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The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was appoint the Honorable SAM BROWNBACK, a I yield the floor.
called to order by the Honorable SAM Senator from the State of Kansas, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.
BROWNBACK, a Senator from the State TED STEVENS, CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR

of Kansas.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O God our help, before we begin the
challenges of this day, we pause to ac-
knowledge our need of You. We come to
You for refuge. We need You to go with
us to order our steps. Help us to shape
today’s priorities in a way that will
please You. Go before us to touch the
hearts of people we need to influence.

Guide the Members and officers of
this body with Your wisdom. Strength-
en them, Lord, as they seek to be faith-
ful stewards of the great opportunities
You have given them to serve.

O God of love, all the good things we
have are from You. Give us the wisdom
to slow down long enough to discover
Your plan.

All this we ask in Your powerful
Name. Amen.

—————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SAM BROWNBACK led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one Nation under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 16, 2005.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

President pro tempore.
Mr. BROWNBACK thereupon as-
sumed the Chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing we will begin consideration of the
budget resolution. We have an order in
place from last night which sets aside
specific debate times in relation to sev-
eral amendments this morning. We will
debate an NIH amendment, to be fol-
lowed by additional debate on the
ANWR amendment, to be followed by
further debate on two veterans amend-
ments. At the conclusion of those de-
bates, we will vote on the pending Am-
trak amendment and the pending
ANWR amendment. We also anticipate
that we will reach agreement to vote
on some of the other previously dis-
cussed amendments. Senators could
therefore expect a series of votes to
begin sometime between 12:30 and 1
o’clock today.

I thank the chairman and ranking
member of the Budget Committee for
working out a reasonable approach for
the consideration of these issues. Once
again, we will continue through the
afternoon and evening on additional
amendments with votes throughout the
session.

THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
2006

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
Con. Res. 18, which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 18)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for the fiscal
year 2006 and including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2005 and 2007
through 2010.

Pending:

Byrd Amendment No. 1568, to provide ade-
quate funding of $1.4 billion in fiscal year
2006 to preserve a national intercity pas-
senger rail system.

Cantwell Amendment No. 168, to strike
section 201(a)(4) relative to the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

Akaka Amendment No. 149, to increase
veterans medical care by $2.8 billion in 2006.

Ensign Amendment No. 171, to increase
veterans medical care by $410,000,000 in fiscal
year 2006.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senator from California, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, is recognized for up to 20 min-
utes.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, as we all know, this
budget cuts a score of critical domestic
programs: food for women and infants;
community development block grants
for cities, which cities use for vital
purposes; and health and education
programs for children. That is just a
few. It cuts Medicaid by $15 billion over
5 years. It zeros out reimbursements to
States and counties of the cost of in-
carcerating criminal aliens. It is an un-
funded mandate in that regard. Yet
this budget contains $41.3 million for
nuclear weapons initiatives including
$8.5 million for a nuclear program that
scientists say is impossible to achieve.
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The seriousness of the issue and the
clear intent of this administration to
renew funding this year for this nu-
clear initiative that was zeroed out by
the Congress last year compel me to
come to the floor today.

President Bush’s fiscal year 2006
budget calls for $8.5 million, including
$4 million for the Department of En-
ergy and $4.5 million for the Depart-
ment of Defense, for the research and
development of a nuclear bunker bust-
er, a 100-kiloton weapon called the ro-
bust earth nuclear penetrator. The pur-
pose of the research is to determine
whether a missile casing on a 100-kil-
oton warhead can survive a thrust into
the earth and take out a hardened and
deeply buried military target without
spewing millions of cubic feet of radio-
active debris into the atmosphere. Sci-
entists know that the laws of physics
will not allow that to happen.

It includes $25 million to lower the
Nevada test site time-to-test readiness
from the current 24 to 36 months to 18
months. This sends a clear signal of an
urgent move to begin underground nu-
clear testing as soon as possible. This
is despite the fact that our country has
had a moratorium on nuclear testing
since 1992. We have had it for more
than 13 years.

It also contains $7.8 million for a so-
called modern pit facility. This is a fa-
cility to build 450 new pits. These are
the nuclear triggers for nuclear weap-
ons, the shells in which the fissile ma-
terial is contained and detonated. This
is 450 new pits a year, some of which
would be designed for new nuclear
weapons.

Currently the United States has ap-
proximately 15,000 warheads. Under the
Moscow Treaty, the United States is to
decrease its strategic nuclear force to
1,700 to 2,200 by 2012. To maintain a
2,200-warhead force at replacement
level—and this is important—we would
only need to build 50 pits a year, not
450 which is called for in this budget.
So why build a new facility unless
there are plans underway to develop a
new generation of nuclear weapons?

Perhaps because the explosion and
use of nuclear weapons took place at
the end of World War II, we forget what
it is like. I hope people will look at this
and see what it is like. This is Hiro-
shima. This is at the end of World War
II. This is a 15-kiloton nuclear weapon,
not a 100-kiloton nuclear weapon. This
is incomprehensible to me. This is
what the Enola Gay dropped on Hiro-
shima. It cleared bare 4 square miles. It
killed immediately 90,000 people. It
caused hundreds of thousands of people
to die of radiation sickness. Again, why
fund this program?

Congress made a strong statement
last year. We took out the appropria-
tions for these new nuclear weapons.
This defunding was made possible by
the leadership of Representative DAVID
HOBSON, the chairman of the House Ap-
propriations Energy Committee, who
was successful, with our support, in
eliminating $27.5 million in funding for
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this 100-kiloton nuclear bunker buster
and $9 million for the advanced weap-
ons concepts initiative. This is a falla-
cious concept of creating low yield tac-
tical nuclear weapons, under 5 Kkilo-
tons, to use on a battlefield no less.
Who would ever want to send their sons
and daughters to any war where the
battlefield had nuclear weapons? It
also eliminated funding to lower the
time-to-test readiness at the Nevada
test site to 18 months and limited fund-
ing for the Modern Pit Facility to $7
million.

Congress spoke last year. We said: We
will not approve appropriations for this
program. And yet once again those ap-
propriations have crept into this budg-
et.

I will take a few minutes to make
that evident to Members of the Senate.
Last year was a consequential victory
for those of us who believe very deep-
ly—and I might say passionately—that
the United States will not be safer be-
cause of this program and that the
United States sends the wrong signal
to the rest of the world by reopening
the nuclear door and beginning the
testing and development of a new gen-
eration of nuclear weapons.

This year, our message is clear: Don’t
reopen this nuclear door. Those of us
who are appropriators will once again
try to remove this funding from the
budget.

I am so disappointed to learn that
the administration has requested fund-
ing again this year for a 100-kiloton nu-
clear bunker buster, to lower the time-
to-test readiness at the Nevada test
site to 18 months, and to fund a modern
plutonium pit facility that could
produce 450 new plutonium pits a year
when only 50 are needed.

There should be no doubt that this is
the Secretary of Defense’s program. He
is determined to get it funded. It is
that Secretary who requested the Sec-
retary of Energy to place $4 million in
the energy budget and $4.5 million in
the defense budget. This is very clever.
In this way Secretary Rumsfeld hopes
to get it done in the defense budget, if
he can’t through energy appropria-
tions.

I ask that the Senate know that the
development of a 100-kiloton robust nu-
clear earth penetrator is simply not
possible without spewing millions of
tons of radioactive material and kill-
ing large numbers of people.

Secondly, the development of new
nuclear weapons will only undermine
our antiproliferation efforts and will
make our Nation less safe, not more
safe.

And thirdly, as a nation, we are send-
ing the wrong message, a message that
will only encourage nuclear prolifera-
tion by others. In fact, it already has.

The bottom line: There is simply no
such thing as a clean or usable 100-Kkil-
oton nuclear bunker buster that could
destroy a hardened and deeply buried
military target without spewing radi-
ation.

Consider this: A 1-kiloton nuclear
weapon, detonated 25 to 50 feet under-
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ground, would dig a crater the size of
Ground Zero in New York and eject 1
million cubic feet of radioactive debris
into the air. Given the insurmountable
physics problems associated with bur-
rowing a warhead deep into the earth,
you would need a weapon with more
than 100 kilotons of yield to destroy an
underground target at a depth of 1,000
feet. Yet the maximum feasible depth a
bunker buster can penetrate is about 35
feet. At that depth, a 100-kiloton bunk-
er buster would scatter 100 million
cubic feet of radioactive debris into the
atmosphere.

There is no known missile casing
that can survive a 1,000-foot thrust into
the earth to avoid overwhelming and
catastrophic consequences. That is not
me saying this, that is science saying
this.

Let me give you the words of the
head of the National Nuclear Security
Administration, if you don’t trust me.
At the March 2, 2005, House Armed
Services Strategic Forces Sub-
committee, Congresswoman ELLEN
TAUSCHER asked Ambassador Linton
Brooks the following question:

I just want to know, is there any way a [ro-
bust nuclear earth penetrator] of any size
that we would drop will not produce a huge
amount of radioactive debris?

The answer, according to the Ambas-
sador:

No, there is not.

When Congresswoman TAUSCHER
asked him how deep he thought a
bunker buster could go, using modern
scientific concepts—in other words,
here we get to the missile casing—he
said:

. . a couple of tens of meters maybe. I mean
certainly—I really must apologize for my
lack of precision, if we in the administration
have suggested that it was possible to have a
bomb that penetrated far enough to trap all
fallout. I don’t believe that—I don’t believe
the laws of physics will ever let that be true.

So here we have the administration
saying what we who have opposed this
program from the start have said. The
laws of physics will never allow the de-
velopment of a ‘‘clean’ 100-kiloton ro-
bust nuclear earth penetrator.

Again, simply stated, there is no cas-
ing that will withstand a 1,000-foot
thrust into the earth—the depth at
which a spewing of radioactivity might
be contained. Such an admission begs
the question: Why are we even spend-
ing a dime on this research? Or as Sec-
retary Rumsfeld said to me in a De-

fense Appropriations Subcommittee
hearing with a shrug, ‘“‘Oh, this is just
a study.”

Do I believe that answer? Absolutely
not. This has never been about a study.
It has been about the intent of the ad-
ministration to develop new nuclear
weapons, and I have followed this for a
long time now.

This year, this budget funds $8.5 mil-
lion. In fiscal year 2007, it increases to
$17.5 million, including $14 million for
the Department of Energy and $3.5 mil-
lion for the Pentagon.

While the administration is silent
this year on how much it plans to
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spend on the program in future years,
last year they let it all out. Last year’s
budget request called for spending $485
million on a 100-kiloton nuclear bunker
buster over 5 years, which scientists
say is impossible to devise. The laws of
physics won’t allow it, unless you are
going to prepare one that is going to
spew tons of radioactivity.

Let me, for a moment, mention the
policies underlying this initiative.
These policies began in 2002 with the
document called the Nuclear Posture
Review. That document places nuclear
weapons as part of the strategic triad
for the first time in our history, there-
fore, blurring the distinction between
conventional and nuclear weapons—a
very bad policy decision.

Then take National Security Direc-
tive 17, which came out later that year,
which indicated for the first time in
America’s history that we would en-
gage in a first use of nuclear weapons—
a historic statement. We have never
had a no-first-use policy, but we have
never said that we would countenance
a first use of nuclear weapons. And in
National Security Directive 17 we do
just that. We say we would engage in a
first use of nuclear weapons—again,
that is a historic statement—to re-
spond to a chemical or biological at-
tack against certain nations. The Nu-
clear Posture Review named seven na-
tions against whom we would coun-
tenance a nuclear attack. One of those
nations legally is a nuclear nation.
This is ridiculous and foolish policy,
and it jeopardizes the future of all
Americans. But what it does also is it
encourages other nations to develop
their own nuclear weapons, thereby
putting American lives and our na-
tional security at risk. That is why the
North Koreans are moving ahead. They
see what we are going to do. They see
that we have said we would enter into
a first use of nuclear weapons. North
Korea is one of the seven nations
named. That is what is happening in
Iran now. Iran is one of the seven na-
tions named. Other countries are now
looking at advanced weapons concepts,
based on the fact that we have moved
in this direction.

The next nuclear nonproliferation re-
view conference is in May, and it will
allow parties to the treaty to measure
progress in implementing their obliga-
tion and to discuss additional steps to
meet the treaty’s objectives.

In public statements—this is the hy-
pocrisy—the administration recognizes
the importance of the NPT. Last week,
President Bush stated that the NPT
“represents a key legal barrier to nu-
clear weapons proliferation and makes
a critical contribution to international
security,” and that ‘‘the United States
is firmly committed to its obligations
under the treaty.”

If we are indeed serious about
strengthening our nonproliferation ef-
forts and increasing international nu-
clear security, we should lead in reduc-
ing nuclear arsenals; we should lead in
preventing nuclear proliferation; and
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we should know that a production of a
100-kiloton nuclear bunker buster is
sheer hypocrisy on our part.

Make no mistake, the rest of the
world is watching us and paying close
attention to what we do. I believe the
United States can take several actions
to make better use of our resources and
demonstrate our commitment to keep-
ing the world’s most dangerous weap-
ons out of the hands of the most dan-
gerous people. We have to strengthen
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
at this May 2005 review conference.

This includes supporting tougher in-
spections to monitor compliance, more
effective controls on sensitive tech-
nologies, accelerated programs to safe-
guard and eliminate nuclear weapon
usable materials, and agreement that
no state may withdraw from the treaty
and escape responsibility for prior vio-
lations of the treaty.

We should expand and accelerate
Nunn-Lugar threat reduction pro-
grams. I hear Senator after Senator
saying they support the Nunn-Lugar
program. We should provide the nec-
essary resources to improve security
and take the rest of the Soviet era nu-
clear chemical and biological weapons
arsenal and infrastructure out of cir-
culation.

