Ronald Reagan Presidential Library
Digital Library Collections

This i1s a PDF of a folder from our textual collections.

Collection: Baker, James A. IlI: Files
Folder Title: [Texas S-Z]
Box: 14

To see more digitized collections visit:
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library

To see all Ronald Reagan Presidential Library inventories visit:
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection

Contact a reference archivist at; reagan.library@nara.qov

Citation Guidelines: https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing

National Archives Catalogue: https://catalog.archives.gov/



https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/archives/digital-library
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
https://reaganlibrary.gov/document-collection
mailto:reagan.library@nara.gov
https://reaganlibrary.gov/citing
https://catalog.archives.gov/










C.ROBERT DAUBERT
MiLAM BUILDING
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 782085

December 19, 1984

The Honorable James A. Baker, III
Chief of Staff

The White House

Washington, D. C. 20500

Sir:

You seek to kill the goose with your proposed changes to the
tax code by the Treasury Department. If you dare to eliminate
percentage depletion and the intangible drilling costs, you will
decimate the oil business as it is today. Then you will undo your-—
selves.

It is the independant who will suffer under this plan, yes, the
goose that lays the golden egg of 89% of the wells drilled in the
United States in 1983, the goose that prods the major oil companies
on to the blade of competition, the goose that entices millions of
dollars to join in the search for our energy necessities with the
tools of depletion and intangible deductions.

Kill the goose and look for replacement taxes, new jobs for

idled workers, and new balances for ever higher trade deficits.

Py W

C. Robt Daubert

CRD: jk






Scott D. Horn
5430 Mountain Vista
San Antonio, Texas 78247

December 19, 1984

JAMES A. BAKER III
CHIEF OF STAFF

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500

I received details of the Treasury Department's proposed changes in

the tax code at a seminar last week. I work for an independent oil
producer and if these proposals take place I may lose my only source

of income. I oppose the elimination of percentage depletion and
intangible drilling costs. I am also concerned about the Treasury's
proposal that dry hole costs should not be a deduction until a property
is abandoned. Why not continue to allow the deduction of dry hole costs
at the time they occur instead of waiting years to do so?

Keeping the tax code as is for intangible drilling cost does not mean

the government gets less taxes. It merely means the taxes are spread
over the years as the well produces income from production which is
subject to tax in the year it is produced and sold. Repealing percentage
depletion and intangible drilling costs will drastically reduce the number
of wells drilled and reserves discovered in the United States. This
proposal will reduce the number of independents exploring for oil and gas,
cost thousands of jobs, and put suppliers out of business. This is a
tremendous price for our government to pay for wanting the tax up front
and killing an active segment of the oil and gas industry.

Sir, I urge you not to favor this proposal. Lets continue to have a
strong, free America not dependant on foreign oil and where a man can
still achieve and hope for "The American Dream".

Respectfully yours,

Scott D. Horn



INLAND OCEAN, INC.

P.O. Box 6949
San Antonio, Texas 782090949

Telephone (512) 824-7583
December 26, 1984 '

President Reagan

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

RE: Treasury Tax Plan

Dear President Reagan:

The tax plan proposed by the Treasury Department would be devastating
to the small, independent o0il and gas exploration business in the United
States.

If you desire the elimination of thousands of jobs, thousands of small
entrepenurial companies, fewer o0il and gas wells drilled in the U.S., less
domestic production - therefore greater imports of oil and gas, and greater
concentration of the o0il and gas industry into the major oil and pipeline
companies, then support Regan's proposa s it stands.

The domestic energy industry and .e country will not survive the _
changes that are proposed. The small independent producers are more severely
afflicted than the major oil company by the loss of depletion and the
expensing of intangible drilling expenses. The majors do not raise money
like the independents, where individuals are our bread and butter. The
changes could be withstood bv the maiors with no detrimental affect. The
small independent could not vi Our investment dollars would dry up.

I have already spoken to our Ilnvestors about this and they would not risk
their money on a potential total loss if they were subjected to the changes
in the tax laws as now contemplated.

Since independents represent a large and growing portion of the explora-
tion and production in this country, then you could expect exploration and
production declines that 1 ‘11 only weaken our country. Economic growth
would cease and energy incependence or interdependence would be impossible.
Dependence on foreign supplies would be worse than in the early 1970's and
the impact of the potential whims of the OPEC nations would be even more
devastating.



My father started this company when he became an independent in 1956.
I am now actively involved because the future looked good for the business
as long as government was getting out with decontrel, etc. However, the
realities are otherwise and the tax proposals in their present form would
destroy this company, my father's lifelong work and my future.

