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PELOSI put in language that barred any 
utilization of Federal lands to produce 
oil from shale? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Well, actually, when 
we did our big Energy bill—that is 
when the good Senator from Tennessee 
was on our committee—one of the 
things we wrote in—it went by rather 
easily, nobody knew it; I knew it be-
cause I worked on it and I put it in 
there—we decided that the Bureau of 
Land Management property up there in 
those three States belongs to the Gov-
ernment—that property. So it belongs 
to the people. There was not any provi-
sion to let the leases out so they could 
use it for research on how to develop it. 
We permitted that in our bill. 

Sure enough, it worked. Within 6 
months after the bill was passed, there 
was interest. The interest was evi-
denced by one of the major companies 
taking out a lease. They wanted to 
spend $4 billion developing a tech-
nology. They were ready to move and 
see if it was going to work. Well, that 
is a lot of money, and it means that is 
going to take a lot of money. 

Well, you know what happened. Simi-
lar to all these other things around 
here, in the dead of night, on the Inte-
rior appropriations bill, an amendment 
was put on, a rider, you call it. It said: 
You cannot proceed to write the final 
regulations for the research and devel-
opment—not for the production—for 
the research and development so people 
will know what they are getting into 
and what they can spend money on. 

They passed that at night, put it on 
there. We know where it came from. It 
came from those who want no develop-
ment in the State of Colorado. And 
there we are, similar to all these other 
amendments that have been put on 
that take away property rights from 
our American people. That was done 
there. We are asking that be lifted. We 
have an amendment to do that. We 
cannot vote on it. Right? 

Mr. SESSIONS. But it was a very re-
cent act in the Interior appropriations 
bill, not fully debated anywhere. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Nowhere. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Slipped in, as we say, 

in the dead of night. It reversed the op-
tion to going forward and basically de-
nied the Interior Department the abil-
ity to write the regulations that would 
allow it to go forward. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. Whenever I 
talked about the regulations, I want to 
clarify that the first commercial rigs 
couldn’t be developed because of what 
they did. 

Senator, I just wish to say before I 
sit down—and I am ready to—how 
pleased I am that you are going to stay 
after I leave and apparently stay on 
the Energy Committee and apparently 
work on something very dear to my 
heart: nuclear energy. I worked for 8 to 
10 years on that, with marvelous staff 
help. I think we had a lot to do with 
going from no nuclear power in Amer-

ica to a very live activity where many 
companies are standing in line to offer 
their licenses at the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission to produce nuclear 
power. 

We need to finish with a recycling 
provision. I understand you are inter-
ested in that and you will probably 
work on that in the years to come, and 
I commend you. I will be gone. 

I think my good friend from Ten-
nessee who is here knows we have to do 
recycling, the second phase of this ac-
tivity. Right in his State, we have 
taken the lead. TVA has taken the lead 
in nuclear power because they were 
ready, and before anybody else they 
were building one, building a half one, 
turning it into a whole, and that has 
been a tremendous experience for the 
nuclear industry. He is to be praised 
because that happened with people 
being heard and all and with no serious 
complaints, and it is on its way, just 
like the rest of them. They are going to 
build them right next door to existing 
ones, and that is going to be a pretty 
good approach. Remember that when 
you start working at it, they are not 
building them in new places, they are 
building right next door to ones that 
have been there for 30 years. People 
say: Of course, build another one. You 
might hear some anti’s, but they are 
not anti’s around the existing plants 
because it has been nothing but good, 
and you will find that when you start 
to take the lead in that. 

I want to say I think the time is up 
for me, and if it isn’t, whatever it is up 
here tells me I am about finished for 
the day. I am. I do want to say to both 
of you that it has been tremendous to 
talk here today. I think, somehow or 
another, we have made the point that 
there just cannot be one set of truths 
for the Democrats, one set of truths 
that apply to the majority leader, and 
another set of truths that apply to us. 
It is either true or its not true, and the 
issue of whether we have been able to 
offer amendments in the true way, to 
amend them and to debate them, to be 
amended themselves, whether we have 
been in that position is clear, clear, 
clear as the clearest water on Earth, it 
is that clear that we have not been able 
to because it has been denied to us. 

Anybody standing up saying: You 
could have offered amendments—how 
could we? I don’t know how we can. 
Maybe next week we can offer six or 
eight or more. Senator, maybe you can 
stand up and offer them and let the 
Parliamentarian say they are not in 
order; say, why not; and we will get the 
answer. Maybe somebody who put 
those two amendments on there to 
close everything up, maybe they would 
consider taking them off. I mean, if he 
says you can have an amendment, well, 
can we have an amendment by taking 
down your two amendments and then 
we will have our amendment? I am sure 
the answer would be no. Why wouldn’t 

it be? Because they don’t want you to 
offer an amendment, right? That must 
be it. 

