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The Senator from Texas hit the nail
on the head. We need to act on these
issues, and we should stop this obfusca-
tion which is occurring on the other
side of the aisle on this issue. We
should get to the essence of the issue,
which is produce more American en-
ergy.

Mr. CORNYN. I appreciate the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire addressing
that issue. I have always been amazed
that those who say we ought to do
something to help poor people who
need help with their heating oil are the
same folks who seem to be the most re-
sistant to opening America’s reserves
of natural resources which would have
the effect of bringing down oil prices
for everybody. It seems to me that
would be one of the most commonsense
things we could do.

Mr. GREGG. The Senator makes a
truly excellent point. If we want to ad-
dress the fear low-income people have
about the cost of their energy to heat
their home, bring down the cost of en-
ergy. Address the systematic problem.

LIHEAP is an important program. It
is a critical program for us in New Eng-
land. But it is the bandaid. It is not
going to the symptom. The symptom is
the price of the energy, so that is why
we need to vote on it.

———————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If the Senator will suspend,
morning business is closed.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2009—MOTION TO PROCEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to S. 3001, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 732, S.
3001, a bill to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2009 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 12:30 shall be divided in al-
ternating 30-minute blocks of time,
with Republicans controlling the first
block.

ENERGY

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask if
you would please notify us when 10
minutes remain in our time so the Sen-
ator from Georgia can take the floor.
We would like to continue with the col-
loquy.

I know the Senator from Florida,
Senator MARTINEZ, is here. I know off-
shore drilling has been somewhat con-
troversial in his State. I would like
him to address that. But I would also
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like him to help us understand the big-
ger picture, and that is why the major-
ity leader, who controls the agenda on
the floor of the Senate, a Member of
the other party, refuses to allow us to
vote. I know Senator OBAMA has ada-
mantly opposed any additional offshore
exploration and production. One con-
clusion I guess you might draw is that
the majority leader, by refusing an op-
portunity for Senators to vote, is
somehow protecting the Presidential
nominee, the presumptive Presidential
nominee, from perhaps an embar-
rassing split in his own political party.

I wonder if the Senator has any com-
ments.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I am happy to com-
ment on the situation in Florida and
also what I think is an observation you
made accurately in the larger political
climate. They are related. The State of
Florida has jealously guarded its off-
shore resources because we have a tre-
mendous tourism economy, as does
Texas in some parts of the State. How-
ever, $4 for a gallon of gas has caused
a transformation in thinking. It has al-
lowed us to see more clearly what is
occurring. What is occurring to our Na-
tion is not just that the people, the
families, American families, are hurt-
ing at the pump when they go pump
gas. Fortunately in Florida our winters
are mild, but I understand the situa-
tion in New Hampshire and other cold
States that is going to be coming up.
This is hurting families. This is a prob-
lem to the American family, particu-
larly those on fixed income, many of
whom live in Florida.

The problem becomes more acute be-
cause this also merges into our na-
tional defense, into our security as a
nation. When the Persian Gulf war
took place, Alaska increased its pro-
duction of oil, and at that time they
were producing at a capacity of 2.1 mil-
lion barrels a day. Today they are only
producing 700,000 barrels a day because
the supply of oil in Alaska is dwindling
because we are not allowed to develop
additional resources there.

What is occurring, essentially, is
that the domestic supply of oil is ever
decreasing, our percentage of depend-
ence on foreign sources is ever increas-
ing, while at the same time the price is
going through the roof. It is a supply-
and-demand problem that cries out for
a solution.

What has occurred? My own trans-
formation has been that while I was
adamantly opposed to any form of
drilling, my own Governor took a for-
ward-thinking position and decided
maybe the time had come for us to re-
consider and think a little differently
about it. We still want to protect our
coastline. We still want to protect our
beaches. But at the same time, we have
to recognize a new reality. That new
reality requires us to adapt to the cur-
rent circumstances. We are transfer-
ring wealth to the extent of $700 billion
a year to foreign sources. It is
unsustainable over a long period of
time. America will be squandering its
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wealth purely to satisfy our demand
for oil.

Surely we have to do other things
about renewables. We have to do all
that. But at the end of the day, we
have to do more on our own resources
to produce more oil from America’s
soil.

What has occurred is, in fact, the pre-
sumptive nominee of the Democratic
Party and the presumptive nominee of
the Republican Party have taken diver-
gent points of view. Senator MCCAIN,
changing his position much as I have,
has said: Times have changed. We have
to drill in the offshore. Senator OBAMA
remains stuck in the past. He is not for
change. He is against change when it
comes to taking care of America’s oil
resources. I believe what we are fol-
lowing is the dictates of higher powers.
At the same time, the business of the
Senate has ground to a halt. We have
not been able to accomplish much be-
cause we have not been allowed to have
the thorough debate we need to have
on this very important issue.

When I hear from Floridians today,
they want us to move the business of
Government, but they most of all want
us to solve this problem. They do not
want us to put it aside. They know
they are hurting.

They also realize, by the way, this is
no panacea. We have no magic wand we
can wave and lower prices tomorrow,
but we can begin a trend that is going
to trend in the downward direction if
we begin to do something about open-
ing America’s resources to more drill-
ing.

Mr. CORNYN. I appreciate the com-
ments of the Senator from Florida. In
the real world, when the facts change,
people are free to change their mind.

Mr. MARTINEZ. That is right.

Mr. CORNYN. I think $4 gasoline and
$140-plus for a barrel of oil have caused
a lot of people to rethink their prior
positions. Gasoline was $2.33 when the
Democrats took control of Congress in
early 2007 but now is hovering around
$4 a gallon, and I think it is only rea-
sonable that people will reassess their
decisionmaking. Indeed, I think we
have seen that happen with the Amer-
ican people, if you look at public opin-
ion polls, shifting to overwhelming
support for exploration and production
from the Outer Continental Shelf.

I say to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, I know, as the Senator from
Florida said, more oil is going to be a
transitional step on our part because
production globally is declining. Yet
demand, especially from huge econo-
mies such as China and India, is going
up. I know the Senator from New
Hampshire is a big proponent of clean
nuclear power. I wonder if he can com-
ment on what he sees this transition
looking like, in terms of starting with
more American production but with
conservation, with renewable energy,
and developing nuclear power.

Mr. GREGG. The Senator from Texas
has been one of the best advocates on
the floor for balance, which is what we
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need. The American people understand
the basic common sense of an issue,
which is we need to use all the dif-
ferent options we have at hand. We are
a nation with great creativity, great
ability to be innovative. We are also
willing to push the envelope, to try to
use technology to improve our situa-
tion.

Not only do we need to find more, we
need to use less. We need also to use
our great strength in technology to ad-
vance our cause of delivering more
American energy.

Nuclear power is a classic example of
that. We basically created nuclear
power, the concept of it, and how to
use it in a positive way. Yet for the
last 27 years, because of the adamant
and, in my opinion, inappropriate oppo-
sition of the most activist environ-
mentalist groups in this country, we
have not had a new nuclear powerplant
application approved.

New Hampshire, ironically, was the
last State to bring online a nuclear
powerplant. That occurred in the late
1980s. That nuclear powerplant was re-
sisted by the Democratic leadership in
the State and by the activist environ-
mentalists in the State at a level
which was basically civil disobedience.
Thousands of people were arrested at
the site where the plant was being
built. It was delayed for almost 15
years. The cost of it quadrupled—it
went up by a factor of 10, I think.

What happened in the end was the
plant came online. What has happened
since the plant has been online? It has
produced safe, clean, reliable energy—
not only for the people of New Hamp-
shire but for the people of all the
Northeast because it is producing so
much energy it actually exceeds New
Hampshire’s needs. As a result, we
have had an energy source which has
saved us from having to buy thousands
and thousands—millions of barrels of
oil. We should be doing that across the
country.

Mr. MARTINEZ. May I ask the Sen-
ator a question. This nuclear plant,
does it produce greenhouse gases? Does
it, in any way, harm the quality of air
or produce the kinds of problems asso-
ciated with global warming?

Mr. GREGG. That is a good question
and it is very important. Nuclear
power is clean. It addresses the issue of
global warming. It is the most effective
energy we have for that. It has no
emissions which basically go into the
atmosphere and aggravate the issue of
global warming, so it is the type of
power we want. It is safe and it is ours.
We do not have to buy it from some
other country. It is very logical we
should be aggressively pursuing nu-
clear power. Again, you have to appre-
ciate the fact that the other side of the
aisle and the leadership of the other
side of the aisle, especially Senator
OBAMA, are opposed to expanding the
nuclear option for our Nation which, in
my opinion, is cutting off your nose to
spite your face. This is a very safe and
usable form of energy which addresses
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the issue of global climate change in a
positive way by still giving Americans
American-purchased energy.

Mr. CORNYN. I would say to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, it does not
make sense to me. The U.S. Navy, of
course, as we know, has been using nu-
clear power for its aircraft carriers and
submarines for, I think, 50 years and is
able to do so safely and without inci-
dent.

France generates 80 percent of its
electricity using nuclear power. In
France, the environmental activists
have actually cut a deal, as I under-
stand it, with the nuclear power pro-
ducers because they understand. They
get the point the Senator from Florida
makes, and the Senator from New
Hampshire, that nuclear power is clean
power. For those who are concerned
about climate change, that would be
one of the best things we could do to
alleviate the pressure on the environ-
ment.

I wish to get back, if I can for a sec-
ond, because there has been a lot of
talk, particularly the Senator from
Tennessee, Mr. ALEXANDER, is talking
about the need to develop new tech-
nology, to develop plug-in hybrid cars,
battery-operated cars. I know there is
a little confusion because right now we
need transportation energy, which is
basically o0il and gasoline—aviation
fuel to fly our airplanes. People wonder
how does nuclear power or using coal
in a clean way to generate electricity
figure into that? The point we are try-
ing to make is we need all of the above.
We need to generate the electricity
cleanly so we can use the new tech-
nology that we think will bring us into
a clean energy future.

I wish to ask both my colleagues to
comment on a couple things. One of my
constituents, T. Boone Pickens, is in
town. He is a remarkable man. He has
been very successful in the oil and gas
business. He says we need a different
way of looking at our energy future. He
is advocating increased use of wind en-
ergy to generate electricity. He is ad-
vocating more use of natural gas be-
cause he says we have found ways to
develop more of that here in America
so we have to buy less—the point of the
Senator from Florida. That is less
money we have to send than the $700
billion we send overseas each year.

Mr. GREGG. He also said, did he not,
that we need to use everything. He
didn’t say don’t use drilling; he said we
have to drill everywhere we can in the
United States, we have to use wind, we
have to use solar, we have to use nu-
clear, we have to use everything, be-
cause we have to stop sending $700 bil-
lion, as the Senator from Florida men-
tioned, to people who do not like us—
Venezuela and Iran. Let’s keep it here,
where we can use it to build our econ-

omy.
Mr. MARTINEZ. I remember him
being asked: What do you feel about
drilling? He said: I want to drill every-
where.
Now, I am not there, because I don’t
want to drill everywhere. I want some
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beaches to be protected. But he was
saying we need to drill, drill, drill.
That is part of the answer. It is not
going to get us out of the problem, but
it is part of the solution.

Mr. CORNYN. I have two points, and
I would like to hear from both Sen-
ators. One is we hear from folks op-
posed to offshore drilling say we can’t
drill our way out of this.

Other opponents of offshore explo-
ration and production said: It is going
to take too long.

I wonder if the Senator from Florida
and the Senator from New Hampshire
have some thoughts about those. I hap-
pen to believe those are pulled out of
context, particularly when it comes to
Boone Pickens, because, as you said,
we need it all. What is the best answer
to that?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I would say that, no,
we cannot drill our way out of the
problem, but we can improve on the
problem. Today, we use about 21 mil-
lion barrels of oil, and 5 million of
those come from overseas. That is what
turns into that $700 billion bill.

What if we could add another million
barrels to that production domesti-
cally? We will have ameliorated the
problem by a significant percentage.
What if we did 2 million barrels? All of
a sudden, the equation is different and
we can be more sustainable within our
own resources.

The second part of this is, it is not
all about oil. It is about other things,
such as oil shale. The Democrats op-
pose looking into that possibility. We
have not been allowed to have a full
discussion. Colorado, Utah, and Wyo-
ming should be allowed to develop this
resource. I understand that we have an
estimated 2 trillion barrels of oil that
can be produced from oil shale. So
maybe we can drill our way out of this
with enough creativity, enough tech-
nology, and enough resources being
employed.

So it is not going to just be about nu-
clear, although it ought to be nuclear.
Florida has three nuclear powerplants
built in the 1970s and 1980s, and thank
goodness for those because in Florida
we cannot produce any oil, we do not
have any hydro, and we depend on
those nuclear powerplants to power
ourselves. So thank goodness we have
that.

We also need to look at more produc-
tion offshore. We need to do more oil
shale, and the new technologies of wind
and solar and new battery technology—
all of the above.

My point is, we cannot drill our way
out of this, but part of the solution is
drilling. So it is not about suggesting
that we should forget everything else
and just drill, but it is to say that
drilling as a component part of a com-
prehensive energy policy can move this
country ahead, can move us forward.

Mr. GREGG. Well, the point the Sen-
ator makes is extraordinarily wvalid.
But there is an ancillary issue here,
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which is, not only do we need the en-
ergy to try to increase supplies and re-
duce the price, but it seems incompre-
hensible that we would not want to put
in place programs which would relieve
us from sending Americans’ hard-
earned dollars, you know, folks who
are working every day, sending those
dollars to Venezuela and Iran and other
countries which hate us and want to do
us harm. It seems that common sense
would want us to produce American en-
ergy if we have American energy avail-
able to us and we can produce it in an
environmentally sound way rather
than send the money overseas.

Mr. CORNYN. I want to ask the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, the bill that
was on the floor about 2 weeks ago was
a bill to deal with speculation and the
commodity futures market. Our point
was, we should not just deal with part
of it, part of the problem, we ought to
deal with the whole problem. That is
why we have insisted—in fact, we have
demanded and we said we should not
leave here until we have had an oppor-
tunity to vote on offshore production
and those other good ideas.

But I wonder if the Senator would ad-
dress why the speculation component
alone would be an insufficient re-
sponse—may be part of the answer but
certainly not the complete answer to
the problems we face today?

Mr. GREGG. The simple answer is
that it does not produce any more en-
ergy. Yes, there is probably speculation
in the market. Yes, we should have
more transparency and more enforce-
ment to make sure the market is not
being abused. But that is not going to
produce any more energy.

We know there are 2.5 billion people
between India and China, and they are
starting to have much more high-qual-
ity lives, and so they are starting to
buy cars, they are starting to buy
motor scooters, they are starting to
use energy. As a result, the demand for
energy is accelerating dramatically.
That is 2.2 billion more people than we
have in the United States. So the sim-
ple math of it shows us we have to find
more energy and we have to use less
energy.

That is why amendments brought to
the floor which are directed at finding
more energy—such as oil shale, drilling
offshore, and nuclear—need to be ad-
dressed. We need to discuss them. I
cannot understand why the other side
of the aisle refuses to do that.

I asked my staff to put together a
chart which would summarize this in
the most simple and stark way. Here is
the chart. It is a big zero. It is a zero.
Zero amendments are being allowed
here. Zero new oil is being produced as
a result of that. Zero new gas, zero new
nuclear plants. Until we have some
amendments on this floor which allow
us to address these issues, we are still
going to have zero as being the answer
of the other party to how you produce
more oil and more energy. It is not
right. We should be getting down to the
issue of what the American people
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want, which is to get the price of en-
ergy down by producing more and
using less and producing more Amer-
ican energy rather than buying it from
other countries that do not like us.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 10 minutes remaining.

Mr. MARTINEZ. The International
Energy Agency painted a grim picture
about the future. The report estimated
that over 3.5 million barrels a day of
new production will be needed each
year just to hold the total production
steady. So as India, China, and these
other countries are rising in their de-
mand, we need 3.5 million barrels a day
of new oil just to keep the current
standards of what we have. That is not
just a U.S. problem, it is a global prob-
lem.

Mr. CORNYN. I thank my colleagues.

We are going to relinquish the floor
to the Senator from Georgia for the
final comments.

I would say in closing that I can an-
ticipate what the argument is going to
be when the majority leader comes out,
and the whip—they are going to say it
is all about Republican obstruction.

But the problem is, we have insisted
we are not going home, we are not
going to quit, we are not going to
change the topic until we get an oppor-
tunity to vote on what we believe will
have the most direct impact on reduc-
ing gas prices: increasing supply and
offering all of the above that we have
discussed during this colloquy this
morning. That is our position, and we
believe that should be a bipartisan po-
sition. We invite our friends on the
other side of the aisle to join us in
being part of the solution instead of
being part of the problem.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I asso-
ciate myself with the Senators from
New Hampshire, Florida, and Texas,
and would like to report an interesting
occurrence that took place yesterday
that kind of verifies exactly what Sen-
ator CORNYN said.

After the vote on the media shield
motion to proceed, I went back to my
office and placed two phone calls, one
to the president of the Georgia Press
Association, the other one to the presi-
dent of the Georgia Broadcasters Asso-
ciation. I told both of them: We have
had conversations about the impor-
tance of media shield, and I know both
of you are very interested in it. But I
want to explain why a few minutes ago
I cast a ‘““no”” vote on a motion to pro-
ceed to media shield.

I said: The reason I did it, quite sim-
ply, is that for everybody in my
State—and I would submit most every-
body in the United States of America—
the No. 1 issue is the high cost of en-
ergy and particularly the high cost of
gasoline.

Both men, both professional journal-
ists, both presidents of their associa-
tions, said: We understand.

The broadcasters said: Our talk
shows are not calling in about media
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shield; they are calling in about the
gas.

The president of the press association
said: Listen, I understand. Read our
letters to the editor. I listen at the cof-
fee shop. I know what Georgians are
concerned about. It is the high price of
energy and the high price of gas.

So that is why I have remained com-
mitted to staying on the Energy bill
until we find some way to bring Repub-
licans and Democrats together. Both of
us can give. I said in a speech the other
day: We ought to put our donkeys and
elephants in the barn and sit down and
talk about ways to really meaningfully
change the lives of the American peo-
ple, not 20 years from now but today.

The country is hungry for a Congress
and for leadership that will say yes to
more production, yes to more conserva-
tion, yes to a better environment, yes
to a productive economy, all of which
would be the result of a comprehensive,
balanced approach toward energy. But
a singular slingshot approach or a rifle
approach, like just speculation or just
drilling or just something else—we
have to do it all. We have to do it com-
prehensively. We have it within our ca-
pabilities to do it right.

As the Senators before me have stat-
ed, we have all kinds of resources.
Many of these resources are not only
abundant but they are cleaner than
gasoline and they are cleaner than
oil—nuclear energy, for example. In
America, 19 percent of our electric en-
ergy 1is produced with nuclear; in
France, it is 87 percent. Think about
the difference that makes not only in
the reliability and the cost of energy
but the carbon-free emissions that
come from nuclear versus the heavy
carbons that come from the burning of
oil or gas or coal or other sources.

Ingenuity and innovation. The Amer-
ican people are a remarkable people.
When confronted with whatever chal-
lenge, we have almost always come up
with a solution. But sometimes those
solutions either take inspiration or
they take encouragement. When we
needed to go to the Moon and win the
space race, we had the inspiration of a
great President, John Kennedy, to de-
clare a goal to land a man on the Moon
and bring him back again before the
end of the decade. We did not know
how to do it, but we did it. We need a
Congress that is just as bold today to
say that $4 a gallon is too much for
gasoline, carbon is too bad for our at-
mosphere, and fossil fuels are geo-
politically not in our interest.

It is time that we as America find
ways through engineering and inge-
nuity to invent and to develop and to
process those sources of energy that
are clean, renewable, reliable, and less
expensive. And we can do it. But you
cannot do it if you stand in gridlock on
the floor of the Senate and the House
of Representatives, unwilling to talk
about all the issues.

We all have our biases and we all
have our prejudices, but all of us take
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an oath of office to represent the peo-
ple of our State and to uphold the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica and defend the domestic tranquility
of our people. When your economy is
tanking, when your debt is going up be-
cause of your addiction to foreign oil,
and Congress sits here for 2 weeks and
debates only one sliver of the solution
without everything, then we are not
living up to our responsibility.

So if the Georgia Press Association
understands, if the Association of
Broadcasters understands, if the 17,488
people who communicated last week
with my office about one issue—and
that was cost of energy—understand,
why can’t we in the Senate under-
stand? We are all in this together. We
are 100 coequals. We all have the same
responsibility. And we ought to all
have the same goal; that is, to find a
way to thread the needle so we sit
down and we develop a comprehensive
energy program for the people of the
United States of America.

I did a talk show yesterday—actu-
ally, it was a television program where
I was asked about this energy question.
I was asked about the Arab oil embargo
of the 1970s. I said that the Arab oil
embargo of the 1970s was an early
warning. It gave us a second chance to
address the energy question. But when
prices went down in the 1980s and 1990s
and the price of gasoline was not that
high, we did not take that chance.
Well, now prices have spiked to an all-
time high.

This is not a second chance for us in
America, this is a last chance for us in
America. A sustained cost of gas at $4
a gallon, oil at $120 to $150 a barrel will
break the U.S. economy. It will destroy
the value of the U.S. dollar, and it will
hurt the people of the United States of
America.

So it is time for us to put these prej-
udices aside, put them aside and sit
down and be willing to agree. I will be
the first person to lay on a table—I am
willing to sit down and talk to any-
body, anyplace, anywhere, about any
singular facet of the energy crisis if
they are willing to talk about the
other facets of the energy crisis.

As Boone Pickens said, drilling will
not solve it, but it will help. Solar will
not solve it, but it will help. Wind will
not solve it, but it will help. Renew-
ables will not solve it, but they will
help. What we have to do is put to-
gether the pieces of the puzzle that are
within our grasp and make sure the
people of the United States have abun-
dant energy at affordable prices. We
are sitting on a ham sandwich, starv-
ing to death. We are not developing the
resources we have at our disposal, and
because of that, our citizens are paying
a dramatic price.

Anytime, anyplace, anywhere, let’s
start talking about solutions rather
than continuing to perpetuate the
problem.

I yield back any time we have re-
maining, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I have the floor at
2 o’clock for the purpose of a colloquy
between Senators DURBIN, MURRAY,
SCHUMER, DORGAN, and Senator REID.

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

Mr. REID. I don’t think it will—we
will have that happen at the half hour.
I don’t think we will use all the time.
That is the Democratic time. We will
just work the Republican time at 2:30
or 3 o’clock and thereafter.

Is there an order in effect now as to
what will happen after lunches as to
the allocation of time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The cur-
rent order provides allocation of time
until 12:30 p.m.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent—
if I could have the attention of the dis-
tinguished Republican leader, the time
has been allocated until 12:30 today. So
11:30 is Republican time, from 12:30 to
1:00 would be the Republican time
again; is that right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. So I ask that the time be
allocated every half hour until 5
o’clock tonight, and that I be recog-
nized at 2 o’clock for the half hour of
Democratic time under the conditions I
mentioned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would
also say that if we have any conference
reports that we can agree on, whoever’s
time it is, we will interrupt and try to
do that—if, in fact, we get an agree-
ment.

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

Mr. COBURN. If we are in a quorum
call—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not in a quorum call.

Mr. COBURN. I think I have until
11:45, I believe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no order as to time.

Mr. COBURN. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publicans control the time until noon.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, our side
of the aisle has allowed me until 11:45
to speak.

KATY FRENCH

Mr. President, I am on the Senate
floor for a lot of reasons at a lot of dif-
ferent times, but today is extremely
unusual. I wish to spend the time talk-
ing about how important staff is in
Washington. We are only capable of
doing and accomplishing what we ac-
complish because we have staff here to
help us.
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I have had the great fortune over the
last 3% years to have someone on my
staff who has displayed character vir-
tues like none other I have seen in my
career. She will be leaving my staff.
Her name is Katy French. She has a
master’s in public health from Har-
vard. She has been on the front lines of
HIV/AIDS since the epidemic came
about. She worked for both Senator
GREGG and Senator BROWNBACK. The
characteristics about her that make
her great—in Oklahoma we would say
her “‘plow runs deep.”” She is well-root-
ed in the principles of liberty.

What she has done with that prin-
ciple is recognize that if you are free,
and you have liberty and yet you don’t
spend your life helping other people,
the liberty is for naught. So she has
been a great example to me and my
staff over the last 3% years for her tire-
less dedication—which all on our staff
have—and for bringing with that well-
rootedness, that deep-rootedness, the
ability to challenge a Senator, to tell
us what she thinks even though we
may not like it, to bring forth ideas
that aren’t in the conservative realm
yet are humanitarian, great ideas, the
ideas to help people. The people who
know Katy French know she means
business, but that business has always
involved taking care of people.

One of the first things she did as my
staff director on the Federal Financial
Management Subcommittee was set up
a hearing on malaria. What we know is
millions of people today in Africa are
being cured of malaria because we, in
fact, changed that program. The over-
sight hearings we held changed the di-
rection. I know the Presiding Officer of
the Senate now, the Senator from
Ohio, is very much interested in that
topic. Through her work, millions of
Africans are alive today who would not
otherwise be alive because the program
was changed where we actually made a
difference.

I can’t think of any greater tribute
to an individual who comes to work to
help us in the Senate than to measure
the value of what they have done in
terms of the lives that have been made
better, made healthier, and have for-
gone a serious disease and dread. She
also conducted more hearings in our
subcommittee than any other com-
mittee or subcommittee in the entire
Senate in the 109th Congress. Most
staff directors of committees know—
and subcommittees know—how hard it
is to put together and hold hearings.

Probably the greatest tribute to
Katy is the fact that she didn’t stop
with that. When the Pope was here in
his visit this last year, he called on
America’s youth to reach out and
make a difference. Katy is in the mid-
dle of her career. She has made a big
difference in the Senate for three sepa-
rate Senators. She has made a big dif-
ference in terms of the PEPFAR legis-
lation—the original legislation and the
legislation that we just passed and the
President has signed. She listened to
that call to make a difference. So it is
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both a sad time and a happy time for
me to know that Katy is joining a reli-
gious order to further her life in giving
to other people.

She is foregoing money. She is fore-
going material things. In fact, she will
be in an order that was established
some 30 years ago associated with the
Catholic Church out of Argentina that
she will dedicate the rest of her life to,
making a difference—a real dif-
ference—in other people’s lives.

She will be focusing on troubled
urban youth. Her characteristics and
multilingual talents will lead her in
that direction. To me, the greatest
compliment you can have as a Senator
is to have a staff member leave for
such a higher calling. For Katy and all
of those who work in our office and on
behalf of the Senate, and as a reflec-
tion of the rest of the staff of the Sen-
ate, we thank you for your efforts on
behalf of freedom.

I thank you, Katy, for your efforts on
behalf of our office and what we are
trying to do for the people of OKkla-
homa. Most importantly, I thank you
for your grasp of faith and what it
means to truly give up your life so that
in the words of that man from Naza-
reth: ‘“He who is last will be first.”

Katy French has lived that example.
We will miss her.

I thank the Senate for the time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

AMERICAN ENERGY FREEDOM DAY

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I rise
today to invite my colleagues to join
me in supporting American Energy
Freedom Day on October 1, 2008.

On this day, the current prohibitions
on oil and gas exploration off the Outer
Continental shelf and in the oil shale
fields of the West will expire, giving
Americans the freedom to access their
own energy reserves and providing
them with relief from sky-high prices
at the pump.

Estimates indicate there are upwards
of 18 billion barrels of recoverable
crude oil in the off-limit areas of the
Outer Continental Shelf, as well as
more than 55 trillion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas. In addition, estimates indi-
cate that between 800 billion and 2 tril-
lion barrels of oil can be drawn from
American oil shale.

Taking advantage of American re-
sources will increase the worldwide
supply of petroleum and bring down
prices at the pump. The very access to
these resources will send powerful
price-reducing signals to the futures
market, providing immediate relief for
all Americans.

For over 25 years, Democrats have
denied Americans the freedom to ac-
cess their own energy, making our Na-
tion more and more dependent on for-
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eign oil. Bach year, they have contin-
ued the ban on American energy. Now
it is time for them to get out of the
way and open up American energy sup-
plies.

I strongly encourage my colleagues
to support Energy Freedom Day and
allow the prohibitions on American en-
ergy exploration to expire once and for
all. We must actively oppose any at-
tempt to extend these bans on Amer-
ican prosperity and security. Now is
not the time to deny Americans access
to their own energy.

October 1 is going to be a great day
for all Americans. I invite my col-
leagues to join me in supporting Amer-
ican Energy Freedom Day.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

RENEWABLE ENERGY

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the importance of
renewable energy and addressing our
current energy crisis in the United
States. We need a comprehensive ap-
proach to our energy problems in the
United States. Renewable energy is one
of the answers.

