
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE13420 July 17, 2001 
TITLE XVI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. 1601. REIMBURSEMENT OF RESEARCH, DE-

VELOPMENT, AND MAINTENANCE 
COSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later August 1, 2001, the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation shall pro-
mulgate final regulations to carry out section 
522(b) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 522(b)), without regard to— 

(1) the notice and comment provisions of sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code; 

(2) the Statement of Policy of the Secretary of 
Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 (36 Fed. Reg. 
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule-
making and public participation in rulemaking; 
and

(3) chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction 
Act’’).

(b) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY RULE-
MAKING.—In carrying out this section, the Cor-
poration shall use the authority provided under 
section 808 of title 5, United States Code. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The final regulations 
promulgated under subsection (a) shall take ef-
fect on the date of publication of the final regu-
lations.

SEC. 1602. STUDY OF THE EFFECT OF THE BANK-
RUPTCY REFORM ACT OF 2001. 

(a) STUDY.—The General Accounting Office 
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘GAO’’) shall 
conduct a study to determine— 

(1) the impact of this Act and the amendments 
made by this Act on— 

(A) the number of filings under chapter 7 and 
chapter 13 of title 11, United States Code; 

(B) the number of plan confirmations under 
chapter 13 of title 11, United States Code, and 
the number of such plans that are successfully 

completed; and 
(C) the cost of filing for bankruptcy under 

chapter 7 and chapter 13 of title 11, United 

States Code, in each State; 
(2) the effect of the enactment of this Act on— 
(A) the availability and marketing of credit; 

and
(B) the price and terms of credit for con-

sumers; and 
(3) the extent to which this Act and the 

amendments made by this Act impact the ability 

of debtors below median income to obtain bank-

ruptcy relief. 
(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2 

years after the effective date of this Act, the 

GAO shall submit a report to the Congress on 

the results of the study conducted under sub-

section (a). 
(c) DATA COLLECTION BY UNITED STATES

TRUSTEES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Execu-

tive Office for United States Trustees shall col-

lect data on the number of reaffirmations by 

debtors under title 11, United States Code, the 

identity of the creditors in such reaffirmations, 

and the type of debt that is reaffirmed. 
(2) AVAILABILITY.—Periodically, but not less 

than annually, the Director shall make avail-

able to the public the data described in para-

graph (1) in such manner as the Director may 

determine.

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 333, the 
bankruptcy reform bill, as passed by 
the Senate, be printed. 

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

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-

MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 

2002—Continued

Mr. REID. Madam President, it is my 
understanding that we are now back on 

the energy and water appropriations 
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Vermont, Mr. JEFFORDS, be recog-
nized to speak on the bill. 

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

The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to praise the managers of the en-
ergy and water appropriations bill for 
their commitment to renewable en-
ergy. I particularly want to thank Sen-
ator REID for his leadership in bringing 
additional funding to advance the 
cause of clean energy in this Nation. 

Growing problems associated with 
fossil fuel energy use, including fine 
particulates and global warming, make 
it critically important that renewable 
energy play a much larger part in fu-
ture energy needs. 

Each year, the important role renew-
able energy should play in meeting our 
future energy needs becomes more ap-
parent. This year 61 Senators joined 
Senator BINGAMAN and myself in re-
questing an increase for renewable en-
ergy in this year’s budget. I am happy 
to say that this is seven more Senators 
than we had last year. 

I am also happy to say that Chair-
man REID and Ranking Member 
DOMENICI provided almost $60 million 
more than last year for renewable en-
ergy and $160 million more than was re-
quested by the administration. They 
recognize the importance of renewable 

energy and once again demonstrated 

their strong Senate leadership on this 

issue.
For many years, I have come to this 

Chamber to offer an amendment on re-

newable energy. This year is the second 

year in a row that I come to ask Mem-

bers to praise—not raise—the renew-

able energy budget. This is a practice 

to which I could easily become accus-

tomed to. 
There is perhaps no better time to 

push these technologies forward. Our 

Nation is focused on energy issues un-

like it was in the last decade. We are at 

crossroads where we can begin to see 

the end of the path toward a clean, sus-

tainable energy future. Renewable en-

ergy is the most important landmark 

on that path. 
Today, renewables are beginning to 

take hold. Our faith in these clean en-

ergy sources has not been without 

merit. Wind power, for example, is the 

fastest growing form of energy in the 

world. In the United States, my home 

State of Vermont is a leader in the use 

of wind power. My wind energy bill 

with representatives Blanchard and Mi-

neta started this program in the late 

1970’s. Worldwide almost 4,000 

megawatts of new wind energy capac-

ity were added in the year 2000. This 

year will likely see a similar, if not 

larger increase. 

Although much of that capacity was 

added outside the United States, many 

of the high-tech jobs needed to make 

that possible came from inside the 

United States. And as the use of wind 

energy goes up, the costs will only 

come down. The best news of all is that 

our own wind resources remain largely 

untapped.
Other forms of renewable energy— 

such as solar, biomass and geo-

thermal—have the same kinds of bene-

fits:
These technologies provided high- 

tech jobs for U.S. workers. 
They help reduce acid rain and other 

forms of air pollution, including green-

house gas emissions. 
They are not subject to the kinds of 

supply changes that lead to large fluc-

tuations in the price of fossil fuels and 

they help us reduce our dependence on 

foreign sources of fossil fuels. 
This is good for the health of citizens 

and for the health of our economy. 
I thank Senators REID and DOMENICI,

once again, for their leadership on this 

issue. I will continue to assist in what-

ever way I can to ensure that the 

strong statement made by the Senate 

today will be included in the final en-

ergy and water appropriations bill. 
Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I say to 

my friend from Vermont, there are a 

lot of reasons that we increased the 

funding for renewables, but there is no 

reason more than the diligence the 

Senator from Vermont has shown over 

the past several years on this issue. As 

a result of his tenacity, every year we 

have had to increase the funding in 

this bill. 
Senator DOMENICI and I thought: We 

are not going to do this anymore. The 

Senator should know his handprints 

are all over this part of the bill dealing 

with renewables. But for his efforts, it 

would not be here. 
I am a real believer in renewables. 

