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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Mclntosh for, with Mr. Oberstar
against.

Mr. Kingston for, with Ms. Harman
against.

Mr. McCHUGH changed his vote from
“nay’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
180, | was delayed by my plane being
delayed by weather. Had | been present
I would have voted “‘nay.”’

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, because
of the thunderstorm earlier this
evening, | was unavoidably detained on
rollcall vote 180. Had | been present, |
would have voted “nay.”

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal of the last
day’s proceedings.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

O 1730

REPEAL OF 4.3-CENT INCREASE IN
TRANSPORTATION FUELS TAXES

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 436, | call up the
bill, H.R. 3415 to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the 4.3-
cent increase in the transportation
motor fuels excise tax rates enacted by
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993 and dedicated to the general
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fund of the Treasury, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KoLBE). Pursuant to House Resolution
436, the amendment printed in House
Report 104-580 is adopted.

The text of H.R. 3415, as amended by
the amendment printed in House Re-
port 104-580, is as follows:

H.R. 3415

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is to repeal the 4.3-
cent increase in the transportation motor
fuels excise tax rates enacted by the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 and
dedicated to the general fund of the Treas-
ury.

SEC. 2. REPEAL OF 4.3-CENT INCREASE IN FUEL
TAX RATES ENACTED BY THE OMNI-
BUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT
OF 1993 AND DEDICATED TO GEN-
ERAL FUND OF THE TREASURY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4081 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to imposi-
tion of tax on gasoline and diesel fuel) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

““(f) REPEAL OF 4.3-CENT INCREASE IN FUEL
TAX RATES ENACTED BY THE OMNIBUS BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1993 AND DEDICATED
TO GENERAL FUND OF THE TREASURY.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—During the applicable pe-
riod, each rate of tax referred to in para-
graph (2) shall be reduced by 4.3 cents per
gallon.

“(2) RATES OF TAX.—The rates of tax re-
ferred to in this paragraph are the rates of
tax otherwise applicable under—

“(A) subsection (a)(2)(A) (relating to gaso-
line and diesel fuel),

““(B) sections 4091(b)(3)(A) and 4092(b)(2) (re-
lating to aviation fuel),

““(C) section 4042(b)(2)(C) (relating to fuel
used on inland waterways),

‘(D) paragraph (1) or (2) of section 4041(a)
(relating to diesel fuel and special fuels),

“(E) section 4041(c)(2) (relating to gasoline
used in noncommercial aviation), and

“(F) section 4041(m)(1)(A)(i) (relating to
certain methanol or ethanol fuels).

““(3) COMPARABLE TREATMENT FOR COM-
PRESSED NATURAL GAS.—No tax shall be im-
posed by section 4041(a)(3) on any sale or use
during the applicable period.

““(4) COMPARABLE TREATMENT UNDER CER-
TAIN REFUND RULES.—In the case of fuel on
which tax is imposed during the applicable
period, each of the rates specified in sections
6421(F)(2)(B), 6421(f)(3)(B)(ii), 6427(b)(2)(A),
6427(1)(3)(B)(ii), and 6427(1)(4)(B) shall be re-
duced by 4.3 cents per gallon.

‘“(5) COORDINATION WITH HIGHWAY TRUST
FUND DEPOSITS.—In the case of fuel on which
tax is imposed during the applicable period,
each of the rates specified in subparagraphs
(A)(i) and (C)(i) of section 9503(f)(3) shall be
reduced by 4.3 cents per gallon.

‘“(6) APPLICABLE PERIOD.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘applicable period’
means the period after the 6th day after the
date of the enactment of this subsection and
before January 1, 1997.”

(b) EFFecCTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 3. FLOOR STOCK REFUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—If—

(1) before the tax repeal date, tax has been
imposed under section 4081 or 4091 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 on any liquid,
and
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(2) on such date such liquid is held by a
dealer and has not been used and is intended
for sale,

there shall be credited or refunded (without
interest) to the person who paid such tax
(hereafter in this section referred to as the
“taxpayer’’) an amount equal to the excess
of the tax paid by the taxpayer over the
amount of such tax which would be imposed
on such liquid had the taxable event oc-
curred on such date.

(b) TIME FOR FILING CLAIMS.—No credit or
refund shall be allowed or made under this
section unless—

(1) claim therefor is filed with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury before the date which
is 6 months after the tax repeal date, and

(2) in any case where liquid is held by a
dealer (other than the taxpayer) on the tax
repeal date—

(A) the dealer submits a request for refund
or credit to the taxpayer before the date
which is 3 months after the tax repeal date,
and

(B) the taxpayer has repaid or agreed to
repay the amount so claimed to such dealer
or has obtained the written consent of such
dealer to the allowance of the credit or the
making of the refund.

(c) EXCEPTION FOR FUEL HELD IN RETAIL
STtocks.—No credit or refund shall be allowed
under this section with respect to any liquid
in retail stocks held at the place where in-
tended to be sold at retail.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the terms ‘“‘dealer’” and ‘““held by a deal-
er” have the respective meanings given to
such terms by section 6412 of such Code; ex-
cept that the term ‘‘dealer’” includes a pro-
ducer, and

(2) the term ‘‘tax repeal date’” means the
7th day after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(e) CERTAIN RULES To AppLY.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of subsections (b) and (c) of
section 6412 of such Code shall apply for pur-
poses of this section.

SEC. 4. FLOOR STOCKS TAX.

(a) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—In the case of any
liquid on which tax was imposed under sec-
tion 4081 or 4091 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 before January 1, 1997, and which is
held on such date by any person, there is
hereby imposed a floor stocks tax of 4.3 cents
per gallon.

(b) L1ABILITY FOR TAX AND METHOD OF PAY-
MENT.—

(1) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—A person holding a
liquid on January 1, 1997, to which the tax
imposed by subsection (a) applies shall be
liable for such tax.

(2) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by subsection (a) shall be paid in such man-
ner as the Secretary shall prescribe.

(3) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The tax imposed
by subsection (a) shall be paid on or before
June 30, 1997.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) HELD BY A PERSON.—A liquid shall be
considered as ‘‘held by a person” if title
thereto has passed to such person (whether
or not delivery to the person has been made).

(2) GASOLINE AND DIESEL FUEL.—The terms
““‘gasoline” and “‘diesel fuel’” have the respec-
tive meanings given such terms by section
4083 of such Code.

(3) AVIATION FUEL.—The term ‘‘aviation
fuel” has the meaning given such term by
section 4093 of such Code.

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary”
means the Secretary of the Treasury or his
delegate.

