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my favorites. His annual report is a
must-read for anyone who follows com-
mon sense in American business. War-
ren Buffett, the second wealthiest man
in America, said to some Senators:
Many people say our policies are class
warfare in America today. He said: I
have news for you, my class is winning.

He is right, because, quite honestly,
the disparity of income in America is
worse than it has ever been. This Presi-
dent, with his tax cuts and his policies,
has made it worse.

So 4 years later we go back to the
same basic Ronald Reagan question:
Are you better off now than you were 4
years ago? The answer, quite honestly,
for most working Americans, is a re-
sounding no.

Let me address two particular issues
that hit most families. I talked about
the increase in college tuition costs.
You do not need to remind families
that if their son or daughter is lucky
enough to get into a good school, they
will probably be in a position 4 or 5
years later where they are deeply in
debt. I have seen it in my family and
many others have seen it in theirs.
Young people starting out not only
have a challenge of finding a good job
and a career opportunity but are chal-
lenged by what to do with this moun-
tain of debt.

There was a time when the Federal
Government helped. There was a time
when we had scholarships and loans
and grants to help students along so
they would not end up more deeply in
debt when they graduate from college
than many of us were when we bought
our first home many years ago.

Over the course of higher education
and its cost, we see the gap between
the haves and the have-nots is increas-
ing. Over the course of their career, the
difference in income between an 18-
year-old high school graduate and a 24-
year-old college graduate is now more
than a million, so it is certainly worth
going to school, but college tuition is
out of reach for too many American
students.

According to the College Board, the
13-percent inflation-adjusted real in-
crease in tuition at public colleges last
year was the highest in 30 years. In my
State, it is going up. With the weak
economy, with the limited resources
coming from Washington, with the
struggle that many States are having
with this recession, which continues to
linger, fewer and fewer dollars go into
State treasuries and fewer and fewer
dollars go from those treasuries to col-
leges and universities, so they raise
tuition.

We are in a recession, losing jobs.
Real income is going down and the cost
of education is going up. That is a fact.
Private school tuition has gone up even
higher. Federal assistance has fallen
far behind.

In the 1970s, the maximum Pell grant
for low-income and working-class fami-
lies covered about 40 percent of the av-
erage cost of going to school. In the
1970s, Pell grants and others helped
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cover 40 percent. Today, it covers 15
percent. So even the most deserving
students from low-income families find
the Federal programs are a shadow of
what they used to be. They do not pro-
vide them the help they need. That
means that 48 percent of low-income
high school graduates who qualify for
college do not go to a 4-year school be-
cause they simply do not have the
money.

From 1987 to 1999, completion rates
on college prep courses for the Nation’s
poorest students grew by 20 percent. So
it means more students are ready for
school; they just cannot afford to go to
school.

When you look at what we have done
on a Federal level time and again, this
administration has not provided the
helping hand to college students and
their families. This President proposed
to freeze Pell grants at $4,050 a year for
the third year in a row, even though we
know the cost of education continues
to go up in a double-digit pace. His
budget calls for a $823 million increase
that merely holds the line on existing
grant award levels. He proposes to
freeze campus-based aid, cut Perkins
loans, and eliminate the LEAP grants.
In total, 78,000 students in America will
lose grants because of the Bush budget
policies, meaning the cost of education
is higher and the helping hand from the
Federal Government is not going to be
there.

Are those families better off today
than they were 4 years ago? Is the Bush
policy, the budget policy on financing
and education, for struggling students,
from lower income families, better
than it was 4 years ago? By almost
every measure, the answer is a re-
sounding no.

We need to get our priorities straight
in this country. If we are going to have
an American century in the 2lst cen-
tury, as we did in the 20th century, we
better focus on students and education.
We better make sure that deserving
students who want to realize the Amer-
ican dream, many of them the first in
their family to be able to go to college,
have that chance. They cannot have a
chance when the college education has
been priced at a level where they can-
not afford it, or even worse, graduating
with heavy debt. Many of these stu-
dents cannot pursue the career choice
they really want.

How many students graduate want-
ing to be teachers, good teachers in
grade schools and high schools, will be
able to realize that dream if they face
a mountain of debt? Starting off as a
high school or grade school teacher at
$30,000 a year, with a pretty limited
take home pay, is almost impossible if
you have to pay back a mountain of
student loans in the process. So they
try other things that might make more
money and we lose the teacher we need
to inspire the next generation.