Any long-term energy policy we are 

going to have in this country will not 

be successful unless a large segment of 

it deals with renewables. I express my 

appreciation to the Senator. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator for those kind com-

ments, and I assure him I will continue 

to work to improve our situation in 

this regard. 
I yield the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 987, AS MODIFIED

Mr. REID. Madam President, there is 

a matter pending. The Senator from 

Michigan has a modification to her 

amendment to have the amendment ac-

cepted.
On behalf of Senator DOMENICI and

myself, I send a modification to the 

amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is so modi-

fied.
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The amendment, as modified, is as 

follows:

On page 2, line 18, before the period, insert 

the following: ‘‘, of which such sums as are 

necessary shall be used by the Secretary of 

the Army to conduct and submit to Congress 

a study that examines the known and poten-

tial environmental effects of oil and gas 

drilling activity in the Great Lakes (includ-

ing effects on the shorelines and water of the 

Great Lakes): Provided, That during the fis-

cal years 2002 and 2003, no Federal or State 

permit or lease shall be issued for oil and gas 

slant, directional, or offshore drilling in or 

under 1 or more of the Great Lakes (includ-

ing in or under any river flowing into or out 

of the lake)’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

inquire of the Senator from Nevada, is 

this the amendment we worked out 

when we put in a quorum call? 
Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 

New Mexico, that is right. Our staffs 

have done just exactly what we asked 

them to do. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Not only do we not 

have any objection, but we think it is 

a good compromise and ought to be ac-

cepted. We will do our best in con-

ference to retain it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 

thank my colleagues and leader who 

are working so hard. I very much ap-

preciate both Senator REID and Sen-

ator DOMENICI working with us to fash-

ion a 2-year ban on any drilling of oil 

and gas in the Great Lakes, coupled 

with a study that would be commenced 

by the Army Corps of Engineers as to 

the environmental impacts of any fu-

ture drilling. 
I am very appreciative of the leader-

ship on both sides of the aisle from our 

colleagues and their willingness to 

work with me to make sure the Senate 

language is adopted by the Congress in 

the conference committee. 
I also thank staff who have worked 

very hard on this amendment—Sander 

Lurie, Noushin Jahanian, and my chief 

of staff, Jean Marie Neal—for all their 

hard work. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, it 

is my understanding Senator REID was

on the floor with reference to the 

amendment regarding the Great Lakes. 

It was his and my understanding we 

had agreed to that amendment. I think 

we stopped short of the magic words 

‘‘agreeing’’ to it. 

I indicate there is no further debate 

on the amendment, and we yield back 

all time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 

No. 987, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 987), as modi-

fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider 

the vote by which the amendment was 

agreed to and I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. REID. 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. REID. Madam President, we have 

the bill before the Senate and have re-

cently accepted an amendment, and we 

have had a number of statements on 

the bill. Senator DOMENICI and I hope 

to move forward with amendments. I 

have spoken to the Senator from Idaho 

who has an amendment to offer, al-

though he will not offer it this evening. 

We are waiting for him to offer that 

amendment.
Senator DOMENICI and I will be pa-

tient for the next little bit, but tomor-

row afternoon if we do not have people 

offering amendments, we will move to 

third reading. It is not fair to everyone 

else. I say to my friends in the minor-

ity, they have been very anxious to 

move forward on nominations. We have 

the President’s choice to lead his con-

sumer safety board and we have agreed 

to go forward on that. It has been re-

ported out of the committee. We have a 

time set for debating that nomination. 

That cannot take place until we finish 

this bill. 
In addition to that, Senator DASCHLE

wants to work on the Transportation 

appropriations bill. We have a number 

of things we need to do this week. We 

are not accomplishing them now. Part 

of it is not the fault of the minority or 

the majority who have interests in this 

bill. Part of the problem is having been 

interrupted by the bankruptcy legisla-

tion which takes our eye off the mark. 

We are back on it now and there is 

nothing to take us off this until we 

complete the bill. 
We have submitted an unanimous 

consent agreement not on a filing dead-

line for amendments but, rather, a fi-

nite list of amendments. That is now 

being circulated. We hope that can be 

approved.
As chairman of this subcommittee 

and also the Transportation Sub-

committee under the Environment and 

Public Works Committee, I spend a lot 

of my time thinking about and wor-

rying about the State of our Nation’s 

physical infrastructure. The American 

Society of Civil Engineers’ 2001 report 

card for America’s infrastructure gives 

the Nation’s infrastructure a cumu-

lative grade of D+. That is pretty low. 

The two prime reasons for the rating 

include explosive population growth, 

lack of current investment, and grow-

ing obsolescence of an aging system, 

identified as problems in California and 

in the Nation’s decaying water struc-

ture. We have created some of the prob-

lems in Washington by setting, for ex-

ample, water quality standards that 

rural America simply does not have the 

money to meet. With these problems, 

our infrastructure is in a deep state of 

distress.

In Nevada, we are witnessing these 

problems on a daily basis. We have the 

most urban State in America. It is sur-

prising to people when they learn Ne-

vada is more urban than California, Il-

linois, Michigan, New York, and Flor-

ida. The reasons for that is 90 percent 

of the people live in the metropolitan 

areas of Las Vegas and Reno. Only 10 

percent of the people live outside those 

metropolitan areas. However, in that 10 

percent, it is very rural and it is an ex-

ample of what we have in rural Amer-

ica.

The growth in the Las Vegas area has 

been phenomenal. We are having to 

build schools, roads, water systems, 

and all other basic infrastructure for 

modern life for the exploding popu-

lation. We are having trouble keeping 

up. We have to build one school each 

month to keep up with the growth of 

school districts. We were the sixth 

largest school district a few months 

ago; we are now the fifth largest school 

district. There were 240,000 students in 

that school district, one new school 

each month. We hold the record in 

America for dedicating 18 new schools 

in one year. 

The superintendent of education in 

Clark County where Las Vegas is lo-

cated it not a superintendent of edu-

cation; that person is a superintendent 

of construction. He spends a great deal 

of his time simply dealing with con-

struction

At the same time, smaller commu-

nities throughout rural Nevada do not 

have clean drinking water due to nat-

ural contaminants in the ground water. 

The costs for moving the contaminants 

is several times the annual budgets of 

most small communities. Flooding 

problems throughout Nevada continue 

to devastate lives and property. As I 

said yesterday, people wonder, how can 

you have flooding problems in Nevada? 

The Senator from Washington, the 

Presiding Officer, knows the whole 

State of Washington is not like Se-

attle, but as you move east in the 

State of Washington it becomes much 

the same as some parts of Nevada. I 

don’t know if it could be called desert, 

but it sure doesn’t rain very much so 

the Presiding Officer understands what 

I am talking about when I talk about 

the fact that these rural, arid areas can 

suffer from real flood problems. It hap-

pens. When the rains come the waters 

come, and they cause all kinds of deg-

radation to property and sometimes 

lives are lost. 

Environmental projects are sorely 

needed when we restore the natural 

areas of our environment, not only in 

Nevada but all over the country. Our 

Nation’s medium and large cities have 
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similar problems as well. Hartford, At-

lanta, Chicago, and Richmond have an-

tiquated storm systems that allow sew-

age and storm water runoff to be col-

lected by the same system and sent to 

a treatment plant. During heavy rains, 

these systems are overwhelmed and 

raw sewage is dumped into our Na-

tion’s waterways. 
Many of our citizens still live with 

the threat of flooding. Environmental 

restorations of degraded ecosystems 

are needed throughout our country. 