(d) EXCEPTION FOR EXEMPT USES.—The tax
imposed by subsection (a) shall not apply to
gasoline, diesel fuel, or aviation fuel held by
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any person exclusively for any use to the ex-
tent a credit or refund of the tax imposed by
section 4081 or 4091 of such Code is allowable
for such use.

(e) EXCEPTION FOR FUEL HELD IN VEHICLE
TANK.—No tax shall be imposed by sub-
section (a) on gasoline or diesel fuel held in
the tank of a motor vehicle or motorboat.

(f) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN AMOUNTS OF
FUEL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—NoO tax shall be imposed
by subsection (a)—

(A) on gasoline held on January 1, 1997, by
any person if the aggregate amount of gaso-
line held by such person on such date does
not exceed 4,000 gallons, and

(B) on diesel fuel or aviation fuel held on
such date by any person if the aggregate
amount of diesel fuel or aviation fuel held by
such person on such date does not exceed
2,000 gallons.

The preceding sentence shall apply only if
such person submits to the Secretary (at the
time and in the manner required by the Sec-
retary) such information as the Secretary
shall require for purposes of this paragraph.

(2) EXEMPT FUEL.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), there shall not be taken into ac-
count fuel held by any person which is ex-
empt from the tax imposed by subsection (a)
by reason of subsection (d) or (e).

(3) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—For purposes of
this subsection—

(A) CORPORATIONS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—AIIl persons treated as a
controlled group shall be treated as 1 person.

(if) CONTROLLED GROUP.—The term ‘‘con-
trolled group’ has the meaning given to such
term by subsection (a) of section 1563 of such
Code; except that for such purposes the
phrase ‘““more than 50 percent’ shall be sub-
stituted for the phrase ‘“‘at least 80 percent”’
each place it appears in such subsection.

(B) NONINCORPORATED PERSONS UNDER COM-
MON CONTROL.—Under regulations prescribed
by the Secretary, principles similar to the
principles of subparagraph (A) shall apply to
a group of persons under common control
where 1 or more of such persons is not a cor-
poration.

(g) OTHER LAW APPLICABLE.—AII provisions
of law, including penalties, applicable with
respect to the taxes imposed by section 4081
of such Code in the case of gasoline and die-
sel fuel and section 4091 of such Code in the
case of aviation fuel shall, insofar as applica-
ble and not inconsistent with the provisions
of this subsection, apply with respect to the
floor stock taxes imposed by subsection (a)
to the same extent as if such taxes were im-
posed by such section 4081 or 4091.

SEC. 5. BENEFITS OF TAX REPEAL SHOULD BE
PASSED ON TO CONSUMERS.

(a) PASSTHROUGH TO CONSUMERS.—

(1) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(A) consumers immediately receive the
benefit of the repeal of the 4.3-cent increase
in the transportation motor fuels excise tax
rates enacted by the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993, and

(B) transportation motor fuels producers
and other dealers take such actions as nec-
essary to reduce transportation motor fuels
prices to reflect the repeal of such tax in-
crease, including immediate credits to cus-
tomer accounts representing tax refunds al-
lowed as credits against excise tax deposit
payments under the floor stocks refund pro-
visions of this Act.

(2) STUDY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General
of the United States shall conduct a study of
the repeal of the 4.3-cent increase in the fuel
tax imposed by the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation of 1993 to determine whether
there has been a passthrough of such repeal.
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(B) ReEPORT.—Not later than January 31,
1997, the Comptroller General of the United
States shall report to the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate and the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives the results of the study conducted
under subparagraph (A).

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR EXPENSES OF ADMINISTRATION
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY.

Section 660 of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7270) is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting ““(a) IN GENERAL.—’ before
““APPROPRIATIONS’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(b) FIscAL YEARS 1997 THROUGH 2002.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
salaries and expenses of the Department of
Energy for departmental administration and
other activities in carrying out the purposes
of this Act—

‘(1) $104,000,000 for fiscal year 1997;

“(2) $104,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;

““(3) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;

““(4) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2000;

“(5) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and

““(6) $90,000,000 for fiscal year 2002.”.

SEC. 7. SPECTRUM AUCTIONS.

(a) CoMMISSION OBLIGATION TO MAKE ADDI-
TIONAL SPECTRUM AVAILABLE BY AUCTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall complete all actions
necessary to permit the assignment, by
March 31, 1998, by competitive bidding pursu-
ant to section 309(j) of the Communications
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)) of licenses for
the use of bands of frequencies that—

(A) individually span not less than 12.5
megahertz, unless a combination of smaller
bands can, notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (7) of such section, reasonably be
expected to produce greater receipts;

(B) in the aggregate span not less than 35
megahertz;

(C) are located below 3 gigahertz; and

(D) have not, as of the date of enactment of
this Act—

(i) been assigned or designated by Commis-
sion regulation for assignment pursuant to
such section;

(ii) been identified by the Secretary of
Commerce pursuant to section 113 of the Na-
tional Telecommunications and Information
Administration Organization Act (47 U.S.C.
923); or

(iii) reserved for Federal Government use
pursuant to section 305 of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 305).

(2) CRITERIA FOR REASSIGNMENT.—INn mak-
ing available bands of frequencies for com-
petitive bidding pursuant to paragraph (1),
the Commission shall—

(A) seek to promote the most efficient use
of the spectrum;

(B) take into account the cost to incum-
bent licensees of relocating existing uses to
other bands of frequencies or other means of
communication;

(C) take into account the needs of public
safety radio services;

(D) comply with the requirements of inter-
national agreements concerning spectrum
allocations; and

(E) take into account the costs to satellite
service providers that could result from mul-
tiple auctions of like spectrum internation-
ally for global satellite systems.

(b) PERMANENT AUCTION AUTHORITY.—Para-
graph (11) of section 309(j) of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)(11)) is
repealed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER] and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GiBBoNs] will each be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Texas [Mr. ARCHER].
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matter
on H.R. 3415.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today marks a very im-
portant moment for this House of Rep-
resentatives, a place that has often
been referred to as the people’s House.
Today, Mr. Speaker, we have a chance
to remember who put us here, and to
honor the hardworking men and
women of the United States who sim-
ply want to keep a little bit more of
the money they earn.

For too long, Congress treated the
public’s money as if it were Congress’
own. For too long, Congress raised
taxes and spent the money on an ever-
growing Federal Government. The hard
work and labor of our people was
turned into big government largess by
the spendthrift habits of the politicians
in Washington.

Breadwinners, awakening each day to
hard work and returning home each
night to their loved ones, were told by
Congress that the fruits of their labor
did not belong just to them. The Fed-
eral Government, Congress said, had
first rights to their efforts and first
dibs on their taxes.