So when the President makes a deci-
sion on budgets to cut back in helping
students pay for a college education, it
has a ripple effect all the way down the
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line in terms of new jobs and oppor-
tunity, in terms of tomorrow’s teach-
ers and nurses, in terms of those who
we need to make America the strong
nation it needs to be.

Let me also address an issue which is
hitting Americans in the pocketbook.
Take a look at what has happened to
the price of gasoline between when
President Bush took office and what it
is today. A gallon was $1.47 in 2001
when President Bush came to office.
Now it is up to an average of $2.01.

Now look at what is happening with
the oil companies that are selling the
gasoline. It has been a pretty good year
for the oil companies. If you think you
are getting pinched at the pump, take
a look at what is happening here: For
British Petroleum, a 165-percent profit
increase; Chevron Texaco, 294 percent;
ConcoPhilips—what has happened
here—only a 44-percent profit increase.
They are falling behind; Exxon Mobil,
125 percent.

Take a look at gas prices in the city
of Chicago, which I am proud to rep-
resent. They are well over $2 a gallon
in downtown Chicago. In California, I
understand they are bumping up
against $3 a gallon.

So you ask yourself: What can we do?

First—and Senator WYDEN will spend
some time on this issue—why are we
filling this Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve at a faster clip now than ever
when the price of petroleum that we
are putting into it is at record levels?
The second question I need to ask, ob-
viously, is, When is this President
going to confront these oil companies
about their record profits at the ex-
pense of families and businesses? The
third and obvious question is, Can-
didate Bush, candidate George W.
Bush, said if he ever faced this, he
would get on the phone to OPEC and
tell them to stop squeezing American
consumers and families and businesses.
I guess the telephone line is dead be-
tween the White House and Riyadh. He
is not calling Saudi Arabia to tell them
they have to release more oil to the
United States. The President as can-
didate said he would do it. The Presi-
dent as President refuses to do it. Why?
Haven’t we done enough for the Middle
Eastern nations and the OPEC coun-
tries, putting hundreds of thousands of
American lives at risk for stability and
security in the Middle East? And the
President will not pick up the phone to
say to them, for goodness’ sake, you
put our economy at risk when you hold
back oil. And that is exactly what they
are doing. We need Presidential leader-
ship.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SMITH). The Senator from Oregon.

(Mr.

——————

GASOLINE PRICING

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I have
come to the Senate floor this morning
to state, in accord with my policy of
publicly announcing any hold that I
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place on a nominee or a piece of legis-
lation, that I will object to any unani-
mous consent request for the Senate to
take up the President’s nominee, Debo-
rah Majoras, to head the Federal Trade
Commission.

Gasoline pricing is, of course, one of
the most important consumer protec-
tion issues that the Federal Trade
Commission is responsible for over-
seeing. The prices for gasoline, of
course, are soaring. For years now, the
Federal Trade Commission has been
waging a campaign of inaction. In
three specific areas—increased oil com-
pany mergers, refinery shutdowns, and
anti-competitive practices—the Fed-
eral Trade Commission has simply
been AWOL.

Yesterday, after writing to Ms.
Majoras, to make sure she knew spe-
cifically of my concerns, I met with the
nominee to head the Federal Trade
Commission. I asked repeatedly if
there was even one area—even one
area—where she would change existing
Federal Trade Commission policy with
respect to these practices that are
sucking the competitive juices out of
gasoline markets across the country.
During that conversation not even one
example was given of an area that the
nominee to head the Federal Trade
Commission would change in the gaso-
line pricing area. It is for that reason
that I publicly state today that I am
placing a hold on this nominee.

To me, it is absolutely unacceptable
for a nominee to chair the Federal
Trade Commission to not want to
make one specific change in gasoline
pricing policy. It is certainly unaccept-
able to me as a Senator from a State
where the average price of gas is now
$2.25 a gallon, but it ought to be unac-
ceptable to Senators from every area of
the country.

