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on whether there are one or two
there—the nuclear waste bill; a series
of high-tech bills. There could be as
many as three or four of those coming
out of the Commerce Committee. | will
have to consult with the chairman as
to exactly how many there will be. |
believe they have already reported a
couple, and there may be two more.
The Iran sanctions legislation is
pending. We have tried to be coopera-
tive with the administration on this
issue, but we did get an agreement
right at the end of the session before
we went home for Easter as to when ac-
tion could occur on the Iran sanctions.
I believe that is before May 20, but we
will reconfirm that later. And, of
course, the tobacco legislation issue is
pending before the Senate, having been
reported by the Commerce Committee.

This is not an exclusive list, of
course, and additional legislation or
Executive Calendar items may be

cleared for action. | look forward to a
productive legislative period.

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if | can
just say a few brief words about S. 1133,
the Parent-Student Savings Account
Plus Act, which is commonly referred
to now as the A+ Act. Everywhere |
went during the recess period in my
State of Mississippi—and | did a num-
ber of events throughout the State in a
variety of forums in towns and cities—
education was at the top of every list.

| spoke to the Mississippi Economic
Council, which is an organization real-
ly affiliated with the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, but it represents a variety
of businessmen and women, profes-
sionals, people who really want to
make sure that we have what we need
to create jobs and move forward eco-
nomically and have opportunities for
all our citizens. An important part of
their plans for this year did include, of
course, continued emphasis on edu-
cation.

So | am really excited that a good
portion of this week will be spent on
debate concerning the education sav-
ings account and the other portions
that we have added to this education
bill in the Finance Committee and
other amendments that will be offered
on the floor of the Senate on both sides
of the aisle.

Some people have said, “Well, it
could be messy debating education
with as many as a dozen or more
amendments being in order and with
second degrees being in order.” | think
there are very few issues that we could
be debating in the Senate this year in
America more important than edu-
cation. Of course, there are differences
as to how to proceed on this education
issue.

| feel very strongly that we should
encourage parents to save more for
their children’s education, not only for
college but also for elementary and
secondary education. We should make
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it possible for parents and grand-
parents and scholarship groups to set
aside money in savings, in an edu-
cation IRA, and that money then could
be used for a variety of needs for chil-
dren, whether it is tuition, books, sup-
plies, computers, transportation, even
uniforms. In my hometown, | was sur-
prised to learn that the school board
had voted that the students will begin
wearing a certain form of uniform be-
cause they think it will help cut down
on some of the violence associated with
the clothes that are worn to school.

I think there are a whole variety of
options now that could be available.
There are those who oppose the savings
account for education for elementary
and secondary students, but | ask
why—we just last year, and the Presi-
dent signed into law, increased the op-
portunity for education savings ac-
counts for higher education, and we
raised the limit of those savings that
could be set aside up to $2,000 a year—
why shouldn’t it be available for ele-
mentary and secondary education?

There are some other components of
this legislation that have the guaran-
tee that it would be bipartisan. In addi-
tion to the bipartisan support for the
education savings account, other com-
ponents in the bill include the expan-
sion of the exclusion of employer-pro-
vided educational benefits to graduate
education, which is a policy strongly
advocated by the Senator from New
York, Senator MOYNIHAN. We should
encourage employers to provide edu-
cation benefits as a part of the package
that they get in the agreement be-
tween employer and employee. This
bill does that.

While | was home, | spoke with the
treasurer of our State of Mississippi.
He made a particular point of coming
over and asking me, did the bill still
include the State prepaid tuition pro-
grams? | assured him that it did. We
should encourage parents and students
to save for their tuition. In this bill
they will be able to exclude from in-
come payments from State prepaid tui-
tion programs.

Also, this bill does provide for some
opportunity for bonds for school con-
struction. | personally do not think the
Federal Government should begin pay-
ing for school construction at the local
level. I think that is a decision that
should be made by the States, by the
local governments.

Some people say, ‘“Well, they can’t
afford it.”’ | represent the poorest State
in the Nation—or what was the poorest
State; thank goodness we are making
progress now and getting off the bot-
tom of many lists—but one of the ways
we have done that is we have been put-
ting more money into education, more
money into building new high schools
and new elementary schools. The edu-
cation level in the State has generally
been rising. The credit goes to the par-
ents, the administrators, and the
teachers at the local level. But to pro-
vide some process where there would be
this bonding opportunity for school
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construction is one that | think we
should consider. And it is in the legis-
lation.

There will be a number of other
amendments that will be offered from
both sides of the aisle. I will agree with
some of them, and | will disagree vio-
lently with some of the others. But |
think this is a debate worth having. |
commend Senator COVERDELL for his
dogged work in support of education in
this bill and the cooperation he has had
from and with the Senator from New
Jersey, Senator TORRICELLI.

So this will be a great opportunity
this week to do some things that will
help education. One of the amendments
that will be offered could be to consoli-
date some of the many, many Federal
education programs into block grants
and then allow that money to go back
through the States with the direction
that 95 percent of the money go to the
school districts. Only 5 percent of it
can be eaten up by administrative
costs; 95 percent of it will go to the
school districts without strings at-
tached. Let the schools decide. Let the
local school officials decide if that
money will be used for STAR teachers
or for construction, if you will. It
would be their choice. That is the fun-
damental difference between what
some others will be trying to do, which
would mean more decisions, more
money, more direction and more
strings from Washington. That is not
the answer. | think in many cases that
is the problem.

So, it will be an interesting debate. |
commend the Senators for working
with me to try to get an agreement as
to how this process will go forward. We
will spend today and all of tomorrow
and possibly or probably even part of
Wednesday completing this legislation,
but it is time well spent.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there now will be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to exceed 2 hours.

Under the previous order, there will
now be 1 hour under the control of the
Senator from Nebraska, Senator
HAGEL.

Mr. HAGEL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. HAGEL. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

U.N. GLOBAL CLIMATE TREATY

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, last
month the U.N. global climate treaty
became available for the formal signa-
tures of those countries who reached
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agreement in Kyoto, Japan, in Decem-
ber. President Clinton has not signed
the treaty. There is speculation, how-
ever, that he may sign the treaty this
week.

