
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE16260 September 4, 2001 
When we first started talking about 

energy 6 or 8 months ago, California 

was undergoing an energy shortage. It 

certainly seemed that it was a crisis. 

Then we got over that a little bit; some 

of the gas prices began to go down 

some, although they are coming back 

up again now, but the problem still re-

mains. We have not resolved the energy 

problem at all. I hope that will be a 

high priority for us during these clos-

ing weeks. Some of us had hoped it 

would have been a priority before now, 

but it has not been. Now I think it is 

clear it needs to be. 
One of the other things I heard a 

great deal about, which I suppose is a 

little different in a State such as Wyo-

ming where 50 percent of the State be-

longs to the Federal Government, is 

that this administration has indicated 

and is beginning to demonstrate that 

they are willing and anxious to have 

more local input into the decisions 

that affect public land and affect the 

people who live by and depend on pub-

lic land. That is not saying it is going 

to protect the environment. It says 

that each area, each park, and each 

forest is unique, and to try to set na-

tionwide standards from Washington, 

as has been done in the recent past, is 

not a workable situation. Our folks are 

very pleased about that. 
Finally, I will take a moment to say, 

as someone who feels some responsi-

bility, that I like the idea that we are 

paying down the debt. That is good. 
We have a number of things to do. 

Certainly this whole business of appro-

priations needs to be done. 
I have already mentioned energy. 
I hope we are able to work some more 

on simplifying and making Medicare a 

little more workable and putting phar-

maceuticals into it. We are working on 

that, of course, in the Finance Com-

mittee, and we will continue to do so. 

There are dollars in the budget to do 

those things. 
Education: We need to complete our 

work on education, of course. Some-

times it seems the only solution to 

education is the dollars. Dollars are 

necessary, but dollars alone do not 

work. We need to have some account-

ability. We need to have some local 

control.
In any event, I think we have some 

real challenges before us and an oppor-

tunity to accomplish them. Frankly, I 

am a little discouraged about what I 

read and hear—that we are entering 

into a time when many people, particu-

larly I think on the other side of the 

aisle, are more interested in developing 

issues for their upcoming campaigns 

than they are in solving the problems. 

I hope that is not the case. We are try-

ing to, of course, work towards mid-

term, which becomes very political, a 

little more than a year from now. Poli-

ticking is fine, issues are fine, but 

when a political issue becomes more 

important than resolving the problem 

before us, I think that is a mistake. I 

think we are going to see some of that. 
Certainly, there are different views 

about how we go forward. There is no 

question about that. Some in this 

body, of course, want more govern-

ment. Some want more spending. Some 

are very sorry about tax relief because 

it may reduce the spending. 
I have to tell you that I think we 

really ought to stay within the budget 

we passed, which is about a 4-percent 

increase. I hope we don’t go back to 

last year’s history and increase it by 14 

or 15 percent. I think that is a mistake. 

