senators Kerry and Snowe, who had their 
own bill that informed our process and who 
adopted the substitute like it was their own, 
not only cosponsoring the amendment, but 
drumming up support every step of the way. 

I thank my dear friend, Senator Alexander. 
While he doesn’t support our bill, he has con-
tributed eloquently to the debate. 

Before I joined my partner Senator 
Lieberman, he had a different partner. I 
must thank Senator McCain, who has been a 
pioneer on this issue of global climate 
change. 

This effort would not have been possible 
without my partner and dear friend, Senator 
Joe Lieberman, and his fine staff, in par-
ticular: David McIntosh, Joe Goffman, and 
Alex Barron. I must thank Rayanne Bostick, 
who along with Anna Reilly of my staff, 
helped coordinate so many meetings between 
myself and the Senator from Connecticut. 

I must thank our fearless chairman, Sen-
ator Boxer and her staff: Bettina Poirier, 
Erik Olson, Eric Thu. 

I thank the members of my own staff who 
worked tirelessly on this bill: Carter 
Cornick, Chris Yianilos, Chelsea Maxwell, 
John Frierson, Shari Gruenwald, Sandra 
Luff, Tack Richardson, Mary Holloway, 
Hughes Bates, Bronwyn Lance Chester, and 
Jonathan Murphy. 

There were also a number of organizations 
and companies whose input was invaluable 
to our work. The U.S. Climate Action Part-
nership members were critical to our efforts. 
In particular, I highlight: Alcoa, the Pew 
Center on Global Climate Change, Exelon 
Corporation, Florida Power and Light, Gen-
eral Electric, the National Wildlife Federa-
tion, NRG Energy, BP America, DuPont, 
PG&E, and the Environmental Defense Fund. 

In addition, we received valuable advice 
from the Nicholas Institute at Duke Univer-
sity and the National Commission on Energy 
Policy. 

If you were one of the numerous witnesses 
at one of our full committee or sub-
committee hearings, whatever your perspec-
tive was, you informed the debate, and I 
thank you. 

Mr. President, the problem with naming 
those who have helped is that you inadvert-
ently leave someone out. I am eternally 
grateful for all the input we received. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank my friend and colleague 
from Virginia, Senator WARNER. He is 
an extraordinary man and a great Sen-
ator, and we are going to miss him. I 
wish I could convince him to run again, 
but I think it is a little late, probably 
past the filing dates. But he has been 
an extraordinary leader in so many 
ways, particularly on matters of na-
tional security. 

We first worked together when we co-
sponsored the resolution authorizing 
President Bush 41 to go into the gulf 
war in 1991. We served together on the 
Armed Services Committee. I have 
never met a more patriotic American, 
a more honorable man, and it meant 
everything to this whole effort when 
Senator WARNER decided he wanted to 
be part of the solution to the climate 
change problem. 

I often tease him—but it shows the 
strength of this man—that on the two 
times Senator MCCAIN and I introduced 
an amendment on the floor to do some-
thing about global warming, Senator 
WARNER voted against it. And I was 
with him one day when somebody in 
the media said: Why did you change 
your mind? And he said: Two words— 
science, grandchildren. That says it all 
about this great man. 

I appreciate what he has just said. 
Nothing has driven JOHN WARNER’s ca-
reer in the Senate and his service to 
America over decades more than his 
commitment to protect our national 
security. And maybe I should add a 
third word—science, grandchildren, na-
tional security—four words—because it 
is his understanding that climate 
change, if we don’t do something about 
it, is going to compromise and threaten 
the national security of the American 
people. 

This conference we did this morning 
with General Sullivan and Admiral 
Lopez I thought was stunning and stir-
ring. These are two people who served 
their country in uniform for decades. 
There was not a lot of rhetoric there, 
just stating the facts. One of them 
said—I forget which one; it might have 
been Admiral Lopez—‘‘The best thing 
you can do if you are a military person 
is to prevent conflict, prevent war.’’ 
They see this legislation as a way to do 
that. 

I hope my colleagues consider that. 
There is so much on the line, with so 
much work that has been done by so 
many people. I am not just talking 
about Senator WARNER and myself and 
Chairman BOXER, who made all the dif-
ference in her leadership. Our staffs, so 
many people outside the Senate—envi-
ronmentalists, business leaders, labor 
leaders, hunters, anglers, leaders in the 
faith community—representing the 
public will of the American people, 
asking us to do something to protect 
them from global warming and its 
worst consequences. 

The bill we brought forth, the Cli-
mate Security Act, none of us will say 
it is perfect. Of course, it is not. I don’t 
ever remember voting for a perfect 
piece of legislation. But it is very good. 
It creates a framework, a structure 
that will allow our country to begin a 
decades-long effort. This will go dec-
ades and decades to solve this problem. 
Future Congresses will come back and 
fix this where it didn’t quite work out 
the way we hoped. We have a lot of 
mechanisms in here, which we have de-
scribed earlier, to create fail-safes to 
protect our economy, our environment, 
our national security. 

With all that on the line, I have to 
say it is disappointing and frustrating 
that parliamentary maneuvers and 
concerns about something totally irrel-
evant to this once-in-a-career, once-in- 
a-lifetime opportunity to do something 
to deal with this extraordinary chal-
lenge for our future—that those kinds 
of irrelevant issues are standing in the 
way, potentially, of a full debate on 
this matter. 