That explains why Congress, at least
until last year, turned to the people’s
pocketbooks when it came time to
solve problems. Instead of entrusting
people with more responsibility and
more control over their lives, Congress
picked their pockets and raided their
wallets.

Flash back to 1993, if you will, when
Congress debated a major bill about
taxing and spending. Faced with a
choice between shrinking the size of
Government by cutting spending or
raising taxes to spend more money, the
then-Democrat Congress and President
Clinton unfortunately chose the latter.
The gas tax was hiked, a $4.8 billion an-
nual increase that hit middle- and
lower-income Americans the hardest.

Mr. Speaker, today the House of Rep-
resentatives has the chance to rollback
this tax hike, a tax that never should
have been raised in the first place, and
our roll back is completely paid for.
That is, it does not increase the deficit.
Today, the people’s House has the
chance to show that we know where
the money in this great Nation comes
from. It comes from the people who
made it, the working men and women
of the United States. It is only right
they get to keep it, because they are
the ones who earned it.

A 4.3 cents a gallon decrease may not
sound like much to many people in this
town, but to the American working
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people it means a lot. It is a lot be-
cause it belongs to them, not us. It is
theirs, not ours. The people made it,
they earned it, they should keep it. We
should return it. Roll back the gas tax.
Vote ‘‘yes.”” Show the American people

Congress knows where the money
comes from.
Mr. Speaker, | include the following

correspondence for the RECORD.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, May 21, 1996.

Hon. JOHN R. KASICH,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you requested, the
Congressional Budget Office has reviewed
the budgetary effects of the spectrum provi-
sions in H.R. 3415, as modified by the amend-
ment to be offered by Mr. Bliley.
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The spectrum provisions of H.R. 3415, as re-
ported, would require the Federal Commu-
nications Commission (FCC) to use competi-
tive bidding to assign licenses for 25 mega-
hertz (MHz) of spectrum located below 3
gigahertz (GHz) and currently not designated
for auction by the FCC or identified by pre-
vious law as spectrum available for transfer
from federal to nonfederal use. The amend-
ment would increase that amount from 25
MHz to 35 MHz. Under current law the FCC’s
authority to assign licenses by competitive
bidding is set to expire on September 30, 1998.
The amendment to H.R. 3415 would repeal
this provision, thereby extending the FCC’s
authority to use auctions indefinitely.

CBO estimates that the 35 MHz of spec-
trum to be auctioned under the bill as
amended would raise about $2.9 billion in
1998. The receipts from the 35 MHz of spec-
trum could vary depending upon the types of
licenses that the FCC decides to auction.

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars]
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CBO assumes, however, that the FCC would
seek to promote the most efficient use of the
spectrum, as specified by the bill, and allo-
cate the 35 MHz to the highest value use.
Under the authority provided by Mr. Bliley’s
amendment, CBO also would expect the FCC
to auction additional parcels of spectrum
over the 1999-2002 period, resulting in esti-
mated receipts of about $5 billion.

In total, CBO estimates that the spectrum
provisions in H.R. 3415 as amended would
raise about $7.9 billion over the 1998-2002 pe-
riod. By comparison, we estimated spectrum
receipts of $2.1 billion for the version of H.R.
3415 that was ordered reported by the House
Committee on Ways and Means on May 9,
1996. Hence, the proposed amendment would
increase the estimated spectrum receipts by
$5.8 billion over the 1998-2002 period. The fol-
lowing table summarizes the estimated ef-
fects of the spectrum provisions of H.R. 3415,
as modified by the proposed amendment.

Direct spending

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Offsetting receipts under current law
Estimated budget authority

E i outlays

Proposed changes
Estimated budget authority

E i outlays

Offsetting receipts under proposal
Estimated budget authority

E i outlays

—4900 —11,600 —2,800 —100
—4900 —11,600 —2,800 —100
—2,900 —800 —1400 —1400 —1,4400
—2,900 —800 —1400 —1400 —1,400
—4900 —11600 —5,700 —900 —1400 —1400 —1,4400
—4900 —11600 —5,700 —900 —1400 —1400 —1,400

The budgetary impact of this bill falls
within budget function 950.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contacts are Rachel Forward
and David Moore.

Sincerely,
JAMES L. BLUM
(For June E. O’Neill, Director)
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, May 15, 1996.
Hon. BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On May 8, 1996, Rep-
resentative Seastrand introduced H.R. 3415,
““a bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 to repeal the 4.3-cent increase in the
transportation motor fuels excise tax rates
enacted by the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1993 and dedicated to the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury.”” The measure was
referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means and to the Committee on Commerce.
The Committee on Ways and Means ordered
H.R. 3415 reported on May 9, 1996.

The bill contains two provisions within the
jurisdiction of the Commerce Committee.
Those provisions are Section 6, ‘‘Authoriza-
tion of Appropriations for Expenses of Ad-
ministration of the Department of Energy,”
and Section 7, ‘“‘Spectrum Auctions.”” Section
6 of the measure delineates certain funding
authorizations for the Department of Energy
through Fiscal Year 2002, and Section 7 pro-
vides for the auction of additional spectrum.

Recognizing the need to bring this legisla-
tion expeditiously before the House, the
Commerce Committee will not act on its se-
quential referral of H.R. 3415 based on the
following agreement: (1) regarding Section 6,
it is my understanding that the words ‘‘de-
partmental administration and other activi-
ties’ encompass travel, training, human re-
sources, support services, and other adminis-
trative activities; and (2) regarding Section
7, it is my understanding that you would not
object to the deletion of Section 7(b) of H.R.
3415 entitled, ‘‘Federal Communications

Commission may not treat this Section as
Congressional action for certain purposes.”

By agreeing not to act on our referral, the
Commerce Committee does not waive its ju-
risdiction over these provisions. Further-
more, the Commerce Committee reserves its
authority to seek equal conferees on these
and any other provisions of the bill that are
within the Commerce Committee’s jurisdic-
tion during any House-Senate conference
that may be convened on this legislation.

I want to thank you and your staff for your
assistance in providing the Commerce Com-
mittee with an opportunity to evaluate the
provisions in H.R. 3415 within our jurisdic-
tion. 1 would appreciate your including this
letter as a part of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee’s report on H.R. 3415, and as part of
the record during consideration of this bill
by the House.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr., Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, May 15, 1996.
Hon. THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.
Chairman, House Committee on Commerce,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLILEY: Thank you for
your letter today concerning the jurisdic-
tional interest of the Committee on Com-
merce in sections 6 and 7 of H.R. 3415, a bill
to repeal the 4.3-cent increase in the trans-
portation motor fuels excise tax rates.

