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prices go up, truckers feel the impact 
first. Too often, they have to absorb 
the increases in fuel prices, but it’s not 
long before everything from fruits and 
vegetables to our children’s school sup-
plies begin to rise in price as a result of 
climbing fuel costs. We need look no 
further than the surcharges now being 
placed on delivery services to see the 
compounding negative impacts of in-
creased transportation costs. 

Many of us in the Senate have wit-
nessed the stream of truckers from 
across the country who have descended 
upon Washington, DC, in recent weeks. 
They have come to their Nation’s Cap-
itol not because they want government 
to give them something, but because 
they cannot make a living when the 
Department of Energy is caught nap-
ping on the job. They expect, demand, 
and deserve an Energy Department 
that comprehends the importance of 
energy costs to our economy and has a 
long-term plan for meeting the needs 
of energy consumers. 

Mr. President, I know I do not have 
to remind my colleagues of how the ris-
ing cost of oil threatens almost every 
aspect of our economy and commu-
nities. Senior citizens on fixed incomes 
cannot absorb wild fluctuations in 
their energy costs. Business travelers 
and airlines cannot afford dramatic in-
creases in airline fuel costs. Families 
struggling to feed and educate their 
children cannot withstand higher heat-
ing bills, increasing gasoline costs, or 
the domino effect this crisis has on the 
costs of goods and services. 

To begin addressing this problem, I 
have joined Majority Leader TRENT 
LOTT, Senator LARRY CRAIG, and a 
number of my colleagues in offering 
legislation to repeal the 4.3-cent gas 
tax while protecting the Highway 
Trust Fund and not spending any of the 
Social Security surplus. Our legislation 
is aimed at getting some short-term re-
lief directly into the hands of energy 
consumers. Our bill will eliminate 4.3- 
cent tax on gasoline, diesel, and avia-
tion fuel so the American consumer 
can see some relief at the pump when 
they fuel up for a day on the road, in 
the field, or traveling to and from 
school or work. Our bill will eliminate 
the 4.3-cent tax starting on April 16 
through January 1, 2001. For farmers, 
truckers, airlines, and other large en-
ergy consumers, this action will have 
an even greater positive impact be-
cause of the large amounts of fuel they 
consume. 

I have heard some of my colleagues 
argue that 4.3 cents a gallon has a neg-
ligible impact on consumers. To them, 
I say look at the amount of fuel a 
farmer or trucker consumes during an 
average week. Look at the thousands 
of gallons of diesel fuel required to op-
erate a family farm or deliver products 
from California to Maine. Or look at 
the tight profit margins that can make 
the difference between going to work 

and being without a job. I’m convinced 
this action is going to help farmers, 
truckers, businesses, and families in 
Minnesota and that’s why I strongly 
support it. 

For those who are concerned that 
eliminating the 4.3-cent gas tax is 
going to deplete important highway 
and infrastructure funding, we’ve in-
cluded language in this legislation that 
will ensure the Highway Trust Fund is 
completely protected. The Highway 
Trust Fund will be restored with on- 
budget surplus funds from the current 
fiscal year as well as the fiscal year 
2001. 

If gas prices reach $2 a gallon, on- 
budget surplus funds will allow addi-
tional reductions in the gas tax with-
out impacting the Highway Trust Fund 
in any way. Depending on the size of 
the on-budget surplus, our legislation 
could provide a complete reduction of 
federal gas taxes until January 1, 2001 
if prices rise to, and remain above, the 
$2 mark. Let me make this very clear: 
we are not going to raid the Highway 
Trust Fund with this legislation. In 
fact, we’ve ensured that the on-budget 
surplus will absorb all of the costs of 
the gas tax reduction. I also want to 
assure my colleagues and my constitu-
ents that this legislation walls off the 
Social Security surplus. We will not 
spend any of the Social Security sur-
plus to pay for the gas tax reduction. 

Our legislation is quite simply a tax 
cut for the American consumer at a 
time when it’s needed most. We’re 
going to use surplus funds—funds that 
have been taken from the American 
consumer above and beyond the needs 
of government—and give them back to 
consumers every day at the gasoline 
pumps. 

