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amendment also gives the Interior Secretary 
the authority to fund such recommendations. 

We are all aware of the tragedy and de-
struction a hurricane or typhoon brings once it 
reaches land. The majority of Americans be-
come aware of such a storm when it heads up 
the eastern seaboard or makes it way inland 
from the Gulf of Mexico. They are awesome 
and dangerous. And there is not much that 
can be done when it is headed your way. 
Those of us whose districts have been in the 
path of such storms can attest to the devasta-
tion. 

The Virgin Islands are affected by the 
strongest of storms, like Georges and Hugo 
that eventually make their way to the U.S. 
mainland. But we are also all too frequently a 
target for lesser known hurricanes that never 
make it out of the Caribbean Basin but still 
manage to inflict just as much damage as 
those that reach Florida. 

Some of the costliest destruction during 
these events in the Virgin Islands and the 
other offshore areas is to electrical infrastruc-
ture. Island-wide outages are common in the 
wake of a storm because our lines are not as 
hardened as they could be from a storm’s 
strength. Ideally, in any location that experi-
ences as much hurricane activity as my dis-
trict, transmission lines should be buried un-
derground. To have the majority of our elec-
trical lines above ground poses a great threat 
to residents during storms and makes our sys-
tem vulnerable and costly to repair. 

While I appreciate the recognition of the vul-
nerability of the Insular Areas energy supply to 
natural disasters, in H.R. 4, I remain opposed 
to the bill as a whole because of its over-reli-
ance on energy production at the expense of 
pristine areas of our environment, as well as 
large tax breaks it provides to energy compa-
nies who are enjoying record profits. I hope 
that we can provide this relief to my district 
and others through another legislative vehicle. 

H.R. 4 also leaves rural America behind. I 
ask that the attached statement from the Na-
tional Rural Electric Cooperatives Association 
be included in the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the way to secure 
America’s future, I urge my colleagues to op-
pose both this ‘‘figleaf’’ amendment and H.R. 
4. 
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Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4 does 
very little to help the average U.S. consumers 
who need to put fuel in their cars to get to 
work, or who need to cool their homes in the 
summertime. It does even less for the state of 

California that has been gouged by energy 
generators while the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission (FERC)—the federal body 
responsible for regulating the transmission and 
sale of wholesale electricity—has sat idle. The 
bill does however provide an enormous wind-
fall for some of the planet’s greatest polluters 
seeking to make even bigger profits at the ex-
pense of the U.S. taxpayer, and at the ex-
pense of a cleaner environment. This bill is 
too expensive, spending nearly $37 billion in 
new tax breaks without providing offsets, and 
it dips further into the Medicare and Social Se-
curity Trust Funds which Members of both 
sides of the aisle have agreed to protect. 

The nuclear power industry alone will re-
ceive $2.7 billion in tax breaks and spending 
subsidies on what amounts to nothing more 
than pork barrel spending. $1.9 billion of this 
tax break, originally reserved for state-regu-
lated utilities with nuclear assets, will now be 
conferred to unregulated private nuclear enti-
ties seeking to increase their profit margin. 

Although the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) has reported waste and mismanage-
ment of the $2.4 billion Clean Coal Tech-
nology Program (CCTP), this Congress wants 
to squander another $3.3 billion in tax benefits 
for a very similar program. Add this to the var-
ious research and development tax breaks in 
the bill and the coal industry will see a $6 bil-
lion Christmas gift in August. 

The biggest beneficiaries of the energy bill 
are the oil and gas industries, which will re-
ceive $24 billion in tax breaks. The oil and gas 
industries are experiencing a period of tremen-
dous profits. Instead of regulating these indus-
tries to ensure that they don’t take advantage 
of flawed de-regulated electricity states such 
as California, we are giving them further tax 
breaks to increase profits without imposing 
any additional federal oversight. This bill re-
wards the Texas oil producers for gouging 
California’s electricity consumers but does 
nothing to guarantee that the price gouging 
will cease. 

This bill further rewards companies with a 
particularly egregious provision that allows 
royalty-free oil drilling on federal lands. Cur-
rently, oil companies pay royalty fees to the 
federal government on the oil derived from the 
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). However, H.R. 
4 will change that. The bill provides royalty re-
lief to major oil and gas companies seeking 
new leases on the Outer Continental Shelf in 
the Gulf of Mexico. Under the royalty exemp-
tion, the Interior Secretary would be required 
to give as much as 52.5 million barrels of oil 
royalty-free, costing Americans at least $7.4 
billion that the government would have re-
ceived in those fees. Although proponents of 
this provision will tell you that it will encourage 
domestic oil exploration, there is no evidence 
that these companies would suspend drilling in 
the Gulf without such relief. This provision is 
nothing more than another handout to an in-
dustry that gets more than its fair share of tax 
relief. 