Today we remind the President that
the U.N. global climate treaty does not
meet the standards clearly established
by the U.S. Senate in its 95-0 vote last
year on the Byrd-Hagel resolution,
Senate Resolution 98. The President
should not sign any treaty until that
treaty complies with Senate Resolu-
tion 98 in its entirety.

The administration completely ig-
nored the strong position of the Senate
when it agreed to this treaty last De-
cember.

I led the Senate observer group dele-
gation to Kyoto, Japan, in December.
After Vice President Gore came to
Kyoto and instructed our negotiators
to show ‘“‘increased flexibility,” the
doors were thrown open and the objec-
tive became very clear. The objective
was: Let us get a deal at any cost. The
clear advice of the U.S. Senate and the
economic well-being of the American
people were abandoned under pressure
from the U.N. bureaucrats, inter-
national environmentalists and the 134
developing countries that were not
even included—not even included—in
the treaty. The United States of Amer-
ica was the only Nation to come out of
these negotiations worse than it came
in. In fact, there was no negotiation in
Kyoto; there was only surrender.

When the Senate voted last year on
the Byrd-Hagel resolution, it was very
clear as to what the resolution said.

First, it directed the President not to
sign any treaty that placed legally
binding obligations on the United
States to limit or reduce greenhouse
gas emissions unless—unless—and |
quote directly from S. Res. 98 passed
last year by this body 95-0—

. unless the protocol or agreement also
mandates new specific scheduled commit-
ments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas
emissions [for all nations] for Developing
Country Parties within the same compliance
period.

Meaning simply that if this was a
global problem, it required a global so-
lution. All nations had to be bound by
legally binding mandates, not just the
United States and the other developed
nations. The message was simple.
There was no ambiguity. This was not
the administration’s nebulous defini-
tion of ‘““meaningful participation’ for
developing countries. This word of the
Senate was quite clear.

The Kyoto Protocol does not include
a single developing nation. The Kyoto
Protocol agreed to by the United
States in December does not include a
single developing country; 134 develop-
ing nations, including China, Mexico,
India, Brazil, and South Korea, many
of whom compete fiercely—fiercely—
with the United States for trade oppor-
tunities, are completely exempt from
any obligations or responsibilities for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

During a recent hearing in the For-
eign Relations Committee, Undersecre-
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tary of State Stuart Eizenstat, the lead
U.S. negotiator in Kyoto, admitted the
administration failed on this account.
Secretary Eizenstat said—and | quote
the Undersecretary—‘‘You’re abso-
lutely right; we did not get binding
commitments [from any] developing
countries.”

The second requirement of the Byrd-
Hagel resolution speaks directly to the
impact this treaty would have on the
American people. And it, too—it too—
fell victim in Kyoto. Senate Resolution
98 stated that the President should not
sign any treaty which ‘. . . would re-
sult in serious harm to the economy of
the United States.”

The Kyoto Protocol would legally
bind the United States to reduce our
greenhouse gas emissions to 7 percent
below 1990 levels by the years 2008 to
2012. It even goes much further than
the President’s own bottom line that
he personally announced last October
when President Clinton pledged he
would not accept a baseline below 1990
levels in greenhouse gas emissions, and
he said there must be ‘“‘meaningful par-
ticipation’ from all developing coun-
tries.

Numerous independent economic
studies predicted serious economic
harm even if the administration had
held to its position that it enunciated
last October. These studies found job
losses in the range of over 2 million,
large increases in energy costs, a 50-
cent increase in gas prices per gallon, a
drop in economic growth rates of more
than 1 percent a year, and major Amer-
ican industries being driven out of
business or driven out of the United
States—industries like steel, alu-
minum, petroleum refining, chemicals,
iron, paper products, and cement.

That is why American agriculture,
American labor, American business and
industry and many consumer groups
have all united in opposition—in oppo-
sition—to this treaty. Yet, our nego-
tiators in Kyoto—the ones who were
supposed to be looking out for the
American people—agreed to a treaty
that would have had an even more dev-
astating impact on the U.S. economy
and on the lives of the American peo-
ple.

The administration’s recent anemic
attempt to develop an economic analy-
sis showing ‘“‘minimal”’ harm to the
U.S. economy is laughable. It is truly
laughable. No models, no numbers, no
percentages, no economics. It is laugh-
able. It is based on fabrication and
vapor, on a wildly optimistic assump-
tion—as an example, China, India and
Mexico agreeing to the binding com-
mitments in this treaty. That is non-
sense, Mr. President. These very na-
tions blocked language in Kyoto,
Japan, last year that would have al-
lowed developing countries to even vol-
untarily—voluntarily—undertake the
obligations of this treaty. They will
never agree to binding commitments,
and have so stated.

Even from an environmental stand-
point, the Kyoto Protocol is a failure.
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This Wednesday is Earth Day, and
some will undoubtedly attempt to hold
up this treaty as an example of a sig-
nificant accomplishment to help our
environment. The truth is, this treaty
is so flawed that it will do virtually
nothing to slow the growth of man-
made greenhouse gasses in the atmos-
phere. Even if one accepts the validity
of the science on global warming,
which is still uncertain and at best
contradictory, this treaty would do
nothing to stop any of these emissions.
The Kyoto Protocol excludes the very
developing nations who will be respon-
sible for more than 60 percent of the
world’s manmade greenhouse gas emis-
sions early in the next century.

China will be the world’s largest
emitter of manmade greenhouse gasses
by the year 2015. On February 13 of this
year, the Washington Post reported,
“But even if the accord is ratified and
fully implemented, it would barely
dent the world’s output of manmade
greenhouse gasses * * *.”” This treaty
makes no sense. It is folly, complete
folly.

