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What does a stimulus mean? It means
different things to different people. To
some it means jobs; to others it means
tax relief. I defy any Member of this
body to tell me a stimulus that is more
meaningful than authorizing the open-
ing of ANWR because what it would do
is it would provide hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs. Not government jobs, pri-
vate sector jobs in shipbuilding, in de-
veloping pipes and valves. It would
start immediately. This would come
from the private sector in exploration,
and those ships would be U.S. ships
built in U.S. yards.

What else would it do, Madam Presi-
dent? It would result in the Federal
Government getting probably $1.6 bil-
lion in revenue immediately in lease
sales because it is Federal land. The
Federal Government puts it up for
lease, competitive bids. The estimate
of the Federal share is roughly in that
area. That is a pretty good return to
the Federal Government to start out.

The last thing, as we look at this
stimulus package, you are not going to
find anything in it except potentially
ANWR which is not going to cost the
Federal Government one red cent. I
challenge my colleagues to find an-
other project which would provide such
a major economic stimulus without
costing the taxpayers money, and in-
deed bringing significant revenue into
the treasury.

I rest my case. I thank the Chair for
her attention and wish her and all a
happy Halloween.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President,
will the Senator from Alaska yield for
a question? I want to get this straight.
Right now when we buy oil from for-
eign countries, the royalties, the labor,
the pipes, and all the construction and
drilling, all the economic investment is
in those foreign countries; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Absolutely.

Mr. SESSIONS. But if we were to
open ANWR, the Federal Government,
just from the sale of the leases, would
receive $1.6 billion?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. It is estimated the
lease sale would bring the Federal Gov-
ernment about $1.6 billion in revenue.
It may be more. Nobody knows because
industry would competitively bid it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Would there be roy-
alties paid each year after that during
production?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Yes.

Mr. SESSIONS. If there is produc-
tion, the Federal Government would
receive additional royalties?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is correct.

Mr. SESSIONS. Would the State of
Alaska benefit from that?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Yes, obviously. I
also want to point out that a sizable
percentage of our deficit balance of
payments, as the Senator knows, is the
cost of imported oil.
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Mr. SESSIONS. And the workers
even in Alaska are supposed to pay
Federal income tax.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. They do pay Fed-
eral income tax. They are all American
citizens, and they are subject to the
same laws as the Senator from Ala-
bama and I.

Mr. SESSIONS. Instead of having
workers in Saudi Arabia paying taxes
to Saudi Arabia, Iraq, or Iran, they
would be paying taxes to the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Absolutely. This
would be all U.S. labor. There would be
a prohibition on any of the oil that
comes from ANWR being exported out
of the United States.

Mr. SESSIONS. I know there are peo-
ple who have become emotionally com-
mitted to this ANWR issue. I hope peo-
ple will rethink it. As the Senator from
Alaska has explained repeatedly, we
have such a small area that needs to be
produced, and wells are so much more
sophisticated today. One well can drain
a much larger area than ever before.
There is a virtual pipeline there. That
is important. The Senator mentioned a
threat from foreign dependence.

Was it not just a few years ago the
price of oil per barrel on the world
market was around $13 and the cartel,
since they had so much of the oil, fixed
the price and drove it up to as high as
$30 a barrel?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. It was a little
over $30. As a matter of fact, they basi-
cally came together and set a floor and
a ceiling. The floor was $22 and the
ceiling was $25. If it goes up above that,
that is fine for awhile. Then they in-
crease production and bring it down.

Of course, what has happened with
this terrorist activity is less jet fuel is
used, less automobile gasoline. So we
temporarily have a surplus and we are
seeing that, but now OPEC is reducing
their supply.

Mr. SESSIONS. I guess the point is,
these are supposedly our friends who
triple the price we have to pay for oil.
We have to pay three times as much
money to foreign sources, and we get
no more oil than we did the day before
they drove it up?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is true.

