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enduring legacy as the 56th Super-
intendant of the United States Mili-
tary Academy.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

AMENDMENT NO. 3665

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise to
propound a unanimous consent request.
Late last night, right before the Senate
adjourned, I offered an amendment to
roll back the oil royalty payments that
the companies get unless prices come
down or there is a supply disruption.
We didn’t have an opportunity to de-
bate it at any length. This morning I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
KYL and Senator LIEBERMAN be added
at this time as cosponsors of my
amendment.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the
order of the Senate business?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Democrats have 8 minutes 48 seconds;
the majority has 1 minute 26 seconds.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent notwithstanding
the previous order that has been en-
tered into for this morning, that I be
recognized for not to exceed 40 minutes
at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(The remarks of Mr. BYRD pertaining
to the introduction of S.J. Res. 35 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

———

MAKING EMERGENCY SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2006

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 4939 which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4939) making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2006, and for other pur-
poses.

Pending:

Harkin/Grassley amendment No. 3600, to
limit the compensation of employees funded
through the Employment and Training Ad-
ministration.

McCain/Ensign amendment No. 3616, to
strike a provision that provides $74.5 million
to States based on their production of cer-
tain types of crops, live-stock and or dairy
products, which was not included in the Ad-
ministration’s emergency supplemental re-
quest.
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McCain/Ensign amendment No. 3617, to
strike a provision providing $6 million to
sugarcane growers in Hawaii, which was not
included in the Administration’s emergency
supplemental request.

McCain/Ensign amendment No. 3618, to
strike $15 million for a seafood promotion
strategy that was not included in the Admin-
istration’s emergency supplemental request.

McCain/Ensign amendment No. 3619, to
strike the limitation on the use of funds for
the issuance or implementation of certain
rulemaking decisions related to the interpre-
tation of ‘‘actual control’ of airlines.

Warner amendment No. 3620, to repeal the
requirement for 12 operational aircraft car-
riers within the Navy.

Warner amendment No. 3621, to equalize
authorities to provide allowances, benefits,
and gratuities to civilian personnel of the
United States Government in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan.

Coburn amendment No. 3641 (Divisions II
through XIX), of a perfecting nature.

Vitter amendment No. 3627, to designate
the areas affected by Hurricane Katrina or
Hurricane Rita as HUBZones and to waive
the Small Business Competitive Demonstra-
tion Program Act of 1988 for the areas af-
fected by Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane
Rita.

Vitter/Landrieu amendment No. 3626, to in-
crease the limits on community disaster
loans.

Vitter amendment No. 3628, to base the al-
location of hurricane disaster relief and re-
covery funds to States on need and physical
damages.

Vitter modified amendment No. 3648, to ex-
pand the scope of use of amounts appro-
priated for hurricane disaster relief and re-
covery to the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration for Operations, Re-
search, and Facilities.

Wyden amendment No. 3665, to prohibit the
use of funds to provide royalty relief.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Parliamentary inquiry:
What is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is the Wyden
amendment numbered 3665.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak on my
amendment, which is the pending busi-
ness, after the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania offers his amendment, which I
am told is going to take around 5 min-
utes or thereabouts. I propound a unan-
imous consent request we go back to
my pending amendment and I be recog-
nized next to speak on it after the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has had a
chance to offer his amendment and
speak for about 5 minutes.

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

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 3640, AS MODIFIED

(Purpose: To increase by $12,500,000
the amount appropriated for the Broad-
casting Board of Governors, to increase
by $12,500,000 the amount appropriated
for the Department of State for the De-
mocracy Fund, to provide that such
funds shall be made available for de-
mocracy programs and activities in
Iran, and to provide an offset.)

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Senator
from Oregon for his indulgence. I call
up amendment numbered 3640 and I
send a modification to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-

bered 3640, as modified.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 253, between lines 19 and 20, insert
the following:

DEMOCRACY PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES IN IRAN

SEC. 7032. (a) Congress makes the following
findings:

(1) The people of the United States have
long demonstrated an interest in the well-
being of the people of Iran, dating back to
the 1830s.