Third, we should strengthen the abil-
ity of the DOE’s global threat reduc-
tion initiative to secure and remove
nuclear weapons usable material from
vulnerable sites around the world.

Last year, Senator DOMENICI and I
sponsored an amendment to the 2005
National Defense Authorization Act,
which authorized the Secretary of En-
ergy to lead an accelerated, com-
prehensive worldwide effort to secure,
remove, and eliminate the threat by
these materials.

Finally, we should improve—this has
to do with the bunker buster—our in-
telligence capabilities in relation to
underground targets and expand con-
ventional options to put them at risk.
Every underground target has entry
and exit, has air vents, presents a way
to take them out with conventional
weapons. That is what we should be
doing instead of exploring, doing re-
search and development of a 100-Kkil-
oton nuclear bunker buster, which
science says cannot be done without
the spewing of millions of tons radi-
ation. History repeats itself.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum and ask unanimous
consent that the time be equally di-
vided.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for—may I have up to 10
minutes? I don’t think I will go that
long.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
out of the amendment time, and there
is 45 minutes on our side. We have
many speakers. Can the Senator go for
7 minutes?

Mr. WYDEN. That would be gracious.
I will try to do that.

Mr. CONRAD. If Senator SPECTER has
not appeared by then, we can provide
more time.

Mr. WYDEN. I thank my colleague.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon is rec-
ognized.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, those
who advocate drilling in the Arctic
claim that the drilling is needed to re-
duce our Nation’s dependence on for-
eign oil. But what is included in the
Senate budget resolution doesn’t in-
crease U.S. energy security. To the
contrary, it is a license to export Alas-
kan oil outside the United States. With
the inflated revenue projections of $2.5
billion from drilling in the Arctic in-
cluded in the budget, the Federal Gov-
ernment will be forced to sell the oil to
the highest bidder to even come close
to reaching that amount.

Under the Senate budget, if the high-
est price is in South America, oil from
that wildlife refuge would have to go to
South America. If the highest price is
in the Far East, Arctic oil would have
to go to the Far East. If the highest
price is in the Middle East, Arctic oil
would have to go to the Middle East.

With the weak dollar, it would be a
virtual certainty that the highest price
for Arctic oil would be outside our
country. It would not reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil one drop to ex-
port Arctic oil overseas, but that is ex-
actly what could happen under the
Senate budget resolution.

Now, last Congress, the House, in
passing its Energy bill, recognized that
drilling in the Arctic wildlife refuge
won’t help our Nation’s energy secu-
rity if the oil from that drilling is ex-
ported overseas. The House-passed En-
ergy bill explicitly prohibited the ex-
port of oil from the Arctic wildlife ref-
uge. But the Senate budget resolution
fails to include an export prohibition.
In fact, it invites exports by assuming
revenues that can only be met by re-
quiring the oil to be sold to the highest
bidder, at a time when the dollar is
weak.

If the goal is energy security, then
including the Arctic drilling in the
budget resolution in this fashion is the
wrong way to go about it. We can get
more energy security, and we can get it
sooner than from Arctic oil drilling
under the Senate budget resolution.

Last week, the President renewed his
push for drilling in the Arctic by argu-
ing it would produce nearly 10 million
barrels per day. But the President ac-
knowledged that that amount of oil
would not be produced until 2025. We
can get that much energy security and
more, and we can get it now instead of
waiting until 2025. We can get that
added energy security by changing the
current policies on exports of oil and
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petroleum and providing the right in-
centives for producers to develop the
billions of barrels of recoverable oil
that are in U.S. reserves but are not
being developed today.

Right now our country is exporting
about 1 million barrels a day of petro-
leum products. That happens every sin-
gle day. We could in effect get 1 million
barrels a day more oil for our country,
10 percent more energy security, and
we could get it right now by ending
those exports.

By comparison, the administration’s
Energy Information Administration
says the amount of oil that the Presi-
dent says would be produced in the
Arctic would only reduce our Nation’s
dependence by 3 percent, from 68 per-
cent to 65 percent dependence on for-
eign oil. I seriously doubt the OPEC
cartel will stop its anticompetitive
practices because of a tiny increase in
Arctic production 20 years from now
that even the Energy Administration
says would reduce our dependence on
foreign oil by 3 percent. Our country
can get more than three times that
amount of increased energy security
and we can get it now rather than 2025
by stopping exports of U.S.-produced
petroleum products, and under the un-
restricted export language of the Sen-
ate budget resolution we could end up
with no additional energy security—no
additional energy security, absolutely
not. We can do much better than a 3-
percent increase in energy security. We
can do better than the 10-percent in-
crease in security our country would
get from eliminating exports. In fact,
our country could produce an addi-
tional 40 billion barrels of oil, enough
to replace all of our country’s imports
of oil for the next 10 years, and we
could get that additional oil from ex-
isting reserves that could be produced
in our country if the right incentives
were provided.

If we want to get serious about en-
ergy security, we can start today. We
should eliminate the budget resolu-
tion’s license to export Arctic oil out
of our country. We should replace the
budget’s Arctic oil export license with
policies that provide real energy secu-
rity for our Nation.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The journal clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. I note the absence of a
quorum with the condition that the
time be charged equally against both
sides.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The journal clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, Mr. SPECTER,
is recognized to offer an amendment
relative to NIH on which there will be
45 minutes of debate equally divided in
the usual form.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 173

I send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The journal clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER], for himself and Mr. HARKIN, proposes
an amendment numbered 173.

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: Increase discretionary health and
education funding by $2,000,000,000)

On page 17, line 16, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 17, line 17, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 18, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 26, line 14, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 26, line 15, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, at the
outset I submit a statement for the
record and ask that it be included in
its entirety at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. SPECTER. In order to summa-
rize, since we have a relatively limited
period of time, this amendment pro-
vides for increasing funding for the De-
partment of Education by $500 million,
which would bring it up to level fund-
ing, and an addition of $1.5 billion for
the National Institutes of Health, and
the offset would be across the board
from Function 920. This reduction
would not cut any programs but simply
reduce administrative expenses, travel,
and consulting services by .237 percent,
which is minuscule in the overall
scheme of things, I admit, very minor
compared to the importance of having
additional funding in education and ad-
ditional funding in the National Insti-
tutes of Health.

NIH has made remarkable advances
on an enormous list of very major dis-
eases and they are worth itemizing be-
cause each one of these strikes thou-
sands of Americans. They include:

Autism, stroke, obesity, Alzheimer’s,
Parkinson’s, spinal muscular atrophy,
scleroderma, ALS, muscular dys-
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trophy, diabetes, osteoporosis, cancers,
including breast, cervical and ovarian,
lymphoma, multiple myeloma, pros-
tate, pancreatic, colon, head and neck,
brain, lung, pediatric renal disorders,
multiple sclerosis, deafness and other
communication disorders, glaucoma,
macular degeneration, sickle cell ane-
mia, heart disease, spinal cord injury,
sudden infant death syndrome, arthri-

tis, schizophrenia and other mental
disorders, polycystic kidney disease,
hepatitis, Cooley’s anemia, primary

immune deficiency disorders, and the
list goes on and on.

As I read them off to itemize them,
they are abstractions to people who
suffer from these ailments. To families
of people who suffer these ailments,
they are catastrophic. Take someone
who has autism, take someone who has
Alzheimer’s, this disrupts the family,
these ailments are overwhelming. The
National Institutes of Health has had
increases in this budget on a commit-
ment by this body to double NIH, and
we have increased the funding very
substantially. But last year and the
year before and this year, the funding
well has not proceeded as it should.
When you talk about a budget of $28
billion for the National Institutes of
Health, when you have an overall budg-
et of approximately $2.67 trillion, $28
billion is totally insufficient.

If there is not an increase in funding
for the National Institutes of Health,
there will be 402 less grants awarded
next year than last year. The increase
of less than $200 million does not begin
to approximate the replacement rate
for chemical, biomedical research
which is 3.5 percent. We have $1.7 bil-
lion which is being applied by NIH to
bioterrorism. With all due respect, that
ought to come out of homeland secu-
rity, bioterrorism. It is coming out of
the NIH budget because it is a medical
issue. If there is not additional fund-
ing, these are some of the points of im-
pact on the National Institutes of
Health:

They will be unable to test safety of
new behavioral treatments for autism;
unable to initiate phase 3 to determine
the relationship between infection and
cardiovascular disease; unable to ex-
pand research on early identification
preventing procurement impairment of
newborns; delay by 1 year more re-
search with industry to develop vac-
cines for hepatitis C infections; delay
the evaluation of promising vaccines in
a variety of contexts. It will delay pro-
grams for developing computer models
for responding to infectious disease
outbreaks such as avian flu, as well as
bioterrorism attacks—here again these
are abstractions, but to the people they
hit, they are catastrophic—unable to
expand the development of meth-
amphetamine addiction; unable to ini-
tiate multicellular studies of
aquaimmune hepatitis, and the list
goes on and on.

The subject of adequacy of NIH re-
search is one which I thought was of
enormous importance before 1 was
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elected to the Senate in 1980, and my
initial assignment on Appropriations
took me to the Subcommittee on
Health and Human Services. I have al-
ways been an advocate for increasing
NIH funding. Then when I took over
the chairmanship of the subcommittee
in 1995, in a position to establish prior-
ities, the Senate voted to double NIH
funding, but then in the first year fol-
lowing defeated an effort to add $1 bil-
lion. Senator HARKIN and I have formed
a partnership on a bipartisan basis, and
he has had the gavel when the Demo-
crats took over for 17 months in 2001
and when we have had a transfer of the
gavel, it has been seamless, he and I
and this partnership of established pri-
orities within our subcommittee even
when this body did not grant increases
to NIH. We have found the money by
establishing priorities. But the fact is
that opportunity is gone. It is gone be-
cause there have been decreases in the
other facets of the budget.

The Department of Labor budget has
been cut by 3% percent this year. I
don’t know how we are going to fund
the necessary programs for worker
safety. The education budget, believe it
or not, has been cut by almost 1 per-
cent, by some $500 million. I will come
to that in a moment on the aspect of
this amendment which seeks to raise
education funding by $500 million. But
it is not possible anymore to juggle the
books. We cannot juggle the books and
find money and priorities to add an ad-
ditional $1.5 billion to the National In-
stitutes of Health.

My interest in medical research oc-
curred long before I developed a cur-
rent problem, which has been pub-
licized, with Hodgkin’s, and I am glad
to say that there is a cure for the par-
ticular problem I had. But in many
forms of cancer there is no cure. Presi-
dent Nixon declared war on cancer in
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1972. Here we are 33 years later, the
wealthiest country in the world, the
greatest talent in the world on re-
search, and we spend $2.6 trillion. We
spend it in many directions which are
challenged by many people in our soci-
ety, but we allocate $28 billion to NIH.
And it is totally, totally, totally insuf-
ficient, and for families where they suf-
fer from Alzheimer’s or heart disease
or the long list of maladies I recited, it
is simply unacceptable. I know the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee has enormous problems. I
compliment him on taking on what is
probably the toughest job in the Sen-
ate, to try to find a way to make allo-
cations on the budget.

But among the priorities, I will say
that the expression is frequently used,
“‘none is higher.” Well, that means it
could be tied with a lot of others. But
I would say health is highest. If you
don’t have your health, you can’t do
anything else. I could give an extended
dissertation on that particular propo-
sition because it has struck home to
me. Not to overly personalize the mat-
ter, but when you go through the regi-
men for Hodgkin’s, they fill your body
full of poisons to fight the poisons
which are in your body. It is quite a
war of the worlds as it battles through
you. It underscores the importance of
health. For the people who were suf-
fering from the long list I recited, it is
the beginning and end of every day.

We ought to win the war on cancer.
In the particular institute of a very
distinguished doctor, John Glick, who
is my oncologist, they had plans for a
57 percent increase in their funding.
That was reduced to 42 percent. And
that was eliminated. That is symbolic
of what is going on across America.
That reduction in funding means a lot
of pain, a lot of suffering, and a lot of
deaths. We have the capacity to do
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something about it. This $1.5 billion is
a modest step.

Now on to education. The President’s
budget came over with a .9-percent de-
crease in education funding. It is a lit-
tle hard for me to understand, given
the importance of education. The Gov-
ernors meet, the industrialists meet,
and they decry the inadequacy of edu-
cation in America. While the Federal
Government provides a relatively
small percentage of funding, we do
have the leadership position.

Just last week, the Senate passed, 99
to 0, the reauthorization of the Perkins
Vocational and Technical Education
Program, which is a $2 billion program.
But on the Education Department
budget, this program is zeroed out. It
was $2 billion, and we voted for it 99 to
nothing. We looked good when we had
the authorization vote, but when it
comes to putting our money where our
mouth is, we are AWOL, we are gone,
we are not there.

There is an enormous number of edu-
cational programs which have been cut
out totally. The GEAR UP program,
which has been funded by my sub-
committee over the last 6 years, which
takes seventh graders and gives them
mentoring and puts them on the right
course through high school, an enor-
mously important program not only
for education but for crime control,
where there is really the stark alter-
native of becoming a juvenile delin-
quent or becoming an educated Amer-
ica—it is gone.

The list is too long to read.

