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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2754, 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2004 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 444, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2754) 
making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2004, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the conference report is 
considered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
November 7, 2003, at page H11010). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON) and the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON). 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill that has a 
conference agreement of $27.3 billion. 
This is a good bill. We worked very 
hard on it, and we have had a very 
tough conference; and I hope everybody 
will vote for the bill. 

At this time I would like to make a 
few remarks concerning the committee 
staff on both sides. We worked together 
very diligently to prepare this bill and 
this conference report. I guess this is 
my second time to conference the bill, 
but my first time to be involved in the 
writing of the bill, which is a rather 
unusual circumstance. 

During that period of time, and for 
the last number of years, our clerk has 
had different people being the chair-
man. And I do not know whether it is 
because I became the chairman that he 
is leaving or not. He has had a different 
chairman about the last five times, and 
so I said I was going to stay awhile, 
and then suddenly I heard he was going 
to retire. So I hope it is not because of 
the conference we have had that he is 
leaving, because he has done a great 
job. He has been 15 years here in this 
committee. He likes apparently the 
challenge of breaking in a new chair-
man, but I am not sure that he likes 
the continuation of that. But he will 
have to speak afterwards about that. 

I really want to thank him because 
he has been a great help to me and a 
great help to the staff as we have 
worked on this bill. He was dubbed ‘‘Si-
lent Bob’’ in one of the reports that 
was out, I think it was in one of what 
we call local political rags here around 
Washington. While most people might 
say he is silent, I can tell you when he 
is in the room and Silent Bob speaks, 
we all listen. He has done a great job 
for this committee. He has been a great 
resource to me and to the committee 
over these years. 

So I want to thank him, and I hope 
he can go out and work on his golf 
game because he tells me his game is 
about as bad as mine, and that is really 
bad. So now he will have plenty of time 

to learn how to play golf better and 
also to probably earn a lot more 
money, as he can come back and lobby 
us about a lot of issues because he is a 
real authority, especially on the water 
part of this bill. 

So, again, thanks to you, Bob, for 
being the clerk for all these years and 
for leading us during this period of 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD 
a document detailing the specifics of 
this appropriation bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present to the 
House today the conference report on H.R. 
2754, the Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act for fiscal year 2004. 

We had a challenging conference with the 
Senate this year, but we were able to resolve 
our differences and reach a fair compromise. 
Most importantly, I believe we did the right 
thing for the Nation in this conference report in 
a number of important areas, from rebuilding 
our water infrastructure, to dealing with the 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel, to advancing 
the frontiers of our scientific knowledge. 

The total amount of funding included in the 
conference agreement is $27.3 billion. This 
represents an increase of $1.1 billion over the 
current fiscal year and approximately $380 
million over the budget request. 

Title I of this conference report provides 
funding for the Civil Works program of the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and for the 
Corps’ Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action 
Program. The conference agreement provides 
the Corps with $4.6 billion, slightly below the 
current year but nearly $400 million over the 
inadequate budget request. The Administration 
does not seem to comprehend that under-
funding the Corps of Engineers ultimately 
costs the country more in the long run, as 
projects that are strung out over multiple years 
always cost more than they would if con-
structed on an efficient schedule. I have al-
ready initiated a dialog with the Administration 
in an attempt to convince them of the need to 
increase funding to support the Civil Works 
program of the Corps of Engineers in future 
fiscal years. 

In fiscal year 2004, we opted to focus our 
available resources on completing ongoing 
projects, and therefore limited the number of 
new starts in this conference agreement. 

Funding for Title II of the bill, which includes 
the Central Utah Project Completion Account 
and the programs of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, is $986.5 million, $14 million above the 
amount appropriated last year and $64 million 
above the budget request. The Committee did 
not provide the $15 million requested by the 
Administration for the CALFED Bay-Delta pro-
gram. The authorization for this program ex-
pired in fiscal year 2000 and it has not been 
reauthorized. 

Total funding for Title III, the Department of 
Energy is $22 billion, $1.2 billion above fiscal 
year 2003 and $120 million below the budget 
request. 

In many ways, I am most proud of our ac-
complishments in this part of the conference 
agreement. My top priority in the Energy and 
Water bill this year was to provide sufficient 
funding for the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste 
repository, and I believe we succeeded. This 
conference agreement provides a total of $580 
million for Yucca Mountain, only $11 million 
below the request but an increase of $123 mil-

lion compared to the current fiscal year. This 
project has been significantly underfunded in 
prior years, and we are finally starting to re-
verse that trend. 

Mr. Speaker, it is essential that we keep the 
Department of Energy on schedule to submit 
the repository license application late next 
year and to begin repository operations in 
2010. The Yucca Mountain repository is es-
sential for both energy security and homeland 
security. We have provided the necessary 
funding in this conference agreement, and I 
have the commitment of the Secretary of En-
ergy to move forward aggressively on the re-
pository program during this coming fiscal 
year.

Another priority of mine, and of many other 
Members in this chamber, is the subject of ad-
vanced scientific computing. By a number of 
key measures of computing power, the United 
States is now in second place behind Japan. 
For the sake of our scientific leadership, of our 
national security, and for economic competi-
tiveness, we cannot afford to stay in second 
place for very long. We have provided an ad-
ditional $30 million for the Department of En-
ergy to procure additional state-of-the-art com-
puters in the near term and to begin an inter-
agency effort to develop next-generation com-
puter architectures. 

Another area where there is significant 
Member interest in this conference agreement 
is the portion of DOE’s budget that deals with 
several new nuclear weapons initiatives pro-
posed by the Administration. I strongly believe 
that we need to take a hard look at our exist-
ing Cold War nuclear arsenal before we start 
down the path of designing new weapons and 
new weapons infrastructure. As President 
Bush said when he announced reductions to 
the nuclear stockpile on November 13, 2001, 
‘‘The United States and Russia have over-
come the legacy of the Cold War.’’ At that 
time, he pledged that the United States would 
reduce our stockpile to 1,700 to 2,200 oper-
ationally deployed warheads over the next ten 
years. Unfortunately, we are still waiting for 
the Department to Defense, and the Depart-
ment of energy, to deliver a revised nuclear 
stockpile plan that reflects the President’s 
commitment of two years ago. It is time for 
DOD and DOE to take a hard look at our nu-
clear weapon stockpile and on the infrastruc-
ture we are maintaining to support that stock-
pile. 

Mr. Speaker, the funding provided in this 
conference agreement maintains our strong 
support for DOE’s nonproliferation programs in 
Russia and other countries. This agreement 
also makes a key change in DOE’s con-
tracting culture, as we require the competition 
of five laboratory contracts that we awarded 
without competition back in the 1940s and 
have never been competed since. Most Mem-
bers are shocked to learn we have contracts 
that have never been competed in the past 
half century. We are fixing that situation. 

Funding for Title IV, Independent Agencies, 
is $229.3 million, an increase of $22.6 million 
from last year and $81.4 million above the 
budget request. We have funded the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission at $66 million, 
$33 million above the request, in recognition 
of the strong interest in this chamber and in 
the Senate in the work of the ARC. 