(2) Famous Americans such as Howard Bas-
kerville, Dr. Samuel Martin, Jane E. Doo-
little, and Louis G. Dreyfus, Jr., made sig-
nificant contributions to Iranian society by
furthering the educational opportunities of
the people of Iran and improving the oppor-
tunities of the less fortunate citizens of Iran.

(3) Iran and the United States were allies
following World War II, and through the late
1970s Iran was as an important regional ally
of the United States and a key bulwark
against Soviet influence.

(4) In November 1979, following the arrival
of Mohammed Reza Shah Pahlavi in the
United States, a mob of students and ex-
tremists seized the United States Embassy
in Tehran, Iran, holding United States diplo-
matic personnel hostage until January 1981.

(56) Following the seizure of the United
States Embassy, Ayatollah Ruhollah Kho-
meini, leader of the repressive revolutionary
movement in Iran, expressed support for the
actions of the students in taking American
citizens hostage.

(6) Despite the presidential election of May
1997, an election in which an estimated 91
percent of the electorate participated, con-
trol of the internal and external affairs of
the Islamic Republic of Iran is still exercised
by the courts in Iran and the Revolutionary
Guards, Supreme Leader, and Council of
Guardians of the Government of Iran.

(7) The election results of the May 1997
election and the high level of voter partici-
pation in that election demonstrate that the
people of Iran favor economic and political
reforms and greater interaction with the
United States and the Western world in gen-
eral.

(8) Efforts by the United States to improve
relations with Iran have been rebuffed by the
Government of Iran.

(9) The Clinton Administration eased sanc-
tions against Iran and promoted people-to-
people exchanges, but the Leader of the Is-
lamic Revolution Ayatollah Ali Khamenei,
the Militant Clerics’ Society, the Islamic Co-
alition Organization, and Supporters of the
Party of God have all opposed efforts to open
Iranian society to Western influences and
have opposed efforts to change the dynamic
of relations between the United States and
Iran.

(10) For the past two decades, the Depart-
ment of State has found Iran to be the lead-
ing sponsor of international terrorism in the
world.

(11) In 1983, the Iran-sponsored Hezbollah
terrorist organization conducted suicide ter-
rorist operations against United States mili-
tary and civilian personnel in Beirut, Leb-
anon, resulting in the deaths of hundreds of
Americans.

(12) The United States intelligence commu-
nity and law enforcement personnel have
linked Iran to attacks against American
military personnel at Khobar Towers in
Saudi Arabia in 1996 and to al Qaeda attacks
against civilians in Saudi Arabia in 2004.
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(13) According to the Department of
State’s Patterns of Global Terrorism 2001 re-
port, “Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard
Corps and Ministry of Intelligence and Secu-
rity continued to be involved in the planning
and support of terrorist acts and supported a
variety of groups that use terrorism to pur-
sue their goals,”” and ‘‘Iran continued to pro-
vide Lebanese Hizballah and the Palestinian
rejectionist groups—notably HAMAS, the
Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and the [Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine-Gen-
eral Command]—with varying amounts of
funding, safehaven, training and weapons”’.

(14) Iran currently operates more than 10
radio and television stations broadcasting in
Iraq that incite violent actions against
United States and coalition personnel in
Iraq.

(15) The current leaders of Iran, Ayatollah
Ali Khamenei and Hashemi Rafsanjani, have
repeatedly called upon Muslims to Kkill
Americans in Iraq and install a theocratic
regime in Iraq.

(16) The Government of Iran has admitted
pursuing a clandestine nuclear program,
which the United States intelligence com-
munity believes may include a nuclear weap-
ons program.

(17) The Government of Iran has failed to
meet repeated pledges to arrest and extra-
dite foreign terrorists in Iran.

