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of oil from Saudi Arabia and burning it
in our automobiles because it has to be
heated. But in the short term, we are
very unwise, as we transition away
from oil, if we do not consider coal to
oil and shale to oil, both of which, I am
told, can be brought in for around $50 a
barrel, less than half the world price.
We simply have to consider that as we
go forward.

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, the U.S. Government,
the people of the United States, spent
$237 billion on imported oil in 2007. It is
estimated this year, 2008, we will spend
$412 billion on imported oil, and the
price seems to continue to go up. In-
deed, 12 months from today, it may
well be over $500 billion for imported
oil. This is money that could be
churned in our economy paying Amer-
ican workers good wages.

Yet Congress has consistently
blocked the development of this Na-
tion’s oil resources. I have been here
for 12 years. I know how it went down.
I have been part of the debate over
ANWR and gulf offshore drilling. We fi-
nally, 2 years ago, were able to open
some areas in the Gulf of Mexico. But
we have huge reserves of oil and gas off
our coasts throughout America, and we
need to do a better job of allowing that
to be available so we don’t have to buy
so much from abroad.

Biofuels can play an important role
in keeping the cost of energy down. De-
spite the claims of detractors, ethanol
and biodiesel do reduce our dependence
on foreign oil to a significant degree.
They keep money at home because this
energy is generated here and, as I indi-
cated with Senator HARKIN, it creates
jobs in Iowa, in Alabama, and keeps
that wealth at home.

The American people may ask: Why
aren’t we producing American energy if
it can reduce the price of gas? And I
think improved efficiency and con-
servation, combined with an increase
of supply, can have more of an impact
in breaking this boom of oil prices than
a lot of people think. It does not have
to be unprecedented reserves of oil
coming on the market in a short period
of time, but a lot of this is speculation,
a lot of this is a shortage of supply, and
if the demand drops down because peo-
ple conserve and we can get the supply
up a measurable degree and get above
that demand with our supply, the abil-
ity of these foreign nations and oil
companies and speculators to manipu-
late the price falls completely. The
reason they are successful in seeing
prices surge is because we have too
tight a margin between demand and
supply.

The opposition to producing more oil
and gas at home has been hypocritical,
frankly. While opponents of American
energy—the same ones who complain
the loudest about high energy costs—
they also object to producing more gas
and oil in the United States, but they
do not object to producing it, appar-
ently, in places such as Saudi Arabia or
Venezuela. It is all right to import it
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and buy it from them. And while they
object to production—and by a narrow
margin we were able to open the gulf
this summer, finally, some—but while
they object to production offshore in so
many areas of our country and in Alas-
ka, citing environmental concerns that
I don’t think are realistic and I think
are exaggerated, they show no regard, I
suggest, for the production of oil off-
shore in places such as Nigeria or Indo-
nesia or production in the Caspian Sea
or the Persian Gulf or the North Sea or
off Venezuela and in a lake in Ven-
ezuela.

Indeed, we have a great record of en-
vironmental stewardship, far superior
than most of these countries. Our oil
companies would operate their produc-
tion under the strictest environmental
rules in the world.

Even during Hurricane Katrina, not
too far from my hometown of Mobile,
AL, out in the gulf, not one of the oil
platforms leaked. Their safety systems
worked as they were designed to, safely
shutting off the wells below the sur-
face. Most of them are back up and
running today. Producing American
energy creates funding for environ-
mental projects throughout America,
throughout Alabama, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, and Texas. These are the four
States that have agreed to offshore
production. Our States are able to ob-
tain environmental moneys as a part of
that agreement we approved 2 years
ago. In Alabama, this funding has been
used for wetlands preservation, res-
toration, and educational purposes. In-
stead of sending our wealth to foreign
countries to build palaces for rich
sheiks, and hotels that have few occu-
pants that are some of the finest in the
world, and skyscrapers, we are using
funds from American offshore produc-
tion to fully fund the Land and Water
Conservation Fund and to complete
other much needed environmental
projects.

