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borrowing costs for corporations, which
would be similar to an interest-rate cut by
the federal reserve.

It makes sense to pay down the debt in an
orderly fashion. If Treasury tried to pay off
the existing longer-term bonds, it would
have to buy them back at a high premium.
That’s why Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan
said last week that since surplus estimates
are growing, he would support both debt re-
duction and a tax cut.

On Tuesday, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice (headed by former Madison resident Dan
Crippen) projected that the overall budget
surplus would be $5.6 trillion over the dec-
ade, up from the $5 trillion bounty projected
by the Office of Management and Budget
near the end of the Clinton administration.

In the early 1990s, the combination of a
huge budget deficit and higher interest rates
were a drain on our economy. Just the inter-
est on the federal debt was consuming about
one-seventh the entire federal budget.

We will soon experience the opposite ef-
fect: lower interest payments will free up
money for tax cuts or funding for programs.
Provided Congress makes good decisions
about the tax cuts or spending, both will pro-
vide excellent long-term benefits for Amer-
ica.

[From the Pierre Capital Journal, Feb. 1,
2001]

PAYING DEBT SHOULD HAVE HIGHEST
PRIORITY

(By Dana Hess)
Maybe it’s his Texas roots that cause

President George W. Bush to think big. Or
maybe he’s just generous. Whatever the rea-
son, the president is pushing for a $1.6 tril-
lion tax cut over 10 years.

Bush pushed the tax cut idea throughout
his campaign for office, even though polls
showed that it was getting a lukewarm re-
ception from the public. Give him marks for
consistency because Bush still insists that
the tax cut needs to happen.

We generally support the idea of the fed-
eral government getting less of our money.
After making such a mess of the budget for
so many years, it stands to reason that the
less money our representatives have to work
with, the less likely they’ll be to get into
trouble with it.

Bigger and bigger budget surplus projec-
tions are giving Bush and everyone else in
Washington, D.C., big ideas about what to do
with the money. It’s a politician’s dream
come true—enough money to offer tax cuts
and promote new spending.

We would hope that the years of deficit
spending in Washington would have taught
lawmakers to be cautious when it comes to
spending our money. No one seems to have
learned that lesson.

As much as we’d like to see taxes cuts,
there are a couple of good reasons why Bush
and our lawmakers should slow down.

The surplus exists, in a large part, because
of the booming economy our country has en-
joyed. If that economy goes sour—and indi-
cations are that it may be ripening a little
more every day—then the projections of a
big surplus will turn out to have as much
truth as the fears about the millennium bug.

With all the talk of surpluses and tax cuts,
it’s easy to forget that there’s still a debt to
pay. Taking care of that obligation should
have a higher priority than trying to win the
favor of voters with tax cuts and new pro-
grams.

We know they’re famous for doing things
in a big way in Texas. But this nation has a
Texas-sized debt. The president should make
sure his plan places just as high a priority on
paying down the debt as it does on tax cuts
and spending plans.

THE PRESIDENT’S TAX CUT
PROPOSAL AND THE BUDGET

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam
President—that has a nice ring to it—
it is a privilege for me to take the floor
and speak on an unrelated subject but
a subject that is of considerable impor-
tance to the country and to the deci-
sions we will be making very shortly.
That is the adoption of a budget and
the decision in that budget of how
large the tax cut should be.

Just in the last 24 hours, we have
seen a consequence of the tax cut that
now is proposed by the administration
that is soaring upwards of $2.5 trillion
over the next 10 years, a tax cut that
the fiscal effect of $2.5 trillion would be
so large as not only to wipe out all of
the available surplus over the next 10
years, but to cause us to suddenly
plunge back into deficit spending.

We see a consequence of this in the
last 24 hours in the fact that the ad-
ministration is now not proposing to
increase the defense budget. Person-
ally, I think we should be looking at a
minimum of increasing the defense
budget over the next decade to the
tune of $100 billion.

The administration, now recognizing
that its tax cut is going to absorb all of
the available surplus, has just, in the
last 24 hours, laid out the fact that it
will not ask for an increase in the de-
fense budget. When that occurs, I am
quite concerned about our existing
troops and what their pay is, the fact
that there would be no increase for
maintenance and operating costs, such
as spare parts and rising fuel costs, a
part of the defense budget that is abso-
lutely essential to keeping our existing
systems and equipment ready in case
they have to be deployed, and the suffi-
cient allocation of fuel so that our
troops can have the proper training
that is essential to their readiness.

I can tell you there are a lot of pilots
out there right now whose morale is
pretty low because they don’t feel as if
they are getting enough flying hours,
so that if the call comes and they have
to go abroad to defend this country—
particularly the pilots who are flying
these precise pinpoint missions, not
even to speak of the ones who have to
engage in aerial combat—they will
have had that training. This is going to
be the consequence of keeping down
the defense budget that this adminis-
tration is reflecting because of its fis-
cal proposal of a tax cut so large that
it is going to absorb all of the projected
surplus—and, by the way, that may
never materialize—over the next dec-
ade.