Certainly, things are a little different 

now when we are faced with this slow-

ing of the economy. 
Speaking of the political issue, back 

in April, for example, there was a lot of 

talk about tax relief. There was a Dem-

ocrat amendment to increase the 

amount of tax relief to $85 billion. It 

was defeated by 94 to 6. In July there 

was another Democrat amendment 

that would repeal the immediate tax 

rebate. It failed 91 to 3. 
The idea that there is now an effort 

to move some responsibility to the 

White House for added tax reduction 

and so on is just not the case. It is just 

a political kind of issue. We hear all 

kinds of political views in the Senate, 

and various Senators on the other side 

of the aisle have said it should have 

been larger and kicked in sooner. Some 

are using radio programs to say to 

their constituents that this was a great 

thing to do. Indeed, it was. 
We are going to have a lot of talk 

about the surplus, of course, and about 

the differences between OMB and the 

Congressional Budget Office. The fact 

is that both sets of figures show that 

this is the second largest surplus in 

history. It is. The new numbers, of 

course, really say that what is most 

important is that we do not have irre-

sponsible spending. If we can follow the 

budget we passed and say that is what 

we want to do, then we will be in good 

shape.
The President’s budget protects So-

cial Security and Medicare. Besides, 

the surplus, frankly, has no impact on 

those trust funds. The President’s pri-

orities are to protect Social Security 

and Medicare. We are going to improve 

Medicare to help seniors. We are going 

to work on that. 
We are paying down a good deal of 

publicly held debt. Sometimes we have 

to review what happens to a surplus. If 

we use it to pay down publicly held 

debt, then debts are created for the 

various programs under the trust 

funds. That is the way it works. It is 

the only place to put the money to 

have a return on the money that is 

there and meeting the needs that are 

set forth. 
I hope we can hold the political rhet-

oric to a minimum and deal with the 

real issues and the fact that we have 

the second largest surplus in history. 

Besides, the budget surplus really has 

no impact on the trust funds. It has 

been that way over the years. We have 

to pay down a historic amount of pub-

licly held debt and work to foster eco-

nomic growth. That is one of the ways 

to do that. 

I see my friend from Iowa is here. 

I urge setting those issues before us 

and moving to resolve them in a fash-

ion that is best for this country. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 

CALENDAR—H.R. 4 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I under-

stand there is a bill at the desk due for 

its second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 

The Legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4) to enhance energy conserva-

tion, research and development and to pro-

vide for security and diversity in the energy 

supply for the American people, and for 

other purposes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that there be no further 

proceedings at this time on this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The bill will 

be placed on the calendar. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1397 

are located in today’s RECORD under

‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 

Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. How much time do we 

have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 

minutes twenty seconds. 

f 

ENERGY POLICY 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want 

to expand a little bit on the question of 

energy policy. As I mentioned before, 

there certainly have been some 

changes in the California situation. 

There have been some changes 

throughout the country in gas prices 

and other kinds of energy prices. They 

are not significant changes and, indeed, 

now we see them moving back again. 

The point we do not want to overlook 

is that when we had what we called an 

energy crisis 6 or 8 months ago, we had 

a problem; and the problem basically, 

of course, was that demand was grow-

ing but supply was not. We had a prob-

lem in terms of the amount of refining 

capacity in this country. It had not 

grown for a very long time. The same 

was true with electric generation. 

We overcame that problem largely, I 

suppose, because, among other things, 

winter was over and some of the refin-

eries that had to make fuel oil for New 

England had changed their production. 
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But the fact is, the problem is still 

there. We do need an energy policy. 
I urge that we do move forward. The 

President has put forth a policy—and 

much of it is incorporated in what has 

passed in the House—that I think 

makes a lot of sense. It includes con-

servation, having some opportunities 

for conservation in the usage of energy. 

There are many things we could do in 

that area. We can do it as individuals 

and we can do it as governments and 

still continue to be productive. Con-

servation should be part of our energy 

plan. There are many groups that be-

lieve conservation is very important. 
One of the other areas of energy pol-

icy has to do with renewable energy. 

We have renewables that are growing. 

We have wind energy, hydroenergy, and 

other kinds of energy that I suppose 

have potential for the future. Outside 

of hydro, renewables now represent 

about 1 percent of our total energy 

usage, but, nevertheless, we ought to 

be doing something in that area. To do 

that, of course, we need research and 

research dollars. 
Our committee has already dealt 

with research, but there needs to be a 

considerable amount of research in the 

whole area of conservation, of renew-

ables, of how to have more efficient 

production with less impact on the en-

vironment. So that is a very real part 

of energy research. 
Then, of course, the real key is pro-

duction. We have allowed ourselves in 

the energy production field to become 

dependent on OPEC. Nearly 60 percent 

of our energy resources now come from 

overseas. When they change their 

views, or when things happen over in 

those countries, it impacts our econ-

omy and our society. 
We need to have an opportunity to 

increase production and to do it with 

diversity so we can use various kinds of 

energy, which includes coal. Part of 

the research is to make coal even more 

clean in terms of the air. We need to 

have diversity in terms of using gas, 

coal, nuclear, oil, and renewables so we 

do not find ourselves becoming depend-

ent on one source. 
Unfortunately, the plans that were 

sort of underway for having additional 

generating plants almost all had to do 

with natural gas. Natural gas is a good 

source of energy, but our largest en-

ergy resource is coal. If we can con-

tinue to make coal even more clean, 

why, certainly that is a source of en-

ergy that ought to be used for genera-

tion.
Also, we have not built generation 

plants for a very long time. Part of the 

reason for that is because of the uncer-

tainty of some reregulation and ideas 

that are out there. In the past, when 

utilities served a particular area, they 

produced and generated the electricity. 