I want to thank my Senate counterpart, 
Chairman PETE DOMENICI, and his Ranking Mi-
nority Member, Senator HARRY REID, for their 
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hard work during this conference. They may 
view me as a relatively junior Member by Sen-
ate standards, but rest assured, Mr. Speaker, 
that I fought long and hard to defend the 
House priorities during this conference. My 
Ranking Member, the Honorable PETE VIS-
CLOSKY, was at my side during this process, 
and I truly value his support and advice. 

Mr. Speaker, before I conclude I would also 
like to thank the staff for their help in getting 
me up to speed on the complex issues we 
have in this bill. The Subcommittee staff in-
cludes Bob Schmidt, Kevin Cook, Dennis 
Kern, Scott Burnison, Tracy LaTurner, and our 
detailee from the Corps of Engineers, Robert 
Pace. I also want to thank Kenny Draft of my 
staff, and Dixon Butler and Peder Maarbjerg of 
the minority staff. 

I urge the unanimous support of the house 
for adoption of this conference report. I would 

hope we could quickly conclude action on this 
conference report so that we can get this bill 
to the White House for signature. 

I want to make special mention here today 
for ‘‘Silent Bob’’ Schmidt, the subcommittee 
clerk on my bill this year. 

Bob is leaving the Hill at the end of this 
week, and is going on to greener pastures. I 
hate to say it, but his departure may be partly 
my fault. He has the remarkable record of 
having clerked for five different Chairmen, I 
believe, in the past five Congresses. He ap-
parently likes the challenge of breaking in new 
Chairmen, and I told him I intend to be around 
for a while, so that may be why he’s going. I 
hope not. 

I would like to congratulate Bob on his many 
years of service on the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and for his former service for the 
Corps of Engineers. Bob’s knowledge of the 

agency programs in our bill, and of the rules 
of the Committee and the house, have been 
invaluable during my first year as Chairman on 
this subcommittee. I will miss his experience 
and his company, and I know that the staff 
will, too. 

I like to refer to Bob as ‘‘silent Bob’’ be-
cause he’s not a real talkative guy, so I am 
not sure that we’ll notice when he is out of the 
office, even when he is gone for good. He 
usually managed to speak up, though, when 
anybody was about to make a mistake, which 
is one hallmark of a very good Appropriations 
Clerk and I know we will all miss him when it’s 
time to get the work done. On behalf of those 
of us who have worked closely with him, I 
want to wish him every success in his golf 
game and whatever else he takes on in the fu-
ture.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time.

b 1445 
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I first 
of all want to as, I always do on these 
occasions, thank the staff because in 
the end they are the ones who have 
done the very hard work. I want to 
thank Kevin Cook, I want to thank 
Scott Burnison, I want to thank Dennis 
Kern, Tracey La Turner, Rob Pace, 
Kenny Kraft, Rob Nabors, Dixon But-
ler, Peder Maarbjerg, Leslie Phillips, 
and I would also like to add my voice 
of thanks to Bob Schmidt. Bob has 
done an incredible job as a staff mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. As a former staffer myself, I 
truly appreciate the work everyone has 
done on this bill, and in this case par-
ticularly the work of Bob. It is no sur-
prise to me the quality of work he has 
done since he is a graduate of the Uni-
versity of the Notre Dame. 

The second set of thank you’s goes to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Chairman 
HOBSON). The gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. HOBSON) and I serve together on 
the Subcommittee on Defense. As men-
tioned, this is his first full round with 
the energy and water bill, and he has 
done an exceptional job. He has been 
completely bipartisan. He has been a 
gentleman. He has made decisions. Our 
Department of Energy and our energy 
policy in the United States of America 
is better off because of the work the 
gentleman has done on this bill. 

I have now served with five chair-
men; they have all been very able. 
They have all done very good work; 
this is the best bill which has been 
brought to the floor while I have been 
a ranking member. 

Mr. Speaker, on the substance of the 
bill, I would want to simply say that I 
think the committee has done a very 
good job on the nuclear weapons pro-
gram. On the issue of water infrastruc-
ture, we have done our very best. We 
have added $377 million, and put back 
into the process 80 programs that were 
eliminated by the administration 
under budget requests. Any failings 
here are not because of lack of effort 
by the committee.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would like to thank 
the staff that worked to put this bill together, 
Bob Schmidt, Kevin Cook, Scott Burnison, 
Dennis Kern, Tracey La Turner, Rob Pace, 
Kenny Kraft, Peder Maarbjerg, Leslie Phillips, 
Rob Nabors, and Dixon Butler, all put in 
countless hours to produce this fine product. 

I would also like to thank my Chairman, 
Chairman HOBSON, who guided the House pri-
orities through a very tough Conference, and 
led us to produce a very good bill. He has 
been one of the best Chairmen I have ever 
work with, and I look forward to working with 
him in future years. 

Now, no bill is perfect Mr. Speaker, but this 
bill was a product of a truly bipartisan effort. 

Mark Twain once said that ‘‘Common Sense is 
not that Common’’ but this Conference Report 
advances some very common sense ideas, 
and though I don’t want to take up much time, 
I would be remiss if I did not mention a few. 

In the area of Nuclear Weapons, this Con-
ference Report directs the Dept. of Energy to 
focus on management of our aging weapons 
stockpile before moving forward with new con-
cepts and designs. 

The Report fenced two-thirds of the money 
going to Advanced Concepts, or weapons re-
search, until DOE produces a Nuclear Weap-
ons Stockpile plan. This plan is needed to bet-
ter deal with our aging war-heads and to dis-
pose of many of those systems. Due to ad-
vances in technology many warheads are no 
longer practical or feasible with current De-
partment of Defense technology and strate-
gies. 

In addition, the Conference Report, funds 
the Modern Pit Facility program and the Ro-
bust Nuclear Earth Penetrator (RNEP) or 
Bunker Buster at, $10M and $7.5M respec-
tively, half of the President’s and Senate’s Re-
quests in both cases. This is because we 
should not be looking forward to new weapons 
until we have a solid plan for the weapons and 
technology we already have. 

Mr. Speaker, we should be especially wary 
of the nuclear waste stored in many sites 
across this country in this unfortunate time of 
terrorist threats. The compromise we came to 
with the other body, funded the Yucca Moun-
tain Repository at it’s highest level ever, 
$580M, and fully supports the submission of 
the December 2004 license application. I ap-
preciate the Chairman’s leadership on this 
issue. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker our funding for the 
Corps of Engineers was the best that we 
could do within the money provided. Many im-
portant projects could not be fully funded, 
completed, or started. This under-funding was 
not the fault of the Chairman or this com-
mittee, which funded the Corps approximately 
$377 million over the President’s Request and 
restored approximately 80 ongoing studies 
that the Administration did not include in their 
budget. Unfortunately, this Administration, and 
previous Administrations, in a bipartisan fail-
ure, have not made the infrastructure of this 
country a priority. 