Tomorrow morning we come to a real 
turn in the road. I think the question is 
not whether you think this is a perfect 
bill but whether you think it is a real 
good-faith effort to deal with the prob-
lem of climate change and whether you 
want to say, by your vote, that you be-
lieve climate change is a real problem 
and a real threat to our future and you 
want to be part of a solution to the 
problem. 

Some of my colleagues have said to 
me today, I wish to be part of the solu-
tion to the problem, but I am now 
blocked from offering amendments. I 
always said I would vote for the bill if 
certain amendments were adopted. 

That is not literally true. The fact is, 
as is the regular order in the Senate, if 
you filed your amendment, as every-
body was duly notified, by 1 p.m. 
today, and cloture is granted tomor-
row, that amendment will be fully de-
bated next week and in the days ahead. 

But this is a moment to say the Sen-
ate is prepared, if not this year then 
soon, to deal with this very real threat 
to our environment, our economy, and 
our national security. 

What is the rush, some people may 
say. Let me quote first from a study by 
the Environmental Defense Fund that 
has found that each 2-year delay in 
starting emissions reductions doubles 
the annual rate at which we will need 
to reduce emissions by 2020 in order to 
ward off a global catastrophe. Because 
of the way the climate responds to the 
buildup of greenhouse gases, these 
gases stay trapped in the atmosphere. 
That is the whole problem. Then the 
heat from the Earth, as it bounces up, 
cannot go anywhere and it stays there 
and you have the greenhouse effect 
that is clearly warming the planet. 

The truth is, our children and our 
grandchildren are already going to 
face, inevitably, consequences of global 
warming. What we are talking about 
now is beginning to reduce the green-
house gases, the carbon pollution that 
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causes the globe to warm, so the con-
sequences that we, our children, our 
grandchildren and succeeding genera-
tions of Americans and people all over 
the world face are not disastrous or 
catastrophic, because that is totally 
within the realm of the possible. Many 
scientists say it is not only possible, it 
is probable, if we do not do anything 
soon. So the longer we wait to start re-
ducing this carbon pollution that is 
trapped up there, the more sharply we 
will need to reduce them in order to 
stay within our emissions budget, you 
might say. 

Let me add, we have received an 
analysis from an economic modeling 
firm called On Location. They used the 
model of the Energy Information Ad-
ministration of the Department of En-
ergy of the Bush administration on our 
Climate Security Act. Their analysis 
asks one simple question: What would 
happen if we wait 10 years to enact the 
exact same policies that are involved 
in the Climate Security Act, the exact 
same bill, to achieve the same cumu-
lative emissions reductions scientists 
say are required to protect the cli-
mate? The results are striking, unset-
tling, and I hope motivating for quick 
action. 

Here is what this economic modeling 
firm found: That waiting 10 years to 
start on emissions reductions increases 
the cost of emissions allowances by 15 
percent. Listen to this: It doubles the 
overall cost of global warming to our 
economy. 

Whatever my colleagues are trying to 
say about the cost of this innovation- 
driving, market-based entrepreneurial 
incentive policy, are they prepared to 
double that number through delay? Are 
they prepared to saddle the American 
economy and our progeny with the bur-
den of increasingly severe and essen-
tially irreversible climate impacts? 

Finally, I wish to draw the attention 
of my colleagues to this graph, this 
chart, this description of what is hap-
pening. In previous debates, we have 
referred to the summer Arctic ice, the 
polar icecap. When we started in our 
interest in whether there was global 
warming and what its consequences 
might be and whether we should do 
something about it, that was in the 
late 1980s and early 1990s. Then-Senator 
Al Gore, I think, held some of the first 
hearings on this subject in 1988. Sen-
ator KERRY was involved at the time 
and shortly thereafter. We had to use 
computer models of projections the 
way the weather was going to go to see 
what was happening and what might 
happen if we allowed the globe to 
warm. But we now have technology, 
satellite pictures, and real evidence to 
show us what impact global warming is 
having. It is not a theory anymore, it 
is not a computer model anymore. 

In earlier debates, these satellite pic-
tures—this is from 2001—were used. 
Here is the North Pole at the green 
spot. The red line on the outside is 
where the polar icecap was in 1979. The 
white here is where the polar icecap 

was in satellite pictures taken in 2003. 
It is 20 percent less than it was in 
1979—20 percent of the polar icecaps in 
2003 had already melted away. 

If that doesn’t begin to stir your con-
cerns enough about what is happening, 
go over here to the 2007 satellite pic-
ture. Again, the exterior red line is 
where the polar icecaps were in 1979. 
Look at this. In 5—well, 4 years but 
let’s say 5 because there are parts of 
those 2 years—in 5 years, the polar ice-
cap has melted away to the point 
where it is 40 percent less now than 
what it was in 1979. In 2003, it had lost 
20 percent; in 2007, it has lost 40 per-
cent. 

I asked the scientific fellow in my of-
fice, Alex Barron—I wish to give him 
credit. I said: So this is now raising the 
sea levels? He said no. He taught me a 
lesson. I was one of those who at col-
lege took a course called Science for 
Nonscience Majors, so I am still learn-
ing. 

He said: No, the ice melts as if it was 
ice in a glass—it sits as if it was ice in 
a glass. It has air in it, and when it ul-
timately melts, because the water is 
warming, the total amount of water 
will be about the same because this ice 
is all in the water, the polar icecap is 
in the water. 

