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The administration either knew bet-
ter at the time or should have known
better.

And our troops and the American
people certainly deserved better. Over
500 Americans have been Kkilled and
over 3,000 wounded in lIraq. Unfortu-
nately, these numbers are likely to
continue to grow before our mission
there is complete.

We have already appropriated over
$150 billion for this operation, and this
cost could easily double before we are
through.

Let me take another example—the
administration’s statements about the
post-war environment we would en-
counter and the challenges we would
face.

Although there are a few instances
where administration officials went on
the record before the war warning that
a war with Iraq could require a lengthy
commitment, administration officials
repeatedly painted the most optimistic
portrait possible in order to gain sup-
port for its strategy.

Vice President CHENEY’s remarks 3
days before the start of the war typify
much of what the administration was
telling the American public.

When asked if the American people
are prepared for a long, costly battle
with significant casualties, the Vice
President said, “Well, | don’t think it’s
likely to unfold that way . . . because
I really do believe we will be greeted as
liberators.”

This tragic miscalculation allowed
the administration to abandon the in-
telligence-based, analytical process
needed to plan successfully for the oc-
cupation of Irag. The administration
sent a smaller force than our senior
military officials initially rec-
ommended.

Our personnel were not suitably pre-
pared for the immense economic, so-
cial, and political complexities that we
should have known would inevitably
arise after the fall of Saddam Hussein.
And our troops and the American peo-
ple were not adequately equipped for
the guerrilla tactics that have become
all too common since President Bush
declared an end to major combat oper-
ations.

Overall, the administration’s overly
optimistic attitude about post-war Iraq
has contributed to a far more costly
and arduous effort than needed to be
the case.

Mr. President, not long ago, many of
my colleagues and | had the honor of
having dinner with more than 100 sol-
diers and their families at Walter Reed
Army Medical Center. These soldiers
had all been wounded while serving
their country in Iraq. | hope my col-
leagues will take the opportunity to
visit these young men and women.
After seeing first-hand the kind of peo-
ple our country has produced, | have
never been more proud to be an Amer-
ican.

As | think of my night with these
brave men and women who have sac-
rificed so much and asked for so little
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in return, | cannot help but think: Did
we do right by them? Did we do every-
thing possible to put them in a position
to succeed at the least possible risk?
Did we provide them with a plan for
success and the tools needed to carry it
out?

In a statement last year, General An-
thony Zinni, one of the most respected
and distinguished military leaders this
country has produced, commented on
what we owed those who we placed in
harm’s way.

He said:

They should never be put on a battlefield
without a strategic plan, not only for the
fighting—our generals will take care of
that—but for the aftermath and winning
that war. Where are we, the American peo-
ple, if we accept this, if we accept this level
of sacrifice without that level of planning?

The administration based its post-
war planning on blind hope, and hope is
not a plan. We owe it to our troops and
ourselves to determine whether we did
everything we could to succeed in Iraq.
Our success in Irag and future conflicts
depends on it. Our need to ensure that
we do right by our troops demands it.

I yield the floor.

———————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business until 10:30, with the time
equally divided, and the time under Re-
publican control to be equally divided
between the Senator from Alaska, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, and the Senator from
Maine, Ms. COLLINS.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | have a
unanimous consent request | wish to
make.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
only 40 minutes left until 10:30 a.m. We
have on our side, and I am sure on the
other side, more than 20 minutes. On
our side, the Senator from Oregon
wishes to speak for 15 minutes, the
Senator from Connecticut wishes to
speak for 10 minutes, which is 25 min-
utes. | don’t know how much total
time the two Senators on the majority
would like. | am sure it is more than 20
minutes total.

I ask unanimous consent that the
time be extended to 25 minutes on each
side for morning business—not in addi-
tion to but 25 minutes total to each
side.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On
both sides, for a total of 50 minutes.

Mr. REID. A total of 50 minutes, yes,
and that on our side, the Senator from
Connecticut be recognized for 10 min-
utes and the Senator from Oregon be
recognized for 15 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. The Sen-
ator from Alaska, Ms. MURKOWSKI, is
recognized.

———

ALASKA GAS PIPELINE—NO
LONGER A PIPE DREAM

Ms. MURKOWSKI. | thank the Chair.