Mr. SESSIONS. If they can do that, if
they are friends, if we were to have
some turnover in government or a war
were to break out that could deny
some of this, we could see prices even
higher than that on the world market?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Absolutely. There
is one other point that is obvious to
the Senator and to me, but it is over-
looked by some, and that is we have
other sources of energy. We have nat-
ural gas. We have coal. We have bio-
mass. We have wind power, solar
power. But because of our technology,
America and the world moves on oil. It
is put in airplanes. It is put in boats. It
is put in trains, automobiles. For the
foreseeable future, we are evidently un-
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likely to find any significant replace-
ment for oil. So that is why we have
become so dependent and our vulner-
ability, to the extent of our national
security, is at risk, as our veterans are
pointing out.

Mr. SESSIONS. Of course, the Sen-
ator is not overlooking conservation.
That is another way to reduce depend-
ence on foreign oil.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Absolutely.

Mr. SESSIONS. That is a big part of
this bill that the Senator proposed.

I again want to express my apprecia-
tion to the Senator. I came to the Sen-
ate b years ago and heard the Senator
delineate this problem and tell us over
and over again what we were going to
be facing in the future. I think the
events in recent weeks have validated
the Senator’s warnings, the Senator’s
caution to America, the Senator’s call
for us to do the smart thing.

I also believe if we can produce more
oil at home, it would reduce our deficit
and help this economy recovery.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. As the Senate
knows, symbolism is so significant. If
we were to make a decision to allow
the opening of this particular area, we
would send a signal to OPEC that we
mean business, that we are serious
about reducing our dependence. We are
not going to replace dependence, but
we can reduce it dramatically by a con-
scientious effort to keep these jobs at
home, and, as we both know, the eco-
nomic forecast suggests there could be
significant growing concern over loss
of jobs and this is the most significant
single identifiable project to create
jobs that anybody has been able to pin-
point that does not cost the Govern-
ment any money or the taxpayer.

Mr. SESSIONS. I will ask one more
question. The Senator has challenged
us now to name one more project any-
where in this country that will produce
as much stimulus as increasing our do-
mestic oil supply as this bill will do,
and I think it is a challenge that ought
to stay out there and we ought to see
if somebody can meet it. Not only will
it help us, it will actually produce in-
come and not cost us any money.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I certainly would
challenge any Member to come up with
a stimulus that would provide jobs, not
cost the American taxpayer anything,
and indeed bring revenue into the cof-
fers. I thank my good friend and wish
him a good day.

—_—

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod for morning business with Sen-
ators allowed to speak therein for up to
5 minutes each.

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

AIRLINE SAFETY

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
we are fiddling while Rome burns. The
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headline in this morning’s Washington
Post, ‘‘Airport Security Crackdown Or-
dered,” particularly galls this Senator.
I have been with the FAA since its cre-
ation. I have been on the Commerce
Committee for right on 35 years. I
worked with the old Civil Aeronautics
Board. We tried our best to get this en-
tity in ship shape over many years.

It was only the year before last that
we finally got the monies that should
have gone to airport safety and im-
provement to go to airport safety and
improvement.

We had, in 1988, Pan Am 103. We had
extensive hearings. And what did we
come up with? What we came up with
is exactly what they write in the edi-
torial here, that what we really need is
more training and more supervision—
“help wanted.”” And then we had fur-
ther hijackings.

We had the TWA Flight 800 in 1996,
and we had further hearings. We had
the Gore commission. What did they
recommend? The same old, same old of
more training and more supervision,
more oversight. Got to get stern about
this. Crackdowns.

Last year, we passed the FAA author-
ization bill. And what did we call for?
We called for more supervision, more
training, and then 5,000 people were
killed. And we have folks over on the
House side, most respectfully, who do
not understand that we have lost these
5,000. Terrorists came along with card-
board knives and committed mass mur-
der, and everything else like that, but
they say don’t worry about what hap-
pened on 9-11.