Yet, the administration has made it
clear that President Clinton intends to
sign this treaty at some point during
the period it is open for signature be-
tween now and next March. The admin-
istration has also made it very clear
that it understands the treaty has no
chance of ratification in the Senate
and that it intends to withhold this
treaty from Senate consideration. The
President claims that the treaty is, in
his words, “‘a work in progress.” This
leaves people with the mistaken im-
pression that the treaty remains under
negotiation and that objectionable
parts of the treaty can be negotiated
away before it is submitted to the Sen-
ate. Mr. President, this is not the case.
This is not the case. Why would anyone
sign a legally binding treaty they con-
sider a work in progress? That is com-
plete nonsense.

This treaty cannot be amended until
it goes into force, and even then, only
by a three-quarters vote of all coun-
tries that have become party to the
protocol. The 134 developing countries
that would not even voluntarily sign
on to this, which are not bound by any
emissions limits, make up more than
the three-quarters of the world’s na-
tions. Hence, they control any amend-
ment to this treaty. The countries that
have no obligations in this treaty are
the very nations that dictate and en-
force its terms. This is outrageous.

My coauthor of S. Res. 98, Senator
BYRD of West Virginia, said recently on
the floor of the Senate that the Kyoto
Protocol did not meet either of the
Senate standards laid out in the Byrd-
Hagel resolution. Senator BYRD said, “‘I
hope that the President will not sign
his name to the protocol at this point
* * * | am concerned that if the Presi-
dent signs this protocol at this point,
it will compromise his flexibility in
dealing with the developing countries
over the next year.”
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Senator BYRD is absolutely correct.
It makes no sense to sign a flawed trea-
ty, thereby giving away our leverage
and our negotiating strength. If the
President believes this treaty is good
enough to sign, it should be good
enough, Mr. President, to submit to
the Senate for an honest and open de-
bate. The American people have a right
to know exactly what obligations the
United States would have under this
treaty.

Members of the Senate and the House
will remain actively engaged in this
issue. Oversight hearings will continue.
We will continue to hold hearings this
year to ensure that the administration
does not attempt to implement this
treaty or any part of this treaty prior
to Senate ratification through Execu-
tive order, budget fiat, or regulatory
action.

During the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee hearing in February, | asked
Secretary Eizenstat about any at-
tempts to implement this treaty prior
to Senate ratification. He replied, “We
have no intention through the back
door or anything else, without Senate
confirmation, of trying to impose or
take any steps to impose what would
be binding restrictions on our compa-
nies, on our industry, on our business,
on our agriculture, on our commerce,
or on our country until and unless the
Senate of the United States says so.”
That is Secretary Eizenstat.

Mr. President, we will hold the Clin-
ton administration to its word. Recent
news reports, however, have brought to
light a very dishonest attempt by the
EPA to impose carbon emissions caps
through the deregulation of the elec-
tric industry. | was glad to see that the
administration dropped this nonsense
from its final electric deregulation pro-
posal. There will be no implementation
of this treaty before ratification by the
Senate of the United States.

The Senate’s bottom line, as rep-
resented in the unanimous 95-0 vote on
S. Res. 98, remains unchanged. The
U.S. Senate will not support the ratifi-
cation of the Kyoto treaty because it
does not include binding commitments
by the developing nations and does se-
rious harm to the U.S. economy.

This has become an economic treaty,
not an environmental treaty, and it is
a bad treaty for America. So bad that
it will not be ratified by this body.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
Wednesday is Earth Day—a good time
to reflect on our responsibilities to pre-
serve and protect the environment that
we will pass on to our children and
grandchildren.

I have six children, and, at last
count, eleven grandchildren. 1 obvi-
ously care about the environment they
will grow up in.

I am encouraged by the fact that the
air we breathe and the water that flows
though America’s rivers are far cleaner
today than they were on the first Earth
Day in 1970. You might not know that
is the case if you listen exclusively to
the gloom and doom pronouncements
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of many institutional environmental
groups.

Sometimes, these groups place my
name on a list or issue a ‘“‘report card”’
on my voting record that might lead
one to believe that | do not care about
the environment. This is, of course,
nonsense. You cannot have eleven
grand Kkids at the center of your life
while working to shortchange the envi-
ronment.

Having said that, | must join my col-
leagues in reporting to the Senate that
Vice President GORE returned from
Kyoto with a climate treaty so fatally
flawed that it will never be ratified by
the Senate or enter into force. Nor
should it.

While the climate issue must be
taken seriously, the Senate would be
shirking its constitutional responsibil-
ities if it were to ratify a treaty that is
so blatantly unfair, economically bur-
densome, and of no benefit to the envi-
ronment.

The unfairness of the treaty lies
mainly in its exclusion of ‘““‘developing”’
nations such as China, India, South
Korea and Mexico. Emissions from
these nations will exceed ours in about
15 years, and their exclusion will only
encourage the shift of manufacturing
(and resulting emissions) from the na-
tions subject to controls to the nations
that are not. Thus, global emissions
would not decrease. Since developing
nations are less energy-efficient than
we are, emissions might even increase.
Under the treaty there would be no
global environmental gain—but Amer-
ica would suffer economic pain.

According to the respected economic
firm Wharton Econometrics, the Kyoto
Treaty would reduce Gross Domestic
Product by more than $2,000 per house-
hold in 2010—and $30,000 per household
between 2001-2020. Moreover, 2.5 million
Americans would lose their jobs. Since
the climate change problem will one
day be addressed through technological
innovation fostered in a healthy eco-
nomic environment, the last thing we
want to do is adopt a treaty that would
create a national economic decline
reminiscent of the oil shocks of the
1970s.

If we are truly concerned about car-
bon emissions, we will revitalize nu-
clear energy and hydropower—our only
large-scale, base-load sources of carbon
free electricity. Nuclear energy gen-
erates 22% of our electricity, and hy-
dropower adds an additional 11%. Solar
and wind energy, in comparison, fill
one-tenth of one percent of our total
energy needs. Although solar and wind
energy will grow, the immutable laws
of physics limit that growth to just a
few percent. Presidential initiatives to
place solar panels on a million roofs
around the country may have symbolic
value, but what is the administration
doing to promote nuclear and hydro-
power—the carbon-free emission
sources that can really make a dif-
ference?