The infrastructure that makes up our 

inland and coastal waterways is really 

aging. The Corps of Engineers operates 

276 navigation locks at 230 sites around 

the country. One hundred fifty of these 

locks are more than 50 years old. Near-

ly 100 of the remaining locks are nearly 

25 years old. Most of these structures 

continue to perform as designed, but 

evidence of the need for reconstruction 

and modernization is becoming, very 

evident. Some facilities have reached 

their capacity and have reached the 

end of their design lives. 
The Army Corps has been serving our 

Nation’s infrastructure needs for more 

than 200 years, primarily in the areas 

of navigation and flood control. While 

some may quibble with individual 

projects that Congress instructs the 

Corps to undertake, no one can ques-

tion the value that the Corps has his-

torically played and continues to play 

in our Nation’s development. However, 

we are slowly but surely strangling the 

Corps and our Nation’s infrastructure 

to death with our fiscal inattention. 
Financial shortfalls year in and year 

out in the water accounts of the Army 

Corps have now resulted in the backlog 

of $40 billion in authorized projects. 

They are awaiting the first dollar of 

funding; $40 billion of authorized 

projects have yet to receive their first 

dollar of funding. 
This shortfall just takes into account 

the Corps’ historic missions of naviga-

tion and flood control and does not 

take into account some of the new di-

rections Congress has pushed the Corps 

in recent years. It is wrong to give 

short shrift to important components 

of our Nation’s infrastructure. Flood 

control projects protect human lives 

and property. Navigation projects en-

sure that our Nation’s economic engine 

continues to hum. 
We have received some criticism in 

this bill that we spent too much money 

on dredging, having water areas made 

clear so dredges can come up and down. 

There are examples given that a lot of 

these projects that we have, there is 

not much commerce moving. But think 

what it would do if we did not have this 

barge traffic. It would only add to the 

trains that are already overwhelmed. It 

would only add to the number of 

trucks, and in my opinion there are too 

many of them on the roads anyway. So 

we have to understand that these 

projects are important. 

In the western United States, the Bu-

reau of Reclamation is facing similar 

issues as the Army Corps, an aging in-

ventory of projects and a shrinking 

budget. Many do not realize Reclama-

tion has been around for almost 100 

years. Next year will be the 100th anni-

versary of the first ever Bureau of Rec-

lamation project. It took place in Ne-

vada. It was the Newlands Project 

named after the Nevada Congressman 

and it was to supposedly make the 

desert blossom like a rose. 
A few problems developed as it was 

blossoming. It dried up one river. Lake 

Winnemucca is as dry as this table. 

Pyramid Lake is beautiful. There are 

only 21 lakes like it in the world, 

desert terminus lakes. We have two of 

them in Nevada. It almost dried up, but 

it is now on the road to recovery be-

cause of actions taken by this Congress 

to reverse some of the bad parts of the 

Newlands Act. But the Army Corps 

does the best it can, as has been said, 

with the tools it has. 
The Newlands Project has done good 

for Nevada but also bad. We have to 

keep changing these projects. I cannot 

imagine what this part of Nevada 

would look like today without what 

has happened with water, but I can 

imagine what it used to look like with 

water going into these two lakes, one 

of which is now dried up. 
Still, we continue to underinvest in 

both of these agencies. The need for 

water for municipal and industrial uses 

is not declining. The need for flood con-

trol is not declining. The need for a 

modern navigation system to transport 

products to market is not declining. 

Yet the budgets of these two agencies 

seems to continue to dwindle. 
For example, I talked about the 

Newlands Project. One hundred years 

ago, people were enticed to come there. 

We said: This is going to be great for 

you and generations to come. People 

did come there. They have been farm-

ing for generations. Now the Federal 

Government has interfered, causing a 

disruption in their lives. It is not the 

fault of the farmers, but certainly the 

people who put in these reclamation 

projects did not understand what the 

full brunt of these programs would be. 
So I repeat, we need to go back. We 

need to go back and review and change 

some of these projects. We have not 

had the money in the past to do that. 

We still don’t. As I have indicated, we 

continue to underinvest in both of 

these agencies. 
The need for water for municipal and 

industrial uses is not declining. The 

need for flood control is not declining. 

The need for a modern navigation sys-

tem to transfer products to market is 

not declining. Yet the budgets of these 

two agencies continue to dwindle. 
Public investment including author-

ization for water infrastructure in 1960 

amounted to 3.9 percent of the gross 

domestic product. Today that figure is 

down to 2.6 percent, approximately. 
That may not sound like much of a 
change, but let’s look at the Corps dur-
ing that period. 

In the mid-1960s, the country was in-
vesting $4.5 billion annually in new 
water infrastructure. Today, it is less 
than $1.5 billion. That is a significant 
change. From 1960 to now, we have 
gone from $4.5 billion to $1.5 billion. 
Our water resource needs are no less 
today than they were 40 years ago; 
They are more. Yet we are investing 
one-third as much. 

One major impact of that reduction 
is the increasingly drawn out construc-
tion schedules forced by underfunding 
these projects. These artificially 
lengthened schedules cause a loss of 
some $5 billion in annual benefits and 
increase the cost of these products by 
some $500 million. 

When many of these reclamation 
projects came into being, the main, the 
only intent was for agricultural pur-
poses. Over the years, it has been found 
that some areas are very interested in 
these reclamation projects because of 
the recreation aspects of them. People 
like to water ski. They like to fish. 
They like to boat. They like to have 
picnics on the beach. Now they are 
competing with these farming projects. 
We need to go back and take a look at 
them.

These artificially lengthened sched-
ules cause the loss, as I have indicated, 
of some $5 billion in benefits, either ag-
ricultural or recreational, and increase 
the cost of these projects by some $500 
million—and that is each year. Failure 
to invest in maintenance, major reha-
bilitation, research and development, 
and new infrastructure resulted in the 
gradual reduction in the value of our 
capital water resources stock and, in 
turn, the benefits we receive. 

The value of the Corps’ capital stock 
peaked in 1981 with a replacement 
value of $150 billion. Today its esti-
mated value has decreased to $124 bil-
lion. We need to reverse this trend. 
Public infrastructure is too important 
to our lives. 

Federal waterway projects, including 
ports and inland waterways, handle 
more than 2.2 billion tons of our Na-
tion’s cargo, valued at more than $660 
billion. As I said before, we could try to 
put that on trains, on trucks, on air-
planes—2.2 billion tons of our Nation’s 
cargo. I do not think that would be a 
good idea. 