What happened just this last week?
Last week, a man boarded a plane with
a pistol down in New Orleans. The indi-
vidual remembered he had the gun and
said: Oh, my heavens. Then he turned
it over to the airline crew, or other-
wise. And the same airline security
firm that was fined last year in Phila-
delphia for hiring criminals is still hir-
ing criminals.

The Senate reacted. We got together.
We had hearings. We had the airline pi-
lots, the airline crews, the assistants,
the airline executives—everyone con-
nected—and they endorsed the ap-
proach of federalization; that this was
a public safety role, need and responsi-
bility. This coalition determined reso-
lutely that we could not toy with this
anymore after that tremendous loss on
9-11 and continue to play games with
more oversight and more supervision
and more training.

And ordering crackdowns: Can you
imagine that, ordering a crackdown 7
weeks afterwards? Why not that after-
noon, that night, or the next morning?
A crackdown? Oh, no, they had to
think of the airlines first, while the
airlines themselves are begging for
safety because they realize that ensur-
ing passenger safety is essential to re-
viving the industry. The Senate passed
our bill 100-zip; every Republican,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

every Democrat voted for it. Our meas-
ure is, more than anything, an airline
stimulus bill.

Americans are not going to get on
these planes as long as there is fear,
and we have the insecurity that we
have. They are not going to get on the
planes as long as they have U.S. Air
Force planes flying over them ready to
shoot them down.

With our bill that stops immediately.
Once you secure that cockpit door, not
to be opened in flight, there is no rea-
son for hijackings because you can’t.

All you can do is start a fight in the
cabin, knowing that the order to the
pilot is to land at the nearest airport
where law enforcement is going to be
there and you are going to prison. That
is the Israeli El1 Al approach. We out-
lined it. We provided the diagram for
the El1 Al plan that I still have. If I had
time this morning, I would show it. It
is a perimeter defense. In 30 years El Al
has not had a hijacking.

Don’t talk to me about European pri-
vate airport security. Sure, European
security personnel is better paid be-
cause all the European folks are sup-
ported for retirement and health care.
These minimum wage folks have no re-
tirement, no health care, no security,
no anything. And the security firms
are worried that they may quit. They
all are quitting. That has been the ex-
perience at the Hartsfield airport in
Atlanta. There has been over 400-per-
cent turnover there. They don’t stay
there longer than 3 months.

Yet the opposition to real airport se-
curity has stories going around. The
reason I came to the floor is to again
bring attention to the commonsensical,
thorough, and bipartisan fashion with
which the Senate approached airline
security. They are still talking about
the Democratic bill on the House side.
You can’t get it any more bipartisan
unless we are going to let the pages
vote. Maybe we ought to do that. I
mean, can’t we get the truth to the
American people that we are ready,
willing, able, and glad to pay for it,
$2.50 per flight? The polls show people
would be willing to pay $25 added to a
ticket, glad to do it. But we can take
care of it with $2.50 so there is no ques-
tion about being paid for.

The fundamentals of safety have to
be hammered home to our colleagues
on the House side. We are not playing
games anymore. None wants to con-
tract out the FBI. I wonder what the
President wants? We were told a month
ago that the President would go along
with our bill. We felt absolutely secure.
But they have some political machina-
tions going on over there with Mr.
ARMEY and Mr. DELAY. And Mr. ARMEY
says: I don’t want them all to join a
union. Well, they all can join the
unions under the private contractor. In
fact, a third of them have. The reason
the other two-thirds have not, is they
can’t read the application in order to
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join. They are refugees and immi-
grants. The application is in English.
Go ahead to the airports. I go through
there regularly, almost every week.
They just cannot speak the language.
That is no fault of their own. They are
getting what jobs they can. But we
can’t do this with Americans’ and the
airline travelers’ safety at risk.