Please bring some reason to the debate.

Sincerely,

Hans R.F. Helland
James H. Helland
HRFH:ja

cc: Senator Phil Gramm
Russell Senate Office Bldg. #176
Washington, D.C. 20510

Senator Lloyd Bentsen
Hart Senate Office Bldg. #703
Washington, D.C. 20510

Representative Tom Loeffler
Longworth House Office Bldg. #1211
Washington, D.C. 20515
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December 18, 1984

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President,

| respectfully urge your strong opposition to the Treasury Department's
tax proposal regarding oil and natural gas. This legislation will

force thousands of independent oil and natural gas producers to

severely curtail or cease to drill new wells. There is evidence
that the rate of decline in drilling will be between 30 & L0 %.
Consequently, there will be a 30 to 40% reduction in new reserves found,

thereby increasing this nation's dependence on foreign oil.

An increased dependence on foreign oil will increase our trade

deficit, weaken our national defense, raise energy prices for

everyone, and actually reduce tax revenue to the federal government.
Intangible drilling costs, depletion allowances, and dry hole cost
deductions are not tax ''loopholes'. They are tax provisions which
enable independent producers to attract outside venture capital and
maximize internally generated capital so that these independent pro-
ducers can drill more wells and find more oil and natural gas reserves,
which results in more tax revenue for the Federal Treasury. The

proposed tax scheme would create a heavy front end tax load in the

vear a well is drilled and will force thousands of independent
operators out of business. Bankrupt businesses and jobless people
do not generate tax revenue. Wells that are not drilled generate

absolutely no tax. Also, we cannot afford to send more jobs overseas

and increase our balance of payment deficit.

You cannot ignore the contribution these independent producers have
made to this nation and will continue to make if given a fighting

chance. These independents have put up relatively large amounts of



money in an extrenc:y high risk segment of American business. We
cannot allow them to be forced out of business just because some in

our government want tax money up front.

Mr. President, you have done an incredible job of reasserting
America's strength throughout the world through your foreign policy
and military preparedness. Don't allow our military to have to

depend on OPEC oil to fuel our ships and planes.

Sincerely yours,

) o=l 7 : N
Cfmm(ﬁ\ 7Y Cogyidea
Donald H. Combs

Secretary , Treasurer
Northridge 0il Company

DHC/nlc

cc: Edwin Meese, 111
James A. Baker, 11l
Robert C. McFarlane
Vice-President George Bush
The Honorable Don Hodel
The Honorable William P. Clarke
The Honorable Donald T. Regan
Randall E. Davis


















STERLING PETROLEUM CORP.

P. O. Box SPC — Zip 76307
800 Oil & Gas Building
; A WICHITA FALLS, TEXAS 76301
817/322-4426

i
P ¥ ig December 5, 1984
I .

The Honorable James A. Baker, III
Chief of Staff

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Baker:

The Treasury's Modified Flat Tax Proposal would be a disaster for
the nation and for the independent o0il and gas producers of this nation.
We independents drill some 90% of the exploratory wells each year in
this country and must attract outside capital to drill these exploratory
wells. Even just proposing the tax plan has had a chilling effect on
outside investment capital.

Since 1913 Congress has provided tax incentives to the domestic
petroleum industry in recognition of two facts:

1. OQur national interest mandates that we develop our reserves
of oil and gas, and,

2. Exploration for o0il and gas reserves was and is an extremely
high risk business.

The Treasury proposal attempts to view all tax incentives in a
vacuum, without regard to the national policies which brought them about.
This is a mistake which could result in irrevocable harm to the nation.

0il1 and natural gas presently meet about 75 percent of our energy
requirements and are projected to provide over one half of our energy
well into the next century.

0il imports account for 30 percent of our needs. The implementation
of any new tax scheme which significantly lessens the attractiveness of
investing in domestic exploration will thereby cause an increase in our
reliance on foreign 0il sources. This will:

weaken our national security
exacerbate our balance of payments problems
undermine our foreign policy positions

and will, in addition, displace thousands of workers and badly shake the
confidence of lending institutions in the credit worthiness of the domestic
petroleum industry.



The Honorable James A. Baker, III
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A1l of these negative aspects come at a time of declining oil and
natural gas prices and a temporary surplus of 0il and gas which has
caused one of the most precipitous and severe economic depressions ever
in this industry.

