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these surpluses disappear before our very 
eyes. 

Two days ago, the House passed an appro-
priations bill that spent $1.3 billion more than 
the budget resolution. I voted against the bill 
because in order to do this, we will have to 
borrow from other priority programs or from 
the Medicare and Social Security surplus 
funds. 

If Congress adopts this new policy of borrow 
and spend it not only endangers the Medicare 
and Social Security surpluses, it places us 
back on the road to deficit spending. We must 
not travel down this road again. 

It’s time we made some tough choices. This 
Congress made a commitment to the Amer-
ican people that we would not vote to spend 
one single penny of the Medicare and Social 
Security Trust Funds. We must honor that 
commitment. Spending restraint, fiscal respon-
sibility, and honoring our commitments do not 
come about by good intentions, but by reso-
lute actions. 

Today, I reluctantly vote against this energy 
package because it falls to provide any offsets 
to pay for its provisions. This is a particularly 
difficult vote for me because this bill contains 
a proposal I authored and many other good 
provisions. 

In an effort to honor our commitments to en-
sure financial responsibility, I will adhere to the 
levels in the budget resolution enacted by a 
majority of this Congress. I will oppose any ef-
forts that reduce revenues without offsets. 

The expenditures contained in H.R. 4 are 
not accounted for in the budget resolution and, 
despite sound energy policy this bill promotes, 
it busts the budget and threatens the Social 
Security and Medicare Trust funds. I urge my 
colleagues to honor their commitment to pre-
serve this country’s fiscal integrity; I urge my 
colleagues to either find a way to pay for 
these tax cuts or to vote no on H.R. 4. 
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The House in Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union had under 

consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance 

energy conservation, research and develop-

ment and to provide for security and diver-

sity in the energy supply for the American 

people, and for other purposes. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
remind my colleagues of a critical provision of 
H.R. 4, the Securing America’s Future Energy 
Act, which passed this House yesterday. The 
provision authorizes critical funds for our na-
tion’s nuclear engineering education programs, 
and is identical to a bill introduced by Con-
gresswoman Judy Biggert. 

For over 50 years, the United States has 
been the leader in nuclear science and engi-
neering. However, the energy crisis in Cali-
fornia has awakened our nation to energy sup-
ply constraints. Nuclear power accounts for 
20% of our energy supply and is the key to 
solving our energy supply needs. 

This bill authorizes $240 million over five 
years for university nuclear science and engi-
neering programs at the Department of En-
ergy. 

The supply of bachelor degree nuclear sci-
entists and engineers is at a 35 year low, and 
the number of universities offering nuclear en-
gineering degrees is half of what it was 20 
years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, the provision we passed yes-
terday is a critical foundation for tomorrow’s 
energy supply. 
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The House in Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union had under 

consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance 

energy conservation, research and develop-

ment and to provide for security and diver-

sity in the energy supply for the American 

people, and for other purposes. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4, oth-
erwise known as the Securing America’s Fu-
ture Energy (SAFE) bill, is anything but safe 
for rural America. This legislation, which was 
originally designed to encourage energy con-
servation, energy reliability and energy pro-
duction, leaves rural America behind and in a 
cloud of dust. Proving once again that the ma-
jority is more intent upon rewarding campaign 
contributors than in addressing the needs of 
consumers in rural America. 

This legislation, Mr. Chairman, while initially 
well-intentioned, does not take into account 
the unique differences that America’s rural 
communities face in an ever-changing elec-
tricity environment. Much of rural America is 
served by not-for-profit rural electric coopera-
tives, cooperatives that are not in the business 
of making money, but serving their consumer- 
owners. These cooperatives do not seek out 
to price-gouge, but rather they seek to provide 
reliable and affordable electricity to their con-
sumers in an efficient manner. The bill we are 
considering will allow investor-owned electric 
companies that are currently reaping record 
profits to receive $33 billion in tax breaks for 
huge companies to spend overseas! 

Mr. Chairman, when this body considers in-
dustry-specific legislation, it should consider all 
the unique aspects of the particular industry. 
Indeed, sound public policy is advanced when 
the differences between the sectors are taken 
into account. One important area that this 
Congress must study more carefully are the 
differences between the needs of rural Amer-
ica and urban and suburban America. This 
legislation does not meet this test. 

H.R. 4 prevents rural electric cooperatives 
from participating in the new competitive mar-
ketplace. For all our talk about a level-playing 
field and a competitive marketplace, we fail to 
foster such a thing by excluding rural electric 
cooperatives from the same benefits that we 
provide to investor-owned utilities. It is critical 
that we provide a level playing field for all sec-

tors of the electric utility industry—municipals, 
investor owned, and cooperatives—when con-
sidering public policy. 

Bypassing this legislation, we are in es-
sence saying that one sector of the industry 
should be favored over another. We are also 
saying that the electric needs of rural America 
and American farmers are less important than 
our population centers. The SAFE bill provides 
investor-owned utilities with billions of dollars 
worth of capital gains relief that comes at the 
expense of higher electricity rates to con-
sumers. 

The Congress needs to reconsider this poor 
public policy legislation and come back after 
the August recess to address these inequities 
and finally consider legislation that is good for 
all of America, urban and rural. 

f 

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE 

ENERGY ACT OF 2001 

SPEECH OF

HON. JIM NUSSLE 
OF IOWA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001 

The House in Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union had under 

consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance 

energy conservation, research and develop-

ment and to provide for security and diver-

sity in the energy supply for the American 

people, and for other purposes. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, as the House 
considers H.R. 4, the Saving America’s Future 
Energy Act, I rise to express my concern 
about an amendment offered by my col-
leagues from California to exempt their state 
from the oxygenate requirement of the Clean 
Air Act. 

In 1990, Congress approved the Clean Air 
Act Amendments to require that gasoline sold 
in certain areas of the country, including Cali-
fornia, contain at least 2 percent oxygen, ‘‘Re-
formulated Gasoline,’’ which can be derived 
from adding an oxygenate to gasoline. The 
goal of the oxygenate requirement is to lower 
pollution in areas of the country that have the 
highest levels of air pollution. 

There are two main substances that are 
used to meet the oxygenate requirement: 
Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE) and eth-
anol, a fuel derived from corn. Following the 
1990 law, the Chicago and Milwaukee refor-
mulated gasoline areas chose to use ethanol 
and, to my knowledge, have not reported any 
problems with groundwater contamination, but 
have reported significant improvements in their 
air quality. Meanwhile, many of the reformu-
lated gasoline areas in California, the North-
east, and several other areas of the country, 
chose to use MTBE. These areas are now re-
porting that about 80 percent of their drinking 
water contains MTBE, which does not bio-
degrade and which the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) has classified as a poten-
tial human carcinogen. 

For the last few years, California and other 
parts of the country have sought to solve the 
problem of MTBE groundwater contamination 
by removing the oxygenate requirement alto-
gether. In fact, the State of California has peti-
tioned both the Clinton administration and the 
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