Here are three examples of the record
at the Federal Trade Commission that
I wish to change:

First, since taking office, the Bush
administration has allowed 33 oil in-
dustry mergers, totaling $19.5 billion to
go through. Not only has the adminis-
tration not tried to block any of these
mergers, they simply have taken a pass
in every respect. To be fair, the Clinton
Administration also sat on its hands
allowing 21 oil mergers to go through
while challenging only one.

The Bloomberg News service recently
reported on this issue. It is my own
view that unchecked o0il company
mergers are a significant factor in the
rising price of gasoline in the country.
But the Federal Trade Commission, in
the face of this huge wave of mergers,
has simply been sitting on their hands,
and yesterday, the nominee to head the
Federal Trade Commission gave me no
indication there would be a change in
the policy of the Federal Trade Com-
mission on the merger issue.

Second, a handful of refiners now
control most of the gasoline in our
markets. The concentration is espe-
cially serious on the west and east
coasts. Mr. President, 67 percent of the
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west coast market and 77 percent of
the east coast market is controlled by
a handful of refiners—just four compa-
nies. Along with this increased con-
centration of refiners, we have seen a
drop in the number of refineries at a
critical time when clearly we need
more refinery capacity, not less.

Now, I have documented evidence—it
is up on my Web site—that refinery
shutdowns have been implemented not
because of competition but to boost
profit. Certainly, in my view, the nomi-
nee to head the Federal Trade Commis-
sion ought to be looking at this issue
of refinery capacity. But yet again, the
nominee that I met with yesterday was
unwilling to state what, if anything,
would change with respect to refinery
practices.

Third, the Federal Trade Commission
has been unwilling to move against
anti-competitive practices that the
agency has even documented. Here I
am talking about redlining, a tool that
is used to wall off a community from
competition. So, again, as we have seen
in the case of oil company mergers, as
we have seen in the case of refinery
shutdowns, in this third area, anti-
competitive practices such as red-
lining, the Federal Trade Commission
is going to stay on the sidelines, appar-
ently, with a new chair.

Most recently, the Federal Trade
Commission, through their general
counsel, has essentially said that oil
companies can price gouge with impu-
nity. It is an extraordinary statement.
It was made in the Bloomberg News
service, again. But the general counsel
of the Federal Trade Commission has
basically said oil companies can do
whatever they want. They can move
unilaterally, raise prices to essentially
any level they would want in certain
markets.

So this is what I am concerned about:
these questions that are specifically
under the jurisdiction of the Federal
Trade Commission with respect to
mergers, with respect to refinery shut-
downs, with respect to anti-competi-
tive practices, such as redlining.

I had hoped that the nominee to
chair the agency would be willing to
make changes. I provided the nominee
in advance—in advance of our meet-
ing—the Kkey questions that I went
through with her. Yet, despite that,
and despite the fact that I asked for
even one example of a policy she would
change at the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, I was given nothing to indicate
that the nominee to head the Federal
Trade Commission would buck the per-
nicious trend across this country that
is draining the competition out of gas-
oline markets across America.

For example, I asked Ms. Majoras
about the Federal Trade Commission’s
lack of response to letters I have sent
to the Chair requesting the Federal
Trade Commission to investigate Shell
Oil’s plan to close a 70,000-barrel-per-
day refinery in Bakersfield, CA. The
Federal Trade Commission sent me a
two-paragraph response saying they
would seriously consider it.
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This is an enormously important
issue for those of us on the west coast.
I see my friend from Nevada on the
Senate floor, who has been eloquent
with respect to trying to stand up for
the consumer on the gasoline issue.
The Presiding Officer, who I have the
privilege of serving with, has been long
concerned about gasoline prices. This
Bakersfield shutdown will have enor-
mous and negative ramifications for
the people on the west coast.

But while I have heard repeatedly
from the agency—and I heard yester-
day from the mnominee that this
“sounds like a serious issue’’—there
was no commitment, none, just like
the current FTC Chair, to take any
specific action. In addition, the nomi-
nee pointed out there may even be a
potential conflict of interest with re-
spect to the Bakersfield shutdown be-
cause of her current law firm respon-
sibilities and the fact that her current
firm represents Chevron.