I ask unanimous consent the full text
of these programs which are being cut
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT FY 2006 DISCRETIONARY BUDGET, TERMINATIONS

[Dollars in thousands]

Program

2006 re-
quest

2004 appro-
priation

2005 appro-
priation

NCLB
Foundatiuns‘for quarning

Close Up Fi

Excellence in Economic Education

Women's Educational Equity

School Dropout Prevention
Mental Health Integration in Schools

Community Technology Centers

Exchanges with Historic Whaling and Trading Partners

Javits Gifted and Talented

Ready to Teach

School Leadership

Foreign Language Assistance
National Writing Project

Star Schools

Civic Education

SDFS Alcohol Abuse Reduqtion

Elementary School C

Arts in Education

Parental Information and Resource Centers
Smaller Learning Ci iti

Comprehensive School Reform

Even Start

225,095

Safe and Drug-Free Schools State Grants

437,381

Educational Technology State Grants

496,000

IN)
>
w
@
>
ol coocoocoococoococococococoococococococoo

Total, NCLB
Other K-12
Tech-Prep Demonstration

2,078,426
4,939

1,762,278
4,900

Occupational and Employment Information

9,382 9,307

Vocational Education National Programs

11,852 11,757

Tech-Prep State Grants

106,665 105,812

Vocational Education State Grants

coococo

1,195,008 1,194,331

1,327,846 1,326,107

o

Total, Other K-12
Postsecondary
B.J. Stupak Olympic Scholarship

988 980

o
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EDUCATION DEPARTMENT FY 2006 DISCRETIONARY BUDGET, TERMINATIONS—Continued

[Dollars in thousands]

2004 appro- 2005 appro- 2006 re-
Program priation priation quest

Interest Subsidy Grants 1,988 1,488 0
Underground Railroad Program 2,222 2,204 0
Thurgood Marshall Legal Educational Opportunity Program 0 2,976 0
Demonstration Projects for Students Disabilities 6,913 6,944 0
Byrd Honors Scholarships 40,758 40,672 0
Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnership 66,172 65,643 0
Federal Perkins Loans Cancellations 66,665 66,132 0
Teacher Quality Ent t 88,888 68,337 0
TRIO Talent Search 144,230 144,887 0
GEAR UP 298,230 306,488 0
TRIO Upward Bound 312,451 312,556 0

Total, Postsecondary 1,029,505 1,019,307 0

All Other ED

VR Migrant and S | Farmworkers 2,321 2,302 0
VR Recreational Programs 2,564 2,543 0
Literacy Programs for Prisoners 4971 4,960 0
VR Projects With Industry 21,799 21,625 0
State Grants for Incarcerated Youth Offenders 19,882 21,824 0
VR Supported Empl State Grants 37,680 37,379 0
Regional Educational Laboratories 66,665 66,131 0

Total, Other ED 155,882 156,764 0

Total (48 Terminations) 4,591,659 4,264,456 0

EXHIBIT 1

AMENDMENT TO INCREASE FUNCTION 550:
HEALTH

Mr. President, I have sought recognition
today to offer a $1.5 billion amendment to in-
crease the health function and $500 million
to increase the education function in this
resolution. The amendment would add to the
funding already included in the resolution
for the National Institutes of Health and the
Department of Education. The amendment is
offset by an across-the-board reduction in
Function 920. This reduction would not cut
programs, but simply reduce administrative
expenses, travel, and consulting services by
0.237 percent.

This amendment would provide NIH with a
$1.5 billion increase over the President’s
budget. While this sounds like a tremendous
increase, in reality it provides only 5.6 per-
cent more than the previous year and pro-
vides a slight increase over biomedical re-
search inflation.

As chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee for Labor, Health and Human
Services, Education and Related Agencies, I
have said many times that the National In-
stitutes of Health is the crown jewel of the
Federal Government—perhaps the only jewel
of the Federal Government. When I came to
the Senate in 1981, NIH spending totaled $3.6
billion. The FY 2003 omnibus appropriations
bill contained $27.2 billion for the NIH which
completed the doubling begun in FY 1998.
The successes realized by this investment in
NIH have spawned revolutionary advances in
our knowledge and treatment for diseases
such as cancer, Alzheimer’s disease, Parkin-
son’s disease, mental illnesses, diabetes,
osteoporosis, heart disease, ALS and many
others. It is clear that Congress’ commit-
ment to the NIH is paying off. Now it is cru-
cial that increased funding be continued in
order to translate these advances into addi-
tional treatments and cures. Our investment
has resulted in new generations of AIDS
drugs which are reducing the presence of the
AIDS virus in HIV infected persons to nearly
undetectable levels. Death rates from cancer
have begun a steady decline. With the se-
quencing of the human genome, we will
begin, over the next few years, to reap the
benefits in many fields of research. And if
scientists are correct, stem cell research
could result in a veritable fountain of youth
by replacing diseased or damaged cells. I
anxiously await the results of all of these
avenues of remarkable research. This is the
time to seize the scientific opportunities
that lie before us.

On May 21, 1997, the Senate passed a Sense
of the Senate resolution stating that funding

for the NIH should be doubled over 5 years.
Regrettably, even though the resolution was
passed by an overwhelming vote of 98 to
nothing, the Budget Resolution contained a
$100 million reduction for health programs.
That prompted Senator HARKIN and myself
to offer an amendment to the budget resolu-
tion to add $1.1 billion to carry out the ex-
pressed sense of the Senate to increase NIH
funding. Unfortunately, our amendment was
tabled by a vote of 63-37. We were extremely
disappointed that, while the Senate had ex-
pressed its druthers on a resolution, it was
simply unwilling to put up the actual dollars
to accomplish this vital goal.

The following year, Senator HARKIN and I
again introduced an amendment to the Budg-
et Resolution which called for a $2 billion in-
crease for the NIH. While we gained more
support on this vote than in the previous
year, our amendment was again tabled by a
vote of 57-41. Not to be deterred, Senator
HARKIN and I again went to work with our
subcommittee and we were able to add an ad-
ditional $2 billion to the NIH account for fis-
cal year 1999.

In fiscal year 2000, Senator HARKIN and I
offered another amendment to the Budget
Resolution to add $1.4 billion to the health
accounts, over and above the $600 million in-
crease which had already been provided by
the Budget Committee. Despite this amend-
ment’s defeat by a vote of 47-52, we were able
to provide a $2.3 billion increase for NIH in
the fiscal year 2000 appropriation’s bill.

In fiscal year 2001, Senator HARKIN and I
again offered an amendment to the Budget
Resolution to increase funding for health
programs by $1.6 billion. This amendment
passed by a vote of 55-45. This victory
brought the NIH increase to $2.7 billion for
fiscal year 2001. However, after late night
conference negotiations with the House, the
funding for NIH was cut by $200 million
below that amount.

In fiscal year 2002, the budget resolution
once again fell short of the amount nec-
essary to achieve the NIH doubling. Senator
HARKIN and I, along with nine other Senators
offered an amendment to add an additional
$700 million to the resolution to achieve our
goal. The vote was 96-4. The Senate Labor-
HHS Subcommittee reported a bill recom-
mending $23.7 billion, an increase of $3.4 bil-
lion over the previous year’s funding. But
during conference negotiations with the
House, we once again fell short by $410 mil-
lion. That meant that in order to stay on a
path to double NIH, we would need to pro-
vide an increase of $3.7 billion in the fiscal
year 2003. The fiscal year 2003 omnibus ap-
propriations bill contained the additional

$3.7 billion, which achieved the doubling ef-
fort. In FY 2004, I and Senator HARKIN of-
fered an amendment to add an additional $2.8
billion to the budget resolution to ensure
that the momentum achieved by the dou-
bling could be maintained and translated
into cures. The vote was 96-1. Unfortunately,
the amendment was dropped in conference.
We worked hard to find enough funding for a
$1 billion increase in FY 2004. We fought long
and hard to make the doubling of funding a
reality, but until treatments and cures are
found for the many maladies that continue
to plague our society, we must continue our
fight.

In FY 2005, once again, Senator HARKIN,
Senator COLLINS and I offered an amendment
to add $2 billion to discretionary health
spending, including NIH. The amendment
passed 72-24. However, the subcommittee’s
allocation did not reflect this increase. The
final conference agreement contained an in-
crease of $800 million over the FY 2004 fund-
ing level.

I, like millions of Americans, have bene-
fited tremendously from the investment we
have made in the National Institutes of
Health and the amendment that we offer
today will continue to carry forward the im-
portant research work of the world’s premier
medical research facility.

My amendment also intends to ensure that
discretionary funding for the Department of
Education is not cut below the amount pro-
vided by Congress last year. The resolution
currently assumes a cut of $5600 million below
the FY 2005 appropriation. My amendment
would add $500 million to Function 500 in
order to prevent such a reduction.

Many members have pointed out that the
budget for the Department of Education has
been increased significantly over the past
several years. In fact, funding has been
raised from $24.7 billion in FY 1995 to $56.6
billion last year, an increase of 129 percent.
My subcommittee has taken the lead in pro-
viding increases for Title I grants for Dis-
advantaged Students, Special Education and
Pell grants. President Bush has made in-
creases in these important programs a pri-
ority, which is why funding for Title I grants
is up 45 percent since No Child Left Behind
was passed in 2001, funding for Special Edu-
cation is up 67 percent since FY 2001 and Pell
grants are up 41 percent from the level when
President Clinton was in office.

However, I am concerned that the budget
resolution will force my subcommittee to
make very difficult choices and cut one edu-
cation program for another. For example,
the budget proposes to eliminate $1.3 billion
in funding for the Perkins Vocational and
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Technical Education program, $306.5 million
for the GEAR UP program and $467 million
for certain TRIO activities in order to fund a
high school reform initiative. Yet, the Sen-
ate voted on Friday 99-0 to reauthorize the
Perkins program, sending a powerful mes-
sage to my subcommittee about the impor-
tance of this program.

I believe that education is a capital invest-
ment. As District Attorney in Philadelphia,
I have seen what happens when the right in-
vestments aren’t made and kids turn to the
streets without safe and productive learning
environments. My amendment seeks to help
States, colleges, teachers and families en-
sure that a quality education is available for
all.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, how
much time remains of my 22.5 minutes?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 8.5 minutes.

Who seeks time? The Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are
now on the third day of the budget res-
olution.

I inquire of the desk, how much time
do we have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On the Specter amendment, there
is 22.5 minutes in opposition.

Mr. CONRAD. Could the Chair inform
me how much time is left on the reso-
lution?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority has 11 hours 4 min-
utes, the minority has 9 hours 23 min-
utes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want
to alert my colleagues that the time is
rapidly vanishing. We want to use this
time we have efficiently and effec-
tively. We don’t want to have dead
time here on the floor. We want Sen-
ators on both sides to have every op-
portunity to offer their amendments,
so it is critically important that Sen-
ators take the opportunity that is
available to them and come to discuss
the amendments that are in front of us
and discuss the amendments they may
want to offer so this time is effectively
used.

I know we are going to get into the
situation where Senators are going to
come to us and say: Can’t we have
some time? There is not going to be
any time very shortly, and then we will
go into vote-arama, in which there will
be very limited time. I wanted to alert
my colleagues.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield for
a question.

Mr. GREGG. I believe the Senator
from Wyoming was going to speak in
opposition to the amendment of the
Senator from Pennsylvania. He was
going to talk about that. Did the Sen-
ator from North Dakota wish to go for-
ward off the resolution? Is that the
Senator’s plan?

Mr. CONRAD. That was my bplan,
take time off the resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is how the time is being
charged.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have
seen a dramatic deterioration in the
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budget situation since 2000. One can see
what has happened. Back in 2000, we
actually had a budget surplus. Then,
despite the President’s assurances that
his fiscal policy would not lead to an
expansion of deficits and debt, that is
exactly what we have seen. In fact, we
are now at record deficit levels, the
biggest deficits we have ever had.

It is not just with respect to deficits
that we have a problem. We are also
seeing exploding debt. I remember so
well, back in 2001, the Congressional
Budget Office produced this chart of
possible outcomes for the deficit. They
said this was the range of possible out-
comes. They adopted, in their forecast,
a midrange. That was adopted by the
President as well. They said, based on
that scenario, that we would see $5.6
trillion of surpluses over the next 10
years, so many of my Republican col-
leagues assured me: Don’t worry, we
will get even more money because of
the tax cuts. I remember being told re-
peatedly: You are going to get more
money because of the tax cuts.

We didn’t get more money. Here is
what actually happened. This was the
range of possible outcomes, according
to the Congressional Budget Office.
Now we can look back and see what ac-
tually happened. What actually hap-
pened was the deficits were far worse,
they were below the bottom of their
range of projected outcomes. All of
that talk about how the tax cuts would
generate more revenue just proved to
be wrong.

The Comptroller General of the
United States, the head of the General
Accounting Office, warns us now that
the fiscal outlook 1is worse than
claimed. He says:

The simple truth is that our Nation’s fi-
nancial condition is much worse than adver-
tised.

The Comptroller General has it ex-
actly right. Our fiscal condition, our fi-
nancial condition is much worse than
advertised. Why? Because when the
President says to us he is going to re-
duce the deficit, he is going to cut it in
half over the next 5 years, the only way
he gets there is he just leaves out
things.

What does he leave out? First of all,
he leaves out of his budget any war
costs past September 30 of this year.
We have money for this year in a sup-
plemental. Some of that will be spent
next year as well. But that is $82 bil-
lion. The Congressional Budget Office
says we ought to be budgeting $383 bil-
lion for residual war costs—Afghani-
stan, Iraq, the war on terror—but it is
not in the President’s budget.

Mr. SPECTER. Will the Senator from
North Dakota yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I certainly would.

Mr. SPECTER. This is a procedural
question, not a substantive question. I
thank the Senator from North Dakota.