But here are two things. One is, the 
fact that the icecap is melting obvi-
ously shows something is happening 
there, that the warmth is causing it to 
melt. But here is the danger. Here is 
Greenland. There the ice is on land, it 
is not in the water. I have now been 
taught, when the polar icecap dimin-
ishes by 40 percent, the capacity of the 
ice—just like wearing a white shirt—to 
reflect the sunlight and reduce the im-
pact on the temperature diminishes. In 
other words, the water warms and 
warms the entire environment and the 
real danger there is that the ice on 
land, in Greenland, will begin to melt. 
When that begins to melt—which the 
scientists tell us will surely happen un-
less we reduce the amount of carbon 
pollution we are putting into the at-
mosphere—then we are in real danger 
because then sea levels will begin to 
rise—some scientists say with a sud-
denness that will create catastrophic 
results. I do not know that. But I can 
tell you some credible scientists have 
told us that. 

While the Senate fiddles, the globe 
warms. We can have these silly par-
liamentary debates, and we can get 
into side partisan fights about nomina-
tions, but this process is going on and 
getting worse, with potentially cata-
strophic consequences for the United 
States of America and particularly, of 
course, as Greenland would melt, to 
the enormous coastal regions of our 
country. 

There has been a pattern of human 
behavior in America over the last cen-
tury. People are moving to the coasts. 
It is where they want to be. They and 
their lifestyles are going to be threat-
ened in the most consequential way un-
less we do something about that. 

We have come a long way in this 
year. I am not ready to give up about 
the cloture vote tomorrow, but I under-
stand the realities and I urge my col-
leagues, as they consider how to vote 
on it, to see this as your opportunity to 
say—not whether this Climate Secu-
rity Act is a perfect bill but whether 
you, No. 1, accept the reality of global 
warming; No. 2, want to do something 
about it and believe that a cap-and- 
trade system—nobody has come out in 
this debate and offered any other way 
to do it. As a matter of fact, a lot of 
our most severe critics have said cap 
and trade is actually the way to do it, 
but they don’t like this part of the way 
we have done it or that part of the way 
we have done it. We welcome that de-
bate. But this is a moment to say 
whether you want to do something to 
stop this clear and present danger to 
the security of the American people or 
whether you want to continue to fiddle 
while the globe burns. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Nebraska). The Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 34 minutes remaining. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would like to speak 
for about 20 minutes, and then I would 
like to yield up to 10 minutes to Sen-
ator SALAZAR. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Colleagues, let me tell 
you where we are. Your Environment 
and Public Works Committee, for the 
first time, voted out a landmark bill, 
the Lieberman-Warner bill. We did that 
after 25 hearings. We had everyone 
come before us. It was extraordinary. 
From the leading scientists, to State 
government officials, to mayors, to 
business leaders, to folks who run utili-
ties, to religious leaders, it was ex-
traordinary—environmental organiza-
tions. 

We listened and we asked questions 
and we voted. Now, the day that Sen-
ator WARNER decided he believed part 
of his legacy on national security had 
to include global warming, he stepped 
out and he came to me, after he had al-
ready talked to Senator LIEBERMAN, 
and said: I want to be on this team. He 
said: I will be with you through thick 
and thin. 

We have had thick and we have had 
thin. We have had great moments and 
tough moments. And we are kind of in 
a tough moment now because we so 
want to complete work on this bill. It 
is going to be a very tough road for us 
to be able to do that. 

I went over to my friend, Senator 
WARNER, and I told him, first of all, 
what a joy it has been to work with 
him on this because our lives in the 
Senate have kind of taken us in dif-
ferent directions. But now, we finally 
had a chance to work together. You 
could not have a better colleague. You 
could not have a more loyal friend. 
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When he says something, he sticks 
with it. 

We have created this troika, a 
tripartisan troika, which I think has 
been a very good experience for all of 
us. I told him, because he has several 
months remaining in the Senate, that 
when he leaves, I hope he will become 
a worldwide spokesperson for action in 
this area. 

There are very few people who bring 
to the table the national security expe-
rience and his new knowledge now that 
he has absorbed on this issue of global 
warming or climate change. I do not 
know if he will do that, but if he does 
it, I think it is going to make an enor-
mous contribution as Senator 
LIEBERMAN and I are here battling 
every day with a new President of the 
United States to try to get something 
done. So I hope he will consider that. 

So many people did help us. Senator 
WARNER alluded to our staffs. I want to 
name a few names now. This is just a 
few of the people: Bettina and Erik of 
my staff, David and Joe of Senator 
LIEBERMAN’s staff, and Chelsea and 
Chris of Senator WARNER’s staff, and 
their staffs that report to them. 

There was extraordinary dedication, 
sleeplessness, early morning phone 
calls. To get to this point is so dif-
ficult. And not one second has been 
wasted because as we get this land-
mark bill in place, we will take off 
where we left, and where we left is just 
a tremendous amount of knowledge, so 
many of our Senators getting involved. 
It has really been a heart-warming ex-
perience. 

That is why it is tough to get to the 
point where we are now because we are 
ready, ready to finish this job, ready to 
work with our friends. But we are 
going to try to see how many votes we 
can get for cloture. We urge our friends 
and colleagues to please say yes to con-
tinuing this important topic. 

Senator LIEBERMAN, I think by show-
ing these maps and showing us the ice 
melt—by the way, many members of 
our committee, we led a trip to Green-
land. Imagine. I say to my friends who 
might be listening to this, imagine 
this. An iceberg that is larger than the 
Senate Chamber, floating, floating to-
ward the ocean. The average age of this 
iceberg, 9,000 years old. Imagine this. 
Average age, 9,000 years old. Within 1 
year, that iceberg will be nothing but 
water. And we know what that means. 
Seas will rise. It is happening faster 
than we thought. 

