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Last year, the Head Start 2010 Na-
tional Advisory Panel held fifteen na-
tional hearings and open forums. The
panel found:

. that despite increases resulting from
Federal quality set-aside funding, relatively
low salaries and poor or non-existent bene-
fits make it difficult to attract and retain
qualified staff over the long term. . . . the
quality of the program is tied directly to the
quality of the staff.

Head Start is one of the most impor-
tant federal programs because it has
the potential to reach children early in
their formative years when their cog-
nitive skills are just developing. Many
of our Nation’s youngsters, however,
enter elementary school without the
basic skills necessary to succeed. Often
these children lag behind their peers
throughout their academic career.

I believe we must continue to im-
prove the cognitive learning aspects of
the Head Start program so that chil-
dren leave the program able to count
to ten, to recognize sizes and colors,
and to recite the alphabet. To ensure
cognitive learning, we must continue
to raise the standards for Head Start
teachers. Offering Head Start teachers
similar compensation for their edu-
cational achievements and expenses af-
forded to other teachers is one step to
encouraging college graduates to be-
come Head Start teachers.

——
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak up to 10 min-
utes each.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, it is my under-
standing, because there are people
waiting to find out what the final deci-
sion is, that there will be no more
votes tonight. That is my under-
standing; we are trying to finish.

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. REID. I also ask if there is going
to be any more legislative business to-
night.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Other than what is
cleared between the two leaders, there
will be no other business.

Mr. REID. I withdraw my objection.

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

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
understand we may speak as in morn-
ing business for a few minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Up to 10
minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak for about 4 minutes.

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

————
ENERGY

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise on a small point, but it is rep-
resentative of some of the difficulties
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we are having in trying to keep some
focus on reality associated with the ad-
ministration’s anticipated energy
package.

I am sure many Members saw the
Washington Post today, Tuesday, May
15. On the front page there was a color
picture of the Phillips Petroleum Com-
pany facility at Alpine which depicts
very vividly the realization that tech-
nology indeed can make a very small
footprint in the Arctic areas of Alaska,
my State.

The picture represents a fair evalua-
tion of this development. It was taken
in the summertime, that brief 2%
months or so when the area is not cov-
ered with ice and snow. The viewer can
see the river, the lakes. But to grasp
the significance of it, one has to recog-
nize that this is a major oil field in
itself. Yet it takes less acreage than
the District of Columbia.

That footprint is concentrated in the
area that is known as Alpine. For the
most part, one derrick has drilled the
wells there. These are directional drills
that go out for many miles recovering
the oil. This particular facility is pro-
ducing about 88,000 barrels a day.

However, there is another picture.
This is the point I want to bring home
to the Members. In an effort to try to
draw a balance, if you will, between de-
velopment and the wildlife in the area,
the Washington Post portrays a picture
of three little bears, and it is entitled
““A polar bear with her cubs rests in
Alaska’s Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge.”

The reality is that this picture was
not taken in the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge. It was taken in another
area of Alaska far, far away.

It isn’t that we don’t have polar
bears in Alaska. We are all concerned
about the beauty and the majesty of
this beast, but we have done a lot to
encourage the polar bear by safe-
guarding it from any trophy hunting.
In Alaska, you cannot take a polar
bear for a trophy. You cannot take a
polar bear if you are a non-Native, but
you can go to Canada and you can go to
Russia.

We have and will provide for the
RECORD the statement from the pho-
tographer of exactly where this picture
was taken. But it is not in ANWR, and
the photographer is prepared to give a
statement in that regard. Here again
we have another mischaracterization,
the implication that ANWR is filled
with polar bears and that if we open up
this fragile area, somehow we are going
to disturb the polar bears. That is not
accurate.

The Washington Post should know
better. They should check their
sources. They should recognize that
polar bears for the most part live out
on the ice. Why do they live on the ice?
Because that is where there is some-
thing to eat. They live on the ice, and
they stalk the seal. As a consequence,
they don’t come into the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife area in any abundance.

They do come in from time to time.
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But there is little food for them, and
during the months where the ice is con-
tinually moving, they simply stay out
on the ice where they can have the
availability of food. It is noted that
there are very few that den on the
shores adjacent to ANWR. So, again, I
encourage my colleagues to recognize,
as I am sure many people who see in
the Washington Post today those warm
and cuddly polar bears, that they are
being misled in this particular photo
because this photo was not taken in
ANWR.

I also encourage my colleagues to
recognize that the administration is
going to come out with an energy task
force report. While I have not had
briefings to amount to any significant
detail, I think it is important for the
American people, and my colleagues
particularly, to know that it addresses
positive corrections in the imbalance
we have in America’s energy crisis.