(18) The United States Government be-
lieves that the Government of Iran supports
terrorists and extremist religious leaders in
Iraq with the clear intention of subverting
coalition efforts to bring peace and democ-
racy to Iraq.

(19) The Ministry of Defense of Iran con-
firmed in July 2003 that it had successfully
conducted the final test of the Shahab-3 mis-
sile, giving Iran an operational inter-
mediate-range ballistic missile capable of
striking both Israel and United States troops
throughout the Middle East and Afghani-
stan.

(b) Congress declares that it should be the
policy of the United States—

(1) to support efforts by the people of Iran
to exercise self-determination over the form
of government of their country; and

(2) to actively support a national ref-
erendum in Iran with oversight by inter-
national observers and monitors to certify
the integrity and fairness of the referendum.

(c)(1) The President is authorized, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, to pro-
vide financial and political assistance (in-
cluding the award of grants) to foreign and
domestic individuals, organizations, and en-
tities that support democracy and the pro-
motion of democracy in Iran. Such assist-
ance includes funding for—

(A) the Broadcasting Board of Governors
for efforts to cultivate and support inde-
pendent broadcasters that broadcast into
Iran;

(B) cultural and student exchanges;

(C) the promotion of human rights and
civil society activities in Iran; and

(D) assistance to student organizations,
labor unions, and trade associations in Iran.

(2) It is the sense of Congress that financial
and political assistance under this section be
provided to an individual, organization, or
entity that—

(A) opposes the use of terrorism;

(B) advocates the adherence by Iran to
nonproliferation regimes for nuclear, chem-
ical, and biological weapons and materiel;

(C) is dedicated to democratic values and
supports the adoption of a democratic form
of government in Iran;

(D) is dedicated to respect for human
rights, including the fundamental equality of
women;

(E) works to establish equality of oppor-
tunity for people; and
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(F) supports freedom of the press, freedom
of speech, freedom of association, and free-
dom of religion.

(3) The President may provide assistance
under this subsection using amounts made
available pursuant to the authorization of
appropriations under paragraph (7).

(4) Not later than 15 days before each obli-
gation of assistance under this subsection,
and in accordance with the procedures under
section 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394-1), the President shall no-
tify the Committee on Foreign Relations and
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on International Re-
lations and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives.

() It is the sense of Congress that in order
to ensure maximum coordination among
Federal agencies, if the President provides
the assistance under this section, the Presi-
dent should appoint an individual who
shall—

(A) serve as special assistant to the Presi-
dent on matters relating to Iran; and

(B) coordinate among the appropriate di-
rectors of the National Security Council on
issues regarding such matters.

(6) It is the sense of Congress that—

(A) support for a transition to democracy
in Iran should be expressed by United States
representatives and officials in all appro-
priate international fora;

(B) representatives of the Government of
Iran should be denied access to all United
States Government buildings;

(C) efforts to bring a halt to the nuclear
weapons program of Iran, including steps to
end the supply of nuclear components or fuel
to Iran, should be intensified, with par-
ticular attention focused on the cooperation
regarding such program—

(i) between the Government of Iran and the
Government of the Russian Federation; and

(ii) between the Government of Iran and
individuals from China, Malaysia, and Paki-
stan, including the network of Dr. Abdul
Qadeer (A. Q.) Khan; and

(D) officials and representatives of the
United States should—

(i) strongly and unequivocally support in-
digenous efforts in Iran calling for free,
transparent, and democratic elections; and

(ii) draw international attention to viola-
tions by the Government of Iran of human
rights, freedom of religion, freedom of as-
sembly, and freedom of the press.

(7)) There is authorized to be appropriated
to the Department of State $100,000,000 to
carry out activities under this subsection.

(d) Not later than 15 days before desig-
nating a democratic opposition organization
as eligible to receive assistance under sub-
section (b), the President shall notify the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate
and the Committee on International Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives of the pro-
posed designation. The notification may be
in classified form.