Senator MARIA CANTWELL, a Demo-
crat from the State of Washington, and
I have been working tirelessly to-
gether, in a bipartisan way, to get a re-
newable energy bill passed through the
Senate, passed through the House, and
onto the President’s desk for a signa-
ture. I applaud her for her efforts in
this battle.

We passed our renewable energy
bill—a bipartisan bill—back in April.
We attached it to the housing bill that
was done then. It passed this body with
a vote of 88 to 8. Not too often around
here do you see Republicans and Demo-
crats joining together in such a bipar-
tisan way. But it shows you the kind of
support this body has shown toward re-
newable energy. Unfortunately, the
Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives blocked our renewable energy bill
from being considered as part of the
housing bill.

Once again, we attempted, in July, to
get our amendment added to the hous-
ing bill that would expand renewable
energy, such as solar, wind, geo-
thermal, and other types of green en-
ergy to the United States. We would
have been able to attach that to the
housing bill if the majority party had
allowed us to have that kind of a vote.
Unfortunately, they used the excuse it
wasn’t paid for and that the House of
Representatives—the Democrats in the
House—would block our piece of legis-
lation from being considered in the
final package.

So we offered a compromise and we
said, OK, we will pay for it, except that
instead of raising taxes to ‘‘pay for it,”
we will offer spending cuts. The Fed-
eral Government is too big anyway. We
said let’s have a very small ‘“‘haircut”
from nonveteran spending programs
across the board. We will do across-the-
board spending cuts—a tiny percent-
age.
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Once again, the Democratic majority
said no. It was very disappointing. We
need to come together in a bipartisan
way to address the energy needs of this
country. Republicans have been saying:
Let’s do a comprehensive approach;
let’s include renewable energy and
more conservation, but let’s also pass a
comprehensive bill that allows us to
drill in places such as our Outer Conti-
nental Shelf. Deep sea exploration is a
great way for us to bring more oil and
natural gas to the United States, to
make us less dependent on Middle
Eastern oil.

My colleague from South Carolina
talked about oil shale. Up to 2 trillion
barrels of oil—which is three times
more oil than Saudi Arabia has—is po-
tentially available between Wyoming,
Colorado, and Utah. Right now, we
have a moratorium put on that. Why?
Because the Democratic majority put
that into law last year.

We need to repeal that moratorium
so that progress can go forward to
make us less dependent on countries
that—frankly, a lot of them don’t like
us. Whether it is Hugo Chavez in Ven-
ezuela, or some of the other more vola-
tile regions of the world where we get
a lot of our oil today, those are not ex-
actly the places where we should be
sending our money.

Currently, the United States sends
about $700 billion a year overseas, fund-
ing a lot of governments that are not
our friends. We, as Republicans and
Democrats, need to lay our party labels
aside and become Americans. Let’s do
something that is right for the coun-
try. Let’s bring more American energy
production to America, so we are less
dependent on other governments
around the world.

I strongly believe we need to tap
more of our coal reserves. That is one
of our cheapest forms of power we have
in the United States. There is exciting
new technology for coal, called carbon
recapture technology. Senator KERRY
and I have a subcommittee—he is
chairman and I am the ranking mem-
ber—and we have done several hearings
over the last couple of years on this
carbon recapture technology to make
coal even cleaner than it is today. That
carbon recapture technology is excit-
ing. We are talking about capturing 95
percent of all of the carbon produced
by coal. It can produce more and more
electricity for the United States.

When we are talking about battery
technologies for cars, or hybrids, you
can also produce more electricity so
that we can take natural gas away
from some of these powerplants and
convert some of our cars to natural
gas. All of this will lower the price of
gasoline, because we will need less.

Today, the price of oil and gas is up
so high because there is more demand
than there is supply. The world is de-
manding more energy, including oil,
than it is currently supplying. That is
the reason the price has been going up.
That is the reason prices will continue
on their upward trend over the next
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several years, unless we bring more
supplies. I would like more of those
supplies to be right here in America. 1
think that is the right thing to do. It is
good from a national security stand-
point, from an economic security
standpoint, and it is good for the pock-
etbooks of ordinary Americans across
our country.

I call on my colleagues to look at a
comprehensive approach that would in-
clude renewables, more conservation,
and looking for more American energy
in the form of oil and natural gas. It is
the right thing to do for the American
people.

It is time for us to act and to quit
playing more politics. The motto on
the Republican side has been to ‘“‘find
more and use less.” Well, the only way
we are going to be able to do that,
frankly, is for the Democrats to talk
less and start voting more. We need to
have amendments that are fully debat-
able on the Senate floor, because there
are answers out there. There are no sil-
ver bullets, but in a comprehensive ap-
proach, we can have answers to bring
down the cost of gasoline in the United
States.

Let’s join together as Republicans
and Democrats and act for the good of
the American people.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

ONE-YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF THE I-35W BRIDGE
COLLAPSE

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
tomorrow at 6:06 p.m. Minnesota time,
it will be exactly 1 year since the hor-
rific collapse of the I-35W bridge. It is
a day and a moment when all Minneso-
tans will always remember where they
were. They will remember what they
were doing, they will remember what
they heard, and they will remember
the pictures. Minnesotans will even re-
member the weather and what it was
like that day because as if to symbolize
what was to come, that warm summer
day started with clear skies, but by
late afternoon, dark and ominous
storm clouds had begun forming on the
horizon, with thunder rumbling in the
distance. Then after the bridge col-
lapsed, as if to provide relief for the
rescuers, the storms retreated.

I know many people across America
will also remember that day, and they
will think about those who died and
those who survived, miraculously, on
that bridge.

I know my colleagues in the Senate
will also remember. I thank each and
every one of them for their tremendous
sympathy and concern for the people of
my State following the bridge collapse.
On behalf of all Minnesotans, I wish to
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say how grateful we are for the bipar-
tisan support in the days after that
bridge collapse, the immediate funding
for emergency relief, and then the
funding for the bridge so that bridge
could be built again.

This support from the Senate and the
Congress helped lay the groundwork
for the fast and efficient reconstruc-
tion of the bridge. In fact, a new bridge
already spans the river. It is expected
that by the end of the year, possibly
within the next month or two, cars and
trucks will again be crossing over the
Mississippi River on the newly con-
structed 35W bridge. My home is only 6
blocks away. So my family and I look
forward to, once again, driving across
the 35W bridge.

Not only in Congress but across the
Nation, the catastrophic failure of this
bridge provoked deep concern that it
might not be an isolated incident, that
there might be a broader problem with
bridges across the country. That is be-
cause a bridge should not fall down in
the middle of America on the 1st day of
August in 2007, especially not an eight-
lane interstate highway, especially not
one of the most heavily traveled
bridges in the State, especially not
during rush hour, in the heart of a
major metropolitan area.

But on August 1 of last year, the 36W
bridge in Minneapolis fell down. So to-
morrow, 1 year later, we remember the
13 people who lost their lives on that
bridge, and we remember the 145 people
who were injured, many of them now
living with serious and permanent inju-
ries.

Tomorrow we also remember the
many people—the police officers, the
firefighters, the paramedics, the cit-
izen bystanders who risked their lives
by running toward that catastrophe
and not away from it.

When I watched what unfolded that
night, I was shocked and horrified. But
as the evening wore on and the days
went by, the entire world watched our
State come together, and I was proud
to be a Minnesotan.

We saw the heroes. We saw them in
the face of unimaginable cir-
cumstances. We saw the off-duty Min-
nesota firefighter, Shanna Hanson, who
grabbed her lifejacket. She was off
duty, but she was among the first on
the scene. She was tethered to a yellow
life rope and she was in the midst of
broken concrete and shards as she
swam from car to car, in and out, in
and out of that river searching for sur-
vivors.

We saw a school bus perched precar-
iously on the falling bridge deck. I like
to call it the ‘‘Miracle Bus,”” perched
on that falling bridge deck, on the side,
ready to fall in. Inside were dozens of
kids from a Minneapolis neighborhood
who had been on a swimming field trip.
Their bus was crossing the bridge when
it collapsed. Thanks to the quick ac-
tion of responsible adults and the kids
themselves, they all survived.

Now, with the perspective of a year,
what can we learn from this catas-
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trophe? Well, first, the emergency re-
sponse to the bridge collapse dem-
onstrated an impressive level of pre-
paredness that should be a model for
the Nation. You can never feel good
about a tragedy such as this, but I do
feel good about our police officers, our
firefighters, our paramedics, and our
first responders. Look at the scene
they came upon, this enormous eight-
lane highway in the middle of the
water, a storm above them, and they
dove into that water and literally
saved hundreds of people.

This week, the Hennepin County
Medical Center, located only blocks
from the bridge, was honored with a
national award for extraordinary re-
sponse to this crisis. As the Hennepin
County attorney for 8 years, I remem-
ber meeting with the sheriff, the police
chief, and other officials as we planned
and practiced for disaster relief drills
after 9/11. Even though no one imag-
ined a major bridge would collapse, the
result of all that planning and the
preparation was evident on the night of
August 1 when our survivors were
quickly rushed to the hospital.

Second, we saw how important it was
to move forward and build a new, safe
bridge, and I will show you the bridge
as it stands 1 year later. Again, it is 6
blocks from my house, so I have been
able to watch its progress. You can see
this bridge now. The last piece actually
was just added, and it is spanning this
huge river, the Mississippi River. It is
an eight-lane highway.

So what happened in Washington? In
3 days, the Senate voted to provide $250
million in emergency bridge construc-
tion funding. Representative JIM OBER-
STAR led the way in the House, and it
was a bipartisan effort in the Senate as
Senator COLEMAN and I worked to-
gether on the relief.

I personally thank Senator DURBIN
and Senator PATTY MURRAY for assist-
ing me with this. I still remember the
day the Senate voted for a billion dol-
lars for bridge reconstruction across
the country, but it didn’t include the
funding for our bridge. I came in early,
and I sat at my desk, and I said I
wasn’t going to leave until we got our
amendment to fund the construction
on our bridge. The pages and the chap-
lain came in, and the Senate was start-
ing, and Senator DURBIN came and sat
next to me and he said: Somehow I
think you are here to do more than
pray. He helped me, and we got that
amendment through and we got it
passed.

Approval of this funding came with
remarkable speed and bipartisanship.
Capitol Hill veterans tell us it was a
rare feat to get it done so quickly.

What else can we learn from this
bridge? Third, we must still get to the
bottom of why this enormous bridge
fell into the middle of the Mississippi
River. It didn’t happen because of a
barge or some kind of electrical storm
or tornado. It just fell down. Evidence
is accumulating that the bridge’s con-
dition had been deteriorating for years
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and that it had been the subject of
growing concern within the Minnesota
Department of Transportation. This
wasn’t a bridge over troubled waters,
this was a troubled bridge over waters.
Still, as a former prosecutor, I know
we must wait until all the facts and
evidence are in before we reach a ver-
dict. We will need to be patient as the
investigation continues.

Mark Rosenker, the Chairman of the
NTSB, the National Transportation
Safety Board, said the other day that
the NTSB investigation is nearing
completion and that a final report
should be ready for public release with-
in 100 days. Already, the NTSB has
publicly released a number of docu-
ments, photographs, diagrams, and
other evidence that are part of their in-
vestigation. We know this bridge had
problems, and we look forward to the
NTSB report to give us definitive an-
swers.

Finally, the bridge collapse in Min-
nesota has shown us that America
needs to come to grips with the broader
questions about our deteriorating in-
frastructure. The Minnesota bridge dis-
aster shocked Americans into a realiza-
tion of how important it is to invest in
safe, strong, and sound infrastructure.

As if we didn’t know already, Min-
nesotans got a reminder a few months
after the 35W bridge collapsed, because
we learned another bridge of a similar
design was inspected and found to be in
serious trouble. That bridge is in St.
Cloud, MN, a major regional city in
central Minnesota, which is now closed
with plans to replace it.

Unfortunately, it took a disaster to
put this issue of infrastructure square-
ly on the agenda of this Congress. Ac-
cording to the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, more than 25 percent of
the Nation’s 600,000 bridges are either
structurally deficient or functionally
obsolete. That is more than 150,000
bridges. When 25 percent of all Amer-
ican bridges are in need of serious re-
pair or replacement, it is time to act.

When we don’t have enough money to
build new bridges or repair the ones we
already have, there is clearly a prob-
lem with our priorities. And when the
American people question the integrity
of the bridges they cross every day, we
must act. Putting it all together with
the bridge collapse in Minnesota, this
should be a national call to action on
infrastructure.

Senator DURBIN and I recently intro-
duced the National Bridge Reconstruc-
tion and Inspection Act. This legisla-
tion has already passed the House and
we hope it will move quickly in the
Senate. This is only a start, but it is a
good start, if the Senate will pass it
and the President will sign it. I am
hopeful it will get us headed in the
right direction.

In closing, I note one final lesson.
What happened a year ago in Min-
nesota reminds us that disasters can
bring out the worst or the best in peo-
ple. They can divide us or they can
unite us. I believe the catastrophe, the
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collapse of the I-35W bridge, brought
out the very best in Minnesotans and it
united us. We joined together for the
rescue, we joined together for the re-
covery, and we joined together for the
rebuilding. I hope that going forward
the ultimate legacy of the 35W bridge
collapse can be something positive for
our Nation. I hope it can bring out the
best in all Americans and unite us as
we address the pressing infrastructure
issues facing our country.

Tomorrow, as we remember and as
we grieve for the bridge victims and
their families, let us also look ahead
and move forward and take the action
necessary to make sure that no bridge
ever again falls down in the middle of
America.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, how
much time remains in this half-hour
allocation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes remain on the Democratic
time.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
came expecting to be recognized at
12:10, so I think what I will do, I believe
my colleague from Minnesota appar-
ently is seeking time as well. I assume
my colleague from Minnesota is seek-
ing time in the second half-hour allot-
ted; is that correct?

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam President, I
am seeking time to follow on the re-
marks of my colleague from Minnesota
reflecting on the collapse of the bridge,
but I will defer to my colleague from
North Dakota.

Madam President, how much time is
left in the majority’s time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
8 minutes for the majority.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, let
me, in the spirit of allowing the two
Senators from Minnesota to be able to
complete their discussion of the bridge
collapse, which is truly a tragedy, let
me ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Minnesota be recognized
for that 8-minute period, and that the
majority side be allowed to claim 8
minutes in the next half-hour, if that is
what the Senator is suggesting.

The next half-hour belongs to the mi-
nority. If the Senator wishes to agree
to a unanimous consent request that
our side use 8 minutes in the next half-
hour, I would be happy to have him go
now.

Mr. COLEMAN. No objection, Madam
President.

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

The Senator from Minnesota is rec-
ognized.

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam President, I
first thank and applaud my colleague
for the leadership she has shown in
dealing with the challenges this Nation
faces on infrastructure. We need to do
something about it. She moved forward
aggressively after the bridge collapse,
and I joined her and applaud her for
those efforts.
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Like everyone who suffers loss, the
people of Minnesota have come to a
tragic anniversary, a hole in the cal-
endar where we confront the pain of
our past. Friday, at 6:056 p.m., we com-
memorate the moment when the I-35W
bridge collapsed, taking the lives of 13,
injuring hundreds, and disrupting the
lives of untold thousands.

I have a few words to share as we ob-
serve this first memorial.

So much of what Minnesota was, is,
and will become is tied to our rivers
and bridges. Before the roads and the
railroads, rivers were Minnesota’s fluid
highways through difficult terrain. Eu-
ropean settlement followed the rivers.
Because of Minnesota’s unique geog-
raphy, our rivers flow out toward all
the points of the compass, which is
why we call ourselves ‘‘The Headwaters
State.”

But rivers can be barriers as well as
thoroughfares, so towns and cities grew
up around bridges which allowed people
to move perpendicular to the river
flows. More than a century later, we
are a State of river towns and bridge
towns.

That is why the I-35W bridge collapse
was so significant humanly and spir-
itually to Minnesotans. It fell not far
from the Falls of St. Anthony, the head
of navigation of one of the world’s
great rivers. It fell where Father Louis
Hennepin became the first European to
look on the area which comprises Min-
neapolis today. It fell where huge early
19th century flour mills, textile mills,
lumber processors, and railroad termi-
nals met to create an economic boom
which put Minnesota on the map. It
fell at the heart of our heartland.

It has been said that adversity
doesn’t create character, but it surely
does reveal it. We witnessed that in the
days following August 1, and it con-
tinues to this hour. Preparation is a
virtue, and our Twin Cities learned the
valuable lesson of 9/11, that we have to
get ready for the unthinkable. When it
happened to us, there was an extraor-
dinarily  well-coordinated response
from law enforcement, medical institu-
tions, and other first responders. The
speed and professionalism of their ac-
tions are a textbook case of emergency
response.

We also experienced amazing sponta-
neous acts of heroism. It is our natural
instinct to run from pain and danger,
and on this occasion, hundreds of reg-
ular Minnesotans ran toward the pain
and toward the danger and saved many
lives. In the days following the dis-
aster, the 364 days preceding today, we
have seen an unprecedented unity of ef-
fort among all branches of government
and levels of government, without re-
gard to party or position. Our single
goal has been to raise a new bridge
over our old river that we can be proud
of and that we can trust, as the pic-
tures shown by my colleague from Min-
nesota reflect. Our goal has also been
to care for those who have been in-
jured, and we have done that.

But this is a day to remember those
who have been lost: Greg Joldstad of
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far northern Kanabec County, a con-
struction worker on the bridge; Sadiya
Sahal, her daughter Hana, and her un-
born child; Paul Eickstadt of Mounds
View, 10 miles north of the bridge; Vera
Peck and her son Richard Chit, who
had an inseparable bond; Scott
Sathers, a young husband of Min-
neapolis; Peter Hausman, a computer
security specialist; Christina
Sacorafas, of White Bear Lake; Julia
Blackhawk of Savage, MN, 10 miles
south of the bridge; Patrick Holms,
also from Mounds View; Sherry
Engebretsen, a wife, mom, and busi-

nesswoman from = Shoreview; and
Artemio Trinidad-Mena of Min-
neapolis.

I ask my colleagues to join me in a
moment of silence and reflection in
their honor.

(Moment of silence observed.)

Madam  President, sometimes a
meaningful silence is the only answer.

I conclude with the ancient words I
have prayed many times this last year,
the Hebrew Kaddish, prayed by Jewish
mourners for centuries. It ends as fol-
lows:

May there be abundant peace from Heaven
and life upon us all and upon all Israel, now
say amen. He who makes peace in his
heights, may he make peace upon us all and
upon his Nation, Israel. Now say amen.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CRAIG. Madam President, we
may be hours or a day away from ad-
journing for the August recess. At the
same time, many of us have said there
is no more important issue for this
Senate to be dealing with than the
issue of energy and the price of gas at
the pump. For the last year, the Amer-
ican consumer has gone through in-
creasing price shocks as they have seen
more and more of their family budget
left at the service station or gas sta-
tion every time they fill the family
car. First it was $15, then $20, then $25,
then $30, $40, $50, and in some instances
now and in certain locations $60 to fill
the family car. If that family car is
also the vehicle in which they com-
mute to their workplace and they have
to fill it several times a week, it has
become a dramatic hit on the Amer-
ican family in a way that has now
clearly registered in polling across our
country and in what we are hearing
every day in our phone calls coming in
from those distressed Americans out
there who are paying more for energy
than they ever have before.

That is just one side of the energy
equation. Our whole world, our whole
economy runs on energy. The cost of
that energy in that economy has to be
felt—whether it is in the heating of the
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home or the processing, manufac-
turing, or growing of food. All seg-
ments of our economy feed on energy
and feed, basically, on gas or hydro-
carbons that are reduced into gas and
diesel and oil and plastics and the re-
fining of energy. All of them have also
become factors for which the average
American—and certainly the average
Idahoan—is paying now at a higher
price than they have ever paid.

In my great open Western State of
Idaho, we travel long distances. The
majority of our people do not live
downtown, don’t live in the suburbs.
They live out in the countryside. Going
to town is a trip that is not unusual to
rack up 50, 60, 70, 80 miles. I grew up on
a ranch that was 30 miles from the
nearest community. It was not unreal-
istic, when my mother went to town to
acquire groceries or do the family
shopping, to travel 60 or 70 or 80 miles
in one round trip. That still goes on
today in many of our Western States.
So the cost for that family has gone up
dramatically, also, simply by the char-
acter of where we live.

Yet, for the last 2 weeks, in an effort
to try to deal with this issue on the
floor of the Senate by allowing the of-
fering of amendments that would in
many ways cause production to begin
once again in this country in locations
where we know oil exists today but
they have been taken off limits for po-
litical reasons—in that debate over the
last 2 weeks, the leadership, the Demo-
cratic Party, the majority leader has
stopped us from doing so on at least six
different occasions.

Why, I am not sure—why any leader-
ship of the great Senate would stop
this Senate from doing what the Amer-
ican consumer and the American voter
are asking for is largely beyond me. I
could speculate—and I have, on numer-
ous occasions, in speeches on the floor
over the last several weeks, as have my
colleagues. But one thing is clear: On
six occasions, the majority leader, the
Democratic leader, has said: No, we
will not proceed to offer amendments
to allow or to cause this country to be-
come once again a producing nation.

Now we are about ready to try a sev-
enth time. I am told that on the De-
fense Authorization Act, cloture has
been filed. That is a procedure we use
here in the Senate ultimately to force
a vote on whether we will proceed to go
to Defense authorization. We could
vote on that today if we all agreed or
we could vote on it tomorrow, as the
cloture motion ripens—the term we use
here in the Senate when all time has
run out. I know what our vote is going
to be. As important as Defense author-
ization is, we are going to say no.
There is something even more impor-
tant today to every American than
that Defense authorization; that is, the
price of energy at the pump which is
literally sucking the family budget
dry.

What do we do? My guess is we are
going to adjourn for the August recess
having done nothing. Every Senator
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here is going to go home. I hope they
g0 home to explain to their voters and
to their State why they would not vote
for increased production; why they will
not allow this great country of ours to
get in the business of producing energy
once again.

The President has responded. He re-
moved the moratoria he had placed on
Outer Continental Shelf drilling.
Prices dropped a little as a result of
that. Yesterday, the Interior Depart-
ment initiated a 5-year oil and gas
leasing program for the OCS. They are
preparing, if we act, to expedite and
allow these areas in which we believe
production can go on to go on there
sooner. We have heard the argument
here on the floor that it is 5 or 6 or 7
years away. No, it is not. In many
areas, it could be as short as 2 or 3
years. And the anticipation of coming
into the market in 2 or 3 years, in near-
ly everyone’s opinion who understands
oil markets—they would tell you it
would bring the price of that product
down now in the market.

The price already is coming down—
not because of our actions but because
of a beleaguered consumer out there
who simply cannot afford the price
anymore. That consumer and his or her
family are already making decisions to
shrink their travel and shrink their gas
budgets. They are doing so.

In the last 4 months comparable to
the 4 months of a year ago, the Amer-
ican family has driven 40 billion fewer
miles. They didn’t want to, they didn’t
want to alter their lifestyle, but they
did. The reason they did is they just
simply did not have the money to go
forward. The price began to drop.
Across America today, the gas price in
many States has now dropped below $4
a gallon.

You see the marketplace is out there,
and what we have said about supply
and demand is true in the market even
though here in the Senate the action to
deny production is to deny that the
marketplace exists. What is going on
today across America is living proof
that market exists.

What can we do? If we were able to
act as we have asked our majority
leader here in the Senate to allow us to
do, we could gain access to what we be-
lieve is about 30 billion barrels of
known oil reserves in the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf. We think there is an addi-
tional 85 billion barrels of undiscovered
resources out there, simply, if we are
allowed to explore and develop the re-
sources we know are there that are off
limits today—if.

If T were allowed to offer an amend-
ment, here is the amendment I would
offer. I would go to what we call the
eastern gulf that is now off limits and
I would say: 50 miles out from the
shoreline along Florida in the eastern
gulf, this would be open for leases. We
believe there are over 2 billion barrels
of oil out there and trillions of cubic
feet of gas. Right across here are the
pipelines and the infrastructure we
could connect to, which would go into
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the refining areas in Louisiana and
Texas.

Doesn’t that make sense? Even Flo-
ridians who once said: No, we do not
want any drilling, are now by their lat-
est polling saying: Yes, we do, because
we, too, are going broke at the pump.
We want an opportunity to do so.

Of course, what Floridians know is
that if oil is discovered here, they will
share in the money that comes from it,
and that can go into their educational
programs and their State budgets and
potentially reduce the tax burden on
the average Floridian, along with
bringing the price of gas down at the
pumps in Florida.

I have offered that amendment. I
filed that amendment at the desk. Yet
the majority leader of the Senate has
said no, that amendment will not be of-
fered.

Ultimately, it will be offered. Ulti-
mately, someday the voter is going to
say: We have had enough of this. We
are not going to stand by and let the
Senate of the United States block us
from the resources that are ours as a
nation, that need to be developed, that
can bring the price of energy down.

It is a pretty simple equation and, as
many of us have said, this is an interim
solution. Many of us have called it a
bridge to the future. The Energy Policy
Act we passed in 2005, and the new En-
ergy Policy Act we passed in 2007, al-
ready the Senate of the United States
was recognizing that the day of a na-
tion living exclusively on oil as a form
of transportation energy was a day
that would ultimately end and that we
would invest in hybrids and electric-
powered cars and new technologies.

I am very proud, in my State of
Idaho, that, in part, we have led those
kinds of technologies in our national
energy laboratory in Idaho Falls. Hy-
drogen cars and hydrogen initial com-
bustion vehicles and full-sized electric
cars have been experimented with and
are being developed at that laboratory
and in other facilities across the Na-
tion.

But that is not going to be available
tomorrow. It takes billions of dollars
and 10 or 15 years for a lot of this new
technology to come online and be
available to the American consumer.
So do we sit idly by and allow the fam-
ily budget to be drained away? Do we
sit idly by and buy from foreign na-
tions the billions of barrels of oil we
currently buy from them and pay $1.2
billion a day to a foreign nation and
drain not only our family budgets dry
but our national treasure?

It is a phenomenal dilemma we have
put ourselves in. As you note, I used
the word ‘‘we’” put ourselves in because
it is folks on the floor of the Senate
and the House of Representatives
across the Rotunda from us who have
put these properties off-limits, who
have put Alaska’s oil off-limits, all in
the name of the environment.

We caused this crisis, and American
families now know it. Eighty percent
of American families and consumers
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out there are saying: Congress, fix it.
For 3 weeks we have been on the floor
trying to do that, and every time we
try it, we are denied that opportunity
in the raw name of politics.

Well, we are about to go home. I hope
in the raw name of politics, America’s
voters rise and say to their politicians:
Go back to Washington and do your
work and do it in a way that allows
this great Nation of ours to once again
become a producing Nation, not just a
consuming Nation.

We know the resources are there. Our
national geologic survey says they are
there. We know they are there because
they have been put off-limits in the
name of the environment years ago
when gas was cheap. But many of us
who have worked in this area for a long
while said the day would come when
there would be a break point and no
longer would America be sitting with
cheap energy available in an unlimited
way. That day is here.

Yet, politically, we are bound up. We
cannot move. I guess we will now not
move to do what we ought to be doing
for the American consumer, acting and
allowing these resources to become
available so we can develop them in a
safe and clean environmental way for
the American consumers to use.

This is a challenge for all of us, but
it is a challenge we are capable of
meeting if we simply surpass the poli-
tics of the moment and get on with the
business of this great country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, are
we in morning business at this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
on the motion to proceed to S. 3001,
and the minority side has the 10 min-
utes until 1 o’clock.

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I might use a portion of that
10 minutes to proceed as in morning
business.

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

HONORING KOREAN WAR VETERANS

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, this
week our Nation, and indeed nations
throughout the world, paid our rev-
erence to the men and women of a past
generation who fought so valiantly to
provide freedom for the Southern por-
tion of the Korean Peninsula. They
fought under the Commander In Chief
at that time, President Harry Truman,
a courageous man.

It has been 55 years since that con-
flict. Today, the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee held an extensive hear-
ing on the current status of the Korean
Peninsula, most specifically  the
progress we are making, in my judg-
ment, with respect to North Korea.

I played a very modest role in that
war as a young Marine Lieutenant, for
a period, 1951-1952, but my contribution
and participation is of little con-
sequence when you look at the exten-
sive casualties our Nation took in that
conflict.
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The total deaths were 36,574, the
total wounded over 100,000, and 1.7 mil-
lion-plus men and women in the Armed
Forces were in and out of that theater
to preserve freedom.

Today, South Korea is a flourishing
nation, one with a very strong econ-
omy. It ranks, I think, 11th worldwide.
It is a partner in world affairs in terms
of its strategic importance and, clear-
ly, a participant in trying to secure
freedom for others on that historic pe-
ninsula.

I do hope, as the Senate begins to fin-
ish its work prior to the August recess,
the Chamber will consider the nomina-
tion, which I understand is pending, of
Kathy Stevens, a career diplomat of
many years who has been nominated to
become the new Ambassador to South
Korea.