We do have a crisis. One need only
look at California to recognize that
Californians are going to be paying an
extraordinarily increased amount for
energy. Electricity is $60 billion to $70
billion. Last year, it was in the area of
$28 billion. The year before, it was $9
billion. They have an energy crisis. We
haven’t built a new coal-fired plant in
this country since 1995. Yet close to 51
percent of our energy comes from coal.
We haven’t built a new nuclear plant in
this country for more than 10 years.
Yet we know the value of nuclear from
the standpoint of what it does to air
quality. There are no emissions. There
are other tradeoffs.

We also know we are now 56- to 57-
percent dependent on imported oil, and
the forecasts are that the world will be
increasing its consumption of oil for
one reason—for transportation—by
nearly a third in the next 10 years or
S0.

We have seen natural gas and our in-
creasing dependence on natural gas be-
cause it is one of the few areas where
you can get a permit to put in facili-
ties. Yet natural gas prices have in-
creased dramatically from $2.16 per
thousand cubic feet 18 months ago to
$4, $5, $6, $7 to $8. We have had a com-
ing together and that coming together
also involves distribution. We have had
the realization in the hearing that we
had today before the Energy Com-
mittee, which I chair, that there are
severe constrictions on transmitting
electric energy.

In our bill that we introduced, we left
out eminent domain for electric trans-
mission lines purposely because we felt
the States could meet that obligation
as they saw fit. Now some suggest that
States don’t have the commitment in-
ternally to reach a decision and are
going to need Federal eminent domain.
Maybe that is the case. It is like the
perfect storm; everything is coming to-
gether at once. No new coal, no nu-
clear, dependence on imported oil,
higher costs for natural gas, no relief
on transmission. Now they are saying
we have to do something about it im-
mediately.
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Well, what do you do about it? This
didn’t come overnight. We have seen
the realities with regard to higher
prices of gasoline. Yet we know we
don’t have the refining capacity. We
haven’t built a new refinery in 25 years
in this country. We have our refineries
up to maximum production. They were
busy making heating oil. Now they are
trying to build up inventories for gaso-
line. So you not only have a shortage
of refined capacity but you are depend-
ent primarily on foreign countries—
OPEC, for the most part—for our crude
oil. We suddenly find we have an inabil-
ity to refine an adequate amount. So
with inventories low, the maximum
utilization out of refineries is con-
verting over—and they have been for
some time—to gasoline; and then the
complications of 15 different types of
reformulated gasoline in this country
that require almost a boutique type of
activity in the refiners, where they
have to refine it to specific fuel speci-
fications for the area—they have to
separate it, batch it, transport it sepa-
rately. Additives, whether ethanol or
MTBE, complicate the process.

Is it necessary that we have that
kind of a mandate? Clearly, the indus-
try says they can meet the air quality
requirements and the Clean Air Act if
you will give them some flexibility.
Well, we haven’t given them the flexi-
bility.

The public wants relief, and I think
it is unfair to characterize the new ad-
ministration with having the sole re-
sponsibility to come up with so-called
immediate relief. Nobody is a magician
around here, and it would take a magi-
cian to provide immediate relief for the
crisis we have gotten into. But what we
have to do is focus realistically, and I
think that is the value of what we are
going to see out of President Bush’s
and Vice President CHENEY’S new en-
ergy task force—relief—which will be
coming out Thursday.

We are not going to see generalities
that say you can simply get there from
here by conservation. Conservation is
important, but conservation isn’t going
to do it alone. Make no mistake; Amer-
icans are used to a standard of living
that has been brought about by plenti-
ful supplies of relatively inexpensive
energy. If we want to sacrifice our
standard of living, that can be done.
But I wonder how many people in Cali-
fornia are ready to go out and turn in
their old refrigerators, their old wash-
ers and dryers, when they are not worn
out, for a new energy-saving appliance
that will cut their energy bills in half.
I don’t know. Maybe we can mandate
CAFE savings. We have a mandatory
27-mile CAFE standard currently in the
automobile industry. People say, well,
that doesn’t include the vans, the sub-
urban vehicles, the type that are so
popular today, the SUVs and others.
That is true. They are classified in the
truck classification as light trucks, but
the reality is that you can’t get there
on CAFE, either.

We have 207 million vehicles in this
country. About 170 million are auto-
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mobiles and the rest are trucks and
cars. It is going to take you 10 years to
make a significant dent in that number
of vehicles because a lot of them aren’t
paid for. So you are not going to dis-
card them.