Currently, the Corps O&M program reflects 
a high priority backlog of $1 billion and an ad-
ditional $1.9 billion in unfunded work. Though 
the conference report added $29 million to the 
President’s request, we are still behind. 

For on going construction, the backlog was 
$44 Billion for FY 2002 and $45 billion in FY 
2003. The Conference Report added $372 mil-
lion to the President’s request of $1.35 billion 
to help this situation; this is just a drop in the 
bucket, and I suspect this backlog will con-
tinue to grow in FY 2004. 

We need to invest in our future, by creating 
jobs, advancing the efficiency of commerce 
and transportation, while improving the envi-
ronmental outlook and quality of life for people 
in this country. This can all be done through 
better investment in our domestic infrastruc-
ture.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP). 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this bill as well, and want to 

thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HOBSON). During no time in my 9 years 
here have I seen anyone grow as fast on 
the job in 10 and a half months as the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON). His 
first Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water Development meeting was com-
ing in as chairman, and in the last 10 
and a half months, he has been all 
across the country, studied these 
issues, consumed himself with it, and 
done an outstanding job, in large part 
because of the bipartisan cooperation. 
There is no doubt this is a bipartisan 
product, an excellent work product. 

I want to thank again those staff 
members already mentioned on our 
side of the aisle, Bob Schmidt, Dennis 
Kern, Scott Burnison, Kevin Cook, 
Kenny Kraft, and Tracey LaTurner. 
They have done outstanding work. 

A couple of points I want to make, 
first as a representative of the premier 
multipurpose laboratory in the United 
States, Oak Ridge National Labora-
tory, science is up. Our long-term in-
vestment in the future of our country, 
the seed corn for the next generation, 
is up above the President’s request be-
cause the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man HOBSON) and the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) believe we 
must invest for future generations, and 
this bill reflects that commitment long 
term. It is very important. Plus, en-
ergy security; everybody has talked for 
a long time about our need to solve the 
long-term waste issue relative to our 
nuclear waste storage and whether we 
can ever go back into the nuclear busi-
ness. We are solving that problem by 
fully funding and adequately funding 
Yucca Mountain, which we need to do. 
This committee has moved on this. 

We also have an accelerated cleanup 
program across the country now be-
cause this Department of Energy, 
under Secretary Abraham’s leadership, 
rolled out an ambitious plan to clean 
these nuclear sites up sooner rather 
than later and invest more in the short 
run to save money in the long run. We 
are doing that at Oak Ridge, at Han-
ford, Savannah River, and across the 
country. It is important that we do 
that for the health and safety of our 
citizens, and this bill is an excellent 
work product. I agree with the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY) 
that this is the best energy and water 
bill that we have offered in a number of 
years. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY). 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to funding for the 
Yucca Mountain project in the energy 
and water appropriations conference 
report which allocates $580 million for 
the Yucca Mountain project and nu-
clear waste disposal. This is an in-
crease of almost 30 percent above cur-
rent spending levels. Appropriating 
such a significant increase of funds for 
a project which is riddled with prob-
lems is unconscionable. 

I would like to bring to our attention 
numerous developments that cloud the 
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future of the Yucca Mountain project. 
These issues raise major concerns re-
garding the wisdom of continuing this 
dangerous folly. Proponents of Yucca 
Mountain claim that a central site 
would reduce security concerns at the 
Nation’s 131 nuclear reactor sites. That 
is preposterous. Even if Yucca Moun-
tain opens, every nuclear reactor in op-
eration will continue to store nuclear 
waste on site. Instead of eliminating 
potential terrorist targets, we will be 
creating a new target, this time in the 
State of Nevada. 

Nuclear waste shipped to Yucca 
Mountain will pass through 45 States 
and the District of Columbia, traveling 
on roads and railroad tracks located 
next to 50 million people over the 
course of the next 24 years. Residents 
of cities such as Chicago, Atlanta, St. 
Louis, and Salt Lake City could see 
multiple shipments of this deadly nu-
clear waste pass through their back-
yards daily. 

The United States Air Force has 
stated that the Yucca Mountain reposi-
tory will interfere with training at the 
Nellis Air Force Base. This would nega-
tively impact military preparedness at 
one of the Nation’s most important 
training facilities. It is almost un-
imaginable that we would consider a 
plan that would limit the ability to 
train America’s combat pilots. 

Just last month, the independent Nu-
clear Waste Technical Review Board 
found that the canisters that will store 
high-level waste at Yucca Mountain 
are likely to corrode and leak, result-
ing in the release of radioactive nu-
clear materials that will contaminate 
nearby water supplies. 

Instead of dumping money into the 
ill-conceived Yucca Mountain project, 
we should invest in the development of 
clean energy sources, such as renew-
able energy. By boosting renewable en-
ergy, we are working to bring down en-
ergy costs, create a consistent and reli-
able source of energy, improve the en-
vironment and public health, and re-
duce our vulnerability to terrorists 
around the world. 

We must look far ahead when consid-
ering the future of energy. That future 
is in reliable, renewable energy, not 
nuclear power. I urge my colleagues to 
consider the consequences of this 
project. This Congress will rue the day 
it got into bed with the nuclear indus-
try. The people of the State of Nevada 
already do.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PETERSON), a member of 
the Committee on Appropriations, Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Devel-
opment. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to support this con-
ference report and want to commend 
the chairman and his staff on very, 
very fine work. I particularly thank 
them for their willingness to work with 
those of us from Appalachian districts 
for funding for the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission. That is a part of 

America that is very rural, it is a part 
of America that is struggling economi-
cally, and with the tremendous loss of 
manufacturing jobs recently, it is an 
agency that we believe needed to be 
funded. We are also pleased that he 
helped us put language in the bill that 
said those who receive this funding will 
be accountable publicly. We want to 
make sure that these agencies serve us, 
and that they are open. The language 
requires that their budgets, their min-
utes, their audited statements and pub-
lic meetings be open to the press and 
public. We thank them for that. 

I also commend the committee on 
authorizing $2.15 billion for hydrogen 
fuel cells. It is a program I have sup-
ported for years. I commend the com-
mittee on authorizing $200 million for 
clean cities. I represent State College, 
Pennsylvania, which is the first bus 
system that will be all natural gas, and 
are now working toward becoming hy-
drogen, and are leading the way. I 
thank the committee for the $100 mil-
lion for increased hydropower which is 
important. We have a lot of dams in 
this country which have not been har-
nessed and hydropower which has not 
been adequately utilized, and I want to 
particularly thank the committee for 
its dramatic increase for LIHEAP from 
$2 billion to $3.4 billion. With the high 
cost of natural gas and fuel oil this 
year, home heating is going to be a 
problem in cold parts of this country, 
and this program will be vital. I also 
was delighted at the $1.8 million clean 
coal power spending; and I want to 
thank the chairman and those who 
worked with him on Yucca Mountain. I 
know it is a controversial issue, but it 
needed legislative leadership and the 
gentleman from Ohio (Chairman HOB-
SON) provided that. I thank him for his 
work. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. MATHESON). 