S2021

Mr. President, we will soon begin de-
bating the merits of the tax bill that
will bring the United States into com-
pliance with our World Trade Organiza-
tion’s obligations and assist domestic
manufacturers. | understand this bill
has been renamed the Jumpstart JOBS
Act, referring to the number of manu-
facturing jobs that have been lost in
the past few years, whether it is from
businesses relocating their plants over-
seas, the outsourcing of jobs, or in-
creased efficiency that does not require
as much manual labor.

| believe that every Senator in this
body wants to help those Americans
who have been laid off to find new em-
ployment and to provide assistance to
our domestic manufacturers that will
lead to real job creation. But when we
talk about job creation, too often this
body overlooks a project that would
produce those jobs for Americans, that
would create jobs in all 50 States, and
not just a few jobs but by at least one
estimate we would create over 1 mil-
lion jobs across the country.

Certainly, the number of jobs nation-
wide will at a minimum—at a min-
imum—be in the thousands, and that
project I am speaking of is the con-
struction of a natural gas pipeline from
Alaska to the lower 48.

With the reality in mind that this
project will lead to real job creation, |
would like to speak to the body this
morning about three very exciting an-
nouncements relating to the Alaska
natural gas pipeline.

Three consortiums have filed applica-
tions to build a gas pipeline from Alas-
ka’'s North Slope. These proposals
would transport the 35 trillion cubic
feet of known technically recoverable
reserves to the starved markets in the
lower 48. This would happen at a rate
of roughly 4.5 billion cubic feet per day.
Many believe there is upwards of 100
trillion cubic feet of natural gas on the
North Slope and quite possibly more
than that.

The first announcement  from
MidAmerican Energy Holdings Com-
pany, a major U.S. pipeline company
and a subsidiary of Berkshire Hatha-
way whose chief investor is financier
Warren Buffett. Partnering with
MidAmerican will be Cook Inlet Re-
gional Corporation and Pacific Star
Energy, which is a consortium of Alas-
ka Native corporations.

This is great news for Alaska, and it
is great news for America. Individual
Alaskans, Alaska Native corporations,
and Alaska-owned corporations will
have ownership opportunities in the
pipeline under this proposal—this is
good for Alaska’s economy—and over-
sight of the main transportation
project that will be used to move Alas-
ka’s commonly owned resources to
market.

Rather than just benefit from the
jobs and influx of short-term construc-
tion spending, as we saw during the
construction of the Trans-Alaska pipe-
line, this represents a significant long-
term benefit to individual Alaskans
and their families.
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Following MidAmerican’s applica-
tion, the three major producing compa-
nies in Alaska—ConocoPhillips, BP Ex-
ploration, and ExxonMobile—also filed
an application with the State. These
three companies hold the lion’s share
of the right to produce North Slope
natural gas.

Late last week, a third group, which
is the Alaska Gasline Port Authority,
filed another application to build a
pipeline. This third option proposes a
liguefied natural gas project that
would take natural gas from the North
Slope, liquefy it at tidewater in south
central Alaska for transport to the
west coast markets in the lower 48.

In the end, the project that best
meets the needs of Alaska and the mar-
kets will get built, but too often in our
discussions we overlook the proposed
LNG project in favor of the land route
that goes through Canada. Two years
ago, Alaska voters indicated their de-
sire for construction of an LNG
project, but we have to make sure the
numbers make sense and the proposal
is good for the State of Alaska.

I inserted language in the omnibus
appropriations bill that provides the
opportunity for the loan guarantees in-
cluded in the Energy bill to be avail-
able for the LNG project option; that
is, if the Secretary of Energy deter-
mines that it is the best project for
purposes of this provision. It is some-
thing that needs to be proven by the

project sponsors. Again, it dem-
onstrates the need for passage of the
Energy bill.

In the meantime, we have three ap-
plicants that are vying to build a gas
pipeline along the Alaska-Canadian
highway, with a possible spur to south
central Alaska for an LNG project.
They have come forward, put their
names on paper, and they are willing to
begin negotiations with the State. For
all of these reasons, Alaskans are ex-
cited.

I need to back up and clarify. When
the initial announcements were made
about filing the applications, both
MidAmerican and the producers
stressed the need to enact the regu-
latory streamlining, the judicial
streamlining, and the fiscal incentives
that are currently contained in the En-
ergy bill for the construction of a nat-
ural gas pipeline to go forward. There
should be no misunderstanding about
this; the provisions in the Energy bill
relating to these issues must be en-
acted into law if we hope to see posi-
tive movement on this project.

