  Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, apparently, there are people who believe that we are cynical in raising the question of the rights of the steelworkers and coal workers to their medical costs, and some attempt to find a cash stream that will help in making the transition for the steel industry as it is consolidated. 

   I want the Senate to know that the motivation for thinking about steel and the steelworkers came from the provisions in the House bill H.R. 4, that contains ANWR, that allocated a portion of the bid moneys from the opening of ANWR to some conservation objectives. We looked at this problem and decided there were some moneys that could be used and what should be used as far as stimulating the future of our own State. 

   The Alaska gas pipeline is the real focal point of our future development. ANWR is an addition--that is, the drilling in the 1002 area on the Arctic coast, that million and a half acres there--and is the immediate objective. But the long-term objective is to find a way to transport the natural gas that has been reinjected into the ground since 1968. 

   As oil was produced in the Arctic, the natural gas was separated and it was reinjected into the ground. We know there is in excess of 50 trillion cubic feet of gas there--maybe 75 trillion cubic feet of gas. But the point is, as one who is interested in national security, I believe there are three major industries in this country of great concern to us in time of national problems of a military nature or security nature. One is agriculture; the second is oil; and then there is steel. When we look at the steel industry, it is the real backbone of our manufacturing infrastructure. But it has huge challenges right now, including dumping from overseas producers, and high internal costs have caused bankruptcies. Over 30 steel companies in this country have entered bankruptcy since the year 2000. That has impacted 60,000 workers. These 30-plus companies represent more than 21 percent of the domestic steel-producing industry. 

   In 1980, there were more than 500,000 U.S. steelworkers. By 2000, the number of steelworkers fell to 224,000. The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that this number will fall to 176,000 by the end of this decade. That would be a 22-percent reduction in steel-related jobs. Domestic steel shipments were down 14 percent in the first quarter of 2001. In the last 3 years alone, 23,000 steel jobs have been lost. Those who remain employed in the industry help pay for a portion of the 6,000 retirees and their benefits. Those benefits represent a promise that was made to previous workers for their contribution to building America's military-civilian infrastructure. 

   Our steel industry must undergo consolidation now, but it can only take place if the existing cost structures are addressed. That primarily means taking care of the health care costs for retirees. Failure to address that issue will not only impact retirees, it threatens current workers who are faced with the prospect of more mill closings and more lost jobs. 

   Forty-seven percent of the steelworkers are unemployed in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Indiana. Forty-five percent of the steel jobs relate directly to production. Consolidation is an absolute must if we are to protect those jobs and failure to address this issue impacts steel States. 

   Why should I be interested in steel? One is defense, as I said. Steel is required to build tanks, fighters, transport planes, helicopters, ships, missiles, and other military items. 

   During hearings in the House and Senate last month, Robert Miller, chairman and CEO of Bethlehem Steel, testified on the problems of the steel industry. He told Senators integrated producers provide the highest quality steel for steel applications. 

   Bethlehem Steel is the only domestic company with the capacity to provide the special steel plate that was required to repair the U.S.S. Cole. Unfortunately, Bethlehem Steel is currently in chapter 11, about ready to go into chapter 7 bankruptcy. What are we going to do for sales for our military ships if we lose our own domestic steel production? 

   Our interest is in the gas pipeline. Alaska's natural gas pipeline will be over 3,000 miles long, almost as long as the Great Wall of China. It will be the most expensive project financed by private capital in the history of man. It will be totally privately financed. 

   The gas pipeline requires over 3,000 miles of 52-inch pipe that cannot be made in the United States at the present time. It requires an additional 2,000 miles of gathering pipelines and production facilities. It will take 5.2 million tons of steel. It will take $3 billion to $5 billion in steel orders. That cannot be done by the United States steel industry today. They cannot even hope to participate in the building of that pipeline. They will not participate unless the issue of the health care costs for retired employees is settled. 

   Just this morning I had a notice from a friend of mine who told me this: 

   Presently, there are only two steel mills in the world that are capable of delivering the pipe needed for our pipeline as it is presently designed. The design will require one-half of the world's capability to produce pipe during the period of its construction. If the producers start work on the project this year, it would take until 2010 or 2011 for gas to actually reach the U.S. market. There are over 18 months of work required to complete enough of the design and permitting prior to ordering the pipe. For orders placed in 2003, the pipe materials would be delivered in the year 2007. 