I wish to acknowledge the Committee on
Commerce’s jurisdiction over sections 6 and
7 of the bill, dealing with the authorization
of appropriations for expenses of administra-
tion of the Department of Energy, and spec-
trum auctions. Accordingly, those provisions
were not considered by the Committee on
Ways and Means during its markup on May
9. I have no objection to the additional clari-
fications you are seeking to make on these
items, over which the Committee on Ways
and Means does not have an interest.

As you requested, | have included a copy of
your letter in the Committee report, and will
insert a copy of it in the Record during con-
sideration of this bill by the House. Thank

you again for your assistance and coopera-
tion in expediting floor consideration of this
important legislation. With best personal re-
gards,
Sincerely,
BILL ARCHER,
Chairman.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, this is another case of
Republican mismanagement. Here we
are at the end of a 5-day holiday in
Congress. | have more people who want
to speak against this crazy piece of leg-
islation than | can possibly accommo-
date. We are gagged again. We cannot
say anything.

We do not need this. We are only here
because Mr. DOLE is running for Presi-
dent, he is way the heck behind in the
polls and he has to do something to
jump start his campaign, and he has
chosen this. It is ridiculous. It is pan-
dering at its worst. | think the Amer-
ican people recognize it. Mr. Speaker,
they realize that our highways and our
transportation system are in shambles.
This money ought to be going in the
highway system and in our transpor-
tation system, not to pander to a few
voters so they can take a vacation a
little cheaper.

In America we have the cheapest gas
prices in the world, the cheapest gas
prices in the industrialized world. We
have the lowest gasoline tax in the in-
dustrialized world. There is very little
chance that any of this money will
ever get back to the consumers.

The oil companies will keep it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS].

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
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Mr. Speaker, for me this vote is one
of keeping faith with the constituents
and voters who sent me here to Wash-
ington in the first place. In 1993 | voted
against the imposition of the increased
gas tax. That was unconscionable then.
It made a costly gesture towards the
consumers of our country, towards the
voters, toward our constituents. Now
here today we are on the verge of being
able to correct an error made by the
Congress and the administration.

| vote to correct the record. | vote to
repeal the gas tax. It was a monu-
mental nuisance tax back in 1993,
added to the greatest tax increase
known to mankind. We can try to set
the record straight here today by show-
ing we were against big taxes then and
for the repeal of this tax now.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL].

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this bill
is a sham. None of this is going to get
to the consumer. Every bit of it is
going to go to the big oil companies.
The proof of it is that when our col-
leagues and our people go to the pumps
the day after this passed, the money is
not going to be there. The average citi-
zen is going to get 52 cents a week, two
pennies, two quarters. That is all he is
going to get our of this. The oil com-
pany is going to get $4 billion a year.
That seems to me unfair.

Nobody who has appeared before us
and nobody on that side of the aisle,
where my Republican colleagues have
been holding forth the virtue of this,
has been able to point where the money
is going to go. The money is going to
go to the oil companies. That is where
it is going to go. No witness on behalf
of the oil companies or anybody else
who came to the committee could tell
us anything else than that the money
was going to go to the big oil compa-
nies.

If my colleagues really want to do
something for the people of this coun-
try, and | think it would probably be
suitable, we can give the average citi-
zen $40, $40 a week in differences, by
simply doing something that really is
going to help the ordinary citizens;
that is, by passing the minimum wage
legislation that we have been trying to
get. | do not want to leave this around
here too long because my Republican
colleagues, when they see money that
belongs to ordinary people, want to
take it away from them and give it to
the oil companies.

But having said that, just make note,
this money that we are giving back is
going to go only one place. It is going
to go to the oil companies, and they
are going to thank you for it. It is
going to show up in their annual state-
ments, it is going to show up in their
quarterly reports, it is going to show
up in their 10-Ks and 10-Qs. They are
going to enjoy it immensely, and they
are going to thank the Republicans for
it.
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The people that are being deceived
today are not going to thank the Re-
publicans, because all they are going to
get is 52 cents a week, but the oil com-
panies are going to get $4 billion a
year. That is quite a noteworthy dif-
ference. It is something which reflects
poorly on this House, both as to its in-
tegrity and as to its intelligence.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would simply respond
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] that once again Democrats
go, cloaking and obscuring the fact
that they do not want to give a tax re-
duction to anybody. This tax is a retail
sales tax on gasoline. It is collected at
the terminal rack in order to eliminate
fraud and abuse. The refinery gets none
of it. The gentleman from Michigan
and his colleagues who talk about the
refiners being able to pocket this do
not understand how the tax is even col-
lected. The refiners cannot benefit be-
cause the tax is added onto their price
at the terminal rack.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GiL-
MAN], the respected chairman of the
Committee on International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means for bringing
this measure to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
for H.R. 3415, legislation to repeal the
4.3 cents gas tax. | do so in an effort to
express my deep concern over the cur-
rent rise in gasoline prices.

The current debate over the 4.3 cents
gas tax can be attributed to the recent
spike in gas prices. In fact the last
week of April and first week in May
saw a five cent increase in the average
price of a gallon of gas. Furthermore,
it has been reported that gas prices
have increased by more than 10 per-
cent, well above inflation.

During times of continued corporate
downsizing mixed with slow economic
growth, and the rising cost of living, it
is imperative that Congress do all it
can to protect our constituents pocket-
books.

Though many will argue that the re-
peal in the gas tax will not be passed
along to the consumer but rather kept
by wealthy oil companies, | believe it
is imperative that my colleagues sup-
port this measure to send a message to
these companies informing them of the
congressional outrage to the current
gas price increases. By supporting this
measure 1 am hopeful that the threat
of congressional retaliation against oil
companies will be sufficient in moti-
vating those firms to pass along the
savings to the consumer.

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to
support this measure and | look for-
ward to working with my colleagues in
finding solutions to prevent such prac-
tices from happening in the future.
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, my dear
friend from New York, BEN GILMAN,
has the right idea about this. We have
got to tell these oil companies that we
mean business, that this is not sup-
posed to be just a windfall thing. Why,
it took the gentleman from Kansas a
long time to come up with this one,
took the President a shorter time, of
course, to adopt it, but this is that
time of the year.

But | think my Republican friend is
saying that it is time to let the oil
companies know that in the House of
Representatives we put the consumer
first. That is why | am going to give
you an opportunity, when we have a
motion to recommit, to vote and make
certain that these oil barons pass on
this 4.3-cent tax cut to the consumer. If
they do not do it, then of course we
will make certain that they pay back
the 4.3.