These filings we have in place now in
the State are not a guarantee that the
project will be built. These applica-
tions represent the beginning of a dia-
log between the applicants and the
State of Alaska, but no one should in-
terpret these events to mean that we
do not need to pass the Energy bill.

A cornerstone of our national energy
policy is the production of Alaskan gas
and delivery of the needed resources to
markets in the lower 48. Members on
both sides of the aisle recognize the
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benefit that Alaska gas means for
America.

We have seen the volatility in the
natural gas prices that had significant
negative impacts on businesses and on
families struggling to make ends meet
and to keep their homes warm in the
winter. The Alaska natural gas pipe-
line will bring welcome stability and a
measure of predictability to the nat-
ural gas marketplace, as well as ben-
efit consumers across the United
States.

A couple of weeks ago, | had an op-
portunity to read an article by a gen-
tleman by the name of Douglas Rey-
nolds, an associate professor of oil and
energy economics at the University of
Alaska Fairbanks. Mr. President, you
have read his book, | know, and have
had good things to say about what he
has written in the past. | have a copy
of the article.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD imme-
diately following my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, Mr.
Reynolds brought out the point, which
I would like to emphasize, that pro-
viding the financial incentives for a
natural gas pipeline is “like a futures
contract to insure a more reliable nat-
ural gas supply source.”

Then he went on to say:

Congress has the option to assure a future
supply of Alaska gas at a reasonable price,
and to get that supply on line sooner than
markets alone will do it.

The effect would be to make Alaska’s
gas supply less reliant on NLG export-
ers with less chance for market manip-
ulation.

To me, this just hits it right on the
head. Consumers are facing increasing
prices of natural gas. We have the op-
portunity to access a reliable supply of
energy that will be produced under
some of the most stringent environ-
mental standards in the world and we
can do it now, before we become de-
pendent on foreign sources.

Douglas Reynolds and | are not the
only ones who agree with this view-
point. Recognizing the United States
need for natural gas, the Federal Re-
serve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan
testified before the Congress last year
that natural gas supplies represent a
‘‘serious problem’” to the national
economy.

He noted U.S. policy with respect to
natural gas is contradictory as we en-
courage consumption more than pro-
duction. The chairman of the Energy
and Natural Resources Committee,
Senator DoMENICI, has worked dili-
gently for more than a year to craft a
bill that promotes many forms of re-
newable energy, encourages energy ef-
ficiency in the Federal Government
and consumer products, increases the
authorization of the low-income home
energy assistance program, and moves
us closer to construction of the Alaska
natural gas pipeline.
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To allay the major concerns of Mem-
bers that led to the filibuster on the
conference report on H.R. 6, the Sen-
ator from New Mexico has introduced a
new Energy bill that has significantly
less impact on the Federal budget. The
new Energy bill streamlines the per-
mitting process for the Alaska natural
gas pipeline, expedites judicial review
and provides for Federal loan guaran-
tees and accelerated depreciation to
lessen the cost of financing the project.

To those of my colleagues in the Sen-
ate who want to see this project built,
who want to stop the rise of natural
gas prices, who want to ensure a reli-
able supply of natural gas, who want to
create hundreds of thousands of jobs
across the country, | say pass this new
Energy bill.

The fiscal and regulatory provisions

in the Energy bill are a prerequisite to
the construction of this project. The
longer we wait, the longer we allow
this important policy to remain caught
in congressional gridlock, the more our
economy is going to suffer. Senators
should not accept the status quo when
it comes to energy production. We
should instead work to pass this En-
ergy bill so we can tell the American
people help is on the way, so we can
begin to rationalize the energy mar-
kets, and so we can work to become
less dependent on foreign sources of en-
ergy.
The Alaska natural gas pipeline will
be the largest construction project of
its kind ever completed. | believe the
Federal Government should play a role
in reducing the risk involved with this
project, just as the Federal Govern-
ment played a role in bringing afford-
able electricity to the South and to the
Pacific Northwest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAHAM of South Carolina). The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. The provisions in
the Energy bill fulfill the Federal Gov-
ernment’s role in bringing this pipeline
to fruition.

| yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, Feb.
22, 2004]
GAS LINE WILL HAPPEN, BUT ALASKA MUST
NEGOTIATE
(By Douglas Reynolds)

During winter break in the Lower 48, 1
heard over and over again concerns about
the price of natural gas. It is currently about
$7 per thousand cubic feet, when only a few
months ago it was $4. Some fear there is
market manipulation since stocks of gas in
reserve are adequate and the winter has not
been colder than normal so far. Investiga-
tions have already started.