These waterways generate more than 
13 million jobs, and Federal taxes col-
lected at ports generate more than $150 
billion a year. Federal flood control 
projects prevent more than $2 billion 
per year in damages, and my being 
from Nevada, I can vouch for that. 
Even though Las Vegas gets 4 inches of 
rain a year, the flood control projects 

probably save hundreds of millions of 

dollars more than that in property 

damage, loss of production, and cer-

tainly in lives. 
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Federal flood control projects pre-

vent more than $2 billion per year in 

damages. Recreation provided by Fed-

eral water projects provide more than 

500,00 jobs and provide recreational op-

portunities to more than 10 percent of 

the U.S. population. Water stored at 

Federal projects provides more than 250 

million acre-feet of water for munic-

ipal, rural, and industrial users. 
How much water is that? Las Vegas 

with 1.6 million people uses just a little 

more water than that. Two-hundred 

and fifty million acre-feet of water is 

stored at Federal projects. That is im-

portant.
Finally, Federal water projects pro-

vide nearly 30 percent of our Nation’s 

hydropower or about 4 percent of our 

total electric capacity. In the west, 

Federal hydropower project provide an 

even higher percentage of the total 

electric capacity—as we have recently 

learned with the California energy cri-

sis.
Public water infrastructure is the 

only Federal program that is required 

to be analyzed on a strict benefit to 

cost basis. The water infrastructure 

provided by the Army corps alone pro-

vides an annual rate of return of ap-

proximately 26 percent. The steam of 

benefits are realized as flood damages 

prevented, reduced transportation 

costs, electricity, recreation, and water 

supply services. 
Society’s values are increasingly em-

phasizing sustainability and ecological 

considerations in water infrastructure 

management and development. Like 

most people, I support these consider-

ations.
The Army corps and reclamation ex-

pend nearly a quarter of their annual 

budgets on environmental projects. 

These ranges from major restoration 

projects such as the Comprehensive Ev-

erglades Restoration, to smaller 

projects, such as oyster recovery ef-

forts in the Chesapeake Bay. Both 

agencies will continue to meet the na-

tion’s challenges in this arena. 
As you can see, I am one who firmly 

believes that investments in our na-

tion’s infrastructure more than pay for 

themselves through improved produc-

tivity and efficiency. To ignore these 

needs in the short term is going to 

cause us problems over the long haul. 
All of this is to say that we, as a 

body, need to think about the state of 

our nation’s infrastructure comprehen-

sively and soon. 
Our physical infrastructure sustains 

our way of life, so we must sustain it. 
We are here today to discuss energy 

and water matters, but, in the next few 

weeks, I hope to come back to the floor 

to discuss our nation’s transportation 

infrastructure, another area of con-

cern.
Before I close, I want to say some 

words of praise for the Federal employ-

ees and contractors that populate the 

departments, agencies, and other orga-

nizations that are funded under this 

bill.
Members of Congress are frequently 

critical of Federal agencies and depart-

ments, particularly ones where we have 

an oversight role. As I mentioned ear-

lier, I have been a frequent critic of the 

Department of Energy. 
But I have said that I think things 

are greatly improving as a result of 

some work done by Senator DOMENICI

and some of his colleagues. 
None of that is to suggest that I, or 

any other Member, am anything other 

than proud of the hard work and ac-

complishments of our Federal work-

force, including, contractors, lab em-

ployees, and others that make these 

important organizations run. 
I invite everyone who has the oppor-

tunity—as I have had—to go to the 

Federal Laboratories and some of our 

test sites where they have done things 

relating to the cold war—places where 

Federal employees are in love with 

their jobs. They spend long hours with 

little recognition. Many of these agen-

cies, such as the Corps of Engineers, 

the Bureau of Reclamation, and De-

partment of Energy, that we fund in 

this bill I think do a wonderful job. I 

have very few criticisms of the employ-

ees. There is a tiny fraction—as in any 

organization—that tries to cause trou-

ble to the whole organization, but as 

far as I am concerned, they haven’t 

succeeded.
I throw a bouquet to those entities 

funded within this bill, and I am very 

proud of working with them. We expect 

a lot of these organizations. With very 

few exceptions, they live up to all of 

my expectations and the demands we 

impose on them. I think they serve our 

Nation with distinction. I think I 

speak for Senator DOMENICI when I say 

we appreciate all the work they do. 
My friend from New Mexico has been 

very patient with me. We are waiting 

for somebody to come and offer the 

next amendment. The floor is open. 

This is a good time to do it. After 5 

o’clock, we are happy to work, if the 

leader wants to work awhile tonight. 

But because I think we are not coming 

in until 10:30 tomorrow because we 

have a special order in the morning 

dealing with our dear friend, Paul 

Coverdell, we are not going to be able 

to start on this bill until 10:30 in the 

morning. I hope we can get some work 

done tonight. 
I repeat that we are not going to be 

able to go to the nomination until we 

complete this bill. There are, I believe, 

7 hours on it. All that time probably 

won’t be used. But then we have the 

Transportation appropriations bill on 

which we need to also work this week. 

I hope Members will come and help 

work through this bill. If there are 

problems, tell us. We have had a num-

ber of Members come to us during the 

vote—some Democrat—and we have 

been able to recognize what the prob-

lems are, and we have been able in 

most instances to satisfy the problems. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-

TON). The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair. 
Let me say to the Republican Sen-

ators that it is important you begin to 

tell us what amendments you have. Ob-

viously, we haven’t been on this bill 

very long. For anybody who thinks we 

are wasting time, when you consider 

all the time we took off this bill to do 

other things, we have been on it only a 

few hours. This is a serious bill with a 

lot of serious issues. 
Once again, we are hopeful that Sen-

ators will be able to come up with 

amendments. If in fact we can’t com-

plete that list this evening, we will do 

our best, and we will inform the distin-

guished chairman of our best efforts. 

For now, I once again ask if you have 

amendments, let us know through the 

Cloakroom. We can start listening. I 

think we only have a few at this point. 

We have specifically requested amend-

ments on our side. 
I do not know about our distin-

guished friend, the chairman of the 

subcommittee. Have you begun to ac-

cumulate a list? Is it small like our 

list?
Mr. REID. Yes. We are getting our 

Senators to tell us what amendments 

they want to offer. That is also being 

done on the other side. Hopefully, with-

in a short time we will have at least a 

finite list, and hopefully we will be 

able to work through that. Of course, 

our very able staff will work through 

them also. I hope we can have that 

done pretty soon. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you. 
Mr. President, let me proceed with 

some discussion while we wait for the 

activities and desires of our Senators, 

both Democrat and Republican. 
First, I want to make a comment 

about the President’s energy policy. 

Then I would like very much to talk 

about the future in terms of the econo-

mies of the world, prosperity and 

growth, and how it is related to energy, 

and how I see that future compared 

with others. 
First, let me talk about the Presi-

dent’s energy policy. It is contained in 

notebook form. For anyone who wants 

to read it from cover to cover, it is a 

cover-to-cover approach. It covers al-

most every issue. They have assessed 

almost every kind of energy and con-

servation issue that I believe has been 

in or around Washington, or anywhere 

in this Nation. They have begun to list 

what our energy needs of the future are 

and to come up with them in a rather 

basic way to let people challenge what 

we need in the future. That is all well 

and good. 
But essentially, I would like to make 

a point that has not been made very 

often. If you look at the whole policy 

on energy that the President submitted 
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to us—which was worked on for weeks 

on end by the Vice President and a dis-

tinguished staff, some of whom used to 

serve us here in the Senate—let’s talk 

just a bit about how much new energy 

we are going to need out to 2020. They 

worked on it with economic experts, 

with projectors of growth, and with 

those who could estimate the elec-

tricity needs of our country for certain 

episodes during the next 20 years. 
The conclusion was that the current 

ratio between energy demand and the 

gross domestic product might remain 

constant. Now gross domestic product 

is what we all reference to measure 

how much growth we have and how 

much we grow is measured as an addi-

tion to gross domestic product. When it 

is growing over a sustained period of 

time at a powerful rate, in America we 

equate that with prosperity, with jobs, 

with more opportunity, and higher pay 

for those who are not earning so. I 

don’t think they have estimated the 

gross domestic product increase for the 

next 20 years at any exceptional rate, 

but rather sustained—something like 

blue chip experts estimate. 
In doing that, we concluded we would 

need 77 percent more energy in 2020 

than we are producing today. 
If we drew a pie chart of a certain 

size which showed how much we are 

using today and then drew one around 

the outside, you would add 77 percent. 