For me, this legislation boils down to 
a very simple equation. Are we going 
to sit by and do nothing as farmers pre-
pare to enter the fields this spring, or 
are we going to take whatever short- 
term actions we can to support our 
farmers and provide them with a need-
ed boost? Are we going to help those 
most impacted by high fuel costs, or 
are we going to ignore their needs and 
let them absorb thousands of more dol-
lars in fuel costs this summer? There is 
overwhelming proof that the Clinton 
administration’s complete rejection of 
a national energy policy has caused 
this mess, so I believe the Congress 
must step in and help get them out of 
it. 

I joined my colleagues in the Senate 
earlier this year in requesting and re-
ceiving emergency releases of Low-In-
come Home Energy Assistance funding. 
We did so on at least three separate oc-
casions, and I’ve supported the Presi-
dent’s request for $600 million in addi-
tional funding this year. This crucial 
funding for Minnesota and many other 
cold weather States was a vital short- 
term approach to mitigating the im-
pact high fuel costs have had on senior 

citizens and low-income families. Our 
constituents were in need, and we re-
sponded exactly as we should have. 
Right now, even more of our constitu-
ents are in need, and by responding 
with a reduction in the Federal gaso-
line tax, Congress can again act in a 
way that is expected, even demanded, 
by our constituents. 

As I started earlier, the gasoline cri-
sis requires that Congress act now to 
stem rising energy costs in the near 
term. It also requires that elected offi-
cials and bureaucrats across Wash-
ington take a serious look at the direc-
tion in which our Nation is headed 
with its energy policy. I am prepared 
to take a hard look at any options that 
might help my constituents right now, 
and I demand that this administration 
explore options to ensure that our na-
tion reduces its reliance on foreign oil 
and establishes a much more sound en-
ergy policy for decades to come, to 
make this country energy independent 
and not so dependent on foreign 
sources of energy that when they turn 
them on or off, it can have dramatic 
impact on our economy. While those 
solutions will not happen overnight, I 
believe a reduction in the gas tax will 
help. It is going to help now, and it is 
going to help when that help is needed 
the most. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for about 
15 minutes in morning business. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you. 
f 

TAXES 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I wish 
to talk a little bit about oil prices. I 
guess most everyone wants to talk 
about oil prices and gas prices at the 
pump—those things that affect each of 
us. First of all, I have had the oppor-
tunity to meet in the Chamber this 
morning and hear a little discussion 
about taxes. So I will comment for a 
moment on that. 

We are now dealing with the budget, 
which of course is one of the basic re-
sponsibilities of Congress, and the 
question of how much money we spend 
in the Federal Government. That has 
to do with the whole philosophical 
question of how large a Government we 
want and the things we want the Fed-
eral Government to be involved in, how 
much involvement we want in all of 
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those things—what is the division be-
tween the responsibility of the Federal 
Government, local government, and 
State government. I think these are 
obviously some of the most important 
issues with which we deal. These are 
broad issues. These are philosophical 
issues. The budget has a great deal to 
do with it. 

In fact, I suspect that the total 
amount of expenditures is probably the 
most important issue we deal with all 
year, depending on how you view the 
role of Government. Keep in mind this 
year we will spend about $1.8 trillion. 
That is $1,800 billion in the Federal 
budget. About a third of that will be 
so-called discretionary funding, which 
is determined by the Congress. The re-
mainder, two-thirds of that, $1,800 bil-
lion, will be mandatory spending— 
things such as Social Security, Medi-
care, and others. 

We are dealing with setting a budget 
that basically is an expenditure limit 
on that discretionary spending, which 
last year, as I recall, rose about 7.5 per-
cent more, much more than inflation. 
This year I think there is an effort 
being made to see if we can control 
that level of spending. It has to do with 
the size of Government. Clearly, every-
one has different views, of course, as to 
how to adequately fund programs we 
think are most important—the prior-
ities the public sets through their rep-
resentatives in terms of Government 
programs. 

One of the things it seems to me we 
haven’t done as well as we might is to 
review programs that have been in 
place for a very long time. Some of 
them, obviously, are important pro-
grams that need to go on. Others were 
designed to do something for a rel-
atively short time, but they are always 
there. They never go away because we 
do not have the opportunity to have 
the oversight to see if, in fact, those 
programs have accomplished the things 
they were designed to accomplish, and 
if, indeed, those dollars can be spent 
more productively in some other pro-
grams. 