However, there is a reason behind the price
rise. While this year there may be adequate
supplies of natural gas, next year may be a
different story. As | explain in my book,
Lower 48 and Southern Canadian natural gas
production will decline and the United
States will face a supply gap with prices
climbing above $10.

However, supply is declining faster than |
anticipated. The market may merely be an-
ticipating next year’s supply gap—increasing
prices now to conserve reserves and to in-
crease production later.
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Of course it is theoretically possible to
have market manipulation. But this is ex-
tremely difficult to do and only works if the
supply system is uncompetitive. The inter-
nal North American market is not.

Interestingly enough, if people in the
Lower 48 are upset now about alleged manip-
ulation of the natural gas market, they sure
won’t be happy when the United States
starts depending more heavily on imported
liquefied natural gas. This is because with
imported LNG, the LNG exporters them-
selves will be able to manipulate natural gas
prices and do it with impunity. It will be like
OPEC all over again.

There is a mechanism to reduce LNG ex-
porter’s ability to manipulate the gas mar-
ket. It is to get Alaska natural gas to mar-
ket more quickly. Congress still has a
chance to change the Energy Bill by putting
back in the natural gas credit provisions. |
know such a move is highly unlikely, but it
is certainly something each Alaskan should
be clambering for.

Interestingly enough, some experts would
actually like to put in tax credits for Lower
48 gas producers rather than for Alaska gas
even though Lower 48 producers are making
money hand over foot. If more gas existed in
the Lower 48, the current incentives would
already be pushing supplies higher.

The fact of the matter is, the Alaska pipe-
line tax credits that were cut from the en-
ergy bill are like a futures contract to insure
a more reliable natural gas supply source.

In other words, Congress has the option to
assure a future supply of Alaska gas at a rea-
sonable price, and to get that supply on line
sooner than markets alone will do it. The ef-
fect would be to make America’s gas supply
less reliant on LNG exporters with less
chance for market manipulation.

Since consumers are already complaining
over high natural gas prices, 1 would think
that having such tax credits and a more reli-
able source of natural gas would be to Amer-
ica’s advantage. As it stands, American con-
sumers will undoubtedly begin to complain
ever louder when it’s apparent that Alaska
gas is stuck on the North Slope just waiting
for the time when prices reach outrageous
levels before reserves are finally developed.

Needless to say, our Alaska congressional
delegation has fought hard to help make the
gas line a reality, but now it is up to the
state to take the initiative.

So will the gas line happen? Yes. But Alas-
ka may have to negotiate with the producers
or other pipeline companies to get a deal. |
believe the best strategy for the state is to
give a progressive royalty and severance tax
package for all natural gas production.

That means a low royalty and tax percent
during low prices and a high royalty and tax
percent during high prices. This will give
Alaska much more revenue than the current
royalty and severance tax system would give
because of anticipated high prices. It will
also quicken the pace of developing a pipe-
line. It does however imply more risk in
Alaska’s revenues over the years.

The future price of natural gas will not be
lower than $4 on the East Coast and will eas-
ily stay in the $6 to $10 range.

This is because Atlantic Basin LNG pro-
ducers will be slow to ramp up production
even while Lower 48 production goes into de-
cline. Plus LNG exporters can manipulate
market prices exactly the way domestic sup-
pliers have been accused of doing. Alaska can
take advantage of this and negotiate to get
a line done quickly and with greater profits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for
10 minutes.
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AMERICA’S ECONOMIC ISSUES

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | rise to
very briefly address two subject mat-
ters. As | understand it, we will be
moving later this morning to this ETI
bill, or the extraterritorial income leg-
islation. My fervent hope is that in ad-
dition to debating the underlying bill
itself, we will also have an opportunity
to raise questions about a staggering
set of issues that is unfolding in our
country, and that is the outsourcing of
jobs all across this Nation to foreign
lands.