When we have this debate, our oppo-
nents come down, and they do not talk 
about climate change. They do not talk 
about it. They haven’t challenged us on 
our basic premise that we have a prob-
lem. They switch the topic to what I 
think is a made-up topic. And it is sad 
because the Senate deserves more than 
that. 

I don’t know how many times I have 
said it, but I have to say it again be-
cause there is a big advertising cam-
paign against what is called the 
Lieberman-Warner bill. I suppose I am 

lucky they did not put Boxer in that 
one. They have said gas prices, because 
of this bill, are going to go to $8 a gal-
lon, and this morning, $28 a gallon. 
These people are making things up. 
These people are making things up. 
Even the Bush administration, who op-
poses us, said the worst case scenario is 
2 cents a year on the pump for 20 years. 

We know because we have done the 
calculations that the fuel economy bill 
we passed will offset that increase. So 
this bill brings no increase. Indeed, this 
bill will get us off foreign oil, will get 
us away from big oil. We will have al-
ternatives for once, and we will be free. 

We will not have to have our Presi-
dent go to Saudi Arabia and hold hands 
with the Prince and beg. This is not 
necessary if we allow technology to 
move forward. So I am going to show 
you again. This is annoying that I have 
to keep doing this, but I think it is im-
portant. 

In the last 7 years, we have seen gas 
prices go up 250 percent, 82 cents since 
January—82 cents. 

My friends are coming down here, 
and suddenly the opponents of the bill 
are saying: Watch out, gas prices will 
rise. When truly, honestly, they have 
not offered anything, in my view, to 
try and resolve the terrible increases 
we have seen until now. So let’s get rid 
of that bogus issue. 

We are on the precipice. We are on 
the moment. If we do this bill, we will 
finally have alternatives to oil, and we 
will get off our addiction to oil, as the 
President said we should. We will have 
cellulosic fuel. We will be able to see 
new kinds of automobiles. We are real-
ly there right now. Senator SANDERS 
was eloquent today. There is a plug-in 
hybrid that can get 150 miles to the 
gallon. That is all going to happen with 
a bill like this one. I want to thank 
also the groups that have worked so 
hard to help us, the environmental 
groups, the faith-based groups. 

I thank right now GEN Gordon Sul-
livan who came to the press conference 
that both my colleagues alluded to this 
morning. I have a copy of his state-
ment. Did you place it in the RECORD, 
Senator? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
placed into the RECORD the statement 
of General Sullivan and Admiral Lopez. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would think that Gen-
eral Sullivan’s credentials are impec-
cable. He said: Yes, climate change and 
national security and energy independ-
ence are all interrelated. Simply hop-
ing that these relationships will re-
main static is not acceptable, given our 
training and experience as military 
leaders. 

And then he says: Because, as you 
know, we have been told that the sci-
entists have 90 percent certainty. He 
addresses that at the end. 

He says: 
In conclusion, you never have 100 percent 

certainty on the battlefield. We never have 
it. If you wait until you have 100 percent cer-
tainty, something terrible is going to hap-
pen. As such, now is the time to act on the 
critical issue of climate change. 

Now this did not come from Senator 
WARNER, Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator 
BOXER; it did not come from Al Gore; it 
did not come from Tony Blair—all of 
whom are fighting hard. This came 
from a general with years of experience 
on the battlefield. 

We must act now. I think I would 
like to go to this chart. Waiting 2 years 
to act will double the annual rate at 
which we must cut emissions. In other 
words, you have a problem, and the 
longer you wait, the harder it is be-
cause the carbon goes into the atmos-
phere and stays there. 

So we get further and further behind. 
Look at this. A May 2008 study by 
Tufts University economists found that 
the annual costs of not addressing 
global warming, not addressing it, by 
2100, could be $422 billion in hurricane 
damage, $360 billion in real estate 
losses, $141 billion in increased energy 
costs. 

Let me say that again: $141 billion in 
increased energy costs if we do not do 
something about it; $950 billion in 
water costs. 

So if we do not act now, it is going to 
cost us. And we have to devise a way, 
through cap and trade, which I will not 
go into the details of, that essentially 
says: Those who are the biggest 
emitters will pay for permits to pol-
lute. 

What do we do with those funds? I 
have a chart to show you what we will 
do with those funds. Most of it goes to 
the following: tax relief. In the early 
years, we are concerned that we may 
see energy, electricity costs go up be-
fore we get into the energy efficiency 
we want. 

The next big amount is consumer re-
lief through utilities and State actions. 
That is second. So when our utility 
bills start going up, utility companies 
have the right to write on that bill 
‘‘credit’’ so we stay whole. 

Deficit reduction, that is another big 
piece. We wanted it to be deficit neu-
tral. I have to laugh—I think it was 
Senator KYL and Senator MCCONNELL 
who said this is a tax bill. Let me get 
this squared away. Our bill is a huge 
tax cut, huge consumer relief, not a 
penny of a tax increase. 

What else do we do? Workers assist-
ance. We make sure our workers are 
trained for new jobs. Local government 
action, they are going to do something. 
For example, if they are going to take 
their offices and make them energy ef-
ficient, we want to help them. 

Low-carbon technology and effi-
ciency, we know what that means. We 
know the low-carbon energy sources 
are going to get funds. 

Agricultural resources and forestry 
are going to get funds. National secu-
rity and international are going to get 
funds. Transition assistance to 
emitters. In other words, we say to 
those who pollute, those who emit: You 
are going to have to buy permits. But 
in the beginning, we help them with 
that. 