(e)(1)(A) The amount appropriated by chap-
ter 2 of title I for the Broadcasting Board of
Governors under the heading ‘‘INTER-
NATIONAL BROADCASTING OPERATIONS’ is here-
by increased by $12,500,000.

(B) The amount appropriated by chapter 4
of title I for other bilateral assistance for
the Department of State under the heading
“DEMOCRACY FUND” is hereby increased by
$12,500,000.

(2)(A) Of the amount appropriated by chap-
ter 2 of title I for the Broadcasting Board of
Governors under the heading ‘‘INTER-
NATIONAL BROADCASTING OPERATIONS”, as in-
creased by paragraph (1)(A), $12,500,000 shall
be made available for democracy programs
and activities in Iran.
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(B) Of the amount appropriated by chapter
4 of title I for other bilateral assistance for
the Department of State under the heading
“DEMOCRACY FUND”, as increased by para-
graph (1)(B), $12,500,000 shall be made avail-
able for democracy programs and activities
in Iran.

(3) Of the amount appropriated by chapter
2 of title 1 under the heading Department of
State and Related Agency, excluding funds
appropriated for Educational and Cultural
Exchange Programs and Public Diplomacy
Programs, $42,750,000 shall be available for
the Broadcasting Board of Governors for De-
mocracy Programs and Activities in Iran.

(4) Of the amount appropriated by chapter
4, title 1, $47,250,000 shall be made available
for the Democracy Fund for democracy pro-
grams and activities in Iran.

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President,
this is an amendment to add $25 mil-
lion to the money that the President
requested for prodemocracy efforts for
Iran within the Iraqg-Afghanistan sup-
plemental. It is vitally important to
understand how important this effort
is in the face of what we are dealing
with in Iran today.

We have heard lots of talk in the
press about military options, given the
potential nuclear threat from Iran.
This is not a military option; this is a
diplomatic option. It is a vitally im-
portant option. It is an option that
says we in the United States are going
to step forward and provide funding, a
robust level of funding, for efforts
through telecommunications as well as
by seeding prodemocracy movements
within Iran to effect change within the
country of Iran so they do not move
forward with this technology, do not
move forward and continue to support
terrorism, do not move forward and
continue to be a disruptive force in
Iraq, do not move forward and continue
to be a disruptive force in the world, by
having a more prodemocratic regime in
this country.

What this amendment does is add
$12.56 million for the Broadcasting
Board of Governors—again, for public
diplomacy in Iran—as well as $12.5 mil-
lion for the Iran Democracy Fund. It is
a total of $25 million in addition to the
75 in the bill. We also authorize using
the language from the Iran freedom
and support bill. This is a bill that has
strong bipartisan support, close to 60
cosponsors, I think 56 or 57 as of this
date. It is very strongly bipartisan. It
is supported by a lot of the groups with
interests in the Middle East.

We put authorizing language in here
to make sure this money is spent in
conformity with how the Congress
would wish it to be spent. This is Con-
gress putting its imprimatur on this
supplemental appropriation language
the President has put forward.

Having spoken to Secretary Rice and
the President about this language, one
of the reasons they put forward this
money in the supplemental is because
of the strong support Congress has
shown both in the House and the Sen-
ate for the Iran Freedom and Support
Act. We are using this opportunity to
provide more direction for the use of
this fund from the Congress, which I
think is vitally important.
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In my opinion, today there is no
more important foreign policy area
than in dealing with the emerging and
present threat of Iran. To be very hon-
est, the Congress has done nothing to
address this issue. We have not stepped
forward and articulated what our pol-
icy is within Iran. We do this with this
amendment. We say as a sense of the
Senate that we express support for a
transition to democracy within Iran.
That is language included in this
amendment. We make clear statements
about what we intend and what our di-
rection is, what this money is to be
used for. We provide a broader outline
than what is in the current legislation.

