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AS I widersta.nd It, -the Kennedy-Rud

man proposal allows a maximum $300 
tax credit to tax-pa.yers earning up to 
$15,000 a year, phasing out by 10 per
cent for ca.ch $1.000 of income above 
$15,000. The credit will be calculated by 
multiplying the family's hOme heating 
costs tor a. given year by one•half of the 
increase in the consumer Price Inde;c.. 

Therefore, a Rhode Island raml!y with 
fuel oil expenses or $1,200 during a year 
when the CPI increase measured 10 per
cent would be entitled to a $60 tax credit 
if its Income was Sl5,000 or less, but a tax 
credit of only S30 If Its Income was ;20,-
000. 

Mr. President, In 1977, the Senate 
passed a similar amendment by an over
\\'helm.ing marg:n. The people who 
needed reltef from increased energy costs 
4 yea.rs ago need and deserve Jt even more 
today. In just the last 2 years, the cost 
of home heat.ing has risen 100 percent-
from about $600 in 1978 t,o Sl,200 In 1980 
It is expected to go up another 50 per
cent, or $600, this year. For the poor e.nd 
elderly living on fixed incomes and many 
middle- income families as well, th ls is 
simply the kind of in1latlon that canno~ 
be absorbed without drastically reduc
ing the.lr standards of living. 

The question I anticipate on the Sen
ate floor. Mr. Pres:dent, Is, " How can ,ve 
afford lhb amendment? How can we af
ford another S500 million a year in this 
tax bill?" 

There are two wa.yo I would approach 
this question. One ts to ask in return, 
"What was Ule windfall profits tax for 
and how much are we go!ng to ralsc from 
that tax?" As one Senator who worked 
on that legislation. it seems to me that 
the windfall profits t.ax 9.•as imposed to 
absorb some of the increase in oil reve
nues re.sultJng from the decontrol ot 
crude oil, and to reallocate some of those 
revenuc-s to assure that alternative forms 
of energy are explored and that people 
who cannot atrord the Immediate :;h·1rp 
Increase in energy costs are protected, 
This year. the wlndte.11 tait will r,.1.., 
about $15.4 b'llion, and over the next 5 
yea.rs, about $100 billion. Where is all 
that money going? So far. I would say 
the people who a.re paying the oil bill a.re 
not getting the protection they were 
promised. 

Second. let us not forget the bUUons of 
dollars this tax bill already contains in 
tax. reltef ror oll royalty owners and pro• 
ducers of new oil. 'Ibe way things stand 
now, we seem to be red:?ftning the word 
"relief:" First, a $2,500 tax cred;t for 
oil royalty owners. worth over $2 billion 
in the next 3 years which is the Ume of 
duration or the home heating tax: credit; 
and Second. a 50 percent reduction of 
the tax on new Oil resulting in a revenue 
tos,; of S600 million In \983 and 1984. and 
rapidly rls'ng alter t hat. This ls a benefit 
to the oil companies thern:selves-not 
exactl)' hardship cases. 

So. Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to su_pport this amendment 
and congratulate t-he Sena.tors from 
Massachusetts and New Hampshire tor 
brtnglng lt to a vote this afternoon. 

l\olr. MITClfELL. Mr. President, the 
escalation in heating costs over the past 
couple or years is no secret to anyone. 
Millions of Americans-elderly people, 

young families and middle•income l\•ork• 
crs-ha.ve all found their heating costs 
rising dramatically since t,he 1979 doubl• 
ing of oil prices. That cost increase has 
been rno.st heavily borne by those using 
hca.ttng on in rurnaces d;rectly, but. It. has 
not spared tho.1:;e whose home heating 
relies on electricity or gas, either. as both 
fuels have risen in coot along with heat
Ing on. 

coupled with the 100-percent price 
increase just 24 months ago, the decision 
to lift crude oil controls gradually- and 
then to totally abandon them this Jnnu
ary- accelerat.ed the speed at which 
artificially high world oil prices have 
been translated into an added drain on 
family bud.sets. And the people who have 
felt this cost the most are those living in 
the Northern tier or the States, where 
winters are longer, and colder t•han in 
other areas of the country. 

In Maine, for instance, home heating 
is not o. lu)(u.ry or even a modest comfort. 
it is a basic e$.\Cnt1al without which life 
it.self is endangered. 

so heating oil costs cannot be avoided, 
even though niost Maine families are us• 
ing their oil sparingly. arc kecpiog their 
homes at temperatures which arc tar 
below coznfortable, and are closing off 
portions of their homes when they can, 
and living in fewer rooms over the course 
or the winter, just to cut down on the 
costs at heating. The conservation by 
Maine families hns helped the region re
duce its use of heating oil. but there is a. 
POint below which further conservation 
is simply Impracticable. 

