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raised at the time Prudhoe Bay and the
North Slope development was being
considered. Today we are much better
than we were those many years ago.
Most experts have acknowledged that
Prudhoe Bay has been, and continues
to be, a success story.

I keep going back to the same point,
we can extract this vital resource while
at the same time safeguarding the en-
vironment and other resources in that
region. After careful consideration, the
answer should be yes. Extracting oil
from ANWR will have positive benefits
for American consumers.

I do not dismiss the concerns in the
environmental community, but many
of the arguments again were made at
the same time when we were doing it
for North Slope. The environment has
been safeguarded on North Slope. I be-
lieve with advances in drilling tech-
nology, we will be safer with ANWR.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
will join me in cosponsoring H.R. 39. It
is time to move towards energy inde-
pendence in our country.

———
NURSING SHORTAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring to the attention of the House the
impending shortage of nurses. I am one
of three nurses currently serving in
Congress. Before I was elected, I served
the people of Santa Barbara as a public
health nurse over 20 years.

My experience gives me a distinct
perspective on nursing issues. I know
firsthand the challenges facing the
nursing profession and the con-
sequences if we fail to meet them.
Nurses are the first line of defense in
our health care system, and the impor-
tance of this role cannot be overstated.

Today the nursing community is fac-
ing a dire situation. There is currently
an ongoing shortage of nurses in the
work force. In the past, this type of
shortage has been resolved when pay
and benefits have risen enough to at-
tract new nurses into the field. But
that is not the case this time. While
some compensation levels have been
rising, these improvements have not
attracted enough nurses back into
practice.

We are also facing a looming crisis in
a profession that will strain the health
care system and threaten the quality
of care. We have an aging nursing work
force and a dwindling supply of new
nurses. Right now, the average age of
employed registered nurses is 43 years.
By 2010, 40 percent of the RN work
force will be over 50.

Unfortunately, and in contrast, the
number of young nurses is decreasing.
Under 30 years of age, it has now de-
clined by 41 percent. With this com-
bination, we are facing an incredible
shortfall of well-trained, experienced
nurses in all fields.

To make matters worse, this will
happen just as the 78 million members
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of the baby boom generation begin to
retire and need an even greater amount
of health care.

In my home State of California, the
problem is even worse. Less than 10
percent of the RN work force back
home is under the age of 30, and nearly
a third are over the age of 50. Cali-
fornia already ranks 50th among the
States in RNs per capita.

Part of the problem is that the nurs-
ing work force is so homogeneous. The
vast majority of nurses are white
women. Fifty years ago, a smart young
woman had only a handful of career op-
tions available to her, including nurs-
ing. But as our society’s views on wom-
en’s equality have progressed, we have
not escaped the perception that nurs-
ing is women’s work.

As young women have explored dif-
ferent careers, very few young men
have entered the nursing work force to
replace them. So right now less than 6
percent of the nursing work force is
comprised of men.

Likewise, even though the percent-
age of minorities in our national work
force has arisen close to 25 percent, mi-
norities still only represent 10 percent
of RNs.

In order to deal with this looming
shortage, we are going to need to ad-
dress a number of issues and to be very
creative in our solutions. We need to
draw more people into the profession,
particularly the young men and women
at the high school level who are just
choosing their career paths. We need to
reach out to minorities and disadvan-
taged youth. We need to retain those
nurses who are already in the work
force. We need to make sure we have
enough nursing school faculty, mentors
and preceptors to properly education
and train our work force.
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I have been working with various
working groups, with Senator JOHN
KERRY, and other Members of Congress
to develop a set of measures that can
help deal with both the immediate and
the long-term problems that we face.
Soon I will be introducing comprehen-
sive legislation to address these short-
ages.

This legislation will include pro-
posals to improve access to nursing
education, to create partnerships be-
tween health care providers and edu-
cational institutions, to support nurses
as they seek more training, and to im-
prove the collection and analysis of
data about the nursing workforce.

But we will also need to look at cre-
ative new ideas to truly address this
problem. In my home town, Santa Bar-
bara, Cottage Hospital and Santa Bar-
bara City College have joined with San
Marcos High School to create a health
academy. This is a perfect example of
the kind of creative solution we need.

In their sophomore year, 60 students
will start taking health-care courses
taught by professionals from the hos-
pital and college. When they graduate,
they can be certified nursing assistants
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or continue their nursing education in
SBCC’s 2-year nursing education RN
program. For its first class in this high
school, there are already 128 applicants
for those 60 spaces.

This program can serve to recruit
young men and women into the nursing
profession as well as change
misperceptions among other students
and teachers about the value of a nurs-
ing career. With support, this program
could be replicated in other high-need
areas, or other types of public-private
partnerships could be developed.

The challenges we face in the nursing
and public health communities are be-
coming more and more evident and the
need for national action on them is
equally evident.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
will join me in this effort so we can
achieve a bipartisan solution to these
problems.

———

FOOD SAFETY IN THE UNITED
STATES AS IT RELATES TO THE
MEAT INDUSTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, just as a
courtesy to whoever may follow, I will
probably take about 20 minutes on this
special order.