On the scheduling of business, I have
to chair an Appropriations sub-
committee hearing on Health and
Human Services at 10:30. We scheduled
this amendment at 9:30. I wonder if I
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could prevail upon the Senator from
North Dakota to permit Senator ENZI
to respond to my arguments so that I
can finish, conclude, and then ask
unanimous consent, if that is agree-
able, that you be recognized to con-
tinue your presentation?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to accom-
modate the Senator in that way. I un-
derstand, as I am hearing it, the Sen-
ator has another obligation, and he
would like to finish his argument, and
he would like to be able to respond.

Mr. SPECTER. I do.

Mr. CONRAD. Maybe we could work
out some timing on this so we do not—
maybe we could have a mini unani-
mous consent agreement so we can
share this time in a way that does not
force up the rest of our schedule here?

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota. I think we can do
that. I have 8 minutes remaining.
There is 22 minutes in opposition. My
speculation is that neither of us will
use all of our time. I do not want to
make a commitment to the other side
on that, then, in advance, but probably
no later than 10:20, 10:25, we can return
to the Senator from North Dakota for
his presentation, taking time off the
bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent we follow that procedure.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota and the Senator
from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I also thank
the Senator from North Dakota and
the Senator from Pennsylvania for
making this arrangement so the flow of
debate on this particular amendment
can stay intact.

I do rise in opposition to the amend-
ment of Senator SPECTER to increase
discretionary spending by $2 billion.
One of my favorite things—and I am
sure everybody else’s in this Chamber—
is to give away money. You really
don’t get much opposition when you
give away money. Unfortunately, we
are in a situation where we do not have
real money to give away—although, if
we pass certain things, it turns into
real money, and the deficit increases.
We are making a very concentrated ef-
fort this year to hold down the def-
icit—not eliminate the deficit, but to
hold it down. You have to do that a lit-
tle bit at a time.

This concept is very similar to fam-
ily budgeting. There are a lot of things
a family would like to spend their
money on, that they really feel they
ought to spend their money on, but
there is just not enough money to go
around.

That is the case for virtually every
amendment in this budget, there is a
huge desire to be able to do some very
specific things we know will make a
difference. We have been doing that for
a lot of years. That is part of the rea-
son we are in the problem we are in
right now.
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This amendment increases discre-
tionary funding for Function 500, which
would include additional funding for
education and job training—my favor-
ite area—and Function 550, which
would include additional funding for
health—my second favorite area. That
comes under the jurisdiction of my
committee, the Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee. It is a
huge bite of the apple.

I am asked every once in awhile: How
did that committee wind up with that
much jurisdiction? I said it started out
as just the Labor Committee, and then
it picked up all the things that had to
do with labor negotiations, the benefits
that were negotiated, which include
health benefits, job training, and pen-
sions—Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

We have since then made it a four-
part equal stool so we can have a com-
prehensive review of these things. We
have been doing that, and we have been
making some tremendous headway.

My colleague from Pennsylvania has
indicated that the additional $1.5 bil-
lion in funding for Function 550, in-
cluded in his amendment, would be al-
located to the National Institutes of
Health. While I strongly support the
basic biomedical research and other
important activities at this agency, I
agree with Chairman GREGG that now
is not the time to specifically deter-
mine the amount of funding for NIH.
That can be difficult. That can be done
as part of the appropriations process,
and Senator SPECTER is certainly in
charge of the major determinations
after Chairman COCHRAN makes the al-
location. This is not the time for spe-
cifically determining that, although we
get the impression that very specific
determinations are made as part of the
budget process.

That is partly the fault of the Presi-
dent. The President sends us a billion-
page paper that shows how he would
spend the money if he were spending
the money. He doesn’t have the author-
ity to spend the money. He doesn’t
spend $1 of the money. This body and
the one at the other end of the building
have to do all of the appropriations,
and we have set up a process for doing
it. This part of the process is not to go
through the President’s items in detail
but to establish some caps on spending.
How much are we willing to increase
the deficit? That is what we are debat-
ing and deciding. Can we show re-
straint and fiscal responsibility so that
over a period of time we reduce the
amount that we are increasing the def-
icit? Can we reduce the rate of spend-
ing? We are not talking about huge
cuts. We are talking about reducing
the amount of increase, in most cases.

As you get into the specific details of
the President’s guidelines, you will
find things that are very distressing
because some of the places he chose to
make increases might not be places we
would. Some of the places he chose to
make decreases might not be places we
would. While the President might have
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a real desire to decrease a certain pro-
gram, Congress might disagree—maybe
because it is a pet program of ours. We
have that authority, and we can over-
ride any of the baseline indicators the
President has sent to us, and we do in
a lot of instances.

I again want to remind people that
this is setting the overall cap and, of
course, giving some suggestions on how
to do it.

As chairman of the HELP committee,
I look forward to modernizing NIH
through the reauthorization process
later this year. I am excited to build on
the great work of Dr. Zerhouni, the Di-
rector of NIH. We will be considering
management reforms, including the
NIH Roadmap, which will improve
overall efficiency. This is particularly
important given that the President has
recently fulfilled his commitment to
doubling the funding for the NIH. That
is a monumental thing. We have dou-
bled funding of NIH over the last sev-
eral years. I applaud the President for
improving scientific research, and I
look forward to working with him and
others to ensure that NIH has appro-
priate funding to fulfill its mission.

I commend the NIH for their process
of peer review to see what research has
the most potential to result in solu-
tions to illnesses. I also commend the
process NIH uses to give priorities to
some very isolated diseases so that
those get research, too. They do a mar-
velous job of allocating what they get.
We confer with them regularly to see
how they are doing, how quickly they
can expand, and how easy it would be
for them to include extra money. Like
any Government agency or business,
the more money they have, the more
results they can get. The difficulty,
again, is taking a look at the overall
picture to see what we can do.

As chairman of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Committee
and a member of the Budget Com-
mittee, I am committed to ensuring
that there is appropriate funding for
all agencies within the Department of
Health and Human Services while still
keeping in mind the current budget
deficit.

As we all know, the President’s budg-
et is a target, and the actual appropria-
tions amount for NIH and other agen-
cies at the Department of Health and
Human Services will be more fully dis-
cussed after we have reauthorized the
program.

Any time we reauthorize a program,
there is a need to examine that pro-
gram carefully and decide what legisla-
tive constraints exist that keep people
from doing their job in the most effi-
cient way possible. We need to look at
the things NIH has discovered since the
last reauthorization and decide what
programs have been completed and can
now be eliminated—this type of reau-
thorization leads to more efficiency
and more cost effective solutions.

We want more cures. We have an
agency that has the kind of direction
and the capability to do more. As
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chairman of the authorizing committee
that has jurisdiction over this agency,
I look forward to working closely with
Senator SPECTER and other appropri-
ators to determine the agency’s appro-
priate allocation of funding later this
year. I strongly support the mission of
NIH to pursue fundamental knowledge
about nature and living systems and
the application of that knowledge to
extend healthy life and reduce the bur-
dens of illness and disability.

That is one of the reasons that a cou-
ple of weeks ago we passed the genetics
nondiscrimination legislation—to
make sure people have more access to
blood tests without any negative ef-
fects as a result of things learned from
blood tests and the Genome Project. I
was Dpleased that passed the Senate
unanimously, which also shows the
concern for doing the right thing with
health.

We are making amazing progress, and
I look forward to modernizing the proc-
ess we use to achieve that progress
through the reauthorization process
later this year.

This amendment also assumes a $500
million increase in the Education De-
partment to fund that Department at
the 2005 level. I understand that some
of my colleagues are concerned about
the administration’s proposed cuts to
higher education programs such as
TRIO, GEAR UP, and vocational edu-
cation. Again, I want to point out the
President’s basic structure for arriving
at a cap number. We are going to be
working on this cap number. We are
not going to be approving or dis-
approving the way the President got to
those numbers. And, quite frankly, for
the 8 years I have been in the Senate,
there have been suggested changes by
both Presidents that would affect
TRIO, GEAR UP, and vocational edu-
cation. Every time, the Senate has
made sure those things did not happen.

We are interested in vocational edu-
cation. For example, last week we
passed the Perkins reauthorization for
career and technical education. That
was a commitment 99 to 0 by this body
that we want to have career and voca-
tional education at the high school
level, and it is absolutely essential
that we have that.

One of the things we are concerned
about is the number of dropouts in
high school. We want to reduce that.
The amount that the Federal Govern-
ment contributes to solving that prob-
lem is very small. In fact, mostly what
we do is increase paperwork and tests
that require additional time out of the
classroom. That is not the best way to
strengthen education for our kids.

We are looking for ways to decrease
the dropout rate. I am pretty sure, if
we eliminate career and technical edu-
cation, we are going to increase the
dropout rate.

But we have a plan within the com-
mittee authorization to be able to do
the things we need to do in education,
working them into a logical, staged
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mechanism so we can continue to pro-
vide and increase the number of things
that are being done in education.

This year, the HELP Committee is
scheduled to reauthorize the Higher
Education Act. The budget resolution
contains a $56 billion reserve fund for
new higher education spending. I want
to review all of these programs in the
context of the higher education reau-
thorization. We need to make sure
there is a good map for getting from
here to there which reduces the drop-
out rate and the wasted senior year and
eliminates the amount of remedial edu-
cation kids have to do once they go to
college. Twenty-eight percent of the
kids have to take a remedial reading or
math class when they get to college.
That takes time and that takes money
when it is done at the college level. Yet
we have some wasted senior years. We
want to move that back in the process.
We think we have that capability in
what we are already allowed to do. We
looked carefully at the budget. It is not
easy, but it is possible to do.

I thank the chairman of the com-
mittee for working with us so that we
have some flexibility within our area
so we can achieve what we need to do.

Finally, I would like to point out
that if the Specter amendment is
agreed to, it will be the first amend-
ment to the 2006 budget resolution to
be offset by using Function 920, which
is currently an unfunded administra-
tive account.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
the Specter amendment.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the amendment that
has been offered by Senators SPECTER
and HARKIN that would increase fund-
ing for the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act by $500 million.

While I support bolstering special
education by $5600 million, I cannot sup-
port reducing defense and veterans
spending at a time of war.

In my time in the Senate, I have
worked with my colleagues to almost
double funding for IDEA. That increase
has been echoed in my home state of
Nevada, where the Federal investment
in IDEA has almost doubled since 2001.

I recognize that we have a long way
to go toward reaching the Federal Gov-
ernment’s promise of funding 40 per-
cent of the excess costs to educate, but
we have made great strides toward that
goal. The Federal Government now
funds about 20 percent of the excess
costs States and school districts face
when educating children in special edu-
cation programs.

We have an obligation to create the
best education system for our children
and their children—to do that we must
eliminate waste and focus spending on
programs that directly benefit our chil-
dren. This budget accomplishes that
goal. This budget, as did the Presi-
dent’s budget, contains a $500 million
increase for IDEA funding. While this
is not the $1 billion increase many of
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us would like to see, it is a significant
increase over last year’s funding. Dur-
ing this time of large deficits and war
in Iraq, it is necessary to temper fund-
ing increases. This includes funding for
education.

This budget provides generous fund-
ing for the Appropriations Committee
to work with. It is then the appropri-
ators’ job to determine which programs
receive cuts or increases in funding. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues on the Appropriations Com-
mittee to ensure that IDEA receives
the increase in funding it needs to stay
on track and meet the Federal Govern-
ment’s 40-percent promise.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
don’t need any time to discuss the mat-
ter. I need a unanimous consent re-
quest. I wonder if the Senator will
yield to me to do that.

Mr. SPECTER. I yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. This has to do with a
time allotment on our side for the de-
bate. We have 45 minutes on our side
on debate with reference to the explo-
ration in Alaska.

I ask unanimous consent that 45 min-
utes be distributed as follows to Sen-
ators on our side to speak on the Cant-
well amendment up to 5 minutes each:
Senator ALLEN, Senator TALENT, Sen-
ator THUNE, Senator MURKOWSKI, Sen-
ator INOUYE, who would have up to 10
minutes—he is the only exception—and
Senator STEVENS and Senator DOMEN-
1c1. That would be 45 minutes. Some
might use less and give it to other Sen-
ators.

I wanted the Republican Senators to
know they are all in line at some point
during the debate, with 45 minutes of
our time for them.

I thank the chairman. I appreciate it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, what is
the time situation?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On the Specter amendment, the
Senator from Pennsylvania has 7 min-
utes 23 seconds. The Senator from New
Hampshire has 7 minutes 30 seconds.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, let me
speak, and then the Senator from
Pennsylvania can wrap up.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
should be able to conclude and save
some of that 7 minutes.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the Senator from Pennsylvania
bringing this amendment forward. I
know of his deep commitment to NIH
and education, and as chairman of the
Appropriations subcommittee which
has jurisdiction over both of these ac-
counts on the discretionary side, it is
challenging, to say the least. He has
the second largest appropriating ac-
count in the Senate after defense, but
he probably has the job with the most
demands on it well beyond defense, and
he has attempted to balance those de-
mands very effectively. However, in
this instance, I believe we should stay
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with the basic numbers we have put
forward in this budget.

It is critical if we are going to have
fiscal discipline around here to have a
top-line discretionary number which
we have agreed to—843—and that we
not within the budget process try to re-
direct funds within that number in a
way that either negatively impacts
other accounts or positively impacts
accounts. That would be a unilateral
activity of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania when he starts marking up the
bill.

The 920 account, if it is used here,
will have the practical effect of an
across-the-board cut on all other ac-
counts in the Government that are dis-
cretionary so that it creates a pressure
that will be difficult to handle if it is
put forward in this way.