I had the privilege of visiting with
her, and I certainly felt that, in every
respect, she is eminently qualified to
take this important post.

I wish to thank Ambassador Hill this
morning, because he addressed a num-
ber of issues, most notably the ques-
tion of the deprivation of basic human
rights by North Korea to so many of its
citizens. I support Ambassador Hill in
his endeavor, and colleagues on both
sides who, in the course of the hearing
this morning, expressed our concerns
about the human rights of individuals
in North Korea and the environs. Sen-
ator BROWNBACK, an internationally
recognized spokesman on behalf of
human rights, took an active role in
today’s hearing.

I wish to note that Senator MIKULSKI
and Senator CARDIN from Maryland,
Congressman STENY HOYER, and I met
with a group of Korean war veterans
who came to the Hill to talk, to memo-
rialize the sacrifices of so many of
their fellow service persons of that gen-
eration.

I am so humbled and privileged to
have had that very modest, brief, tour
of service with that generation. My
service was inconsequential compared
to the extensive loss of life and limb by
others during this conflict.

But I do urge America not to forget
those who served in Korea. The war is
often referred to as the ‘‘forgotten
war.”” But they laid the foundation for
the current freedoms in South Korea.
Indeed, Harry Truman’s decision to
stop the spread of communism on that
peninsula saved other small nations in
the region. Today, those countries
might not have the freedoms, they now
have, had it not been for the sacrifices
of the men and women of the U.S.
Armed Forces, and other nations fight-
ing under the ‘“‘banner’” of the United
Nations Organization.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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



S7820

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

HONORING REVEREND FRED SHUTTLESWORTH

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, a few
days ago the Birmingham, AL, airport
announced plans to rename the Bir-
mingham International Airport after
Reverend Fred Shuttlesworth.

I rise to honor the work of activist,
legendary civil rights leader, the Rev-
erend Fred Shuttlesworth. For more
than 60 years, Reverend Shuttlesworth
has fought passionately for racial
equality and social justice in our great
country.

Born in Birmingham, AL, Reverend
Shuttlesworth became involved in the
civil rights movement as a young pas-
tor. He organized sit-ins and boycotts.
He challenged the injustice for decades
of Birmingham’s Jim Crow laws, de-
spite attempts on his life, and there
were many by the Ku Klux Klan.

In spite of repeated arrests, attacks
by police dogs and firehoses, Reverend
Shuttlesworth simply refused to back
down. In 1957, Reverend Shuttlesworth
joined the efforts with Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., and Ralph Abernathy to
form the Southern Christian Leader-
ship Conference. Members of the SCLC
fought side by side to increase edu-
cational opportunities, to promote
voter registration, and to promoting
equality of opportunity for African
Americans throughout the country.

In 1961, Reverend Shuttlesworth took
up the pastorate of Revelation Baptist
Church in Cincinnati, OH, and contin-
ued his campaign for racial justice.

Bringing the same fearless opposition
to segregation he had displayed in Bir-
mingham, he joined forces with other
Black ministers to make William
Lovelace the city’s first African-Amer-
ican judge.

For greater than a half century, Rev-
erend Shuttlesworth spoke out against
injustice. He has worked to increase
minority representation in city govern-
ment, he has expanded minority hiring
by the local police department, and
worked to improve access to housing in
Over-the-Rhine, an area of Cincinnati,
for needy families and throughout
Hamilton County.

Reverend Shuttlesworth has made
great personal sacrifice, risking his
life, risking his own health and the
health of his family, so every Amer-
ican, without regard to race, would
have access to equal opportunity to
succeed.

I announced my campaign for the
Senate in 2005 at the church of Rev-
erend Shuttlesworth in Cincinnati. I
consider him a friend. I have met him
many times over the last 15 or so
years. He took me one day to a small
room in his church, a room he called a
museum. It was a room dedicated to
the civil rights movement. It had so
many wonderful examples of his cour-
age, his bravery, his accomplishments,
and the accomplishments of so many
people he worked with to promote so-
cial justice, to promote economic jus-
tice, to promote civil and human
rights.
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For that, I am especially proud of
Reverend Shuttlesworth. I am espe-
cially proud of the role he plays in Cin-
cinnati, always battling for racial jus-
tice. I am proud the Birmingham, AL,
airport has named their international
airport after the Reverend Fred
Shuttlesworth.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mrs. MCCASKILL. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHUMER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The

ENERGY

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I
have been presiding in the chair listen-
ing to some of our friends across the
aisle talk about oil and gas prices and
lamenting that we may go home with-
out taking action. I was blessed to be
home yesterday and had the chance to
be in rural Missouri. I talked to a lot of
people who represent the heart of our
country.

I will tell my colleagues what they
have figured out. They have learned to
look beyond everybody talking about
this stuff and to figure out who wants
what. This is simple for the American
people. All they need to do is ask about
the solutions and who wants them.

The Republican Party says there is
only one solution. Even with the 68
million acres they are not touching,
they only need to have another 10 or 20
million acres and our problems are
over. Who wants that? Big oil.

What this town has done for decades
is give big o0il everything it wants. This
administration has given big oil every-
thing it wants. For 25 years, big oil has
had its way with the Congress. The so-
lution they are proposing is, once
again, giving big oil its way.

I don’t know how one can look at to-
day’s financial news and not shake
their head. ExxonMobil with $12 billion
in profits, announced today, in the last
3 months; $11 billion the quarter be-
fore. They want to give ExxonMobil an-
other tax break, and they want to give
ExxonMobil what they want moving
forward.

It is very simple. We got in this mess
because the Republican Party con-
tinues to do the bidding of big oil. We
will only get out of this mess if we turn
our back on big oil and start doing
what makes sense for the future. If
only we had been willing to say no to
big oil in 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, and
2005, when the Vice President had 40
meetings with big oil executives and
one meeting with alternative fuels peo-
ple.

It is time we say no to big oil. Amer-
ica is sick and tired of being hand-
cuffed by the demands of big oil.

Democrats say no to big oil. We say
yes to getting out from underneath big
oil. We do that by extending tax credits
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for solar and wind, to which Repub-
licans keep saying no. Of course, they
keep saying no to that; big oil doesn’t
want that. They called big oil. Big oil
said no; they say no.

We say: Let’s do more alternatives
and invest in technologies that will rid
us of our dependence on foreign oil.
America has 2 or 3 percent of the
world’s oil and she consumes 25 per-
cent. We will never drill our way out of
this. The only way we will find relief
for the American public is to say no to
big oil.

It is time. They to have muster the
courage. The sky will not fall if they
will only stand and say, for the first
time on that side of the aisle, no to big
oil.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I come
to the floor today to remember the ter-
rible tragedy that occurred 1 year ago
tomorrow in Minneapolis, MN, when
the bridge carrying Interstate 35W over
the Mississippi River near downtown
Minneapolis abruptly collapsed during
the evening rush hour. At least 50 vehi-
cles plunged some 60 feet into the Mis-
sissippi River, killing 13 people and in-
juring dozens more.

As we approach the anniversary of
this devastating event, my thoughts
and prayers and those, I know, of all
our colleagues are with the victims and

their families, with Senator
KLOBUCHAR, our colleague, Senator
COLEMAN, Representative ELLISON,

whose district the bridge is in, and all
those affected by this terrible tragedy.

The people of my own State of Con-
necticut can sympathize in a direct
way with the people of Minnesota, as
they prepare to remember: 25 years
ago, a bridge carrying Interstate 95—
the main thoroughfare along the east
coast of the United States—over the
Mianus River in Greenwich, CT,
abruptly collapsed in the early after-
noon. Four vehicles plunged into the
Mianus River, three people lost their
lives, and others sustained serious inju-
ries. It remains one of the worst trans-
portation disasters in my small State’s
history.

The tragedy in Minnesota is the most
recent example of our national infra-
structure crumbling before our very
eyes. Indeed, this is not a problem that
only affects Minneapolis or Con-
necticut or—in the case of last year’s
steampipe eruption—New York City.
These are problems affecting every sin-
gle State, every single county, every
single community in our Nation from
San Diego, CA, to Bangor, ME.
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For far too long, we have taken all
our infrastructure systems—our roads,
bridges, mass transit systems, drinking
water systems, wastewater systems,
public housing properties—for granted.
For far too long, we have failed to in-
vest adequately in their long-term sus-
tainability. Today, we find ourselves in
a precarious position concerning their
future viability—a precarious position
that is costing lives and jeopardizing
the high quality of life we have come
to enjoy and expect as American citi-
Zens.

The Federal Highway Administration
estimates that 152,000 of the Nation’s
bridges are either structurally defi-
cient or functionally obsolete. Put an-
other way, one out of every four
bridges in our Nation is in a state of se-
rious disrepair. The American Associa-
tion of State Highway and Transpor-
tation Officials estimates it would cost
some $140 billion just to repair the
152,000 bridges that are in that condi-
tion.

The life-threatening problems are not
confined to bridges. The National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration re-
ports that approximately 14,000 Ameri-
cans die each year, at least in part, be-
cause our roads and bridges are no
longer up to the task.

Congestion on our highways causes
tons of carbon dioxide and other pollut-
ants to be pumped into the atmosphere
every day. These emissions com-
promise the health of children and
adults and contribute to global warm-
ing, which poses immense risks to the
future of all of us. This congestion on
our highways stems from the absence
of mass transit systems or other ade-
quate means to move people.

Tens of millions of Americans receive
drinking water in their homes every
day from pipes that are, on average,
over 100 years old. In our Nation’s cap-
ital city, in the area of Georgetown—
one of the city’s most affluent neigh-
borhoods—wastewater is still conveyed
through wooden sewage Dpipes con-
structed in the 19th century.

In the city of Milwaukee, over 400,000
people were sickened several years ago
with flu-like symptoms caused by a
strain of bacteria in the municipal
drinking water system of that commu-
nity. The bacteria strain was eventu-
ally linked to inadequate treatment of
the drinking water.

It is not just our health and safety
that is affected by our crumbling infra-
structure; in fact, our national pros-
perity is at stake. From the days of the
Roman aqueducts to the present, a na-
tion’s ability to grow and prosper has
always relied upon its ability to effec-
tively move people, goods, and infor-
mation.

Ask any American today how we are
doing in achieving this objective, and
chances are the response would be the
same: We are not doing very well, and
we could be doing substantially better.

When the average American spends
51.5 hours a year—more than 2 full days
of one’s life, per year—stuck in traffic
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congestion, then I think we can do bet-
ter. When one out of three of our roads
is in poor, mediocre, or fair condition,
then I think all of us would agree we
can do better. When the United States
invests less than 2 percent of its gross
domestic product on infrastructure,
while nations such as China and
India—the major competitors of this
country in the 21st century—invest be-
tween 7 and 12 percent, then I think all
of us recognize we need to do better or
we are going to find our country in a
very weakened position very quickly.
Infrastructure is not something you
can correct overnight. The investments
need to be made. It takes time to do it
right. We are almost to the second dec-
ade of this century, and we remain way
behind in this area.

Tomorrow is also the 1-year anniver-
sary of the introduction of the Na-
tional Infrastructure Bank Act that I
have offered along with Senator CHUCK
HAGEL of Nebraska. It is a bipartisan
bill that has gained a number of co-
sponsors over the last year, and we
would like more.

The Infrastructure Bank would es-
tablish a unique and powerful public-
private partnership to restore our Na-
tion’s infrastructure. Using limited
Federal resources, it would leverage
the significant resources, both at home
and abroad, of the private sector. If we
don’t talk about how we are going to
finance this, it is not going to happen.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. We need to come up with
a financing mechanism. We all under-
stand the need for doing this. I think
all of us recognize as well that we are
not going to talk about doing this out
of the appropriations process alone.
There are not enough resources there
to meet the $1.6 trillion currently need-
ed to repair decaying infrastructure.
We need a better mechanism to finance
this. Senator HAGEL of Nebraska and I
have worked with the Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies over
the last 2% years, along with Senator
Bob Kerrey, the former Senator of Ne-
braska; Warren Rudman, the former
Senator of New Hampshire; Felix
Rohatyn, a well-known business indi-
vidual from New York who is almost
certainly responsible for getting New
York City back on its feet years ago;
and John Hamre, a former official at
the Defense Department, and we have
constructed a means by which a lim-
ited amount of Federal dollars could
attract massive amounts of private
capital to allow us to really begin this
work.

Absent some idea like this—and we
think this is a good one—then year
after year we can give speeches about
our infrastructure, but nothing much
will happen. This bill is designed to
deal with regional and national needs,
not local ones. We leave those up to the
local municipalities.
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We need to once again recognize that
to grow as a people, to have our econ-
omy grow and provide the jobs and ful-
fill the aspirations and hopes of many
Americans, we have to grow as well in
our capacity to handle that kind of
growth. The infrastructure needs of our
Nation are daunting.

So on this tragic anniversary of the
events in Minneapolis and the reminder
of what occurred in my own State, as
well as the recognition of what is oc-
curring every single day all across our
Nation, my hope would be that in the
coming Congress, whether we are talk-
ing about a McCain administration or
an Obama administration, that infra-
structure would be a high priority for
our country, that we get on that track
together, as Democrats and Repub-
licans, and come up with some creative
ideas on how we can invest in this
needed aspect of our economy.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SALAZAR). The Senator from Louisiana
is recognized.

ENERGY

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise to
urge action on what is clearly the sin-
gle top priority, the single top chal-
lenge for American families; that is,
sky-high gasoline prices and energy
prices.

In the real world, in every State of
the Union, families are struggling with
this enormous additional burden. Gaso-
line prices, the prices at the pump—all
energy prices have obviously gone
through the roof in the last several
months. Yet, even faced with this true
crisis, even faced with this outpouring
of hurt on the part of the American
people and call for action, we are not
yet acting. We are not yet acting as
grownups. We are not yet coming to-
gether. We are not yet acting on the
issue. I urge us to do just that and to
simply act in a full, bipartisan, and
balanced way on what is clearly the
single biggest challenge facing Lou-
isiana and all American families.

The good news is that at least there
has been an energy-related bill on the
floor of the Senate which has been the
pending business that I think goes
back to Tuesday, July 22—almost 2 full
legislative weeks ago. The bad news is
the distinguished majority leader has
blocked all attempts to have an open
debate and an open amendment process
about energy.

That bill—his bill—about the limited
issue of speculation—and I urge us to
act on speculation, but we clearly must
act on other things as well—that spec-
ulation-only bill has been the business
at hand on the floor of the Senate for
almost 2 legislative weeks, and yet we
haven’t had a single amendment con-
sidered, certainly not a single vote on
an amendment. What an enormous lost
opportunity. What an enormous exam-
ple of pure obstructionism in Wash-
ington and the sort of gridlock people
are sick and tired of when the country
truly faces a crisis. American families
face enormous challenges based on en-
ergy prices. We need that real debate.
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We need that open amendment process.
We need to act as grownups. We need to
come together and act on energy.

It is in that vein that I suggest two
very specific things. First of all, in less
than 24 hours, I assume there is going
to be some move for us to go home for
August. I don’t think we should until
and unless we take some reasonable ac-
tion on energy. I believe it is a deroga-
tion of our responsibility to go home
for any length of time when this crisis
is hanging out there and this institu-
tion is failing to act. I think we should
stay here and work. We should stay
here and act in a fair and in a balanced
way.

We should consider a host of issues—
yes, including speculation, but also
fundamental issues that go to supply
and demand on both sides of that equa-
tion: conservation, yes; greater fuel ef-
ficiency, yes; new technology, yes; re-
newable sources of energy and alter-
native sources of energy, yes. Also, we
should be doing something on the sup-
ply side: finding more here at home and
using our resources we do have right
here at home. So I am against going
home, going off on vacation, going on
the August recess—however you want
to put it—when we are not acting on
the top priority and concern of the
American people.

Secondly, I certainly oppose moving
off this topic, which has been what the
distinguished majority has tried to get
us to do over and over again. We will
have an upcoming vote—his latest at-
tempt to get us off this topic. He has
filed a motion to invoke cloture to pro-
ceed to the Defense authorization bill.
Defense is an extremely important
issue, particularly in this time of war
and terrorist threat. However, I can
tell my colleagues the reaction the
American people have to this choice of
energy versus Defense authorization.
They have the same reaction I have:
Staying on energy, acting on energy in
a meaningful, bold, positive, balanced
way, is the single most important
thing we can do to improve our secu-
rity, to improve our defenses. Quite
frankly, that is far more important for
national security and for defense than
any Defense authorization bill. So
surely we should reject that attempt to
move off the subject to take this vote
and move to the Defense authorization
bill when the single biggest issue that
not only faces American families and
hits their pocketbooks but also the sin-
gle biggest national security issue is
energy.

So, again, I urge us to reject that at-
tempt once again to move off the sub-
ject. We need to stay on energy but,
more importantly, we need to act on
energy. We need to reject that cloture
vote. I urge us to stay here and work
and act rather than go off on any Au-
gust recess. We must address this cru-
cial energy issue.

As so many of my colleagues, I have
important amendments on the topic. I
specifically filed seven amendments.
Those amendments address a number
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of key issues and a number of key ques-
tions, but they are balanced. They are
not just about drilling because we can’t
just drill our way out of the problem.
They have us use less and find more at
the same time. That is exactly the sort
of balanced approach we need, as I said
a few minutes ago. Yes, use less. Yes to
conservation. Yes to greater efficiency
standards. Yes to new technology. Yes
to renewables. Yes to biofuels. Yes to
alternative fuels. Also, at the same
time, yes to accessing greater supply
right here at home, to accessing that
energy we have here offshore, in West-
ern States in shale deposits and else-
where, to help ourselves rather than
have to go beg, hat in hand, to Middle
Eastern countries to cut us a break. We
need to do all of the above. We need to
act on the demand side and the supply
side to stabilize, bring down prices, and
help American families with this, their
top challenge and their top concern.

I have seven amendments. Unfortu-
nately, under the rules of the game
that the distinguished majority leader
has laid out, I haven’t come near any
opportunity to call any of those
amendments up, and certainly I have
not been able to have a vote on those
amendments. The majority leader at
one point offered four votes on the en-
tire issue; none of them would have
been on my amendments. He then re-
scinded that offer, so we are back to an
offer of zero amendments and zero
amendment votes.

Let’s get serious about a serious
challenge facing American families.
Let’s not only be on the topic on the
Senate floor—so what. Let’s act on it
in a grownup way, in a bipartisan way,
in a balanced way, addressing supply
and demand, using less and finding
more right here at home. Let’s take up
not just my amendments but any good
ideas for debate and consideration and
votes, and let’s act on the single great-
est challenge facing Louisiana families
whom I represent and American fami-
lies across the Nation. Surely we
shouldn’t vote to move to any other
topic when we still have this tremen-
dous challenge not acted upon.

I think we shouldn’t run home for the
August recess to vacation or even to
talk with our constituents when this
enormously important pending busi-
ness is not acted upon. Let’s stay here.
Let’s work. Let’s come together. Let’s
act for the American people. It is per-
fectly obvious to them that this is our
greatest national challenge. This is
their greatest personal and family
challenge as they try to live their real
lives in the real world. We have to get
that message and act on it here in Con-
gress.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. DOLE. Mr. President, the Fed-
eral Government has more acronyms
for more Federal agencies that produce
more economic statistics than anyone
can reasonably be expected to com-
prehend in a single sitting. We have the
Office of Management and Budget, the
Congressional Budget Office, the Bu-
reau of Liabor Statistics, the Bureau of
Economic Analysis—just to name a
few.

These agencies produce a wealth of
information that we use to inform our
policy decisions with facts and expert
analysis; but I often find that the best
advice I get on matters of public policy
comes not from these experts and their
reports, but from the wisdom and sin-
cerity of North Carolinians who write
to me.

I received a letter recently that I
think gets to the heart of our energy
debate here in the Senate. It comes
from a retiree who is living on a fixed
income from his life savings, who re-
sides in Lake Junaluska, North Caro-
lina, a picturesque mountain town of
3,000 situated on a pristine mountain
lake. I used to go to church camp there
almost every summer when I was grow-
ing up.

“Too much energy,” the letter reads,
““has gone into rhetoric and not enough
into actually doing something about it.
We have so many brilliant leaders and
the ability to make major trans-
formations, so let’s concentrate on ac-
tion and do whatever it takes to reduce
our dependence on foreign o0il.”

My friend from Lake Junaluska is
right. Indeed, too much energy in this
energy debate has been spent on par-
tisan rhetoric, and not enough on de-
livering real solutions to provide
Americans with relief from these
record high gas prices.

Both sides bring important and
worthwhile ideas to this debate. On one
side, we see a focus on conservation
and cracking down on alleged bad be-
havior in the energy market. On the
other side, we hear more about energy
exploration.

There is no ‘‘silver bullet” that can
solve our energy woes. We need every
option on the table. We need to throw
everything and the kitchen sink at our
energy crisis. Conservation. Alter-
native energy. Energy exploration.
Market fairness.

There is no reason we can’t develop a
comprehensive strategy that includes
the best ideas from both sides of this
debate.

The bottom line is that high gas
prices are driven by too much demand
and too little supply. Last year, global
demand exceeded global supply by
roughly one million barrels per day.
Because of that, families in my home
State of North Carolina are having to
pay 30 percent more to fill their tanks
than they did just 1 year ago.

To truly solve this problem, we have
to tackle both the demand side and the
supply side. We need to find more and
use less.
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On the demand side, we need to make
major investments in alternative en-
ergy research and take a crash course
in conservation.

That is why I introduced legislation
last week to repeal roughly $17 billion
in tax breaks to o0il companies, and
pour that funding into alternative en-
ergy research. With the price per barrel
of oil at record highs, the market is
providing petroleum producers all the
incentive they should need to produce
more oil. So, that funding would be
better spent by investing in alternative
sources of energy that are the key to
our energy future.

In the near term, we could also help
decrease demand by incentivizing the
purchase of hybrid and other clean fuel
vehicles with point of sale rebates and
by investing in better transit systems.

While decreasing demand and invest-
ing in alternative and renewable forms
of energy is certainly a necessary part
of any comprehensive energy solution,
it is by no means sufficient. We cannot
simply conserve our way to energy
independence.

We must also increase supply by
making better use of America’s vast
energy resources. We should open up
2,000 out of 19.6 million acres in ANWR
to energy exploration. We should cap-
italize on our immense oil shale re-
serves, which could produce three
times as much oil as Saudi Arabia’s
proven reserves. And we should also
allow the States decide whether or not
to permit offshore energy exploration
at least 50 miles off their shores on the
Outer Continental Shelf, where we
could gain access to billions of barrels
of oil.

Of course, some will argue that
bringing these energy resources online
will take years to complete, and won’t
help provide the immediate relief that
folks mneed. But, if anything, that
means we cannot afford to let another
day pass without pursuing them.

After all, if President Clinton hadn’t
vetoed legislation in 1995 to allow en-
ergy exploration in ANWR, our current
energy shortfall would already be re-
duced by roughly 1 million barrels per
day.

To provide immediate relief, we can
release one-third of the strategic petro-
leum reserve to inject some much-
needed supply into the markets, which
will drive down prices in the near term
and send a signal to market specu-
lators that the American Government
is dead serious about lowering gas
prices.

Because of enormous and unprece-
dented economic growth in developing
countries like India and China, it is im-
perative that in this debate we keep
our eyes fixed firmly on the ultimate
goal of ending our dependence on for-
eign oil altogether. Facing an ever-
dwindling global supply of oil and ever-
increasing global demand for energy,
this is not a goal or a debate that we
can take lightly. When it comes to se-
curing America’s energy future, par-
tisan politics need not apply.
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To lower gas prices and reach our ul-
timate goal of energy independence, we
need every option on the table—every-
thing and the kitchen sink.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3044

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 92 times
this session, which is now in its 19th
month, Senate Republicans have fili-
bustered critical legislation, every-
thing and anything to maintain the
status quo. Of course, it is an all-time
record, 92 filibusters. It is more than
100 percent of what has been done in a
full Congress—that is 2 years—and this
has been done in a year and a half.

For those unfamiliar with the lan-
guage of the Senate, a filibuster is a
stall tactic to give a Senator more
time, but it prevents the Senate from
debating legislation. A filibuster is not
a ‘“‘no”” vote in the true sense of the
word. It is an objection to even having
a vote. A filibuster cuts off debate be-
fore there can even be a vote. Most im-
portantly, it cuts off negotiation and
compromise.

Ninety-two times and more than 100
percent than has ever been done before,
Republicans have filibustered Amer-
ica’s priorities. Republicans have
shown no favoritism on whom their
filibusters harm the most. They have
filibustered our troops, veterans, chil-
dren, working families, small busi-
nesses, elderly, disabled, and recently
stroke victims, those suffering from
paralysis, those suffering from Lou
Gehrig’s disease. The list is endless.
Not a single American has escaped the
harm of a Republican filibuster in this,
the 110th Congress.

Perhaps our country has been most
damaged by Republicans blocking us
from addressing the energy crisis. CNN
issued the results of a poll they took
over a couple days very recently. Here
is how the American people feel about
major causes of high gas prices:

No. 1, U.S. oil companies. Is that any
surprise with the record profits being
reported today by Exxon?

No. 2, foreign oil producers, OPEC
mainly.

And, of course, speculators.

One, o0il companies; two, oil pro-
ducers; three, speculators, and new de-
mand from other countries, and the
American people are very perceptive.
We know there is a tremendous demand
from India and China.

No. 5, a major cause of higher gas
prices, the Bush administration.

No. 6, the war in Iraq.

So if you only heard the faint out-
rage of our Republican colleagues, you
might think it is the Democrats who
spent the past 2 years blocking every
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effort to lower gas prices and reduce
our dependence on oil. But the exact
opposite is true. Republicans may talk
about high gas prices and oil prices
today, but they are late to the party
and they have shown up empty-handed.

The one idea they have come up with
lately is more coastline drilling. But
we all know it won’t have any signifi-
cant impact on prices, and some say in
more than 20 years. That is according
to the Bush-Cheney administration,
which says the change in price will be
in the year 2027.

Yesterday, in the New York Times
and in newspapers all over America,
the most syndicated columnist in
America, Tom Friedman, wrote as fol-
lows:

Republicans have become so obsessed with
the notion that we can drill our way out of
the current energy crisis that reopening our
coastal waters to offshore drilling has be-
come their answer for every energy question.

Anyone who looks at the growth of middle
classes around the world and their rising de-
mands for natural resources, plus the dan-
gers of the climate change driven by our ad-
diction to fossil fuels, can see clean renew-
able energy—wind, solar, nuclear, and stuff
we haven’t yet invented—is going to be the
next great global industry. It has to be if we
are going to grow in a stable way.

Friedman went on to say:

Therefore, the country that most owns the
clean power industry is going to most own
the next great technological breakthrough—
the ET revolution, the energy technology
revolution—and create millions of jobs and
thousands of new businesses, just like the IT
revolution did.

Republicans, by mindlessly repeating their
offshore-drilling mantra, focusing on a 19th-
century fuel, remind me of someone back in
1980 arguing we should be putting all our
money into making more and cheaper IBM
Selectric typewriters—and forget about
these things called the “PC” and ‘‘the Inter-
net.” It is a strategy for making America a
second-rate power and economy.

He is not only the most well-read and
the most well-spread columnist in
America today but a man who is a
prize winner for his best selling books,
and his books are so tremendous be-
cause they see the world as it is going
to be, not as it now is.

Their one idea, more coastline drill-
ing, is not the answer. It is no wonder
Senator MCCAIN said the plan was
purely psychological, the Republican
plan for more coastal drilling is psy-
chological.

This morning we came to the Senate
floor. We were going to offer some con-
sent agreements, but the time was in-
convenient. I did not want to use lead-
er time and throw off the sequence of
time we had. So we are here this after-
noon to offer Republicans yet another
chance to end their obstruction and do
the right thing. We will offer unani-
mous consent requests on seven Energy
bills, each one of which is extremely
important, a package of bills that
would lower the price we pay at the
pump while applying for the long-time
transition away from oil and toward
clean renewable fuels of the future
Tom Friedman talked about.
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If past is prolog, Republicans will ob-
ject to each of these proposals. If they
do, and they probably will, it will be
clear again for all Americans to see
which party wants to only talk about
our energy crisis and which party
wants to solve it.

The first I would like to offer is S.
3044, the Consumer-First Energy Act.
This is a very thoughtful piece of legis-
lation which ends billions of dollars of
tax breaks for big oil companies, and if
there is ever an opportunity to recog-
nize why they are unnecessary, look at
those profits today and what they do
with those profits. Do they do new en-
ergy exploration? No. Do they invest in
renewables? No. They buy back their
stock.