Unfortunately, the President opposes
the nuclear waste bill that has passed
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the Senate twice by a wide, bipartisan
margin. Any failure to address the nu-
clear waste issue will result in the pre-
mature closure of nuclear power
plants, whose capacity will be replaced
with carbon-emitting, fossil-fuel
plants.

Bruce Babbitt aspires to be the first
Interior Secretary to tear down hydro-
power dams. Additionally, other dams
around the country are endangered by
a cumbersome regulatory process that
can make it cheaper to tear down the
dam and purchase fossil-fuel generated
power rather than endure the ordeal of
relicensing before the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

On the international energy front,
administration policy is in opposition
to China’s Three Gorges hydroelectric
project—the alternative to which is
thirty six new carbon-belching 500
megawatt coal plants. Is this part of a
consistent carbon reduction strategy?
In an intellectual contortion that de-
fies common sense, Administration en-
ergy policy is anti-nuclear and anti-hy-
dropower while professing to be anti-
carbon. To appreciate that, one only
needs to read the President’s Climate
Initiative unveiled last October. Nu-
clear energy isn’t even mentioned, and
hydropower is explicitly discounted in
the document’s exclusive discussion of
““non-hydro’” renewable energy.

What is the President’s answer? The
President’s strategy is to push the
issue off to someone else’s watch. The
Kyoto Treaty doesn’t require carbon
reductions until the year 2008.

Meanwhile, by agreeing to a fatally
flawed treaty in Kyoto, the Vice Presi-
dent revealed his own Achilles’ heel—
he can’t say no to any environmental
cause, even if it directly harms U.S. in-
terests and jobs here at home. Kyoto
has exposed that weakness, and now it
is the Senate’s Constitutional respon-
sibility to ensure that a bad treaty will
never be ratified.

Ninety-five Senators rarely agree on
anything—but they agreed with pas-
sage of the Byrd-Hagel resolution that
any climate treaty must be globally
applied, without harm to our economy.
In the case of the Kyoto treaty, the
President failed to take our advice—so
he cannot expect to receive our con-
sent.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. | have just returned from
a very enjoyable time of traveling
around Wyoming, attending town
meetings, going to school classrooms,
pounding a little bit on a Habitat for
Humanity house.

When | left Wyoming, it was snowing.
But the folks in Wyoming understand
that if there hadn’t been a little bit of
global warming, we would be under
about 300 feet of ice. So they may not
be as concerned as perhaps some other
places in the world, but | want to talk
today a little bit about the global
warming treaty as well. | went to the
treaty conference in Kyoto. | went
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with Senator HAGEL and a couple of
other Senators. The purpose of our trip
was to convey the importance of the
Byrd-Hagel resolution.

We went over there to talk about a
resolution that passed this Senate 95-0.
That is a pretty clear message, and it
was also a very simple message. The
developing nations have to participate
in the treaty and the treaty cannot re-
sult in serious harm to the U.S. econ-
omy. | have to say the treaty fails. It
is unfair. The benefits are unclear. The
costs are unknown, and the adminis-
tration is unresponsive to our requests
for information.

Kyoto was titled ‘“‘a global warming”
conference, but | have to say it was an
economic conference disguised as an
environmental conference. While we
were over there, we got to meet with
the Chinese delegation. The Chinese,
by the year 2010, will be the world’s
largest polluter, unquestionably. We
wanted to know what they intended to
do about that. They said nothing, they
are a developing nation. We asked
them what their definition was of a
““‘developing nation’ so that we would
know when they would no longer be a
developing nation. They said, “We will
always be a developing nation.” We
asked them if they would do voluntary
restraints on their pollution. They said
no. We asked, How about voluntary re-
straints at some future unspecified
date? | don’t know how you can make
any negotiation looser than that. Their
answer was no.

We also got to hear from some of the
island nations that are refusing to be a
part of any voluntary restraints. Island
nations. We are talking about nations
that, if global warming is true, the
polar icecap will melt and their island
will be inundated with water; they will
disappear as a country. They said they
would not be a part of it, that they
were a developing nation and they
didn’t need to do it. To me, that is the
best evidence that there isn’t global
warming.

There is no consensus on global
warming. Some scientists argue that
the carbon dioxide in global warming is
even good. The important thing is that
we are already doing more than others.
We are doing more without recogni-
tion. We are doing more without pen-
alties. We are doing more because it is
the right thing to do. But this was an
economic conference disguised as an
environmental conference. It was a
conference where we lose.

I remember an incident in the North-
west, near my home up in Washington,
where we got concerned about the spot-
ted owl, that it was headed for certain
extinction. We halted the Northwest
logging industry. We put an entire in-
dustry and its employees out of work.
Our national forests were left
unmanaged, and they are now a big tin-
derbox; they burn whenever lightning
strikes. It is not very good stewardship
when we are wasting what we have.
After all this, we have discovered that
this timid little bird has been building
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nests in billboards by the highways and
they are undisturbed by the passing
cars and trucks.

A part of our economy moved to
other countries where they don’t have
the environmental laws. Logging
moved to Siberia. Russian loggers are
tearing down 10 million acres of forest
each year. In our effort to save the
spotted owl, we have wiped out the Si-
berian tiger. We have to be careful with
the consequences of what we are pro-
moting.

The Vice President believes we can
get rid of coal and use clean energy,
like wind. | have to tell you, there are
few places that are windier than the
little belt that goes across southern
Wyoming. It is up in the high plains,
where the wind doesn’t have any trees
to block it. We have tried some wind
experiments there. They built a gener-
ator, only to have the wind velocity
blow the rotors off. | asked the envi-
ronmentalists, what about wind en-
ergy, what is the potential for that? It
only makes up one-third of 1 percent of
our country’s energy use at the present
time. Their response was that it will
kill the bald eagles; the eagles will fly
into the generators and get chopped up.
Not a good solution. | asked about
water. Well, water changes the nature
of the fish that use it, if we use it for
hydraulic power. Nuclear power—we
don’t even have to talk about nuclear
power and the problems supposed to be
caused by it and the way that we
haven’t met our energy requirements
for the storage of nuclear waste.

