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of their energy needs. Duke Energy, a 
major electricity provider in Ohio, has 
released data indicating that if the pol-
icy becomes effective in 2012, cus-
tomers in their service area could suf-
fer a 53-percent increase in their elec-
tricity bills. 

According to a recent study by the 
American Council for Capital Forma-
tion, Ohio would lose 139,000 jobs by 
2020. By 2050, net job losses could grow 
as high as 487,000. And with Ohio con-
sumers paying as much as 29 percent 
more for gasoline, 50 percent more for 
natural gas, and 80 percent more for 
electricity, disposable household in-
come would be reduced by about $2,000 
per year by 2020 and $3,500 per year by 
2050. 

Additionally, the Lieberman-Warner 
bill completely disregards the inter-
national dimension of the problem. 
Countries such as China and India 
refuse to slow their economic develop-
ment in order to address climate 
change. China—and listen to this one— 
puts two new coal-fired powerplants in 
service every week and now uses more 
coal than the United States, the Euro-
pean Union, and Japan combined. India 
is in the process of building the largest 
coal mine in the world. With facts like 
these, America could totally shut down 
all of our emissions-producing activi-
ties and we would not make a dent in 
CO2 emissions. 

Americans should not suffer for sym-
bolism while countries such as China 
and India emit increasingly large quan-
tities of greenhouse gases without con-
sequences. Ohioans are already strug-
gling with the cost of living due to 
higher prices for gasoline, home heat-
ing fuel, electricity, food, and health 
care. Lieberman-Warner will only 
make things worse. 

We cannot tolerate policies that 
harm our economy and drive businesses 
overseas to countries that do not rec-
ognize their environmental responsibil-
ities or just do not have the political 
will to act. If we do, we will be worse 
off on two counts: fewer jobs and an en-
vironment that is not any cleaner than 
when we started. 

That is why I am spearheading the 
development of an alternative solution 
to climate change which is less intru-
sive, less costly, and will more quickly 
achieve greater environmental benefits 
than the one option now before us. The 
smart way to address this problem is 
through collaborative, multinational 
efforts to develop and deploy the clean 
energy technologies that everyone rec-
ognizes as necessary to solve this glob-
al environmental problem. 

I am pleased, with the support of our 
President, that consideration is being 
given to a clean energy technology 
fund—of some $2 billion we would par-
ticipate in—an international clean en-
ergy technology fund. I know from 
reading a paper by Dr. Lin Jiang that 
China is giving serious thought to 

working with us. In a paper called 
‘‘The Nexus of Energy, Global Warm-
ing, and Environmental Concerns: Op-
portunities for U.S.-China Coopera-
tion,’’ Dr. Lin wrote: 

It is clear that greater investment is ur-
gently needed to help China develop cost-ef-
fective methods to use coal more cleanly, 
through, for example, gasification and car-
bon capture and storage (CCS)2. Collabora-
tion between the U.S. and China in accel-
erating the adoption of such technologies 
could be mutually beneficial, since the U.S. 
is equally abundant in coal reserve as well. 

The Asian Pacific Partnership, which 
resulted from the passage of the Hagel- 
Pryor-Voinovich, et al. bill, is in its in-
fancy in sharing technological break-
throughs on controlling carbon emis-
sions. It is already happening through 
the Asian Pacific Partnership. For 
those who are really interested, you 
can go to 
www.asianpacificpartnership.org for 
more information on what is hap-
pening. 

Recently, Richard Armitage and Dr. 
Joe testified before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee and submitted 
for the record a paper called ‘‘Imple-
menting Smart Power: Setting an 
Agenda for National Security Reform.’’ 

In this paper, Dr. Nye suggested that: 
The next administration and Congress 

should establish and fund a joint technology 
development center. International collabora-
tion helps reduce costs and accelerate the 
pace of innovation. The U.S. Department of 
Energy in partnership with major global en-
ergy companies should establish a 10-year 
endowment for funding energy and tech-
nology related research. This could be ad-
ministered by an international consortium 
of the National Science Foundation and 
equivalents and disburse grants through a 
peer review process to researchers to provide 
venture capital to develop and deploy next 
generation energy technologies, such as 
biofuels. 

Also, the paper suggests that the 
next President should ‘‘seek to identify 
areas of mutual interest between the 
United States and China on which the 
two powers can work together on a 
smart power agenda. 

‘‘Work together.’’ 
Energy security and environmental stew-

ardship top that list, along with other 
transnational issues such as public health 
and non-proliferation. Global leadership does 
not have to be a zero-sum game. 