If you mandate substantially in-
creased CAFE standards, then people
have to buy new cars; they have to buy
new ones. CAFE standards are impor-
tant, but you can’t achieve the kinds of
savings we need by CAFE standards.
You can give tax credits for people who
save energy. I think you will probably
see an amendment or two on that to
give them a $250, $300 tax credit.

The point is that we are far behind,
and what the administration is going
to propose is some positive steps as to
how we can address the energy crisis.
It is going to take the conventional
sources of energy that we know and
have had experience with and the addi-
tion of the clean coal technology that
we have come to develop in the last
decade or so. We can continue to use
coal. We can use it in a manner in
which we take out many of the impuri-
ties—the sulfur, and so forth. We can
address the reality that we can produce
more natural gas in this country, but
the incentive has to be there. That is a
return on investment.

Obviously, we can reduce our in-
creased dependence on imported oil by
producing more domestic o0il. Of
course, that involves my State of Alas-
ka and the item that I first mentioned,
the accuracy of some of the important
portrayals of ANWR.

In conclusion, to those who suggest
the potential development in ANWR, a
reserve somewhere in the area of 5.6
billion to as high as 16 billion—and if it
were an average of 10 billion it would
be the largest oilfield found in the last
40 years—I suggest the prospects for
developments of this area are very
good. We have the technology to open
it safely, there is absolutely no ques-
tion about that, with the 3-D seismic
and directional drilling.

The people, the residents in the area
of Katovik and Nuigsut, Barrow, the
Natives who live in this area who are
dependent pretty much on the realities
associated with hunting and fishing for
their livelihood, a subsistence lifestyle,
also have aspirations of a better life,
an alternative life, and this provides
them with jobs, education, health care
opportunities, and opportunities for
their children as well to prosper. Just
as people in any other community,
they have visions of a better life. They
support it.

Some say it is a 6-month supply.
That is a totally unsuitable and inap-
propriate comparison because, as we all
know, if you were to stop all the oil
flowing into the United States for a 6-
month period, that is what it would
take to say that this is a 6-month sup-
ply. You would have to stop all oil im-
ports coming in from my State of Alas-
ka, from oil produced in the United
States, whether it be from California,
Kentucky, or Pennsylvania, or im-
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ported into this country from overseas.
That is what it would take to equal a
6 months’ supply of oil.

That Prudhoe Bay has supplied the
Nation with 20 to 256 percent of crude
oil for the last 25 years—and the likeli-
hood is this field is larger than
Prudhoe Bay and would immediately
flow in the area of somewhere in excess
of 1 million barrels a day—is the re-
ality about which we are talking.

It is important Members keep in
mind the reality of separating fact
from fiction, which again brings me to
the fiction associated with the front
page of the Washington Post in identi-
fying three little bears as residents of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
Clearly, they are not, and we will have
certification from the photographer as
soon as we can obtain it relative to the
exact location of where the picture of
the three bears was taken.

Mr. President, thank you for indulg-
ing me additional time. I yield to my
good friend from Nevada, if he is seek-
ing recognition at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

RECONCILIATION LEGISLATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as we
speak, there is a meeting of the Fi-
nance Committee taking place. There
are 10 Democrats on that committee
and 10 Republicans. I have tried today
but really literally have been able to
spend no more than 3 or 4 minutes
watching the proceedings. They have
been going on all day. I understand
they will go on into the night trying to
come up with a tax bill we call rec-
onciliation.

I have heard in the last few minutes
that there is going to be an attempt to-
morrow to bring that bill before the
Senate. I hope the majority under-
stands there are 40 Democrats and 40
Republicans who do not sit on the Fi-
nance Committee. It is a prestigious
committee, I understand, but the mem-
bers cannot speak for the rest of us, ei-
ther Democrats or Republicans.

I very much want to have the oppor-
tunity to look through certain parts of
that bill. It is going to be a very large
piece of legislation. I doubt I will be
able to read all of it, but I want to read
parts of it. I have a staff that will read
every word of it and bring to my atten-
tion those things I have not looked at
first.

I have a staff that I think is well
equipped to peruse that bill, but I just
cannot imagine that we would go to
that bill tomorrow without Members of
the Senate having an opportunity to
look at that legislation. That is how
we get into trouble legislatively.

It is unfair to the American people. I
have said from the very beginning we
are doing well. We have a surplus. We
deserve a tax cut. The American peo-
ple, the people of Nevada deserve a tax
cut, and they should get an immediate
tax cut. But that tax cut should be
given to them with deliberation. We
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