The biggest thing that disturbed me
about the Kyoto trip was that we went
there without the data we requested.
Before we went to Kyoto, we made it
clear that there was information which
we were certain any good negotiators
would be gathering to use for their
case. We still haven’t gotten that.
When we went over there, we talked
about a 1990 date and maintaining the
levels that we had in 1990. Our nego-
tiators allowed the other countries to
relax the criteria they had already
agreed to while we made ours more dif-
ficult. Marvelous negotiating. They
never did answer the questions about
the kind of administration that would
be necessary, the kind of bureaucracy
that we build internationally, what
kind of regulations, and to whom the
United States would be subject. We
didn’t talk about the pollution topic,
and that is going to be involved.

I do remember, from some of the dis-
cussion of the Chinese, that they had a
solution for penalties. There ought to
be penalties for those developing na-
tions that could not meet their cri-
teria, and their idea was that the pen-
alties then would be distributed to
those developing nations on the basis
of population. Now, there is negotia-
tion.

Numbers. We still don’t have num-
bers. | put in an amendment last year
on the foreign operations spending bill.
It asked for the numbers that the ad-
ministration has been collecting on
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global warming: How many American
jobs would be lost with the treaty? How
much will it cost the taxpayers to pay
for Federal programs? What Federal
programs will be needed? We haven’t
received an answer. Apparently, none
of the agencies involved can say how
much they are going to spend on cli-
mate change.

This lack of accountability is a dis-
grace. The taxpayers should be out-
raged. Maybe we ought to sic some of
those IRS auditors on the Office of
Management and Budget until we get
the numbers we asked for a year ago.
Nobody knows exactly how much will
be needed, where it is going, or what
the purpose of it will be. Now, accord-
ing to the numbers | am reading, that
ought to be about a $6 billion to $10 bil-
lion violation of the Government Per-
formance and Results Act.

Yes, we have a law that says that the
Government agencies are supposed to
tell us what they are doing. Here is the
important part. They are supposed to
tell us how we can tell if it is getting
done. And then it is supposed to be re-
flected in their budgets so that we can
see that what they said they were
going to do will get done within the
constraints of the money that is there.
Somewhere the numbers have to be
available for what global warming—no,
for what the administration’s proposal
of anti-economic development will cost
us.

It is time for the administration to
tell us exactly how much, how it is
going to be done, if there will be incen-
tives or just penalties, how will it ad-
minister it and give a little bit of cred-
it to those that are already working
the problem without the international
treaty. Americans have a right to
know where their tax dollars are going.
This last week, the American people
spent their tax dollars, sent their tax
dollars, will be audited on their tax
dollars. It is time that we audit the
Federal Government on the use of
those tax dollars and hold them to the
95-0 treaty that protects American
jobs, and make sure that if we say we
are going to do a job, we are able to do
the job. We owe it to the American peo-
ple.

| yield the floor.

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, it is great
to be back from our recess and once
again to convene the Senate in the
work of the citizens of this country.

Mr. President, let me, first of all, rec-
ognize my colleague from Nebraska
and my colleague from Wyoming and,
for the record, praise them for the lead-
ership they have demonstrated on the
most critical issue that we address
here on the floor this morning. Senator
HAGEL has become the Senate’s leader,
along with Senator BYRD of West Vir-
ginia, on this issue of climate change
and trying to convince the Administra-
tion, and | think some of our critics,
that the course this Administration
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pursues is not only unrealistic, it real-
ly is unjustified. Both Senator HAGEL
and Senator ENzI, as was recognized by
the Senator from Wyoming, were in
Kyoto to watch as this Administration
negotiated and began to work on some
form of protocol.

I think we three Senators join on the
floor this morning proud that during
this century our Nation has developed
into the strongest economic and mili-
tary power ever to exist on the face of
the Earth. Our democratic system of
government, which ensures unparal-
leled freedom for its citizens, is the
envy of the world. All of us in this body
are entrusted with the responsibility to
protect and enhance that very stature.

Because | feel so strongly about that
responsibility, it is with the most
chilling concern that | comment today
on the President’s contemplated sign-
ing of the Kyoto Protocol on Global
Climate Change. Despite grave biparti-
san warnings from the Congress since
the conclusion of the U.N. Global Cli-
mate Summit in Kyoto, the President
insists on committing our country to
an agreement that | believe threatens
our way of life; indeed, it threatens the
heart of our Nation’s power—and the
American economy.

I, like many of my Senate colleagues,
am confounded as to why the President
is contemplating signing this agree-
ment. | can only hope that it is not
simply misguided loyalty to the Vice
President, who every American knows
is the main protagonist in this ill-con-
ceived campaign to avoid what he calls
““an imminent environmental holo-
caust’’ caused by global warming.

Let me repeat those words. Catch the
flavor and the emotional ring of “‘an
imminent environmental holocaust.” If
anybody stood on the street corner of
America and spoke with those terms,
surely they would catch the attention
of some. When the Vice President
speaks in those terms, he catches the
attention of many. There is only one
problem with that kind of rhetoric.
Few, if any, scientists today believe
that the world is facing an environ-
mental holocaust from global warming,
much less an imminent one.

In fact, as more and more American
scientists review the available data on
global warming, it is becoming increas-
ingly clear that the vast majority be-
lieve the commitments for reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions made by the
Administration in the Kyoto Protocol
is an unnecessary response to an exag-
gerated threat—‘‘to an exaggerated
threat” that the Vice President him-
self is caught up in making. Indeed,
just today more than 15,000 scientists,
two-thirds with advanced academic de-
grees, released a petition they signed
urging the United States to reject the
Kyoto Protocol. The petition, expressly
states that:

There is no convincing scientific evidence
that human release of carbon dioxide, meth-
ane, or other greenhouse gases is causing or
will cause catastrophic heating of the
Earth’s atmosphere and disruption of the
Earth’s climate.
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Mr. President, why must the United
States be a party to an agreement that
will substantially and negatively affect
our economy, change our way of life,
and potentially weaken our ability to
maintain the world’s most powerful
military without sufficient scientific
evidence of impending doom—sufficient
scientific evidence of impending doom?
I submit that this Administration has
yet to adequately answer that ques-
tion. The President of the United
States, over anyone else in our coun-
try, must answer that question.