Or you could take 2020 and draw one 

big pie. Then you would show a piece of 

it that is current needs and another 

piece that is future. In any event, the 

piece that is future needs would be 77 

percent more than we are using today. 
Most interesting, this national en-

ergy policy recommends conservation 

and efficiency measures that would re-

duce that increase by over half, result-

ing in us only needing to produce 29 

percent in real energy additions. 
The rest of it would be made up by 

enhancing and increasing our conserva-

tion and our efficiency. And there are 

numerous examples there on how you 

would increase efficiency, which equals 

a lot of research on products that will 

use less, on conservation. All kinds of 

things that we have already learned to 

do and are doing well, we would do 

more and do better. 
Frankly, the President and some of 

the President’s spokesmen may have 

started off talking about supply. We 

might have gotten a little bit excited 

about it. Some people in the country 

asked: What about conservation? 
Well, I am just recalling, when it is 

all finally done, this is what it is: 77 

percent new energy need; only 29 per-

cent of it with new powerplants. They 

may use natural gas, which seems to be 

almost the singular source of every 

new powerplant in the country, and 

that can’t continue forever. We will 

have to do some others. There’s not 

been many new coal-burning power-

plants, even though we are applying 

clean coal technology and, yes, not a 

new nuclear plant for two decades or 

so. But everything is moving in the di-

rection of ‘‘let’s do it better.’’ Let’s do 

it more efficiently; let’s do it cleaner. 

And let’s permit America to grow. 
That is for starters. I am not chang-

ing any of that when I speak of this bill 

being a very good start in imple-

menting an energy policy that moves 

us in the direction of diversity of en-

ergy, not just one kind; diversity so 

there is competition; diversity so that, 

in fact, you can address some over-

arching issues such as ambient air pol-

lution that produces global warming. 
We ought to be able to address some 

of those issues in our future thinking, 

because they are caused by certain 

types of energy being used to produce 

our energy supply, by kinds that 

produce the carbon dioxide and other 

things that go into the atmosphere and 

cause pollution. What if we can 

produce energy that causes little or 

none of those gases or much less of 

those. You can understand that clearly 

we don’t have to be worried about glob-

al warming to the extent that we re-

duce the very essence of global warm-

ing pollutants in the basic supply of 

energy for electricity in our country. 
Obviously, we are not talking as 

much about automobiles and their pol-

lution here, but clearly, it is a very 

powerful thing to just look at the elec-

tricity needs and see if we can do that 

in a way that truly helps us with ref-

erence to global warming instead of 

hurting us. 
There are a lot of people around that 

say there is a Kyoto agreement and we 

should follow it, even though the Sen-

ate voted about 21⁄2 to 3 years ago, 95– 

0, that the Senate would not ratify the 

Kyoto agreement if they sent it to us. 

It seems to me every time we get in 

this debate in this country and the 

President is talked to about Kyoto, or 

for those who argue with him overseas, 

nobody even brings up the subject: 

‘‘What about the Senate which voted 

95–0 that we did not want to enforce 

that kind of program because it would 

put too much pressure on our future in 

terms of prosperity and, yes, indeed, 

may put a lot of pressure on countries 

that truly need to build new electric 

generating capacity so they can pros-

per.’’
What I am suggesting is, this bill 

moves in the direction of what we 

might very well call ‘‘beyond Kyoto’’ 

or what we may call ‘‘prosperity be-

yond Kyoto.’’ 
I will go through some of the very ex-

citing things that are done in this bill 

that permit us to move in the direction 

of having a mindset beyond the Kyoto 

agreement, having a mindset for great 

prosperity for the underdeveloped 

countries and the developed countries 

in terms of being able to use energy for 

growth and prosperity without concern 

about global warming. 

This is a pretty big vision, a pretty 

big idea, but frankly, I believe America 

should do it. I believe our President 

should take the lead. 
I will go through a few things we are 

doing here and then fit them into a 

wrap-up as to how that could be Amer-

ica’s vision beyond Kyoto. 
First, the renewable energy programs 

in this country have made great strides 

in terms of innovation, proving con-

cepts, but today it is still a very small 

portion of the energy production in our 

country. We ought to do what we did in 

this bill—increase our focus on renew-

ables, ask that more be done in that 

area, and that it be part of a great in-

ventory of potential products for this 

‘‘beyond Kyoto’’ idea. 
In this bill we made a good start. We 

funded renewable programs to the tune 

of $435 million. This is not legislation 

saying we shall have solar and who will 

do what. It just says we have these pro-

grams going, the Department of En-

ergy shall manage $435 million during 

this year for the various renewable pro-

grams we have. That is 16 percent high-

er than current levels. There is no 

question that if we keep the pressure 

on and have a broader vision, this 

would be part of what we can do better. 

We can impose on that kind of tech-

nology to do more. 
Then there are hydrogen-based tech-

nologies. Some think the world ought 

to be on a hydrogen diet for energy in 

the not too distant future, and some 

think it could be the basis for future 

growth projections. I am not quite 

there yet, but clearly it belongs in the 

equation. We have added about 30 per-

cent to the research in that area. 
This might end up decreasing our use 

of petroleum products in transpor-

tation, even though our basic agenda 

here is not with reference to the auto-

mobile and the internal combustion en-

gine and the like. That research is 

largely being moved ahead in another 

appropriations bill. 
High temperature superconductivity 

is important because it causes us to 

waste a lot less electricity as you run 

the electricity down the lines. Super-

conductivity would make it such that 

you would lose very little, if any, a 

very dramatic step forward. We have 

increased that about 20 percent, hoping 

that our great scientists can move into 

superconductivity and capture some of 

the waste that now goes into transmit-

ting electricity—an exciting kind of 

idea.
Geothermal: We know there is a lot 

of it out there. We have added some re-

search money, although we have been 

doing this for many years; that is, 

spending money on this system. We 

think we should try harder and do 

more.
Wind systems: They are already in 

existence. Now I am not one who 

thinks that wind energy can be as big 

a component of the future as others, 
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just because I have observed what we 

currently do and I can’t visualize doing 

10 times as much or 50 times as much. 