So, look, about more than half of this 
goes straight back to the consumers 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 02:54 Jun 06, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G05JN6.055 S05JNPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

64
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5171 June 5, 2008 
and the other parts go to technology. 
That is what this bill does. 

Why are the opponents of this bill 
afraid to have a debate? I do not under-
stand it. At first we heard they wanted 
the debate because they believed they 
could defeat us if they talked about 
how this bill would result in higher gas 
prices. 

Frankly, between Senator WARNER, 
Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator SNOWE, 
myself, Senator KERRY, the Senators 
who have been on the floor, I think we 
definitely debunked that point. We said 
it is a humpty-dumpty argument. We 
are right on the precipice of getting off 
of foreign oil and big oil. We are on the 
precipice of these new technologies 
with this bill. 

We are on the precipice of moving to-
ward energy independence finally. We 
have been talking about it since I was 
a much younger person, and now, fi-
nally, we can do it. And what happens. 
We have to cut the debate short when 
we are ready to get the job done. 

Well, this is a national security 
issue. It is a religious and moral issue. 
This is an issue of tremendous import 
for our grandchildren, for our children. 
This issue strikes me as one that is a 
win-win for everyone because when you 
address global warming and you save 
the planet, which is what we must do, 
we finally have the impetus to get to 
that energy independence. We finally 
have the impetus to say, you know, we 
can be controlling, we can be control-
ling of our own future. It is a great pic-
ture for our children to see. 

I honestly think if we do nothing, we 
will be on the wrong side of history. I 
want to say to my friends in State gov-
ernment, from the east coast to the 
west coast to the middle of America, 
keep up what you are doing. You are 
doing the right thing. You can’t wait 
for us. It may not happen today, but we 
are catching up with you. 

I say to my friends at the Conference 
of Mayors, Republicans and Democrats 
and Independents who support this bill: 
Thank you for your support. Keep on 
doing what you are doing. You are in 
the leadership. You are on the ground. 
We are coming soon. We have two Pres-
idential candidates who care about this 
issue. When one of them gets to the 
White House, they will be here negoti-
ating with us. That is going to make a 
big difference, that is for sure. 

I want to close by showing a great 
chart that says ‘‘Yes.’’ This is the mo-
ment for us to say yes to energy inde-
pendence, yes to our children, yes to 
the science, yes to a diversified energy 
future, yes to American manufac-
turing, yes to saving the planet, yes to 
consumer protection, yes to new tech-
nologies, yes to a strong economy, yes 
to State and local action, yes to public 
health, yes to tax relief, yes to transit, 
yes to a level playing field, and yes to 
American leadership—there are a lot of 
yeses on here—and, of course, yes on 
the cloture petition which will allow us 
to get to the substitute and get to the 
bill. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and turn now to Senator SALAZAR. I 
thank my colleagues all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR). The Senator from Colo-
rado. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, let 
me acknowledge the great work of 
Chairman BOXER and my good friends 
and colleagues, Senators WARNER and 
LIEBERMAN. They were two members of 
the Gang of 14 who brought the Senate 
back from the brink of disaster, now 
almost 2 years ago. I admire them as 
good friends and as people who have 
helped lead us out of difficult times. 
Senator BOXER from California is un-
equaled in terms of her passion for our 
planet and environment. I appreciate 
the thoughtfulness, the bipartisan ap-
proach they have taken to deal with 
what is truly one of the central issues 
of our time. 

I want to spend a few minutes, as we 
come to the end of our debate on global 
warming, to say how important this 
issue is for me. When I get up in the 
morning and I think of my job as a 
Senator, I think about the major issues 
we face around the world. We face 
issues of war and peace and how we 
have to deal with terrorism. We face 
the issue of how we deal with energy 
independence. Many of us here have 
joined in a bipartisan effort, progres-
sives and conservatives together, an ef-
fort we describe as ‘‘setting America 
free.’’ We know the huge issue of 
health care which confounds and con-
fronts so many people. But among 
those issues, which are the greatest of 
our time, is the reality that we are fry-
ing our planet, as many people have 
said. We have not developed a frame-
work to move forward to make sure we 
save our planet, that we save civiliza-
tion for our children and grand-
children. The world they know, the 
planet they will know in 2050 and 2100, 
when none of us are here, will be the 
kind of planet where we have preserved 
what we know as God’s creation on 
Earth. 

The importance of this issue is un-
paralleled. It is something I believe we 
should be able to move forward with. 

I want to illustrate this in a couple 
of different ways. First, with respect to 
water, for the State of Colorado and 
the arid West—and I know in the State 
of the former Presiding Officer, Ne-
braska, because we share the South 
Platte River and its waters—we know 
the importance of water. Water is the 
lifeblood of the West. Without water, 
we know communities and fields will 
dry up and die. We have seen that hap-
pen in many cases around the West. 

This is a picture of a place in eastern 
Colorado where we have had severe 
drought over the last 7 years. You see 
what happens to what would have been 
a great crop of corn which a farmer 
planted, knowing that he would har-
vest this crop of corn at some point in 
time. But because of severe droughts 
we have had on the eastern plains, this 
field died. There are so many places in 

the arid West where that same story 
could be told. 