Even if we were to ignore the sci-
entific evidence and assume that the
world is facing an imminent environ-
mental problem, this agreement does
nothing to avoid the threat. Bert
Bolin, a Swedish meteorologist and the
outgoing chairman of the U.N. Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate
Change, recently said that “[t]he
Kyoto conference did not achieve much
with regard to limiting the buildup of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere.””—
The Washington Post, February 13, 1998

Therefore, 1 ask again: Why is the
President going to sign this agreement,
which, if ratified in its current form,
will raise the costs for nearly every-
thing in a typical American budget, in
both the short term and long term?

The Administration has attempted to
relieve our economic concerns with a
superficial analysis that presents a
simplistic view of how American indus-
try can adapt to new economic chal-
lenges and includes assumptions about
the success of emission trading propos-
als that are untested in the inter-
national arena. This so-called eco-
nomic analysis is contained in a 20-
page paper by Janet Yellen, the Chair-
man of the President’s Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, submitted as testi-
mony to the House Commerce Commit-
tee and the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

However, in testimony recently given
before the Senate Agriculture Commit-
tee examining the Kyoto Agreement,
Mary Novak, senior vice president of a
respected economic forecasting forum
—you have heard of them—called
Wharton Econometrics Forecasting As-
sociates, well-known worldwide for its
expertise, stated that the Administra-
tion’s economic analysis of the impact
of the Kyoto Agreement is terribly
flawed—not possibly flawed, not flawed
in limited ways, but terribly flawed.
Ms. Novak predicted that the total
U.S. cost of meeting the Kyoto Agree-
ment would be $250 billion, or a loss of
3.2 percent of gross domestic product.
In addition, Ms. Novak stated that
about 2.5 million jobs would be lost,
and the annual expense per family
would exceed $2,700 a year.

If the Senate of the United States
were, at this moment, contemplating
an income tax increase that would in-
crease the average family’s taxes by
$2,700, and if we passed it, very few, if
any, of us would withstand the public
outcry, let alone the voters at the bal-
lot box in November. Yet, this Presi-
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dent, because he thinks he can hide it
through the processes of time and the
procedure of international agreement,
is proposing just that. That is what the
WEFA says—an annual expense per
family to exceed $2,700.

Mr. President, if this administration
were sincere about reducing green-
house gas emissions, we would have
seen in the President’s budget proposal
strong support for an array of reliable
electric energy that we all know has a
benign impact on the very environment
that we all cherish and want to pro-
tect. Conspicuously absent from the
President’s Climate Change Tech-
nology Initiative was any support for
nuclear or hydroelectric power. In fact,
the President and the Vice President
are hostile to nuclear and hydro-
electric power. This very Administra-
tion has initiatives that will ulti-
mately grind nuclear energy genera-
tion to a halt and would restrict us
from any further development of
hydro, let alone maintaining the status
quo. Yet, both of these sources of
power, as we know, do not produce one
single molecule of greenhouse gas
emissions into our atmosphere. Indeed,
it is hard to imagine a cleaner source
of power than falling water, or nuclear
fission.

What about the sincerity of this Ad-
ministration’s commitment to our Na-
tion’s global competitiveness?

I was watching television yesterday
catching the news shows and talk
shows discussing the American econ-
omy. Many pundits were concerned
about the aggressiveness of the stock
market. Well, concerned, yet happy;
but will this happiness last? We are
surely concerned about the economics
of the Pacific rim at this moment; and,
nearly every economist on these shows
were talking about the power of the
current economy of the United States,
how it pulls other economies with us,
and that we continue to expect growth
in the coming year; growth of about 2.5
percent, growth very similar to the
kind we had last year. And, while we
are talking about that, while we recog-
nize that our competitiveness in the
global environment drives the global
market, we have an Administration
that is tinkering around with the idea
of restricting the ability of our country
to lead economically and to help out
all other nations of the world with
their own economic problems.

Mr. President, our Nation’s agricul-
tural industry is one of several indus-
tries that will be adversely affected by
the requirements of the Kyoto Agree-
ment. American agriculture has
evolved with the rapid adoption of new
technology; it is both highly capital
and energy intensive. Energy use in
both direct and indirect ways, includ-
ing the fuel and lubricants for machin-
ery and vehicles, the natural gas used
to dry crops and pump irrigation
water, and the electricity used in a
wide variety of ways, has caused the
American agricultural economy to be
the most competitive and the most



April 20, 1998

productive in the world. We use fer-

tilizer and pesticides, all containing
large energy components. For these
reasons, our agricultural system is

very sensitive to the kinds of changes
the Vice President and the President
are proposing. American farmers buy
$166 billion worth of inputs and serv-
ices, sell about $212 billion worth of
products and services, and receive just
about $54 billion in cash income to
cover costs and provide incentives for
future investment. Moreover, Amer-
ican agriculture is deeply integrated
into the world economy and depends on
more than $60 billion in export sales—
the fastest growing market for our food
and our fiber products.

That is just one example of an econ-
omy in this country that helps set the
pace for the world.

The Kyoto Agreement would cause
fertilizer prices to go up, and while the
President says carbon taxes are not a
part of his plan to meet the treaty’s re-
quirements, the administration intends
to pressure fossil fuel prices through
other ways that would have the impact
of burdensome tax increases. One of the
results of the Administration’s ap-
proach to compliance will be higher
costs for diesel fuel for trucks and trac-
tors.

It takes no genius to understand
what that means: Increased costs for
farmers, which translates into in-
creased costs for food and finished
goods at the grocery store. In addition,
since most products are delivered by
diesel-powered trucks, nearly every
item in nearly every store in America
will cost more. And all of this will be
done by an Administration that pur-
sues a policy which it has no strong
scientific or economic basis or logical
reason to pursue.