Mr. Speaker, you cannot help but no-
tice a myriad of headlines touting
gloom and doom on the horizon for our
Nation’s future. Whether it is foot-and-
mouth disease threatening the world’s
livestock, the downturn in the world’s
economy, or the energy crisis that is
jacking up home heating costs to real-
ly high levels, many of my constitu-
ents wonder where to turn for answers.
Well today, Mr. Speaker, I would pro-
pose that America take a second look
at its backbone, agriculture, as agri-
culture relates to some of these issues.

So the first topic I would like to dis-
cuss is food safety. The United States
has one of the safest food supplies in
the world. Prior to coming to Congress
I was a physician and I am a father and
I have a very keen interest in the issue
of food safety. A few years ago, I was
on an overseas surgical mission; and
instead of just bringing back good
memories, I brought back a case of en-
cephalitis which I may have picked up
from food overseas.

When I came to Congress, I cospon-
sored and helped pass the Food Quality
Protection Act. It established new safe-
ty standards for the use of pesticides
and required the EPA to use sound
science in making its decisions. We all
have a great stake in helping to ensure
that our food supply is safe.

There have been concerns about the
safety of food with the spread of two
diseases in Europe related to the live-
stock and meat industry: Foot-and-
mouth disease and mad cow disease.
Both of these diseases, believe me, are
being taken very seriously by the
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United States Department of Agri-
culture, the USDA, and the livestock
industry. A little bit of background is
in order.

Foot-and-mouth disease does not
pose a threat to humans, but it is dev-
astating to livestock herds. The disease
attacks cattle, swine, sheep, deer,
goats and other cloven-hoofed animals.
The disease is caused by a virus that is
very contagious and can be spread by
physical contact between infected ani-
mals and people, animals and other
material. The virus can persist in con-
taminated fodder in the environment
for up to 1 month depending on the
temperature and various other condi-
tions.

The disease causes blisters in the
mouth and on the feet of the animals.
It causes them to drool. It causes them
to be lame. Let me repeat, the disease
does not affect humans. This disease
causes debilitation if the animal lives,
and it frequently results in death to
the animal. The disease is not new, and
it has been fairly widespread around
the world. It was not, however, promi-
nent in areas with extensive agricul-
tural trade with the United States
until the recent outbreak in Great
Britain and Northern Europe.

Let me make a point. There are cur-
rently no cases of foot-and-mouth dis-
ease in the United States. But histori-
cally there have been nine outbreaks of
foot-and-mouth disease in our country.
The last outbreak in the United States
occurred in 1929. According to the Ani-
mal, Plant and Health Inspection Serv-
ice, livestock animals in the United
States are highly susceptible to the
foot-and-mouth disease virus. If an out-
break were to occur in our country, it
would be essential to detect and eradi-
cate it immediately. If it were to
spread across the country, our live-
stock industry could suffer enormous
economic losses. The disease could
spread to deer and other wildlife mak-
ing it even more difficult to eradicate,
so it is crucial that we keep the virus
from entering the United States.

We have always prohibited infected
animals and infected animal by-prod-
ucts from entering the country, but in
response to the recent serious outbreak
in Europe, the USDA has taken the fol-
lowing actions: Number one, USDA has
temporarily prohibited the importa-
tion of swine and other ruminants, and
any fresh swine or ruminant meat and
other products of swine and ruminants
from the European Union.

Number two, USDA is preventing
travelers entering the United States
from carrying any agricultural prod-
ucts, particularly animal products,
that could spread the disease. The
USDA has mandated that travelers re-
port any farm contact to Customs and
USDA officials. All baggage is subject
to inspection with penalties for viola-
tions of up to $1,000.

Number three, the USDA has estab-
lished a team of 40 academic and gov-
ernment experts to evaluate, monitor
and assist in containment efforts.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Number four, the USDA has placed
additional inspectors and dog teams at
airports and other ports of entry to
check incoming passengers, luggage
and cargo. They have stationed USDA
officials worldwide to monitor reports
of the disease.

Number five, the USDA has con-
ducted a widespread public education
campaign to make the public more
aware of this disease and the steps that
we can all take to help keep our coun-
try free of this animal disease.

Mr. Speaker, this is a serious matter
and I hope that my remarks today are
helpful in that public education effort.

Now, in addition to foot-and-mouth
disease, there have also been concerns
about the cattle disease bovine
spongiform encephalopathy, or what is
called mad cow disease. It has been fea-
tured in many news stories. It is usu-
ally portrayed in very ominous and
foreboding manner.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make it very
clear, there has never been a case of
mad cow disease in the United States.
Not only has no human being ever been
affected by it in the United States, but
no cow has ever been infected by it in
the United States, and that is not a co-
incidence. The USDA and the cattle in-
dustry have taken extensive measures
to keep our beef supply safe. Mad cow
disease was first discovered in England
in 1985. Scientists believe that the dis-
ease began when remains of sheep that
had suffered from a neurologic disease
called scrapie were used as cattle feed.
Cows developed a neurologic disease
called bovine spongiform
encephalopathy after eating the con-
taminated feed. It is not otherwise con-
tagious between animals. Scrapie is
found in some sheep in the United
States, but it has never caused any
health problems in humans.