It was announced today they made
last quarter, Exxon alone, about $12
billion. S. 3044 would force oil compa-
nies to invest some of their massive
profits in clean, alternative affordable
fuels rather than buying back their
stock. S. 3044 would protect the Amer-
ican people from price gouging and
profiteering. It would also stand up to
OPEC countries that are colluding to
keep prices high.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of Calendar No.
743, S. 3044, the Consumer-First Energy
Act; that the bill be read three times,
passed, and the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table; and that any state-
ments relating to this bill be printed in
the RECORD, as if given.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, this bill does not produce any new
American energy and would increase
the price of gas at the pump. Further,
I agree with Chairman BINGAMAN that
a windfall profits tax is ‘‘very arbi-
trary” and ‘‘bad policy.” For these rea-
sons, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from New York.
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—ENERGY PRICE
REDUCTION AND SECURITY ACT OF 2008

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am
going to speak about a proposal that
has been at the desk for a period of
time and was put together by Senator
BINGAMAN which deals in a very real
way with the issues about which so
many of our colleagues on the other
side of the floor have talked.

First, it does increase domestic pro-
duction by giving the Secretary of the
Interior the authority to shorten lease
terms and raise rental rates, requiring
o0il companies to comply with bench-
marks. It would require the oil compa-
nies to drill rather than just hold prop-
erty for decade after decade and not
produce.

It would also bring down prices im-
mediately by selling about 70 million
barrels of high-quality light crude in
the SPR, replacing it later with low-
quality heavier crude.

Mr. President, 90 percent of sales
would be invested in LIHEAP. Even
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more importantly, it reduces demand.
First, building codes, 40 percent of our
energy is used by cooling and heating
buildings. Certain States have put in
building codes for decades and dramati-
cally reduced demand. We also have re-
search for batteries, so we might have
electric cars and many other provi-
sions.

I cannot go into all of them because
time is narrow. Why do my colleagues
oppose something so rational? The bot-
tom line is because they want to do
what the o0il companies want: give
them record profits.

What do the oil companies do with
those profits? Do they promote alter-
native energy? Absolutely not. Do they
drill domestically? We are hearing all
this talk about drill. Look what the oil
companies do with their profits. They
buy back stock. That is very good if
you are a big shareholder in
ExxonMobil. It is very bad if you are a
homeowner heating your home or a
commuter driving your car.

It does no one any good except a
handful of people, mostly very well off,
to raise ExxonMobil stock, raise Chev-
ron stock, raise BP stock, and not put
that money into production.

Our proposal doesn’t do what the oil
companies want, but it increases pro-
duction, domestic production, and re-
duces demand, exactly the slogan that
my colleagues are talking about on the
other side of the aisle. But it does it in
a way not that the oil companies want
but that America wants.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of a bill au-
thored by Senator BINGAMAN, the En-
ergy Price Reduction and Security Act
of 2008, which is at the desk; that the
bill be read a third time, passed, and
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table; and that any statements re-
lating to the bill be printed in the
RECORD, as if read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Republican whip.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, this bill does not
open a single new acre for the produc-
tion of American energy and, in fact,
would place new regulations and fees
on American energy production, which
would raise the price of gas at the
pump. For these reasons, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The assistant majority leader.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3335

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, 68 mil-
lion acres are currently open to the oil
and gas companies, Federal land leased
to them for oil and gas exploration.
You would think, from the position and
the statements on the Republican side
of the aisle, that there was no land
available and that we have to find new
opportunities for oil and gas compa-
nies. They have 68 million opportuni-
ties they are not using today.

Time and time again, over the last
several weeks, the position of the Re-
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publicans on the energy question has
come down to two or three very basic
things: First, the Republicans in the
Senate and Senator JOHN MCCAIN are
stuck on old ideas. Secondly, they
can’t wait to go hat in hand to big oil—
the oil companies—and ask them: What
would you like us to do next? Well, the
oil companies have a pretty good agen-
da. Before President Bush and Vice
President CHENEY leave town, can you
try to find some way to provide even
more Federal acreage we can drill on
maybe in the future? We want to stock
it in our portfolios and get to it an-
other day. Can you make sure you do
that before President Bush leaves
town?

That is the Republican agenda: More
acreage beyond the 68 million they cur-
rently have and no vision for the fu-
ture. It is an old agenda, an old idea.
The Grand Old Party is stuck in an old
way of thinking when it comes to en-
ergy.

The bill T am about to talk about
looks to the future. It is a vision for to-
morrow. Of course, there is responsible
exploration and production—there has
to be and there should be—but it real-
izes that the energy future of America
and the world has to be different. We
have to get ahead of the curve. As Sen-
ator REID said in quoting Thomas
Friedman, it is time for us to think of
the energy revolution we are about to
engage in, one that is going to make a
profound difference in our lives.

Twice this week we have given the
Republicans a chance to vote for a real
energy package. Is it a bipartisan plan?
Read this quote from 48 Governors,
Democrats and Republicans, across the
United States.

Securing our energy future must be a pri-
ority at both the State and Federal levels.
We strongly urge you—

They are speaking to the Congress—
to partner with States by passing legislation
on a bipartisan basis to extend expiring re-
newable energy and energy efficiency tax
credits that can be enacted this year.

The Governors understand it. The
American people understand it. The
Democrats in the Senate understand it.
It is only the Republican Senators who
continue to object.

Now, what are these incentives? They
are incentives for renewable energy
that will chart a course for America to
find clean energy sources and the cre-
ation of new businesses and new jobs so
America can again lead the world. The
Republicans look in the rearview mir-
ror at drilling for oil because that is
where the big oil companies are—their
friends, their allies, their inspiration
when it comes to energy.

This bill that came before us yester-
day brought in five Republican votes.
Only 5 out of 49 crossed the aisle and
joined us to try to pass it. Not enough.
They know it. Coincidentally, four out
of five are in tough reelection contests.
They understand when they go home
that they can’t sell this ‘‘drill forever”
and the mentality the Republicans in
the Senate have been peddling.
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The bill talks about incentives for
biomass and hydropower, solar energy,
biodiesel, advanced coal, electricity,
demonstration plug-in electric cars,
battery performance standards, idle re-
duction units for trucks, and so many
other things that move us forward
using those nonpolluting renewable
sources of energy that are truly our fu-
ture.

Time and time and time again, the
Republicans in the Senate have said
no, no to these incentives for renew-
able energy and no to our future. I will
give them a chance this time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of Calendar No.
767, H.R. 6049, the Renewable Energy,
Job Creation Act of 2008; that the
amendment at the desk, the text of
which is S. 3335, be considered and
agreed to, the bill, as amended, be read
a third time, passed, and the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table; that
any statements relating thereto be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The minority whip.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I ask that the
unanimous consent request be modi-
fied; that instead of adopting S. 3335 as
an amendment, the Senate adopt the
McConnell-Grassley substitute which is
filed at the desk. This substitute pro-
vides the AMT patch, extends all of the
traditional tax extenders, some of
them with modifications, it extends
the many energy tax incentives, pro-
vides for Midwest disaster relief, and
includes no tax increases.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator modify his request?

Mr. DURBIN. Reserving the right to
object, the Republicans, the Grand Old
Party that used to be the party of fis-
cal conservatism, refuses to pay for
these tax breaks. We have come up
with an approach that is reasonable
and accepted by the business commu-
nity and that puts the tax burden on
companies that are shifting jobs over-
seas. The Republicans can’t stand the
thought of imposing taxes on compa-
nies that are sending American jobs
overseas and that is why they object to
our bill and that is why I object to
their alternative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the original request?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, further re-
serving the right to object, yesterday,
the majority leader said that legis-
lating is the art of compromise, and in-
deed it is. There has been discussion
here about the Grand Old Party—my
party, of which I am proud—comparing
it to the idea that oil is in the past,
that oil is an old idea, we were told,
and Republicans are stuck in the past.
The Democrats are for renewables.

If you can find me a renewable that
runs on wind or on solar, I would be
happy to think about the idea. But I do
think that since legislating is the art
of compromise, we ought to listen to
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each other’s ideas, and that means
each side moving off its hard-and-fast
position, meeting somewhere in the
middle.

Republicans are ready and willing to
negotiate a true compromise, and I
hope we can instruct our respective
staffs to work on compromise during
August.

I object to the original request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from North Dakota.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3268

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
pending business of the Senate is S.
3268, the Stop Excessive Energy Specu-
lation Act. That is currently the pend-
ing business. That has been objected
to. I would like to try, once again, to
see if perhaps we can do what every one
of us as kids has been told by our par-
ents to do—first things first. We need
to do a lot of things and a lot of things
well—produce more energy, produce
different energy, and conserve more en-
ergy. I understand that. I think almost
all of us agree with that. But first
things first.

We have a broken oil futures market,
and let me describe it. Seventy-one
percent of those who are trading in the
oil futures market are speculators.
They don’t know about oil. They do not
want any oil. They do not want to
carry a 5-gallon can of oil. They want
to trade paper and make a lot of
money.

A couple months ago, the vice presi-
dent of ExxonMobil says the price of
oil should be about $50 or $55 per bar-
rel. The CEO of Marathon Oil has said
the same thing. Finally, in testimony
before the Congress, Fidel Gheit, 30
years in this business at Oppenheimer
and Company—the top energy person
at Oppenheimer and Company—said:

There is no shortage of oil. I am absolutely
convinced that the price of oil shouldn’t be a
dime above $565 a barrel.

In speaking of the futures market, he
said:

I call it the world’s largest gambling hall,
open 24/7 and totally unregulated. It’s like a
highway with no cops and no speed limits
and everybody going 120 miles per hour.

The result. The price of gas has dou-
bled in a year. There is nothing in the
supply-and-demand relationship of oil
that justifies doubling the price in a
year. It is because the market is bro-
ken and infested now with oil specu-
lators.

We say first things first. We have
crafted a bill to try to wring the specu-
lation out of that market and preserve
it for ordinary hedging, for which it
was originally created.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Stop Excessive Energy
Speculation Act, that we are recog-
nizing as the pending business, we pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration of
Calendar No. 882, S. 3268; that the bill
be read three times, passed, the motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
that any statements relating thereto
be printed in the RECORD.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Republican whip.

Mr. KYL. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, this bill does not provide any new
American energy, is flawed, and, in
fact, the New York Times recently
called it a ‘“‘misbegotten plan.”

Senate Republicans believe we should
continue to work on the bill so it
would provide meaningful relief from
high gas prices for American families.
For this reason, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Washington.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. 3186

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, no one
in this country should have to choose
between heating their homes and put-
ting food on the table. But with oil
prices rising through the roof, more
and more of our low-income families
and our seniors today need extra help
to stay warm and healthy. The cost of
heating oil has risen 162 percent over
the last 8 years, and by this winter it
will have risen another 41 percent in
the last year alone.

As these oil prices have skyrocketed,
some regions of the country, including
some counties in my home State of
Washington, have had to cut back on
the amount of heating assistance they
can provide to the people who live
there. The Seattle Times, our home-
town paper in Seattle, is today report-
ing almost 100,000 people in Washington
State alone will pay hundreds of dol-
lars more to heat their homes this win-
ter. Many people are already planning
on how they are going to get by with-
out heat because they can’t afford it.

Last week, we had a chance in the
Senate to double the funding available
to help our low-income families and
seniors to afford to heat their homes
this winter. The Warm in Winter and
Cool in Summer Act, which is S. 3186,
would have ensured our local govern-
ments were able to cover these addi-
tional costs and help those who need it
most. We were all extremely dis-
appointed that despite the fact that 13
Republican Senators were cosponsors
of this legislation, they chose last
week to say no, once again, on behalf
of big oil.

As we debate the refinements of how
we are going to solve the short-term
crisis, it seems logical to me that we
not leave behind the people who are
hurting the most. For seniors, low-in-
come Americans, people who are truly
worried, can’t we come together on
this one issue and solve it as we try to
take care of the large energy crisis be-
fore us?

Mr. President, I come to the floor
today to ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the immediate
consideration of Calendar No. 835, S.
3186, the Warm in Winter and Cool in
Summer Act; that the bill be read
three times, passed, and the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table; that
any statements relating thereto be
printed in the RECORD.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The minority whip.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I ask unanimous
consent that the bill be modified to add
to the text of Senate amendment No.
5137, the Coleman offshore oil explo-
ration and conservation amendment, so
we can address the root cause of high
energy prices that are hurting all
Americans, particularly low-income
Americans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to so modify her request?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to that, and I say to our colleagues
that, as we continue to debate in this
country, in a very clear manner, the
different root causes and what we can
do, it seems to me, without encum-
bering this in the larger debate, we
ought to be able to at least deal with
an oil heating crisis that is going to af-
fect many Americans, and therefore I
renew my unanimous consent request
as I read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, is there ob-
jection to my request?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I did
object, and I renew my original re-
quest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington objects.

Mr. KYL. I thank the Chair and I ob-
ject as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have a
few minutes left until 2:30. I would,
rather than take leader time, ask
unanimous consent to take another few
minutes past 2:30. I would say to my
two Republican colleagues on the floor,
what we would do is run over, and the
next 30 minutes in the next block of
Democratic time would be cut by what-
ever time I use at this time. It will
only be a few minutes; otherwise, I will
use leader time.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator
KOHL and Senator SPECTER have been
talking quite a bit. They both have vis-
ited with me on more than one occa-
sion because they believe they have
one of the answers to the problems we
have with oil, and that is let’s do some-
thing about OPEC. It is a cartel, it is a
monopoly, and they have no concern
for the American people, and they are
obviously in violation of antitrust
laws. But it is a question of whether
American law can take them into con-
sideration.

The legislation introduced by Sen-
ator KOHL and Senator SPECTER in the
form of S. 879, the No Oil Producing
Exporting Cartels Act of 2007, would
make OPEC subject to the Sherman
Antitrust Act. Why shouldn’t they? At
the present time, we only have two en-
tities that are exempt from the Sher-
man Antitrust Act: baseball and insur-
ance companies.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We know how we all feel about insur-
ance companies, and how the American
people feel about them, because they
violate what would be antitrust laws
all the time, but they are not subject
to it.

Mr. President, what this legislation
is all about is let’s have OPEC be sub-
ject to the antitrust laws. I agree with
Senator SPECTER. I agree with Senator
KoHL. This should be something the
Senate does.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 2264

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to Calendar
No. 169, H.R. 2264, that the bill be read
three times and passed, the motion to
reconsider be laid on the table, and any
statements relating to this matter be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). Is there objection?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, this bill does noth-
ing to increase American energy inde-
pendence but would increase our reli-
ance on the Middle East. Further, au-
thorizing our Government to sue OPEC
could, as Chairman BINGAMAN said,
“get us into all kinds of trouble inter-
nationally’ and ‘‘is not practical.”

For these reasons, I object.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I say to
the majority leader, I yielded 8 min-
utes to the Senator from Minnesota
today in order that his statement could
be coterminous with Senator
KLOBUCHAR. If you don’t mind, this is
the last unanimous consent request—
and let me do that by saying I think all
of us in this Chamber understand the
way you produce energy, and we sup-
port virtually every mechanism and
approach to produce energy. Drilling
for oil is one of them. But drilling a
hole in the ground is not the only way
you produce energy. You can use tur-
bine and blades to produce energy from
the wind and produce electricity. You
can take energy from the Sun and
produce electricity. There is biomass
and biofuels. There are many ways to
produce.

The problem is we do not aspire to
set any national goal or mnational
standard to require or to push that pro-
duction of alternative energy.

I think we need something around
here that is game changing. Every 10 or
15 years people are content to shuffle
on the floor and talk about what do we
do about the next box canyon we have
ridden in. Then they say let’s drill
some more. I am all for drilling, but
what about other ways of producing en-
ergy, wind and solar and the alter-
natives?

I am going to offer a unanimous con-
sent request on an issue that has been
kicking around for a long time. I know
some people oppose it strongly. I re-
spect their views but respectfully they
are wrong. We ought to have a national
standard—many States now have it—to
provide a renewable energy standard,
saying when you are producing elec-
tricity, a certain percentage of that
should come from renewable sources.
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This proposal at the desk requires a
15-percent renewable energy standard.
If we are ever going to change the
game, we have to do this by deciding
that America is going to produce en-
ergy and produce different energy. So
this would be a 15-percent renewable
energy standard. Many States have
taken the lead. I regret they have had
to take the lead, but we ought to have
a national set of goals and a national
standard to say there are a lot of ways
to produce. This is about producing en-
ergy for this country.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 6049

I ask unanimous consent the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of a bill to establish the renew-
able electricity standard which is at
the desk, that the bill be read three
times and passed, the motion to recon-
sider be laid on the table, and any
statements relating to this matter be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, we need more en-
ergy production to reduce costs. Re-
publicans support it, Democrats do not.
Tom Friedman, quoted by the Demo-
cratic leaders, is right about one thing,
Republicans want more offshore drill-
ing. Democrats do not.

Second, and I respectfully correct the
majority leader in this, Senator
McCAIN did not say offshore drilling is
only psychological. He advocates more
offshore drilling both because of the
energy it would produce and also be-
cause, he said, it would have a positive
psychological impact on energy mar-
kets.

This would increase heating and cool-
ing costs for American homes. For that
reason, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the last
half hour or so has been a microcosm of
the 18 months of this Congress. Time
and time again, Democrats have of-
fered solutions to our energy crisis.
Each time Republicans have objected.
They have not come up with answers to
specific objections to try to reach any
sort of compromise. Basically, they
said no. After 18 months of ignoring
our energy crisis, and rejecting every
Democratic effort—and we have talked
about some of them today—they now
claim to have seen the light. After a
year and a half, all they want to talk
about is gas prices. But as we have
seen, all they want to do is, as I refer
to part of what Thomas Friedman said:

Republicans, by mindlessly repeating their
offshore-drilling mantra, focusing on a 19th
century fuel, remind me of someone back in
1980 arguing that we should be putting all of
our money into making more and cheaper
IBM Selectric typewriters—and forget about
these things called the “PC’” and ‘‘the Inter-
net.” It is a strategy for making America a
second-rate power and economy.

I did not hear JOHN McCAIN say drill-
ing was psychological. All I did was
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read it in the press. It has been re-
peated time and time again.

I would finally say, we believe in do-
mestic production. We Democrats, all
51 of us, believe there should be more
American production. There are ways
of accomplishing that. We know we
cannot drill our way out of the prob-
lems we have, but there are things we
can do and we want to work to have
that accomplished. We have seen that
set forth in legislation that Senator
BINGAMAN has offered. Of course we
talk about the 68 million acres—that
was, of course, talked about here dur-
ing this half hour—but we also are
aware of the ability the President has
today to offer leases to oil-rich areas in
Alaska, onshore and offshore.

We believe in more domestic produc-
tion. We call it American production.
Hopefully the August recess will bring
some ability of our friends on the other
side of the aisle to start working with
us. I hope we are going to see, a bit
later today or tomorrow, a vote on a
motion to proceed to the Defense au-
thorization bill. That would be too bad,
to have Republicans vote against that.
That is the way we pay our troops and
we refine what we do for our troops. It
is a very important bill, led by two of
the Senate’s fine Senators, Senator
LEVIN and Senator WARNER, chairman
and ranking member of the committee.

We are b minutes over. I express my
appreciation to my friends for being
patient. If you care to, you can go over
5 minutes and we will take 25 minutes
in our half hour. OK?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.
leader.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, are
we in a quorum call?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, we
had hoped to make significant progress
over the last week or two to begin to
address the most important issue in
the country, and that is the price of
gas at the pump. Regretfully, it seems
we are bogged down here in trying to
move ahead. So in order to try to fa-
cilitate progress, I have notified my
friends on the other side that we intend
to propound a number of consent agree-
ments that virtually every Member of
my conference believes would move us
in the right direction and begin to ad-
dress the No. 1 issue in the country.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—AMENDMENT

NO. 5137

In that regard, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of a Senate bill
to address drilling in the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, the text of which is iden-
tical to the amendment No. 5137, filed
by Senator COLEMAN to the Energy bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be read three times and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid on the table,
and any statements relating to the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

I thank the
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The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, the reality is
the Democrats have been in favor of
drilling in the Outer Continental Shelf
in places such as the gulf coast, includ-
ing votes we took here on a bipartisan
basis 2 years ago. The reality is the Re-
publican proposal here will not do any-
thing in terms of addressing the gas
price issue which we are facing here
today because it will not be effective in
bringing down the price of gas. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
know the Senator from Minnesota is on
the floor. The amendment I propounded
in the form of a consent agreement was
essentially the Coleman proposal to
open the Outer Continental Shelf. It
was not geared to any particular price
of gasoline at the pump. But I renew
consent for the very same proposed
consent agreement with one modifica-
tion—that the enactment date is trig-
gered when the price of gasoline
reaches $4.50 a gallon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object for the same
reasons we stated earlier, this again is
creating a phantom solution to the re-
ality of the energy crisis and the en-
ergy crisis we face as a Nation, and
therefore I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, our
good friends on the other side of the
aisle apparently do not believe $4.50 a
gallon gasoline is sufficient emergency
to open the Outer Continental Shelf,
those portions of it that are currently
off limits which—by the way, 85 per-
cent of the Outer Continental Shelf is
currently off limits. I renew my con-
sent agreement with the following
modification, that the enactment date
is triggered when the price of gasoline
reaches $5 a gallon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will ob-
ject again, it is a phantom solution,
and therefore I do object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if $5
a gallon gasoline is not an emergency,
I am compelled to ask what is the defi-
nition of an emergency? Maybe it is
$7.560 a gallon gasoline. Therefore, I
renew my consent request with the fol-
lowing modification: that the enact-
ment date which triggered the imple-
mentation of the amendment would
occur when the price of gasoline
reaches $7.50 a gallon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, it is clear the
Republican leader wants to move for-
ward with the opening of places in the
Outer Continental Shelf. I would say,
on the Democratic side, there are a
number of us who supported opening
places in the Outer Continent Shelf, in-
cluding additional significant acreage
in the Gulf of Mexico, the 8 million
acres that were part of the lease sale
181. We also know there are hundreds of
millions of acres in Alaska that are not
in a moratoria area, on which we sup-
port exploration and inventory of those
places. What we are doing here with
those triggers being proposed by the
Republican leader again is not getting
to real solutions that deal with the en-
ergy crisis we have and not coming to-
gether in a bipartisan way to move for-
ward to have a package of energy legis-
lation that would work for America. I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am going to propound my consent
agreement with a modification one
more time and then I am going to en-
gage in a colloquy with Senator COLE-
MAN. It is his amendment that he had
hoped to offer, which I initially offered
consent that we take up. Then these
additional amendments were a dif-
ferent trigger, these additional con-
sents were with a different trigger. I
say to my friend from Minnesota, I will
give our friends on the other side one
more opportunity to maybe get their
attention. Then we will discuss the
amendment of the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. President, I renew my request
with the modification that the trigger
be $10 a gallon at the pump.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, if we
were moving forward with a package of
energy legislation that would address
the fundamental national security,
economic security, and environmental
security issues we are facing, and this
were part of that kind of package, this
might be very well worthy of consider-
ation, including some of the triggers
that have been mentioned. But it is
clear to me this is another one of the
tactics that essentially is wanting to
get this Senate and this Congress to
the point where we simply are not
going to be able to get to a bipartisan
energy package, and so I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCONNELL. We know why we
cannot get to a bipartisan energy pack-
age. The American people are saying—
some 70 percent of them—that we
ought to open the Outer Continental
Shelf, those portions that are currently
off limits, and it is my understanding
that 85 percent of the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf is currently off limits. I
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have been proposing a series of con-
sents, basically drafted consistent with
the Coleman amendment that would
have been offered had we had a chance
to offer it.

I would ask my friend from Min-
nesota if he would describe his pro-
posal?

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I
would say to the Republican Leader,
first, I want to make it clear that if I
understand the objection, the Repub-
lican leader has offered an amendment
that if gas reaches $10 a gallon, more
than double the record levels, the other
side is objecting to opening areas of the
Outer Continental Shelf, areas that
would yield at least 14.3 billion barrels
of oil and 55.3 trillion cubic feet of nat-
ural gas at a minimum—at a minimum;
there are other estimates that say if
we opened all of these areas, up to 80
billion gallons of gas.

So I understand the objection and
that as a result of that objection, we
cannot move forward on increasing the
supply of oil, that we cannot then
move forward and open these areas on
the Outer Continental Shelf that could
yield at a minimum over 14 billion bar-
rels of oil. Is that the result of the ob-
jection placed by the majority?

Mr. McCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Minnesota, I think he has it en-
tirely correct. I have offered a series of
consent agreements here to give us an
opportunity to take up and pass the
Coleman proposal with differing trig-
gers, starting at $4.50 a gallon and
going up to $10 a gallon. Our friends on
the other side have objected to passing
legislation even with those ascending
triggers, leading me to believe there is
opposition on the other side to opening
the Outer Continental Shelf, 85 percent
of which is currently off limits—and
over 70 percent of the American people
support that—even if gasoline reaches
$10 a gallon.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I
would note to the leader that, by the
way, the Coleman-Domenici amend-
ment also has conservation pieces in it.
I believe we will discuss that later.

But as I listen to the objection from
my friend from Colorado, talking about
phantom solutions as we look at the
issue of the rising price of oil, I think
there is bipartisan understanding that
part of the problem is the basic law of
supply and demand; that demand is in-
creasing, and if you want to somehow
affect demand, I would take it that the
supply piece is the other piece. And as
I understand the Coleman amendment,
this is an opportunity to increase sup-
ply.

I would also note that part of the dis-
cussion has been about the issue of
speculation, that there is money going
into believing that oil is going to be
scarce in the future, and that is some-
how driving up the price of oil today. I
would ask, then, if, in fact, we would
open the Outer Continental Shelf, that
we would increase supply, finding more
oil of at least 14 to 15 billion barrels,
would that not indicate that in the fu-
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ture there will be less scarcity because
we are increasing supply, and would it
make common sense that if there is
going to be less scarcity, more supply,
we are going to tap into America’s re-
sources, that would have an impact on
the price of gas today?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend
from Minnesota, it makes sense that if
you were betting on the future, so to
speak, which I guess is what the fu-
tures market does, if there were signs
of optimism, an indication that the
United States of America was going to
do something within its boundaries to
deal with this problem, it is reasonable
to expect that the markets would re-
spond favorably.

I might add—it was not alluded to
specifically by my friend from Min-
nesota, but I might add that the under-
lying bill which we have been seeking
to amend is actually opposed by the
New York Times, the most liberal
newspaper in America, as being ineffec-
tual and actually making the matter
worse. So clearly doing that alone runs
the risk, according to the New York
Times, of destroying or at least ad-
versely impacting one of America’s
great markets. But also refusing to
amend it to allow such reasonable pro-
posals as the Coleman amendment
means we would be making an ineffec-
tual response to the issue that is the
most important issue in the country.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I have
one more observation. First, I do wish
to make it clear that when the Repub-
lican leader talks about the underlying
bill, he is talking about the majority
proposal on speculation, a proposal
that does not do anything to increase
production?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes.

Mr. COLEMAN. A proposal that does
nothing to deal with more conserva-
tion? A proposal that suggests it is
going to focus on speculation only, and
that is what the New York Times says
would actually do more harm than
good?

Mr. McCONNELL. The Senator from
Minnesota is entirely correct.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I
would note that this issue of specula-
tion is something that has come before
the Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations on which I am now rank-
ing member and I was, in the past Con-
gress, the chair. We looked at this
issue. It has come before Homeland Se-
curity, a committee that works on a
very bipartisan basis. I would tell the
Republican leader that at least one of
the witnesses has come forward and
said: If we do all we can do, if we do
conservation, if we let the world know
we are serious about ending our addic-
tion to foreign oil, that we are serious
about not being held hostage to what
Saudi sheiks or Chavez or Ahmadinejad
does, the suggestion is that prices
could drop like a rock.

I am not going to suggest that I
know. I would not suggest to the Re-
publican leader that in fact they will
drop like a rock. But common sense
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says that if we increase production, if
we do those things, tell the world that
we are not going to be stuck with scar-
city, that we are going to use the great
power of America to tap into our re-
sources, that, in fact, would have an
impact.

I would also note, for those who say
it is only going to have an impact in
the future, would that be such a bad
thing, for this Congress to be looking
forward to the future? We are going to
have this debate 10 years from now if
we do not do anything. In 10 years, we
will be saying: If only 10 years ago we
had opened the Outer Continental
Shelf, we might today not be 80 or 90
percent dependent on foreign oil. I
would suggest that we have the debate
now.

One final comment. We have not
talked much about the issue of natural
gas. I represent a State which is cold.
The Presiding Officer represents a
State that gets very cold in the winter.
I would suggest that we are going to
come back here in September, and the
cost of heating our homes is going to
start to go up as the leaves turn color
and the temperature starts to drop. By
October, the snows may hit. By Novem-
ber, they actually may be here. In De-
cember and January, it is going to be
below zero. And the price of natural
gas is going through the roof.

My farmers in Minnesota have trou-
ble today buying fertilizer and will
next year because folks will not specu-
late on what the price of natural gas
will be.