On the specific issue of funding, we
all recognize NIH is a premier institu-
tion and has done an extraordinary job,
but we have to recognize this Congress
has been extraordinarily generous over
the last few years with NIH. Beginning
at the beginning of the Bush adminis-
tration, there was a decision to double
the funding of NIH, and that is exactly
what happened. It has grown at rates of
13 and 14 percent annually com-
pounded. It has gone from $13 billion to
a $27 billion account and $28 billion ac-
count in the last 5 years, a huge expan-
sion in the commitment to research in
the area of health care.

There are some concerns with wheth-
er we should not take a brief breathing
period and make sure dollars are being
used efficiently. The President has pro-
posed an increase for NIH but not as
much as maybe NIH believed it would
like, but certainly in the context of the
dramatic increase in funding over the
last few years it is appropriate.

In the education accounts, this Presi-
dent has committed huge increases in
education. The numbers are staggering,
quite honestly. It is the commitment
the administration has made relative
to the prior administration. In the
area, for example, of the overall discre-
tionary budget, the Department of
Education has gone up 33 percent since
the Clinton years. In the area of No
Child Left Behind, it has gone up 46
percent, title I has gone up 52 percent,
IDEA has gone up 75 percent. The way
the President structured the budget
was to say let’s take a look at the mis-
cellaneous educational programs that
are targeted that have a small impact
and see whether those priorities, in
comparison with the big programs in
which the Federal Government has a
major role, such as No Child Left Be-
hind, special education, Pell grants,
and title I, the President decides to put
more money into those programs rath-
er than to the specific targeted pro-
grams.

Obviously, it will be up to the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, working with
his committee and working with Sen-
ator ENZI, chairman of the Education
Committee, to make decisions as to
how that should shake out. But in this



S2768

budget the President has proposed sig-
nificant increases in the core edu-
cational programs. In special education
he is up $450 million; in title I, he is up
$1 billion; and in No Child Left Behind,
up $1 billion; in Pell, which is not re-
flected appropriately, in my opinion, in
this budget, or has not been discussed
appropriately, he is up half a billion.
We have specifically raised the cap—
hopefully, it will end up there, but we
have no control over how the alloca-
tions occur—to give Senator SPECTER’S
subcommittee an additional half bil-
lion specifically for Pell. So the grants
can go from $4,150 and give it authority
to allow the Pell grants to be restruc-
tured so you can get a $5,100 Pell grant
under the new structure which is being
proposed under this bill should Senator
ENZI’s committee decide that is how
they want to proceed.

In addition, we have set aside $5.5 bil-
lion in the budget in a reserve fund spe-
cifically to fund a new Higher Edu-
cation Act, the purpose of which is to
dramatically expand the Pell grants
and take them up to $5,100 for those
who go to school 4 years and dramati-
cally expand borrowing for students
through the Guaranteed Student Loan
Program.

Education is strong in this budget
and I hope we will stay within the
terms of this budget rather than ex-
panding beyond that.

I recognize the problems the Senator
from Pennsylvania has are difficult,
probably the most difficult of any of
the Appropriations subcommittees, and
I understand why he brought this
amendment forward.

I presume I have used all my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute two seconds remains.

Mr. SPECTER. I disagree strongly
with my distinguished colleague from
New Hampshire. When he says we
shouldn’t redirect the funds, that is the
purpose of this process. That is what
the budget resolution is all about.

I say, in evaluating the funding for
the National Institutes of Health and
educational funding, as chairman of
the subcommittee which has the appro-
priations responsibility, and having
had a decade of experience there and 24
years experience on the subcommittee,
that I am in a position to make an
evaluation that may be preferable to
the evaluation of the Budget Com-
mittee. But that is what this resolu-
tion is about. That is the purpose of
Senators offering amendments.

When the Senator from New Hamp-
shire talks about the funding which the
President has increased in the past, I
point out that a good bit of that has
come from the Congress. And when you
are looking at a budget for education
in excess of $64 billion, if you figure the
inflation cut, that is about $1.5 billion,
and besides that, the level of funding is
not even present. We have more than
$5600 million left from last year, an ag-
gregate in education of $2 billion. Con-
sidering education is a major capital
asset in this country, that is not an ap-
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propriate allocation of resources in the
opinion of this Senator.

I think to add $500 million to the edu-
cation budget is modest. When you
talk about the Pell grants, that is a
complicated matter, but it does not
help the tremendous number of pro-
grams that have been cut.

If T might have a brief discussion
with the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming on a couple of points which
were made, when he says there is no
cut in NIH, I respectfully disagree.
When you have biomedical research up
3.5 percent on $28 billion, what you
have is a cut of $980 million, almost $1
billion. There was a modest increase,
$145 million, so NIH is short in real dol-
lars by $835 million. So I say it is not
a matter of no increase, it is a matter
of a cut.

The one question I have to ask my
distinguished colleague is, on the Per-
kins vocational grants, he pointed out
that it was a 99-to-0 vote. He voted for
it as did I. And I agree totally with
what the Senator from Wyoming has
said, that it is ‘‘absolutely essential”’
to have career and vocational training,
and if you don’t there will be an ‘‘in-
crease in the dropout rate.” But the
budget which has been submitted by
the education department of my sub-
committee zeros out the Perkins grant.

How can we reconcile the importance
of the Perkins educational grant and
eliminate the funding?

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, again I say
what we are looking at when we see the
President’s proposal is their sugges-
tions for how we get to the budget cap
number they talk about.

The House and the Senate agree and
have made a decision—I am pretty sure
the House voted on it—that is going to
be an essential part of education. So as
we have done in the past, we will take
money from other areas and shift it
into vocational training. The Presi-
dent’s proposal was to take that money
from vocational education and put it
into the high school No Child Left Be-
hind Program. Those numbers are even
in the President’s budget, but we have
chosen that there are other ways we
can do high school improvement other
than taking away this vocational
money and putting it into the high
school No Child Left Behind Program.

What we are doing is flexing even
within what the President said and
taking the money they were going to
take from the vocational education and
put in some increased testing and ac-
countability and moving them back
into vocation.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wyoming does the best
he can with his argument, but the dif-
ficulty is that when the subcommit-
tee’s budget has been cut from $143.5
billion to $141.3 billion, we don’t have
room to make reallocations. We just do
not have the room.

If you take a look at a 3-percent in-
flation rate, that would be about an-
other $4 billion. So what we are left
with is a $6 billion shortfall. This is
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just illustrative of the Perkins pro-
grams which is a very important pro-
gram. I agree with the Senator from
Wyoming, it is a very important pro-
gram, but one of many very important
programs which are being eliminated.

That is why I say to my colleagues I
have come here modestly asking for
$500 million for education, and very
modestly in asking for $1.5 million for
the National Institutes of Health so we
can win the war on sickness.

I ask unanimous consent Senator
HARKIN be added as a cosponsor to this
amendment. Senator HARKIN has other
commitments, but had he been here he
would have offered superb arguments
at decibel levels substantially higher
than that which has taken place here
today.

If the Senator from Wyoming is pre-
pared to yield back his remaining time,
I am prepared to do the same and that
would conclude the presentation on
this amendment.

Mr. ENZI. I yield back our time.

Mr. SPECTER. I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded.

Is there a sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.

Could the Senator restate his request
for the yeas and nays?

Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
North Dakota is to be recognized.

The Senator from Washington.

AMENDMENT NO. 168

Ms. CANTWELL. I ask unanimous
consent we move to the Cantwell
amendment regarding ANWR and use
up that time and recognize the Senator
from North Dakota when he returns.

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

Under the previous order, there will
now be 90 minutes for debate equally
divided in the usual form in relation to
amendment No. 168.

The Senator from Washington.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
have submitted to the desk the amend-
ment to strike the language out of the
budget that would recognize revenue
from drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. We started this discus-
sion last night with colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to talk about why
America should not be focusing on
drilling in a wildlife refuge, turn down
the recognition of this revenue, and
focus instead on an energy policy that
will put America in better stead, get us
off our dependency on foreign oil, re-
duce pollution, and focus on the tech-
nology that will truly make us energy
independent.

Many have discussed or seen the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge. To re-
mind my colleagues, we established
this refuge because we believed in pro-
tecting the wildlife that existed there—
the porcupine caribou herd, the polar
bears, grizzly bears, wolves, sheep, fal-
cons, migratory birds as shown in this
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picture. We wanted to fulfill our inter-
national fish and wildlife treaty obliga-
tions. Also, we wanted to provide an
opportunity for continued subsistence
for local residents and we wanted to
ensure water quality and necessary
water quantity within the refuge.

These pictures from the refuge show
a delicate coastline area in the north-
ern parts of our country. The purpose
of designating and protecting the wild-
life refuge was because of its unique
nature. One of the Episcopalian bishops
from Alaska who was here yesterday
spoke about the refuge as actual sacred
ground and the fact that the preserva-
tion of it means so much to many Alas-
kans as it does to many people
throughout America.

But we are here today on what I call
a budget end run to recognize revenue
in the budget as a way to try and open
drilling in ANWR, to open drilling in
this pristine wildlife area.

Now, why, if you want to support
drilling in Alaska in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, do you want to
try to do it on the budget? My point is,
it starts a precedent for opening other
areas by simply putting money in the
budget. Why not expedite timber sales
by simply recognizing revenues in the
budget? Why not open drilling on the
coastal regions of the country by rec-
ognizing revenues in the budget? Why
not open drilling in Yellowstone Na-
tional Park by recognizing revenues in
the budget? It is a bad precedent.

It is a bad precedent for America be-
cause if you look at the President’s po-
tential U.S. oil and gas plan for Amer-
ica, you can see that the administra-
tion has oil plans for all over the coun-
try: up in the Northwest in the State of
Washington, which I represent; and
neighboring States, Oregon and Cali-
fornia; along the eastern seaboard; in
Florida, significant areas; up in the
Great Lakes region. These are all the
potential areas that the administration
has designated as opportunities for oil
drilling.

Do we want to stick in the budget
revenue recognizing oil production in
these areas and simply subvert the nor-
mal process that would allow us to de-
bate and consider whether we should
have these oil sources recognized?

This particular Senator agrees with
some of the editorials around the coun-
try when it says this sets a bad prece-
dent. In fact, there are many news-
papers, particularly from coastal re-
gions such as mine that are concerned.
Let’s go to the St. Petersburg news-
paper. It said: So why should Florid-
ians be concerned about the caribou?
Obviously, there are no caribou in
Florida. But the caribou being driven
out of their icy habitat by oil rigs, be-
cause of this, for Florida, ‘‘means
there, by the grace of Congress, go we.”’

That is what the St. Petersburg
newspaper is trying to say. If you de-
cide to drill in Alaska and recognize in
the budget this revenue, what will stop
them from doing this in other parts of
the country?
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Another Florida newspaper said:

The costs and risks of drilling in the Alas-
kan refuge outweigh the benefits. [And] op-
position to the drilling off Florida’s coast
would be compromised.

So this is not only this Senator say-
ing this, these are people from across
the country who are concerned about
this process of sticking money in the
budget as a way to achieve the goals of
opening the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge.

Well, I can tell you, I think opening
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to
oil drilling is the wrong direction for
America. It is the wrong direction for
America for many reasons. As I said,
we have a pristine wildlife area we
want to protect. If someone thinks it
can coexist, if somehow drilling for oil
in this region and the wildlife refuge
can coexist, I would like them to think
about this.

In the Prudhoe Bay area, we have
averaged 500 oil spills a year. From 1972
to 1986, the Alaska Department of En-
vironmental Conservation reported
23,000 spills of oil and hazardous mate-
rials on the Northern Slope. Annual
emissions from air pollutants on the
Northern Slope include at least 4,000
tons of hydrocarbons, more than 6,000
tons of methane gas, 6,000 to 27,000 tons
of nitrogen oxide.

If that is not enough, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife studies have reported that
the snowfields around Prudhoe Bay
have high concentrations of heavy met-
als such as zinc, lead, and copper. For
some of those chemicals, the nitrogen
oxide level is as much as in Wash-
ington, DC. And we are talking about
just an area in Alaska.

If you think drilling in the Arctic
Wildlife Refuge can coexist with the
refuge, I would also like to suggest we
take a look at the even newer Alaskan
oilfields which have significant prob-
lems with environmental management.

In February 2000, one o0il company
was sentenced to pay $15.5 million in
criminal fines and to implement new
environmental management programs,
and to serve 5 years probation for fail-
ure to report illegal dumping of haz-
ardous materials in certain oil wells.
They also paid an additional $6.5 mil-
lion in civil penalties, while its con-
tractor pled guilty to 15 counts of vio-
lating the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 and
paid a $3 million fine.

A 2003 study of by National Academy
of Sciences, which studied the cumu-
lative effects of current drilling on the
Northern Slope of Alaska, documented
significant environmental and cultural
effects that have accumulated after
three decades of oil development on
Alaska’s Northern Slope.

So I think it is very foolish to say oil
development and a wildlife refuge can
coexist, not when we are talking about
clean water, not when we are talking
about preserving a wildlife habitat, not
when we are talking about continuing
to preserve what has been called a very
unique area of our country.

But there is something I think the
Senate needs to understand as we take
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this vote. This is a good proposal for
Alaska, and I don’t fault my colleagues
for trying to propose this particular
proposal. I would much rather, as I said
last night, work with my colleagues on
a natural gas proposal and provide the
resources necessary to build a pipeline
and access a significant source of nat-
ural gas supply that would help us in
America getting off our dependence of
oil in general and develop a much
cleaner supply for Americans. But
there is nothing in this language that
guarantees the oil produced in the Arc-
tic Wildlife Refuge would even stay in
the United States. The oil companies
are free to export that oil. So for those
who say somehow this is going to af-
fect gas prices—and, believe me, we
will not see this oil for 10 years, and it
is only a 6-month supply, and it will
have a minimal impact on markets—it
certainly has no guarantee to have an
impact on price or supply in the rest of
the U.S. market because the oil drilled
in the refuge can be exported.