We all understand this happens from
time to time, but the explosion that
has occurred in the last 36 months is
deeply alarming to many Americans.
We now have lost some 2.6 million to
2.7 million jobs over the last 36 months
in the manufacturing sector alone.
Many of these jobs are showing up ei-
ther offshore in places such as India,
Bangladesh, the People’s Republic of
China, or elsewhere. There is great con-
cern in this country that we are losing
a very important strategic base in our
Nation, not to mention these critically
important jobs which can never be re-
placed.

I inform my colleagues, and | know
others feel similarly as | do, when we
get to this bill there will be some op-
portunities to offer amendments and to
address the very issue of American
jobs.

When we hear the administration
say, as the chairman of the President’s
Council of Economic Advisers did just
a few days ago, that outsourcing of
jobs was a good thing for America, we
begin to understand the depths of con-
cern people have when the administra-
tion fails to understand, at least
through its leadership, how critically
important it is that we stand up and do
what we can to preserve critically im-
portant jobs, although not at the ex-
pense of international trade. We all un-
derstand the importance of trade in a
global economy, but we also under-
stand if we are going to be a vibrant
participant in a global economy that
we have to produce the goods or the
services to compete.

If not only low-income jobs are given
away but also high-technology jobs, in-
formation technology jobs, and engi-
neering jobs, for instance, are leaving,
then the ability of this country to com-
pete in the 21st century is going to be
severely disadvantaged.

I look forward to the coming hours
today, tomorrow, and possibly Friday,
to engage with my colleagues in some
of this debate and discussion. It will be
the first time since we have returned
that we are going to have a real debate
and discussion about jobs in this coun-
try and what we might do in this body
to address those issues.

—————

HAITI

Mr. DODD. Secondly, on an unrelated
matter, | was alarmed but not terribly
surprised to pick up the morning news-
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papers and to read what | thought
might happen. | did not wish it to hap-
pen, but | thought it might happen in
the island nation of Haiti.

Over the past weekend, | warned, as
others did, if we did not step up and try
to support a democratically elected
government, albeit a flawed one but a
democratically elected government, we
would end up reaping what we sow. And
we are doing just that.

In the headlines this morning we
read things such as: Haiti rebel says he
is in charge and has taken over down
there. The man’s name is Guy Philippe.
This is a person who has a dreadful
human rights record. These are people
who ran death squads and are involved
in the drug trades. They are now tak-
ing over. Anarchy apparently is reign-
ing in the island nation of Haiti.

Parts of this article state the coun-
try is in my hands, this so-called rebel
leader says. Although American offi-
cials denounced the armed rebels and
said they should have no role in ruling
Haiti, the American forces did not take
any action to counter them at all.
They have now taken over in that
country and are apparently in charge
down there. Anarchy is reigning. There
are bodies in the streets of Port-au-
Prince.

What | feared might happen if we did
not stand up and support a democratic
government—and again | will say a
flawed one, but when the United States
decided we were going to put a foot in
the back of this elected President and
send him out of the country, we warned
the vacuum would be filled by the
worst elements. In fact, | read over last
evening and this morning that Baby
Doc Duvalier, the worst oppressive
leader in that country, and his father,
wants to come back to Haiti under this
new operation that is going on down
there.

I am terribly disappointed the admin-
istration failed to step to the plate. |
knew it was going to be difficult, but if
we cannot support democratically
elected governments—and again | will
repeat, whatever problems Aristide
had, they were not a few; they were
many. Nonetheless, he was chosen by
the people of that country on two dif-
ferent occasions, overwhelmingly so. If
we are unwilling to stand and back
democratically elected governments in
this hemisphere and give a wink and a
nod to those who replace governments
that have been duly elected, we will see
a repetition of what occurred in Haiti
elsewhere. We are seeing it in Caracas,
Venezuela, because we are endorsing
the notion that when we don’t like
leaders in certain countries, we will ig-
nore the chaos that can result from
changing of government other than
through the normal means of elected
government. That is something that
can happen, and it has happened.

So | rise to express my deep dis-
appointment that once again the ad-
ministration, in this hemisphere, is
just failing terribly, and Haiti is a clas-
sic example of failure. We now have a
huge mess on our hands.
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