I would then ask the Republican
leader, that in objecting to the Cole-
man-Domenici proposal, the majority
is not only stopping the possibility of
tapping into billions of gallons of oil
but also trillions of cubic feet of nat-
ural gas, a market that is much more
susceptible in the short term to in-
creases of supply.

Is that the result of the Democratic
objection, that we are not going to be
able to tap into this and tell the world
that there are trillions of cubic feet of
natural gas available, and I cannot tell
my folks in Minnesota, when it is cold
in November and December and prices
shoot through the roof, that we were
not able to act because the Democrats
objected to the unanimous consent of-
fered by the Republican leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Well, my friend
from Minnesota is entirely correct. I
learned from the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico, who has been our
leader on energy issues for a number of
years, that we can be entirely inde-
pendent and sufficient in natural gas.
We have enough here in the United
States, if we would simply go get it, to
take care of our natural gas needs.

So, yes, we are walling off natural
gas as well as oil, exacerbating all of
these problems, driving up the price of
fertilizer and every other product in
which natural gas is used, refusing to
exploit our own resources. It strikes
the American people, and we know that
by looking at all of the public opinion
polls. It is not making any sense at all.
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I thank my friend from Minnesota for
his observations.

Mr. President, it is not only offshore
that we have enormous potential to in-
crease our production. It has been esti-
mated that we have three times the re-
serves of Saudi Arabia right here in our
country onshore in oil shale.

Last year, this new Democratic Con-
gress passed a moratorium on going
forward with oil shale research and de-
velopment. I think that moratorium
was a foolish thing to do. It should be
lifted.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST—AMENDMENT

NO. 5253

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of the Senate bill to address
oil shale leasing, the text of which is
identical to amendment No. 5253 filed
by Senator ALLARD to the Energy bill.

I would further ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be read a third time,
passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table, and any statements
related to the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would remind
the Republican leader that even the oil
companies—Chevron Oil—have said we
do not even know whether the tech-
nology is out there to be able to de-
velop oil shale. At the earliest, it is
2015, 2016 when we will know that. We
had the Assistant Secretary of the De-
partment of Interior, and in his testi-
mony before the Energy Committee, he
said the same thing.

So the consequences of moving for-
ward with the legislative proposals pro-
pounded here by the Republican leader
essentially would do nothing more
than to lock up millions of acres of
land and millions of barrels of reserves
to oil companies that already are get-
ting the highest record profits of any
company in the history of the world.
That includes companies such as Shell,
which reported a 33-percent increase in
its second-quarter profit on Thursday,
Exxon, and all the rest of the oil com-
panies.

So if this is about giving the national
public resources away to the oil compa-
nies, then I would say we should sup-
port the Republican leader’s unani-
mous consent. But it is not about that,
it is about creating a new energy fron-
tier for America. Therefore, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
see the Senator from New Hampshire is
on his feet with some observations
about this objection.

Mr. GREGG. I guess I am a little sur-
prised at the objection. The first objec-
tion to your first amendment was that
we did not have a comprehensive ap-
proach. Now you suggested another ap-
proach; we would add to a comprehen-
sive approach that appears to be ob-
jected to.

The gravamen of the objection ap-
pears to be that we do not know if we
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can produce oil shale, oil from oil
shale; that the technology and the lo-
cation of the oil shale is not nec-
essarily far enough along to be able to
produce, and therefore we should not
even look at it.

As I understand the leader’s amend-
ment, it says simply remove the regu-
lation which was put in place last year
which barred the Interior Department
from putting out regulations which
allow us to find out whether the oil is
there and whether we can remove it.

So there seems to be an inconsist-
ency here on the reasons why people
would object to taking off that regula-
tion which was put in place last year
by the Democratic leadership.

Secondly, the known reserves from
oil shale are projected to be two to
three times the known reserves of
Saudi Arabia. That is a huge amount of
oil, potentially. I do not think we want
to not look there and say we are going
to throw a sheet over our head and not
look at this potential reserve which
would give us as a nation more poten-
tial o0il reserves than Saudi Arabia,
that we are not going to allow the De-
partment of Interior to begin the proc-
ess of developing regulations that will,
if the oil is there and if it can be used,
expedite the production of that oil.
That makes no sense at all.

As I understand, the proposal that
came earlier from the Democratic
Party was to open the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. That is 3 days’ worth of
oil. If there is 2 trillion barrels of oil in
oil shale, that is 40,000 days of oil. Well,
I do not know. I would think the Amer-
ican people would like to have the op-
portunity to find 40,000 days of oil in
the United States rather than have to
buy it from Iran or from Venezuela,
places that do not like us very much,
even from Saudi Arabia. I think they
would like to have the money Kkept
here in the United States.

Yes, the oil companies are making
some big profits. They are spending it
to look for oil also. But when they are
not spending it to look for oil, they are
actually paying some dividends. Who
gets those dividends? Well, if they are
American companies, I suspect that
many Americans are, Americans who
invested in pension funds, Americans
who have 401(k)s.

Are we to say they shouldn’t get
those profits and we should, rather,
send them to Saudi Arabia or to Iran
or to Venezuela so Hugo Chavez gets
the profits? How absurd. On its face it
is absurd. We have 2 trillion barrels of
oil sitting there, and all the leader has
asked for is to lift the regulation which
will let us find out whether we can
look for it and whether it is there.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
for a question?

Mr. GREGG. I was propounding a
question to the leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. I would say to our
good friend, the other side had plenty
of time to discuss their proposal.

I say to my friend from New Hamp-
shire, he is entirely correct. Why would
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we not want to look. Maybe we don’t
want to look because we might find
something. If the potential is as vast as
the Senator from New Hampshire por-
trays and as other experts have indi-
cated, it seems to me we would be fool-
ish in the extreme not to pursue this
further. The American people simply
would not understand.

Mr. SALAZAR. Will the Republican
leader yield for a question?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Not at this time.

I think the American people would
not understand our reluctance to con-
tinue to explore this alternative given
the vast potential it seems to possess.

Mr. GREGG. If I may ask the Repub-
lican leader a further question: Have
we not been on the floor now for 2
weeks, asking for the right to offer a
series of amendments to address these
issues that could be voted up or down,
that would be fairly presented, where
the minority would have the right to
present its amendments so we could
present to the American people the
case for Outer Continental Shelf oil, oil
shale, nuclear power, electric cars, for
a variety of other options that might
get us out from underneath this severe
issue which is the price of 0il? Have we
not been asking for the opportunity to
present those amendments in a fair and
open manner in the tradition of the
Senate and been denied that right? Are
we not being denied that right one
more time here today?

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. All we are asking for is
the way the Energy bill was handled
last year, the way the Energy bill was
handled in 2005, in which we had an
open amendment process, in which
Members from both sides of the aisle
were given an opportunity to offer
their amendments. Forty or fifty
amendments were adopted on each bill.
It ultimately led to a law. What we
have been engaged in in the last 2
weeks is not designed to lead to any-
thing other than a check-the-box exer-
cise and move on. That is why Repub-
licans in great numbers have insisted
that we stay on this subject, the No. 1
issue, that we continue our effort to
both find more and use less. The only
way to achieve that is with a balanced
approach, not a sort of single-issue ap-
proach which is in the underlying bill.

In addition to addressing gas prices
directly, there are also a great many
Members of the Senate on both sides of
the of the aisle who understand we
need to move in the direction of more
nuclear power. A lot of us think the
French have not done a whole lot right
in recent years, but one thing they
have done rather well is develop a nu-
clear power industry that supplies the
vast percentage of their electricity.
Had we been given the opportunity, we
would have been offering a nuclear
power amendment.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of a Senate bill to
promote nuclear power generation, the
text of which is identical to amend-
ment No. 5179 filed by Senator LINDSEY
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GRAHAM to the Energy bill. I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read a
third time and passed, the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table, and
any statements relating to the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
KLOBUCHAR). Is there objection?

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, I was per-
sonally on the floor two or three times
when Senator REID offered to Senator
MCcCONNELL to allow them to bring this
amendment to the floor. They said: No,
we want to talk it over. We have so
many more amendments. Of course,
time ran out. Now they are back again.
We have given them ample opportunity
to talk about nuclear power, to offer
their amendments, offer their energy
package. Each time they couldn’t get
it together. This is the gang that can’t
drill straight.

I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I will use leader time to allow us to get
up to the same 30 minutes that was
used by the other side of the aisle.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I was
wondering if the leader could explain
to me how the Democratic assistant
leader could object to something the
Senator didn’t object to?

Mr. McCONNELL. I know Senator
DOMENICI and Senator ALEXANDER both
are knowledgeable about the nuclear
industry. I see Senator DOMENICI, our
energy expert in the Senate, on his
feet.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
might I say to the Republican leader, 1
am here sitting down because you and
the Senators on my side are doing such
an excellent job of letting the Amer-
ican people know what has been going
on. It has been a thrill to listen, be-
cause I would hate to be on the other
side. It looks as if they are very anx-
ious to make sure you don’t finish your
statements. They would like to take a
little bit of your time. If I were in their
shoes, I would too. Because the truth
is, their leader changed the course for
debate on energy, meaningful energy
amendments, when he decided he would
put all the amendments that the proc-
ess would hold, he put them on so there
could be none offered. That is why we
are here today, because no amend-
ments could be offered and voted on.
Anybody who stands up and says we
had a chance, what chance? If we would
have offered something, the objection
would have been: The tree is full. It is
out of order. I already asked the Par-
liamentarian if an amendment would
be in order, if I tendered an amendment
to such-and-such amendment, and the
Parliamentarian said: You couldn’t
offer it. So that is why none of the
amendments you refer to could have
been offered.

There has been one area in which we
can all stand up and say we legislated
in the normal way and got something
good, and that is the current set of

(Ms.
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rules regarding nuclear power. We now
have 16 nuclear powerplant applica-
tions filed and waiting their turn to
start construction. We had zero when
we started this process. We need some
additions to that which are in the
amendment you propose to make sure
it works, to make sure this wonderful
start of nuclear power for America hits
the few things it still needs to be com-
petitive. You have been denied the op-
portunity to discuss it. We are not
talking about that, but to offer a full-
fledged amendment that will require a
little bit of debate and then vote. That
is what we have been denied. That is
why I am here saying the public is
going to understand this. We should
have voted on the Outer Continental
Shelf, opening it, with amendment and
full debate. We can’t do it because they
won’t let us. It is that simple.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank the
ator from New Mexico.

Madam President, what time remains
on this side to achieve the 30 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 30
minutes has been consumed.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I will use a few
more minutes of leader time. If the
other side wants to expand their time,
it would be perfectly permissible with
me.

There is one other area that is impor-
tant to me and to other Members on
both sides and that is coal. We have
vast reserves of coal in this country.
There is a promising technology we
know works to turn coal into liquid.
We have a customer, the U.S. military.
We have an interested potential cus-
tomer in American commercial air-
lines. One of the amendments that
would have been offered was related to
coal to liquid.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of a Senate bill to
promote coal-to-liquid energy, the text
of which is identical to amendment No.
5131 filed by Senator BUNNING to the
Energy bill. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be read a third time and
passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to the bill be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, the purpose
of the amendment is laudable. For
those of us who work on the Energy
Committee, including the Senators
from Montana, we recognize that coal
is to the United States what oil is to
Saudi Arabia. There are ways in which
we can advance the usage of coal, in-
cluding coal gasification and carbon se-
questration which we all support. But
the proposal put on the table is not
something that would get that kind of
bipartisan support.

I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I know the Senator from Texas is on
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his feet. I know he has strong feelings
about this issue.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
say to the distinguished Republican
leader, it sounded as though we were
almost going to get to vote. The Sen-
ator from Colorado spoke so passion-
ately about the importance of using
coal. Of course, the big concern we
have is coal can pollute. But the Sen-
ator is no doubt aware of a remarkable
technology that has actually been
around a long time that can take coal
and convert it to synthetic fuel that
the Air Force is now using to fly air-
planes. Isn’t it a fact that in terms of
transportation fuels, talking about
gasoline and diesel and aviation fuel,
that represents one of the biggest chal-
lenges from an energy standpoint to
this country and that actually coal-to-
liquid technology, such as the leader
described, represents one of the great
opportunities for becoming less de-
pendent on imported oil from the Mid-
dle East?

Mr. McCONNELL. Absolutely. Of
course, I come from a big coal-pro-
ducing State. The amendment I sought
to call up is actually authored by Sen-
ator BUNNING, my colleague from Ken-
tucky. We are, not surprisingly, enthu-
siastic about this option. But putting
aside the Kentucky-specific interest,
the military is looking for a reliable,
secure source of fuel for our planes.
They don’t want to be dependent on
the Middle East.

Mr. CORNYN. I say to the Republican
leader, this is not just an energy issue,
this is a national security issue. Let
me ask the leader, since he comes from
a State that produces significant
amounts of coal, whether these figures
given to me by my staff are accurate.
It has been reported to me that the Air
Force uses about 2.6 billion gallons of
jet fuel a year at a total cost of about
$8 billion. That is $8 billion the United
States appropriates and goes to the De-
partment of Defense and the Air Force
to buy jet fuel. It is estimated that for
every $10 increase in the price of a bar-
rel of oil, the Air Force—and we can
see in parentheses the U.S. taxpayer—
spends an additional $600 million in
fuel costs. Do those figures I have cited
sound approximately correct?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I am not an expert
on the figures, but it sounds correct to
me. I know the military has great de-
sire for the kind of reliable, secure en-
ergy source this would provide.

Mr. CORNYN. Are you aware or
would you have any reason to disagree
with the experts who say that syn-
thetic fuels such as coal to liquids are
competitive with $70 to $80-a-barrel oil,
plus an additional 10 percent that
would be needed to figure out how to
capture and divert the carbon dioxide
that would be produced by the process?
Do you have any reason to disagree
with the experts on that?

Mr. McCONNELL. Those are statis-
tics I have heard in the past. It cer-
tainly underscores what a promising
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alternative this would be, were we will-
ing to pursue it. I thank my friend
from Texas for his thoughts.

Madam President, I see the Senator
from Tennessee is on his feet as well.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I had a brief ques-
tion for the Republican leader.

Nearly 2 weeks ago, when the Demo-
cratic leader brought the speculation
Energy bill to the floor, isn’t it true
that we met and said we look forward
to a balanced debate where we can get
a result, and we believe in the law of
supply, as well as demand, and, there-
fore, we think we should come up with
a proposal for finding more and using
less?

On the finding more side, which we
talked a lot about today, we had off-
shore drilling and oil shale, which
would produce over time about 3 mil-
lion barrels a day. We talked about nu-
clear power for more American energy.

But we have even more on the de-
mand side, on the using less side. In
our case, the idea was, was it not, to
create an environment in the United
States where, as rapidly as possible, we
could encourage the use of plug-in elec-
tric cars. Is there not much support on
the other side of the aisle for that?

So my question to the leader is: Why
is it that when Republicans, nearly 2
weeks ago, suggested a proposal for
finding more that would produce 3 mil-
lion more barrels a day, eventually—
that is a third more production—and
using less that would save 4 million
barrels a day, which together would
have cut in half, over time, our im-
ported oil—why is it we have been un-
able, for the last 2 weeks nearly, to ac-
tually begin to debate and adopt such
amendments and produce a bill that
would send a signal to the world that
the United States of America is taking
an action to find more oil and to use
less o0il, which would bring down the
price of gasoline? Why have we not
been able to do that?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I say to the Senator from Tennessee, 1
am perplexed. The American people do
not understand taking a time out until
next year. The senior Senator from
New York, for example, was recently
quoted as saying we are not going to do
anything about this until next year.
Well, the American people are paying
these high prices now, and I do not
think they sent us here to engage in a
2-week partisan battle and achieve
nothing.

The Senator from Tennessee is en-
tirely correct when he says our goal
from the beginning, on this side of the
aisle, was, as he reminds us fre-
quently—and as the sign points out—to
both find more and use less. Virtually
every member of our conference is in
favor of almost every conservation
measure you can think of.

Our fundamental problem in here is
it seems as if the other side does not
want to do any finding of more. They
may share our view about using less,
but they do not want to find any more,
as if somehow we could simply con-
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serve our way out of this problem. I
know of not a single expert in America
who thinks we can, by conservation
alone, solve this problem and get the
price of gas at the pump down.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I thank the leader.

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, be-
fore the Republican leader leaves the
floor, I would like to reconcile the re-
maining time allotment.

I understood he said we could have
extra time in the next segment for
Democrats, to make up for the addi-
tional time used by the Republican
side; is that correct?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes, that is fine.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President,
could the Chair indicate how much ad-
ditional time was used by the Repub-
lican side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes ten seconds.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, if I
could ask unanimous consent, then,
that the next segment be 40 minutes on
the Democratic side and then we re-
turn to 30-minute segments on each
side.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you very much.

Madam President, for those who are
following this debate, it is interesting
because a friend of mine I used to work
for in politics as a young man used to
say: When politicians speak, there is a
good reason and a real reason for the
things they are saying.

The good reason for the position
taken by the Republicans is they be-
lieve more oil put on the market is
going to mean more supply and lower
prices. It is intuitive to us, in a supply-
and-demand economy, that makes
sense on its face. So the pillar of their
argument on energy policy is we have
to find more places to drill. We do not
have enough places to drill for oil now.
If we could find more oil, there would
be more gasoline, and gasoline prices
would come down. The logic is good.
But it fails to tell the whole story. It
fails to account for 68 million acres of
Federal lands currently leased by oil
and gas companies that they have not
touched. They have paid the Federal
Government for this land to go drill for
oil and have done nothing. The Repub-
licans never mention the 68 million
acres out there that the oil companies
are not using.

There is a second matter they never
mention. If we decided today to start
drilling for oil on the Mall—and some-
times I think in the speeches on the
floor a few people might be for that—
but if we decided to drill, they think it
takes 8 to 14 years before you put the
oil well into production—8 to 14 years.

As you are paying for your gasoline
each week and somebody says: Hey,
hang on, in 14 years we are going to get
this under control, you have a right to
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be a little impatient. But that is the
Republican approach.

So who would buy this approach?
Well, the people who are buying this
approach—the real reason behind the
position on the Republican side—this is
the oil companies’ agenda. This is the
0il companies’ answer: Keep drilling,
give us more land, give us more op-
tions, let us put these in our port-
folio—the same o0il companies that are
reporting not just recordbreaking prof-
its for o0il companies but record-
breaking profits for American busi-
nesses. No businesses in our history
have ever reported the profits they
have reported.

Shell reports a profit jump. Despite
reducing production of oil, their profits
have gone up. Shell went up 33 percent
this quarter; Exxon, 14 percent—rec-
ordbreaking profits for these oil com-
panies, and the position they hold, co-
incidentally, is the same position as
the Republican Party in the Senate.

But an honest energy picture, one
that looks forward, says we need re-
sponsible exploration and production.
That means we do not go into environ-
mentally sensitive areas; we do not
pollute our beaches and our shore com-
munities; we do the safe and the right
thing but we produce oil and gas as we
can in this country, realizing the en-
tire inventory of oil in America rep-
resents 3 percent of the global supply
of 0il—3 percent—and we consume 25
percent of the oil.

We cannot drill our way out of this.
We have to look beyond that. We have
tried to do that. Twice this week we
brought an energy policy bill to the
floor. Twice this week the Republicans
defeated it. They refused to vote for an
energy policy that is comprehensive,
that has just not exploration and pro-
duction in it but looks to things that
are our future: more fuel-efficient cars
and trucks.

We cannot keep driving these gas
hogs. We have to drive cars and trucks
that are sensible, that meet the needs
of our families and our economy and do
not consume so much gas. I think my
kids and my grandkids will be using
plug-in hybrid cars. They will wonder
why their old man used to use so darn
much gasoline when he was growing up
because they will have found ways to
do it without gasoline, without diesel
fuel, using these batteries and using
plug-in hybrids.

That is the future. That is what we
asked the Republicans to join us on
and vote for, and they refused. We
asked them to join us in creating tax
incentives for solar power and wind
power and geothermal sources, all of
which can serve our economy, serve
our businesses, serve our families, and
not create global warming. They re-
fused. Time and again, the only thing
they will vote for is the oil company
agenda.

The oil companies are pretty power-
ful. You may see some of their folks
walking the halls out here, wearing
pretty nice suits and shoes. You can’t
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miss them. But that is not the future.
That is the past. They have done their
part. They will continue to play a
role—a major role—but the future is a
future of vision, looking for clean en-
ergy and good-paying jobs right here in
America, creating the kind of industry
where we can have growth in manufac-
turing jobs so families across our coun-
try have an opportunity.

The Republican view and the Demo-
cratic view are quite different. When
we offered them a chance to come to-
gether, they refused. They would not
do it. The last bill they defeated not
only had the energy provisions I men-
tioned, it had a lot of other important
provisions. There was disaster assist-
ance for the poor people in Iowa. There
was $8 billion to put in the highway
trust fund so we can reduce congestion
on our highways and create construc-
tion jobs across America.

It even included the Wellstone Men-
tal Health Parity Act. Paul Wellstone
of Minnesota passed away about 6
years ago. This was his passion, and we
have never passed this bill. We have to
pass it now so your health insurance
covers mental illness, as it covers
physical illness. They voted against
that too. It was all part of the same
bill.

It is unfortunate we have reached
this point, but that is the point we find
ourselves.

The final word in this debate is going
to be on November 4, and the voters
will have it. If the voters believe we
need to look backward to the oil com-
pany agenda, they can agree with our
Republican friends. But if they believe
we need to look forward, with respon-
sible exploration and production but
also incentives for renewable energy
that brings us into the 21st century in
leadership, I hope they will consider
voting for those who have brought that
to the floor.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I
wish to make a few comments to clar-
ify some of the colloquy that went on
and what I consider to be some of the
distortions that were spread.

First, there is a misconception that
the minority side is trying to spread:
that Democrats are against drilling. If
you go to my State of Colorado, you
will find tens of thousands of natural
gas wells and oil wells that are pro-
ducing. If you look at the votes we
have taken in this Chamber, there are
many of us who have said we need to go
and drill, and we need to explore,
whether it is off the gulf coast or
whether it is in other areas. So for
them to try to use the brand that we
are against the use of our conventional
fuels and resources is simply wrong.

I wish to comment on two or three
specific matters. First, on the opening
of the Outer Continental Shelf, it is
true the President has said he wants to
lift the moratoria. It is true Senator
McCCAIN has said it would have some
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kind of a psychological effect, perhaps,
on the market. The fact is, there are
some of us who say we ought to at least
have an inventory of what is out there
on the OCS.

But no matter how you cut it, the
Department of Energy and the Energy
Information Administration has said
we are not going to be producing any-
thing out there for 7 to 10 years. So it
is not going to have an impact on gaso-
line now. That raises the question:
What is the real motivation of these
amendments and these agendas on the
Republican side? It is a stalling tactic
to keep gas on the minds of people
through the month of August so they
play it for their own political advan-
tage.

I think the American people expect
better of us. I think the American peo-
ple expect us to come up with real solu-
tions and not phantom solutions. Solu-
tions that have been proposed here are,
by and large, phantom solutions. There
can be no greater phantom solution,
frankly, than what we have seen count-
less times over the last 2 weeks: the as-
sertion by my wonderful friends on the
other side who have said that somehow
out of this shale rock—which is shale;
it is not tar; it is not sand; it is shale;
it is rock—that somehow we are going
to be able to develop 2 trillion barrels
of oil out of that rock.

Well, it has been tried for about 100
years. Nobody has figured it out. Even
the oil companies are saying they can-
not figure it out right now. We, con-
trary to the assertions made by my
good friend from New Hampshire,
opened the opportunity for oil and gas
companies to go in and see whether the
technology could be developed. So we
have a robust research and develop-
ment program that is taking a look at
whether oil shale can be commercially
developed in my State of Colorado,
where 80 percent of the reserves are lo-
cated.

So I would hope, as we move forward
in what is one of the most important
issues in the crucible of our times, that
we look to the future to find real solu-
tions that are so important for us on
energy because, at the end of the day,
what will drive us to that new energy
world is the importance of national se-
curity, economic opportunity here at
home, and the environmental security
of our planet.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, a
little earlier this afternoon, our leader
came to the floor with colleagues and
offered six different opportunities for
the Senate to bring before it bills that
include responsible drilling, invest-
ments in alternatives, investments in
areas that will create jobs right away,
which relate to my great State of
Michigan, which is investing imme-
diately in advanced battery technology
research and development and retool-
ing our plants for the new vehicles,
which will create, within 2 years—not
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15 years—changes that will allow us to
move aggressively to hybrids and plug-
in automobiles. We saw legislation put
forward to deal with energy specula-
tion and what is going on in the mar-
ketplaces.

Each of those times, there was an ob-
jection to even moving ahead to con-
sider those bills. Twice this week, we
have tried to move forward on tax in-
centives for production, for alternative
energy, and other options that will get
us off foreign oil and bring down gas
prices for good. Each time there were
objections. In the month of June, two
other times—we can go back a year—
objection, objection, objection.

Frankly, people watching the Senate
get sick of this because they want ac-
tion. They want something to be done.
The question is: Who benefits by this
blocking continually, by this stopping
of us moving forward to alternatives to
compete with oil companies or to tack-
le o0il speculation or windfall profits
tax proposals that would require you to
pay an extra tax if you don’t reinvest
in alternatives or in drilling in Amer-
ica to create more supply? Who would
benefit by these things?

I think it is very clear from the an-
nouncement in the paper today. Today
ExxonMobil reported second quarter
profits of $11.68 billion, the highest
ever for an American company. It did
that last month—the last quarter:
highest profits ever—ever—ever for an
American company. All together, since
President George Bush and Vice Presi-
dent DIck CHENEY, two oilmen, have
been in the White House over the last
8 years, all together ExxonMobil has
reached $212 billion in profits. That is a
lot of zeroes: $212 billion in profits.

I wonder who benefits from the in-
ability of the Senate to get agreement
to move to bills that would create com-
petition with this company or deal
with oil speculation or deal with other
policies that would hold them account-
able? It is right here. It is right here.
This is very clear. As my kids say, it is
as clear as the nose on your face of
what this is all about. This is about an
oil company agenda that has run wild
for 8 years, and the American people
are paying a huge price. Our economy
is paying a huge price.

Along with ExxonMobil, Shell has
also reported profits of $11.56 billion,
bringing their grand total since this
administration took office to over $157
billion. The total combined net profits
of the big five o0il companies since
President Bush and DICK CHENEY took
office are upwards of $641 billion.

What have they done with those prof-
its? Well, oil companies have spent $188
billion in stock buy-backs and other
spending, rather than investing it in
supply here at home and abroad. We
have heard so many times on this floor
that there are 68 million acres avail-
able right now for exploration that are
not being used. I have supported re-
sponsible drilling as part of the solu-
tion. We know there is no silver bullet,
but we also know we have to be aggres-
sively moving to the future and not
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stuck in what is an oil company agenda
for this country.

We also know we are in a global mar-
ketplace. Nobody knows that more
than the people in my great State of
Michigan. We are competing in a global
economy. So that as there is supply
created, as there is drilling, it goes
into the global marketplace. If they
drill in Alaska, it goes to China. To add
insult to injury, we don’t even know
where the oil will be going.

However, here is what we do know: In
February of this year, according to the
Department of Energy, shipments out-
side this country were 1.8 million bar-
rels a day—1.8 million barrels a day.
Overall, in the first 4 months of this
year, the shipments of American oil
outside this country—drilling here,
going somewhere else in the world—
were up 33 percent.

So clearly, the great oilman who has
been all over our television sets, T.
Boone Pickens, is right. We are not
going to drill our way out of this in a
global economy where you can drill
here and it can go anywhere to the
highest bidder.

Here is also what we know: We know
we have to get extremely serious—and
quickly—about those things that will
make a difference, such as bringing ac-
countability to the energy markets and
addressing speculation, and focusing
aggressively on those areas that will
give us real alternatives and competi-
tion for these guys who have been
doing so well.

To add insult to injury, we take a
look at the other ways in which this
industry has received so many benefits
from this administration. Eighteen
months ago, we heard in the New York
Times that the Bush administration
was allowing oil and gas companies to
forgo royalty payments. They didn’t
have to pay their royalty payments on
leases in Federal waters in the Gulf of
Mexico. This decision by the Depart-
ment of the Interior can cost up to $60
billion. They were supposed to make
payments. Those payments were
waived, for whatever reason, costing us
up to $60 billion. Sixty billion dollars is
the equivalent of 38 days of free gas for
every American. Right now, I know a
lot of folks who would take that glad-
ly.
The reality is we have seen at every
turn efforts to support this industry for
the last 8 years, and where has it got-
ten us? Where has it gotten us?

I wish to share with my colleagues
some stories of folks from Michigan in
terms of where it has gotten us—not
only $4 a gallon at the pump, but when
we look at what has happened to real
people, it is an outrage, where this 8
years of a policy that has put oil com-
panies first has gotten us. We know
that everybody is affected. The folks
going to work are affected. Yesterday 1
read a letter from a young woman who
works after school and was concerned
because she takes the bus to school and
now the buses are being cut because
they can’t afford to put gas into the
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schoolbuses. What an outrage in the
United States of America.