I yield the floor. 
Thank you, Mr. President. I thank 

the Senator for giving me time. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, do we 

have a time agreement now? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

no time agreement in effect. 
f 

LIHEAP 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
would just say what an honor it has 
been to serve with Senator DOMENICI. 
There is no more effective advocate, no 
more courageous Senator in terms of 
speaking the truth about complex mat-
ters in words that Americans can un-
derstand, and no stronger Senator in 
committing to a sound economic policy 
than Senator DOMENICI. We are going 
to miss him in this body, there is no 
doubt about it. 

I wish to briefly share a few thoughts 
about the LIHEAP legislation that was 
offered. 

First, I would note that the Demo-
cratic leadership has proposed two 
pieces of legislation at this point in 
time over the last few weeks that 
would deal with energy. One is specula-
tion, which I am open to in seeing what 
we can do to tighten that up, but it 
produces not one barrel of energy. 
They also tried to move today a $2.5 
billion energy subsidy to subsidize the 
purchase of fuel oil for people in Amer-
ica, and they want to spend it. There is 
no money whatsoever to pay for it, so 
it is going to be treated as an emer-
gency, adding to the debt this Nation 
already has. I would just suggest that 
if you are looking at sound energy pol-
icy, it seems to me that Senator ALEX-
ANDER has it right: We should find 
more and use less. 

I would suggest it is crystal clear 
that the LIHEAP legislation that is de-
signed to use $2.5 billion of the tax-
payers’ money—actually, money we 
don’t have because we are already in 
debt—to subsidize the utilization of 
more energy—really some of the dirti-
est energy we have in America; burning 
dirty fuel oil in private home fur-
naces—that is not consistent with a 
sound energy policy. 

So I reject the LIHEAP bill first and 
foremost because it is unpaid for, it 
adds another $2.5 billion to the na-
tional debt, and it is on top of an al-
ready $2.5 billion LIHEAP piece of leg-
islation. This is not good leadership 
from the Democratic side on matters 
important to America. 

You remember the dispute we had 
over automobile gasoline. The prices 
went up, and some suggested we should 
cut the tax. We said no, that is not 
good policy. Why would you want to 
encourage the utilization of more gaso-
line by cutting this tax? It is just not 
good policy. 
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We need to do something funda-

mental about energy. It is an even 
worse policy to tax the American peo-
ple or add debt to our grandchildren to 
subsidize the utilization of some of the 
Nation’s most dirty energy. 

The very people from that area of the 
country—the Northeast primarily—are 
the ones who have consistently ob-
jected to the production of more en-
ergy. Time and time—I have been here 
12 years, almost. I know where the 
votes have come from. The very people 
pushing for this subsidy to burn more 
dirty fuel oil are the people who had 
objected and successfully blocked at-
tempts to produce more, cleaner en-
ergy in America, and it is not good. 

We need to talk about this. We need 
to get serious about America’s energy 
policy. I know my fine colleague, the 
great advocate from Vermont, tried to 
argue that this is a fair allocation of 
money and that it is not regionally bi-
ased in favor of Vermont or some of 
our Northeastern States, that it helps 
rural Southern States with air-condi-
tioning. Well, I am just looking at the 
numbers in the bills. I have the num-
bers State by State right here. In 
Vermont, they have one Congressman. 
They got $17 million. I guess that is 
less than—$17 million under this pro-
gram. Alabama, with seven Congress-
men—seven times the population—got 
a total of $18 million. 

Look, this is a gimmick. It is a trans-
fer of wealth to a certain group of peo-
ple for political reasons, and we are 
going to send the debt to our grand-
children. It is not good policy. 

We ought not to go to the LIHEAP 
bill because we need to be talking 
about how to produce more energy. If 
we produce more energy and we 
produce cleaner alternative energy 
sources, if we build nuclear plants that 
some of these same people have op-
posed, if we were building another 100 
nuclear plants instead of the 100 we 
have—and we haven’t built one in 30 
years—if we had been building them 
the way France has, where 80 percent 
of their energy is from nuclear power, 
we wouldn’t be in the crisis we are in 
today, but they blocked that. So I just 
protest a little bit. Count me as saying 
no on that question. 

I see some of my other colleagues are 
here, and I yield the floor at this time. 

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

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST— 
S. 3268 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Alabama. The 
Senator from Oklahoma wishes to 
speak, but before that, I would like to 
make a unanimous consent request. 