Finally, this bill doesn’t do nearly enough to 
protect our environment. We have an oppor-
tunity to slow domestic fuel consumption, in-
crease conservation and improve our environ-
ment by increasing the corporate average fuel 
economy (CAFE) standards. The CAFE pro-
gram dictates the average miles per gallon 

(mpg) that passenger cars and light-duty 
trucks sold in the United States must meet. 
Unfortunately, the ‘‘compromise’’ that was 
reached on the CAFE standards was nothing 
more than an insincere fig leaf. 

The compromise calls for five billion gallons 
in gasoline savings over a six-year period. 
While this might sound like a genuine attempt 
to decrease fuel consumption, it translates to 
a mere six days worth of oil consumption for 
the U.S. To achieve that would require an in-
crease in the fuel economy of cars and trucks 
of only about I mile per gallon—an increase 
that, considering how far fuel economy has 
fallen in recent years due to increased sales 
of SUVs and pickups, would improve effi-
ciency only to the level we achieved in the 
early 1980’s. The National Academy of 
Sciences just this week reported that fuel 
economy improvements could further reduce 
U.S. dependence on foreign oil. Our fuel econ-
omy standards should reflect a developed na-
tion, leading in technological advances in the 
21st century. But the meager CAFE increase 
proposed in H.R. 4 reflects a nation unwill-
ing—not unable— to provide global leadership 
for fossil fuel conservation and a cleaner envi-
ronment. 

Regrettably, my colleagues did not seek a 
truly bipartisan energy bill that would encour-
age conservation and renewable energy gen-
eration; and contain manipulation of the en-
ergy spot market by the electricity generators. 
Instead, they chose to take a shortsighted ap-
proach to help some of their leading campaign 
contributors at the expense of our environ-
ment. 

I urge my colleagues to protect the environ-
ment, and protect the Social Security and 
Medicare Trust Funds. Vote no on H.R. 4. 
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4, 
the so called SAFE Act, that opens the Coast-
al Plains of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
(ANWR) to oil drilling, provides mandatory re-
lief for offshore producers in the Gulf of Mex-
ico, and provides tax breaks for oil and gas 
exploration. Simply put, H.R. 4 increases oil 
supply instead of researching and developing 
alternative, renewable energy sources and 
conservation. This bill includes tax credits and 
deductions of $33.5 billion over 10 years with 
no offsets. Passage of this bill will invade the 
Medicare surplus. We are on a dangerous 
path towards the deficit spending that we 
spent the last 8 years fighting to eliminate it. 

ANWR is home to more than 200 species 
that use the coastal plains as a breeding and 
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migratory habitat. U.S. geological reports are 
inconclusive as to how much oil will actually 
be available within the coastal plains, and 
even if drilling were to begin today, it will be 
more than a decade before useable oil will be 
produced. H.R. 4 does not address the fact 
that oil produced right now on Alaska’s North 
Slope is currently being exported to Japan and 
Asia. If we are trying to increase supply, why 
not ban exports on all our oil currently pro-
duced in America? 

H.R. 4 includes a provision to artificially en-
hance competitiveness of western federal coal 
to give lessees the ability to control market 
prices. Instead of requiring coal prospectors to 
‘‘diligently develop’’ coal, H.R. 4 allows federal 
coal lessees to withhold production at any 
time without penalty. I wrote this provision that 
H.R. 4 is striking. Federal coal lessees already 
produce 33 percent of U.S. coal consumption, 
this ‘‘produce or withhold’’ option would allow 
them to drive out competition and spike prices. 
They could flood the market with coal when 
they wanted and eliminate their competition or 
they could withhold production in order to 
raise prices. This provision gives an unfair ad-
vantage to current federal coal lessees and is 
bad for consumers. 

H.R. 4 provides an insufficient amount in 
grants to develop alternative fuels, including 
fuel cells, natural gas, hydrogen, propane and 
ethanol. Ethanol should be a cornerstone of 
America’s energy future. It is a clean burning, 
renewable, biodegradable fuel that reduces 
harmful greenhouse gasses when added to 
gasoline as oxygenate. Ethanol is good for the 
environment and production is vitally important 
economic stimulus to our nation’s farmers. 
Ethanol is also critical to American energy se-
curity, adding volume to a tight fuel supply and 
will reduce consumer cost. 

There were 5 amendments offered on re-
newable fuels, but the Rules Committee made 
every single one of them out of order. This is 
not the way to help our farmers, our environ-
ment, and will not enhance our energy secu-
rity. 
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Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to H.R. 4, the Securing 
America’s Future Energy (SAFE) Act of 2001. 
I regret having to take this position because I 
support the Energy and Commerce Committee 
provisions of this bill, which were crafted in a 
bipartisan manner under the leadership of 
Chairman TAUZIN and Ranking Member DIN-
GELL, as well as the Energy and Air Quality 
Subcommittee Chairman BARTON and Ranking 

Member BOUCHER. Working together, the 
members of the committee created a balanced 
energy policy that recognizes the importance 
of conservation and efficiency as well as in-
creased production from traditional sources of 
energy, while improving our nation’s commit-
ment to alternative and renewable energy re-
sources. These efforts produced an excellent 
first step toward addressing critical national 
energy supply issues in an environmentally 
sensitive manner, improving efficiency so as to 
reduce waste, and ensuring our nation’s en-
ergy security for future generations. 