Let me share today an article that
was in the New York Times. Older poor
people and those who are homebound
are doubly squeezed by rising gas
prices and food prices because they rely
not just on social service agencies but
also on volunteers. We have heard from
our home health care agencies that do
such a wonderful job in this country
helping people to be able to remain at
home and allowing them to receive
services. In a survey of home health
agencies, more than 70 percent said it
was more difficult to recruit and to
keep volunteers. We have heard that
from Meals on Wheels. We have heard
that from other kinds of volunteer pro-
grams that go into homes to help sen-
iors, to help the disabled, to help those
who need some assistance.

Let me share with my colleagues one
letter. Mrs. Fair, who has limited mo-
bility because of diabetes, lives on $642
a month of Social Security widow’s
benefits, and relies on care from her
son who often works odd hours, espe-
cially during blueberry season. We
grow a lot of blueberries, and they are
terrific, they are the best, in Michigan.
It says: ‘“You belong in a nursing
home.”” This is what her son said. “I
can’t take care of you.” The delivered
meals she has been receiving have al-
lowed her to eat at normal hours which
helped her control her blood sugar lev-
els. Last year, she lost her balance dur-
ing a change in blood sugar and spent
a month in a nursing home. With no
meal delivery in her area now, she is
going to have to find someone to pick
up the frozen meals from the center in
the next town. She says: “If my aide
can’t get the meals’’—a person who has
been helping her—‘‘maybe I can get my
pastor to pick them up. I can’t travel
even to the drop-off center.”

In Union, MI, a town among flat corn
and soybean farms near the Indiana
border, Bill Harman, who is 77, relies
on a home health aide to take care of
his wife Evelyn, who is 85 years old and
she has Alzheimer’s disease. Mr. Har-
man has had to use a wheelchair since
2000 because of hip problems. Unfortu-
nately, the person who has been com-
ing to their house, Katie Clark, who is
26, may have to give up her job. She
lives 25 miles away and drives 700 miles
a week to provide twice daily visits,
helping Mrs. Harman dress in the
morning, get to bed at night, feeding
her, doing chores around the house,
and then she laughs, saying ‘‘putting
up with a grumpy old man.” I am sure
he is not that grumpy. Her weekly in-
come of $250 is being eaten up by gas
expenses, which come to $100 a week.
“Some weeks I have to borrow money
to get here,” says Ms. Clark, a single
mom of two, ‘“‘but they are just like
family to me.”

For her work she receives $9 an hour
and if she leaves, Mr. Harman has said
he will not be able to care for his wife.
He said when they married, she raised
his five children as if they were her
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own. Mrs. Harman started to develop
Alzheimer’s 8 to 10 years ago. He said,
“I promised her, don’t worry, I will
take care of you as long as I can.” But
without a home health aide, he said, he
was going to have to put his wife in a
nursing home and he probably would
need to live there himself.

In the greatest country in the world,
we have folks who are not able to get
their Meals on Wheels. They are not
able to get their home health aide now.
Why? Because they can’t afford gas. We
have school buses that can’t run be-
cause they can’t afford gas.

Let me share with my colleagues one
other story. Sandra Prediger, who is 70
years old and who still drives a car,
said higher gas prices hit her every
time she needs to go to the doctor.
From her senior apartment in South
Haven, MI, she was barely able to pay
her bills because gas prices rose. She
said: “I try to help some of the ladies
around here, driving them to the doc-
tor or to the store.” But a round trip to
her doctor or the beauty shop now
costs $26 in gas. She has had to ask her
friends to pay half. She said, ‘I hate to
ask because they have less than I do.”

Her Social Security check arrives on
the 3rd of the month. For the first few
days before, her local gas station lets
her write a postdated check to fill up.
On July 2 she had no money and owed
money to the gas station and she knew
that in a few minutes her friend would
be calling saying, could you please
take me to the store to get the meals
for my diabetes. What am I going to
do?

There is something wrong when we
are in a situation where we have seen
an agenda benefiting a special interest
in this country, and in the world right
now, where we have seen the highest
profits in the history of the country
that are creating numbers such as $641
billion in profits and we have seniors
who have to write a postdated check at
a gas station so they can pay for gas to
get themselves and their friends to the
doctor.

The reality is that to be able to
change that, we have to do more than
drill more so the o0il companies can
make more of a profit in a global econ-
omy. We have to be able to create a sit-
uation where there is competition with
other kinds of alternative energies so
we have more than a choice of what-
ever price they put up at the pump.
That is what this is about. That is
what the crux of this is about, because
if it weren’t about this, we would have
a compromise. We would have a solu-
tion. If it weren’t about this, there
wouldn’t be objections going on day
after day after day to be able to take
up legislation on this floor, because
under normal circumstances, if there
weren’t this huge amount of money at
stake, people would come together. If
they weren’t backing up these huge in-
terests, people would be willing to
come together to be able to solve this
problem.

There are things we can do. I am very
proud to be part of a group of people in
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the Democratic majority who have
been working very hard to create an al-
ternative vision for the future. Yester-
day the Senate leadership, including
Senator BYRD, the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, laid out a jobs
stimulus that we intend to bring for-
ward for a vote in September. In there
is a major investment of $300 million in
advanced battery technology research
and development. We are so close to
having the electric vehicle on the road
and mass produced. We are so close.
There is work that needs to be done,
but we are so close. Within 18 months
to 2 years, we can have a real alter-
native to oil on the road.

Part of this package also includes a
commitment to Americans and Amer-
ican jobs by helping to retool and make
capital available, make credit avail-
able to companies to retool our plants
for these new vehicles, so that we keep
those jobs here.

Our companies are competing with
countries right now. Come to China, we
will build a plant for you. Come to
Korea, we will build a plant for you. We
want those jobs here.

I am very proud that the stimulus
that has been put forward shows a com-
mitment to American jobs and Amer-
ican manufacturing. I am very proud
that is part of the stimulus package we
will be working on and voting on in
September.

Around the world, everybody else
gets it that it is not just about oil and
drilling. Everybody else understands.
Every other country is racing to alter-
natives. Germany announced the great
advanced battery alliance that will in-
vest over $650 million in advanced bat-
teries to help German automobile mak-
ers. South Korea spent over $700 mil-
lion in advanced batteries and devel-
oping hybrid vehicles. We are in a race
with them to get to the future, not the
past. China has invested over $100 mil-
lion in advanced battery research and
development.

In the next 5 years, Japan will have
spent $230 million on this research, as
well as $278 million on hydrogen re-
search for zero-emission fuel-cell vehi-
cles. That is the future. That is the
real competition, so when you go to
the pump and look up and see that
price for traditional gas, you have an-
other choice. That is the future. We are
working very hard to get us to that fu-
ture. We need a White House that will
help us get to that future. We need sup-
port from the other side of the aisle,
not just to talk about it.

In conclusion, part of what is talked
about on the other side of the aisle in
terms of supporting advanced battery
research is a prize. If you go out and
spend all this money—and Germany
spends $650 million—but if you, an indi-
vidual or a business in America, figure
out a way to get the capital to do this,
we will give you a prize at the end. It
is insulting that the presumptive Re-
publican nominee and his colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have decided
to run our economy like a game show.
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We have said we have to invest up-
front in America, in American jobs.
That is the future. That is the only
way to create the opportunity for
schoolbuses to be able to run, for sen-
iors to be able to get to the doctor, for
folks to be able to get home health, for
folks to be able to get to a job, and to
create the jobs we need in the future in
advanced manufacturing.

I hope before this week is out, our
colleagues will come to the floor, stop
objecting, and work with us. What we
know is right in front of us—what we
know can be done to bring down gas
prices and create jobs in America.

I yield the floor.

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

STATE OF PARALYSIS

Mr. WEBB. Madam President, I want
to take a few minutes today to speak
about the state of paralysis we seem to
have found ourselves in on the Senate
floor, and then also to make a brief
comment about two nominations the
Senate will be considering.

First, we are paralyzed, obviously.
The other side of the aisle has voted
against a windfall profits measure for
oil companies at a time when we have
seen record profits for any company in
American history, which has only in-
creased. How did they get these prof-
its? Certainly not by working any
harder. In fact, as people have men-
tioned on the floor today, it seems a
lot of production actually has gone
down. I don’t know how else you define
a windfall than what has happened in
the price of oil and the profits that
have gone to the oil companies over
the past 6 or 7 years. They will not give
us a vote on the rampant speculation
that has now taken place in the oil
market.

I have to say at the outset that I
don’t have a fundamental disagreement
with a lot of the things that are being
said on the Republican side about what
we need to do. I think we very much
need a comprehensive energy strategy
in this country. I am not opposed, per-
sonally, to the idea of expanding explo-
ration for oil and gas in those cases
where it is appropriate, and to get
down and find the assets that are avail-
able to us as a nation and increase our
national security. This may not be, as
some people say, the answer in the dis-
tant future, but it is certainly an es-
sential transition for us as we reach to-
ward that future.

I personally support nuclear power
and expanding nuclear power programs.
We have not built a new nuclear power
plant in more than 30 years. There has
been ample comment about that on the
floor. I think nuclear power is safe. We
are the best in the world at it. The ex-
periences of the U.S. Navy at sea for at
least a half century demonstrate that.
It is environmentally clean, and we
have gotten better technology, ad-
vanced technology, in terms of taking
care of nuclear waste.

I believe we can reach a point where
we have cleaner coal. This requires new
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technology. We are the Saudi Arabia of
coal. We are looking to improve na-
tional security, and we are looking for
independence from countries where we
have seen an enormous transfer of
wealth from the United States. This
transfer of wealth is going to result in
better infrastructure for these other
countries, and it is going to harm us in
the long-term.

I believe we need to support con-
servation and alternative energy pro-
grams of every sort. I went to high
school in Nebraska. If you draw a line
from Canada to northern Texas, where
the winds come down from the Arctic
Circle, you will see there is not a
mountain in the way. There are actu-
ally trees in Oklahoma that bend to-
ward the south because of the power of
those winds. I believe we must invest,
in terms of alternative energy tech-
nologies, whether it is wind, solar, or
other areas.

At the same time, when do we debate
this? How do we develop a strategy?
What should we be doing now, today,
looking into the immediate future?
The bill our leadership brought to the
Senate floor is the best short-term fix,
when we are talking about the incred-
ible increase in the price of oil. If you
g0 back 6 years to when this Congress
voted in favor of the invasion of Iraq,
oil was $24 a barrel. The price of oil
went all the way up to $147 a barrel. It
has tamped down a little since then,
but that is a sixfold increase in 6 years.

I can guarantee this is not simply a
supply-and-demand issue. The demand
didn’t go up six times in the last 6
years. There are other interests, in-
cluding the speculation market, that
have driven the price of oil up that
high. We have had testimony from oil
companies’ executives saying that, in a
pure supply-and-demand environment,
oil would probably be at $60 a barrel.
That is an issue we can affect. We can
affect it in the short term by regu-
lating a market that has dramatically
changed because of the participants in
that market since late 2000. I hope we
can have some sort of agreement on
this. We should have a vote on the
speculation issue. I compliment our
leadership for having attempted to
bring that issue before the Senate.

PENDING NOMINATIONS

Madam President, I want to speak for
a couple of minutes about two nomina-
tions that are pending before the Sen-
ate.

First, I express my appreciation to
the senior Senator from Virginia, Sen-
ator WARNER, today for the comments
he made about Kathy Stephens, who
has been nominated to be Ambassador
to South Korea, has cleared the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, and has
been waiting for a vote on this floor. I
know of very few people who have bet-
ter qualifications to serve in that part
of the world. I have spent a good part
of my life in and out of Asia. She began
as a Peace Corps worker in South
Korea. She is fluent in Korean. I be-
lieve she is the best qualified person to
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address all of the issues that people on
both sides have expressed their con-
cerns about, in terms of politics, the
culture, human rights issues, et cetera.
I was very gratified to see Senator
WARNER mention his support for her
nomination today. I hope we can find a
way to get her out there doing her job
in the very near future.

The second nomination I want to
mention is that, regrettably, I am un-
able to support the nomination for the
Chief of Staff of the Air Force. This is
an individual who, in an earlier billet,
at a key time after the invasion of
Iraq, was asked repeatedly to give an-
swers to a question for which I person-
ally believe there were answers. I was
writing about it at the time. I have
very strong feelings about this. Regret-
tably, I am going to be unable to sup-
port that nomination.

I go back to what General Matthew
Ridgway said some 50 years ago, when
he was describing the role of a military
adviser. He said:

He should give his competent professional
advice on the military aspects of the prob-
lems referred to him, based on his fearless,
honest, objective estimate of the national in-
terest, and regardless of administration pol-
icy at any particular time. He should confine
his advice to the essentially military as-
pects.

I believe if we do not insist on this
standard in the relationships between
the U.S. military and the Congress,
then we are going to continue to have
the same difficulties that we saw with
attempting to get straight comment
out of the U.S. military as we went
into Iraq.

There was a very wise Marine general
who said, at the time I was entering
the Marine Corps, ‘It is very impor-
tant in the United States to get the
politics out of the military and to keep
the military out of politics.” I believe
that, if we believe in that, we need to
insist that those military officers who
testify before the Congress abide by it.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

CONDOLENCES TO SIMON FAMILY

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have
had the good fortune of working with
Senator BINGAMAN now for 26 years. He
is such a wonderful man. His academic
record is as good as anyone’s in the
Senate. His ability to do legislation is
as good as anyone’s in the Senate. Ev-
erybody knows what an easy man he is
to deal with. He is now chairman of the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, which is so important to what
goes on in our country. New Mexico is
so fortunate to have his service in the
Senate. He does so much for New Mex-
ico and, of course, for our country.

The reason I mention his name is
that one reason Senator BINGAMAN does
such a good job is he has a wonderful
staff. I have worked very closely with
them. At least 70 percent of Nevada is
public lands—land owned by the Fed-
eral Government. Only 13 percent isn’t
private lands. Over 40 percent of the
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State of Nevada is restricted air space.
You cannot fly an airplane over most
of the State of Nevada. It is restricted
to the military. So we have lots of de-
pendence on the Federal Government.
We are the most public land State in
the country.

As a result of that, I have worked
closely with the Energy Committee all
these many years. One of the people I
have worked closely with over these
years, for more than a decade, is the
chief of staff of that committee, Bob
Simon. He is a wonderful guy—quiet,
intellectually very sound, a graduate of
a small college in Pennsylvania called
Ursinus College. He has a PhD from
MIT in chemistry.

I have followed very closely the trav-
ails of Bob Simon these last few weeks
because he has a son by the name of
Gregory, 16 years old, who was struck
with a very bad bleed on the brain and
died today. He was in the hospital in a
coma. We thought he would pull
through, but he did not. He died. It is
devastating to Bob Simon, his wife
Karen, and, of course, Anne-Marie, his
daughter, and Catherine. Catherine is
not here today, of course. Her brother
passed away. She is in charge of the
Democratic pages. She works very hard
in that capacity.

It is times such as these when you
really understand that when we talk
about a Senate family, we really mean
it. Bob Simon is part of the family. He
works with Democrats and Repub-
licans. He is great for working on a bi-
partisan basis. When Senator DOMENICI
was chairman of the committee, Bob
Simon was the Democratic chief of
staff. The committee with the two New
Mexicans as the ranking member and
chairman of that committee, one time
as chairman, one time as ranking
member—one reason that committee
functions so well is because of Bob
Simon.

There is nothing I can do other than
to recognize what a good man Bob
Simon is. There is nothing I can do to
ease the pain of the Simon family,
their friends, and loved ones.

On behalf of the Senate, I extend my
deepest condolences to Bob Simon and
his wife Karen for their heartbreaking
loss. Being the father of five children, I
can only think how devastating this
must be.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the leader yield
a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
heard the leader’s comments about
Gregory. I just want to say I am aware
of the situation. I feel the same way
the majority leader feels. I thank him
so much for his graciousness toward
Bob and his wife. I know how tough it
is on them. We don’t know it until
something like that happens, but that
is a very young, wonderful boy who
died. Bob is a wonderful man. Every-
body who knows him knows he is a
dedicated, devoted father. It is just pa-
thetic that this happened.
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I join the majority leader in every
way in extending my most sincere re-
grets and hope and pray that the best
will come of this. I know that sounds
impossible, but at least we can ask for
the best and that the Lord consider
them and be merciful to them.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I did
not know my friend from New Mexico
was on the floor, but as he knows, I did
mention his name and the great rela-
tionship Bob Simon has had with the
committee. As I mentioned, not know-
ing the Senator from New Mexico was
on the floor, I will repeat what I said,
that the committee has functioned
very well. Two New Mexicans run that
committee, either as chairman or
ranking member, back and forth, and
they work so well together. One reason
they do is because of Bob Simon. He is
a very quiet, brilliant man, and it is
very nice that Senator DOMENICI would
say what is in his heart because we join
in his wishes that, as he has indicated,
the Lord will look down on his family
with understanding and compassion,
and hopefully, as time goes by, there
will be some good that comes from this
tragedy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, as
I understand it, time now inures to the
Senate Republicans for—is it a half
hour?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

ENERGY

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
am here to lead off for the Republicans.
There are two others. Senator
BROWNBACK is here, and there may be
another Senator, Senator ALLARD. I
say to them, I am only going to make
a 2-minute or 3-minute statement and
then yield to whoever wishes to go
first. I would like them to hear what I

say.

Yesterday, the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, Senator
BYRD, issued what I believe to be a

very telling and extraordinary state-
ment. He said:

It became clear that an attempt to add
language to the supplemental——

That is the supplemental appropria-
tions——
repealing the two-decade-old ban on offshore
oil and gas drilling would be successful, re-
sulting in the necessity of having to produce
60 votes on the Senate floor to strip the re-

eal.
P And so for that reason, the markup in the
Senate Appropriations Committee on two
important bills that fund the government
was canceled.

I will say that not only does this
statement contradict claims of the ma-
jority about why the markup was can-
celed, it also crystallizes exactly why
the last 9 days in the Senate have re-
sulted in absolutely nothing. The ma-
jority is afraid of allowing the Senate
to vote on increasing American produc-
tion. They are afraid to let that happen
because a vote just might yield results.

We have spent 9 days debating this
bill. During this time, we could have
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considered dozens of amendments, just
as we did on the energy legislation in
2005 and 2007, and without a doubt, be-
cause the majority leader has taken
sole control over the process, we have
been held to zero votes. So zero votes,
I say to my fellow Americans, cannot
yield results. When you have no votes,
you cannot accomplish anything. That
means you cannot add to the offshore
reserve that can be made available for
oil and gas production. It remains as is,
no matter how much is there, no mat-
ter how much we could end up drilling
for so the American people could look
out and say: By producing our own, we
don’t have to waste all our money
sending it overseas, and the price
might come down.

My last observation before I yield to
my good friends is that I continue to
hear comments from the other side
that say we should not be drilling be-
cause all we say is drill, drill, drill, and
that is the only thing, and we don’t
need to do that; we need alternatives.

We can have all the alternatives we
would like—and I am surely in favor—
but we are going to be using crude oil
or something much like crude oil for at
least a generation—that means 20
years minimum—because we cannot
get off crude oil any faster. The oil
products we use for our cars, our
trucks, and our airplanes we cannot
change over fast enough, so we have to
use oil. And if we don’t produce more of
our own, we all know what we are
going to do is buy from others and con-
tinue to send the money overseas.

It is not just drilling because we
want to drill, drill, drill; it is drilling
because we don’t have enough oil. And
if we find more, we import less. That
should be good, and the American peo-
ple sense it is good. That is why so
many of them have said let’s open the
offshore for drilling.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I would like to first thank my col-
league from New Mexico and ask him a
question, because this will be the last
year he is serving in this body. He has
served in it for many years, very dis-
tinguished. It has been my pleasure to
get to know him. Senator DOMENICI can
be irascible sometimes, but he is al-
ways fair. I find he will get on both
sides, depending on which way he
makes the call.

I just saw this, too, that we are not
having this Appropriations Committee
markup. I am on that committee. I am
a relatively new member. Senator AL-
LARD is on it, and Senator DOMENICI
has served on it in a distinguished ca-
pacity for many years.

This is really striking. I have not
seen this take place. I have not been in
the Senate that long, but I wonder if
my colleague has seen that sort of
move taking place to stop a major
issue that is confronting the American
public?

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
have not seen such a thing. In fact, I
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have said—not as direct as this, but I
have said that in 36 years being a Sen-
ator, through thick and thin and bills I
have managed, bills I have amended,
whatever kinds, I have never seen any-
thing where such a simple propo-
sition—can we open lands that we own
so they can be drilled, yes or no—I
have never seen where it takes 10 days
and they waste 10 days of time and still
say no. I have never heard of that. Yet
the majority, the leader of the Appro-
priations Committee says in the Appro-
priations Committee there are enough
votes to end the offshore hindrance
that has been there, it says, for two
decades or three decades. If the amend-
ments do that, they are awfully scared,
right? Maybe that is why we didn’t get
the vote.

I think it is other things. I don’t
think Members on that side wanted to
vote, win or lose. They didn’t want to
vote. Now the American people can
judge. That is how I see it. They can
judge what happened and why.

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I
wonder if I might ask the Senator from
Kansas to yield because I would like to
add additional remarks.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Yes.

Mr. ALLARD. I think the Senator
from New Mexico, Mr. DOMENICI, has
done a fabulous job with the energy
issue, not just this year when it is fash-
ionable—and this is the big issue—but
he has devoted his whole legislative ca-
reer to energy, making it available,
how we can use research and tech-
nology to meet the energy needs of this
country. He is recognized not only by
me but nearly all Members of this Sen-
ate for his hard work on energy. We all
should appreciate that work.

I join in the chorus of those who have
congratulated Senator DOMENICI on a
distinguished career. His dedication to
energy—I cannot think of another sub-
ject one could pick up that would have
more of a long-term impact on this
country, whether we are talking about
economic security, whether we are
talking about military security, or
whether we are just talking about a se-
cure home where one can rely on utili-
ties and everything to have a com-
fortable lifestyle in this country. The
Senator needs to be recognized for
that. It is a pleasure for me to do so, as
I have served on several committees
now with him. He is very articulate on
this subject, and he does a great job.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Colorado, and
I will add one supplement to it because
he knows this and maybe we will just
say it together here. I did devote 10
yvears, with three or four experts, to
seeing if we could bring nuclear power
back to life in America, instead of
leaving it dead, for others to use it as
we sit around having invented it and
wondering what is happening. I did
work on it for 10 years, and then when
we did our big bill, we put in provisions
that brought it back to life. That does
make you feel good. You don’t do that
alone.
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We never had a single vote, I say to
my friend from Colorado, not one vote
was taken on any of the bills to try to
negate the provisions we put in for nu-
clear power. One would have thought 5
years ago it would be the most conten-
tious issue we could have brought to
the floor. In that big Energy bill, there
was a whole chapter on nuclear power.
Nobody sought to amend it, change it,
anything. That was really a credit to
the Senators who worked so hard on
nuclear power, and the Senator was
one of them. Senator ALLARD has al-
ways said he has been proud of it. I
don’t know about the Senator from
Kansas, but I assume so. He has a good
brain, and if you have a good brain and
you are a reasonable legislator, you
couldn’t be against nuclear. You just
had to be one of these fringe people
against everything, scared because we
had an accident once.

If you are scared because you had an
accident once, you would not get up in
the morning. That is what the doctor
told my mother. She didn’t want me to
get out of bed because I had a bad knee.
The doctor said: The best thing to do if
you don’t want him to get hurt is you
be his maid. He can stay in bed, and
you can serve him food for 25 years. Of
course, he won’t amount to anything.
And that is true.

I am talking on. It is getting close to
the end of the day.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Madam President,
I thank my colleague from New Mex-
ico. I note that when the nuclear indus-
try comes back, I hope one of the first
powerplants has ‘‘Pete Domenici’” writ-
ten over the archway going into it.

We have an excellent nuclear power-
plant in Kansas called Wolf Creek. My
colleague recognizes this. It has been
in operation for 25 years. It had huge
protests before it got built. People
were protesting the train that carried
some of the main core elements into
this spot. It has been operating effi-
ciently, cleanly. It doesn’t put off CO.,.
It was a huge investment that has been
fantastic for our whole State. And it
was a capital expense. It was expensive
on the capital side of it, substantially
so, but, boy, does it run well. It has
been good to see. And if we need to
bring that back, we need to bring it
back on a cost-efficient basis, but that
was one of our key elements on moving
this forward and moving our car fleet
with more electricity. But we are going
to need that base power generation,
and we want it clean, and here is a
good spot to do it.

Mr. DOMENICI. There are 16 applica-
tions to the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission as of the day before yester-
day—16—for new nuclear powerplants;
in some cases, two plants at one site,
both construction and design applica-
tions. We had zero the day we adopted
the new Energy bill. For once it seems
as if we did something right; doesn’t it?

Mr. BROWNBACK. I agree.

Madam President, I join my col-
leagues from New Mexico and Colorado
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in talking about the energy issue, and
I particularly want to associate myself
with the comments of the Senator from
New Mexico, who responded that we
are not just focusing on drill, drill,
drill. The point of the matter is two
numbers. Those two numbers are 25 and
3. Twenty-five percent of the world’s
oil is consumed by the United States,
and we produce 3 percent.

Now, how long can we operate that
way?

You can say, as my colleague from
New Mexico has pointed out: Well, OK,
we are going to get off oil. We want
some alternative. Lord knows, I want
an alternative. I want more ethanol,
which is produced in my State. I want
it produced out of cellulose. The prob-
lem is, if we turned off oil tomorrow,
we are not in a position to produce
enough of that or virtually anything
else. We are going to need to use oil for
some period of time, and that 25 and 3
ratio doesn’t work—our consuming 25
percent and producing 3 percent—when
we could produce probably a good 50
percent more. Who knows what the ac-
tual number is. We know it is much
higher than what it currently is.

For every dollar we are not spending
on oil here, we are spending it some-
where else. They are building these
huge indoor sea complexes in Dubai in
the Middle East and lavish buildings.
They are building islands, whole is-
lands, beautifully designed like a palm
tree. That takes huge amounts of
money.

You sit there for just 2 minutes, and
you think: Where is all that money
coming from, I wonder? It is coming
from our consumers’ pocketbooks when
people are pulling up at the gas station
and paying 100 bucks or more for gas to
fill up. Hopefully, there are people who
have vehicles that are using substan-
tially less than that, but the point is,
it is a huge transfer of wealth from
here to there, and it doesn’t have to
take place when we can produce it
here.

I would rather that money be going
to Kansas or Colorado to work on their
oil shale or to Alaska or to offshore
areas but certainly working here. We
have a Federal deficit that is taking
place. What if instead of us shipping
$500 billion overseas for oil, we were
spending that money here. Then 20 per-
cent comes into our Federal coffers.
That is the general figure. I think that
is a bit high, but it is about that right
now. So you have $100 billion coming
here in tax revenues. It is just common
sense.

My dad farms, and I have been talk-
ing with him about this issue. He is
paying a lot for diesel fuel because he
runs the tractors on diesel, and he is
paying more than he used to. He is say-
ing: Why aren’t we doing this here?
And I have a hard time explaining to
him why we are not doing it here, when
we could do it here, when we have the
capacity, the ability, and the tech-
nology in the market.

I say: Well, some people don’t want
us to.
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Well, why?

Well, they are scared of what is going
to take place in the environment, even
though we can do it environmentally
sound. Someone is going to be doing it
somewhere else. Are they going to do it
more environmentally sound than us? I
don’t think so. I know they are not
going to in some of the places I have
seen around the world. The U.S. stand-
ards are the highest in the world.

So I would plead with my colleagues
that drilling is part of the answer. It is
clearly part of the answer when our
numbers are 25 and 3; when we use 25
percent of the world’s oil and produce 3
percent of it. We have to get our num-
bers up. It helps to balance the trade,
it helps our deficit, it helps our people,
and it spends it here at home.

That is why I continue to join my
colleagues in voting that we stay on
energy instead of going to other issues.
I would like to solve some of these
other issues as well, as would my col-
leagues on the Senate floor. I want to
deal with them. I want to deal with all
these issues. But when you pass up the
biggest issue that is confronting most
Americans, and you don’t deal with it,
and for 9 days you don’t deal with it
when you could be, we are just simply
saying: Let’s deal with the biggest one
here, and then we will be happy to deal
with these other issues. We need to
deal with these other things, but not
until you deal with the biggest one. If
we don’t deal with it now, are we going
to deal with it this year? I don’t think
so. I don’t think that will happen. We
are not going to get more time, nor
will we have more political will the
closer it gets to the election.

So now is the time, now is the place,
now is when the American people want
us to deal with this matter. So I join
my colleagues in continuing to vote
this way; that we take up these amend-
ments to increase production in the
United States.