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to two provisions 
in this energy and water conference re-
port. First, this bill provides $7.5 mil-
lion for study of a new-generation, 
earth-penetrating nuclear warhead and 
$6 million for research on advanced nu-
clear weapons concepts such as low-
yield mini nukes. Supporters of these 
new nuclear weapons argue the current 
funding is limited to weapons research 
and development in DOE labs, but this 
argument ignores the obvious end re-
sults of these studies, and that is that 
they will have to be tested. These 
weapons will be tested most likely at 
the Nevada test site. That will once 
again expose Utah and the rest of this 
Nation to fallout from those tests. 

High-yield weapons present an addi-
tional problem, unacceptable amounts 
of fallout would endanger U.S. troops 
approaching the target to confirm the 
weapons’ success. No one is going to 
argue about pursuing new technologies 
to address the threats posed by terror-
ists hiding in hardened or deeply-bur-
ied sites, but we should ask and answer 

this question about whether nuclear 
weapons, regardless of yield, can even 
get the job done. 

I oppose this bill that would once 
again move toward exposing Utahans 
to nuclear testing in Nevada. That 
brings me to a second point I also raise 
in opposition to the bill, and that is 
there is a provision that would reclas-
sify radioactive waste from two De-
partment of Energy sites as a type of 
waste that can be shipped to commer-
cial facility. This language was in-
cluded in the conference report without 
the knowledge of States like Utah that 
had commercial facilities where the 
DOE has suggested shipping such high-
ly-concentrated radioactive waste. 
This waste has much higher radio-
active levels than other radioactive 
waste that commercial facilities are 
currently regulated to accept under 
this classification. 

This is unacceptable to Utah, and I 
am fundamentally opposed to language 
that makes Utah into a dumping 
ground not only for waste from Ohio 
and New York, but waste from other 
east coast States as well. Some Mem-
bers argue this waste is not that bad. 
Mr. Speaker, if the waste is not that 
bad, then Ohio and New York should 
not be in such a rush to get rid of it. 

Utah has a history on this issue, a 
history of being downwinders. My fam-
ily comes from southern Utah. I would 
not put Utah into a back seat to any-
one when it comes to their patriotism 
and commitment to this country, but 
we need to make sure when we move 
ahead and potentially expose our citi-
zens to radiation, that we make sure 
we make these decisions in the clear 
light of day, and we look out for the 
health and safety of all Americans.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG). 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a good bill, but I have some con-
cerns. There are 60 separate authoriza-
tions in this bill; 10 were cleared 
through my committee. The remaining 
came from the other body. What both-
ers me is we have sent over to the 
other body a WRDA bill that they 
should be acting on. When we have that 
many projects in an appropriations bill 
without having to go through the due 
process, including my committee, I 
think it is inappropriate. 

I have worked with the chairman and 
the chairman of the subcommittee. My 
staff has worked with them, and we 
worked through what the House 
projects should be and they were 
cleared. But now we see a small WRDA 
bill. When the conference report was 
filed, I was a little shocked. In fact, it 
has two projects in this bill which were 
not asked for by either the House or 
Senate. Two projects were inserted by 
the Corps itself. I think this is a bad 
way to legislate. 

The bill overall is a good bill, but 
what we ought to be doing is passing a 
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WRDA bill out of the other body and 
getting that done because this Nation 
needs a sound policy. This Nation 
needs restoration, it needs a sound 
project list to conclude. 

The chairman and the ranking mem-
ber did an outstanding job, but I hope 
this body keeps insisting to Members 
of the other body, two of them from 
each State, urge them to pass that 
piece of legislation that covers the 
whole Nation and not do it piecemeal, 
because it weakens the process and 
makes it difficult to do what we should 
be doing. I ask Members as we ap-
proach next year, we urge that body to 
act responsibly.

b 1500 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

QUINN). The gentleman is reminded not 
to urge action in the other body.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not disagree with 
the chairman at all. As a matter of 
fact, the chairman, I, and the ranking 
member tried when we passed this bill 
in the House to not put any author-
izing language in this bill that was not 
approved by the chairman when it left 
here. In our discussions with the other 
body, they have a different procedure. 
We had certain things that we had to 
take the way the procedures works. 

I would suggest that we do need to 
pass a water bill, and I think my rank-
ing member agrees with me on that. 
We want to work with the gentleman 
from Alaska in every way we can. 
There are two large things that were 
approved over here that I think sub-
stantially hurt that, but they were re-
quests from the Senate which I think 
the gentleman is aware of which we 
passed by the committee. 

But again just generally I want to 
say, not only generally but specifi-
cally, I totally agree with the fact that 
we should pass a water bill as expedi-
tiously as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I would just for a moment agree with 
both of my chairs and refer to my 
opening remarks where, despite our 
best efforts, we are also on the appro-
priations side underfunding these pro-
grams. I would agree with the chair-
man of the authorizing committee that 
I would hope the other body acts soon-
er rather than later. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), 
my partner in this. This is the first 
time we have done this bill together. 
He and his staff have been absolutely 
marvelous to work with. We have tried 
to expose to each other all of our prob-
lems. If we would have had more 

money, we could have helped more peo-
ple. That is our goal, with the very 
delicate infrastructure that we have in 
this country; but we just did not have 
enough money to do that. 

In closing, I would like once again to 
say that I appreciate the clerkship of 
Bob Schmidt and all of the staff, but 
especially Bob. In the time I have 
worked with him, he has been an in-
valuable resource. We are going to miss 
him a lot.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to support H.R. 2754, the Fiscal Year 
2004 Energy and Water Appropriations Con-
ference Report. However, I am concerned 
about one provision which was added to the 
statement of managers concerning the Bonne-
ville Power Administration. Incorrect language 
was added stating ‘‘the conferees are aware 
of the Department of the Treasury’s concerns 
relating to Bonneville Power Administration’s 
financial accounting practices and expect Bon-
neville to rectify the situation as soon as is 
possible.’’ The Department of the Treasury 
has not expressed concerns relating to BPA’s 
accounting practices. In fact, a letter from 
Treasury Acting Under Secretary for Domestic 
Finance, Brian Roseboro, to Stephen Wright 
confirms that no concerns about BPA’s ac-
counting practices exist. The letter, dated No-
vember 18, 2003, states:

Dear Mr. Wright: The Department of the 
Treasury received the Conference Report to 
accompany H.R. 2754 and reviewed the sen-
tence on page 171 that reads, ‘‘The conferees 
are aware of the Department of the Treas-
ury’s concerns relating to Bonneville Power 
Administration’s financial accounting prac-
tices and expects Bonneville to rectify the 
situation as soon as is possible.’’ The Depart-
ment of the Treasury has not expressed any 
concern about the financial accounting prac-
tices of Bonneville either privately or pub-
licly. Please let me know if you have any 
questions. Sincerely, Brian C. Roseboro, Act-
ing Under Secretary for Domestic Finance.