But in any event, we said let’s proceed 

with a little more dispatch. 
And then on the side that we would 

call nuclear: The problem is that when 

you say nuclear power, people think of 

driving by a nuclear powerplant. Inci-

dentally, you don’t see any smoke 

come out of the chimneys because 

there is none. You don’t see any pollu-

tion because there is none. 
The spent fuel rods are inside that 

machine, and to the extent they are 

not careful with those, that creates 

some source of problem for human 

beings. But these are gigantic nuclear 

powerplants. They are almost all of one 

type. It is amazing how the American 

people, over the last 15 years, have 

grown more accustomed to driving by 

them and living with them, such that 

today in America there is a willingness 

to take another look at nuclear. 
I know as soon as we take another 

look there will be those who would like 

to blindfold us right now and say: 

‘‘Stop that. It is terrible, bad for every-

thing.’’
Let me tell you, it is not bad for 

global warming; I will guarantee you 

that. If any group of environmentalists 

are really committed to solving the 

problem of global warming, let them at 

least listen to a proposal that would 

bring the world into contact with a 

new generation of nuclear powerplants. 

We might be able to set a goal for 10 or 

15 years from now when we would be di-

minishing the pollution that would be 

commensurate with that growth, as far 

as global warming is concerned. 
Why should that be dismissed when it 

is that profound and gigantic a poten-

tial? Why would we dismiss clean coal, 

moving it to the furthest level of 

cleanliness, even if it costs a lot of 

money to do the research? Why would 

we say that would not work? What are 

we supposed to live on? 
Right now, people would say: Your 

State will continue to flourish, Senator 

DOMENICI. Natural gases will do it. New 

Mexico is the fourth largest producer, 

and it is going up and away. Every new 

powerplant we have heard of, including 

the three in New Mexico—that won’t be 

for our people but for somebody else— 

will be built with natural gas, as far as 

we know. We didn’t have any for many 

years. The price is causing people to in-

vest in natural gas. For the long term, 

you need natural gas, but you also need 

some other things. 
What does this bill do about nuclear? 

Well, first, there are some very signifi-

cant increases and some very inter-

esting approaches to keeping this op-

tion alive. For the 21 percent that we 

already get from nuclear power today, 

we need to make sure we don’t close 

those plants down prematurely but 

continue them for their entire useful 

life and do what we can to make sure 

that transition is smooth, functional, 

and safe. 
Now, let me go through some of the 

things we are doing to create this op-

tion. This bill pushes nuclear power 

forward with the following initiatives: 

$19 million for university research re-

actor support—that is a $7 million in-

crease—to make sure our country has 

the educational resources necessary for 

an economy that continues to rely sub-

stantially on nuclear power—the old 

ones plus new ones. After all, we came 

up with this technology. Some of our 

great companies built these power-

plants. They are all over the world, al-

though we didn’t build all of them in 

foreign countries 
Seventy-eight percent of France’s 

electricity comes from nuclear power. 

If you tell people that, they say they 

don’t believe it, or so what? Well, they 

have a lot less problems with green-

house gases than we do—sufficiently 

less that Mr. Chirac can lecture our 

President about it. That is pretty in-

teresting. If we had 68 or 70 percent of 

our electricity from nuclear plants, we 

might be lecturing him. But we don’t; 

we have 21 percent. Germany has 

around 35 percent, and Japan is build-

ing new ones—in fact, as we speak, 

they are building new ones. 
The United States is sitting on this 

problem of not having enough energy 

so we can maintain our prosperity in 

the future. We say our universities 

used to be the pride of the world in 

terms of creating nuclear physicists 

and design engineers who worked in 

this field. All of the universities, ex-

cept a few, have dramatically reduced 

these programs and are very excited 

about building some of this back into 

their programs through intramural- 

type grant programs, where they can 

do research and learn these particular 

scientific professions. 
There is a $4 million increase in a 

program to improve the reliability of 

our 103 existing nuclear powerplants. 

Let me suggest another thing that is 

little known. While we had some 

brownouts in California and some 

shortages elsewhere, they were mini-

mized because the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission and the nuclear power-

plant industry in America had been 

working so well together, and the li-

censing process and the regulatory 

processed worked so well during the 

last decades, that more energy was pro-

duced by the nuclear powerplants by 

upping their capacity in total safety, 

such that, on average, they increased 

by the equivalent of 22 new power-

plants. Nobody knows that, but that 

happened.
So while we are looking around for 

new sources, these licensed facilities, 

getting up in years, ratcheted up a bit 

and produced the energy equivalent of 

22 new nuclear powerplants on top of 

the 100-plus we have in the United 

States.

This bill continues with an increase 
of $7 million for a total of $14 million, 
in an area which is very exciting. I 
hope it will be used prudently. In fact, 
I hope it will be used to join with part-
ners in the world to produce something 
really important. This is for the next 
generation of nuclear reactors. Some 
people call it generation IV reactors. 
There are a couple of them in the de-
sign stage today, and some people have 
read about them. They are very excit-
ing new technology. 

They are going to produce nuclear re-
actors that are passively safe. That 
means that their makeup, in terms of 
the physics, is such that they can’t 
melt down. They will not have a melt-
down possibility in the generation IV 
reactors that will be produced. In addi-
tion, they will have much less left 
over, much less unused, enriched ura-
nium, so there is much less risk. This 
reduces greatly the proliferation con-
cerns, with reference to the byproduct 
from the reactors. 

This bill also addresses the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission—which, inci-
dentally, has been doing an out-
standing job. The chairman now is a 
Democrat appointee. We urged the 
President to keep him on. He has been 
so exciting and powerful and such a 
force in terms of leading that Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission in the right di-
rection toward the safety and well- 
being of our people, and maintaining 
the essence of our nuclear industry. We 
hope he is going to remain as the chair-
man. Now, I don’t think I was saying 
anything out of school there. I think 
the chairman knows what is thought of 
him. I think I may have indicated that 
he is going to stay on and he wants to 
stay on. 

Remember, just a few years ago we 
didn’t have any money in these pro-
grams that I am talking about. We de-
cided it was best to have an Energy De-
partment for this great United States. 
But back then, when you walked in the 
door, what we wanted was no nuclear 
energy and nothing nuclear in the De-
partment of Energy for the greatest 
nation on Earth. That is the end to 
which we had gone in terms of our 
anti-nuclear-power sentiments. I am 
not exaggerating; that is a truism. 

I was fortunate to be chairman of the 
subcommittee for 6 years. My good 
friend was ranking member part of the 
time—Senator REID. We started to 
build a little bit of nuclear energy ca-
pacity back up, so that now they are no 
longer ashamed. Obviously, they have 
divisions and departments that are 
doing nuclear work, so they can’t hide 
anymore. I think they are very for-
ward-thinking about it. 

But just remember, with generation 
IV we are not talking about the kind of 
reactors we have now, although they 
are pretty safe and people now are ex-
cited about how clean they are. 

The only thing people who oppose nu-
clear power are saying is: What about 
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the waste that comes out of them? We 
are doing well when we can produce en-
ergy that will no longer cause any 
global warming, but we have a problem 
of how do we get rid of the waste. Just 
think of this. What is the dimension of 
this problem? 