Mr. DOMENICI.
yield for a question?

Mr. BROWNBACK. I will be happy to
yield to the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Before 1 leave, I
want to say to the Senator from Colo-
rado, who is standing here patiently,
that he might recall that the Senator
from New Mexico went up and visited
Colorado and Utah to see the oil shale
before we had the big bill, where we put
everything together.

Mr. ALLARD. I do remember.

Mr. DOMENICI. I was prompted to do
that by you, to find out why we weren’t
doing anything with that shale. We
found out that we didn’t have any leas-
ing laws that permitted it. I recall it
was at your instigation that we put the
first laws in the energy impact bill, the
big bill, allowing leases for research
and development. That is what has
brought the development they are all
worried about. It is a research and de-
velopment lease.

Now they don’t want to have any, as
you put it, rules or regulations, so they
can stop it dead after we got a good

Will the Senator
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start. We understood that Shell Oil was
ready to try a new process. They were
going to spend more than a few billion
dollars on it, and we found that out and
said: Well, we ought to at least give
them a chance. And we did, thanks to
you. But now they won’t let us vote on
getting rid of the moratorium, so that
is dead in the water too—that great big
resource.

So I thank you.

Mr. ALLARD. Well, I thank the Sen-
ator from New Mexico for his gracious
remarks and, again, it is a statement
of his statesmanship to actually go and
visit the site and find out what is going
on. That is why he makes such a great
legislator in the Senate.

I am with my colleagues. I am sick
and tired of delays. It is time for us to
move ahead. I have a chart: There have
been six attempts by the Democrats to
change the subject from $4-a-gallon
gas, all while people are suffering at
the gas pump and we are having dra-
matic adverse effects on our economy.
We are getting ready for the school
year, and school districts are strug-
gling with how they are going to get
fuel for the school buses. We have
farmers and ranchers starting to put up
their crops, and they are wondering
how they are going to get money to
pay for fuel, which is a major cost. It
just doesn’t balance out for us.

So I am very concerned that we have
had these six attempts to move off of
$4-a-gallon gas when it is such a vital
issue. I can’t think of another issue
since I have been here that has had this
profound an impact on people’s lives.
We shouldn’t be delaying or stopping
this matter.

There have been other subtle at-
tempts on the other side, even if we
move forward, to delay the develop-
ment of energy, and let me cite a cou-
ple of examples.

One is the offshore drilling provi-
sions, which we have in our Gas Price
Reduction Act on the Republican side,
where we look at the offshore drilling—
the deep ocean drilling. We have had
Members stand here on the Senate
floor and say: Well, I am all in favor of
that, but we haven’t gone ahead and
done the seismographic studies to fig-
ure out where our deposits are.

Well, we have been trying for years,
mostly through Senator DOMENICI’s ef-
forts, to try to get the money to do the
seismographic studies so we know how
much and where those deposits are.
But there is delay before we actually
get to it.

So Members will stand up and say:
Well, I am all for offshore drilling, but
we need to do the studies. Well, they
won’t support the studies and the
money to get it done. Let’s take oil
shale, for example. What we need to do
is to put the regulations in place so
that when the technology is developed
and we are ready to move forward with
development, we can do that in a
phased process. But, no, we are not
going to let the regulations go forward,
which ends up being an additional
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delay when the technology is ready to
go.
So I am hoping—and I want to thank
the Senator from New Hampshire, who
had proposed the amendment I had
made in the Appropriations Committee
a little earlier this afternoon—it was
objected to on the floor—where we
said, let’s move ahead with rules and
regulations. Then in the amendment it
says that we will delay development
until 2011 because the technology for
development won’t be in place any
sooner than that. So that was accept-
able. The Department of the Interior
has got the rules and regulations. They
are out there for public comment, but
that is all the further they can go.

If we continue what we have been
doing year after year, we have stopped
the development of oil shale dead in its
tracks. Even worse than that, when it
is ready for development, we will have
delayed it that much more because we
haven’t done the things up front that
will allow the oil companies to begin to
look at what their lease agreements
might be, as the Senator mentioned
from his visit, or what the royalty pay-
ments might be or what the remedi-
ation issues may be when they move in
with oil shale.

I happen to think the technology we
are developing in Colorado is environ-
mentally friendly, and it is not a min-
ing operation. You freeze out an area of
the ground, you heat out the middle of
it, and you get a high-quality fuel out
of there which will help us meet our
energy needs. The hydrocarbons we get
out of the ground, I think all of us real-
ize these are nonrenewable resources.
At some point in time, we are going to
have to do something else other than
just rely on those. But right now they
are the bridge. They are our bridge to
renewable energies.

I have heard comments on the Senate
floor against the Republicans; that all
we are interested in is drill, drill, drill.
Republicans, to a person, believe that
we need to use our hydrocarbons to
bridge, and they understand we need
the new technology. We are not saying
exclude anything. On the other side
they are saying: We will just go with
renewables. We will let $4 a gallon
stand. Who cares. Let it go to $5. Let it
keep going to $7.50, even to $10 a gal-
lon. We don’t care because the high
cost of gasoline will encourage con-
servation.

I think there are other ways we can
encourage conservation, and I think a
lot of it is happening today. But that is
certainly not the way to do it because
it has such a dramatic adverse impact
on our economy, and it has an adverse
impact on the security of this country.

Both my colleague from Kansas and
New Mexico talked about how all of
our dollars are going overseas, more
than $700 billion a year going overseas
to support the economies of our adver-
saries. They are the ones who don’t
support what we are trying to do: to
spread democracy around the world.
They would like to see us go away.
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So I think we need to take a serious
look at our alternative energies, and
we need to act now to do something to
increase hydrocarbons and do some-
thing to reduce the price of gas at the
gas pump.

There is one area of the economy
that I don’t think we have talked much
about, and that is the trucking indus-
try. Talk about renewables. What is
going to provide the energy for trucks?
What renewables do we have for
trucks? I know some trucking compa-
nies are looking forward to going to
propane to help a little bit, but there is
not much substitute out there on re-
newables for the diesel engine right
now. The diesel engine is what we use
in trains, in trucking, in farming, and
it is not going to be an easy solution
for us to come up with an alternative
fuel for diesel. We need to do what we
can to hold down the cost of those
kinds of fuels because that new tech-
nology is going to take a while to de-
velop. We can’t just shut it off today
and expect our economy to function
when it is such a vital part of what is
happening in this country.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. ALLARD. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. I note that you just
used a word a minute ago—‘‘bridge.” 1
think you have heard me speak of the
bridge. You see, the bridge is how you
are going to get from where you are
now, with an economy that is using hy-
drocarbons to move itself, to do all
kinds of things; how we are going to
get from there to an economy that has
no more of that. That is a bridge.

Most interesting, the bridge is going
to be crude oil because the only way
you can get there is to stay alive, to
have an economy, to produce, to get
things done. And to get across that
bridge you have to have crude oil be-
cause there is nothing else to get you
there. You cannot put everything in
parking lots and in abeyance until you
find what is on the other side of the
bridge.

The truth is, we have to produce
crude oil for perhaps a decade. You said
10, 15, 20 years. That is my guess. Even
if all these things work, the auto-
mobile where you can turn it on with a
switch, everything that we can do, we
are still going to be, what I say, stuck
in the mud—the oil mud.

Whether people like it or not, Ameri-
cans have it right. They are saying
drill some more, they are not saying
drill less. Six months ago, everybody
was afraid of the word. Now they are
not afraid of it because people under-
stand if you have more of that stuff
called oil you might pay less. Costs
might come down.

I thank the Senator for his under-
standing, and I am pleased to be with
him.

Mr. BROWNBACK. If my colleague
from Colorado will yield as well?

Mr. ALLARD. I yield to the Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. There is another
bridge I would like to talk about, and
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that is the continuing resolution. I
wish to point out to my colleagues
these are annual limitations on drilling
offshore, in the oil shale. These are an-
nual things put in, these limitations.
There is a building coalition and con-
sensus of people saying I don’t want
those limitations put on this year’s ap-
propriations. We do a continuing reso-
lution as a bridge. I am warning my
colleagues if this doesn’t get voted on
and dealt with, I think you are going
to see people starting to say: I am not
willing to put that into that bridge
funding into next year.

I hope we can work this out on some-
thing on offshore drilling, on oil shale
development of rules, before we get to
that continuing resolution piece where
this would normally, or often, be put
in. People are saying I do not want
that in this financing bill for the Gov-
ernment, the continuing resolution.

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the Senator
from Kansas for his support. I couldn’t
agree more with him. It is time we stop
these tactics that are causing the price
of gas to get so high. Obviously, before
the summer break, it doesn’t look like
we are going to have an opportunity to
deal with the issue of bringing down
the price of gas. Come September, we
are going to have to do something
more dramatic than what we have at
this point. If it means we have to stop
the continuing resolution with morato-
rium language in it, I think at that
point in time we may have to make a
strong stand—at that particular point
in time. I predict we are not going to
see that much of a decrease in the cost
of gasoline and diesel fuel at the gas
pump.

I thank the Senator from Kansas for
his comments and for his support. We
talked about how various aspects of
the economy are being impacted by the
high price of gas. I was at a press con-
ference earlier. We had representatives
speak on how the poor are getting ad-
versely impacted, more than any other
part of the population in the United
States, because of the high cost of fuel.
We had a member from the Congress of
Racial Equality. We had Bishop Harry
Jackson, who talked about the High
Impact Leadership Coalition. We heard
from the All Nations Pentecostal
Church of God in Christ talk about how
the poor they were dealing with were
being so impacted by the high cost of
fuel. We had a number of people from
all aspects of life, including veterans.
We had also consumer groups. We had
the Farm Bureau and we had Ameri-
cans for American Energy, all there at
that press conference, talking about
how letting the price of fuel get so high
was actually a war on the poor. I
thought that was a rather dramatic
way of putting it.

We need to think a little bit about
the fact, if we allow the price of gas to
get high like this, there is a lower in-
come section of our society that is
going to be dramatically impacted be-
cause they do not have the reserve ca-
pacity to pick up the costs of fuel that
is impacting their lives.
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We need to act now. We should not be
putting it off. I have been disappointed
that we have not been able, as Repub-
licans, to put our amendments forward
on the floor. The majority leader has
changed his view—we will go up to
four, we will let in some amendments—
and then all of a sudden we are at none.
We are back to the none right now.

We need to move forward. I see my
time is expiring.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent I be recognized
for 5 minutes at this time, that Sen-
ator LEAHY be recognized immediately
following me for 10 minutes, and the
remainder of the time be given to Sen-
ator DORGAN.

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

HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ACT

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I
rise to speak in support of the Higher
Education Opportunity Act.

There is no doubt in my mind that I
would not be speaking here today if it
were not for the kind of assistance we
will be voting on today.

I would not have been able to go from
the small tenement apartment I grew
up in to the halls of the United States
Senate if it were not for our Federal
Government’s commitment to edu-
cating our young people, no matter
what neighborhood they grow up in, no
matter how much money their parents
make, no matter what their ethnicity
or the color of their skin.

I was the first person in my family to
attend college, and then law school,
thanks to Pell Grants and Perkins
loans. The fact that I could get a qual-
ity education and was willing to work
hard-work meant that the American
promise was real for me. And I believe
that providing every child with the
same opportunities I had—so they can
achieve their God-given potential—
should be the unalienable birthright of
every American.

Supporting our children’s future isn’t
just a social responsibility, it is an eco-
nomic necessity. Just a few decades
ago, workers could find a good paying
job and comfortably raise a family on
the strength of their high school di-
ploma. But times have changed.

If we are going to stay on the apex of
the curve of innovation, if we are going
to be the economic power we were in
the 20th century going forward into the
21st century—a century that increas-
ingly belongs to those who innovate—
we have to do all we can to educate our
children and prepare them to compete.

Unfortunately, we are in danger of
falling behind. At the same time we are
seeing higher education become in-
creasingly more important, we are see-
ing it become increasingly less afford-
able.

We are seeing students pass up the
opportunity to go on for a higher de-
gree, because they are so pressured to
pay their bills today that they can’t
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focus on what is best for them tomor-
row. We are seeing so many students
who do go to college leave with two
pieces of paper that they will carry for
the rest of their lives—their diploma in
one hand, and the bill for their tuition
loans in the other. What we need now
is a brainpower stimulus package: a
brainpower stimulus package that will
make college more accessible and more
affordable so that higher education is
not reserved only for the wealthy; a
brainpower stimulus package that will
improve and modernize our Nation’s
colleges and universities so they will
remain the greatest and most distin-
guished in the world; a brainpower
stimulus package that will protect stu-
dents from unscrupulous lenders and
ensure they are getting the best deals
possible when they invest in their edu-
cation with private loans; and a brain-
power stimulus package that will close
the achievement gap, because in this
great Nation, the darkness of your skin
should not diminish the brightness of
your future.

The package we pass must honor and
respect our soldiers and their families
and provide them with the same oppor-
tunity and promise that they have
given so much to defend.

Today we have the opportunity, and
the responsibility, to make education a
national priority and commit ourselves
to accepting nothing less than great-
ness from our educational system. The
Higher Education Opportunity Act
would take enormous strides to accom-
plish many of these goals by increasing
Government assistance for students,
families, and institutions of higher
learning. Allow me to take a moment
to point out some crucial aspects of
this bill.

Recognizing the dramatic increases
in tuition over the years, this bill
would increase Pell Grants and Perkins
Loans would also permit low-income
students to receive Pell Grants all year
round, so they can afford to stay in
school and earn their diplomas quicker.
As tuition costs continue to skyrocket,
we need to do everything we can to en-
sure that every child has the ability to
soar to the highest heights of achieve-
ment.

In the wake of the recent student
lending scandal, we must protect our
students from deceptive loans that
often leave them mired in debt even be-
fore they receive their diploma. This
bill would establish strong standards to
prevent schools from playing favorites
with lenders due to expensive gifts
they were given and ensure students
are given the best rates possible.

This bill would work to narrow the
achievement gap between Caucasians
and minorities by investing in Minor-
ity Serving Institutions, Hispanic
Serving Institutions, and enhancing
vital programs such as TRIO and
GEAR-UP.

It would reauthorize funding for His-
torically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities and Predominantly Black Insti-
tutions and expand their masters pro-
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grams, by providing $500,000 per year in
mandatory funding to each of these in-
stitutions for 6 years.

This bill would also honor the dedica-
tion and commitment of our armed
forces and their families by helping
servicemembers, veterans, and their
families attend and pay for college by
providing interest-free deferral on stu-
dent loans while servicemembers are
on active duty and in-State tuition
rates if they are not stationed in their
home State.

Finally, it would establish new col-
lege scholarships of up to $5,000 for
children and family members of
servicemembers who have died since 9/
11.

When one of our brave
servicemembers gives their life in de-
fense of our country, they are not the
only ones sacrificing—rather their sons
and daughters; husband and wife; and
often mother and father have also
given the most precious thing in their
lives for our country. Like their cher-
ished loved one, they deserve more
than anybody the opportunity and
promise that makes this country so
great and worth defending and sacri-
ficing for.

Our Nation faces great challenges to
meet the demands of global innovation
and competition, but as i true with all
great challenges, we also have a great
opportunity—an opportunity to invest
in our most important resource: our
children; an opportunity to spur our
economy and develop new, innovative
industries that create high paying jobs
that cannot be outsourced; and an op-
portunity to prepare our students and
strengthen our economy so America re-
mains a leader in the world—not just
during the onset of the 20 century, but
throughout it.

A nation that is united in its purpose
can answer that challenge, as we have
so0 many times throughout our history.
Just as an entire generation before us
was once inspired to dream new dreams
of reaching space and landing a man on
the moon, so must we set our sights to
the heavens and be the next great gen-
eration of leaders and innovators.

The time has come to make a robust,
national commitment to the education
of our youth at all levels, from kinder-
garten through graduate school, from
technological institutes in our inner
cities to centers of agricultural re-
search in the heartland.

New generations of doctors and law-
yers, artists and engineers, captains of
industry and commanders of our
Armed Forces, are depending on what
we do here today.

This legislation has been in the
works for a long time. We are a little
late on the assignment, but we can still
get an ““A”’ for finally taking the time
to turn it in.

I certainly hope our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle will allow us
to make this happen today.

I yield the floor and yield the re-
mainder of any time I may have to
Senator LEAHY.
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Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey. I wish to discuss two mat-
ters that involve the Senate Judiciary
Committee.

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

IMMUNITY

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, today
the Federal court evaluating the con-
tempt charges against former White
House Counsel Harriet Miers made a
very significant ruling. The court’s rul-
ing is a complete rejection of the Bush
administration’s unprecedented and
unfounded blanket claim of executive
privilege and immunity. The Court’s
ruling is a rebuke of this White House’s
arrogant coverup and stonewalling, an
arrogant coverup designed to shield
from public view the inappropriate and
even illegal actions of this administra-
tion. It is also a reaffirmation of the
principle of separate, coequal branches
of our Government, something that has
guided our Republic since its inception
and something this administration has
tried to ignore by making its best ef-
forts to accrue unchecked Executive
power.

I commend Judge Bates. He is a
former prosecutor, a Republican ap-
pointed by President Bush. I commend
Speaker PELOSI and Chairman CONYERS
for their steadfastness in pressing this
matter.

I have long pointed out this adminis-
tration’s claims of executive privilege
and immunity, which White House offi-
cials have used to justify refusing even
to show up when the Congress has sub-
poenaed them, are wrong. Last Novem-
ber, in the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, I issued a ruling that the White
House’s privilege and immunity claims
were not legally valid to excuse Karl
Rove and White House Chief of Staff
Josh Bolten from appearing, testifying
and producing documents related to
the Judiciary Committee’s investiga-
tions into the unprecedented firing and
manipulation of U.S. attorneys. Mr.
Rove and Mr. Bolten’s continued non-
compliance with the committee’s sub-
poenas, even after my ruling, led the
committee to vote to hold them in con-
tempt of Congress. Even with that,
they have put themselves above the
law by refusing to appear and testify.

This week the House Judiciary Com-
mittee also cited Mr. Rove for con-
tempt. They had previously cited Ms.
Miers for her failure to appear, as well
as Mr. Bolten.

It is long past time for senior admin-
istration officials to abide by the law
and appear before Congress to offer tes-
timony, testimony that is compelled
by subpoena. This administration
places themselves above the law. What
the court said is none of us is above the
law, not even the President of the
United States, and especially not the
people who work for and take orders
from the President of the TUnited
States. They are not above the law. I
commend the court for making that
clear.
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In fact, the ruling by Judge Bates
could not have been more plain. He
wrote:

[TThe Executive’s current claim of absolute
immunity from compelled Congressional
process for senior Presidential aides is with-
out any support in the case law.

I will be sending letters to Karl
Rove’s lawyer and the White House
counsel to schedule Mr. Rove’s and Mr.
Bolten’s long-overdue appearances be-
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee.
In fact, Judge Bates explained why the
Bush-Cheney administration’s blanket
immunity claims were an unjustified
encroachment upon the constitutional
powers of Congress. The judge wrote:

[I]f the Executive’s absolute immunity ar-
gument were to prevail, Congress could be
left with no recourse to obtain information
that is plainly not subject to any colorable
claim of executive privilege.

This result, which the court con-
cluded was ‘‘unacceptable,” would be
that the ‘‘Executive’s proposed abso-
lute immunity would thus deprive Con-
gress of even non-privileged informa-
tion.”

Many of us have said that this is an
administration that considers them-
selves above the law, that the law ap-
plies to everybody except them. Well,
the court has said the law applies to
them just as it does to all other Ameri-
cans. Despite the administration’s at-
tempts at every turn to short circuit
Congress—even the courts—from being
able to evaluate the executive privilege
and immunity claims, Judge Bates’s
concurrence in these principles is a sig-
nificant milestone.

I will be sending a letter today to At-
torney General Mukasey. I am going to
ask when he intends to withdraw the
erroneous Office of Legal Council opin-
ion from Stephen Bradbury relied upon
by the White House to justify its non-
compliance with congressional sub-
poenas since that opinion has been re-
pudiated by a court and the court has
said that this administration, the At-
torney General, the White House—all
have to abide by the law. In addition, I
intend to ask the Attorney General
whether the court decision will cause
them to reevaluate the Department’s
memoranda and opinions that have
supported overbroad and unsubstan-
tiated executive privilege claims not
only in the investigation of the firing
and manipulation of the U.S. attorneys
but also in other matters, such as the
claims used to block Congress when in-
vestigating warrantless wiretapping, or
the leak of the name of undercover CIA
agent Valerie Plame for political ret-
ribution, or even White House inter-
ference in the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s decisionmaking to pro-
tect corporations at the expense of
Americans’ health.

The court’s decision undercuts the
White House’s blanket claims in all of
these matters. The judge wrote that:

Clear precedent and persuasive policy rea-
sons confirm that the executive cannot be
the judge of its own privilege.

That is why we have asked for over a
yvear for the White House to provide us
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with the specific legal basis for those
claims and their validity. What the
White House has said is they do not
have to obey the law. They can break
the law, they are above the law, and
when they are asked: What do you base
that on? What is it that says you are
above the law and the people who work
for you are above the law? their answer
is: Because we say so. That is it. They
do not point to any statute, they do
not point to any case law, they do not
point to anything except their own ar-
rogance in stonewalling the people of
this country who want to know what
they are doing. That is not the way to
have a nation of laws. You cannot have
one person decide the law will apply to
you, the law will apply to me, the law
will apply to everybody in this Cham-
ber but will not apply to the President
or the people who work for him.

I will continue to ask whether the
White House’s continued assertion of
executive privilege in this matter
means the President takes responsi-
bility for the decision to fire well-per-
forming prosecutors. To date, after
more than a year and a half, he has not
done so. Instead, he seeks to have it
both ways: Well, ‘‘mistakes were
made’’—by others, of course, yet some-
how, executive privilege still applies.

The White House’s other blanket as-
sertion says there is no wrongdoing in
the firings. We have asked: What was
the basis for that? They provide none.
If the White House has information
that led the President and others to
discount the evidence of wrongdoing
the investigating committees have
gathered so far, that should be pro-
duced. Otherwise, we have to conclude
they do not have any and it does not
exist.

To the contrary, the Judiciary Com-
mittee’s investigation which led to the
resignation of the Attorney General,
the entire senior leadership of the Jus-
tice Department, and several high-
ranking White House political officials
has uncovered grave threats to the
independence of law enforcement from
political manipulation in the highest
political ranks in the White House, in-
cluding Karl Rove. The evidence shows
that senior officials were apparently
focused on the political impact of Fed-
eral prosecutions and whether Federal
prosecutors were doing enough to bring
partisan voter fraud and corruption
cases. It has long been apparent that
the reasons given for these firings were
contrived as part of a cover up.

The tragic and corrupt politicization
of Federal law enforcement by this ad-
ministration is wrong. Reports released
by the Justice Department’s Inspector
General and Office of Professional Re-
sponsibility, the latest just this week,
have shown the reach of the political
operatives of this administration, in-
fecting the hiring for career prosecu-
tors and immigration judges with im-
proper and illegal political loyalty
tests designed to embed ‘‘loyal
Bushies” throughout the Department.
So far, neither the Justice Department
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nor the White House has taken respon-
sibility. Apparently, the White House
intends its excuses that ‘‘mistakes
were made’ and that there were just a
“few bad apples’” to suffice. What we
have uncovered is a widespread effort
described by the Department’s own In-
spector General as ‘‘systemic’, one
that involved the highest ranking of-
fice holders at the Justice Department
funneling White House loyalists into
career positions.

The White House’s response to the
Senate Judiciary Committee’s sub-
poenas has been to assert blanket
claims of executive privilege and novel
claims of absolute immunity to block
current and former officials from com-
plying. Based on these claims, neither
Mr. Rove nor Mr. Bolten even appeared
before the Committee to respond to the
subpoenas. Now, a court has said that
they must.

The effects of the White House’s as-
sertions of privilege and immunity
have been unmistakable, amounting to
the withholding of critical evidence re-
lated to the congressional investiga-
tion. And all along they have con-
tended that their blanket claim of
privilege cannot be tested but must be
accepted by the Congress as the last
word. Today’s ruling from Judge Bates
is a resounding rejection of this White
House’s attempt to thwart account-
ability and a reaffirmation of
Congress’s ability to conduct oversight
and the right of the American people to
learn the truth about their govern-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.
ENERGY

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President,
those of us who serve in the Senate
serve in a political system. John F.
Kennedy used to say that every mother
hopes a child might grow up to be
President as long as they do not have
to be active in politics. But, of course,
politics is the process within which we
make decisions—a very honorable proc-
ess. But it is not new to the political
system to hear evidence of false
claims. In fact, it is a time-honored
tradition in politics to hear at least
some people in striped pants stand up
and make all kinds of false claims.

It has reached, I must say, some new
heights on the floor of the Senate in
the last couple of weeks. As I was lis-
tening to some of these things in the
Senate, particularly on energy and
some of the claims that have been
made, I was thinking about when I was
a little boy and the carnival would
come to my small town of 300 people.
You can imagine the size of a carnival
that would come to a town of 300 and
actually pitch a tent.

One of the things I remember about a
carnival coming to town is it had a
sideshow. And the sideshow in every
carnival, I suppose, is the same. They
paint the canvas on the sideshow with
unbelievably bright paintings, and then
they have a barker, a carnival barker,
and they say: Come in here and see the
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woman with two heads; come in here
and see the world’s fatest man; come in
and see the sideshow and see the man
born with an alligator’s tail. And my
eyes were like dinner plates, thinking,
boy this is going to be something. And
none of that was in there. I mean, it
was, you know, these big old claims.

Well, let me talk a little about big
old claims that are not true here in the
Senate. We have been hearing them
now for 2 weeks.

We have an energy problem. It is a
significant problem. The price of oil
and gas doubled in a year, bouncing up
to $120, $140 a barrel. The price of gaso-
line—$4, $4.50 a gallon—doubled in a
year.

So our colleagues on the minority
side come to the floor of the Senate.
They have this voice track. It goes
over and over and over; it is called
looping. They say: Do you know what
the problem is? We know what the
problem is: The Democrats will not let
anybody drill.

Well, it is an interesting discussion
but not true. It reminds me of Will
Rogers, who said: It is not what he
knows that bothers me, it is what he
says he knows for sure that just ain’t
S0.

It is not true that people on this side
of the Senate Chamber do not want
anybody to drill. It is simply not true.
I have brought out chart after chart
showing so much that is open for drill-
ing. In fact, I was one of four Senators
who helped open what is called lease
181 in the Gulf of Mexico, 8 million
acres. Four of us—myself, Senator
DOMENICI, Senator BINGAMAN, and Sen-
ator TALENT from Missouri—intro-
duced a bill saying: Let’s open 8 mil-
lion acres in the Gulf of Mexico that
has substantial oil and natural gas de-
posits. Let’s open that. You know
what, we did it, in a bipartisan manner.
And 2 years later, there is not a bit of
activity on that 8 million acres.

Our colleagues rush over to the floor
of the Senate and say: Well, the Demo-
crats are at fault. They will not let you
drill.

It is not true. There are many areas
that are open for drilling, and we have
supported that. Oh, I do not support a
goofy proposition that is ricocheting
around here that says: You know what,
let’s go to the Outer Continental Shelf,
which belongs to all of America and
which is not yet open, and let’s let
Governors of States decide whether it
should be opened. I mean, that stands
goofiness on its head. The Outer Conti-
nental Shelf belongs to all of the Amer-
ican people. That does not belong to a
State. That does not belong to a Gov-
ernor. That is an absurd proposition.

So they come to floor of the Senate
with their chart, and it says: Produce
more, use less. But you know what the
problem is: the actions do not match
the words. Let me describe what I
mean by that.

Let me say that I support producing
more. I am fine with drilling holes. I
am fine with finding oil and gas. But
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our colleagues have this mindset of
yesterday forever. Every 10 or 15 years,
they shuffle into this Chamber, sort of
slouched over with their hands in their
pockets, saying: Let’s drill some more.
That is just yesterday forever.

I am for drilling, but what we ought
to be doing is other things to change
the mix, to change our energy future.
You know, almost 65 percent of the oil
we use comes from off our shore, from
the Saudis, Kuwait, Iraq, Venezuela.
That makes us enormously vulnerable.
We need something that is game chang-
ing, that means different kinds of en-
ergy.

Yes, let’s produce more, then let’s
produce different energy, and let’s con-
serve more as well. But when you talk
about the issue of production, it is not
just drilling a hole for oil. That is what
our colleagues believe. Production is
also taking energy from the wind and
producing electricity. Production is
taking energy from the Sun and pro-
ducing electricity. Production is the
biofuels from corn or cellulose to
produce gasoline and ethanol. Produc-
tion is biomass and geothermal. Pro-
duction is all of that.