That was a pretty simple arrangement. 

Now we find more people looking at 

generation as a marketable com-

modity. It does not have to be tied to 

any particular area. But what is the se-

cret to making that work? More trans-

portation. More transmission. 
If you cannot move energy from the 

place it is developed and manufactured 

to where the markets are, of course, 

then that is part of the problem. The 

main source in the West for coal and 

gas has been the Mountain States area: 

Wyoming, Montana, Colorado, and New 

Mexico. But in order to get it to the 

market, you have to have transmission 

capacity, particularly if you have mine 

mouth which is very efficient. So these 

are issues that need to be dealt with in 

terms of an energy policy. 
One of the issues in terms of trans-

mission capacity is to have a nation-

wide grid so electric power can be 

moved across the country and can be 

moved into the RTOs, the regional 

transmission organizations, and be-

come an efficient transmitter of en-

ergy. We can, in fact, do that. 
I believe there needs to be an empha-

sis on this energy question between 

now and the time we adjourn so we can 

get into the field and begin to make 

some difference in terms of where our 

energy sources are coming from so we 

can continue to have reasonably priced 

energy in order to fuel an economy 

that we would like to have, which obvi-

ously is necessary in order to do that. 
So I am hopeful that as we set our 

priorities for where we go we will in-

clude that in the very near future. We 

have talked about it a great deal. I 

think actually in a lot of ways there 

isn’t a lot of controversy. There has 

been controversy, of course, in relation 

to having access to public lands and 

the idea of protecting the environment 

which has to go with energy develop-

ment.
Some have used ANWR up in the 

north region as a poster child for not 

getting into public lands. The fact is, 

the House-passed provision is 2,000 

acres out of 19 million that would be 

accessible for a footprint. So we are 

pretty close to some agreements on 

how we can set this country forward in 

terms of a source and an opportunity 

to have affordable energy. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have an-

other subject upon which I am going to 

speak. I do want to make a couple of 

comments on the statements made by 

my friend, the distinguished Senator 

from Wyoming. 
This last couple weeks has been 

somewhat troublesome to me because 

we have all been spread around the 

country not able to respond to the 

President who, of course, has the abil-

ity to speak from any place in the 

world. What has concerned me a great 

deal is the President and his Director 

of Budget Mitch Daniels talking about 

this great surplus we have, the second 

largest surplus in the history of the 

country. They failed to mention the 

surplus is all Social Security surplus. 
Of course, we have a surplus because 

Social Security is not something that 

is funded as we go along. We forward 

fund Social Security. We have huge 

amounts of money coming into the So-

cial Security trust fund today that we 

are not paying out. That is the way it 

was planned in 1983 when there was a 

compromise reached by Tip O’Neill, 

Ronald Reagan, Claude Pepper, and a 

few others. So people, including the 

President of the United States, who 

talk about this huge surplus are not 

being fair to the American public. 
We do not have a surplus. The surplus 

is a Social Security surplus. The econ-

omy is in a tremendous downturn. This 

country’s tax revenues are signifi-

cantly lower than they have been in a 

long time. We have had 8 years where 

we have brought down the debt. 
In fact, the 1993 budget deficit reduc-

tion act, passed in the House without a 

single Republican vote, passed in the 

Senate without a single Republican 

vote—Vice President Gore had to break 

the tie—put this country on a road to 

economic stability. We have 300,000 

fewer Federal jobs than we had in 1993. 

We have a surplus that we have never 

had before. And that is as a result of 

the efforts of President Clinton and his 

Democratic colleagues in the House 

and the Senate. 
We have experienced inflation lower 

than it has been in some 40-odd years. 