The point I am making is, we are on 
the edge. We are seeing the result now 
in terms of the high cost of gasoline, 
the high cost of natural gas, the high 
cost of heating oil because of the fact 
that we did not put together a com-
prehensive plan some years ago, real-
izing we are in a global economy, the 
world is expanding, demand for these 
resources is growing every day, and in 
order for us to survive in this century, 
we have to become a whole lot more 
independent in terms of energy—as I 
said, the ‘‘second declaration of inde-
pendence.’’ The only way that is going 
to happen is to develop a comprehen-
sive plan. 

My colleague, Senator ALEXANDER 
from Tennessee, did a very good job 
earlier this evening in laying out a 
comprehensive plan we should put in 
place. It is not going to happen over-
night. It is going to take time for it to 
take place. 

The reason I am bringing up the issue 
of the legislation dealing with climate 
change is, again, how do we handle 
that issue? Do we just go ahead and 
say: ‘‘Well, we are going to go forward 
with it. Cap in trade. This is going to 
solve the problem,’’ when most of us 
know the technology is not there in 
order to cap carbon and sequester car-
bon, when most of us know the Chinese 
and the Indians and other growing 
economies are sending these green-
house gases into the air. 

Instead of just saying: Well, we will 
do it on our own, I think it is time for 
us to get together and realize we are 
part of this global economy. By work-
ing together, not only could the United 
States be a leader in dealing with cli-
mate change and greenhouse gases, but 
it would also be one of the most fan-
tastic things our country could do in 
terms of public diplomacy. 

We have been banged over the head 
over the years because we have not got 
on into Kyoto. That was voted on here 
on the floor of the Senate and it went 
down overwhelmingly ‘‘no.’’ Then, 2 
years ago, we passed the Pryor-Hagel 
bill. The reason it passed is because it 
had an international dimension to it. 

I think where we are today is we 
have to say: Here we are and here is 
where we want to be, and how do we 
get there. Wouldn’t it be wonderful, as 
I have said, if the United States could 
be a leader in doing this and bringing 
other countries together in saying we 
are going to do this together. I have a 
motto: Together we can do it. I think 
that is the approach we should take. If 
we don’t do that, if we go ahead with 
this cap-and-trade legislation and say: 
Well, it is going to take care of the 
problem, we are going to be having the 
same problem we are having today, 
only it will be compounded: a 55-per-
cent increase in electric costs by 2012, 
an 80-percent increase in natural gas 
costs, and a 30-percent increase in gas 
costs. We can’t handle that. We have to 
worry about the standard of living of 
our people. So we have to balance this. 

I think if we work on a bipartisan 
basis, we can come up with something 
that is spectacular. It is overdue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
f 

PUBLIC SAFETY EMPLOYER- 
EMPLOYEE COOPERATION ACT 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, we are de-
bating a number of measures in the 
next couple of days, and one of them 
that is before the Senate right now is 
the Public Safety Employer-Employee 
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Cooperation Act. I wish to speak for a 
couple of moments about that legisla-
tion. 

This legislation would allow States 
that do not currently provide first re-
sponders with collective bargaining 
rights 2 years to revise their State law 
to do that. After 2 years, the Federal 
Labor Relations Authority would be-
come responsible for protecting the 
rights of first responders in those 
States that still don’t provide these 
rights. The Federal Labor Relations 
Authority would issue regulations to 
establish procedures for employees to 
choose whether to form a union for col-
lective bargaining but would not have 
any say in the terms of the agreement. 

This legislation is critically impor-
tant for us to respond to emergencies 
across the country. There are some 
States that can do it better than others 
because of limitations. We think at 
times such as this of the tragedy of 9/ 
11, and it is important at this time to 
remember that every New York City 
firefighter, emergency medical person, 
every police officer who responded to 
the disaster at the World Trade Center 
on that horrific day in American his-
tory was, in fact, a union member 
under a collective bargaining agree-
ment. So their unions strengthened 
their ability to respond to this crisis. 

The bill before us, the Public Safety 
Employer-Employee Cooperation Act, 
would give public safety officers the 
right to bargain over wages, hours, and 
working conditions, and would ensure 
that these rights are enforceable in 
State court. It also provides an effi-
cient and effective dispute resolution 
mechanism for labor-management con-
flicts. 

It is important to note that this bill 
does not force any specific regulatory 
scheme on the States. It gives States 
plenty of leeway to adopt new collec-
tive bargaining laws that make sense 
for their States. States that choose not 
to craft their own system can get the 
help of the Federal Labor Relations 
Authority. 

I guess in summary form, we think of 
the importance of this legislation in 
the context of the threats we face: the 
threat of terrorism, the threat of disas-
ters, all kinds of threats our commu-
nities are faced with. I and a lot of 
other Americans, I believe, want to 
make sure those who are putting their 
lives on the line every day, whether 
they are firefighters or police officers 
or other emergency personnel, have the 
peace of mind to know they are pro-
tected under law and that they also 
have the ability to negotiate and watch 
out for their own wages, benefits, and 
working conditions. 