Tomorrow, this Senate will vote on
the American Energy Production Act
of Senator PETE DOMENICI. This meas-
ure—and I cosponsored it, and others
have—is a step in the right direction.
It is not the complete solution, but it
is something we can do now.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 1 addi-
tional minute to wrap up.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. This is a step in the
right direction. It would suspend filling
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, in-
vest money in establishing new bat-
teries that will allow us to move to
more fuel-efficient electric auto-
mobiles—plug-ins, hybrids—utilizing
nuclear power. It will produce more off-
shore and in Alaska and help reduce
that $400 to $500 billion wealth transfer
that is occurring in our country today
and that is impacting adversely our na-
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tional economy and impacting ad-
versely the family budget.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Mexico is
recognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve there is 30 minutes reserved for
me to speak. I ask that when I have 2
minutes remaining, the Chair advise
me of that, please.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will do so.

————
FUEL PRICES

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the
pending business that will be before the
Senate is S. 2284. That is a bill to reau-
thorize the Federal law governing flood
insurance. Our next scheduled vote, as
my colleague from Alabama just point-
ed out, does not relate to that bill. Our
next scheduled vote does, in fact, not
relate to the subject of flood insurance
at all. The next vote will be on an
amendment which the Republican lead-
er has filed, allegedly to deal with the
high price of oil and the high price of
gasoline at the pump. I will oppose
that amendment tomorrow when the
vote is cast, and I urge my colleagues
to do the same.

The high price of oil and gasoline and
diesel that are refined from that oil is
creating a very substantial economic
burden on the American consumer and
on the U.S. economy. At the close of
business Friday, the price of oil stood
at about $126 per barrel on world mar-
kets. The average price of gasoline in
this country was around $4 per gallon.
This reflects a dramatic increase over
prices a year ago. The increased cost is
difficult for many Americans to avoid
because many Americans commute to
work or they otherwise need to travel
substantial distances where there is no
ready alternative to the use of their
private vehicles. To the extent Con-
gress and the administration can take
action to reduce the burden of this in-
creased cost, we should do so.

Unfortunately, the amendment of the
Republican leader is not a credible pro-
posal for reducing that burden. We
should be honest with the American
people about this so-called debate on
high gas prices. This is an election-
year effort. This is election-year poli-
tics in its classic form. It is Wash-
ington finger-pointing. Unfortunately,
it is very little else.

Let’s be clear. The President set the
tone for the debate. On April 29, 2
weeks ago, the President went to the
Rose Garden to express his concern
about the price of gas and to blame the
Congress for it. While he was there in
the Rose Garden, he also took the occa-
sion to blame the Congress for the rise
in food prices. Unfortunately, as far as
I know, there has been no effort by the
President to sit down with the leaders
of Congress and to work out a con-
sensus on constructive actions that
might actually help, either with the
high price of gas or with the high price
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of food. The amendment of the Repub-
lican leader, which will come up for a
vote tomorrow, continues with this
same old ‘‘blame the other guy” ap-
proach.

Let’s talk about the facts of why oil
and gas prices are so high. In my view,
there are supply and demand factors in
world oil markets that explain some of
what we have seen, and some of those
factors are outside our control—at
least in the short term. The simple fact
is that the market for oil is a global
market. The price of oil is reflected on
that market.

The United States is the largest pur-
chaser of oil in that market. China is
rapidly gaining on us in that regard.
We are not even close to being the larg-
est producer of oil for that market. In
fact, we import about 60 percent of the
oil we consume. If we want to affect
the price of o0il either by reducing
world demand or increasing our supply,
our ability to do so is limited.

By far the most significant step we
can take to reduce demand in the short
and medium term is to improve vehicle
fuel efficiency in our cars and our
trucks. Last fall, we did just that.
Many of us believed the increase in re-
quired miles per gallon was too modest,
but it was a substantial improvement
over what had prevailed for the three
previous decades. We need to look at
other ways to reduce demand for oil in
the short and the medium and the long
term.