Mr. Speaker, I wish the RECORD to reflect 
the fact that this sentence added to the Con-
ference Report is incorrect, and the letter from 
Under Secretary Roseboro corrects the 
RECORD.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to thank Chairman HOBSON and Ranking 
Member VISCLOSKY for their hard work in pro-
ducing an Energy and Water Appropriations 
bill that funds a number of important programs 
This legislation includes significant increases 
over the President’s request for Basic Energy 
Research and for Energy Supply programs. 

Sadly, this bill also marks a watershed in 
U.S. nuclear policy that will have dire con-
sequences for us and for our children. Indeed, 
by funding research on adapting nuclear 
weapons for new uses against hard and deep-
ly buried targets and funding work on new low 
yield nukes, Congress has given its stamp of 
approval to a persistent effort by this adminis-
tration to put the United States back in the 
business of making nuclear weapons. 

The funding of these two initiatives has 
been the culmination of the work of nuclear 
hawks in the administration who had produced 
a Nuclear Posture Review in December of 
2001 that places a strong emphasis on the 
use of nuclear weapons for both offensive and 
defensive purposes and a misguided National 
Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass De-
struction in December 2002 that outlines new 

scenarios when the United States would con-
sider using nuclear weapons. 

The development not only marks a new 
chapter in American national security policy 
that directly invites a nuclear arms race with 
any power that wishes to compete, but also a 
shameful moment for Congress when elected 
officials have been too willing to embrace a 
new weapons program without challenging 
what have been very lightweight justifications. 

Mr. Speaker, nuclear weapons will remain a 
crucial part of America’s arsenal for the fore-
seeable future. They provide a hedge against 
potentially hostile nuclear powers and under-
pin security commitments to our allies. But 
today, the United States is addressing the 
threat of weapons of mass destruction from 
Iran, North Korea, India, Pakistan and a grow-
ing list of counties. 

The Director of the CIA, George Tenet, 
warned last February that the ‘‘desire for nu-
clear weapons is on the upsurge ‘‘among 
small countries’’ and that ‘‘we have entered a 
new world of proliferation.’’

Even Russia, our former Cold War rival 
whom we fought in a conflict that almost 
brought the world to the brink of annihilation, 
on noting the administration’s current intent to 
pursue a new generation of nuclear weapons, 
has responded by making plans to strengthen 
its nuclear deterrent by modernizing delivery 
vehicles and keeping a number of heavy bal-
listic missiles previously slated for dismantle-
ment. 

Instead of working to build an equitable 
global regime that actively devalues nuclear 
weapons and creates incentives for their elimi-
nation, the administration would rather develop 
new battlefield nuclear capabilities, leading us 
into a world where nuclear weapons are seen 
as legitimate alternatives for all nations and 
the taboo on their use is severely eroded. 

The administration’s intent to develop a new 
generation of nuclear weapons of any size 
makes a mockery of the President’s claim that 
the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty 
(SORT) he signed with Russian President 
Putin marked the true end of the Cold War. 

Indeed, if you combine the repeal of the ban 
on development of low yield nuclear weapons 
contained in the Defense Authorization Bill 
with the funding of these same weapons in 
this bill and the flexibility in the SORT which 
allows both Russia and the United States too 
keep all their weapons rather than dismantle 
them, we actually have the makings of a nu-
clear arms buildup in this country for the first 
time since the end of the Cold War. 

While this bill cuts funds in half for the Ro-
bust Earth Penetrator and ties $4 million of the 
$6 million requested for advanced concepts to 
an important reporting requirement, there is no 
such thing as opening Pandora’s box part 
way. 

With this bill, the United States has crossed 
a major threshold and entered a new nuclear 
era. 

By approving the administration’s request 
for plans to develop a new generation of nu-
clear weapons, Congress has failed the Amer-
ican people by adopting policies that poten-
tially make the United States less secure. 

The justifications the administration offered 
for its nuclear agenda—the need to maintain 
the knowledge of our nuclear designers and 
the need to strengthen our nulcear deterrent 
by developing more usable nuclear weap-
ons—were paper thin. 
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The first justification deserves little com-

ment. The argument that Congress needs to 
create a jobs program for scientists to help 
hone their skills doesn’t hold water. 

Second, the proposition that nuclear weap-
ons can somehow be engineered to be smart-
er and cause less collateral damage is simply 
false. 

Nuclear weapons will never surgically de-
stroy hardened targets.

They offer no guarantee of destroying 
chemical and biological agents without releas-
ing them into the atmosphere. 

Detonated in an urban area, even a 1-kil-
oton nuclear bomb with a yield much lower 
than the nuclear warheads under consider-
ation for an RNEP would kill tens of thousands 
of civilians and hinder friendly troops. 

Our warfighters do not have a military re-
quirement for new nuclear weapons, and we 
have not exhausted research on conventional 
alternatives. 

I am deeply concerned that by preaching 
the rhetoric of disarmament and nonprolifera-
tion, and on the other hand, developing a new 
generation of weapons of mass destruction, 
we are making the world a more dangerous 
place. Perhaps the most alarming thing this 
Congress has done is to trivialize nuclear 
weapons and their destructive power. 

The prohibition on low yield weapons not 
only was necessary, it reinforced the notion 
that nuclear weapons should always be con-
sidered the most destructive weapons known 
to man. 

By lifting the ban on research and funding 
their development in this bill, it is much easier 
to believe that they are just like any other usa-
ble weapons system, rather than a horrific 
weapon of last resort. 

The American people are poorly served 
when the executive branch does not engage 
them on policies that may have catastrophic 
consequences for them in the future and when 
their elected officials are reluctant to ask the 
hard questions or thoroughly review the ad-
ministration’s national security propositions. 

I am going to vote for this bill because it 
contains a number of important provisions for 
our economy. 

It will be up to this Congress and subse-
quent Congresses however, to ensure that the 
administration’s quest for new and more usa-
ble nuclear capabilities does not take us clos-
er to the day when we decide to use them 
again. 

We did not heed the protests of the current 
mayor of the city of Hiroshima who wrote the 
President on the anniversary of the bombing 
of his city this summer that ‘‘this clear indica-
tion that the United States intends to develop 
small nuclear weapons raises the horrifying 
specter that nuclear weapons will actually be 
used’’ and represents a ‘‘frontal attack on the 
process of nuclear disarmament.’’ 

If today we are unwilling to listen to those 
who have the only experience of the con-
sequences of nuclear war, I hope that in the 
very near future we can at least start giving 
proper attention to this development in future 
hearings and debates.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the fiscal year 2004 energy and 
water appropriations conference report, which 
funds several projects of great interest to my 
constituents in Southern California. 

The New River has been described as the 
‘‘world’s most polluted river.’’ The river flows 

from Mexico, north across the U.S. border, 
and through my district in Imperial County, 
California. Due to grossly inadequate sewage 
treatment and solid waste facilities in Mexico, 
raw sewage, industrial waste, and garbage are 
constantly released into the New River. 

The New River is extremely polluted, foamy, 
and foul-smelling. The river significantly vio-
lates water quality standards, and plants and 
animals cannot survive in much of it. The New 
River continues to threaten the health of resi-
dents of my district and of undocumented im-
migrants who use the waterway to cross the 
international border. 