The last thing | know my friends on
the other side of the aisle would want
is that this 4.3-cent tax, which in 7
years really can come to $30 billion,
not end up in the pockets of the oil
people or the refineries. What we want
to do is to make certain that each and
every voter, or to put it another way,
each and every motorist remembers us
in November that we reduced the price
for them by 4.3 cents.

So | hope that some of my colleagues
that are a little skeptical about these
oil people or those who know best
might join with me at the end of this
bill to make certain that we are talk-
ing about consumer protection. | want
to thank the gentleman for his good
feeling about this.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | simply respond to the
gentleman from New York that this is
another effort on the part of the Demo-
crats at price fixing, which they said
was going to keep people from having
to pay higher prices back in the 1970’s
at the gasoline pump. But it was only
after President Reagan removed price
controls that the price of gasoline went
down.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON], a
member of the Committee on Com-
merce.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
my good friend and colleague from
Michigan, Mr. DINGELL, a member of
the Committee on Commerce, asked
the question, Where is the money going
to go? With all due respect, that is the
wrong question. The question is, Where
is the money going to come from?

The money has been coming out of
the pockets of the American taxpayers,



May 21, 1996

who have about given all they can give.
This bill repeals the 4.3-cent gasoline
tax and allows the taxpayers to keep
some of what they have been giving.

My pockets are dirty and they are
empty, | want the RECORD to clearly
show that.

This 4.3-cent gasoline tax repeal
leaves money in the taxpayers’ pock-
ets. It also repeals a tax that most
American citizens thought was going
to build highways. However, this tax
increase actually went into the general
revenue fund to increase social spend-
ing.

There is a section, section 6 of this
bill, that does direct the Committee on
Appropriations to reduce the appro-
priation accounts for departmental ad-
ministration at the Department of En-
ergy by $542 million over 5 years. The
Secretary of Energy has been traveling
extensively until this year, in fact, so
much so that they have had to transfer
funds from a defense program in the
Department of Energy to offset some of
the increased travel expenditures. In
the President’s budget they requested a
38-percent increase for departmental
administration. This bill would rescind
that increase and cut the administra-
tion budget for the Department of En-
ergy to offset some of the lost revenue.

So | rise in very strong support of the
bill and would congratulate the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for bringing
it forward.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2> minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Texas says we are asking
the wrong question. It is whose pockets
it goes into. Good question. Answer:
Wholesale prices going down, | tell the
gentleman from Texas, retail prices
going up. Going up.

I do not know anybody that believes
that this is going to be passed directly
along to them, and | am surprised the
Republicans did not allow us to ensure
the fact that it would go in the con-
sumer’s pocket, so in fact the pockets
of the gentleman from Texas, Mr. BAR-
TON, would have a little more in them
and all of our folk’s pockets would
have a little more in them.

This is one of the most patently po-
litical pandering proposals | have seen
on this floor, period. The gentleman
from Texas voted for a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, but
he does not want to balance it in any
way other than cutting out school
lunches, or cutting out student loans,
or cutting out health care, apparently.
Let us get real.

Not one of you can show in any de-
monstrable way that this tax had any-
thing to do with raising the gasoline
prices, because in fact after we adopted
it, guess what? Guess what? Gasoline
prices went down, not up.

But guess what did go down? Some-
thing did go down: The deficit, ladies
and gentlemen, as a result of the 1993
bill, will go down for the fourth year in
a row. Never before in this century, |
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tell the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, has this been accom-
plished, not once.

Under the economic program that ev-
erybody on the Republican side of the
aisle not only opposed, but they said if
we adopted it the economy would go es-
sentially south in a hand basket, they
said it would drop off the end of the
world, that it would be an utter failure,
in fact, exactly the opposite has hap-
pened. Inflation down, employment up,
unemployment down, the stock market
up. The economy is doing very well,
thank you.

Let us not retreat, which is why the
Concord Coalition, one of the most re-
sponsible bodies in this country on re-
ducing the deficit, says vote ‘‘no”’ on
this sham.

| rise to oppose this measure that helps nei-
ther consumers nor the future of our Nation.

Despite all the rhetoric of recent days, en-
actment of this legislation would not reduce
the price that all of us pay for gasoline.

Disguised as a pro-consumer measure, this
bill is simply an excuse for big oil companies
to keep more of their profits.

| regret that the Republican leadership is re-
fusing to allow consideration of provisions that
would guarantee that the gas tax repeal goes
into the pockets of consumers.

Recent experience confirms that the retail
prices that you and | pay are not directly
linked to wholesale costs—so this bill is little
more than an excuse for big business to keep
an additional 4.3-cents per gallon.

| would hope that my Republican friends
shared my excitement over this morning’s re-
ports that, thanks to President Clinton’s lead-
ership, the 1996 deficit will be even less than
expected and will be our fourth consecutive
year of deficit reduction.

Before they took over the leadership of the
Congress, my Republican friends talked a lot
about deficit reduction.

But now they have brought to the floor a bill
that would cost $3 billion this year and reduce
revenue by $34 billion over 7 years.

They say they have paid for the reduction
but in fact those savings should be used for
additional deficit reduction.

As a supporter of the balanced budget
amendment to the constitution, | believe we
should not waiver from our course. The bill be-
fore us is a first step towards unraveling the
1993 economic plan that has now produced
four consecutive years of deficit reduction.

The U.S. Gas tax is not unreasonable. In
fact, it is substantially less than that of France,
Japan, Britain, Spain, ltaly, the Netherlands,
and Canada.

The Concord Coalition has cautioned
against this step backwards. In a May 7 letter
they stated:

It is a sad commentary on the depth of
commitment to balancing the budget that
after a year of hard work, a balanced budget
plan still has not been adopted, while after
scarcely a week, a bipartisan stampede to
pander to motorists is being allowed to un-
dermine deficit reduction efforts.

We should reject this legislation and ‘stay
the course’ towards elimination of the deficit.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. THOMAS], the respected chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Health of
the Committee on Ways and Means.
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, it just seems to me
sometimes we get carried away in our
speeches, because we try to get people
to believe that the real world does not
work the way the real world works.
You have heard a number of my col-
leagues, the most recent one on this
side of the aisle, say it is not going to
be passed on to the consumers.

How many of you have driven by a
gas station at any time in your life
when there were two stations on the
same corner and there was a nickel dif-
ference between the two? The answer is
never. All you have to do is have one
enterprising station owner decide as a
gimmick to sell more gasoline to say,
“l am lowering my price by 4.3 cents
and | am passing the savings on to
you,” and how long does he stand
alone? What happens is the guy on the
next corner says, ‘“We are passing it
along, too.”

What happens, as in any market situ-
ation in a highly competitive product,
is that once somebody gets the idea
that they can get the consumer to
come to them rather than someone else
by offering something.