So, Mr. President, I will say, as I
have done in the past, that I am going
to keep my door open. I am hopeful, in
the course of hearings and debates
about the future direction of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, that the nomi-
nee will shift course from what I heard
yesterday. But I will tell you, it is not
enough for the agency to continue to
say they are ‘‘seriously concerned’ or
they are ‘‘monitoring the situation” or
““they are troubled by the high prices
our constituents are paying.” That is
not enough.

When people up and down the west
coast of the United States and across
the country are getting shellacked by
these gasoline prices, in effect, we are
seeing consumers clobbered at the
pump with dollars from their own
pockets, and then taxpayer dollars are
used to fill the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve at record prices when it is es-
sentially filled.

We need some changes, and we need
changes at the top with respect to gas-
oline pricing policy in this country.
That means the Federal Trade Com-
mission has to get off the sidelines.
They have to zero in on the three spe-
cific areas I mentioned this morning:
0il company mergers; refinery shut-
downs; and anti-competitive practices,
such as redlining.

For far too many years, Federal
Trade Commission political appointees
have sat on their hands while the anti-
competitive practices of the oil indus-
try gouge American consumers at the
gas pump. I have given Ms. Majoras a
number of opportunities to explain to
me what she plans to do differently as
a Commissioner, and she has made it
abundantly clear that she has no spe-
cific plan to energize the FTC to begin
fighting for consumers. I don’t intend
to allow yet another FTC Commis-
sioner collect a $145,00 salary to do
nothing while unnaturally high gas
prices jeopardize American jobs and
American families.

It is my intention to continue to ob-
ject to Senate consideration of the
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nominee to head the Federal Trade
Commission until that agency is will-
ing to tell the people of our State and
the people of this country that there
are going to be some changes and there
is going to be some competition again
in the gasoline markets of our country.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much
time remains on the side of the minor-
ity?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
3% minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are
going to go to the bioshield bill at
11:30. The majority has 45 minutes. We
are not going to vote on that until 2
o’clock, anyway. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed an extra 5 min-
utes and that the majority also be
given 5 minutes.

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

————
ENERGY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
people from the majority coming out
here occasionally talking about how
important it would be to pass an en-
ergy bill. I listened to the President’s
press secretary yesterday saying: Well,
the reason we are not having lower gas
prices is because the Democrats won’t
help with the Energy bill.

This is simply talk. It has absolutely
has no merit. All we need to look at is
what the administration itself says
about the Energy bill. The Department
of Energy’s Energy Information Ad-
ministration studied this question and
concludes the legislation’s incentives
to reduce our reliance on foreign oil
sources will have a negligible success.
The report, prepared by the adminis-
tration for a Republican Senator,
states:

On a fuel-specific basis, proposals in the
[conference report] including changes to pro-
duction, consumption, imports, and prices
are deemed to be negligible.

The bill won’t address our energy
needs in the future. It won’t protect
middle-class families who are being
gouged with the gas prices we see
today. Nevada has the second or third
highest gas prices in the country. Gas
prices across the Nation have reached
alarming levels, especially in Nevada
and California. A regular, unleaded gal-
lon of gasoline costs $2.22 in Las Vegas,
$2.29 in Reno, while higher blend fuels
are at about $2.50 a gallon. I have to
say, this was written on Monday. This
is 2 days later. I don’t know what it is
today. But it has gone up.

Since the first of the year, the price
of gasoline has increased more than 58
cents a gallon in Nevada. There is no
doubt the price of crude oil has con-
tributed to higher gasoline prices, but
this outrageous 58-cent increase in Ne-
vada since January has not been driven
by the rising cost of crude oil but by
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corporate greed and the never-ending
quest for profits, no matter what it
does to the consumer.

Big o0il companies and refiners are
getting rich. Middle-class families are
getting gouged. I had in my office last
week a wholesale distributor from Las
Vegas and Reno. If a service station
wants some o0il products, gasoline, that
is where they get it. These companies
are going broke because they can’t pay
for the huge cost of fuel. The markup
they get is 2 or 3 cents a gallon. They
make 2 or 3 cents a gallon on the fuel
they sell. So it is not the service sta-
tion operators making the money. It is
not the person who gives them the fuel.
It is the big suppliers. Big oil compa-
nies and refiners are getting rich. Mid-
dle-class families are getting gouged.