A coalition of citizen groups and government 
agencies in my district, including the Calexico 
New River Committee, has developed a fea-
sible plan that will significantly improve the 
quality of water flowing through the commu-
nity. The project involves building wastewater 
infrastructure to improve water quality in the 
vicinity of the city of Calexico on the southern 
portion of the New River in Imperial County by 
installing project headworks and encasing the 
New River, and constructing a disinfecting fa-
cility and wastewater polishing system as the 
river emerges from its encasement.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, which provides fund-
ing for the Nation’s energy and water-related 
projects, would continue environmental res-
toration efforts on the New River. This is an 
extremely important first step in the process of 
enhancing the water quality of the southern 
portion of the New River, enriching life in the 
community, and making a healthier home for 
fish and wildlife. 

Better quality water flowing along the New 
River would also mean improved water quality 
in the Salton Sea. The Salton Sea is the larg-
est inland water body in California, and one of 
the largest salt lakes in the world. The Salton 
Sea is an important habitat for Federal and 
State listed endangered species, as well as 
other migrating and resident bird species, a 
reservoir for agricultural drainage, a center for 
recreation, and a wetland ecosystem. 

But it is quickly becoming too saline to con-
tinue supporting wildlife, and a recent rural-to-
urban water transfer may shrink the shoreline. 
This bill would provide funding for the Salton 
Sea Research project for efforts to continue 
study of the alternatives for restoration of the 
Sea. 

Water that eventually drains into the Salton 
Sea comes from the Colorado River, and is 
delivered to farmers and residents in my com-
munity by the All American Canal. This bill 
provides funding to construct small regulating 
reservoirs on the canal, which will vastly im-
prove operating efficiencies. The reservoirs 
would provide storage for water that is un-
avoidably delivered from the lower Colorado 
River in excess of what is immediately needed 
by users, thereby improving water conserva-
tion efforts. 

Finally, water in the Colorado River is 
threatened by a uranium mine tailings pile sit-
ting only 700 feet from the River near Moab, 
Utah. The tailings, which sit in an unlined 
pond and seep into the ground water, are ra-
dioactive and contain high concentrations of 
toxic metals left by the leaching process used 
to separate uranium from ore. The tailings are 
leaking radioactive material into the Colorado 
River at levels 1,300 times above the allowed 
limit. This bill provides funding to accelerate 
remediation of this site, and would ensure that 
residents of my community, other Colorado 

River water users, and the environment re-
ceive the long-term protection so desperately 
needed. 

For the sake of my constituents at the U.S.-
Mexico border, as well as residents of the 
West, I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
supports the FY2004 Energy and Water De-
velopment appropriations conference report 
and urges his colleagues to vote for it. This 
Member would like to commend the distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON), 
the Chairman of the Energy and Water Devel-
opment Appropriations Subcommittee, and the 
distinguished gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY), the Ranking Member of the sub-
committee, for their exceptional work in bring-
ing this conference report to the Floor. 

This Member recognizes that extremely tight 
budgetary constraints made the job of the sub-
committee much more difficult this year. 
Therefore, the subcommittee is to be com-
mended for its diligence in creating such a fis-
cally responsible measure. In light of these 
budgetary pressures, this Member would like 
to express his appreciation to the sub-
committee and formally recognize that the En-
ergy and Water Development appropriations 
conference report for fiscal year 2004 includes 
funding for several water projects that are of 
great importance to Nebraska. 

This Member greatly appreciates the $18 
million funding level provided for the four-State 
Missouri River Mitigation Project. The funding 
is needed to restore fish and wildlife habitat 
lost due to the Federally sponsored channel-
ization and stabilization projects of the Pick-
Sloan era. The islands, wetlands, and flat 
floodplains needed to support the wildlife and 
waterfowl that once lived along the river are 
gone. An estimated 475,000 acres of habitat 
in Iowa, Nebraska, Missouri and Kansas have 
been lost. Today’s fishery resources are esti-
mated to be only one-fifth of those which ex-
isted in pre-development days. 

In 1986, the Congress authorized over $50 
million to fund the Missouri River Mitigation 
Project to restore fish and wildlife habitat lost 
due to the construction of structures to imple-
ment the Pick-Sloan plan. 

Also, this measure provides additional fund-
ing for flood-related projects of tremendous 
importance to residents of Nebraska’s First 
Congressional District. Mr. Speaker, flooding 
in 1993 temporarily closed Interstate 80 and 
seriously threatened the Lincoln municipal 
water system, which is located along the 
Platte River near Ashland, Nebraska. There-
fore, this Member is extremely pleased that 
this conference report continues funding in the 
amount of $191,000 for the Lower Platte River 
and Tributaries Flood Control Study. This 
study should help formulate and develop fea-
sible solutions which will alleviate future flood 
problems along the Lower Platte River and 
tributaries. 

This Member recognizes that this bill in-
cludes $546,000 for the Sand Creek Water-
shed project in Saunders County, NE, and 
$318,000 for the Western Sarpy-Clear Creek 
project. This funding is to be used for pre-con-
struction engineering and design work. This 
Member is also very pleased that the con-
ference report includes construction funds for 
several Nebraska projects including $500,000 
for Sand Creek, $500,000 for Western Sarpy-
Clear Creek, $1.5 million for Antelope Creek, 
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and $1 million for Missouri National Rec-
reational River. 

Funding for the Sand Creek project is par-
ticularly urgent. There is a cooperative effort in 
Nebraska between the State highway agency 
and water development agencies which makes 
this project more cost-effective and feasible. 
Specifically, the dam for this small reservoir is 
to be a structure that the Nebraska Depart-
ment of Roads would construct instead of a 
bridge as part of the new State expressway in 
the immediate vicinity of Wahoo, NE. Imme-
diate funding would help ensure that this co-
ordinated effort could continue. 

This Member appreciates the report lan-
guage which directs ‘‘the Secretary of the 
Army to work closely with the local sponsor on 
the Sand Creek Environmental Restoration 
project, accepting advance funds offered by 
the sponsor, and agreeing to credits and reim-
bursements, as appropriate, for work done by 
the sponsor, including work performed in con-
nection with the design and construction of 
seven upstream detention storage structures.’’

The Western-Sarpy-Clear Creek Flood Re-
duction Project is designed to provide protec-
tion to the City of Lincoln’s water supply, Inter-
state 80 and U.S. Highway 6, the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe railroad/Amtrak line, tele-
communication lines and other public facilities. 
The project completes and strengthens a 
levee system, most of which is already in 
place, to channel water and ice downstream 
away from the confluence of the Elkhorn and 
Platte Rivers, which is where major flood prob-
lems begin. 