There are seven States that share the 
water of the Colorado River. Much of 
that water is born in my State of Colo-
rado, as the mother of many rivers, in-
cluding the Colorado River, and places 
such as Wyoming and Utah. As those 
seven States, with a population of 30 
million people, depend on the flow of 
water on the Colorado River, we are 
seeing challenges there that we have 
never seen before. The flows in the Col-
orado River for the last several years 
have been at an all-time low over the 
last 100 years because of the record 
drought we are seeing on the Colorado 
River. Lake Mead, which is one of the 
controlling vessels on which we depend 
to regulate the flow of water on the 
Colorado River, will never fill again. 
That is what the scientists are telling 
us today. 

So as we look at the reality of water 
across the West, it is impressive that 
organizations that are not Democratic 
or left leaning or so-called environ-
mental organizations are coming to me 
and saying: You need to do something 
about global warming. You and the 
Congress and the new President have 
to do something about the issue of 
global warming. 

The ski industry in Colorado, in 
places from Vail to Aspen to Steam-
boat, is saying: We are concerned about 
global warming because the snow that 
is the essence of our having the best 
ski programs in the entire world is in 
danger. The water users, the Denver 
Water Board, the Northern Water Con-
servancy District, the Southwest 
Water Conservancy District, are telling 
us we need to do something about 
water. 

I believe global warming has a lot of 
different consequences, if it goes 
unaddressed. I am hopeful this Senate 
will have the courage to move forward 
and address the reality of global warm-
ing. There is a connection here to our 
planetary security, but also to our na-
tional security in terms of energy. I 
agree there are some good things we 
have already done as a Senate in a bi-
partisan way, under the leadership of 
Senators BINGAMAN and DOMENICI, with 
passage of the 2005 act and the 2006 En-
ergy bill and, most recently, with pas-
sage of the 2007 Energy Independence 
and Security Act. The CAFE standards 
we included in that bill alone will save 
huge amounts of consumption of fossil 
fuels and will save us from emitting 
thousands upon thousands of tons of 
carbon into the atmosphere. Those are 
good things that we have done, but our 
work is far from finished. We must do 
more. 

The way of doing more is by making 
sure that we put a cap on carbon in the 
United States. Some people say: How 
can you do that in the United States, 
because you can’t control China and 
the fact that they are building a coal- 
fired powerplant, one a week, or you 
can’t control what is happening in 
India? But there is a reality for us as 
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Americans: We must lead. We must 
have the courage to take the first steps 
so that then the rest of the world will 
be able to follow us, so we can address 
the issue of global warming in an effec-
tive way. 

I don’t believe this bill is a perfect 
bill. I have four or five very important 
amendments I want to be considered. I 
could not vote for this bill as it is cur-
rently structured, because there are 
improvements that have to be made. 
But that is the nature of the legislative 
process. I would like to have the oppor-
tunity to have my colleagues join us in 
a debate so we could improve upon this 
bill and make it much better. I will 
cite three areas where I believe we need 
to make improvements on this legisla-
tion. I have others. 

The first is renewable energy. I do 
not believe the allocation tables in-
cluded in the Boxer substitute are the 
allocation tables that are appro-
priately supportive of a renewable en-
ergy future. I have seen a renewable 
energy revolution taking place in Colo-
rado over the last 3 years, where we are 
now generating over 1,000 megawatts of 
electric power from wind, harnessing 
the power of the Sun, doing things with 
biofuels we have never done before. I 
am proud of what is going on in Colo-
rado. I would like to see those alloca-
tion tables changed so we put a much 
greater emphasis on renewable energy. 

Secondly, coal for us, in many 
States, including the West, is very 
much what oil is to Saudi Arabia. We 
have vast amounts of coal, not only in 
my State but obviously to the north in 
Wyoming and Montana. I believe there 
is a future for clean coal technologies 
through the methods of carbon capture 
and sequestration. Yet it is money that 
has kept us from moving forward with 
a demonstration of those projects. 
That technology shows great promise. 
It is my hope that we could amend this 
legislation to move forward with car-
bon capture and sequestration in a 
more effective way. 

Finally, I do not agree that there is 
sufficient recognition of the contribu-
tion that farmers and ranchers can 
make with their bioproducts. It is 
those products that end up consuming 
the very carbon dioxide we are now 
emitting into the atmosphere. We need 
to offer amendments with respect to 
the agricultural offsets that are in-
cluded in this bill to make them a 
much more effective way of helping us 
address the carbon problem we have. 

Let me conclude by saying to my col-
leagues once again: I have the utmost 
and greatest respect for my leaders and 
my role models—JOHN WARNER, JOE 
LIEBERMAN, BARBARA BOXER—for the 
work they have done, for having 
brought us to this point on this legisla-
tion. If given the opportunity, and if 
we can have a robust debate on the 
floor of the Senate on global warming, 
we can make this bill a much better 
bill. We can put the United States in a 
position of leadership where we address 
the issue of carbon, we address the 

issue of global warming, and we save 
our planet and civilization. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
wonder if I might take 3 and my distin-
guished colleague from Connecticut, 
the senior partner of this partnership, 
would have the final few words to say. 

I thank our colleague from Colorado. 
How much I have enjoyed, through the 
years he has been here, how he has 
stopped at every opportunity to talk 
about the land, the farm that is in his 
family, and his love for the land and 
the outdoors. He speaks from the 
standpoint that he has tended that 
land and loves it. He wants to preserve 
that land for future generations. I com-
mend him. 