[Break]

   Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, before the distinguished visitor entered the Chamber, and before the vote and the statements were made by the Senators from Wyoming concerning their nominee, I was discussing problems in relation to the Alaska natural gas pipeline. 

   I think it is something on which the Senate ought to concentrate because we are clearly going to have to have a gas pipeline to bring to market the gas which was reinjected into the ground as Prudhoe Bay oil was produced. To bring that to market--50 to 70 trillion cubic feet of gas--we need a pipeline 3,000 miles long, gathering pipelines up to 1,500 miles long. 

   We are now in the position where there are only two steel mills in the world that are capable of delivering this steel pipe as it is designed. 

   Before the vote, I outlined the number of jobs that we have lost in the steel industry and the situation with the American steel industry. For this gas pipeline, we need 5.2 million tons of steel. We need $3 to $5 billion in steel orders. We cannot get that steel unless the U.S. steel industry gets back on its feet. 

   So for that reason, I started to think about how we could use some of the cashflow from the development of ANWR to start the process of the gas pipeline. As we examined that, we found the problem was not the steel industry as much as it was the rights of those who have been employed by the steel industry to have their medical care maintained. And that promise was a benefit that was agreed to many years ago for the contribution these workers had made to the military and civilian infrastructure of the country. It is, as I understand it, a potential lien against the steel industry as a whole. 

   We need to find some way to prevent these retirees from losing their health care coverage so that it will not be a lien against the assets of the steel industry as it tries to undergo consolidation now. The consolidation must be done if we are going to have the steel necessary to build the Alaska pipeline to bring our gas down to somewhere in the Midwest. 

   I was commencing to tell the Senate about two messages that I received today from a great friend whom I think is one of the most capable engineers in the oil and gas industry, particularly with regard to the pipelines and their design. 

   As I said, he told me there are only two steel mills in the world that are currently capable of delivering this pipe. He further told me that the pipe will require one-half of the world's capability to produce the pipe during the period of this order. 

   If the producers restart their work on this project this year, it would take until 2010 or 2011 for the gas to actually be delivered to our Midwest--9 years from now. 

   There is over 18 months of work required to complete the design so that it would be possible to order the pipe. For orders placed in 2003, the last pipe materials would be delivered to the field in 2007. That would enable the gas, if everything else goes well, to start being delivered in 2010, as I said. 

   Now, we have linked these issues together because of both the funding standpoint and the impact on national security and because of our absolute need for steel to build our gas pipeline. 

   Opening up the North Slope of Alaska to the drilling in what we call the 1002 area will bring a cash bid in 2003 and 2005. We propose to make some of that money available to initiate the process of rebuilding the industry and taking the first steps to assure that the legacy fund of the steelworkers and the coal workers would be made whole. 

   Madam President, many people have argued with me about this. The House bill put money into the conservation account. An interesting thing about it is, if the amendment we have is defeated, the oil industry will not proceed, the steel industry will not proceed, the natural gas pipeline will not proceed, but not one of these radical environmentalists will lose their health care coverage. The American steel retirees are going to be the ones who pay the price in the long run. 

   I received a second message from my friend just before I came back to the Chamber, and that is that 30 percent of the pipeline materials will need to be delivered to the site by 2005, with the remainder to be delivered in 2007, as I said. I did not realize the steel chemistry for pipelines of this size has never been used. It will be what we call an X80-plus steel pipeline. 

   If the project proceeds in the first year, some of the pipe material needed to be manufactured will need to be tested for weldability and for fracture and burst analysis to assure the material chemistry in the pipe is correct. The timing and cost of all of this is critical to the pipeline project. 

   In addition to the pipeline pipe, there is a huge amount of normal steel materials required for compressor stations and the largest processing plant ever to be built. 

   The Alaska natural gas pipeline should be called the ``Full Employment Project for 10 Years,'' maybe 15 years. It will require every person who is capable of working on such an endeavor in the United States and Canada for a period of over 8 years. It will not be built unless we realize the preliminaries must be completed before this pipeline can be built. It will bring down to what we call the South 48 the equivalent of a million barrels of oil a day, but it will be natural gas--high pressure gas pipeline, 52 inches in diameter, 1-inch thick. 