I want to speak of it in physical di-
mensions. A football field—you have a 
number in your great State, Mr. Presi-
dent. A football field 12 feet deep is the 
waste problem of America. That is how 
big it is. When people scare us to death 
about it, the truth is, it is just a mat-
ter of human beings deciding with 
technical excellence, engineering ex-
pertise, and resources what to do about 
that. You can either bury it, put it 
away for an interim period of time, or 
change it from its current form to an-
other.

In Europe, they are not in a hurry to 
bury it permanently. They are doing 
other things with it—interim storage— 
and they are moving ahead with other 
technologies to make the end product 
far less toxic. 

This bill says we are not going to 
fund Yucca Mountain, the permanent 
repository, as much as we have in the 
past. Although we will go to con-
ference, where the House has a higher 
number to keep it going. We will have 
that debate in conference, and we do 
not always win every nickel and every 
penny. So we are looking forward to 
going to conference and seeing what 
can be done. 

There are two other technologies 
that are right there ready to go. One of 
them is called accelerator transmuta-
tion. This is very exciting new tech-
nology, proven out beyond the experi-
mental stage, and we have $70 million 
to continue the work. 

It is an accelerator, therefore it is 
not a nuclear reactor, that will change 
what high-level waste is as this accel-
erator does its work on the waste prod-
uct. Ultimately, just to make it sim-
ple, what it will produce is a residue 
that instead of having a half-life in the 
neighborhood of tens of thousands of 
years, the residue will have a half-life 
in the neighborhood of 700 years. After 
300 years, it would be no more dan-
gerous than uranium ore from the 
ground.

If we can get a byproduct like that, 
there is nobody who would stand up 
and say we cannot handle that. What is 
difficult to handle is proving modular- 
wise and scientific-wise what will hap-
pen 10,000 years from now when we put 
something underground and leave it 
there. That is what makes the problem 
and the job for nuclear power of the fu-
ture a difficult one. I repeat. We are 
singularly the only country saying 
let’s put it underground and forget 
about it forever, when it has only used 

up 5 percent of its energy. Ninety-five 

percent of the energy is still in the rod 

that you put in the ground. 
So true and so powerful is that state-

ment that you cannot talk to the Rus-

sian leaders at any level about energy. 
You cannot talk to any of them about 
getting rid of the waste product in any 
way other than using it, which is amaz-
ing. As a matter of fact, they just put 
out word the other day that if we are 
so frightened about the waste product, 
they would accept it. Nobody is seri-
ously thinking about that, although 
maybe some are. But it just shows you 
the difference, the mentality between 
those who have worked that problem in 
Russia. Some of them learned from us; 
we learned some from them. 

They had the greatest nuclear sci-
entists; we had the greatest. We never 
did decide who had the best. They both 
had so much respect for each other in 
nuclear weaponry; I think that kept us 
from ever having war. You can bet the 
greatest scientists working on our nu-
clear weapons knew exactly who the 
greatest scientists were over there. 
And they were the greatest. They were 
not just getting a degree in physics and 
going over and taking on a program. 
They were fantastic people. That ex-
pertise has come down to nuclear reac-
tor waste and they understand it. They 
even moved to the next generation of 
nuclear power, breeder reactors, which 
we have become so frightened about 
that even Senator DOMENICI does not 
talk about it. So we moved to an in-
terim discussion of the kind of nuclear 
reactors we are talking about today. 

We have transmutation, a big word 
which means changing the makeup and 
content of this product into something 
far less toxic. 

Incidentally, it has two other uses 
that are very positive that come out of 
this accelerator process, one of which 
is to produce all the radioactive iso-
topes you need for the medical pro-
grams of the country. One of these 
major accelerators would provide all 
you need. 

Plus another use that is rather sig-
nificant would be to back up our trit-
ium production; it will do that, too. We 
are currently going to use reactors to 
do that job. Under Secretary of Energy 
Bill Richardson we decided to do it 
down in Tennessee at one of their TVA 
nuclear reactors. So that is where the 
tritium in the program will be pro-
duced. This could even be a backup for 
that reactor in the event we moved 
ahead.

Some people talk about the esti-
mated costs of transmutation. They 
use the numbers wrong because the 
total number over a long period of 
time, when they tell you how much 
that is, does not take into consider-
ation how much electricity it produces. 
It is just telling you what it costs. 
That would be like saying the next 10 
nuclear powerplants, my gosh, are 
going to cost $1.5 billion each, but you 
don’t know how much electricity it 
produces. You just hold to the $15 bil-
lion number. 

Let me emphasize I want to stop 
using the word ‘‘waste’’ and use ‘‘spent 

fuel’’ because I just gave you an exam-

ple of how much of the energy is still 

in the spent fuel. It is 95 percent. It is 

still energy that can be used. As long 

as we have cheap uranium, it is obvious 

we are not going to go full speed ahead 

to produce byproducts that cost a lot 

of money. In the process we do know 

these are some of the approaches to 

making sure we have options in the fu-

ture.
To wrap up the vision, the vision is 

to take these resources and others the 

administration might need to ask us 

for and produce a commitment by the 

United States of America, led by our 

President, to put together a 10-, 15-, or 

20-year plan that says ‘‘beyond Kyoto’’ 

and say to the world: ‘‘Let’s bring to-

gether the electricity-producing re-

sources we have been discussing—re-

newables, biomass, clean coal, nu-

clear—let’s bring them together and 

decide in a scheduled approach to begin 

to produce them so that we can begin 

to use them in the world without any 

effect on global warming. 
It is very doable. We ought to be ex-

cited about it. It means this problem in 

America might have brought out the 

best in us. We may be able to tell poor 

countries with these new reactors that 

we can put one in every country. They 

will be very small. They will be mod-

ular in size. Perhaps they will be 50 

megawatts each instead of 1,000 

megawatts. Perhaps they have the 

characteristics I described here. But 

let’s set the world under our leadership 

to working on these kind of criteria 

and then develop the science and tech-

nology with our businesses and other 

countries to do it. 
I have asked the President to think 

about this. I call it now ‘‘reaching be-

yond Kyoto,’’ but it may be ‘‘pros-

perity in abundance for everyone post- 

Kyoto.’’ It may be an equal title be-

cause if, in fact, we have to restrain 

the growth substantially because the 

energy source is polluting and thus 

causes some problems with reference to 

global warming, then it is an admission 

that other people cannot become as 

wealthy as we are; that they cannot 

have as many things as we have. 
We constantly remind the world how 

much energy we use, and, yes, we do; 

we use more than any other country. 

We use maybe 25 percent. But this lit-

tle country, America, also produces 

about 25 percent of the gross domestic 

product of the world, too. 
We have a chance to reach beyond 

this bill, beyond the discussions about 

an energy policy in detail with ref-

erence to each of these different things 

on transmission lines, using the public 

domain for more gas and oil, and to set 

a goal beyond all of that which would 

say to the United States and the world: 

You can almost pick your resource be-

cause if you do not have any coal, you 

can use uranium; you can use these 

new fourth-generation reactors. If you 
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have coal, we are developing the clean-

est of coal technology so you can use 

that, be a nonpolluter and grow. 