Now, eight times in a little over a
year we have had votes on the floor of
the Senate to extend the tax incentives
for renewable energy. Eight times,
those who come to the floor with their
little charts talking about producing
more, eight times they have said: No,
we will not support it. Now, let me tell
those who listen to this why they will
not support it—because it costs some
money in the short term to provide tax
incentives to get people to invest in re-
newable energy.

We ought to do renewable energy in a
big way. This ought to be game chang-
ing. It ought to make us much less de-
pendent on the Saudis and Kuwaitis
and others. You do that, it seems to
me, by changing the energy mix.

My colleagues do not support that on
the other side of the aisle. Do you
know why? Because it costs money to
provide tax incentives. So we pay for
that. We are deep in debt in this coun-
try, but we pay for it because it ought
to be paid for in the bill we have of-
fered. So my colleagues vote against it.

Let me describe why. One of our pay-
fors to help provide these tax incen-
tives for renewable energy is to shut
down this unbelievable tax break that
exists by which hedge fund managers
can take their billions of dollars and
move them through tax shelters over-
seas and avoid paying taxes to the
United States of America. My col-
leagues oppose closing that loophole.
They stand with the ability to move
hedge fund income overseas to shelter
it so they do not have to pay taxes.
That is unbelievable. I mean, part of
the process in this Chamber, at least,
is: Who do you stand for? How on Earth
do you want to go home and say: You
know what, I decided to vote eight
times against incentivizing substantial
additional production of renewable en-
ergy, energy from the wind, from the
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Sun and so on, to make us less depend-
ent on the Saudis. I voted against that
because I demand and insist that hedge
fund managers have a right to run
their income through the Cayman Is-
lands and avoid paying U.S. taxes.

Get a chart. If you want to get a
chart, print that up in a chart and take
it to the Rotary Club and say: Here is
who I stand with. Here is what I stand
for. Explain that at home.

How on Earth do you get by with
that? I do not understand it at all. You
bring a chart to the floor and say
“‘produce more.” Well, let me tell you
how you produce more—the renewable
energy production tax credit.

Let me tell you what we have done in
this country. We said a long time ago,
1916: If you go looking for oil and gas,
we like that. We want you to find oil
and gas because we have an economy
that needs it. So you go drilling, good
for you; we give you robust permanent
tax incentives. We have done that for
nearly a century. Here is what we did
for people who tried to do new tech-
nologies that take energy from the
wind and the Sun and so on—a produc-
tion tax credit for renewable energy.

In 1992, we said: We will give you tax
incentives to expand renewable energy,
kind of shallow tax incentives. By the
way, they are going to be short term,
so they will expire. We extended them
five times for a short term. We let
them expire three times. It was stut-
ter, stop, start, stutter, stop. It was an
unbelievably pathetic approach.

Some of us believe we ought to go 10
years and say: Here is where America
is headed. You want to join us, we are
going to be here for 10 years trying to
develop America’s renewable energy so
we can become less dependent on oil
from Saudi Arabia and elsewhere.

That is what we ought to be doing.
But my colleagues from the minority
come to floor of the Senate and have
opposed it all along the way. They have
opposed it eight times. In fact, the peo-
ple who oppose this have come to the
floor of the Senate and said: We need
more electric-drive vehicles. We need
to move toward plug-in hybrid vehi-
cles. You bet we do. That means sub-
stantial investment in battery tech-
nology. That is in the bill, by the way,
that you voted against. That means
substantial investment in renewables.
If you are going to drive electric vehi-
cles, you are going to have to have
electricity.

They vote against that, vote against
all of this, and then come to the floor
and say: We need the product of this to
do what we want to do to drive electric
vehicles. It is unbelievable.

I have described this probably 20
times in the Senate. Perhaps some get
tired of it, but we are trying to do
something here. We have been stopped,
which is frustrating. It is the easiest
thing in the world to stop progress. The
minority has demonstrated that now
for 2 weeks. I have described Mark
Twain when he was asked if he would
engage in a debate once. He said: Sure,
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I would be happy to engage in a debate,
as long as I can take the negative side.
They said: No one has told you the sub-
ject of the debate. Mark Twain said:
The subject doesn’t matter. The nega-
tive side will require no preparation.

It doesn’t require any skill or prepa-
ration to take the negative side of any-
thing. So for 2 weeks we have tried to
pass legislation to wring the specula-
tion out of the oil futures market. Sev-
enty-one percent of that market is now
controlled by speculators who don’t
want a thing to do with oil. They
wouldn’t 1lift a quart of oil. They want
to trade paper and make money. We
are trying to shut down excess specula-
tion. What we have found is our col-
leagues, when the question is, who do
you stand with, they say: We will stand
with the oil speculators. We will block
that.

Eight times we bring a bill to the
floor that says, let’s at least provide
incentives to try to change the plan at
this point and begin substantially in-
creasing the use of renewable energy.
Eight times our colleagues have voted
against that.

Let me go through what this would
have provided, what we tried to do: a
renewable energy production tax cred-
it, solar and fuel cell investment tax
credits, clean renewable energy tax
credit bonds, tax incentives for plug-in
electric drive vehicles. The list goes on
and on, all things we should be doing.
Eight times we have lost the vote to
proceed because the minority, which
says they support all of this, has de-
cided they don’t want to close the a
loophole that allows hedge fund man-
agers to run their incomes through the
Cayman Islands and other tax havens
in order to avoid paying taxes. We
close the loophole to help pay for all of
this, and our colleagues have an apo-
plectic seizure. You can’t do that, they
say.

I don’t understand. It is beyond me
that they believe it is going to work to
come to the floor of the Senate and
make a claim that is a false claim that
somehow the majority party doesn’t
support drilling. Of course we do.

Let me describe it from a parochial
standpoint. The biggest drilling play in
America right now is in eastern Mon-
tana and western North Dakota. The
U.S. Geological Survey did an assess-
ment at my request. The U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey and I announced about 3
months ago that that is the largest as-
sessment of recoverable oil ever made
in the lower 48 States; 3.6 billion bar-
rels to 4.3 billion barrels of oil using to-
day’s technology are going to be recov-
erable. We have up to 75 drilling rigs
active right now, drilling a well about
every 30 or 35 days, moving every 30 or
35 days to a new well site. It is the big-
gest o0il play in our country. I fully
support that. It makes a lot of sense. I
was the one who got the U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey to do the assessment. I was
the one who helped get lease 181 opened
up, 8 million acres in the gulf.

It doesn’t wash with me or my col-
leagues to have people come to the

July 31, 2008

floor with their little charts talking
about this side doesn’t support produc-
tion. Of course we do. But production
by drilling a hole searching for black
gold called oil is not the only way to
produce energy. We are never going to
get out of this fix of needing 65 percent
of the oil we use from the Saudis and
others, unless we change the game
completely. That means completely
changing our energy future.

I have described often our situation.
We have this big old planet that circles
the Sun. We share it with about 6.6 bil-
lion people. We stick straws in the
planet and suck oil out, about 85 mil-
lion barrels a day, and 21 million bar-
rels is destined for here because we
need one-fourth of all the oil produced
on the planet. One-fourth of the oil
coming out of this planet every day has
to come to this country because we
have a prodigious appetite for oil. The
fact is, we need to continue to use oil,
and will. But we need to find ways to
change our energy mix in the future.
The only conceivable way to do that is
to begin substantial research dollars
and to pass these kinds of tax incen-
tives to move toward other kinds of en-
ergy use, solar, geothermal, wind, and
so on. You can add up all the money we
spend on this sort of thing to change
our energy future and make this coun-
try less dependent and more secure,
and it’s equivalent to what the Pen-
tagon spends in 40 days. That makes no
sense.

If we are going to invest in this coun-
try’s future, we have to pass legislation
such as this. We can’t have a Senate in
which we have people who fashion
themselves as human brake pads com-
ing over here to stop everything just
because they want to support hedge
fund managers who want to wash their
U.S. income through foreign subsidi-
aries and avoid taxes. That is not a
sustainable policy, to continue pro-
tecting tax avoidance and stopping in-
vestment in renewable energy.

This country can have a pretty ter-
rific future, but we face big challenges.
We are not going to solve or address
this country’s challenges unless we
think in very different ways.

I understand there will be some per-
fectly content for this Congress to ad-
journ or leave town and go on the Au-
gust break having done nothing. I will
be one of those who is not content. It
makes no sense that there are those
out there with projects on the shelf
right now for new wind energy farms,
for solar energy applications, for geo-
thermal and biofuels, all of the other
renewables, and they are not going to
go ahead unless they have some notion
that this country will extend the tax
incentives for that renewable energy.
On eight separate occasions, the minor-
ity has come to the floor of the Senate
and said, when asked, will you extend
these tax incentives, they have said:
No, no, no, eight times. That is not in
this country’s interest.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—H.R. 4137

On behalf of the majority leader, I
ask unanimous consent that at 5:30
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today, the Senate proceed to the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 4137,
the College Opportunity and Afford-
ability Act, and that there be 130 min-
utes for debate divided as follows: 50
minutes under the control of Senator
MIKULSKI or her designee, 30 minutes
each under the control of Senators
ENZI and ALEXANDER or their des-
ignees, and 20 minutes under the con-
trol of Senator COBURN; that upon the
use or yielding back of time, the Sen-
ate proceed to a vote on adoption of
the conference report, without further
intervening action or debate. I note for
the Record that this agreement has
been cleared on both sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
know this is the Republican portion of
the time, but until a Republican ar-
rives, I will briefly say for 1 minute
that I am very pleased the Consumer
Product Safety Improvement Act of
2008 is going to be coming through the
Senate. We saw over 28 million toys re-
called in 2007. The Consumer Product
Safety Commission is a shadow of its
former self. This legislation is long
overdue. It was a bipartisan effort.
Many of us worked on this very hard,
including the Presiding Officer. I am
pleased we are able to get an agree-
ment on what the Wall Street Journal
has called the most significant con-
sumer product legislation in 16 years.
It is particularly important to my
State where we had a 4-year-old boy die
when swallowing a lead charm. It was
the 99-percent lead, made in China. It
should never have been in his hands.
The lead in that charm went into his
bloodstream over a period of time, in
fact over a period of days. I was very
proud that our staff, Kate Nilan and
Tamara Fucile, was able to work on
that provision and work with the com-
mittee. That is now the first provision
in the bill.

I thank the conference committee,
under the leadership of Senators
INOUYE and PRYOR, and all the con-
ferees who worked on this in the House
and Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

APPROPRIATIONS LEGISLATION

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, 2
weeks ago today, the Committee on
Appropriations marked up three fiscal
year 2009 appropriations bills. Those
bills would provide funding for pro-
grams ranging from agricultural re-
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search to veterans’ health care and
from foreign aid to the infrastructure
that supports our men and women in
uniform in our Armed Forces. While
some members of the committee had
concerns about the overall spending
levels in those bills or individual provi-
sions within them, the committee re-
ported the measures by broad bipar-
tisan votes. Those votes reflected the
committee’s collective belief that it
has a fundamental responsibility each
year to draft, debate, and report to the
Senate its spending recommendations
for the day-to-day operations of our
Government.

The markup on July 17 was the com-
mittee’s fourth markup of the year to
consider fiscal year 2009 bills. The bills
reported at that meeting brought to
nine the total number of fiscal year
2009 bills approved by the committee.
There was every expectation the com-
mittee would complete action on the
remaining three bills in July, as Chair-
man BYRD had publicly indicated. It
was also expected the committee would
consider a second supplemental bill.

Despite complete inaction on appro-
priations measures in the other body
and low expectations for timely enact-
ment of the fiscal year 2009 bills, the
committee was fulfilling its responsi-
bility to make recommendations to the
Senate and moving toward completion
of the only portion of the appropria-
tions process under its direct control.

So I give Chairman BYRD credit for
getting the committee as far as he did,
given the dim prospects for floor ac-
tion. The Senate deserves to at least
see the committee bills before making
a judgment about whether it will allo-
cate time to consider them.

Unfortunately, progress in the com-
mittee came to an abrupt halt last
week. The chairman announced the
committee would not meet to consider
the remaining fiscal year 2009 bills and
would not meet to consider a second
supplemental. At the time, the reasons
given for the cancellation were not
clear. It was clear, however—and has
been explicitly admitted since—that
further markups were canceled because
the majority did not wish to discuss,
debate or vote on amendments relating
to domestic energy production.

It is virtually unprecedented in our
committee to cancel a markup to avoid
a vote. The amendments that likely
would have been offered in the com-
mittee are completely germane to the
appropriations process. The appropria-
tions bills in place for fiscal year 2008
contain at least two provisions that
prohibit the use of funds for certain
purposes and thereby inhibit the devel-
opment of American energy resources.

One of those provisions is a morato-
rium on further development of oil and
gas on the Outer Continental Shelf.
The other prohibits the issuance of reg-
ulations that would govern the devel-
opment of our extensive domestic oil
shale resources. Both of these matters
would have been directly relevant to a
fiscal year 2008 supplemental. It is also
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likely that one or both of these provi-
sions would have been continued in the
fiscal year 2009 Interior and related
agencies appropriations bill, and as
such would have been subject to con-
sideration by the committee.

Nobody is playing political games in
wanting to offer these amendments.
Members interested in offering these
amendments had several opportunities
to present them during markups of the
other appropriations bills but withheld
from doing so on the promise that the
committee would meet to consider the
appropriate bills. I thought this was
the responsible thing to do, but per-
haps I was wrong.

Members are entitled to their own
views about whether the moratorium
on Outer Continental Shelf develop-
ment should be continued. The same
goes for oil shale production. But at a
time when energy prices are dramati-
cally affecting our economy and chal-
lenging the budgets of families across
America, I do not think we as a Con-
gress are entitled simply to sweep the
issue under the rug—or attempt to—be-
cause it is inconvenient. We are not en-
titled to continue the moratoria for an-
other year as part of a long-term con-
tinuing resolution without so much as
a debate or a vote.

In addition to increasing our domes-
tic supply of energy, responsible devel-
opment of the Outer Continental Shelf
and of American oil shale will mean
billions of dollars in royalties, rents,
and bonuses that will be paid to States
and the U.S. Treasury—money that
otherwise would be paid to foreign gov-
ernments, many of which have policies
that are in opposition to U.S. interests.

Responsible development of new
areas of the Outer Continental Shelf
and of American oil shale would not
solve our energy problems overnight,
but no one is claiming it will. But if we
take action now, perhaps we can avoid
a debate 10 years from now in which we
try to adopt quick fixes or overcome
our failure to even vote on these mat-
ters today.

When last week’s markup was can-
celed, all of the Republican members of
the committee signed a letter to Chair-
man BYRD to express our disappoint-
ment and asked that he reconsider. I
ask unanimous consent that a copy of
that letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS.
Washington, DC, July 22, 2008.
Hon. SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S.
Senate.

CHAIRMAN BYRD: We are profoundly dis-
appointed by the cancellation of this week’s
scheduled markup of the Fiscal Year 2009 In-
terior and Legislative Branch appropriations
bills, and the second supplemental appro-
priations bill for Fiscal Year 2008. It is read-
ily apparent that the markup was canceled
entirely due to the majority’s unwillingness
to consider and vote on amendments relating
to domestic energy production.

The enactment of appropriations bills in
recent years has often involved departures
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from the regular order. Our Committee, how-
ever, has a proud tradition of successfully
conducting that part of the appropriations
process that is under our direct control, i.e.
the timely consideration and markup of ap-
propriations bills. You have been steadfast
this year in insisting that the Committee
continue in this fashion, for which we ap-
plaud you. We are therefore surprised at to-
day’s turn of events.

Energy prices are an issue of singular im-
portance to people across the country. The
American people are looking to their elected
representatives in Congress to offer bold new
policies that will help reduce our dependence
on foreign oil by developing more domestic
energy resources, and by reducing the
amount of energy we consume. We must act
on all fronts. The solution to our current
problems will not come from any single pol-
icy, or from any single committee. The Com-
mittee on Appropriations, however, has an
important role to play.

The Fiscal Year 2008 Interior, Environ-
ment, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act contained provisions that prohibit the
production of oil and gas from large portions
of the Outer Continental Shelf, and that pro-
hibit the issuance of regulations that are
necessary for the responsible development of
America’s vast oil shale resources in the
Rocky Mountain west. It is likely that the
chairman’s mark of the Fiscal Year 2009 In-
terior bill would have contained one or both
of these provisions. As such, it would have
been timely and entirely appropriate for the
Committee to meet to consider the merits of
continuing these provisions in Fiscal Year
2009, and to consider whether the provisions
should be modified or repealed in Fiscal Year
2008. Members of the Committee might well
have other energy-related amendments that
they wish to be considered.

We urge you to reconsider your decision so
that the Committee can meet its responsi-
bility to consider all of the appropriations
bills, and also do its part to help address the
energy challenges that face our country.

Sincerely,

Ted Stevens; Thad Cochran; Arlen Spec-
ter; Pete V. Domenici; Mitch McCon-
nell; Judd Gregg; Robert F. Bennett;
Richard C. Shelby; Larry E. Craig;
Christopher S. Bond; Kay Bailey
Hutchison; Sam Brownback; Wayne Al-
lard; Lamar Alexander.

Mr. COCHRAN. It is now obvious we
will go out of session having not fin-
ished our work as a committee, having
not met to consider appropriations
bills that deal directly with the most
pressing issues facing American fami-
lies today.

When we return in September, it is
highly unlikely the committee will act
on the remaining fiscal year 2009 bills
or the second supplemental. Both the
majority leader and the Speaker have
indicated we will consider a second
supplemental bill in September, but it
is hard to imagine there will be enough
time to act on that measure in com-
mittee. That is a shame.

Yesterday, Chairman BYRD issued a
press release outlining what would
have been in the chairman’s mark of
the supplemental had the committee
met to consider it. He outlined a bill
that would appropriate some $24 billion
to respond to natural disasters, to im-
prove American infrastructure, and for
other purposes.

The chairman included a number of
items I had requested that are impor-
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tant in my State of Mississippi in our
ongoing efforts to recover from Hurri-
cane Katrina. He included a number of
other items in response to requests by
other members on both sides of the
aisle.

While there will justifiably be con-
cern about the total cost of this pro-
posal and some of its component parts,
in my view, it is a measure worthy of
consideration in the Appropriations
Committee.

But a press release is not a markup.
It is not a draft of a committee bill. No
Senator can amend a press release. No
Senator can see the legislative lan-
guage that would implement the spend-
ing described in the release, and no
Senator can know what provisions
might be included in the bill but not
mentioned in the press release.

I am the ranking member of the com-
mittee, and I do not know these things.
If T thought we would return in Sep-
tember and hold a markup of the bill,
giving the Senate time to debate it
fully, perhaps I would be less con-
cerned. But we know time is short once
we return. Based on what we have wit-
nessed on the floor in recent months, I
have little confidence Senators will be
allowed freely to offer amendments to
the supplemental if it is taken straight
to the floor.

I wish to reiterate that Chairman
BYRD has done an admirable job of try-
ing to uphold the committee’s respon-
sibilities and prerogatives in the face
of these circumstances. We both share
the view that our committee has an
important and fundamental responsi-
bility to write and put forth bills that
support the basic operations of our Na-
tion’s Government. As a Congress,
however, we are getting into some very
bad habits as it pertains to consider-
ation of these bills.

We are completely abandoning ef-
forts to move the regular appropria-
tions bills across the House and Senate
floors, something which has nothing to
do with filibusters. Nobody filibustered
the fiscal year 2008 bills that were
brought to the Senate floor. When we
do manage to pass appropriations
measures, the differences are resolved
not by an open meeting of a conference
committee but, usually, in closed-door
negotiations, followed by an exchange
of messages between the House and
Senate. Now, apparently, we are start-
ing to cancel committee markups
based on an unwillingness to take
votes on difficult issues. They may be
entirely germane.

So I regret these trends for the sake
of our committee that is struggling to
maintain its tradition of bipartisan co-
operation and action. I regret it for the
sake of millions of Americans who will
simply not know why the Senate can-
not manage to take votes and process
its legislation and its appropriations
bills in a straightforward and open
manner. I regret the way we are letting
things slide now into an unusual proce-
dure that does not reflect credit on the
Senate.

July 31, 2008

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

ENERGY

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we are
about to adjourn for the August recess
without having passed a single piece of
legislation addressing the energy crisis
or the most important issue, which is
the concern over rising gasoline prices.

I attended the Fourth of July parade
in my home State. In Utah, there is
also a 24th of July parade celebrating
the anniversary of the time when the
first Pioneer settlers came into the
valley. In both parades, I had things
shouted at me. Politicians have that
experience. Usually, we hope the things
that are shouted at us are complimen-
tary. In this case, the things I had
shouted at me in the parades were:
“Why aren’t you drilling? Why aren’t
you producing more American o0il?
Drill now.” I said: We are discussing it.
We are trying to do that. We are trying
to get something done.

If there were a parade scheduled now,
I would have to go back and say: The
Senate would not let us vote on any of
the proposals to increase the supply of
American oil. There are proposals com-
ing in the form of letters from Sen-
ators to the President of the United
States saying: Will you please go to
Saudi Arabia and beg them to produce
some more 0il? There are suggestions
that somehow we should sue Saudi
Arabia or members of OPEC to get
them to produce more oil. But we are
not even allowed the opportunity to
vote on proposals to produce more o0il
in the United States.

A lot of my constituents are not
aware that at one point, not too dis-
tant in the past, America produced
more oil than any other country in the
world and controlled the pricing power
over oil. We could affect the world
price by opening more wells in east
Texas. But in the 1970s, that pricing
power left our shores and was trans-
ferred from the Texas Railroad Com-
mission to the Saudi royal family. Now
we are in the posture of begging the
Saudi royal family to produce more oil
when we have the capacity to bring
that pricing power back to the United
States by producing more here.

I wish to talk specifically about oil
shale because I understand there has
been an exchange on the floor about oil
shale earlier, with the junior Senator
from Colorado saying we are not ready,
the technology is not finished, and,
therefore, we should maintain the con-
gressionally ordered moratorium on
the Department of the Interior from
promulgating the rules under which
leases could be granted on public land.

Now, let’s look at that argument for
a minute.

The Department of the Interior has
released draft rules. We know what
they want to do. They have been pre-
pared to do this, and are prepared to do
it today. They cannot turn those draft
rules into firm rules as long as the
Democrat moratorium is in place. So
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when we wanted to lift that morato-
rium—we tried to in the Appropria-
tions Committee—we were denied on a
straight party-line vote. The Repub-
lican leader tried to lift that morato-
rium here. We were denied in a unani-
mous consent request.

So let’s ask ourselves: What are
those rules? The best analogy to help
people understand what those rules are
is to talk about a fishing license. If you
want to catch fish, you have to get a
fishing license. You go in and you pay
for it and it is for a specified period of
time. Now, there is no guarantee the
fish will respond to your efforts to
catch them. There is only an oppor-
tunity to go forward with it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed 2 additional min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNETT. All we are talking
about, with respect to the rules of the
Department of the Interior, is let’s give
companies a fishing license. If the
technology is not ready, the companies
will know that. They will find that out
very rapidly. If the technology doesn’t
work, the marketplace will prove that
it doesn’t work, and companies won’t
invest in it.

This is not a government subsidy for
oil shale. This is not even a govern-
ment support of oil shale. This is sim-
ply a fishing license to say: Go see if
you can find some fish or, in this case,
go see if you can find some oil. If you
can, and you can produce it at an eco-
nomically acceptable price and in an
environmentally friendly manner, then
go ahead.

But in this body we are saying: No,
we won’t even let you look for it. We
won’t even let you move forward to try
to find out if it will work.

The Senator from Colorado said: We
are not ready. I would say to him: We
are in Utah. We have a program going
forward in Utah on State land that
shows every indication of producing oil
by the end of this year. The reason
they can’t produce large amounts of oil
is that we don’t have enough State
land to produce on a larger scale. If
you are going to produce large quan-
tities, you have to allow development
on public lands, but there is a morato-
rium in place that says: We won’t even
let you look at these lands.

The easiest thing we could have done
this week in Congress would have been
to lift the moratorium. The least we
could have done would have been to let
the Department of the Interior imple-
ment the rules and give companies an
opportunity to look at the Federal
lands to see if they want to get a fish-
ing license to catch some fish or, in
this case, oil. That is all we are asking
for, but it has been objected to repeat-
edly and repeatedly.

If I march in a parade again, I am
going to have a hard time explaining to
anybody why the Senate won’t allow us
to do that.
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HIGHER EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the conference report on H.R.
4137, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
4137), to amend and extend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, and for other purposes,
having met, have agreed that the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate and agree to the same
with an amendment, and the Senate agree to
the same, signed by a majority of the con-
ferees on the part of both Houses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will proceed to the consideration of
the conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the proceedings of the House in the
RECORD of July 30, 2008.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 130
minutes of debate: 50 minutes under
the control of the Senator from Mary-
land, 30 minutes each under the control
of Senator ENZI of Wyoming and Sen-
ator ALEXANDER of Tennessee, and 20
minutes under the control of Senator
COBURN of Oklahoma.

The Senator from Maryland is recog-
nized.

Ms. MIKULSKI.
much, Mr. President.

It is a great honor for me to be able
to bring to the floor of the Senate the
higher education conference report for
the Health, Education, and Labor Com-
mittee. I bring this bill to the Senate
on behalf of Senator KENNEDY.

What I wish colleagues to know is
that this bill is truly a bipartisan
agreement. It was led by Senator KEN-
NEDY and Senator ENzI, the ranking
member, our colleague from Wyoming,
who worked tirelessly. This bill has
been a work in progress for more than
b years.

Early this summer, as Senator KEN-
NEDY advanced this bill, we are all
aware that he received some pretty
surprising news. As he went into his
own treatment regime, he called me
and asked me to take over the con-
ference report. I viewed it as an honor,
I viewed it as a privilege, and I view it
as an honor and privilege today.

Before I go into describing the bill
and presenting it, I again wish to
thank Senator ENzI for his work with
Senator KENNEDY and his collegial and
civil attitude in working with me to
move this bill.

As I get ready to present this to the
Senate, however, I have a letter from
Senator KENNEDY. I have been in touch
with Senator KENNEDY on a regular
basis, receiving his advice, his guid-
ance, his caution, and his jocular wit. I
know he is watching us as we begin
this debate today. This is a short state-
ment he asked me to read to his col-
leagues:

I'm pleased to express my strong support
for final passage of the Higher Education Op-

Thank you very
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portunity Act of 2008. This legislation builds
on key measures we’ve approved this Con-
gress to increase college aid and make loans
more available for students. This bill goes
even further to assure that a college edu-
cation is affordable and accessible to our
citizens.

This legislation comes at a time when stu-
dents and families need more help then ever
to deal with the rising cost of college. Aver-
age costs at public colleges are more than
$13,000 today, and $32,000 at private colleges.
Each year 780,000 qualified students don’t at-
tend a four-year college because they can’t
afford it.

Our bill takes major steps to expand col-
lege access and affordability. It holds col-
leges accountable for rising costs requiring
the top five percent of colleges with the
greatest cost increases to submit detailed re-
ports to the Secretary of Education on why
their costs have risen, and what they will do
to hold costs down. It simplifies the complex
student aid application process by replacing
the seven-page Free Application for Federal
Student Aid with a two-page “‘EZ-FAFSA.”
It also expands aid for our neediest students
by enabling them to receive Pell Grants
year-round for the first time.

The legislation also responds to the ethical
scandals in the student loan industry, which
the Committee documented in investigations
last year. It bans lenders from offering gifts
to college officials, and requires college to
adopt strict codes of conduct on student
loans.

I'm particularly proud of provisions that
help students with disabilities and veterans.

It enables students with intellectual dis-
abilities who attend postsecondary transi-
tion programs to receive Pell Grants for the
first time, and provides support for colleges
to expand these programs.

The bill helps service members by enabling
them to defer payments on their student
loans—interest-free—while they’re on active
duty. It also allows service members and
their families to receive in-state tuition
rates for college when they move to a new
state, and enables them to re-enroll in col-
lege without delay when their service is com-
plete.

This bill creates a lasting legacy for stu-
dents and families, and it wouldn’t have been
possible without the bipartisan cooperation
of the members of the HELP Committee and
the House Committee on Education and
Labor. I commend our Ranking Member,
Senator Enzi, and Chairman Miller and
Ranking Member McKeon in the House for
their strong support. I'm especially grateful
to my friend, Senator Mikulski, for her im-
pressive work in resolving some of the most
difficult issues in this bill.

We can be proud that with passage of the
Higher Education Opportunity Act, we’re
meeting our responsibility to help all our
citizens obtain a higher education. By im-
proving their lives, we also strengthen our
nation and our future. I urge all my col-
leagues to support this needed legislation.

I ask wunanimous consent that a
longer statement by Senator KENNEDY
be printed in the RECORD.

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

SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY, HIGHER
EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 2008

From our earliest days as a nation, edu-
cation has been the mainstay of our democ-
racy and the engine of the American dream.
Our Founders knew that an educated citi-
zenry would strengthen the nation and build
the values and character that make us
Americans. They believed in the power of
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