I also question whether the estimates
of money in the budget resolution are
even valid, whether the numbers are
even correct. That is because current
law requires that there be a 90-10 split
between revenues that go to Alaska
and the Federal Government. This
budget resolution supposedly recog-
nizes a 50-50 split, which I do not un-
derstand how one gets to that conclu-
sion, because it is not current law. In
any case, that split means Alaska resi-
dents would get $717 per person per
year. So I get why it is a great deal for
Alaskans. But it is not a great deal for
Americans.

Americans need to move ahead and
produce a variety of sources of energy
supply. I am going to talk about that
in a few minutes, but I want to recog-
nize some of my colleagues who also
want to speak.

What we need to recognize is that
drilling in the refuge only increases
America’s reliance on fossil fuel, and
that, according to another newspaper
editorial in our country, is being recog-
nized by Americans all over. They
know that would increase America’s
reliance on fossil fuels and do little to
limit our dependence on imported oil.

That is what the other side would
like to say the debate is about, improv-
ing our independence. What we should
do instead is invest in new technologies
and change our strategy. We do not
need to open a wildlife refuge and con-
tinue to depend on something that we
know has a very high chance of pol-
luting the environment and harming
the wildlife, but get on to investing in
the technology that will diversify our
energy supply and give us a secure fu-
ture.

Mr. President, how much time is re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 28 minutes.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
would like to yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts for 10 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
Senator CANTWELL for her leadership.

I regret we are here at this time on
the budget talking about a major legis-
lative issue, a major energy policy
issue which is being approached
through the backdoor. This is the
equivalent of the ‘‘nuclear option” that
is being talked about with respect to
judges. This is a ‘‘nuclear option’ on
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

You cannot drill, you cannot have oil
exploration and preserve a refuge, nor
even a wilderness. The oil companies
themselves have said that. They have
made it crystal clear. ConocoPhillips
pulled out the other day and said they
do not want to drill in Alaska. BP does
not want to drill in Alaska. And these
companies have had the courage to
admit publicly that wilderness and
drilling simply do not coexist. But be-
cause the votes do not exist to do this
through the proper channels of the
Senate, there is a new process being
put in place to do this on the budget.

It is symptomatic of what is hap-
pening in the Congress. The Ethics
Committee in the House is impor-
tuning to change the rules for Con-
gressman ToM DELAY. Now they are
talking about changing the rules for
how to get judges. They do not like the
rules; change them.

This does not belong in the budget. It
belongs in a debate on the energy pol-
icy of the United States. But even on
the merits, every single argument that
has been made about the Arctic Wild-
life Refuge fails to withstand scrutiny.
We have heard that drilling in the ref-
uge can be done in an environmentally
friendly manner. But even the adminis-
tration’s own reports, the National
Academy of Sciences, and others, all
show that is not true.

We have heard that drilling in the
refuge will reduce our dependence on
foreign oil. We have heard that drilling
in the refuge is going to bring gas
prices down at the pump. We have even
heard that drilling in the refuge be-
longs in the national budget because of
the revenues from the lease sales. We
have heard it is the only available lo-
cation to look for new oil, notwith-
standing that the largest unexplored
and as yet unexploited area of oil for
the United States is in the offshore
gulf, deepwater drilling. We have heard
the oil industry is eager to do this even
though oil industry executives tell you
otherwise in private, and several major
companies in public have pulled out of
the effort.

We say here that less than 1 percent
will be affected and only 2,000 acres is
going to be the footprint. Yet there is
nothing containing that 2,000 acres
into one contiguous area.

The fact is, that 1.5 million acres will
be opened and you could have 20 dif-
ferent sites or 40 different sites of indi-
vidual drilling. The maps show the
roads, the gravel pits, the gravel roads,
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and other needs of airport, and so
forth, to service those particular areas.

I would think most of my colleagues
would understand that by definition
wilderness and an industrial zone do
not coincide. By definition they cannot
occupy the same space.

In 1960, the Eisenhower administra-
tion first recognized the extraordinary
wilderness value of the area and it was
established to provide a unique wildlife
landscape. Building a massive oilfield,
no matter how you describe this im-
print—we do not have time, unfortu-
nately, to go into great detail, but
every description of how this would ac-
tually be done defies the notion that
this is going to be contained to an area
the size of Dulles Airport.

0Oil companies want you to think
whatever oil may be found in the ref-
uge is in one compact area. But if you
go look at the North Slope oilfields
west of the Arctic Refuge, that devel-
opment sprawls over an extraordinarily
large area. It stretches across the
Coastal Plain.

According to the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey, potential oil under the Coastal
Plain is not concentrated in one large
reservoir but it is spread across the
Coastal Plain in many small deposits.
To produce oil from this vast area re-
quires a network of pipelines. Roads
will be built. And that will change the
habitat of the entire Coastal Plain.

Now, I acknowledge there is new
technology. I know we have made
progress with respect to horizontal
drilling. We all understand that. And it
is more efficient. And, yes, it is less
harmful than we have been in the past.
But the advantages are extraordinarily
exaggerated, particularly with respect
to what will happen to the imprint in
the Arctic Wildlife Refuge. Even new
technology such as directional drilling
does irrevocable damage. Permanent
gravel roads, busy airports are still
used for access to production wells that
are scattered across more than a mil-
lion acres of coastal plain. And the en-
tire complex, according to the analyses
made by independent groups, will
produce more pollution than the city of
Washington itself.

No matter how well done, oil develop-
ment has significant and lasting im-
pacts on the environment. The indus-
try itself has said this. British Petro-
leum has said:

We can’t develop fields and keep wilder-
ness.

And if the facts and the frank admis-
sion of an oil company are not enough,
colleagues ought to read the National
Academy of Sciences study. They
should read the Department of Interior
study and others who have all come to
the same conclusion.

In addition, let me point out that
every onshore oilfield today on Alas-
ka’s North Slope has permanent gravel
roads, every single one, even the origi-
nal Alpine field promoted to this day
as a roadless development. I read Sec-
retary Horton’s article in the New
York Times on the weekend talking
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about roadless development. It isn’t
roadless. It has a road connecting its
drill sites from the time it began
pumping crude oil in the year 2000. In
December of 2004, a new road into the
National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska,
and others, connected the initial oil-
field pump to 33 miles of Alpine roads,
and BLM predicted 122 more miles are
going to be needed for the next phase of
Alpine expansion.

Even today this promotion of
“‘roadless” is fictitious. It is not going
to happen. The roadless concept has
not been abandoned. This is what the
Bureau of Land Management says:

The roadless concept has not been aban-
doned. Roadless development never meant no
roads, only that the construction of perma-
nent roads would be minimized.

How many times do the American
people have to listen to clear skies that
aren’t clear, healthy forests that are
not healthy, and now roadless rules
that are not roadless? The fact is, this
is going to be destructive. It changes
wilderness forever.

What about dependence? We hear this
is going to change America’s depend-
ence on oil in the world. Go talk to
anybody on Wall Street who deals with
oil. Go talk to any of the people who
trade oil prices, crude barrels. The fact
is that this is not going to have any
impact. Ten years from now at the
peak year, you may change the per-
centage of American dependency from
62 to 60 percent.

The United States only has 3 percent
of the world’s oil reserves. Nothing we
could do in Alaska will affect the long-
term security of the United States. The
only thing that will do that is to recog-
nize we need to move to alternative, re-
newable, different forms of fuel. The ef-
fort of the Senate should not be to de-
stroy a wilderness area. The effort of
the Senate ought to be to accelerate
that research and development in
America. Because with 3 percent of the
oil reserves of the world in our hands,
including Alaska, you can’t drill your
way out of America’s predicament, you
have to invent your way out of it. And
that is not what this bill seeks to do. It
is a drilling solution. It is a drilling so-
lution with extraordinarily negative
consequences.

The fact is, the price of oil will not
drop. The price of energy will not drop.
The price of gasoline will not drop. And
one of the reasons why is that China,
with its 1.2 billion people, and India,
with its 1.-plus billion people, are all
increasing their cars on the roads, in-
creasing their development. That is
raising the demand curve to a point
that nothing the United States does is
going to accelerate our production of
oil sufficiently to have an impact.

May I have an additional 2 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Ms. CANTWELL. I yield the Senator
an additional 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. KERRY. We should not take the
energy policy of the United States and
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dump it into a tiny debate on the budg-
et for a backdoor effort to find 50
votes-plus in order to do what has tra-
ditionally been done according to the
rules of the Senate. This is an abuse of
power. It is also an abuse of common
sense. It will result in a policy that is
against the will of the vast majority of
the American people. Once again, spe-
cial interest effort is defeating the de-
sires of the American people to pre-
serve wilderness and preserve some-
thing we have preserved to this date
for future generations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield
myself time off of the resolution.

The representation by the Senator
from Massachusetts that somehow this
is outside the rules to proceed within
the rules is a very unique view of the
rules. We are using the rules of the
Senate. That is what they are. Rec-
onciliation is a rule of the Senate set
up under the Budget Act. It has been
used before for purposes exactly like
this on numerous occasions.

The fact is, all this rule of the Senate
does is allow a majority of the Senate
to take a position and pass a piece of
legislation, support that position.

Is there something wrong with ma-
jority rules? I don’t think so. The rea-
son the Budget Act was written in this
way was to allow certain unique issues
to be passed with a majority vote. That
is all that is being asked for here.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GREGG. No, I will not yield.

The point, of course, is this: If you
have bl votes for your position, you
win. Fifty-one votes to say there
should not be drilling, that there
should not be exploration, that this
small postage stamp of land in this
vast area of land should not be looked
at for the purposes of giving us some
independence in the area of energy, ad-
dressing our energy needs as a nation—
if you have 51 votes to say that, you
win.

If, on the other hand, the Senators
from Alaska, who feel that in good con-
science they had a commitment from
the Senate for many years that they
would be allowed to pursue this initia-
tive and that they can do it in an envi-
ronmentally sound way, have 51 votes
for their position, they win. That is the
way the rules of the Senate are set up.

So it is totally inappropriate for a
Senator to come to this floor and rep-
resent that this is some sort of uneth-
ical act, as was implied by the Senator
from Massachusetts. We are using the
rules of the Senate as they are set up
to be used, and that happens to be the
rule of the Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Alaska is recog-
nized.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, at
this time I yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Virginia.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, in listen-
ing to the debate, I will tell you what
people in the real world care about and
that is not process. What people care
about, when you see them in the hall-
ways, or anywhere across our country,
they care about these high gasoline
prices they are having to pay. I agree
with the Senator from Washington, to
some degree, that we do need to em-
brace a national energy policy that uti-
lizes the advances of technology. We
need more electricity being produced
by clean coal technology, propulsion by
fuel cell vehicles, and also we need to
look at nuclear as a part of the mix, as
opposed to natural gas for electricity
base-load generation.

Rather than talk about process, let’s
talk about reality. The Senator from
Massachusetts is talking about process
that no one in the real world cares
about. But what I understand is my
own experience. I have been to the
North Slope, Prudhoe Bay in late No-
vember. It was like the dark side of the
moon. I also studied this over the years
and have seen that Prudhoe Bay has
development. I think it is a magnifi-
cent engineering feat. In the summer,
it is full of mosquitoes, and at other
times there are herds of animals that
have to be fairly hardy animals to live
up there.

So the argument ends up being, gosh,
if there is a pipeline, there will be a
gravel road. All of what happened in
Prudhoe Bay has not had an adverse
impact on the animals up there, or the
mosquitoes, and if there is a gravel
road in an area the size of Dulles Air-
port in a refuge the size of South Caro-
lina, a few gravel roads won’t have
much impact. I know the occupant of
the Chair, who is from South Carolina,
knows that doesn’t stop deer in his
State. It certainly doesn’t stop any
other animals.

The reality is we have high gas
prices, gasoline, and natural gas. It is
affecting our travel and people in their
homes. There are three reasons this
amendment needs to stay and we get
this revenue from this production. No.
1, security. We are overly dependent
upon foreign sources of energy. We are
being jerked around and sitting here
reading e-mails to see what OPEC is
going to do. Are they going to increase
production by a few hundred thousand
barrels? What impact will that have?
Yes, other countries, such as India and
China, are taking coal and taking en-
ergy, such as oil.

But the point is we should be less de-
pendent and reliant for our own secu-
rity on OPEC and Venezuela and all
these different countries, primarily in
the Middle East, for our own security.
We are presently 58-percent dependent
upon foreign oil. It is going to go up to
68 percent in the next 15 years. That is
the estimate.

Second, this is for jobs. Jobs will be
created. Hundreds of thousands of jobs
in everything from manufacturing,
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mining, trade, services, construction,
and others. It is going to have an im-
pact mostly on Alaska, but also across
the country. That is good for our coun-
try as well.

Talking about this being Yellow-
stone, I would not open up exploration
at Yellowstone. Nobody is suggesting
that. The west coast of Florida, the
people there, if they want to have a
reasonable distance from o0il produc-
tion that doesn’t draw the line all the
way to Mississippi and Louisiana, re-
spect the will of the people of the west
coast of Florida. If the people of
Charleston, SC, don’t want drilling off
the coast of South Carolina, we ought
to respect those people.