   I find it very interesting that as I talk about this subject, the commentators in the newspapers and whatnot say this is just a lot of baloney. These people are trying to link two subjects together. These are two subjects that have no individual answer. At the present time, we don't have 60 votes on the amendment to allow the drilling to commence in the 1002 area. We know that. 

   But the steelworkers and coal miners have no other cashflow either. They can't look for another source of money to meet their needs for at least 30 years. There are over 600,000 of them, and our proposal would start a cashflow from this new oil brought into our market. And it is money that is payable for the bidding process and from royalties on this oil that would help the steelworkers, the coal workers, and the industry to reconstruct itself. 

   We have been criticized about this all too often. I see my good friend standing here in the Chamber who might take umbrage at this. But during the time I was chairman of the Appropriations Committee, we provided $17 billion for American farmers for emergency purposes because of failures in various parts of the agricultural industry. That was in addition to hundreds of billions of dollars that were spent by the Department of Agriculture in the same period. What do you think that money was used for? It was used to pay for the bills on the John Deere tractors. It was used to pay for the farmers' health insurance. It was used to pay for the cost of the agricultural community to survive during bad times. 

   These are bad times for the steel industry. There is not one bit of steel in my State. We have half the coal of the United States, but we do not have any steel. We have raised a question of trying to find an answer to the steel problem because of our own interest in the steel industry in the future. If there is no steel industry in the United States, we will not have an Alaska natural gas pipeline for years and years. 

   I see no reason why we should be afraid to marry two subjects that, if the supporters of each would get together, we would succeed. The radical environmentalists of this country have overwhelmed the Congress. 

   In 1980, my State faced the problem of a proposal to withdraw 104 million acres of Alaska for Alaska national interest lands. That is what the name of the act was, the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. In 1978, my former colleague, Senator Gravel, had blocked that bill in the final minutes of that session, that Congress that ended in 1978. 

   By the end of 1980, we were at the place where there was a bill, but we said we would not support it, could not support it, unless we had the right to explore in the 1002 area, which is known to contain the largest reservoir in the North American Continent. And in a compromise entered into in good faith between those of us who represented Alaska and Senators Jackson and Tsongas, we got a bill passed which authorized the future drilling in this area and provided an environmental impact statement that showed there would be no adverse impact on the area. 

   Twice the Congress has passed such an amendment and twice President Clinton vetoed it. Now President Bush, knowing the international situation as it is, has said he wants this area opened to oil and gas exploration. We are trying to carry that load of getting the approval requested by the President of the United States. It is in the House bill, but it is not in this bill. 

   I find it very hard to represent a State such as mine, a new State. I have been in the Senate for all but 9 years that Alaska has been a member of the Union. The one absolute agreement, absolute agreement that we worked on for 7 years was the agreement to assure that this area would be explored for its oil and gas potential. 

   When I was in the Department of the Interior during the Eisenhower administration, I helped prepare the order to create the Arctic National Wildlife Range. At that time there was no question that range was created, and it was specifically stated that oil and gas exploration could continue in that area, subject to stipulations to protect the fish and wildlife. 

   When we got to this bill, the so-called ANILCA bill, the Alaska Natural Interest Lands Conservation Act, we had the proposal to withdraw all of this land, and the House of Representatives, in its bill, closed this area to oil and gas exploration. The only basic change that we made in that bill, as it came out of the Senate, the only basic change that was absolutely demanded by the State of Alaska and all of us who were elected to represent the State of Alaska--both the State legislature, the Governor, and the three of us in the congressional delegation--was that area had to be available for exploration. 

   Senator Jackson, chairman of the committee; Senator Tsongas, author of the substitute; agreed to amend that bill to allow for the exploration and development of the oil and gas potential, and those in the Chamber now who challenge that are leading the fight to break a commitment that was made to a sovereign State. It was made to us as a State that the area would be available for exploration if we did not oppose any further the proposal to withdraw 104 million acres of land for national purposes in our State. 