On the supply side, our ability to af-
fect world prices is even more limited.
That is simply because of our limited
reserves. We have about 3 percent of
the world’s oil reserves. Also because
most experts believe that U.S. produc-
tion in the coming years will do well to
maintain its current level. We can af-
fect that production somewhat by
adopting enlightened policies, but its
impact on world markets and con-
sequently on the world price of oil will
be limited.

When we look at issues that we in
the U.S. Government can most directly
and immediately affect, I would cite
two. We can reduce the incentives for
speculation in the oil market—that is
No. 1—and second, we can strengthen
the dollar by showing some commit-
ment to getting our own fiscal house in
order. Let me comment briefly on each
of these issues.

The Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources, which I am privileged
to chair, has held several hearings on
oil and gasoline prices and markets
this year. Other committees in the
House of Representatives had similar
hearings. Current high prices are a re-
sult of several factors. One of them is
certainly the tight global supply-de-
mand balance. One thing stands out
from all the testimony both the Senate
and House has heard: A key factor
pushing oil prices into the triple digits
in recent months is a dysfunctional en-
ergy market.

Here is what a senior vice president
of a major oil company said at one of
these hearings on the House side:
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When you look at the fundamentals of our
business, Congressman, the supply/demand
fundamentals, our assessment would be the
price should be somewhere around [$]50 [or
$165 a barrel. There is a disconnect. To me,
there are three factors that contribute to
that. One is the monetary issue, the weaker
dollars we’ve already talked about. The
other is geopolitical political risk. And the
third, we believe, is speculation.

Other key analysts in the Govern-
ment and the private sector have made
similar statements, although their as-
sumptions about what exact price level
was supported by supply and demand
fundamentals have differed. But it
would be fair to say that key energy
analysts are in general agreement that
around $30 of the current price of a bar-
rel of oil is a result of market pressures
unrelated to supply and demand for
physical barrels of oil.

This general assessment of a signifi-
cant cause of high oil and gas prices is
broadly shared. One noted energy econ-
omist put it this way recently in the
Wall Street Journal:

Crude futures prices have decoupled from
the forces controlling the underlying phys-
ical flows of the commodity.

In plain English, that means crude
oil prices are not connected to supplies.
If oil prices are not being driven by
supply and demand, then by what are
they being driven? We heard some
strong testimony on this in our com-
mittee from Cambridge Energy Re-
search Associates, the firm headed by
Daniel Yergin, who is a leading oil ex-
pert, well known to all in this field.
Here is what their analyst had to say
in early April:

Crude oil futures trading activity on the
New York Mercantile Exchange—the largest
in the world—is currently about 350 percent
higher than in 2002. Noncommercial inves-
tors have contributed to this increase. . . .

New fundamentals—new cost structures
and global financial dynamics—are behind
the momentum that pushed oil prices to
record highs, around $110 a barrel.

That was $110 a barrel in early April.

If we want to get at the real question
why oil today is around $125 a barrel
and why gasoline is closing in on $4 a
gallon across the country, we will not
find the answer in the Republican lead-
er’s amendment. We are witnessing a
substantial influx in speculative money
into energy markets. It is bidding up
the price of oil beyond any reasonable
level that could be explained by supply
and demand. Every consumer can see it
at the pump. But do we have any seri-
ous effort to regulate that speculation
or even to notice it?

A Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission witness told our committee
they did not see any evidence that
speculation was a factor in oil prices. I
thought they were alone in that view
because the amendment of the Repub-
lican leader seems to agree in that it
fails to acknowledge or deal with this
significant part of the problem.