We would not contract out the Cap-
itol Police or the Border Patrol or the
Secret Service or the FBI or defense.
What is the matter with the Govern-
ment? You just heard about a bill—all
the defense workers at the Charleston
naval shipyard, all the ‘‘navalees’ be-
long to a union. You just heard the ma-
jority leader talk about laying down to
conservative interests. I am not talk-
ing pro-union or anti-union. I am say-
ing federal public safety officers can-
not strike and they can be fired. This
particular Senator supported President
Reagan when he had to take that ap-
proach with the airline pilots. But we
fiddle while Rome burns.

Would we ever not just contract out?
Would we ever give our safety to for-
eign corporations? Can you imagine
taking the defense and contracting it
out, or the FBI, to the Swedish com-
pany or the Secret Service to the Neth-
erlands company? These are the firms
responsible for airline security now.
The airlines get the lowest bidder, and
they couldn’t care less.

That English company, they were
fined for hiring criminals and fal-
sifying their background checks. And
since the time of the court fines, they
have continued to hire criminals and
not give the background checks. Yet
they say: Well, let’s see what they
want. Let’s get flexibility. You aren’t
going to have flexibility with the FBI
or Secret Service or the Capitol Police.
There is not flexibility. It is safety.
That is what they have to understand
over there, that we are not going to
give it to the foreign companies.

We are not going to have the momen-
tary safety checks or the European
system. We are going to have the El Al,
the Israeli system that has worked,
proof positive, for 30 years. Once you
secure that cockpit and they know
there can’t be a hijacking, you can
take all these F-15s and F-16s and Na-
tional Guard reserves that are flying
all night long over Washington and
New York and wherever and say: Save
the money and save the time. Let them
go back to their work. There is not
going to be a hijacking. There is not
going to be a plane shot down. If there
is an attempted hijacking, it is down to
the first landing and on to jail. That is
where they are headed. They know
that. So our terrorist adversaries will
find some other way, like the mail and
anthrax, but not the airlines.

Security has to be comprehensive.
Under El1 Al, they check thoroughly
and rotate the screeners from the
boarding gates, to the tarmac and to
cleaning out the aisles.
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I flew out of Dulles last week. And
what do you do? You get seat 9A. So I
can call out to my friend who has been
working on the tarmac for the last 2
years who is in cahoots with me as a
terrorist. I say: Paste a pistol under-
neath seat 9A, loaded. I get on. I got
through all the screeners and every-
thing else. And afterwards, they won-
der why, because you have to have the
same Kkind of security on the tarmac.
You have to have the same security for
the people who cater. You have to have
the same security with the people who
clean. This is a safety/security respon-
sibility and not a game of playing
around on whether they are going to
join a union or not.

A third of airline security workers
join unions now and have the right to
strike. Yes, they can join our union,
but they can’t strike and they can be
fired.

On contracting out, 669,000 civilian
personnel work in our defense forces
and at the Pentagon. Some of them
were lost on September 11. Give us a
Senate bill or something very similar
to it because that is the overwhelming
sentiment. The captain of the airline
pilots appeared with us again yester-
day and said: Please pass the Senate
version so we can get on and move with
it and get the cockpit doors secured,
get thorough background checks, and
then be ready, willing, and able to give
the watch list to the screeners so they
will know what to look for.

At the present time, you wouldn’t
give the watch list to these foreign
companies, agents at minimum wage.
You wouldn’t give it to them. You
would try to keep that security knowl-
edge to yourself and send somebody
out. If T had a watch list and was try-
ing, I would have an FBI agent at the
likely airports where they may board,
but I wouldn’t give it to the present
screeners. We have to clean that out
entirely and come down to the reality
that this is totally bipartisan. It is not
in the sense of trying to be pro-labor or
anti-union, pro-Democrat or pro-Re-
publican, or anything else like that.

We have finally learned at least one
lesson from 9-11—that we can’t play
around any longer with airline secu-
rity. We have to get on with it and not
fiddle here some 7 weeks as ‘‘Rome”
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burns, and we wonder what to do and
put all this political pressure on to
change the folks around and not bring
it up and not allow them to vote com-
mon sense.

I yield the floor.