The majority leader said we could 
offer amendments on energy that dealt 
with gas prices. We said we hadn’t 
heard that to be the case for the last 8 

days, but we are eager to do that. So I 
would like to renew, once again, the 
unanimous consent request that would 
establish a way in which this Senate on 
Monday could take up $4-a-gallon gaso-
line, with amendments on each side of 
the aisle and debate them with a lim-
ited time agreement and try to come to 
a result on both the issues of more sup-
ply and less demand. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate consider the pending energy 
speculation measure in the following 
manner: that the bill be subject to en-
ergy-related amendments only; pro-
vided further that the amendments be 
considered in an alternating manner 
between the two sides of the aisle. 

I further ask consent that the bill re-
main the pending business to the exclu-
sion of all other business other than 
privileged matters or items that are 
agreed to jointly by the two leaders. 

I further ask consent that the first 
seven amendments to be offered on this 
side of the aisle by the Republican 
leader or his designee be the following: 
Outer Continental Shelf exploration 
plus plug-in hybrid cars; No. 2, oil shale 
plus conservation; No. 3, Alaska energy 
production plus conservation; No. 4, 
the Gas Price Reduction Act; No. 5, the 
clean nuclear energy amendment; No. 
6, the coal-to-liquid energy amendment 
for military aviation fuel, plus the con-
servation provisions in that amend-
ment; and No. 7, LIHEAP. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, I object. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

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

f 

SENATE PROCEDURE 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want-
ed to spend a few minutes. I have been 
a Senator for almost 4 years. I think 
my life experiences I bring to the body 
are somewhat different than a lot of 
others. I have some observations on 
what is happening to us. I hope the 
American people will pay attention be-
cause this week the Senate has failed— 
miserably failed. We just passed a 
housing bill that fixes only short-term 
problems and doesn’t fix the long-term 
problems associated with housing and 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. We just 
did that because we are in a crisis. You 
have to do it. The Secretary of the 
Treasury came to the Presiding Offi-
cer’s conference, he came to ours, and 
he talked about why this is important 
for them to have the flexibility to es-
tablish confidence in the mortgage 
markets. We had a great opportunity 
to not only address that confidence and 
make sure it was there so people have 
the proper expectations that they can 
get a mortgage—and a reasonable one— 
but we did other things that failed to 
fix the ultimate problem. 

As you play out this bill, if you look 
at the negative long-run end of it, the 
American taxpayers have the potential 
to be on the hook for $3.9 trillion. 
There are some Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac reforms in there. This 
body has known for 15 years they need-
ed to be there. We didn’t do anything 
about putting those reforms in there 
until it became a crisis. 

The point I am making is, why are 
we waiting for crises? Once the crises 
get here, why do we bend to the polit-
ical wills of the short term rather than 
address the long-term structural prob-
lems that are out there? 

So there is no question we have 
helped a lot of people with the bill we 
passed, but you have to ask the ques-
tion, What is this going to do to every-
body else who pays their mortgage and 
anybody who wants to get a mortgage 
in the future and continues to keep 
their commitments? What we have 
done is raise the interest rates. We 
have raised the cost on anybody who 
purchases a home in this country for 
the next 15 years. 

What else have we done? We have put 
$3.9 billion out in CDBG funds to buy 
homes that have already been fore-
closed from the banks—from the 
banks—the very people who created 
part of this mess we just bailed out 
with $3.9 billion of our grandchildren’s 
money. 

So here we go, we are saying we are 
fixing the problem, but we are working 
on it only when it is in crisis. Then, 
when we have the political momentum 
to do what is right and fix the long 
term and the short term, what do we 
do? We run because we are more inter-
ested in our political futures, in our po-
litical careers than we are the opportu-
nities and potential employment op-
portunities and lifestyles for our chil-
dren and grandchildren. 

Just as my colleagues have been 
talking about energy, the Senator from 
Tennessee very well knows that the 
time to address the problems we are 
talking about right now in terms of 
more production was 15 years ago. Now 
the Senate sits stuck because we are 
worried about the political fallout of 
perhaps having amendments to drill 
where the oil is and that might not fit 
one political party’s agenda. But I will 
tell you what, it fits the American peo-
ple’s agenda. So we have this debate 
and this division that is becoming par-
tisan. It is all on the basis of how do we 
look good in November. I want to tell 
you, none of us look good to the Amer-
ican people, because we are not fixing 
the problems on a timely basis. We are 
not allowing the historical precedents 
of this body, which is debate and 
amendments, to mold and create legis-
lation that adequately reflects the 
risks and problems that future genera-
tions are going to encounter. 

We are working on energy here, and 
the big cloud hanging over the room 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 11:08 Mar 08, 2011 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00034 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR08\S26JY8.001 S26JY8jd
jo

ne
s 

on
 D

S
K

8K
Y

B
LC

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 B
O

U
N

D
 R

E
C

O
R

D


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-13T03:19:01-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