In Alaska, having been chairman of
the Republican Senatorial Committee,
looking at poll after poll last year, it is
amazing how uniform the support is
among the people of Alaska—Demo-
crats, Republicans, Indians, Eskimos,
and even in the sub-categorized 1lib-
erals; liberals in Alaska are in favor of
this pipeline. They understand it can
be done in an environmentally sound
way. It means jobs, revenues. And for
us outside of Alaska, the lower 48, and
Hawaii, this means energy security.

Finally, in addition to security and
jobs, there is competitiveness. This
country needs to have a reliable, af-
fordable source of energy, whether that
is o0il or natural gas. Many fertilizer
and chemical manufacturers, paper,
plastic—even in Danville, VA, where
they manufacture tires at a Goodyear
plant, they are concerned about the
skyrocketing costs of natural gas. Nat-
ural gas is available in other countries
around the world at a more affordable
price. They are competing to get Air-
bus airplane tires. They got the con-
tract, but obviously tires can be made
in Southeast Asia, or elsewhere in the
world.

It is important for our competitive-
ness that we have a more stable and af-
fordable energy supply. So I ask you
all, my colleagues, to do what is right
for the security of this country and
jobs for Americans and, most impor-
tant, for the competitiveness of our
country. Support what the Budget
Committee has done. Let’s use those
resources on the North Slope of Alaska
for American job security and competi-
tiveness and do what is right by the
people in the real world, who would
like to see us act, as opposed to wor-
rying about what people in OPEC say
about our gas prices.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes off the resolution to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts so he may be
able to answer the questions that were
put to him.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota. I would like to
take 1 minute to say something about
what we heard, because the Senator
from Virginia tried to minimize the
impact of what would happen out
there. Let me read what happened from
the Clean Air Act Violations in 2004:
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The Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation imposed an $80,000 civil penalty
on ConocoPhillips for Clean Air Act viola-
tions in the Alpine o0il field. In addition, over
2.3 million gallons of drilling muds—toxic,
manmade fluids pumped into wells—dis-
appeared into the Colville River in 1998. The
following year, 24,664 gallons of hazardous
drilling fluids spilled at the Colville River
pipeline crossing.

0il industry activities for the Alpine
fields caused 170 spills, totaling 36,000
gallons of hazardous substances by
2004, and that is according to the Alas-
ka Department of Environmental Con-
servation.

So this is not without harm. I stand
by what I said about this being a viola-
tion of the rules, going outside the
rules. I ask the Senator from North Da-
kota this, as he is a budget expert, re-
spected by everybody in the Senate on
the subject of the budget. The rec-
onciliation process was put into place
not to permit legislation for something
that has been voted on as a matter of
energy policy for years but for deficit
reduction. This is not deficit reduction.
I ask the Senator from North Dakota if
that is not correct, that under the
budget reconciliation rules, reconcili-
ation is for the purpose of deficit re-
duction?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would
say, in answer to my colleague, my
own belief is whatever one’s views on
opening the Alaska national wildlife
refuge for exploration, whatever one’s
views are, my own belief is this is an
inappropriate way to reach that policy
conclusion.

The Senator is correct. Reconcili-
ation is a process outside normal rules
of the Senate. Reconciliation takes
away from every Senator their most
fundamental right, and that is the
right to unlimited debate, the right to
have an amendment, and the right as a
member of the minority to resist the
passage of legislation.

Reconciliation is a fast-track proce-
dure that was put in place to try to ad-
dress what was then record budget defi-
cits. It was an attempt to provide a
special protected procedure, not for the
purpose of making policy changes that
were incidental to the budget process
but that were central to the budget
process.

I do not think there is much question
that this is a policy change being put
in reconciliation that is incidental to
the budget process. It is an attempt to
change legislative policy that is far be-
yond an attempt to effect budget pol-
icy. For that reason, I personally be-
lieve, whatever one’s views on ANWR,
that this is an abuse of the process.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator. If I could also ask
him one further question, according to
the expectations of drilling, the time it
will take and when revenues would
flow to the United States, there will be
no revenue that will flow from this leg-
islation that will reduce the deficit; is
that correct?

Mr. CONRAD. I do not have before
me the anticipated flow of revenue.
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But, really, that is not so important as
the fundamental underlying question:
Is this an attempt to do something by
way of a policy change that is merely
incidental to the budget process? I
think one would have to answer: Clear-
ly it is. That makes it an abuse of the
process.

Reconciliation, again, for my col-
leagues, was designed to be used for
deficit reduction. This cannot be seen,
seriously, as a deficit reduction plan.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator.
This is not a deficit reduction plan.
That is the fundamental choice here.

For those colleagues who are waver-
ing about this, who wonder about it,
this is a precedent. Some people around
here may take these precedents cas-
ually and the moment may seem very
opportune. What goes around comes
around. Someday these folks over here
may be in the minority and they will
want the rules played by properly.
That is really what is at stake, not just
the issue of the Arctic Wildlife Refuge
but how the Senate is living up to its
own standards and its own rules.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

MS. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes from our side to the
Senator from Hawaii.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, during
the past several weeks, my office and I
have received hundreds of letters, tele-
phone calls, e-mails, most of them con-
demning drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. Some were threat-
ening. Some were very sensitive. I
would like to take this opportunity to
respond to these letters and telegrams
and e-mails.

I do this with mixed feelings because
I am well aware that the majority of
my colleagues on the Democratic side
are not with me and that I may be one
of the very few on our side. But I have
taken this position for many years.
This is not the first time. So I think I
have a few things I would like to share
with you.

Last night, I watched a television ad
put out by people who are not for the
drilling. If one looked at it objectively,
you got the impression that the drill-
ing would be done in all of Alaska. It
showed pristine scenes of wildlife, of
plants. You could not help but feel, my
God, are we going to destroy all of
this?

How large is ANWR? As the Senator
from Virginia stated, it is about the
size of the State of South Carolina. The
area that will be set aside for this drill-
ing would be about 2,000 acres—2,000
acres out of 19 million acres.

Put another way, if ANWR were the
size of a page of the Washington Post,
and you put something on it about a
square quarter inch, that would be
about the size of the drilling footprint
of ANWR.

We are not devastating the State of
Alaska. We are not devastating ANWR.
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This debate has gone on for a long
time. Many of the debates centered
around the statements of an Indian
tribe, the Gwich’in. The Gwich’in vil-
lage at one time offered their lands for
lease to drill and develop oil. They had
no conditions to it. They said just go
ahead and drill on our land, we would
like to have that done. But when the
test drills were made and they found
that there was no oil or gas, then, sud-
denly, the Gwich’ins found themselves
in opposition.

There are 230 Indian tribes and tribal
villages in the State of Alaska—230.
One tribe is against it, the Gwich’in
tribe. For the past 15 years I was chair-
man of the Indian Affairs Committee.
My mandate from my colleagues was
that we should listen to the Indians.
Mr. President, 229 tribes said yes, we
want it. One tribe said no.

The Gwich’ins have cousins on the
Canadian side, and the Canadian side
Gwich’in land is being drilled at the
same time, and they seem to be happy.

The question comes up, how many
barrels will ANWR produce? The U.S.
Geological Survey suggests that ANWR
holds between 5.7 billion and 16 billion
barrels of oil, an average of about 10
billion barrels. The site will produce an
additional 876,000 to 1.6 million barrels
a day. This makes it the single great-
est prospect for future oil production
in the United States. It will produce
over 36 million gallons of much needed
gasoline, jet and diesel fuel and heat-
ing o0il. To put this in perspective,
while ANWR can produce 1.6 million
barrels a day, Texas and California
each offer about 1 million daily.

Development of ANWR alone will re-
duce U.S. dependence on foreign
sources by 4 percent. Some would say:
4 percent, that’s not much. Tell that to
the driver who has to go to the pump
today and pay that extra price. Four
percent makes a big difference.

But equally as important, I have
heard many of my colleagues suggest
that the war in Iraq is a war on oil. If
they believe so, why don’t we produce
our own oil so we don’t have to fight
for it?

I close by sharing with you some-
thing that happened many years ago
when the Trans-Alaska Pipeline was
being debated. It was a long time ago,
and most of the Members of the Senate
were not here at that time. Dire pre-
dictions were made. Environmentalists
came forward and said: You are going
to destroy Alaska. The caribou herd
will be demolished and diminished.
They will become extinct.

Those are the words that we heard.
At the time the Congress authorized
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, there were
5,000 caribou. Today, there are 32,000
caribou. Instead of diminishing the
herd, the pipeline apparently has
helped them. But this is not a debate
on the pipeline, it is a debate on
ANWR.

I hope my colleagues will give this
opportunity to the people of Alaska.
When 229 out of 230 tribes tell me they
want it, I am ready to respond, sir.
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Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding.

How high do gas prices have to get?
How over a barrel does OPEC have to
get us before we realize what the Amer-
ican people realized a long time ago
that we have an energy crisis in Amer-
ica today? We have gas prices that con-
tinue to soar. We have supply problems
because we rely on the geopolitics of
the Middle East.

Earlier this month, I was glad to join
Energy Secretary Sam Bodman, Inte-
rior Secretary Gale Norton, and four of
my colleagues, including the Senator
from Alaska, Ms. MURKOWSKI, on a trip
up to the Arctic Wildlife National Ref-
uge. It is a big place.

Alaska is 386,000 square miles. My
home State of South Dakota is 77,000
square miles. We think we have a lot of
wide open space in South Dakota. But
you could put seven of my States of
South Dakota into the State of Alaska.

If you look at Alaska in its totality
and look at what we are talking about
in terms of the exploration and pos-
sible production in ANWR, it is 19.6
million acres on the wilderness area,
ANWR area. Eight million acres of that
is wilderness. The area we are talking
about for development and exploration
is 1.53 million acres.

Furthermore, the area that would be
used under the legislation limits it to
2,000 acres.

That is the equivalent in South Da-
kota terms of about three sections of
farmland in an area that is 19.6 million
acres in a State that is 586,000 square
miles, where we could put seven of the
State of South Dakota.

We had the opportunity when I was
up there to look at technology. It is re-
markable what has transformed over
the last 30 or 40 years. You probably
can’t see it on the map, but Prudhoe
Bay technology is 1970s vintage tech-
nology compared to 1980s vintage tech-
nology. We went to a site called the Al-
pine site, which is the millennium
technology. The changes that have
taken place are dramatic, and the way
it has evolved minimizes the impact
and the footprint that is left. In fact,
at the Alpine site, there were 97 acres,
which included the runway where they
land the planes to provide their sup-
plies and the lake they get their water
from. They are generating 120,000 bar-
rels of oil a day on 97 acres. Why? Be-
cause the technology allows them to go
underground, to drill horizontally, and
to drill directionally. It minimizes the
impact above the ground.

We saw where they use ice roads for
exploration to get back and forth. In
the winter, the roads disappear. Below
the frozen tundra is the single largest
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and most promising onshore oil reserve
in America—somewhere between 6 bil-
lion and 16 billion barrels of oil. The
average of that would be 10 billion bar-
rels.

How much is that? A million barrels
a day that we could add to our produc-
tion in this country. That is 5 percent
of what we use—20 million barrels a
day in the United States. We get 10
million barrels a day today from out-
side the United States.

This would lessen our dependence on
foreign sources of energy.

Put another way, it could power the
State of South Dakota for 499 years.

We are talking about a significant re-
source that we need because America is
facing an energy crisis.

Gas is over $2 a gallon. A barrel of oil
is near record highs. Make no mistake
about it, America’s energy crisis is an
economic crisis that impacts every
American. This country needs energy
legislation which fosters more oil pro-
duction and increases the alternatives,
such as renewable fuels and ethanol
that we produce in my home State of
South Dakota.

I hope we can get a comprehensive
energy bill that increases the use of
ethanol in this country. Right now, we
do about 3.5 billion gallons a year in
ethanol, but we use 120 billion gallons
a year of gasoline in this country. It
has to come from somewhere.

Right now, we are paying all the
money to the folks in the Middle East
who have gotten us over a barrel. We
need to change that. We need to reduce
our dependence on politically unstable
foreign sources of oil.

Specifically, the United States im-
ports about 3 million barrels of oil a
day from the Persian Gulf. The esti-
mated daily domestic supply from
ANWR would reduce that number by
half.

Passing this legislation will reduce
America’s dependence on foreign
sources of oil, strengthening our eco-
nomic security, strengthening our en-
ergy security, and strengthening our
national security.

When I was in the House, we passed
an energy policy, but it got stuck in
the Senate.

We have an opportunity to finally
finish the job that the American people
sent us here to do and to reduce our de-
pendence on foreign sources of oil.

Listen to the people of Alaska. Mr.
President, 57 out of 60 members of the
Alaska State Legislature support this.
You just heard the Senator from Ha-
waii talk about most of the tribes in
Alaska support this. The congressional
delegation, the Governor, the people’s
representatives here in Washington and
in Alaska believe this is important to
the future of that State.

It is important for the economy of
this country and to the people who are
having to pay the price at the pump be-
cause we fail and refuse to do some-
thing that is so important—to tap the
vast reserves that exist right here in
America rather than relying on the
Middle East for our energy supply.
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I hope my colleagues here today will
join with me and with those in the past
who have supported this and vote for
this so that we can begin the process of
lessening our dependence on foreign
sources of energy.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield
an additional 10 minutes off the resolu-
tion under the control of the Senator
from Washington.

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

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
would like to yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
Senator CANTWELL for her wonderful
leadership on this issue.

I sit here and I am listening to this
debate which we have been involved in
so0 many times. Now I know why
Christie Todd Whitman wrote her book
“It Is My Party, Too.”