And the headlines are going to be, fi-
nally we have repealed a tax that never
should have been imposed in the first
place, and it is going to be passed on to
consumers because somebody out
there, an entrepreneur is going to be
bright enough to say, ‘I am lowering
the price, you get the tax benefit,”” and
it will not be able to be contained to
that one bright entrepreneur.

The idea that you have to have gov-
ernment tell people they have got to
pass it on is a classic example of the
difference between a party that be-
lieves in market-oriented entre-
preneurs and the government having to
tell you how you are supposed to run a
competitive market-based structure.
All you have to do is to vote here and
you will see it out there tomorrow, un-
less of course you do not have any con-
fidence at all in the American system.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MATsuUI].

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to thank the gentleman from Flor-
ida for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | have to say that this
debate is kind of interesting, because
about 3 months ago when we first
talked about the repeal of the 4.3-cent
gas tax, the Republicans came in like
an elephant, and now that this debate
has ensued and now we are near the end
of the day, they are walking out like
mice.

The reason for it is because the Re-
publicans have put to all of you, the
American public, a great, great decep-
tion. | do not think anyone knows this,
but the fact of the matter is, this great
debate is going to result in a 4.3-cent
tax cut of the gas tax for 7 months. It
expires on December 31, 1996, so we got
a 7-month gas tax repeal.



H5342

So we are going to get big headlines
in the newspaper tomorrow. It is going
to be on national TV tonight. You can
understand why they tried to do it ear-
lier in the day. But the fact of the mat-
ter is they want to get through the
election, the election in November of
this year. They are going to say, ‘““We
passed a gas tax repeal, 4.3 cents,” but
the reality, on January 1, 1997 that gas
tax is going to go up 4.3 cents again.

So | want to congratulate the Repub-
licans because they tricked people.
They tricked them over the last 3
months, thinking that you were doing
something really great for the Amer-
ican people, but they are walking out
like mice.

Let me make one other observation.
The gentleman said that the consumers
will get this 4.3 cents. Why is it then
that the oil refineries, why is it then
that the auto dealers or the gas station
owners want this cut? Because they
know they are going to get a piece of
the action. They know it is not going
to go to the consumers. We all know
that.

In fact, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL] offered an amend-
ment in the committee, and he was
turned down by the Republicans on
that issue, to pass this cost on to the
consumer.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fraud. Vote
*“no’’ on this bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. SEASTRAND], the sponsor of
this legislation.

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, |
am always amazed as a freshman com-
ing to this House to do what my con-
stituents have sent me, to change this
place and to work against the bureauc-
racy. | am amazed to hear some of my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. They have never met a tax that
they do not like, and they just are
holding on to the gas tax, even though
we are talking about a temporary re-
peal of the 4.3-cent gas tax which was
enacted by President Clinton and the
old 103d Congress, who believed in in-
creasing taxes every time there was a
problem.

I just would urge my colleagues to
let us do this quickly so that we can
provide the relief from the recent surge
in gas prices, especially before we go
into the summer driving and we see
Americans increase their driving, and
we also see perhaps an increase in the
demand for fuel and increased prices.

Now, | know it is hard for many of
the people here that live on Capitol
Hill to understand what it is like 3,000
miles away on the central coast of
California and how my constituents
have to depend on that automobile,
that truck, to get them to and from
school, to and from work, to and from
the supermarket, getting the children
where they have to go, so we drive a lot
on the central coast.

O 1800

My agriculture industry, which is
driving the produce to the markets for
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all of the people across America, knows
what it is about, the extra increase in
prices of gasoline, because it is going
to be shown in that head of lettuce
that people are going to buy at the su-
permarket.

Well, in California, in the district of
Santa Barbara, there was one station,
a couple of stations that had gasoline
at over $2 a gallon. So what we want to
do is give some quick relief.

We all know there is a number of rea-
sons why. It has been stated on the
floor here, the harsh winter and we are
producing heating oil instead of gaso-
line. Another reason | would like my
colleagues to know in California is
there were regulations implemented to
get cleaner gasoline so that we can
have cleaner air. What does that mean?
It means we are going to have to pay
for that, in this case about a dime a
gallon.

So | would just say, let us give it to
the consumer, and let us give them
some tax relief.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, fact:
Yes, the gas tax was raised 4.3 cents in
1993, among great pain. The reason this
happened was the deficit had got out of
control, $290 billion. Three years later
it came down to maybe $140 billion,
possibly even $125 billion.

Fact: This bill is going to pass. Fact:
The 4.3 cents is not going to go back to
the consumers. The gentleman from
California gets incensed. Why do we
not believe in the free market? The
reason is we have experience. Decem-
ber 31, 1995, just a short time ago, the
noncommercial jet fuel tax went down
from 21.8 cents to 4.3 cents, four times
what we are talking about tonight,
down 17.5 cents per gallon. Have we
seen any of that? We have not seen 1
penny of reduction.

Mr. Speaker, it is a fact that this gas
tax is going to be repealed for 7
months. It is a fact that the deficit
maybe will not go down as much as it
should. It is also a fact that the can-
didate for President, Mr. DoLE, should
not use any more of these ideas at this
point in time. We should get back to
work and be doing what we should be
doing, not appealing to the electorate
of the Presidential race when we are
supposed to be doing congressional
work.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume
simply to respond.

We have a case example of what hap-
pens when a tax is removed. Earlier
this year, we saw how well competition
drives the prices charged to consumers.
On January 1, the 10-percent airline
ticket tax expired. That same day,
most of the motor carriers reduced
their air fares by a corresponding 10
percent and within 24 hours the pres-
sures of competition drove another
major air carrier to drop its fares by 10

percent.
Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from  California [Mr.
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RoYCE], another sponsor of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, in 1992,
when he was running for President,
President Bill Clinton promised he
would not raise Federal gasoline taxes.
But just 1 year after he was elected, in
August 1993, he pushed through the
Congress a budget proposal with over
$265 billion in tax increases, including
a 4.3 cents per gallon hike in the Fed-
eral gas tax.

At the time the President assured his
colleagues that the 1993 tax increase
would only affect the rich. In reality
the gas tax increase has had a signifi-
cant day-to-day impact on American
families, especially those who are mid-
dle and lower income.

These are the folks that are feeling
the pinch at the pump, not the rich. To
add insult to injury, none of the 1993
increase goes toward improving our
Nation’s roads, bridges or highways,
which would be of some benefit to the
user.