One of the many potential tragedies
of this treaty would be the higher cost
of food, not just for those who can af-
ford it but for those who cannot. And
remember our Judeo-Christian ethic as
a country, the hundreds of millions of
dollars of food we send around the
world to poor nations, to starving peo-
ple. Could we afford to send more if it
cost more? | doubt it. And yet that is
exactly what the President proposes.

According to Data Resources, Inc.,
another respected economic forecast-
ing firm, 37 percent of American house-
holds have less than $20,000 after-tax
income and spend about 21.2 percent to
more than 100 percent of after-tax in-
come on food. For these families, the
impact of America’s compliance with
the Kyoto Agreement would be severe
and very negative.

Mr. President, | believe this will be
the first time in the history of our
country that a President has allowed
foreign interests to control and to
limit the growth of the American econ-
omy.

Let me repeat that for the record be-
cause | believe, after our research, that
is a pretty profound statement, not
just coming from me but coming from
the historic records of our country,
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that this would be the first time in our
history that an American President
has allowed foreign interests to control
and limit the growth of the American
economy. Never before have we allowed
foreign interests to dictate the amount
of energy Americans can use.

The Kyoto Agreement requires Amer-
icans to cut energy use by the year 2010
to 7 percent below what it was using in
1990. That was just 8 years ago.

This weekend, I was at a special
school out in Idaho, a collection of
bright young Kkids. They are developing
an electric car. They are going to race
it next week in a race in north ldaho,
an electric car. But guess what. You
have to use nuclear hydrocarbons to
generate the electricity that goes in
the battery that powers the car that
creates no pollution.

Get the message. No matter where
you turn, whether it is fueling the cars
for the great urban areas of our coun-
try that might be powered by elec-
tricity in the future, that electricity
still has to be generated. And a lot of
bright people are trying to accomplish
that, so we can reduce that kind of im-
pact on our environment. And yet, Mr.
President, you are denying the ability
to generate the energy by suggesting
that we progressively reduce our abil-
ity to consume.

Mr. President, to illustrate the emis-
sions requirement of the Agreement,
Jay Hakes, head of the Energy Infor-
mation Administration—a statistical
arm of the Department of Energy—said
in February testimony before the
House Science Committee: “A 7 per-
cent reduction [below baseline levels
under the agreement] for energy-relat-
ed carbon emissions alone would re-
quire a reduction of about 550 million
metric tons of carbon in 2010, or about
31 percent,” below current projections.
According to EIA data, the mark of 550
million metric tons is greater than the
total carbon emissions produced by
electricity generation in the United
States for 1990 or 1996 which were 477
million metric tons and 517 million
metric tons, respectively.

So let me say to all Senators and to
the American people, tonight, walk
around your house. Think about the
light fixture you have just turned on,
the appliance you have just turned off,
the telephone device you might make a
call on, or the computer you will sit
down to, to communicate anywhere in
the world. Many of these things you
have added to your home since 1990.
Look at the car you drove home from
work. And to the farmer who is out
there on the plains and the farmlands
of America this very hour, that mar-
velously efficient diesel tractor that is
pulling the plow and the drill to plant
the crop that creates the abundant har-
vest that feeds not just the people of
America but the people of the world.
All of those tools are a product of en-
ergy. In fact, Americans today are con-
suming more energy as the economy
continues to grow, and we will need to
consume more. We will need to turn on
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our lights and our computers. We will
need our cars. In the future, they will
be better and they will be cleaner, but
they still must consume energy.

The Administration knows this pro-
tocol is seriously flawed. In a news con-
ference held in Kyoto, Japan, on De-
cember 8, 1997, Vice President AL GORE
acknowledged: ‘““We’ve said from the
beginning that, in order to send an
agreement to the Senate, we must have
meaningful participation by key devel-
oping countries.” We now know that
developing countries did not sign the
agreement. Is it fair to let these coun-
tries off the hook while we Americans
are subject to such stringent require-
ments?

Here’s what Stephen L. Miller, Presi-
dent of the Center for Energy and Eco-
nomic Development had to say about
the Kyoto Treaty: ‘“The proposed
Kyoto treaty is like a card game where
the deck is stacked. American workers
are being dealt a losing hand through
the negotiating process. In the end,
there will be no real environmental
benefit and America’s working families
will be forced to pay higher energy and
consumer costs while we export U.S.
jobs to countries that are exempted
from action under the Treaty.”’

So let us call once again upon our
President to incorporate in this agree-
ment developing nations, growth na-
tions like China, Mexico, and India,
that have simply walked away because
they cannot be a part of an agreement
that would cut back on the opportunity
they are trying to offer their citizens.

Mr. President, Mr. Vice President,
sign something that is a winning agree-
ment for America. Sign something that
promotes our economy, that promotes
the environment of the world. Sign
something that all countries of the
world can agree with. Please do not
turn us away from the kind of eco-
nomic growth and development that all
of our citizens expect and demand.
There is simply no compelling reason
for our government at this time to
force Americans to take preventive
measures of uncertain competence
against a problem that may or may not
lie in the Earth’s future.

The Administration carries a heavy
burden of persuasion that the CO, com-
pliance measures contained in the
Kyoto Agreement are worth the sac-
rifice it will require of the American
people. We here in the Senate must,
and will, ensure that our nation’s glob-
al economic competitiveness, our na-
tion’s military readiness, and our way
of life, are not compromised merely to
advance misguided political agendas.

It bears repeating—the Kyoto Agree-
ment is flawed. It is based on politic
science and not lab science. And it is
only through sound lab science that
we, working collectively together with
our colleagues around the world, will
produce a better world.

Once again, | thank my colleague
from Nebraska for recognizing the im-
portance of this special order this
morning as we talk about global cli-
mate change and its importance to our
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country and to our friends and neigh-
bors around the world.

I note the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
HAGEL). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
Senate is in morning business; is that
not correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. And the minority lead-
er has 1 hour under his control?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. | ask unanimous con-
sent to yield myself 15 minutes of the
hour.

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

(Mr.