We find ourselves in a situation of 
having these programs that have been 
in place forever and are almost auto-
matically funded and the obvious need 
for new programs from time to time as 
time and needs change. It is simply an 
accumulation of programs. Those of us 
who occasionally say to ourselves that 
we ought to control the size of Govern-
ment, have to take a look at those 
kinds of issues. 

I hear my friends talk about the evils 
of tax reduction. They ought to review 
that a little bit, it seems to me. 

First of all, we ought not spend So-
cial Security dollars for operating 
funds. We have been doing that for 40 
years, but we have not done that in the 
last 2 years. We hear our friends on the 
other side of the aisle and the adminis-
tration and President Clinton saying: 

Save Social Security. Not one program 
has come from them as to how to do 
that. 

These young pages sitting here will 
pay out of their first paycheck 12.5 per-
cent for Social Security. The likeli-
hood is, if we don’t do something, that 
they will not have benefits when they 
are eligible for them. 

We need to do something. We have a 
plan. We set aside at least a portion of 
that for individual retirement ac-
counts. Let it belong to the persons 
who made it, and, indeed, let them in-
vest in private sector equities or bonds 
so that the return is much higher. 

The choices we have are fairly sim-
ple. We can reduce benefits. Nobody 
wants to do that. We can increase 
taxes. I don’t know of anybody who 
wants to do that. Social Security taxes 
are the highest that most people pay of 
any tax. Or we can increase the return 
for the trust funds. We are for that. 
The administration has no plan at all 
other than to say: Save Social Secu-
rity. 

We need to do something about pay-
ing down the debt. Most everyone 
would agree with that. The debt that 
the President brags about paying down 
is taking Social Security money and 
putting it into debt. It would be replac-
ing public debt. But it is still debt. It 
is debt to the Social Security trust 
fund. 

What I propose and what I think we 
ought to do is set money aside just like 
with a home mortgage, and each year 
we will take so much money. It will 
take this amount of money to pay this 
year’s obligation to pay off the debt in 
real dollars. So instead of being re-
placed by Social Security dollars, that 
debt is being reduced. That is what we 
are for. The President has no plan. All 
we hear is this great talk about it but 
nothing is happening. 

Then, quite frankly, we talk about 
taxes. What we are talking about, at 
least to some extent, is not simply re-
ducing debt. It is a fairness issue. The 
marriage penalty tax is a fairness 
issue. Why should two people who work 
independently and are married pay this 
amount of tax? That isn’t fair. It is a 
fairness issue. It is not just tax reduc-
tion. 

There are ways to change the estate 
taxes. The Presiding Officer has a pro-
posal that estate taxes ought to be paid 
when they pay taxes as a matter of 
capital gains. Good idea. Then there is 
money left, unless one continues to 
spend it. 

People talk about taxes and bal-
ancing the budget and the economy 
growing starting in 1993. I am sorry, it 
didn’t start in 1993; it started in 1991. It 
has been going on for a good long time. 
I cannot imagine the President’s tax 
increase has contributed a great deal 
to the economic growth. 

People have different views. That is 
what it is all about. We have different 

views of how we best serve this coun-
try. There are many views. 

We talk about energy. Thirteen lead-
ers of the OPEC nations are meeting in 
Vienna to discuss boosting oil produc-
tion. I appreciate the efforts of Sec-
retary Richardson. I hope the answer is 
they will increase production. That is a 
good thing to have happen. 

We have to talk about how we got 
ourselves in a position of having to go 
over to OPEC, saying: We have real 
problems; will you help us out? And 
then we do not get much of a response 
from the very group we have contrib-
uted so much to, not only in dollars 
but in the gulf war. Then we find them 
deciding whether they will do us a 
favor by increasing oil production. 

How did we get where we are? I think 
we have had a lack of a policy regard-
ing energy, not only in petroleum but 
in the whole sphere of energy. I come 
from the largest coal-producing State. 
This administration has made it in-
creasingly difficult to produce energy 
as it has sought to close down energy 
powerplants because of maintenance. 

We find ourselves depending on oth-
ers and that puts at risk not only our 
economy but also our security. We find 
ourselves now in the neighborhood of 
57-percent dependent on foreign oil. We 
see consumption going up each year; 
domestic production is going down at 
the same time. 