We have done remarkably good things 

with the economy, created 24 million 

new jobs, in the 8 years it took us to do 

that. It has been 8 months that this ad-

ministration has been in office, and 

they have taken this away from us, in 

effect. Social Security surplus moneys 

were once used to mask the Federal 

deficit. We stopped doing that. But now 

the second Bush Presidency is using 

Social Security surpluses to again 

mask this deficit. 
I can’t imagine how anyone can come 

on the floor and say with a straight 

face that we have the second largest 

surplus in the history of the country, 

unless they are candid and say that it 

is as a result of the Social Security 

surplus. That is what it is all about. I 

hope my friend from Illinois has an op-

portunity today; I know he has some 

things to say about this. 
But let’s also talk about energy pol-

icy. One of the biggest robberies in the 

history of this country took place in 

Congress the last week that the House 

was in session when they passed the en-

ergy bill. The reason I say it was a rob-

bery is because people who voted for 

that bill thought that they had limited 

the drilling in ANWR to 2,000 acres. 

That is a big diversion from the truth. 
The fact is, they now allow them to 

have 2,000 acres of oil derricks all over 

the Arctic national wilderness. That is 

what they would allow, 2,000 acres of 
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equipment. This could cover 150,000, 

200,000 acres of pristine wilderness. 
There are some of us who believe so 

strongly about this drilling in the Arc-

tic national wilderness that we will do 

just about anything to stop it from 

happening. We are not going to let 

them drill in the Arctic wilderness. We 

are not going to let them pull this 

phony situation where they say we are 

only going to drill on 2,000 acres when, 

in fact, the legislation states that they 

are going to allow oil equipment on 

2,000 acres. 
We don’t have a surplus. We are not 

going to allow drilling in ANWR. 

f 

RED LIGHT CAMERAS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, when I first 

got out of law school, I had a part-time 

job. I was a city attorney for the city 

of Henderson. Henderson at the time 

was a suburb of Las Vegas and a rel-

atively small community. Now, by Ne-

vada standards, it is a large city, the 

second largest city in Nevada, ap-

proaching about 250,000 people. 
When I was city attorney, one of the 

things I did was prosecute people con-

victed of misdemeanors, but one of the 

big jobs I had was prosecuting drunk 

drivers. Prosecuting drunk drivers was 

very difficult because a police officer 

would stop somebody and say: OK, put 

your finger to your nose, walk on the 

line—all these things they had people 

do who were suspected of drunk driv-

ing. They would come in and the per-

son charged would say: I hadn’t had 

anything to drink; I don’t know why I 

was arrested. And the police officer 

would say: His eyes were bloodshot; I 

could smell liquor on his breath. It was 

a factual issue as to whether or not 

that person had been drinking. 
After I was city attorney, along came 

some new procedures. You could 

breathe into a piece of equipment and 

it would determine how much alcohol 

was in your system or an even more 

sure-fire way was blood alcohol tests. 

That way the driver was protected. The 

driver was protected because the driver 

no longer had to depend on some police 

officer who may have been mad at him, 

may have had some personal grudge 

with him, may have not liked the kind 

of car he was driving or the color of his 

skin. Now this person driving could 

have a blood test administered and 

show that he was not drinking or they 

could breathe into a balloon and a 

breathometer would tell whether or 

not he had anything to drink—sci-

entific advancements to protect not 

only the accused but also to protect 

the State. 
When I decided to run for Congress at 

the beginning of the 1980s, one of the 

people who I recognized was doing 

some really good things for many years 

was a Congressman from New York by 

the name of James Scheuer. What had 

Congressman Scheuer done that at-

tracted my attention? He gave speech-

es around the country and in Congress 

on the need for police officers to have 

more scientific equipment to keep up 

with the more scientific criminals. I 

thought this was intriguing. I thought 

it was true. Having been a prosecutor 

and having been a defense attorney, I 

recognized that was true. 
I was able as a defense attorney to do 

a lot of things to really hinder the 

process. That was part of my job. And 

because we were more in tune with 

modern scientific things we could hold 

up warrants and all kinds of things. 