I hope this language would be sup-
ported. We fence this money within the
money for the State Department in
this legislation so we are not stealing
money from anywhere else. We are just
making sure that the $100 million is
spent in this area and we provide more
guidance for the administration to do
S0.

I am hopeful this language can be ac-
cepted by both sides. As I said before,
this is a bill that has strong bipartisan
support and this language also has very
strong bipartisan support.

I thank again the Senator from Or-
egon for his indulgence.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
COBURN). The Senator from Oregon.

AMENDMENT NO. 3665

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the pend-
ing amendment which I offered last
night and discussed briefly with the
distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator COCHRAN, is before the
Senate at this time. It deals with the
most expensive and the most needless
giveaway that taxpayers ladle out to
the oil industry. It is something called
royalty relief. I will take a few minutes
to explain to the Senate how this
works.

The o0il companies are supposed to
pay royalties to the Federal Govern-
ment when they extract oil from Fed-
eral lands. In order to stimulate pro-
duction when the price of o0il was
cheap, the Federal Government re-
duced the amount of royalty payments
the companies had to make, certainly a
logical argument for doing something
such as that when we are not getting
the production we need. When prices
are cheap and we do not have incen-
tives, then there is an argument for
some kind of royalty relief. But now
that the price of oil has soared to over
$70 a barrel, the discounted royalty
payments amount to a needless subsidy
of billions and billions of dollars.

Now, to his credit, the President has
essentially said, look, we do not need
this huge array of incentives for the oil
industry when the price is over $50 a
barrel. Now we are looking at $70 a bar-
rel. So a program that one could argue
on behalf of when the price of oil was
cheap has lost all its rationale at this
critical time when we, of course, are
seeing record prices, record profits, and
now record royalty subsidies to the
companies, as well.

(Mr.
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What we have before the Senate is
truly a bizarre situation. The Senate is
working on a supplemental spending
program that is designated as emer-
gency spending because our Govern-
ment does not have the money to pay
for it. Yet the Senate is still willing to
distribute, needlessly, billions of dol-
lars of taxpayer money.

This program, by the General Ac-
counting Office, is designed to lose at a
minimum $20 billion. There is litiga-
tion underway with the oil companies
surrounding this program. If that liti-
gation is successful, it is possible this
program will cost our Government $80
billion; $80 billion then becomes twice
the amount that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi has in the legisla-
tion that 1is considered emergency
spending.

Experts in and out of Government
have said recently this subsidy makes
absolutely no sense. For example, from
the other body of the Congress, Con-
gressman RICHARD POMBO, the chair-
man of the natural resources com-
mittee, is not a person that anyone
would call anti-oil in his views about
Government. This is what Congress-
man POMBO, the chairman of the nat-
ural resources committee, had to say a
little bit ago about royalty relief:
There is no need for an incentive. They
have a market incentive to produce at
$70 a barrel.

Michael Coney, a lawyer for Shell
Oil—again, not a place one would nor-
mally look to hear anti-oil rhetoric es-
poused, said that under the current en-
vironment, we don’t need royalty re-
lief.

Even the original author of this pro-
gram, the very respected former col-
league Senator Bennett Johnston of
Louisiana, essentially the person who
put this whole thing together, thinks
this program is out of whack.

Senator Johnston said:

The one thing I can tell you is this is not
what we intended.

So I come to the Senate today with a
simple proposition. My proposition is,
royalty relief can only be obtained if it
is needed to avert a supply disruption
or prices drop and there is no incentive
for people to produce in the United
States.

The distinguished Senator in the
chair, Senator COBURN, knows a great
deal about the oil business. I want to
make sure there are incentives for pro-
duction. But the President of the
United States, to his credit, has said
you don’t need incentives when oil is
over $50 a barrel. It is at $70 today.

(Mr. McCAIN assumed the Chair.)

Mr. WYDEN. Not long ago when the
oil company executives came before
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, I went down the line and
asked them if they needed the various
tax breaks. To a person, they all said
no. So now we are seeing a bit of dis-
cussion about whether all of these tax
breaks are needed by people in the oil
business.