This debate has laid strong building 
blocks for the future. We have worked 
our way through the issues of the 
science. We have worked our way 
through how national security is 
linked to this subject. We have worked 
our way through the fact that tech-
nology must be encouraged in every 
possible way to accommodate the cap-
ture, transportation, and eventual se-
questration of CO2, this greenhouse gas 
that is affecting the atmosphere. That 
technology needs a known, dedicated, 
constant—underline ‘‘constant’’— 
stream of funding. Whatever global cli-
mate exchange comes up, eventually 
the Congress of the United States must 
put in a clear understanding that we 
are going to fund and have that fund-
ing stream go to provide for the needs 
of the technology to come up with the 
answer to this question. Our several 
States—another building block—each 
of the States, in its own individual 
way, is doing things. We commend 
them. But the United States must step 
up and lead. 

Lastly, we must devise clearly a pol-
icy toward other nations in the world— 
nations we trade with, nations we oth-
erwise have relationships with. We are 
all in this together. Sharing of the 
hardships must be common among 
those nations. We cannot ask the citi-
zens of our Nation to accept a level of 
sacrifice greater than that which would 
be accepted by other leading nations of 
the world. 

I am very proud of what has been 
done. I am humble to have had a small 
part in laying this foundation. 

I yield the floor to my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

again, I thank my friend from Virginia. 
I get a kick out of him calling me his 
senior colleague on this matter. We are 
at least equal. I say to my colleague, I 
consider you to be the leader because 
without your decision to be part of the 
effort to come up with a solution to 
this problem, this bill would not have 
moved out of committee. It is the first 
time ever that has happened. So I 
thank you for your strong words. I 

thank you for everything you have 
done. We are going to keep you in this 
fight next year. We are going to figure 
out a way to do it. 

I also thank Senator SALAZAR. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

say to the Senator, you are the chair-
man of the subcommittee. Senator 
BOXER is chairman of the full com-
mittee. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. I am the ranking 

member of the subcommittee. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Only in name. I 

consider you to be the person who 
made it possible for us to get where we 
are. 

Madam President, I thank Senator 
SALAZAR for his statement. I think it 
perfectly summed up the decision that 
our colleagues in the Senate are going 
to have tomorrow on the vote on clo-
ture, because Senator SALAZAR said it: 
This is a problem. He showed us the 
concerns he has about the land and 
water of his beloved State of Colorado 
and the impact of global warming on 
those necessary-to-life, fundamental- 
to-life elements in Colorado. 

He also said he basically thinks this 
is a good-faith approach. He likes the 
basic architecture of our bill. But he 
has a lot of things he would like to 
change about it to make it better. But 
he is going to vote for cloture tomor-
row because he does not want to end 
the debate. He knows all the amend-
ments filed, as is our rule, prior to 1 
p.m. today will come up for debate. 
They are presumably subject to second- 
degree amendments as the debate goes 
on. He does not want the debate to end. 

If it ends tomorrow, he wants his last 
statement this year, by his vote tomor-
row, to be that he wants to be part of 
a solution to the carbon pollution that 
is warming our globe and a lot of us be-
lieve is endangering the future of our 
country, our people, and the people of 
the world. 

So this is a big problem that requires 
a big solution. I hate to see it get 
stopped by small worries. We are here 
to legislate. We are here to debate. We 
are here to amend. The body can work 
its will. If you do not think this is a 
perfect measure, come on out and 
make it better. The only way you are 
going to be able to do that is by voting 
for cloture tomorrow. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the speak-
ers during this hour controlled by Sen-
ator INHOFE be the following: Senator 
BUNNING, Senator VITTER, Senator 
CORKER, Senator SESSIONS, Senator 
DOMENICI, and Senator INHOFE. 

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

The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, 

please, this is a parliamentary inquiry 
and not to be taken away from the 
time of my friends. I just found out 
when we did our unanimous consent re-
quest it was not clarified that fol-
lowing the Republican side, Senator 
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BOXER or her designee would have 5 
minutes, followed by Senator INHOFE or 
his designee to have 5 minutes. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you. 
Mr. INHOFE. Very good. 
Then, Madam President, one thing 

further: The Senator from Kentucky 
did not mention the times. I want to 
make sure all of our speakers on our 
side know we are going to hold them to 
the times because we have more speak-
ers than we have time. Thank you. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request from the Sen-
ator from Kentucky? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. BUNNING. Thank you, Madam 

President. 
I am here on the floor today because 

this mandatory cap-and-trade bill rep-
resents the greatest threat to the 
American economy I have seen since 
my fellow Kentuckians first elected me 
to represent them in 1986. We have had 
30 years to address the energy crisis in 
America. In 1974, we got the first shot 
across the bow, and the balance of 
power in the world shifted from the oil 
consumers to the oil producers. We 
looked at domestic production and al-
ternative fuels. But when the crash in 
the 1980s came, so did our investment 
in future sources. 

But what is the biggest achievement 
of this Congress? Stopping 70,000 bar-
rels of oil from going into the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. We could have had 
a million barrels a day right now from 
Alaska if President Bill Clinton had 
signed our legislation to open ANWR in 
1995. 

What about the need for clean nu-
clear energy? Thanks to the majority 
leader and environmental groups, we 
have spent decades working on Yucca 
Mountain and still do not have the 
waste reserve we need for a strong nu-
clear energy industry. 

The last thing America needs today 
is another energy mistake. 

The reason this climate change legis-
lation is on the floor today is simple: It 
is fear. The Democrats in Congress 
want you to be afraid. They want you 
to be afraid that manmade emissions 
will cause massive hurricanes, raise sea 
levels, prolong droughts, and kill off 
endangered species. 