I think it makes a lot of sense. I am 

pleased to have thought it through a 

little bit and to have spoken to it a 

couple times. The Senator can tell I 

might have spoken about it one time or 

another. Yes, I have. It is a pretty good 

message to be accompanying an energy 

and water bill if, in fact, this bill is 

supposed to be doing something about 

the energy crisis. 

We have discussed the approach that 

there might be something in America 

that says it is good enough for an 

America of the future and an America 

that can help lead the world in the fu-

ture. I yield the floor. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to rise today in support of S. 

1171, the Energy and Water Develop-

ment Appropriations Act for fiscal year 

2002.

The Senate bill provides $24.96 billion 

in discretionary budget authority, 

which will result in new outlays in 2002 

of $16.2 billion. When outlays from 

prior-year budget authority are taken 

into account, discretionary outlays for 

the Senate bill total $24.7 billion in 

2002. Of that total, $15.2 billion in budg-

et authority and $14.9 billion in outlays 

is for defense spending. The Senate bill 

is within its Section 302(b) allocations 

for budget authority and outlays for 

both general purpose and defense 

spending. Further, the committee has 

met its target without the use of any 

emergency designations. 

I again commend Chairman BYRD and

Senator STEVENS for their bipartisan 

effort in moving this and other appro-

priations bills quickly to make up for 

the late start in this year’s appropria-

tions process. I also commend sub-

committee Chairman REID and Senator 

DOMENICI for not only bringing this im-

portant measure to the floor within its 

allocation, but also for providing sig-

nificant additional resources above the 

President’s request for both the De-

partment of Energy’s Atomic Energy 

Defense Programs, which will help dra-

matically reduce the threat of pro-

liferation of nuclear warheads, mate-

rials, and expertise in the former So-

viet Union, and for renewable energy 

resources, which will help ensure an 

energy portfolio that balances the Na-

tion’s long-term needs for both energy 

and the environment. I hope all Sen-

ators will join me in thanking our able 

colleagues from Nevada and New Mex-

ico for their vision and good work. 

I urge the adoption of the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 

displaying the Budget Committee scor-

ing of this bill be inserted in the 

RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1171, ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT, 2002; 
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE REPORTED BILL 

[In millions of dollars] 

General
purpose Defense Manda-

tory Total

Senate-reported bill: 
Budget Authority ...................... 9,713 15,247 0 24,960 
Outlays ..................................... 9,782 14,908 0 24,690 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 1

Budget Authority ...................... 9,713 15,247 0 24,960 
Outlays ..................................... 24,916 0 0 24,916 

House-passed:
Budget Authority ...................... 9,670 14,034 0 23,740 
Outlays ..................................... 9,806 14,122 0 23,928 

President’s request: 
Budget Authority ...................... 9,003 13,514 0 22,517 
Outlays ..................................... 9,336 13,758 0 23,094 

SENATE-REPORTED BILL 
COMPARED TO: 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 1

Budget Authority ...................... 0 0 0 0 
Outlays ..................................... (226) 0 0 (226) 

House-passed:
Budget Authority ...................... 43 1,213 0 1,256 
Outlays ..................................... (24) 786 0 762 

President’s request: 
Budget Authority ...................... 710 1,733 0 2,443 
Outlays ..................................... 446 1,150 0 1,596 

1 The 2002 budget resolution includes a ‘‘firewall’’ in the Senate between 
defense and nondefense spending. Because the firewall is for budget au-
thority only, the appropriations committee did not provide a separate alloca-
tion for defense outlays. This table combines defense and nondefense out-
lays together as ‘‘general purpose’’ for purposes of comparing the Senate- 
reported outlays with the subcommittee’s allocation. 

Notes.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. For enforcement 
purposes, the Budget Committee compares the Senate-reported bill to the 
Senate 302(b) allocation. 

LAKE BOND

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I would like to 
thank the Senator for his support of 
continued funding for a small flood 
control project for Bono, Arkansas, 
which is very important to me. I appre-
ciate his efforts to help me secure lan-
guage in the statement of managers 
which would fund this project under 
the section 205 small flood control 
projects program. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to my good 
friend from Arkansas that I understand 
the situation in Arkansas and the rea-
son for his amendment. I am happy to 
support report language which will 
take care of this project in place of the 
Senate voting on your amendment. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the rank-
ing member and I also thank the hon-
orable chairman, Senator REID, for his 
help with this vital flood control 
project.

I withdraw my amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES— 

H.R. 333 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent, 
with respect to H.R. 333, the Senate in-
sist on its amendment, request a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair 
be authorized to appoint conferees on 
the part of the Senate, with no inter-
vening action. 

There being no objection, the Pre-
siding Officer appointed Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. HATCH, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. KYL,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. 
MCCONNELL conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

Mr. REID. 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. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 

quorum call be dispensed with. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

COMMENDING ELIZABETH 

LETCHWORTH

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, earlier 

today both the Democratic and Repub-

lican Conferences unanimously passed 

resolutions which I believe ought to be 

made part of the RECORD at this point 

during the business of the Senate. 
I ask unanimous consent that both 

resolutions by read at this time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the clerk will read the 

Democratic resolution. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 

RESOLUTION COMMENDING ELIZABETH

LETCHWORTH

Whereas Elizabeth Letchworth has served 

the Senate for over 25 years serving as both 

Secretary for the Majority and Secretary for 

the Minority; 
Whereas she has worked for, and with, 6 

different Majority Leaders; 
Whereas, though she has worked for our 

colleagues on the other side of the aisle, her 

assistance, over the years, to members of the 

Democratic conference has often been appre-

ciated.
Whereas her institutional memory, 

unflappable demeanor, and good humor will 

be missed by Senators and staff alike on 

both sides of the aisle: Now therefore be it 
Resolved by the Democratic Conference, That

Elizabeth Letchworth is to be commended 

and thanked for her many years of service to 

the Senate and wishes her, and her husband 

Ron, all the best in the years to come. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will read the Republican resolu-

tion.
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 

RESOLUTION RELATING TO THE RETIREMENT OF

ELIZABETH LETCHWORTH

Whereas Elizabeth B. Letchworth has 

served this conference ably and honorably 

for over 25 years; 
Whereas in 1995 she was elected as the Sec-

retary for the Majority becoming the first 

women to hold this post; 
Whereas during her service she has assisted 

all members of this Republican Conference 

with diligence and professionalism; 
Whereas her knowledge of the Senate rules 

and Institutional history has been a valuable 

asset to all Members: Now therefore be it 
Resolved, That the Republican Conference 

extends its sincere thanks to Elizabeth B. 

Letchworth for her service for over 25 years 

and wishes her all the best in her future en-

deavors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank 

Senator DASCHLE for allowing me to 

comment on these resolutions. I would 

like to begin by thanking the Demo-

cratic caucus for doing this. This is a 
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