It is one thing to talk about new ini-
tiatives—and we will be debating a va-
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riety of additional approaches, windfall
profits taxes and the like—and it is
quite another to be spending billions
and billions of dollars out the door
when those subsidy payments defy
common sense, defy essentially what
the President of the United States said,
that we ought to get out of the subsidy
business when oil is over $50 a barrel.
That is what I am proposing in this
particular amendment.

What it comes down to is the U.S.
Government ought to stop adding
sweetener to the Royalty Relief Pro-
gram. At every opportunity over the
last few years—and I see the distin-
guished Senator in the chair has zeroed
in on wasteful programs, to his credit,
for a long time—at every opportunity
we have seen this program sweetened
and sweetened and sweetened, all at
the taxpayers’ expense. To give the
Senate an idea of how out of control
this particular program is, as I under-
stand it, the previous Secretary of the
Interior, Secretary Norton, actually
went out and sweetened up the old con-
tracts to provide even more royalty re-
lief at a time when prices, again, were
way above the threshold that the
President of the United States has in-
dicated we should not be offering sub-
sidies to.

This is an important debate in this
whole question of tax breaks and wind-
fall profits tax and the like. It is clear-
ly going to spark a lot of debate and
differences of opinion among col-
leagues.

This, in my view, is not even a close
call. When Congressman POMBO from
the other body, the chair of the natural
resources committee, says we did not
need this incentive, when we have peo-
ple from Shell Oil saying we do not
need the Royalty Relief Program, when
we have the original author of the pro-
gram, our former colleague Senator
Bennett Johnston, saying this is not
what he intended, I sure hope that is a
wakeup call to the Senate. This is not
a close call.

We are going to see, according to the
General Accounting Office, a minimum
of $20 billion head out the door as a re-
sult of this program.

By the way, it was sweetened up also
in the energy conference last year. In
fact, it was done almost in the dead of
night because nobody could make a
case for sweetening up this program
anymore in broad daylight. So essen-
tially, with virtually no debate, even
last year, in the Energy bill, after the
previous Secretary of the Interior, Sec-
retary Norton, had kept adding to the
program, the Congress continued to en-
rich this program and needlessly of-
fered these subsidies.

Mr. President, I think a little bit of
history is in order. Certainly, back in
the middle 1990s—this program is, es-
sentially, one that is a decade old—you
could make an argument for the Gov-
ernment being involved in an incen-
tives effort. Certainly, when the price
of energy was low and we needed oppor-
tunities to incentivize production, so
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be it. That was a case where some tar-
geted efforts on the part of Govern-
ment to stimulate production could
make some sense.

The Government is now out of the
targeting business. For example, there
are no limits on who gets royalty re-
lief. The President of the United States
did not say: Oh, we ought to draw dis-
tinctions between people who get these
various subsidies. The President of the
United States said: We don’t need Gov-
ernment subsidies when the price of oil
is over $50 a barrel.

So what happened, essentially, after
the program got off the ground in the
early 1990s is folks who were supposed
to be watchdogging the program did
not do their job. They did not pay at-
tention to it. So there was an original
threshold for this program of about $34.
The price of oil today is $70-plus a bar-
rel. They were talking, in the middle
1990s, about $34 being the threshold
level for the subsidy.

But what happened is, during the
Clinton administration, some folks in
the Government agency, the minerals
program, who were supposed to be
watchdogging this program just missed
it. Some have described it as a bureau-
cratic blunder. However you want to
call it, the reality is, Government, in
the middle 1990s, was not doing right
by the taxpayers. The Government
should have been watchdogging this
program. They should have seen there
would be an effort by some in the oil
industry to enrich themselves and use
the taxpayer to essentially create an
incentive that was unjustifiable and in-
explicable, if you looked at what we
are seeing today. Yet the money just
kept pouring out the doors.