The costs of converting every home to 
a.ltematlve fue!s are high: and even were 
that feasible. the costs of the most wide
ly available alternative. wood. would 
soon escolate substantially lf the entlre 
region came to depend upon it. So it is 
evident that for the foreseeable future. 
people in Maine and other northerly 
States. will be depending on home heat
ing oil for keeping their houses moder• 
a tely warm in the ~'inter, 

At the same time. the. massive prfce 
incre.ises for this commo~il.y have done 
more than cause sacrinces in ta.muy 
budgets: they have serious!y dist-crted 
families' plans for their future, ror edu
cating their children. and for saving 
toward their own reLire:ment. This 
a.mendme.nt. which would provide a 
m:>dest credit to somewhat offset the 
cost of home heating is an essentta.t 
means ot helping redress the imbalance 
that these high oil prices have caused 
for most Maine famtues. 

tt wout<t not be such a substantial tax 
savings as to actually encourage use of 
heating oil in a prof1igate fashion-and 
at Sl.22 per :gallon, no one in Maine can 
afford to heat extravagantly. But it 
would be a. modest offset to the rUiing 
costs, and it would provide a comparable 
rorm of relief to the middle-Income wage 
ea.mer to that which we have tried to 
extend to the very poor. through the 
low•tncomc fuel assistance program. 

No one begrudges the needy assistance 
to $ta.y -«•arm when it IS cssentlal. 8ut t•he 
working iamilies whose taxes help pay 
for that assistance ought not be tgnorcd 
elt.her. The increased col;t to heat a home 
in Maine has risen from a range or $400 
to $600 per season to around $800 to 

$1,200 per .sea.son today. The family earn
Ing $15,000 or $25,000 cannot a.lrord such 
a.n outlay without. making serious cut-
backs In other essent-ials. This modest 
credit would noL be a total offset tor th~t 
expense, but it would at least provide 
some relief for t.his very ~udden price in
crease. And. Just as JmportanUy, it would 
demonstate. to the working families of 
the Northern State.s that t.heir Govern
ment under.stands a.nd is concorned with 
their plight. 

The cost of this amendment, according 
to the Joint Ta.x committee, is in the 
range or $500 m!lllon tor 1982, rising to 
$600 rnlllion the following year. and tne.n 
decreasing to $500 mllllon again. as moro 
peo::,le tum t.o alterno.ti\'e heating meth• 
ods. This is not an insubstantial cost. but 
compa.rcd with the level or tax relie! that 
the btll before us provides to many other 
segments of the economy, it is modest 
and well Justified. 

I st rongly support this amendment. It. 
would provide welcome relief to working, 
taxpaying Am~rtcans for a price in• 
crease for which they are not responsible. 
It. 1$ a reasonable and responsible way to 
extend that relief without distorting our 
energy policy or undermining t-he goal oI 
conservation. It merits the support of 
every Senator. 
o Mr. DODD, Mr. President, as a co
sponsor of the amendment by the Sen
ator from Massachusetts. to allow con
sumers a tax credit of up to $300 to 
help offset the inflationary effects of 
rapidly rising home-heating costs, I 
strongly urge my colleagues' support. 

Thls amendment. is vital to millions of 
middle~ ancl low-income Americans to 
stem the erosion o.r Uvln« standards 
ea.used by skyrocketing energy costs. 
Home hca,t.lng- and other rc-sidential en
ergy costs have escalated. much more 
rapidly t.han the general rate of infla
tion. More imp0rta.nt1Y, they have great
ly out.st.ripped the rate ot increases Jn 
wage.;, and salaries. 

Between January 1980, and January 
1981, home•heating oil prices in my state 
of Connecticut increased ·by 24 percent. 
By March 3, 1981, another 15 percent 
had been tacked onto the prices Con
nect.tcut consumer$ were paying tor 
home-heating oil. Similar increases have 
been ~rttnessed in electricity rates. the 
other major componen t of home.heating 
cost.s 1n Connecticut. 

New England conswners ha\•e made 
dramatle strides in energy conservation. 
We have reduced our energy consump• 
tion by 6.5 percent since 19'18, while the 
Na.tion as a. whole has reduced energy 
consumption by 2.3 percent. But our con
servation efforts have not been able to 
keep pace with the r.a.te of price increa.:je. 

Many of our P<)Or and elderly citizens 
are now forced to spend as much as SO 
percent of t•heir income to kc~p their 
homes a dequately heated during the 
winter. This leaves only meager funds 
tor food. clothing, and other essentials. 
A tax credit of even a few dollars can 
alleviate much suffering for many of our 
hard pressed low-income people. 

l\1iddle•income energy consumers, 
likewise, have ha.d to drastica.11.Y _alter 
their Utest,yles asa result of this drain on 
the1r resources. In addiUon. funds that 
might well have gone into improving 
home insulation and other energy eon-