   People say, why are you exercised about that? Our whole rights as a State were put aside until that issue was settled. The Alaskan people were entitled to select lands for the public land as part of our statehood act; the Native people were entitled to select lands in settlement of their claims. Over 150 million acres of Alaska to be selected to benefit Alaskans in the future, it all was put aside until those 104 million acres were set aside. The only thing we asked out of the 104 million acres was the right to explore this area, 1.5 million acres on the Arctic coast. That agreement was made. 

   There are people here in the Senate who voted for it who now tell us they are not going to vote to allow that exploration to take place. It is enough to strain anybody's conscience, and my conscience is strained because of the fact that I agreed to that proposition. I agreed to it. I believed in the system. I believed that once Congress made a commitment in law, signed by the President of the United States, it would be binding even on future Senators. Apparently, it is not. 

   I warn all Senators, don't trust the Senate. Don't trust a commitment that is made by your colleagues. Don't trust an agreement that you make with the Federal Government. Unless we can get this area opened, there is no way I will trust a future agreement that is made here in the Senate Chamber with regard to future activity. I will insist that anything that benefits my State must be done now, not dependent on future Congresses in order to carry it out. 

   This is an unfortunate situation as far as I am concerned. I have not said the last. 

   Let me put this back up so people will see it again. 

   Madam President, this is the introduction to section 1002, the Jackson-Tsongas amendment, December 2, 1980. It specifically set forth the agreement we had made: 

   The purpose of this section is to provide for a comprehensive and continuing inventory and assessment of the fish and wildlife resources of the coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge; an analysis of the impacts of oil and gas exploration, development, and production, and to authorize exploratory activity within the coastal plain in a manner that avoids significant adverse effects on the fish and wildlife and other resources. 

   That is the situation. That is the Coastal Plain, 1.5 million acres, part of the original Arctic Wildlife Range. That has never been wilderness. The balance of the wildlife range is wilderness, but the additions of the wildlife range are not wilderness. This is a concept--I really don't know how to deal with it other than to say this was a basic negotiated compromise between the State of Alaska and the people of the United States. We were assured that the area would be open. 

   Now, that little red dot there on the chart represents the amount of land we have agreed we would be limited to as we go into production--2,000 acres of a million and a half acres is what we are asking to be able to explore. We know where to drill now. The seismic work was authorized by the 1980 act and has been done. We are ready to drill now. 

   There is oil production right outside of that ANWR area. This is the Prudhoe Bay area here and this is Kuparuk Field. This is essential to our national security. At the time of the Persian Gulf war, that Trans-Alaska pipeline, going from Prudhoe Bay to Valdez, carried 2.1 billion barrels of oil a day. Now it carries 950,000 a day. We make up the difference by importing the oil from Iraq. As we buy the oil from Iraq, Saddam Hussein sends $25,000 to the families of every one of the suicide bombers. We are paying for the terrorism that comes from Iraq because we continue to import oil that we could produce ourselves. We know there is oil there. The problem is, not only do we know there is oil there, but also in this big field up here, as we produce the oil, there is associated gas. 

   There is 50 trillion to 70 trillion cubic feet of gas there that we want to bring down to the 48 contiguous States. This chart will show where it will go. There are two routes proposed. This green line is the route. It is traversing a corridor that will come down the Alaska Highway and across into Canada and then to the Chicago area. That is 3,000 miles, and 1,500 miles of gathering pipelines in the area. 

   There is no question that this gas is absolutely needed for our future. What is the key to that future? I am back where I started. The key is steel. If we don't have steel, we cannot build a pipeline. If the steelworkers don't get that legacy fund fixed, there will not be a consolidation of steel that will make a difference for us. We need the steel industry to come back into its own and for them to be able to deliver their portion of this steel. It will take half of the world's production for a period of 7 to 10 years to build that gas pipeline. That is why we are suggesting that we marry up the needs of the steel industry and our needs, as the State that wants to pursue development of that oil in the 1002 area, the million and a half acres. 

   I think we should do things in the national interest. I am sad to say that it increasingly looks as if it is not going to happen. We are still going to persevere and try to continue to convince people what would be the right and just thing to do here. But, above all, I hope every Senator will examine their conscience and answer the question of whether or not, if a commitment was made to them concerning their State by the United States in a law enacted by the Congress, suggested by two colleagues in the Senate, what would their attitude be if when the time came to validate that agreement, the Senate refused to do so? 

   I yield the floor. 
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