If you cut the defense budget too se-
verely, you are suddenly going to have
systems that have not been upgraded
and we will have unsafe planes and
ships. That is simply a consequence
that I don’t think is in the interest of
this country. After all, one of the main
reasons for a national Federal Govern-
ment is to provide for the common de-
fense. So we are starting to see the rip-
ple effects of this proposed fiscal pol-

icy. Why can’t this fiscal policy instead
be one that is balanced with a substan-
tial tax cut?

The question is not a tax cut or not;
the question is how large should the
tax cut be? That is where I argue for
balance, so that we have a substantial
tax cut balanced with the increased
spending needs. And I have just given
one example of defense.

To give you another example,
strengthening the Social Security
fund; another example is modernizing
Medicare with a prescription drug ben-
efit; to give another example, increased
investment in education. I have just
listed only four additional areas. In
this time of prosperity and budget sur-
pluses, if we are fiscally disciplined,
and if we are fiscally conservative,
then we can meet all of the needs in a
budget that will be balanced and that
will protect the investment and spend-
ing needs as well as returning part of
the surplus in the form of a tax cut.

We have seen the charts offered by
the Congressional Budget Office as to
the projected surplus. I likened it, from
my old position as the State fire mar-
shal in Florida, to a fireman’s hose.
When that fireman takes that hose
into a fire and he starts turning the
nozzle, it first goes into fog, a light
spray, and then increasingly, as you
turn the nozzle, it goes into a straight
stream of water.

The charts we saw by the CBO pro-
jecting what the surplus would be over
the next 10 years look like the spray
coming off of a fireman’s hose. For the
chart with a line up to the present
showing what the surplus is today, as
you project it over 10 years, the range
is from a huge surplus 10 years out to
no surplus at all 10 years out indeed,
into deficit. That is the inaccuracy of
forecasting that CBO has admitted is
truth.

They also stated to us in the Budget
Committee that the projected surplus—
60 percent of it—will not materialize
until the last 5 years of the 10-year pe-
riod—all the more increasing the un-
certainty of what is going to be avail-
able.

So my plea to our colleagues, Madam
President, is to let us be conservative
in our planning, let us be fiscally dis-
ciplined and not fall back into the trap
that I personally experienced when I
voted for the Reagan tax cuts in 1981
and suddenly realized that I had made
a mistake—and the country at large
understood that it was a mistake—be-
cause the cut was so big, we had to
undo it in the decade of the 1980s not
once but three times. It had run us into
such deficits in the range of about $20
billion at the end of the decade of the
1970s to deficits that were in excess of
$300 billion per year by the end of the
decade of the 1980s. In other words, the
Government of the United States was
spending $300 billion more each year
than it had coming in in revenue, and
that was getting tacked on to the na-
tional debt, which is what took us from
a debt in the 1970s in the range of $700
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billion to a national debt that is in ex-
cess of $3.5 trillion today.

My argument to our distinguished
colleagues in this august body is to use
balance, let’s use fiscal discipline, and
let’s use fiscal conservatism as we plan
and adopt the next budget for the
United States of America.

Madam President, I am pleased to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Georgia, one of the most able and capa-
ble of this body, a former Adminis-
trator of the Veterans’ Administration
in the Carter administration, a former
distinguished Secretary of State of the
State of Georgia, a distinguished junior
Senator, now senior Senator, and even
more so, I am proud that he is my
good, personal friend. I yield to the
Senator from Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. CLELAND. Madam President, it
is an honor to share the floor with my
distinguished friend from Florida. He
and I have known each other for a long,
long time. I was out in the corridors
and heard a familiar voice and realized
that my friend was making his first
speech on the floor of the Senate,
which was a great pleasure for me to
hear. He has eloquence, he has intel-
ligence and everything it takes to
make a powerful impact on this body.
It is an honor to be with him on the
floor.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the
Senator.

f

HIGH SPEED RAIL IMPROVEMENT
ACT

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
wish to express my gratitude to the
leadership of both parties for making
good on their commitment to make
high speed rail a priority early in the
107th Congress. The support of both
Senator LOTT and Senator DASCHLE
and a majority of our colleagues will
send a message that Congress is serious
about establishing rail as a viable al-
ternative to our crowded roads and
skies.

This innovative finance bill will pro-
vide a dedicated source of capital fund-
ing for high-speed rail that will not
subtract from the highway or aviation
trust funds, or general appropriations.
This is not a handout. We will use a
modest Federal investment to leverage
$12 billion in rail improvements. Am-
trak’s congressionally mandated re-
quirement to become operationally self
sufficient is not affected by this legis-
lation.

Air traffic congestion is at an all
time high and will only worsen over
the next ten years. U.S. airports will
have to deal with one billion annual
passengers in less than ten years. Al-
ready, one in every four flights is de-
layed or canceled. Meanwhile, highway
expansion has become extremely ex-
pensive and environmentally sensitive,
as our major arteries grow ever more
clogged with traffic.