If we are going to protect consumers,
we need to have a Federal Government
as an effective overseer to start polic-
ing these markets. There is a proposal
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Senator REID has introduced that will
begin to address the issue. That bill re-
quires the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission to start doing the job Con-
gress intends for it to do; that is, to
make sure oil trading is done with ade-
quate transparency and to make sure
limits on speculation apply across the
board. Right now, it is entirely possible
for hedge funds or traders to evade the
protections put in place for trading oil
in the United States. They simply
trade U.S. crude oil in foreign markets
that the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission has decided it will not reg-
ulate. The Commodity Futures Trading
Commission could regulate these so-
called dark markets, but it has decided
not to. Instead of turning a blind eye
to this offshore oil trading, Senator
REID’s bill will ensure that the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission
makes a priority of protecting Amer-
ican energy consumers. The majority
leader’s approach is aimed at bringing
down the price of oil in the near term
by having effective regulation of specu-
lation. Some big hedge funds will not
like that, but it will help the average
consumer.

Let me talk for a minute about the
second issue which both the Congress
and the administration ought to be ad-
dressing. If we are going to get com-
modity markets of all kinds to act in a
more rational way, we also need to do
something serious about our overall
fiscal policy in this country.

The United States is borrowing
money on world financial markets be-
cause we cannot summon the political
will to actually pay for the things we
want our Government to do. We are
fighting a war in Iraq on borrowed
money, to the tune of over a half tril-
lion dollars since 2002. A number of us
have proposed to strengthen and to ex-
tend tax incentives to spur energy pro-
duction from renewable sources, but
those are being opposed by others here
in the Senate for the simple reason
that we are proposing to pay for those,
the extension of those tax provisions,
instead of borrowing even more money
from overseas to cover their cost.

Because of the mismanagement of
the economy and our high borrowing
overseas, the value of the dollar has
fallen dramatically. The price we are
paying for international commodities
such as oil is rising. That is another
major factor driving up the price of oil.
We need to face up to it here in the
Senate. If Senators want to lower high
oil prices, getting our budget house in
order will do much more to strengthen
the dollar and to lower gasoline
prices—and sooner than any of the new
drilling called for in the amendment of
the Republican leader.

I have covered two of the most im-
portant things we can do to address
high oil and gas prices; that is, curbing
oil market speculation and, secondly,
getting our budget and fiscal policy in
order.

Now, let me turn more specifically to
the Republican leader’s proposal. The
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amendment is a grab bag of energy-re-
lated provisions which have little con-
nection either to the current or future
price of oil or gasoline. Although the
amendment contains various other dis-
connected proposals, the main thrust
of the amendment is to increase the
amount of Federal land available for
leasing for oil and gas exploration and
production in the areas proposed for
leasing:

First, the Outer Continental Shelf off
the Atlantic and the Pacific coasts of
the country. And, second, a portion of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
The underlying assumption on the pro-
posal is that our lack of supply is a re-
sult of our refusal to permit explo-
ration and drilling on Federal lands,
that changing the law to permit drill-
ing in these two specific areas will
solve the problem.

Well, what about that basic assump-
tion? Is our ability to produce oil and
gas domestically being held back be-
cause of our unwillingness to lease the
Outer Continental Shelf off the east
coast and the Outer Continental Shelf
off the west coast and the area known
as the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge?
Well, let’s look at the facts. What is
happening on the supply side for oil
production in the United States?

Last year, we saw the amount of
crude oil produced in the United States
remain constant, instead of falling.
That may not sound like a big achieve-
ment, but it is an improvement on pre-
vious trends. It is no doubt a reaction
to higher prices, but it also reflects bi-
partisan support to increase production
on Federal lands in places where it is
appropriate. I have three charts that il-
lustrate the general trend of what has
been going on, and all of these relate to
onshore oil and gas drilling and produc-
tion.

This is acreage of new national oil
and gas leases in millions of acres. Last
year, we leased 4.6 million acres of Fed-
eral land for oil and gas production on-
shore in the United States. That is the
column on the right.

That is in places such as my State of
New Mexico and Wyoming and Colo-
rado. That is almost double the 2.6 mil-
lion acres we put up for leasing in the
year 2000. So the trend is for leasing of
more acres of Federal land for oil and
gas production onshore.