—_—

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise today to speak about hate
crimes legislation I introduced with
Senator KENNEDY in March of this
year. The Local Law Enforcement Act
of 2001 would add new categories to
current hate crimes legislation sending
a signal that violence of any kind is
unacceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred July 6, 2001, in
Monmouth County, NJ. Seven people
were sentenced on multiple counts, in-
cluding aggravated assault and harass-
ment by bias intimidation under the
state law, for assaulting a 23-year-old
learning-disabled man with hearing
and speech impediments. The victim
was lured to a party, bound, and phys-
ically and verbally assaulted for three
hours. Later, he was taken to a wooded
area where the torture continued until
he was able to escape.

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol
that can become substance. I believe
that by passing this legislation, we can
change hearts and minds as well.

—————
CBO COST ESTIMATE

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, on
October 11, 2001, I filed Report No. 107-
83 to accompany S. 1533, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to reauthorize and strengthen the
health centers program and the Na-
tional Health Service Corps, and to es-
tablish the Healthy Communities Ac-
cess Program, which will help coordi-
nate services for the uninsured and
underinsured, and for other purposes.
At the time the report was filed, the
estimate by the Congressional Budget
Office was not available. I ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of the CBO
estimate be printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE

S. 1533.—HEALTH CARE SAFETY NET
AMENDMENTS OF 2001

Summary: S. 15633 would extend expiring
provisions and authorizations for appropria-
tions in title III of the Public Health Service
Act (PHSA). The bill would reauthorize and
expand the Health Centers and National
Health Service Corps programs, and estab-
lish the Community Access Program in stat-
ute. It also would create several new grant
programs and demonstrations. The provi-
sions in this bill would be administered by
the Health Resources and Services Adminis-
tration (HRSA).

Assuming the appropriation of the nec-
essary amounts, CBO estimates that imple-
menting S. 15633 would cost about $1 billion in
2002 and between $8 billion and $9 billion over
the 2002-2006 period.

The bill would increase spending by the
Medicare program for rural health clinic
services, and reduce Medicaid spending for
certain beneficiaries who use those clinics.
In total, direct spending would increase by
$146 million over the 2002-2011 period. Be-
cause enacting S. 1533 would affect direct
spending, pay-as-you-go procedures would
apply.

S. 15633 contains an intergovernmental
mandate as defined in the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act (UMRA), but CBO esti-
mates that the mandate would not affect the
budgets of state, local, or tribal govern-
ments. Those governments may also benefit
either directly or indirectly from some of
the grant programs authorized in the bill,
but their participation in those programs
would be voluntary. S. 1533 contains no pri-
vate-sector mandates as defined in UMRA.

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of S.
1533 is shown in the following table. For the
purposes of this estimate, CBO assumes that
the bill will be enacted this fall and that the
necessary appropriations will be provided for
each fiscal year. The table summarizes the
budgetary impact on discretionary spending
of the legislation under two different sets of
assumptions. In cases where the bill would
authorize the appropriation of such sums as
may be necessary, the first set of figures pro-
vides the estimated levels of authorizations
assuming annual adjustments for anticipated
inflation after fiscal year 2002. The second
set of assumptions does not include any such
inflation adjustments. The costs of this leg-
islation would fall within budget functions
550 (health) and 570 (Medicare).

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars

2001

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Spending Under Current Law:
Budget Authority

SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION
With Adjustments for Inflation

Estimated Outlays

Proposed Changes:
Estimated Authorization Level

Estimated Outlays

Spending Under S. 1533:
Estimated Authorization Level

Estimated Outlays

Spending Under Current Law:
Budget Authority 2

Without Adjustments for Inflation

Estimated Outlays

1,513
1,368

1513 0 0 0
1,368 662 60 7

1,513 0 0 0 0 0
1,368 662 60 7 0 0

0 1,887
0 1,004

1,878
1,776

1,914
1,886

1,953
1,923

1,989
1,961

1,887
1,665

1,878
1,835

1,914
1,893

1,953
1,923

1,989
1,961
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