This is a perfect case study of how
the philosophy of redistribution of in-
come can backfire. The painful in-
crease in the price at the pump gives us
an excellent opportunity to repeal the
tax that never should have been im-
posed, while at the same time helping
taxpayers keep more of their hard-
earned money.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MARKEY].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, oil prices
are up, profit for oil companies are
soaring, oil company executives are re-
cording record increases in their stock
options. But crude oil prices are com-
ing down, and oil companies are telling
the New York Times it will take maybe
to the rest of the year for us to figure
out how to get that passed on to the
consumer at the pump.

This tax break, however, goes not to
the consumer, but to the oil company
refiners. And the Republicans say, well,
that is the way to do it. Give it to the
refiners. Do not you trust the refiners?

Trusting the oil companies is like
trusting in the tooth fairy. There is ab-
solutely no guarantee that the oil com-
panies are going to pass this on to the
consumer. They have been ratcheting
up prices over the last several months.
Saddam Hussein yesterday was given
the opportunity to sell oil on the world
market. What happened? Oil prices
continued to rise in this country.

The marketplace which is presumed
by the Republicans is not the market-
place observed by consumers at the
gasoline pump. They want this tax
break. The Democrats wanted an op-
portunity to give it to the taxpayer in
their tax forms next year. The Repub-
licans give the entire tax break to the
oil refiners and ask them, pretty
please, pass it on to the consumer at
the pump.

Well, we will wait for the rest of this
year, and maybe, just maybe, some of
it will trickle down to the consumer.
But the consumer has been trickled on
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by Republican economic theories for
the last 16 years, and they know very
well after this last 5 months with the
oil companies that there is very little
likelihood that it is going to be passed
on this year, and in fact what will hap-
pen is that not only the $130 they made
out of each consumer in price rises, but
the tax break itself will wind up in the
oil company pockets.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume
simply to respond to the gentleman.
His rhetoric runs very deep and heavy
in an election year. The reality is, and
I have said this already twice today,
but he does not seem to understand
how the tax is collected.

The refiners do not have anything to
do with the tax. The refiners will not
get a rebate of the tax. They do not
charge the tax. In fact, his own col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HoYEeR], just showed that the
wholesale price of gasoline, which is
what the refiner gets for gasoline, is
going down. The refiner is not at all in-
volved in this. The gentleman should
go back and learn the basics of how
this tax is collected.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from lowa [Mr. NUSSLE], a
respected member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, listening to the last
speaker, he said how the Democrats
want to give it to the American people.
They sure want to give it to the Amer-
ican people, the way they did in 1993
when they raised the taxes, the largest
in American history.

I would like to go back and talk a lit-
tle bit about why they raised the tax.
You would think that they raised the
tax in order to repair roads, or to fix
potholes, or for mass transit, or for
senior transportation, or to make sure
that our bridges were in repair. Is that
the reason?

Absolutely not. And now we have the
ranking member running into the
House today saying it went for deficit
reduction.

But you did not, And it did not go to
roads, it did not go to bridges, it did
not go to potholes. It went for deficit
reduction, they say.

But did it work? Absolutely not. Ab-
solutely not. In fact, it went for waste-
ful Washington spending, so that you
could tell the folks back home what
kind of great job you were doing in
your districts and what kind of great
job you were doing on deficit reduc-
tion, when in fact all you did was take
more money out of their pocket, bring
it out here to your pocket, because you
believe you spend the money better
than they do.

Let me tell you a little bit about gas
taxes and how it all works. I have a
friend of mine, Don Gentz, who runs
Don Gentz Standard in Manchester, IA.
He tells me the folks in Manchester do
not even realize the price of a gallon of
gas.
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Do you realize gas prices back in 1965
were only 20 cents? Do you realize in
1975 it was only 45 cents? In 1985, it was
only 98 cents? And today, it is only
about 80 or 90 cents?

Why are you paying so much money
when you pump, stick that nozzle in
your tank? Why do you pay $1.20 or
$1.30 or $1.40 or $1.50. Why are you not
paying what the oil refineries have as
their cost? Why do you not pay what
Don Gentz pays to put that gas into his
tank in the ground? Why do you con-
sumers not pay that?

Because the Democrats believe that
they spend your money better than you
do. So they raised gas prices through
the gas tax. And now, in 1995, instead of
paying just 80 cents, you added another
40 cents on.

We just want to take a small part
away. The reason is very simple, and
this is the whole crux of the debate.
Who do you think spends your money
better? Do you believe the wasteful
Washington bureaucrats and Rep-
resentatives and Senators in Washing-
ton do it, or do you think the people
back home, who pump their gas every
single day so they can get to work and
drive their Kids to day care and make
sure they get some money in their
pocket at the end of the day, that they
do a better job of spending that money?

I happen to believe in Don Gentz. |
happen to believe in the people that are
driving to day care. | believe we ought
to reduce this gas tax.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman in the
well who just made these protestations
that we are not spending this money on
roads and highways, when | made a mo-
tion in committee a couple of weeks
ago, as | recall, the gentleman is in the
well now and can correct me, you voted
against my motion to put this money
in the Highway Trust Fund.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIBBONS.
tleman from lowa.

Mr. NUSSLE. Why did it take the
gentleman so long? Is that a revelation
that just kind of came to him?

Mr. GIBBONS. | tried to get the gen-
tleman to yield when he was down
there talking. He would not yield to
me.

Mr. NUSSLE. Is it a revelation? “‘Let
us put it in the Highway Trust Fund?”’

Mr. GIBBONS. | gave the gentleman
an opportunity to put it in the trust
fund, and he said no.

Mr. NUSSLE. Why did the gentleman
not take the opportunity in 1993?

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | would like
to pick up on the comments of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]. In
1990, in the summit agreement, there
was an increase in the gas tax. Half of
that went for deficit reduction, not for
roads. Who voted for it? A lot of Repub-
licans in this House, and the majority

I yield to the gen-

H5343

leader in the Senate, or the former ma-
jority leader, Mr. DOLE. So we hear all
of these rhetorical flourishes, when a
lot of Republicans did the same thing
in 1990. What credibility is there?

If there is such a passionate belief,
why is it temporary? Why is it tem-
porary? We in the committee suggested
it be, at least some of us, on a perma-
nent basis. Almost every Republican,
including | think the Member who just
spoke, voted ‘‘no.”’

You have tried extremism. You
gorged yourself on it, it does not work.
Now you are trying manipulation, no
matter how transparent.

Let me say a word about the market.
Here is what a very conservative econ-
omist said at our hearing. These were
his words in the press earlier.

“The Republican-sponsored solution
to the current fuel problem is nothing
more and nothing less than a refiners’
benefit bill. It will transfer upwards of
$3 billion from the U.S. treasury to the
pockets of refiners and gasoline mar-
keters.”