The purpose of the Antelope Creek project 
is to implement solutions to multi-faceted prob-
lems involving the flood control and drainage 
problems in Antelope Creek as well as exist-
ing transportation and safety problems all with-
in the context of broad land-use issues. This 
Member continues to have a strong interest in 
the project since he was responsible for stimu-
lating the City of Lincoln, the Lower Platte 
South Natural Resources District, and the Uni-
versity of Nebraska-Lincoln to work jointly and 
cooperatively with the Army Corps of Engi-
neers to identify an effective flood control sys-
tem for downtown Lincoln. The Antelope 
Creek Flood Control Project is a large project 
and will have a number of phases of right-of-
way acquisition and construction. 

This Member appreciates the $500,000 in-
cluded in the conference report for research in 
Nebraska on improved soybean oil for bio-
diesel fuel. Biodielsel use is growing rapidly, 
and an improved oil from soybeans developed 
for Nebraska growers can open new markets 
for soybean growers, while contributing to a 
cleaner environment and reducing our Nation’s 
dependence on non-renewable energy 
sources. Replacing petroleum-based diesel 
fuel with biodiesel produced from soybean and 
other vegetable oils can help make the Nation 
more self-sufficient in energy and reduce air 
pollution, including emission of ‘‘greenhouse 
gases’’ contributing to global warming. Bio-
diesel holds significant potential for expanding 
markets for soybean growers and processors. 

Finally, this Member also is pleased that the 
conference report includes $1 million in funds 
from the Drought Emergency Assistance Pro-
gram for emergency assistance in Nebraska. 

Again Mr. Speaker, this Member commends 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HOBSON), the Chairman of the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Sub-

committee, and the distinguished gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), the ranking 
member of the subcommittee, for their support 
of projects which are important to Nebraska 
and the First Congressional District, as well as 
to the people living in the Missouri River 
Basin.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Fiscal Year 2004 Energy 
and Water Appropriations conference report, 
which brings the Houston Ship Channel 
project extremely close to completion and pro-
vides critical flood relief for residents of the 
29th District of Texas. 

It was flooding down in Texas yesterday, 
and this bill is urgently needed down in my 
hometown of Houston. This bill provides $35.5 
million for the Houston Ship Channel deep-
ening and widening project, which will allow 
our Nation’s second largest port to continue to 
grow and handle the heavy energy and petro-
chemical traffic that is necessary for the 
smooth economic functioning of our Nation. 

The Port of Houston is home to the single 
largest petrochemical complex in the country, 
with a combined capacity to produce nearly 49 
percent of the Nation’s petrochemical capacity. 
By increasing the capability of the ship chan-
nel to handle newer, larger tankers more safe-
ly, Congress will directly increase the energy 
security of our Nation at a time of tumultuous 
energy markets. We need to obtain an addi-
tional $12 million in reprogramming funding 
next year as the construction on the ship 
channel nears completion. 

The ship channel is one of the primary eco-
nomic engines in my district and throughout 
Texas, directly providing tens of thousands of 
jobs in the greater Houston area and many 
more thousands across the State. 

For flood control, this legislation provides 
$750,000 for flood protection construction 
work along Hunting Bayou, an urban water-
shed in East-Central Harris County. During 
Tropical Storm Allison, the most expensive 
tropical storm in U.S. history, over 8.000 
homes flooded in the Hunting Bayou water-
shed, which is heavily residential and low to 
moderate income. 

The House Energy and Water Appropria-
tions Act for FY 2004 also provides $774,000 
to complete the General Re-evaluation Review 
for Greens Bayou, a highly populated, but 
economically disadvantaged watershed in 
North Harris County. The lack of flood control 
protections in this watershed leaves these 
residents and businesses unprotected and re-
sulted in the flooding of over 15,000 structures 
during Tropical Storm Allison. The most major 
channel flooding during that event occurred in 
the Greens watershed, and we need to get 
moving and start moving dirt down there as 
soon as possible. This bayou came very close 
to topping its banks just yesterday. 

I offer my deep appreciation to Chairman 
HOBSON and Ranking Member VISCLOSKY for 
their attention and dedication to these critical 
economic development and flood protection 
projects for my constituents down in Houston, 
TX. I hope to work with them as this legisla-
tion goes forward, and I urge my colleagues to 
support the bill.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2754, the Energy and 
Water Appropriations conference report for fis-
cal year 2004. Let me first thank Chairman 
HOBSON for his strong leadership of our sub-
committee’s work and to Ranking Member 

PETE VISCLOSKY for his bipartisan approach to 
this conference report. And my thanks to the 
subcommittee staff for their tireless efforts to 
put this conference report together. 

While public attention is rightly focused on 
the war on terrorism abroad, our committee 
continues to do its part to protect our nation’s 
security at home. The issue of energy security 
is now clearly before us—our energy facilities 
and networks must be safe and secure. And 
we must also continue the critical work of the 
Department of Energy to do the research and 
development on domestic sources of energy, 
reducing the demand of foreign oil imports and 
to find better ways to protect our nuclear 
stockpile. 

I applaud the chairman for providing $82 
million for the new Office of Electric Trans-
mission and Distribution (OETD), which is $5 
million over the requested amount. The Office 
of Electric Transmission & Distribution is a 
new DOE program office formed to help en-
sure a robust and reliable U.S. transmission 
grid for the 21st century. I am pleased our 
subcommittee has provided DOE with the 
funding needed to lead a national effort to 
help modernize and expand America’s electric 
delivery system to better ensure economic and 
national security. 

Further, it is important to note the conferees 
added the $5 million over the requested 
amount to allow the Department of Energy to 
complete its investigation into the causes of 
the August 14th, 2003 blackout, which highly 
affected thousands of people in my region of 
the country. It is important DOE conduct an 
extensive investigation to get to the bottom of 
what caused or contributed to the outage so 
we can take proper steps to ensure such fail-
ures are never repeated in the future. 

Chairman HOBSON has produced a con-
ference report that continues the Federal com-
mitment to work in partnership with our states 
and local communities to address such vital 
needs as flood control, shore protection, envi-
ronmental restoration and improving our Na-
tion’s waterways. By doing so, we are helping 
to meet critical economic, environmental and 
public safety needs in virtually every state in 
the country. 

I want to especially thank Chairman HOBSON 
for his support of top priorities in my home 
state of New Jersey. Keeping our port open 
for business is critical to our regional economy 
and the 229,000 thousand jobs related to port 
activity in New Jersey and New York. Pro-
tecting and restoring our 127 miles of shore-
line is vital $30 billion dollar tourism industry. 
And, this bill continues to work to protect New 
Jersey’s communities from natural disasters 
such as flooding and continues New Jersey’s 
special role to provide for a future energy 
source that is clean and unlimited: that is the 
work of the Princeton Plasma Physics Labora-
tory. 