When you look at who set aside the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, it was
a Republican President. Here the big-
gest forces for opening drilling are
coming from the Republican Party, fer-
vor about how this is going to solve our
energy problems when everyone admits
if we get oil out of their at all it is not
going to be for another 10 years, and
the economically recoverable oil is 6
months, maybe. So the zealotry that
we hear shows the changes in the Re-
publican Party. That is a fact of life.

Now, let’s see what President Eisen-
hower’s Secretary of Interior, Fred
Seaton, said about this area. He said
this was ‘‘one of the most magnificent
wildlife areas in North America . . . a
wilderness experience not duplicated
elsewhere.” Senator GEORGE ALLEN
called it the dark side of the Moon. So
who is right—President Eisenhower or
Senator ALLEN? Let’s take a look at
some of the photographs because we
need to see this dark side of the Moon.

The first thing we see is the porcu-
pine caribou herd, the mother and the
little calf. Quite beautiful. It does not
look much like the dark side of the
Moon to me. The U.S. Geological Sur-
vey Biological Resource Division found
the porcupine caribou herd may be par-
ticularly sensitive to oil development.

Let’s look at the effects on the car-
ibou and other animals, including
bears. This is my favorite, a polar bear
photograph taken by a wonderful pho-
tographer who spent 18 months in the
wildlife refuge. It does not look much
like the dark side of the Moon to me.
And polar bears are particularly sen-
sitive to oil development because they
den in the winter—exactly the time the
o0il companies want to drill.

Millions of migratory birds—over 130
species—journey to our States, so our
States will be impacted. To me, this is
a God-given environment. With all the
talk about faith-based politics, if you
do believe, as I do, that these are gifts,
then we have to be careful in what we
are doing here today.
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My friend from Alaska says we are
going to do this very sensitively. They
were very sensitive at the Exxon
Valdez. They were very sensitive in
Santa Barbara when we had the unbe-
lievable oil spill that led to, actually,
the very first Earth Day because it was
so devastating to see what happens. We
know that the economic activity that
comes from oil drilling is going to have
an impact. So anyone who tells you
anything else simply is thinking in a
wishful fashion. We are alive today, we
see what happens with the spills. Let’s
be careful what we are doing. If this is
something that will make us energy
independent, that is one thing. But the
fact is, it won’t.

Let’s look at some of the scenes be-
cause there was talk about how barren
this area is. We will look at some of
the landscapes because it is important
to look at this and decide for ourselves
if it is worth risking this for 6 months’
worth of oil.

This is along Marsh Creek in the
coastal plain, in the very area they say
is completely barren. One of my col-
leagues said it only looks that way for
a few weeks. Well, it certainly looks
that way at a point in time. When I
sent my environmental legislative as-
sistant up to that area, she was over-
come. I went to Alaska. It is true there
are other magnificent areas of Alaska,
but this is one of those beautiful areas.

Here is the issue. The oil companies
are backing out. They do not want to
be involved in this controversial area.
Many have already backed out. BP,
ConocoPhillips, and ChevronTexaco
have pulled out because they know
what they are walking into here, and
they don’t want to drill. It may be that
even if we get the vote, no one will
drill there. We are not sure of that.
Why is this happening? I say it is hap-
pening because if they could open this
area, they can open any area. Don’t
take my word for it; you can take the
Bush administration’s word for it. That
is what they have said in essence. They
admit it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. CONRAD. I alert my colleagues
of the time situation. I gave 10 minutes
off the resolution to Senator CANTWELL
to control to even up the two sides.
Here is the problem: I only have 3 min-
utes left on the resolution before the 1
o’clock vote. I would be happy to give
the Senator from California 1 of those
3 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Here is the point. This
area was set aside by a Republican
President who found it to be most pris-
tine. We understand there are certain
times in this Senate when we do some-
thing as radical as this, which is to
open up a wildlife refuge, we may want
to have a few more votes. That is kind
of the rules of the Senate. They are
doing a backdoor, so they may get 51
votes here, and with 51 votes they open
this—for what, maybe 6 months’ worth
of oil. If we close the SUV loopholes, if
we said over time they should get the
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same mileage as cars, we would have
seven ANWR fields over 40 or 50 years.

We do not need to do this. If you be-
lieve this is God-given land, let’s pro-
tect it. At the end of the day, that is
our job. I hope we get the votes. If we
do not get them today, this will be a
big issue out in the country. I hope the
oil companies will continue to walk
away from this because clearly it is
very controversial to go into this pris-
tine area.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LOTT. I have an inquiry.

The Senator from Washington has 5
minutes she was going to use. I was
under the impression that the Senator
from Washington had 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LOTT. If she is willing to wait, I
ask unanimous consent I be yielded 10
minutes off the underlying resolution.

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object, let me make certain I under-
stand the request. The problem we
have, I say to the Senator, all of the
time has been allocated. Maybe there
is some additional time you have on
your side. We have locked in a 1 o’clock
vote, and if you add the time for the
veterans amendment and the ANWR
amendment, there is 2 minutes remain-
ing before 1 o’clock to come off the res-
olution.

Mr. LOTT. If I could, I understand
there is a substantial amount of time
on the underlying resolution. I was
hoping to speak not just on ANWR but
also on NIH and Amtrak. I thought it
should come off the underlying resolu-
tion, not just Amtrak, and I have been
sitting here for almost an hour. I
thought, with the flow back and forth
between supporters and opponents of
the amendment, that it would be ap-
propriate I be allowed to speak at this
time.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, how
much time do we have on the resolu-
tion on our side before we get to the 1
o’clock vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
24 minutes 53 seconds. There is 4 min-
utes of unpromised time on the resolu-
tion before 1 o’clock.

Mr. GREGG. And we have coming up
45 minutes on the two veterans amend-

ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield?

The Senator from Washington has al-
ready taken 10 minutes off the resolu-
tion on this amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. If I might, I gave time
off the resolution on our side, but I was
very careful to check with the time-
keeper that there was time that would
not impinge on the 1 o’clock vote. That
is the problem we have.

Mr. STEVENS. But it still
unbalances this time. I ask unanimous
consent I have 10 minutes, equal to the
Senator from Washington, off the reso-
lution.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe it
was my request that is pending.
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Let me make a couple of observa-
tions. First, whenever Senator STE-
VENS wishes to speak, I will defer to
him. Second, since we only have 4%
minutes of time, I would be willing to
take just 4%2 minutes to speak only on
ANWR and come back on the other
issues at another time.

I amend my request to ask that I be
allowed to take this 4%2 minutes if it is
off the resolution so I can address this
issue.

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

Mr. STEVENS. I have a pending re-
quest, also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi has a request,
and the request is to be recognized for
45 minutes. Does anyone object?

Mr. CONRAD. Off the resolution. And
that uses all the time until 1 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
my understanding.

Mr. CONRAD. I do not object.

Mr. LOTT. Parliamentary inquiry.
Could I inquire, has Senator STEVENS’
time already been identified before this
1 o’clock vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has
made the request.

Mr. LOTT. Has not been——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has
made the request. The Senator has
been recognized for 5 minutes on the
ANWR amendment. But as the Chair
understands it, the Senator from Alas-
ka is asking to speak for 10 minutes be-
fore 1 o’clock and the time be taken off
the underlying resolution.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, as a way
to resolve this, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator STEVENS be given 10
minutes off the resolution and that the
vote occur at 1:10.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, let me say to my colleagues,
that is the last agreement I will enter
into because we are rapidly running
out of time on the resolution. We have
spent a great deal of time on this mat-
ter. Certainly in recognition of Senator
STEVENS’ long service, and his intense
interest on this issue, we will agree to
that one moving back of the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
Chair’s understanding we will proceed
as follows: that the Senator from Mis-
sissippi will speak for 4 minutes, that
the Senator from Alaska will be given
10 minutes, and the vote will be at 1:10,
and the Senator from Washington has 5
minutes to be taken off the underlying
resolution yet to be used. Is that cor-
rect?

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, then
how much time remains on the ANWR
debate for both sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
17 minutes 4 seconds for the minority;
24 minutes 53 seconds for the majority.

Ms. CANTWELL. Thank you.

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

The Senator from Mississippi.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am glad I
could assist the Chair in clarifying the
time at this point. This is a very im-
portant issue. It is time, I agree, we
should get it resolved. I think it should
be resolved with a majority vote. We
can argue over the rules as long as we
like. But to me, this is a critical issue.
It symbolizes what we are going to do
about the future in the energy area.

I do not have some beautiful picture
I am going to show today. If I were
going to show one, I would show one of
my four grandchildren. Are we going to
have energy production in our country
or not? Are we going to continue to put
various areas off limits where we can-
not have more production? There are
some people, I guess, in this institution
who think we can conserve ourselves
into an energy policy.

We need to produce more oil, more
natural gas, more coal with clean coal
technology, hydropower, all of it, and
have conservation and alternative
fuels. And we should produce this oil in
Alaska, or natural gas, or whatever it
is up there.

When I came to the Senate, I spent
some time talking to the experienced
hands around here, and I asked about
how you deal with different issues. One
of the things I was taught by my prede-
cessors here in this institution is you
pay attention to the Senators from
their State when it is an issue involv-
ing their State.

This is an issue that is supported by
the two Senators from Alaska, sup-
ported by an overwhelming number of
people in that State. It is supported by
the Native Americans in that State.
This is the right thing to do from their
standpoint. I do not understand why
Senators from Massachusetts and
Washington and Maine are trying to
dictate what should happen in this area
in production that we need as a coun-
try. I am absolutely floored by all of
this.

I think it is time we consider what is
for the good of the overall country and
get over all these dire threats of doom
of what we might do if we have explo-
ration in this very limited area. And,
ladies and gentlemen, it is about jobs.
It is about revenue. Why do you think
most of the unions are supporting this?
They were in my office today saying:
We are for this, because they under-
stand it would involve jobs. They un-
derstand it would involve more revenue
coming into the Federal Treasury.
They understand it is about energy
independence.

When are we going to learn? The
price of a barrel of oil is $564 a barrel.
Gasoline is somewhere close to $2 a gal-
lon, in some areas as much as, I think,
$2.16 a gallon. Venezuela made it clear
recently they would like to cut us off
completely. We are dependent on a
very volatile area of the world for our
oil supply. Probably about 60 percent of
our energy needs is supplied by foreign
oil.

Even in this remote area of Alaska
we are saying we cannot produce more
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oil and gas. Who is going to lose if we
do not have energy sources? We are
going to have it in my State. We are
going to produce our own oil and nat-
ural gas and coal. We are going to have
excess power. By the way, if they are
willing to pay for it, we will be glad to
wheel it up to Pennsylvania and Massa-
chusetts and Connecticut. We will
share.

But I will tell you, if we do not have
oil and gas and coal to run our power-
plants, the electricity is going off. It is
time we get serious about this issue.
We should vote down this amendment.

I commend Senator JUDD GREGG and
the Budget Committee for taking this
action. I think we should do this if for
no other reason than because of sup-
port for the Senators, particularly Sen-
ator STEVENS, who has spent a career
trying to do the right thing for Alaska.
Who has done more for conservation
and environmental issues in Alaska
than Senator TED STEVENS? Nobody.
He has made every possible plea for
this. So I hope we will do it. It is the
right thing to do. We should do it in his
honor.

I thank my colleagues for giving me
this opportunity to vent a little bit. I
am amazed at the irresponsibility of
this Congress and the previous Con-
gress and the American people to a de-
gree in the energy field. We want it,
but we do not want to do anything to
produce it. So I hope maybe this will be
a sign today, when we vote to defeat
this amendment, that we are finally
getting serious about more energy pro-
duction in this country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, if I
could take a few moments to point out
that this Senator certainly wants
America to move forward with the de-
velopment of new energy supply. In
fact, I am saying the whole debate
should be about supply and not recog-
nizing revenue in the budget for an ill-
conceived project in a wildlife refuge.

We can get as much supply or more
by doing the Alaska natural gas pipe-
line. That natural gas supply would
save 6 billion barrels over 10 years; use
of off-the-shelf renewables and energy
efficiency technologies, 4.9 billion bar-
rels in the next 10 years; increasing use
of ethanol in our gasoline, 5.1 billion
barrels over 10 years; improving tire in-
flation and automobile maintenance—
you don’t have to come up with a new
place to drill—5.4 billion barrels; in-
creasing automobile fuel efficiency
standards, 10 billion barrels. So we cer-
tainly are about supply; we are just for
a cleaner supply.

Why are we for a cleaner supply? Be-
cause if you look at it, and you com-
pare the various proposals I have out-
lined with drilling in the Arctic Ref-
uge, you get increased pollution from
refuge drilling, increased CO, levels,
you impact Federal lands, and I don’t
believe you are going to have any im-
mediate impact on our country’s en-
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ergy resources. These other actions I
have outlined actually decrease pollu-
tion levels. Those are the actions we
should be taking, not refuge drilling.

Now, a lot has been said about gaso-
line and gasoline prices. We ought to be
investigating why gasoline prices are
so high, not accepting that we are
going to have to be more dependent on
foreign oil. In fact, a recent attorneys
general office statement stated that
gasoline producers marked up prices
152 percent between January and
March of 2003. In the first 3 months of
2003, average gasoline prices increased
57 cents in California alone.

A trade industry magazine talked
about the peculiar incidence of export-
ing distillate. That is taking our sup-
ply and exporting it. What does that
do? It decreases the supply in the
United States, and it increases the spot
market prices at refineries. There is
nothing in the budget resolution that
guarantees we are going to lower gaso-
line prices. And there is nothing in the
language of the budget resolution that
guarantees any supply recovered from
the Arctic Refuge will even stay in the
United States.

I wish my colleagues would embrace
these facts and guarantee that if we
are doing to go into a wildlife refuge
and drill for oil, at least we should re-
quire that we ke