I am not making this up. It is docu-
mented. Refiner margins have doubled
and tripled. Oil companies weren’t con-
tent to make 25 cents for every gallon
of gasoline.

They now make up to 75 cents for
every gallon of gasoline sold.

Look at this. Who is better off? Oil
companies report record profit in-
creases. British Petroleum did OK last
year, a 165-percent increase in their
profits. Chevron-Texaco are the record
holders, a 294-percent profit. Exxon-
Mobil, a 125-percent profit. Conoco-
Phillips, I don’t know what happened
to this company; they only made a 44-
percent increase in profit last year.
That is all. Conoco-Phillips is down at
the bottom. They made a profit before,
but now they had an additional 44-per-
cent increase in profit. I repeat, British
Petroleum had a 165-percent increase
in profit compared to the previous
year; Chevron, a 294-percent increase in
profit compared to the preceding year;
and Exxon-Mobil, a 125-percent in-
crease in profit. I am not making this
up. These companies are gouging.

We have all received letters from our
constituents. I have received them
from Nevadans whose budgets are
stretched. They have to make a choice
between food, a place to live, and medi-
cine. This is the way it is. It is too bad.
Gasoline is not a luxury; it is a neces-
sity. Families have to put gas in their
vehicles so they can drive to work,
take the children to school, and go to
the grocery store.

Big oil companies control it all. Brit-
ish Petroleum, Chevron-Texaco, Con-
oco-Phillips, Exxon-Mobil, they make
the money. And as long as they can
show their shareholders they are doing
great, it doesn’t matter what is hap-
pening to the country or the people
who work for these companies. They
control the supply. They know families
have little choice in the matter. They
literally have consumers over a barrel
of oil.

While consumers are paying record
prices, the o0il companies are reaping
record profits. These profits are out-
rageous. I believe in the free enterprise
system, but if you carry this to its ex-
treme, there isn’t much left for the
consumer.
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Major California refineries owned by
Valero and Tesoro that supply the Las
Vegas-Reno area have reported record
profits and project even bigger gains in
the months ahead. Record profits for
big oil; record prices for American fam-
ilies.

I have asked the Federal Trade Com-
mission to stop this price gouging, but
they won’t act. The FTC continues to
study the problem while gas prices sky-
rocket. We all agree something must be
done. It is a simple fact that we can’t
drill our way out of the problem. We
are sitting on less than 3 percent of the
oil reserves of the world. This includes
ANWR. We consume 25 percent of the
oil that is produced, and 97-plus per-
cent of the oil reserves in the world are
someplace else.

We need to find an innovative new so-
lution, but this administration’s en-
ergy policy is stuck in the past. It is
slanted toward big oil and special in-
terests generally. This is a policy that
was hatched in secret 3 years ago by
the Vice President’s energy task force.
This is the task force that refuses to
produce the records of who met, where
they met, what they talked about. This
has gone to court. They have stalled it
for almost 4 years.

This past Sunday the Washington
Post reported on the influence that has
been wielded in this administration by
the people who raised large amounts of
money for President Bush’s campaign.
One of the four people who organized
the entire fundraising apparatus was
Donald Evans, a Texas oil man. The ar-
ticle also noted the influence of Enron
CEO Ken Lay—‘‘Kenny boy,” as he was
called by the President—who served on
the Energy Department transition
team and recommended two of the ap-
pointees to the five-member Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission. Is it
any wonder nothing is being done?

When it comes to national energy
policy, this administration is taking
care of the Enrons, the big oil compa-
nies, while middle-class families and
other families are gouged. Our Nation
must promote the responsible produc-
tion of oil and gas, but that doesn’t
mean we should roll back environ-
mental protections of our priceless
public lands to allow drilling. Remem-
ber, we cannot produce our way out of
this problem.

If we allow drilling in ANWR, with
all the roads and other support struc-
tures that would be required, we would
despoil a national treasure for little
long-term gain in energy security.

Instead of squandering our children’s
birthright for a temporary supply of
oil, we should do a better job of con-
serving.

If all our cars, trucks and sport util-
ity vehicles got an average of 27.5 miles
per gallon, we would save more oil in 3
years than could be recovered economi-
cally from the entire Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge.

I know we can do it because we did it
once before.

After the 1973 Arab o0il embargo,
when Americans were forced to wait in
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