And, of course, these figures do not
include all the leasing we did last year
in the Outer Continental Shelf. Let me
show another chart. This chart is ap-
provals of applications for permits to
drill, APDs. In the business they are
referred to as APDs. Last year, we ap-
proved 7,124 permits to drill oil and gas
wells on Federal land. Again, this is all
onshore. That is the right-hand col-
umn. That is more than double the
number approved in 2000.

This is partly due to the direct fund-
ing stream we put in place for this
process as part of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005. Now, let me show you one
other chart. This one relates to drilling
activity initiated on Federal lands. As
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a result of the increased number of
drilling permits, and that was the pre-
vious chart, we had actual drillings
start last year on 5,243 new wells, both
oil and gas wells. That is approaching a
doubling of the number that were
drilled in 2000, which was 2,861.

So these are three charts that make
the case for what has been happening
onshore. Similar positive trends are
underway in the Gulf of Mexico, al-
though the overall results today are
more modest. According to the latest
report by the Minerals Management
Service, total production of oil in the
Gulf of Mexico was up slightly in 2007
to 1.3 million barrels per day.

That is an increase of about 10,000
barrels per day of oil over 2006 levels.
We have gone from drilling 134 deep-
water wells in the Gulf of Mexico in
2006 to 142 new deepwater wells last
yvear. There were also eight announced
deepwater discoveries in the Gulf of
Mexico in 2007.

We are certainly not in decline in oil
production in the Gulf of Mexico, but
the increase in activity painted by
these statistics is not overwhelming ei-
ther. So there is still much more we
could be doing to support domestic pro-
duction of oil and gas.

The most effective strategy we could
pursue, I believe, is something that is
not in the Republican leader’s amend-
ment. To understand where our great-
est opportunity for making progress on
increased domestic production lies, we
need to focus on a significant problem
in the management of oil and gas on
Federal lands, including in the Outer
Continental Shelf.

Simply put, all the policy emphasis
has been on having more lease sales,
but not enough emphasis has been
placed on encouraging diligent develop-
ment of Federal lands once they are
leased.

While it is generally true that leases
must be produced within certain time
parameters, Federal agencies have sub-
stantial discretion in managing those
provisions. I am concerned we may not
be following the correct policies to
bring about production in the most
timely fashion. I have asked the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office to ex-
amine this topic.

Let me illustrate my concern with
the following charts. Here, first, with
regards to onshore production. This pie
chart on the left shows all the leased
acreage on Federal land for oil and gas
development onshore in the lower 48
States.

As you see, about three-quarters of
all of this in red, three-quarters of the
Federal land we have leased onshore is
not currently being produced. Of the
over 45.5 million acres of land that
have been leased, oil companies are sit-
ting on 31 million acres on which no
production is occurring. A similar
story can be told in terms of the Outer
Continental Shelf. This is the chart on
the right. This is offshore.

Of a total of 41 million acres that
have been leased offshore, 33 million of
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that 41 million are not being produced.
The Republican leader’s amendment
proposes to open the entire Atlantic
and Pacific coast to leasing and devel-
opment. Although the amendment
speaks to petitions from Governors to
lease in specific areas, the way the
amendment is written, the Secretary
can open for leasing even areas where
no such request is pending, by includ-
ing them in the next so-called 5-year-
plan from the Minerals Management
Service.

Here is a map of all the leases in the
Outer Continental Shelf in the Gulf of
Mexico. To get an idea of what we are
talking about, the blue squares rep-
resent areas that have producing
leases. As we can see, there are many
of those. The much more numerous yel-
low squares represent leased blocks
where nothing is happening. The red
blocks, which are also scattered
around, represent new areas that have
been added through recent lease sales.

For all the increases in drilling activ-
ity I have mentioned earlier in the
talk, you will see we still have a great
many areas where no exploration or
production is ongoing, even though
those areas have been leased. We re-
cently have added even more leased
areas to this map.

Here is a second map of the oil-and-
gas-producing regions on the North
Slope of Alaska. In the middle is the
private and State land, the tan-colored
area. This small area to the right over
here is area 1002, the 1002 area of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge which
the Republican leader’s amendment
would open to leasing.