We cannot at will turn off and on this vital industry in the mistaken
belief that it is better for us to consume foreign oil while saving our
own reserves. Such off and on policies result in skilled and trained
workers leaving the industry maybe never to return, in irrevocable damage
to producing reservoirs and in Toss of investment capital. Thus, the
Treasury's conclusion is erroneous that the proposal may cause economic
hardship in the short run but work for the betterment of the industry in
the Tong run. There may not be a “Tong run" for this industry.

We shall oppose the Treasury proposal with every resource at our
command because it will harm the nation.

We respectfully ask that the Modified Flat Tax Proposal be set aside,
and quickly, so that we can return to the essential work of providing for
the Tong range energy requirements of the country.

Sincerely,
STERLING PETROLEUM CORP.
1a/ -
CQZ%{ fi;%z;ﬁfx/’
Robert E. Vinson, President

REV/kw



G.L.JERRY VINSON

OIL AND CGAS PRODUCER
P. O. BOX SPC-ZIP 76307
800 OIL & CAS BUILDING

WICHITA FALLS, TEXAS 76301

December 28, 1984

The Honorable James A. Baker, 111
Chief of Staff

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Baker:

No doubt you are aware of the importance of the oil industry to the
welfare of the United States. These points detail some of the precarious
positions we are in now in case of a war emergency since we are importing
more than 1/3 of our requirements from abroad. During the last great war
we had a comfortable surplus!

1. The constant errosion of the incentives for engaging in the
search for new petroleum reserves.

2. The great length of time that would be required to restore our
sufficiency in oil even with emergency pressure applied (about 10 years).

3. The failure to find adequate substitutes for petroleum.

4. The sad condition of our balance of payments due quite substan-
tially to the necessity for these 0il imports.

5. The absolute necessity of maintaining the front charge off of
intangible drilling costs and maintenance of at least the present minimum
depletion allowance which has been drastically reduced in recent years.

A11 of these considerations mean that if the independents in the oil
industry, who do 90% of the wildcat drilling, experience any new adverse
tax treatment, it is my conviction that as far as such independents are
concerned, their vital part of t-~ ~°* “~ ' -~*~ " '- “-stroyed.

GLV/kw









Woodbine gxp[o'cation

Southwest B[Jg
4245 Kemp, Suite 302
Wichita Da[&, Texas 76308

817-691-1553

January 2, 1985

James A. Baker III
Chief of Staff

The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Baker:

I received details of Treasury Department's proposed changes in
the tax code this week. I am very concerned about these proposals,
and oppose the elimination of percentage depletion and intangible
drilling costs. I am also very concerned about Treasury's contention
that dry hole costs should not be a deduction until a property is aban-
doned. It's only fair to allow the deduction of dry hole costs at the
time they occur instead of waiting years to do so.

Percentage depletion and expensing of intangible drilling costs
are more than just incentives to the thousands of independent oil pro-
ducers and the tens of thousands of investors: It is our lifeblood.
Without these business of economic incentives, the independent o0il pro-
ducer would become a vanishing breed. Last year independents drilled
89% of the wells drilled in the United States. And future reserves
are a direct function of the number wells drilled.

Repealing percentage depletion and intangible drilling costs:

*will drastically reduce the amount of investment dollars
available for o0il and gas exploration;

*will dramatically reduce the number of independents exploring
for o0il and gas;

*will reduce the number of wells drilled and reserves discovered
in the United States;

*will further hurt the United States' balance of payments as we
import more foreign o0il to make up for the o0il not found and produced
in the United States;

*will increase our vulnerability to cut-offs of oil from
unstable sources;

*will increase the price of crude o0il and petroleum products to
consumers by decreasing the available supply in the future;

*will decrease competitive edge.

I take strong exception to Treasury's contention that capital
diverted from oil and gas exploration would be "employed more produc-
tively in other industries". Treasury noticeably fails to mention
exactly where these investment dollars could be spent "more produc-
tively." I cannot think of an industry that is any more important
than the domestic energy producing industry which provides a stable
and dependable source of energy.
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We believe that the independent oilman is the cornerstone of
America's energy industry. Most independent oil companies are small
businesses, and do many things that major oil companies cannot and
will not do. There is a place for the small independent, but without
percentage depletion and intangible drilling costs his place will
shrink until he has wvirtually no room to operate.

Therefore, I urge you to withdraw the current proposals of the

Treasury Department and draft provisions which are in keeping with

your stated objectives of energy independence, a strong national
defense and an expanding economy.

Respectfully yours,

Ted Balch