When we in the committee, Demo-
crats, proposed a solution so it would
go directly to the consumer, almost
every Republican voted “‘no.”’

I finish with this: We just debated
the budget resolution. There were lots
of speeches about the deficit. Now, just
a few days later, here we come with a
fix, 7 months only, that will increase
the deficit and not help the consumer
at all, or very much at all.

Mr. Speaker, this is bad policy, and
the worst kind of politics. We should
vote ‘‘no.”’

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DELAY], the majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
chairman for bringing this bill to the
floor.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
bill to repeal the President’s unfair and
unwise gas tax.

This is an amazing debate, do you
not think? On this side of the aisle,
there is not a tax that they do not love.
They are trying every way they can to
hang on to more taxes on the American
family, and they claim *““‘we did it for
deficit reduction.”

One of the reasons that maybe some
of the Republicans voted for the gas
tax back in 1990, I did not, but they
wanted that tax to go to roads.
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It is more of a user fee. What the
Democrats did and what the President
did in 1993 is take an honored tax, that
usually goes for roads, a user fee, and
put it into deficit reduction so that
they could spend more money.

Let us not be under any illusion
about this legislation. It probably will
not have a profound impact on the
price of gas at the pump. It will lead to
slightly lower gas prices, but in the
marketplace the laws of supply and de-
mand still play the biggest role in the
price of gasoline.

There is, however, a bigger story be-
hind this gas tax repeal. Three years



H5344

ago, without one single Republican
vote, President Clinton and the Demo-
crats raised the largest tax increase in
history on the American people. Today,
we are saying that those tax increases
were wrong. This gas tax repeal is the
start, only the start, of a process, an
ongoing process, of reversing the Presi-
dent’s tax increases.

Now, some of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will come down
here, and we have seen it in speech
after speech, and they will argue
against this repeal of the gas tax. They
will say that the Government should
keep this nickel in revenue, it is only a
nickel, to pay for more social welfare
programs. Well, my friends, | say for 40
years the Congress has been nickel-
and-diming the American family to
death.

Today, the Government takes over 50
percent, 50 percent, of the average fam-
ily’s paycheck. Today, both parents are
forced to work, one to support their
family and the other to pay for the
Government, and they want to hold on
to that money because they can spend
it better. The American family can
spend it better.

We need to lower the cost of govern-
ment. We need to lower the levels of
taxation and lower the strains on the
family and get the country on the right
track again. This gas tax repeal is a
start in that process, and for that rea-
son | support it and urge my colleagues
to support it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. CARDIN].

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

It is interesting that the proponents
are talking about everything but the
merits of the particular bill that is be-
fore us. My constituents understand
this is election year politics and it is
very expensive.

Let me, if | might, quote from a let-
ter | received from Henry Rosenberg,
who happens to be the chairman and
CEO of Crown Central Petroleum Corp.,
a producer and refiner of gasoline.

Mr. Rosenberg states:

I am writing to express opposition to the
current proposal to reduce the Federal gaso-
line tax. The 4.3-cents-per-gallon tax, in-
cluded in the 1993 budget, should remain as a
deficit cutting measure. Long-term damage
to U.S. economy, caused by repeal of the tax,
would far outweigh any short-term gain to
the consuming public.

The rationale advanced by the spon-
sors of this legislation is that the mo-
toring public needs help because of the
recent increases in gasoline prices.
Well, there are two problems with that.
First, as has already been pointed out,
the gasoline tax has nothing to do with
the recent increase in gasoline prices.
In fact, we have seen in recent years a
decline in gasoline prices.
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The second problem is that the
consumer will not get the benefit of
the 4.3-cent gasoline tax cut. Econo-
mists before the Committee on Ways
and Means indicated that it will not be
passed through. This is only a 7-month
repeal. It comes right back after the
elections. The $2 a month a typical
family will save will evaporate; will
not even be there.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that my col-
leagues will do the right thing on this

proposal. I want to quote from one
more letter that was written in the
Baltimore Sun by Mr. Jack

Kinstlinger, who called the proposal to
repeal the gasoline tax foolish and
counterproductive.

Let us understand what we are doing.
Mr. Rosenberg of Crown Central said,
and | want to just quote this, ““Con-
gress should have the courage to sup-
port what is right, and that is to be fis-
cally responsible.”

I urge my colleagues to do that and
to defeat this bill.

Mr. Speaker, the letters referred to
earlier follow:

CROWN CENTRAL
PETROLEUM CORP.,
Baltimore, MD, May 8, 1996.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: | am writing to ex-
press opposition to the current proposals to
reduce the federal gasoline tax. The 4.3 cents
per gallon tax, included in the 1993 budget,
should remain as a deficit cutting measure.
Long-term damage to U.S. economy, caused
by repeal of the tax, would far outweigh any
short-term gain for the consuming public.

Crown does not traditionally support in-
creased gasoline taxes, especially when the
revenue generated is not used directly for
the building of highway infrastructure. In
this case, however, the roughly $4.5 billion
generated by this tax each year is essential
to our efforts to reduce the deficit. Putting
our economy back in balance is of far greater
importance to both our industry and the
country than returning a few dollars to mo-
torists.

We currently bequeath to our children a
trillion dollars of debt every four years. It is
our duty to change this situation, not to
make matters worse. A knee-jerk political
reaction to the temporary problem of higher
gasoline prices is not an appropriate action
for Congress. The market, when left to take
its course, will correct any imbalances and
will put the price of gasoline where it should
be. In the meantime, Congress should have
the courage to support what is right, and
that is to be fiscally responsible.

Sincerely,
HENRY A. ROSENBERG, Jr.

GAs TAX NEEDED TO REBUILD ROADS

Republican proposals to roll back the 4.3-
cent federal gasoline tax enacted as part of
President Clinton’s 1993 deficit reduction
package are foolish and counter-productive.
The current surge in fuel prices is due to
pricing decisions of the petroleum industry,
not tax levels.

Rather, what is needed is for the receipts
to be deposited into the Federal Highway
Trust Fund, which finances the rebuilding of
America’s deteriorated roads and sub-
standard bridges. Forty percent of bridges in
the U.S. are substandard, and 30 percent of
interstate highway pavements are deterio-
rated.

May 21, 1996

We would need to double our investment in
transportation just to maintain current lev-
els of service and safety, according to gov-
ernment studies. The United States invests
about two percent of its gross domestic prod-
uct in infrastructure renewal, one-third the
ratio of European nations or Japan.

With that dismal record of capital recon-
struction, how much longer can we maintain
our world leadership position?

JACK KINSTLINGER.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].

(Mr. MILLER of California 