That is what this legislation seeks to 
do: To bring States that don’t cur-
rently have this in place—this labor re-
lations authority in place—to make 
sure we are doing that in every State 
of the Union so no matter where you 

live, those who are protecting us—the 
police officers, firefighters, and oth-
ers—have the ability to benefit from 
the protections they should have under 
law. 

I urge my colleagues, as so many oth-
ers who have already done so, to sup-
port the Public Safety Employer-Em-
ployees Cooperation Act. It is very im-
portant legislation, and it is important 
that we pass it here in the Senate. 

With that, I yield the floor, and note 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

f 

OIL AND GAS PRICES 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, de-
spite a little snow the last few weeks, 
spring is finally arriving in Minnesota. 
In fact, we had our fishing opener this 
weekend. It is the time of year when 
people start going up north. They have 
their cabins up there. It is not exactly 
extravagant, but that is their vacation 
place and that is where they spend a 
lot of their summer. 

A lot of my constituents have been 
calling our office saying they don’t 
know if they can afford to go up north 
this summer. Worse than that, we have 
had many people who drive trucks for a 
living, who have long commutes to 
work, who are concerned about even 
keeping up with their jobs. You can see 
why. The oil and gas prices have tri-
pled since 2002: Minnesota, $3.49 per 
gallon; in the United States, gas prices 
are at $3.66 per gallon. You can see why 
the truckers are upset with diesel at 
$4.15 per gallon and oil at $122 per bar-
rel. 

I have to pause for a moment to say 
I have been coming to the Senate floor 
to address the price of oil for a number 
of weeks now and it continues to as-
tound me that every time I speak, the 
prices have gone up even more, and 
there appears to be no relief in sight. 
We look at the skyrocketing gas prices 
in Minnesota where they have gone 
from about $2.90 up to $3.62 in only 3 
months. This is astonishing, and it is 
even more astonishing that this admin-
istration continues to do nothing; that 
the attitude seems to be this is what is 
happening, this is what the market 
says. 

I believe there are things we can ac-
tually do, of course, in the long term 
but also in the short term. I don’t be-
lieve we can continue to do business as 
usual. I have heard from farmers who 
are having a hard time making ends 
meet, even with the high commodity 
prices, because the cost of their inputs 
such as diesel fuel for their farm equip-

ment and fertilizer made from natural 
gas have spiraled out of control. I have 
heard from people who are having a 
hard time heating their homes and 
going on with their lives. 

The high price of energy has inflated 
the price of everything from groceries 
to transportation to home heating. We 
had a hearing in the Joint Economic 
Committee a few weeks ago about the 
price of food. There are a number of 
factors at play there, including the low 
value of the dollar and the export mar-
ket; including the weather; including 
some of the demand for biofuels, al-
though that was put as a relatively 
small factor. But one thing that was 
mentioned time and time again was the 
cost of transportation. 

In cold northern States such as Min-
nesota, where people have to pay off 
large heating bills, this is the time of 
year they do it. Some of them put it off 
until now. They are too afraid of think-
ing about paying their bills for next 
winter. Middle-class families are strug-
gling with the high cost of health care 
and college education, and they can’t 
afford the price of gas, especially in our 
rural areas. You look at the fact that 
there really haven’t been any wage in-
creases or the wages have been stag-
nant and, in fact, have been going 
down; you add that to the increasing 
expenses with the price of gas up about 
$1,000 or $2,000 a year, depending on 
how much you drive. For a middle- 
class family, health care is up some-
thing like $1,500 a year; appliances are 
up, telephone service is up. It comes to 
about $5,000 extra a year that the mid-
dle-class families are expending in the 
last 8 years. 

Not a day goes by that I don’t hear 
about this kind of struggle from my 
constituents, so it is hard for me to un-
derstand how our President seemed so 
taken aback recently when someone 
asked him about $4-a-gallon gas. This 
was on February 28, 2008, not too long 
ago, and the President said: 

You’re predicting $4 a gallon gasoline? 
That’s interesting. I hadn’t heard that. 

The fact is it is not just interesting 
to the people of my State; it is, in fact, 
a budget buster for too many people in 
my State. This administration has 
failed to provide Americans with a 
meaningful energy policy that would 
provide relief from high gas and energy 
prices. 

This country needs a bold energy pol-
icy for the future—not little gimmicks, 
not little ideas that maybe give you an 
extra 20 bucks. This country needs 
something more than someone who is 
going to say it is interesting. We need 
a policy that will stabilize prices and 
give consumers more alternatives, re-
duce our dependence on foreign oil, and 
provide us with the next generation of 
home-grown biofuels. 

Brazil has achieved energy independ-
ence. They have done it with sugar-
cane. It is easier to do, but they have 
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