The large area on the left, this yel-
low area, is the National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska. This area was specifi-
cally set aside to be exploited for oil
and gas development. The National Pe-
troleum Reserve-Alaska totals 23.5 mil-
lion acres, most of which can be devel-
oped and drilled. The mean estimate of
oil resources in the National Petro-
leum Reserve-Alaska is 9.3 billion bar-
rels of technically recoverable oil.
That is significantly more oil than is
estimated to be contained in the na-
tional portion of the Coastal Plain of
the Arctic Refuge.

To date, 3.8 million acres of this
NPRA have been leased. That is twice
the size of the portion of the Arctic
Refuge that is being talked about in
the Republican leader’s amendment.
Here is a slightly more detailed version
of that chart that shows where those
leased areas are. You can see that a
large portion of the leased areas—those
are the areas in red—is on the eastern
side of the Petroleum Reserve, very
close to the Alpine field which is tied
into the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Sys-
tem. So the infrastructure to take oil
from the Petroleum Reserve in Alaska,
on the North Slope of Alaska to the
lower 48 is very close at hand.

So with all those favorable factors in
place, you would wonder how many
production wells do we have operating
on the 3.8 million acres of the Petro-
leum Reserve that we have leased? And
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the answer is zero. Zero current pro-
duction from these leases should be a
substantial cause for concern. It illus-
trates a basic problem with our domes-
tic production of oil and gas. It is not
that we have not leased Federal land
for exploration and production. We
have leased large tracts of Federal
land. We are leasing more all the time.

0Oil and gas companies certainly ben-
efit by having these leases on their
books and claiming the potential oil as
part of their reserves. But we need to
get these oil and gas resources out of
the reserves column and into the pro-
duction column.

What does the Republican leader’s
amendment do about any of this? Abso-
lutely nothing. He is calling for more
leases in areas that are much more re-
mote from oil and gas transmission in-
frastructure than the acreage we have
already leased.

It would take a decade or more for
those resources to come into produc-
tion at the very best. Why should we
expect oil and gas companies to rush
into new areas to begin production
when they are sitting on literally mil-
lions and millions of acres of existing
leases without doing any production on
those?

The fact is, having a lease sale in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge will
not do a single thing to bring down
gasoline prices anytime soon. Opening
offshore areas such as off the east coast
and off the west coast, where there is
no infrastructure, is also a very inef-
fective response to the prices that con-
sumers are seeing today. These are not
real solutions to what is wrong in en-
ergy markets today.

If we are serious about doing some-
thing to boost domestic production, we
need to focus on better management of
Federal leases. Let me describe two
concrete suggestions in that regard.

First, we might consider imposing a
production incentive fee on all the Fed-
eral acres that are under lease, a fee
that would increase over time but
which would be cancelled by royalty
payments. That would provide a dis-
incentive for sitting on leases for pur-
poses of inflating a company’s reserve
estimates.

Second, we enacted some specific
provisions in the Energy Policy Act of
2005 that reduced pressure on the lease-
holders in the National Petroleum Re-
serve-Alaska, in terms of their respon-
sibilities to develop the o0il resources
there. We changed the law to allow oil
companies with a lease in the National
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska to hold it
for 30 years or more, without pro-
ducing.

I opposed those changes to the law
but was unable to prevail on that
point. Provisions that allow for dec-
ades of additional delay in developing
oil on Federal lands that are dedicated
for production of oil make no sense
when that oil is selling at $126 a barrel.

If anyone in this Chamber wants to
advocate for oil production in Alaska
or anywhere on Federal land, then the
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threshold test is whether they are will-
ing to change the incentive structure
that currently rewards delay and inac-
tion. That dysfunctional incentive
structure was put in place in the law
we passed in 2005.

If we are not willing to take action
to bring the 3.8 million acres already
leased in Alaska into production, then
there isn’t much credibility to the ar-
gument that somehow one more lease
sale up there will greatly add to energy
security.