We desperately need a third leg to
our national transportation strategy. I

believe passenger rail can function in
that role.

High-speed rail is a reliable, efficient
alternative to both driving and air
travel—particularly over distances of
500 miles or less. Investment in high-
speed rail will ease overcrowding and
delays at the airports that have the
worst problems. Of the 20 airports with
the most flight delays in 1999, 18 were
located on high-speed rail corridors.
And most of the airports projected to
have the worst flight delay problems
over the next ten years are located on
high-speed rail corridors.

There has never been so much sup-
port at the national, state and local
levels for such an innovative rail fi-
nancing measure. Last year, we had 67
United States Senators, 171 U.S. House
Members, the National Governors’ As-
sociation, U.S. Conference of Mayors,
National League of Cities, National
Conference of State Legislatures, the
environmental community, organized
labor and the business community—in-
cluding such notables as Bank of Amer-
ica and Goldman Sachs, and Morgan
Stanley Dean Witter—all support the
High Speed Rail Investment Act.
Today, we enjoy similar support, with
more than half of the Senate joining us
in sponsoring this landmark legisla-
tion.

High-speed rail projects are ready to
go in more than 20 states across the
country. States that have promoted
passenger rail for years and those
which are just now investing in rail al-
ternatives will benefit from this Fed-
eral commitment to partnership in pas-
senger rail funding. The 2001 version of
the bill provides sufficient financing to
ensure that these new corridors can
enjoy the benefits of passenger rail.

The United States currently invests
less than $600 million on its rail infra-
structure, while spending $80 billion
per year on highways and $19 billion
per year on aviation. We even spend $1
billion every year clearing road kills
and $1.4 billion salting icy roads, but
only a fraction of that amount on rail.

Where adding new highway and avia-
tion capacity is now prohibitively ex-
pensive, incremental improvements in
rail capacity can provide a viable alter-
native for intercity travelers who face
rising congestion on existing highways.
In fact, every dollar invested in new
rail capacity can deliver 5 to 10 times
as much capacity as a dollar invested
in new highway capacity, depending on
the location. A comparable mile of new
high-speed track is estimated to cost
about $8 million per track-mile—the
equivalent of about 450 passengers per
hour for every $1 million invested.

With this Federal investment, we can
increase speeds, further reduce trip
times and better compete with airlines.
In states like Texas, these funds will be
used to increase train speeds of exist-
ing Amtrak trains, and to establish
better, more reliable service along our
three corridors.

NOMINATIONS
GALE NORTON

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sup-
ported the nomination of Gale Norton
to be Secretary of the Interior.

As Secretary of the Interior, Ms. Nor-
ton will be responsible for the manage-
ment of nearly half a billion acres of
Federal land. She will assume the re-
sponsibility of overseeing our Nation’s
public land treasures—namely our na-
tional parks and wildlife refuges. She
will also be responsible for enforcing
the laws that protect threatened and
endangered species. The Secretary is in
charge of many agencies that directly
affect North Dakota, including the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of
Land Management, the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, and the Geological Survey.

I met with Ms. Norton in my office
earlier this month to discuss some of
the critical issues facing my State and
found her receptive to working to-
gether to address these challenges.
Water development is critical in my
State and has been among my highest
priorities as Senator from North Da-
kota. Last year Congress passed the
Dakota Water Resources Act, which
will redirect the Garrison Diversion
Project to meet North Dakota’s con-
temporary water needs. The Bureau of
Reclamation, working under the direc-
tion of the Secretary, will be respon-
sible for implementing that act, and
Ms. Norton indicated her desire to help
ensure the DWRA is implemented re-
sponsibly.

Ms. Norton will also face significant
responsibilities and challenges in
maintaining government-to-govern-
ment relations with tribal nations. The
Department of the Interior, which in-
cludes the Bureau of Indian Affairs, is
the entity most directly responsible for
federal policy in Indian country. I
know she has worked with Colorado
tribes in the past and therefore has an
understanding of many of the diverse
and complex issues that tribes face.
The tribes in my State anticipate
building a productive relationship with
Ms. Norton and the new head of the Bu-
reau of Indian affairs. I hope she will
take time early in her tenure to meet
with the United Tribes of North Da-
kota and listen to their concerns and
goals for the future.

I was also pleased that during her
confirmation hearings she was given
the opportunity to explain her beliefs
on public land management and to re-
spond to some of the criticisms that
had been leveled against her. I hope
Ms. Norton will continue to follow the
moderate stands she identified during
her confirmation hearing. Public land
management issues are often very con-
troversial locally as well as nationally,
and Ms. Norton will have to work very
carefully to balance local interests
with the Nation’s interests when re-
solving these conflicts.

Ms. Norton will face tremendous
challenges as Secretary of the Interior,
and I look forward to working with her
on those issues.
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