MERGERS IN THE BANKING
INDUSTRY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | want-
ed to mention a couple of subjects on
the floor of the Senate today. The first
deals with the proposed marriages oc-
curring in the banking industry. In re-
cent weeks, we have seen proposals of
marriage by a number of our biggest
banks, totaling some $160 billion. Three
of the largest merger proposals include
Citicorp with Travelers—actually a
very large bank with an insurance
company, NationsBank and
BankAmerica, and Banc One with First
Chicago. | didn’t even know there was
any romancing going on, and then 1|
open the papers and see that all these
banks want to gather up and get mar-
ried and be one.

| think the fundamental question for
this country is whether these mega
mergers serve our economy and our
country’s best interests? Is this good
for our country? Will this better serve
customers, or will it result in bigger
profits, perhaps, for the banks that
merge and higher fees for their cus-
tomers?

It is clear to me that the kinds of
mergers we are once again seeing in
this country mean that when two large
corporations become one and an even
larger corporation, there is less com-
petition in our economy. When there is
less competition and, therefore, more
concentration, it seems to me it clear-
ly injures the market system which re-
lies on competition as a regulator and,
by definition, is therefore not good for
consumers. Without knowing the spe-
cific details, | admit, about the individ-
ual proposals in these mergers, | hope
very much that the regulators, the
Federal Reserve Board and the Comp-
troller of the Currency as well as the
Justice Department, will review all of
these mergers with a fine-tooth comb
and determine whether this will result
in less competition that is harmful to
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consumers, whether it will result in
ever higher banking fees for their cus-
tomers, whether it will result in some-
thing that takes us a step backward
rather than a step forward in improv-
ing our market system in this country.

As | indicated, | don’t know much
about the specifics of any of the merger
proposals | have just described. It is
not my intent to come and describe the
deals or to pass judgment upon them.
But | will say this: The judgment I
have with respect to many of the larg-
est mergers in our country, especially
in this industry, is that we are left
with less competition if the merger is
approved.

With respect to this industry, there
is one peculiar and defining char-
acteristic. The Federal Reserve Board
determines by policy that there are
certain banks in this country that are
so-called “‘too big to fail.” That is,
they are so large in scope that their
failure would cause such an economic
calamity for the country that the Fed
will not allow them to fail.

The Fed actually has a list of banks:
“These banks are too big to fail.” All
the other banks, the smaller banks,
can fail and lose all their money. The
deposits are insured so the depositors
won’t lose money, but the bank owners,
the stockholders, can loose their
money. The “‘too big to fail”” banks
cannot fail. They are on the list at the
Federal Reserve Board as ‘“‘too big to
fail.”

| asked the question, if you have a
list of ““too big to fail’’ banks and the
big banks merge into even bigger
banks, does it not mean then the
American taxpayer will pay the cost of
bad merger judgments if the merger
goes sour?

My friend James Glassman, who
writes op-ed pieces for the Washington
Post, a rather interesting guy, | think,
and pretty good thinker—I disagree
with him on a fair number of issues
from time to time—but he wrote a
piece last week about this. He said that
most of this is pretty good news really.
Some call all these mergers the ‘“‘ele-
phant mating system’—the best thing
to do is stand back at a safe distance
and watch.

But Glassman says, well, this is real-
ly fine. He says at the end of his long
piece, though, after talking about the
virtues of these mergers, “Yes, there
are some dangers. The mergers make
institutions too big to fail. Knowing
that regulators won’t close them down
in a crisis, bank managers could get
reckless.”

That ought not be the last paragraph,
| say to my friend Mr. Glassman; that
ought to be the first paragraph.

The question of public policy on this
issue of bank mergers, it seems to me,
ought to be posed now to the Federal
Reserve Board and Comptroller of the
Currency and to the Justice Depart-
ment. | asked them, do not any longer
just be spectators on the question of
mergers—suit up, be involved, get ac-
tive and make judgments with respect
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to the question of what is best for the
market system of this country, what is
best for the American citizen, not what
is best for the newly married two cor-
porations that have become bigger and
perhaps whose misjudgments will now
be borne by the American taxpayer
under a doctrine of ‘“too big to fail.”

DRUNK DRIVING

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, last
week, tragically an 1l-year-old boy was
Kkilled in an automobile accident in the
Washington, DC, area. This young boy
was killed by a man who was driving a
vehicle apparently very, very drunk
and hit four cars. In the last car was a
small van that was driving down the
road with this young 1l-year-old boy
listening to his favorite basketball
star. He was listening to a Chicago
Bulls’ game, listening to Michael Jor-
dan play basketball while seated in
this family van driving down the road,
when he was hit by a drunk driver and
tragically Killed.

I have mentioned before that my
family has been visited by this tragedy
on a couple of occasions, and | have a
special kind of anger in these cir-
cumstances when | understand that the
person who commits this kind of mur-
der is not just the man who got drunk
that day and killed an 11-year-old boy.
This happens every 30 minutes in
America—every half hour someone else
is killed by a drunk driver.

So often, you will discover, as is the
case in this particular instance, the
driver has been drunk before. The first
time he was drunk, about 6 or 8 months
ago, he was fined $50. On March 23,
which is just a few weeks ago when
that young 1ll-year-old boy was still
full of life, this driver was again picked
up drunk with twice the legal limit,
over .20. But then someone gave him a
special license. Oh, yes, he is picked up
drunk again but he got a special li-
cense to drive back and forth to work.
I ask the judges who preside over these
issues, where is the judgment? Where is
the judgment that allows a driver like
this to be on the road again with a
temporary license to kill an 11-year-old
boy?

| tried to get the judge’s name so
that | could show my colleagues and all
those listening who has this kind of
judgment. | have done that before, and
I will again. But where is the judgment
to understand that when people com-
mit acts of drunk driving, they ought
to have their privileges of using Ameri-
ca’s roadways removed?

AMERICA’S TRADE DEFICIT

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | would
like to make a point that since the
Congress took a brief recess, once
again, America’s trade deficit has in-
creased. It is now, as | predicted in pre-
vious discussions with the Senate,
headed towards another record high.

Everyone talks about the tremendous
progress in this Chamber and in this
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