What are some of the reasons? Some 
are what have happened in the last few 
months in terms of this administration 
which has set about to leave a ‘‘land’’ 
legacy—and I understand Presidents 
desire to have different legacies. This 
is called a land legacy where they will 
set aside more and more private lands 
and put them into public ownership to 
have a billion dollars a year they can 
spend at their own discretion without 
going through the process of Congress 
and appropriations to acquire more 
Federal lands. 

In my State of Wyoming, nearly 50 
percent of our land belongs to the Fed-
eral Government. Selfishly, it makes a 
lot of difference if the land can be used 
as multiple-use public lands, if we can 
protect the resource, protect the envi-
ronment, but also use those lands— 
whether for hunting, for recreation, for 
grazing, whether it be for coal and gas 
production. We can do these things in 
such a way that we have multiple use 
as well as protection of the environ-
ment. 

This administration has moved in a 
different direction. I have been on the 
Energy Committee since I came here in 
1994. We have not had from the Energy 
Department a coherent policy on en-
ergy for a very long time. We had a 
meeting this morning on the Kyoto 
treaty, the meeting in Japan where we 
were supposed to sign a treaty which 
would reduce our energy by about 40 
percent, while asking less of the rest of 
the world. Of course that has not been 
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agreed to. As a matter of fact, this 
Senate voted 95–0 not to agree to it— 
not that we shouldn’t be doing some-
thing about clean air, not that we 
shouldn’t be doing something to reduce 
the effect of economic growth—but not 
to just sign a treaty that says we are 
going to put ourself at a disadvantage. 

This is part of where we are, includ-
ing access to Federal lands, where we 
have 40 million acres, using the Antiq-
uities Act, to set aside other lands for 
single purpose uses. We have had for 
some time offshore oil drilling, one of 
the great opportunities to provide do-
mestic oil. We have tried from time to 
time to do something to give a tax ad-
vantage for marginal oil wells so they 
would produce, but the administration 
is opposed. 

We talked about looking at ANWR, 
to do something in Alaska, to provide 
more domestic oil so we are not totally 
dependent on foreign countries to pro-
vide that energy source. That is not 
only good for the economy and jobs, 
but it is a security measure. 

Since 1992, oil production is down 17 
percent in the United States; consump-
tion is up 14 percent. In just 1 year 
under this administration, oil imports 
increased almost 8 percent; they are 
now getting close to 60 percent. DOE 
predicts a 65-percent oil dependency on 
foreign oil by the year 2020. We have 
become even more dependent. 

The United States spends about $300 
million each day on imported crude oil, 
$100 billion each year. We are con-
cerned the trade deficit from oil 
amounts to about one-third of the 
trade deficit. Now we are looking at 
short-term issues when what we have 
to do is take a look at the longer term 
resolution to these problems. 

The policy that would change this, 
and one we look forward to, is in-
creased access to public land, con-
tinuing to emphasize, however, the 
idea that we need also to protect the 
environment. We can do that. 

I mentioned tax incentives that 
would increase production. We need to 
look at the Clean Air Act and the 
Clean Water Act which is being used to 
reduce the use of lands as well. It has 
a real impact to a lot of people in my 
State which is largely a State that has 
mineral production. 

In 1990, U.S. jobs exploring and pro-
ducing oil amounted to over 400,000; in 
1999, these jobs are down to 293,000, a 
27-percent reduction in the ability of 
America producing our own oil. In 1990, 
we had 657 working oil rigs; now it is 
down to 153, a 77-percent decline. 

I think we need to take a long look 
at where we are and where we want to 
go. Any government looking at energy 
has to recognize the stewardship re-
sponsibility that we have for the envi-
ronment. We do that. At the same 
time, we have to be able to produce for 
ourselves so we have the freedom and 
opportunity to continue to have the 

strongest economy in the world, the 
greatest for jobs, while strengthening 
our security. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. 
f 

ENERGY POLICY 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor this afternoon to join my col-
league from Wyoming who has so clear-
ly outlined in the last few moments 
part of the problems our country faces 
at this time in our history relating to 
energy policy, or a lack thereof. 