Finally, I want to take a moment of my time 
to thank the Army Corps of Engineers for their 
efforts to improve the quality of life that the 
American people have at home as well as for 
the Iraqi people abroad. Today, well over 300 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers military and ci-
vilian employees are in Iraq assisting the peo-
ple in many areas. The Corps also provides 
daily assistance to the reconstruction effort 
with technical advice for the International Aid 
Developments program of reconstructing water 
and sanitation facilities; public facilities, such 
as hospitals and schools; roads, bridges and 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:27 Nov 20, 2003 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A18NO7.038 H18PT2



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11405November 18, 2003
railroads; and airport and seaport rehabilita-
tion. Of vital importance is the Corp’s work 
with the Coalition Provisional Authority, the 
U.S. State Department, and U.S. engineering 
societies that help Iraqi engineers gain knowl-
edge lost during the last 30 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly support this 
conference report and urge my colleagues to 
do the same.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the Conference Report on H.R. 
2754, the Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act for fiscal year 2004. As this 
Congress is well aware, my district of Sac-
ramento, CA, is the most at-risk river city in 
the Nation. Situated at the confluence of the 
American and Sacramento Rivers, Sac-
ramento has narrowly escaped certain disaster 
twice over the last two decades. My number 
one priority as a Member of this body has al-
ways been to put an end to this grave public 
safety risk and to provide my constituents with 
the flood protection they both need and de-
serve. I am happy to say this bill will do just 
that. In fact, in the eyes of Sacramento, the 
passage of this bill is an historic moment. 

A major flood along the American River 
would cripple this economy, causing between 
$7 and $16 billion in direct property damages 
and likely result in significant loss of life. The 
Sacramento floodplain is home to half-a-mil-
lion people, 5,000 businesses providing 
200,000 jobs, 160,000 homes, 1,300 govern-
ment facilities including the State Capital, over 
100 schools, six major hospitals, 26 nursing 
homes, three major freeways systems, and a 
regional economy that supports over one mil-
lion people. 

For almost as long as Sacramento has been 
at risk of a catastrophic flood, there has been 
a dispute over how to resolve the issue. Ear-
lier this year, my colleague JOHN DOOLITTLE 
and I reached an agreement that moves for-
ward the two most pressing issues for North-
ern California: flood control and water supply. 
This bill contains that agreement and success-
fully addresses both of those issues for the in-
definite future. 

I would like to take a moment and recognize 
the tremendous efforts that have made this 
possible. Without the leadership of Chairman 
HOBSON and Ranking Member VISCLOSKY of 
the Energy and Water Appropriations Sub-
committee and Chairman YOUNG and Ranking 
Member OBERSTAR of the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee Sacramento would 
still be fighting for incremental flood control 
projects. Their recognition of Sacramento’s 
dire flood control situation advanced this solu-
tion. On behalf of my constituents, thank you. 

More specifically, this bill provides for the 
construction of the Folsom Dam Mini-Raise. 
This is the crowning project in a series of vital 
flood control improvements and surpasses the 
region’s long held goal of reaching 200-year 
level protection. By raising the existing Folsom 
Dam seven feet, Sacramento’s flood control 
system will be able to weather a storm 50 per-
cent larger than anything in the recorded his-
tory of the watershed. In addition, the project 
provides a new permanent bridge to replace 
the Folsom Dam Road, which was closed in 
February due to security concerns, and for 
ecosystem restoration on the lower American 
River. Congressional approval of the Mini-
Raise benefits the entire Sacramento region, 
by addressing not only the area’s flood control 
needs, but also ecosystem restoration, trans-

portation issues and Homeland Security 
needs. 

I am grateful for the continued Federal as-
sistance that Sacramento has received 
throughout the years to bring us to this mo-
ment. That commitment is evident in this bill 
and will ensure that those living and working 
in the region will be kept out of harm’s way.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the con-
ference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 

yeas and nays are ordered. 
Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-

ther proceedings on this question will 
be postponed. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 6, 
ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2003 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 443, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 6) to 
enhance energy conservation and re-
search and development, to provide for 
security and diversity in the energy 
supply for the American people, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 443, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
November 17, 2003, Book II.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
DINGELL) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and insert extraneous material 
into the RECORD on H.R. 6. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself 4 minutes. 
Mr. Speaker, there may be no other 

bill the House considers this year or 
next that will benefit America more 
than H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act of 
2003. Let me tell my colleagues what 
this conference report is about. It is 
about America’s energy security, 
America’s energy reliability, and it is 
about American jobs. 

First, Mr. Speaker, apart from home-
land security and defense appropria-
tions, this bill will do more for the se-
curity of our country than any legisla-
tion that we will consider in a long 
time. The Middle East remains one of 
the most dangerous corners of the 
world, and our heavy dependence upon 
oil from that region simply cannot con-
tinue. That is why H.R. 6 removes the 

artificial impediments to domestic oil 
and gas exploration and development. 
That is also why the bill takes a 21st-
century approach to energy by invest-
ing literally billions of dollars into re-
search and technology to promote non-
conventional sources of power. 

I am pleased, in particular, that we 
have followed through on President 
Bush’s request to fund the FreedomCar 
initiative. If hydrogen cars are the 
wave of the future, and they may well 
be, then 20 or 30 years from now, people 
will look back on the investments we 
make in this conference report as the 
genesis for zero-emission, highly effi-
cient vehicles. We also make enormous 
strides in the area of conservation and 
efficiency. Indeed, according to the 
American Council on an Energy Effi-
cient Economy, the provisions of this 
bill in these areas will eliminate the 
need for 294 new 300-megawatt elec-
tricity plants by the year 2020. That is 
real conservation. 

Next, Mr. Speaker, the conference re-
port is about energy reliability. We can 
have all of the oil, natural gas, coal, 
and renewable energy in the world; but 
it does not do us any good if we cannot 
get the energy to America’s families 
and businesses. Two years ago, we wit-
nessed rolling blackouts in California. 
And, of course, just 3 months ago, we 
saw some 50 million Americans in 
much of the Northeast and Midwest 
crippled by power failures that could 
cost the economy billions and billions 
of dollars. These blackouts are intoler-
able in the year 2003. We simply cannot 
permit this. And so we have adopted 
consensus-based reliability standards 
that have been negotiated over the 
past several years. 

We have included transmission incen-
tives to build new transmission sys-
tems. We have new provisions on siting 
to make sure we can improve trans-
mission facilities. And we have elimi-
nated artificial barriers to new invest-
ment in the electricity grid by repeal-
ing the old Public Utility Holding 
Company Act. In short, when the provi-
sions of H.R. 6 are fully deployed in the 
marketplace, the American people will 
be able to count on a stronger, more re-
liable electricity system. 

Finally, H.R. 6 is about jobs. We esti-
mate this conference report will create 
upwards of 800,000 new jobs, not to 
mention preserving valuable jobs in 
manufacturing, construction, agri-
culture, and technology that are frank-
ly being lost today because of the high 
energy prices in our society. Here is 
how: the construction of the new Alas-
ka natural gas pipeline will create 
some 400,000 direct and indirect jobs. 
Investment in clean coal technologies 
will create 40,000 new jobs and 10,000 
white collar jobs in math, engineering, 
physics, and science. The new renew-
able fuel standard could create as 
many as 214,000 new jobs alone. Incen-
tives for the solar industry will create 
20,000 new jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, the list goes on and on. 
The point is that through a combina-
tion of removing barriers to energy 
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