So what we have is a brandnew sub-
sidy—new because it was added during
the energy legislation, at a time when
the price of oil was already above $55
per barrel. Certainly, the industry can-
not make a claim they need this kind
of incentive, as they have said in the
past.

They have been drilling, and drilling
without this particular incentive. In
fact, we have seen, fortunately, some
increase in drilling and production over
the past 2 years without this particular
incentive. There is no doubt in my
mind, if you look at the record prices
and if you look at the record profits,
the drilling is going to continue if and
when the amendment I have before the
Senate is adopted.

I wish to emphasize, this legislation
does give the Bush administration a
significant amount of discretion in
terms of operating the Royalty Relief
Program. If the President, if the Sec-
retary of the Interior, for example, de-
termines that an absence of royalty re-
lief would cause a disruption in oil sup-
ply, they set it aside, go back to the
Royalty Relief Program. If the price of
oil were to drop precipitously again,
once more, you can provide oil royalty
relief. But when the companies make
record profits, when they charge record
prices, it seems to me they do not need
these record amounts of subsidies.
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So the supplemental we are on the
floor debating now involves $35 billion.
The amendment I hope to have adopted
today would pick up a significant por-
tion of the costs of the supplemental
that have been designated as emer-
gency spending.

If the litigation that is now taking
place surrounding this program is suc-
cessful—and I do not think anyone can
divine the results of that litigation—it
is possible the Government will be out
$80 billion for this particular program.
That is twice the amount—twice the
amount—of the money this legislation
involves.

Now, colleagues—and I see a number
of Senators on the floor—this is the
granddaddy of all the oil subsidies.
This is the biggest and this is the most
unjustifiable of all the breaks.

By the way, we have had good ideas
coming from colleagues. And probably
the best single idea—and the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona has had
an interest in these issues for some
time—the Senator from Wyoming has
said, to his credit, he wants to target
the tax incentives for oil drilling to get
more out of existing wells. There is a
lot of evidence that perhaps a third of
the oil that is in these existing wells is
being left behind because we have
never retooled the tax laws to get more
from existing wells.

So there are good ideas, Mr. Presi-
dent and colleagues, and Senator
THOMAS from Wyoming deserves credit
for one of the best. But I will tell you,
there are some real turkeys out there.
And one of them is this existing pro-
gram which provides royalty relief
where there is no case to do so. This is
an out-of-control program. This is a
program which has lost its historical
moorings. It made sense in 1995, when
the price of oil was cheap, but it sure
does not make any sense today.

When I asked the executives who
came before the Energy Committee re-
cently—the CEOs of ExxonMobil, Chev-
ron, Texaco, ConocoPhillips, BP, and
Shell—I asked them specifically if they
needed these new incentives. All of
them said they did not.

So I am offering this amendment
today that prohibits the Department of
Energy from providing any additional
royalty relief so long as the price of oil
is above $55 per barrel. That is the
price at which the President said oil
companies do not need incentives to
explore.

The amendment, as I have indicated,
provides an exception in cases where
royalty relief is needed to avoid supply
disruptions because of hurricanes or
other natural disasters or if the price
of oil were to fall. But with oil selling
for more than $70 a barrel—way above
the price for which the President said
incentives were not needed—Congress
ought to stop giving away more tax-
payer money for unnecessary subsidies.
We ought to prohibit further royalty
relief, use this money to pay down the
deficit, as the distinguished Senator
from Arizona has suggested on this
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floor on more than one occasion, and
save our citizens’ hard-earned tax dol-
lars for more worthy uses.

Consumers of this country are al-
ready paying more at work. They are
paying more at home and as they drive
everywhere in between. It seems to me
we certainly ought to give them a
break in their personal energy bills be-
fore we continue the operation of a pro-
gram that the General Accounting Of-
fice has said will cost taxpayers a min-
imum of $20 billion and could end up
costing taxpayers $80 billion, if the liti-
gation over this program is successful.

Mr. President, I see other colleagues