But we have gotten more modern. We 

have electronic warrants that are now 

available. We have video arraignments 

for people charged with crimes. We 

have SWAT teams, special weapons 

people who come in and in a special sit-

uation can really go into a building, 

which is safer for the people in the 

neighborhood. These people are experts 

at getting into buildings. They are ex-

perts at negotiating with people. 
As I speak, there is a situation going 

on since the weekend. In Michigan, one 

person has been killed. There is an-

other person negotiating in this com-

pound. These are experts that are doing 

the negotiating. In effect, we have be-

come more modern. We are doing a bet-

ter job of law enforcement. We are 

doing a better job keeping up with the 

criminal element. That is why I want 

to bring to the Senate’s attention the 

promise of something I think is in 

keeping with what I believe is the di-

rection law enforcement should go. 

That is photo enforcement of traffic 

laws.
Each year there are about 2,000 

deaths and probably about 250,000 inju-

ries in crashes involving motorists who 

ignore red lights. More than half of 

these deaths are pedestrians or pas-

sengers in other vehicles who are hit 

by these people who run the red lights. 

Between 1992 and 1998, about 1.5 million 

people were injured in these accidents. 

It is easy for us to talk about injuries 

as compared to deaths; maybe they had 

a broken arm, maybe a whiplash. But 

lots of these people are confined to 

wheelchairs. Lots of these people are 

injured irreparably. They have been 

hurt so bad their life is never going to 

be the same, as a result of people try-

ing to save the second or two running 

a red light. 
We have all witnessed it. Probably, 

we have truthfully all run a red light 

or two. The signal changes to yellow 

and vehicles continue to pass through 

the intersection with little hesitation. 

The light turns red and one or two 

more cars blow past in a hurry, speed-

ing through intersections until the last 

possible second. Unfortunately, experi-

ence has taught us that we can get 

away with it. 
For example, there are about a thou-

sand intersections with traffic signals 

in the greater Las Vegas area. Odds are 

very good that the police won’t be 

watching when we drive through an 

intersection a little too late. Nevadans 

have paid a high price for this dare-

devil driving. Las Vegas ranks 12th in 

the Nation in deaths attributed to mo-

torists running red lights. 
I can’t help but think that Las Vegas 

streets, as well as streets nationwide, 

would be a lot safer if there were con-

sequences for running red lights. What 

if there were a traffic officer at every 

intersection, all 1,000 intersections 

where there are red lights in Las 

Vegas? Let’s say there was a traffic of-

ficer, or at least that were a possi-

bility. The District of Columbia found 

out that they can do that. In 1999—and 

I have spoken to the chief as late as 

this morning—the District began using 

cameras to catch motorists running 

red lights. Thirty other districts in the 

country have similar laws. 
For those unfamiliar with photo en-

forcement, most use cameras after the 

light has turned red. A photo of the in-

fraction or violation is taken and later 

mailed to the red light runner or the 

address that corresponds to the license 

plate.
With the stepped up enforcement, 

motorists in the District of Columbia 

running red lights may have saved a 

minute or two, but they have not been 

getting away with it. Since the Dis-

trict began using cameras, the number 

of motorists running red lights—I 

talked to the chief this morning—is 

down 57 percent from 1999, when they 

were installed. They don’t have them 

at all intersections, but drivers think 

they might. So people running red 

lights has dropped almost 60 percent. 
Think of the people who are not in 

wheelchairs. Think of the people who 

have not had to go to the hospital. 

Think of the lives saved as a result. In 

a report released in April of this year, 

the Insurance Institute for Highway 

Safety state that camera enforcement 

has changed drivers’ behavior and may 

have prevented collisions and injury in 

car accidents. That is a no-brainer. The 

number of crashes at intersections 

with traffic signals has dropped. Front- 

end and side injury collisions, most 

commonly associated with red light 

running, fell as well. 
Most surprising is that drivers’ be-

havior changed throughout the city, 

and not just at intersections with cam-

eras. Even though only 39 of the Dis-

trict of Columbia’s signals were 

equipped with cameras—the red 

lights—traffic violations have dropped 

at all city intersections. Enforcement 

is changing the way the residents 

drive. They are better off for it. We all 

are.
Nationwide, there have been signifi-

cantly fewer front-end and side colli-

sions following the introduction of 

camera enforcement. Nine States have 

either granted use of cameras state-

wide or are allowing them. The data 
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