I am not standing here telling you we 
should not protect the environment or 
that manmade carbon emissions have 
not increased. I am telling you that 
carbon emissions are a function of eco-
nomic growth and technology. It 
means jobs, cars, and energy. When I 
look at these emissions, I do not know 
what role they play in overall climate 
change relative to other natural effects 
such as solar radiation. 

For a minute, let’s say the carbon 
issue needs immediate action. What 
will we get from passing this legisla-
tion? If all the world’s industrial na-
tions were to completely comply with 
familiar or similar ambitious goals, 

the climate change would be seven one- 
hundredths of 1 degree Celsius cooler in 
20 years. Such a small change occurs 
naturally all the time. From Sun spots 
to forest fires to volcanic activity, na-
ture does much more on its own day to 
day. 

So what is the point of the climate 
change bill? The Democrats in Con-
gress want you to pay more for energy 
so you drive less, buy smaller cars, and 
use less electricity. They are telling 
Americans they know better and want 
the Government to manage their 
money for the good of the environ-
ment. 

This bill would raise $5.6 trillion for 
the Government over the next 40 years. 
Let me say that again: $5.6 trillion. 
This money does not magically appear 
in the Government coffers; it comes 
out of your pockets. The supporters of 
this bill will try to tell you it comes 
from oil companies, utilities, or any 
number of other people. But they are 
just straw men. That is not how our 
economy works. American consumers 
are going to get stuck with this bill. It 
means natural gas prices doubling. It 
means gasoline prices 30 to 40 percent 
higher—and it costs $4 a gallon for reg-
ular unleaded gasoline today—than 
they would have been. It means elec-
tric costs between 40 and 120 percent 
more. 

In my home State of Kentucky, the 
average family will spend $324 more for 
electricity every year, $133 more for 
natural gas, and $397 more for their 
gasoline. That is per year. So I want 
everyone in America to take a look at 
your last month’s bills. Can you afford 
to double your natural gas bills, add a 
dollar for every gallon of gasoline you 
buy, and add $50 to the average elec-
tricity bill? Many of us cannot do it. 
Now, think about paying that money 
every month, every year, for the next 
40 years. That is your share of the $5.6 
trillion Uncle Sam will take because of 
this legislation. 

What will happen to all of the money 
you send to us here in Washington? 
Under this bill, there is a $5.6 trillion 
cost over 40 years, and the Government 
will spend it on new programs, $566 bil-
lion to the States—back to all 50 
States—$237 billion for wildlife, $342 
billion to foreign countries—figure 
that one out. I cannot. 

Let me make it clear: Democrats and 
the environmentalists are trying to 
scare Americans into adopting legisla-
tion that will take money out of their 
pockets to pay for new Government 
programs that could decrease global 
thermal temperatures by seven one- 
hundredths of 1 degree over 20 years. 
And these changes are only estimates. 
They are not backed by conclusive evi-
dence. Respected scientists disagree 
about the true effect increased emis-
sions will have in coming decades. Just 
20 years ago, some of these same sci-
entists came to the Capitol warning us 
of an ice age. Can you believe that? 
Twenty years ago. 

If this tax-and-spend plan based on 
incomplete science does not sound bad 

enough, it only gets worse. Based on 
several studies, nearly 4 million Ameri-
cans will lose their jobs because of this 
legislation. A cap-and-trade program 
would force many industries, such as 
steel, automotive, aluminum, cement, 
and others, to take their jobs to other 
countries where energy costs are lower 
and environmental regulations are 
looser. 

Let’s look at the airlines as an exam-
ple of what could happen to American 
jobs because of this bill. Based on cur-
rent projections, the airline industry 
expects to pay $62 billion for jet fuel in 
2008. That is $20 billion more than they 
paid last year, or about a 50-percent in-
crease. 

Let’s look at this chart I have in the 
Chamber. In response to this price 
shift, eight airlines have gone com-
pletely out of business in the last 6 
months and another is operating in 
bankruptcy. Eight are out of business. 
Thirty cities lose service, and 9,000 jobs 
are eliminated. To make it worse, the 
Democrats in Congress have stopped ef-
forts to address this crisis in the air-
line industry. 

I have proposed incentives for coal- 
to-jet-fuel facilities that would produce 
clean-burning aviation fuel with car-
bon capture technology at less than 
half of the current cost of oil: $65 a bar-
rel. If we had invested in alternative 
jet fuel technology, maybe we could 
have saved the thousands of jobs that 
are now in jeopardy. 

Think about what you would feel if 
you were laid off because of high oil 
prices or if you had to choose between 
the grocery store and filling your truck 
with gasoline. Now imagine your con-
gressional representative deliberately 
voted to make things worse. It is not 
just about American jobs and dollars 
and cents. America could bring its 
greenhouse gas emissions to zero and it 
would not reverse the growth in world-
wide emissions, thanks to rapid expan-
sion in China and India and other de-
veloping countries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is notified that he has used 10 
minutes. 

Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent for 3 more min-
utes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I 
have to object. 

I am going to object, as I said earlier, 
to any of our speakers going over be-
cause they would be doing that at the 
expense of those who have not had a 
chance to speak. So let me renew that 
unanimous consent request, that the 
times for the next speakers will be Sen-
ator VITTER for 10 minutes, Senator 
CORKER for 10 minutes, Senator SES-
SIONS for 5 minutes, Senator DOMENICI 
for 15 minutes, Senator INHOFE for 10 
minutes, then Senator BOXER for 5 
minutes, and Senator INHOFE for 5 min-
utes. 

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

Before the Senator from Louisiana 
speaks, the Chair wishes to make an 
announcement. 
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