There is another area in which the
Republican leader’s amendment misses
the mark on promoting domestic oil
and gas production. His amendment
leaves out the one place offshore where
it would be easiest and fastest to get
additional production, and that is in
the Gulf of Mexico. His amendment
opens the entire Atlantic and Pacific
coastlines for new oil and gas produc-
tion but leaves in place the oil and gas
moratoria in the Gulf of Mexico. That
is out of touch with reality. The Gulf
of Mexico is the first place we should
be looking to for expanded production,
not the one place we should leave off
the list.

Let me put up this chart. When we
last debated offshore oil and gas pro-
duction in this Chamber in 2006, we
made what I consider to be a very bad
bargain. We put off limits—that is the
yellow area on the chart—10 times the
amount of natural gas that we opened
to exploration and drilling. We made
available for lease 2 trillion cubic feet
of natural gas in the Gulf of Mexico
while putting off limits 22 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas. We also put
new areas of the Gulf of Mexico under
moratorium for the first time, includ-
ing portions of the lease sale 181 area
that were closest to the existing oil
and gas infrastructure. The area now
under current law is off limits until
2022 because of that provision we
passed into law in 2006. The portion of
the lease sale 181 area we put under
moratorium for the first time contains
a half billion barrels of oil and 4 tril-
lion cubic feet of natural gas.

The available infrastructure to take
it to market is already there. The in-
terest by industry in these resources is
intense.

This weekend I was reading the cur-
rent edition of Barron’s, the Dow-Jones
business and financial weekly. There is
a column in there by Jim McTague
where he quotes President Bush’s
former economic adviser, Al Hubbard,
as saying:

If the other 49 states realized what Florida
is doing to them, they’d be up in arms.

McTague goes on to lament the fact
that President Bush does not support
revoking the lease sale moratoria on
the outer continental shelf that were
first imposed by his father in the early
1990s.

He then states:

Bush, during the 2000 presidential contest,
promised his brother Jeb, Florida’s governor
at the time, that he’d maintain the drilling
ban.
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So there you have it. If we are really
serious about increasing domestic pro-
duction and repealing existing mora-
toria, the place to start is here in the
gulf. The Republican leader’s amend-
ment leaves that out, much to its det-
riment.

I have additional comments that I do
not have time to go through. There is
one area where I very much com-
pliment the minority leader, and that
is including in his amendment the pro-
posal to suspend the filling of the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve for the re-
mainder of this year. Senator DORGAN
has been pushing this legislation for
many months. I have been glad to be a
cosponsor. I know Senator DOMENICI re-
cently indicated he now supports this
position. This is a proposal that is in
Majority Leader REID’s proposal. It is
proposed legislation. It is also in the
Republican leader’s amendment. I con-
gratulate him for that.

Right after we vote on the Repub-
lican leader’s amendment, the large
comprehensive amendment I have been
talking about, the vote right after that
will be on the proposal to suspend the
filling of the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve.

I hope will get a strong bipartisan
vote. Clearly, it would be a step in the
right direction. It is something we
should do. I hope we can at least in-
clude that positive action before the
Congress has to turn to other business
tomorrow as it plans to, when we get
back to discussing the flood insurance.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I under-
stand the minority leader is on his way
to make a few remarks. In the mean-
time, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for quorum call
be rescinded.

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

————
HUMANITARIAN CRISIS IN BURMA

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
would like to address the heart-
breaking humanitarian crisis in Burma
and the actions of the military junta
there which have shocked our con-
sciences over these last days.

A govrnment that was swift to mobi-
lize last year against a peaceful protest
by unarmed monks has astonished us
with its sluggish response to the dev-
astating May 3 storm.

With thousands dead and perhaps 2
million now at risk of further suf-
fering, the military junta has treated
the cyclone as more of a political in-
convenience than a national tragedy,
focusing on a sham constitutional ref-
erendum instead of relief efforts. And
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