As I speak on the floor, as my col-
league has just completed his com-
ments, all eyes are turned on Vienna. 
That is not Vienna, NY, that is Vienna, 
Austria, where the OPEC nation mem-
bers are meeting to decide whether 
they will be generous enough to turn 
their valves on a little more and in-
crease crude oil production to a million 
or a million and a half barrels a day so 
that our gas prices will come down at 
the pump. How can a great nation such 
as ours now find itself so dependent 
upon a group of nations, almost all of 
them quite small but all of them very 
rich in crude oil? How do we find our-
selves dependent on their thinking? 
What is the reason we find ourselves 
dependent? This is part of what my col-
league from Wyoming was talking 
about. It is the loss of production units 
and the drop in number of rigs out ex-
ploring, and that is all our fault, our 
fault collectively as a nation, for hav-
ing failed over the last several decades 
to put in place an energy policy that 
had, as its first criterion, relative inde-
pendence from other nations of the 
world as suppliers of our fundamental 
energy-based need for crude oil, crude 
oil production for our petrochemical 
industry. 

I have been to the floor several times 
in the last couple of weeks to speak 
about this because the price at the 
pump today is not an aberration. It is 
not something that was just quick in 
coming. We, as a country, have known 
for some time this day would be at 
hand. Several years ago, we asked our 
Government to investigate whether a 
lack of domestic production would put 
us at some form of vulnerability as to 
our ability to defend ourselves. The an-
swer was yes. Those studies were 
placed on the desk of our President, 
Bill Clinton. Nothing was done. A year 
ago similar studies were done, and they 
reside on the President’s desk as we 
speak. They have been there since last 
November, and nothing has been done. 

Only in the last month has the Presi-
dent sent his Secretary of Energy out 
and about the world, with his tin cup in 
hand, begging—begging producing na-
tions to turn their valves on a little 
bit. 

What is the consequence of turning 
your valve on at the pump? The con-

sequence is a reduction in the overall 
world spot price of crude oil. When you 
do that, the cash-flow pouring out of 
this country to the OPEC nations of 
the world declines; oil production goes 
up, cash-flow declines. Why would they 
want to do that? Out of the generosity 
of their hearts? 

For the last year-and-a-half or 2, 
they have been in political disarray. 
During that time, they were largely 
pumping at will into the world market. 
A year ago, we saw crude oil prices at 
$10 a barrel on the world market. 
Today, they are over $30. Now $10 a bar-
rel is probably too low, but $30 is a 
huge and bountiful cash-flow to the 
treasuries of these countries—Saddam 
Hussein’s country, the man whose 
country we fought against to free Ku-
wait and the Kuwaiti oil fields less 
than a decade ago. 

In fact, it was Northeastern Senators 
who, some months ago, wrote a letter 
to our President asking him to become 
sensitive to this issue because they 
were aware, with the run-up in oil 
prices—and we knew it was coming the 
minute the OPEC nations got their act 
together—the Northeastern Senators 
would see their States hit by heavy 
home heating oil costs. Sure enough, 
that is what happened. It happened be-
cause of the run-up in price. It also 
happened because of a loss of refinery 
capacity that has been going on for 
some time. 

What was going on in the Northeast, 
2 and 3 months ago, is now going on 
across America. I come from the West, 
where energy prices are extremely high 
and the impact on goods and services, 
and our citizens, can be dramatic. So 
even if the OPEC oil countries decide 
to raise crude oil output, my guess is it 
will be just a little bit. It may sound 
like a lot to the average listener—a 
million, million-and-a-half barrels a 
day—and it could bring crude oil prices 
down a little bit. But the OPEC na-
tions’ goal is to keep crude oil prices 
above $20 a barrel and therefore keep 
regular gas at the pumps at somewhere 
in the $1.40 to $1.50 range. That is still 
a dramatic increase, nearly doubling 
east coast prices. It will be even higher 
on the west coast. 

The failure of the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration to recognize it, to under-
stand it, and therefore to deal with it, 
is one of the great domestic and foreign 
policy tragedies of the decade. I say 
that from an economic point of view, 
but it is true also from a defense point 
of view—our ability to defend ourselves 
and stand as an independent nation in 
a community of nations around the 
world. 

Here are some statistics. Probably 
everyone’s eyes glaze over a little bit 
when you use statistics, but it is im-
portant for the record. U.S. crude oil 
production is down by 17 percent since 
1992. We have actually had wells shut 
off and shut in. What does that mean? 
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