The product of our committee’s bipartisan 
work was combined with the sections reported 
by other committees. Instead of having con-
servation and efficiency as its center, the leg-
islation added millions of dollars of tax benefits 
for corporations involved with exploration and 
production and distribution of energy supplies 
with no guarantees that the savings will be 
passed on to the American consumer. Several 
provisions were added which threaten sen-
sitive environmental areas such as the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) and allow 
the private sector to short circuit important en-
vironmental regulations. These provisions fun-
damentally alter the balance that was needed 
to increase energy supply and protect the en-
vironment. 

The process by which the bill was pieced to-
gether for floor consideration was also seri-
ously flawed. I worked with my colleagues in 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, on 
both sides of the aisle, to include important 
provisions that will improve the energy effi-
ciency of the federal government through a 
streamlining of the Federal Energy Manage-
ment Program (FEMP), saving taxpayers mil-
lions of dollars for years to come. 

We created an innovative funding mecha-
nism called the Federal Energy Bank to estab-
lish a fund that would help federal agencies in-
vest in more efficient technologies and renew-
able resources, recouping the savings for rein-
vestment later on. We also included incentives 
for production from renewable energy facilities 
through revisions to the Renewable Energy 
Production Incentive (REPI). 

When H.R. 4 was presented for floor con-
sideration the Energy Bank provision, which 
was unanimously approved by committee, was 
missing, with no explanation of why other than 
that the Office of Management and Budget 
had concerns about the provision that had not 
been raised during the three previous versions 
of the legislation as it was developed in com-
mittee. After learning that those concerns 
could be addressed with minor revisions, I of-
fered an amendment to clarify the language 
for the floor, but it was not made in order by 
the rule. As the details of the legislation came 
to light, it was determined that other important 
provisions contained in the Energy and Com-
merce Committee bill were removed without 
consultation with committee members. Mr. 
Speaker, legislation of this magnitude de-
serves complete and thorough review and the 
rush to get the measure to the floor should not 
supersede the good bipartisan work that was 
performed in committee and thwart the public 
policy gains that were made. 

Increasing the fuel efficiency of passenger 
vehicles and light trucks holds the greatest po-
tential to reduce consumption of fossil fuels 

and emissions of harmful global greenhouse 
gases, but the implications on the industry and 
jobs requires a delicate balance on how we 
best approach this problem. The Energy and 
Commerce Committee took a first step toward 
addressing improved fuel efficiency through 
the requirement that the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) take 
steps to decrease petroleum fuel consumption 
of new vehicles manufactured between 2004 
and 2010 by five billion gallons than otherwise 
would have occurred. Because the rulemaking 
process under existing law has been stalled 
for the past six years we have lost the oppor-
tunity to approach increasing fuel efficiency at 
a reasonable pace. We should continue to 
work to increase the fuel efficiency of all vehi-
cles. The automakers have indicated repeat-
edly that they have the existing technology to 
increase the fuel economy of their products 
and plan to implement those improvements in 
the near future. Making these changes to im-
prove automotive fuel efficiency and actually 
affecting the number of these vehicles sold is 
a different matter. Whether for safety, conven-
ience or performance reasons, Americans’ 
buying habits have trended strongly toward 
larger sport utility vehicles (SUVs) and light 
trucks. The public supports improved fuel 
economy, but balanced with the desire to have 
vehicles that meet their transportation needs. 

The Energy and Commerce Committee pro-
visions also call for a report that will examine 
alternatives to the current CAFÉ standard pol-
icy and requirements for each manufacturer to 
comply with these standards for vehicles it 
makes. The National Research Council report 
suggests alternative means by which we could 
achieve greater success at improving fuel effi-
ciency such as a system of tradeable credits 
to augment the current CAFÉ requirement and 
eliminating the differentiation between foreign 
and domestic fleets. We should continue the 
effort to examine how best to accomplish this 
over the next several months and come back 
to this issue once we have learned more 
about the economic effects of the suggestions 
that have been included in the report. Mr. 
Speaker, we must follow through on our com-
mitment to make the provisions of this bill the 
first step to increase the fuel efficiency of all 
vehicles, not the last. 

When considered as a whole, H.R. 4, is an 
incomplete solution to our nation’s energy 
needs which will harm the environment we are 
charged with protecting. I cannot support such 
an unbalanced and shortsighted energy strat-
egy, and I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
bill. 
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