Mad cow disease in cattle causes a
certain type of protein called prions, a
normal part of human and animal
brain, to become deformed. This leads
to a degeneration of brain tissue and to
eventual death. In Europe when they
have seen these cases, it has occurred
primarily in younger people. Although
deformed prions are located in brain
tissue, eye tissue and spinal cords of
infected cattle, if humans eat beef
products containing those tissues, it is
possible for them to contract a form of
the disease.

About 90 people in Europe have died
from the human form of the disease
which is called Creutzfeldt-Jacob vari-
ant disease. All of those fatalities oc-
curred in Europe, mostly in Great Brit-
ain. I wanted to again point out, there
have never been any cases in the
United States of either humans or ani-
mals catching this disease. Why is
that? Well, it is because we have been
watching for it. The USDA has been
doing its job.

The USDA began taking steps in 1988
to prevent the disease from reaching
the United States beef industry. In
1989, they banned the importation of
live ruminants such as cattle, sheep,
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goats and most ruminant products
from countries where mad cow disease
has been identified. In 1990, they began
educational outreach efforts to veteri-
narians, cattle producers and labora-
tory diagnosticians about the clinical
signs and diagnosis of the disease. They
also began an active surveillance effort
to examine the brains of U.S. cattle for
possible signs of disease.

In 1993, they expanded their surveil-
lance to include what are called ‘‘down-
er’” cows. These are cows that fall down
from a disease, frequently on the
slaughterhouse floor, not just cows
that were acting unusual.

In 1997, the USDA moved to prohibit
the importation of live ruminants, i.e.
cattle, and most ruminant products
from all of Europe. The Environmental
Protection Agency also passed regula-
tions to prevent the feeding of most
mammalian proteins to ruminants.

In 1998, the USDA entered into an
agreement with Harvard University to
analyze and evaluate the department’s
prevention measures.

In 1999 and again in 2000, the USDA
expanded their surveillance procedures.
In December of last year, the USDA
prohibited all imports of rendered ani-
mal products regardless of species from
Europe. The restriction applied to
products originating, rendered, proc-
essed or otherwise associated with Eu-
ropean products.

Last month, the USDA suspended im-
portation of processed beef and associ-
ated products from Brazil, not because
there was evidence of disease in Brazil,
but because they could not document
that they were taking all steps to pre-
vent the disease in Brazil.

The USDA has trained more than 250
State and Federal field veterinarians
throughout the United States to recog-
nize and diagnose animal diseases, in-
cluding mad cow disease.

In all of that time with the thou-
sands of cattle that have been tested,
there has never been a single cow found
to have the disease in the United
States.

There has also been pathology work
done on a systematic basis in the
United States to investigate human
deaths caused by neurological diseases.
The Center for Disease Control and
Prevention does this for a variety of
public health reasons in the study of
neurologic diseases. There have been
no cases in the United States where the
patient has died from a variant associ-
ated with mad cow disease. George
Gray, a researcher at Harvard School
of Public Health stated, ‘“The chance of
this becoming a serious health risk in
the United States is very low.”

O 1300

He also said, ‘“We won’t have a
United States’ style epidemic here. It
just won’t happen.” An official of the
World Health Organization agreed. He
said that American officials are ‘‘tak-
ing the right measures to prevent the
occurrence of the disease in their coun-
try.” He added that ‘‘the risk in the
United States is low.”
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This is not to say that we should stop
taking steps to further decrease the
disease from reaching our country. I
plan to ask for increased funding for
the Centers for Disease Control for sur-
veillance of prion diseases to bring us
up to the level being spent for research
in other countries. I have also met
with officials from the USDA and rep-
resentatives of the cattle industry re-
garding this problem. I am also willing
to support additional measures if the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service feels that that would be helpful
in adding another layer of protection
for our beef supply and for the public’s
health. This is a very serious issue, and
it should be dealt with responsibly and
rationally and calmly.

Working to maintain and protect our
food supplies goes hand in hand with
building the United States’ reputation
as a reliable supplier of food products
to the rest of the world. This, Mr.
Speaker, will help strengthen our Na-
tion’s agricultural economy and our
Nation’s agricultural exports because
we have a safe product and other coun-
tries are going to want that safe prod-
uct.

In light of the hoof and mouth dis-
ease in other parts of the world, it is
even more important, in my opinion, to
grant President Bush what is called
“fast track’ trade authority. Every
President should be granted the oppor-
tunity to negotiate a treaty in good
faith with a foreign government. Con-
gress should have renewed that author-
ity when it expired in 1994. In trade
meetings, it is very important for all
the negotiators to know that Congress
will choose either to accept or reject
the treaty without removing or insert-
ing provisions.

Mr. Speaker, this is very important
for international trade as it relates to
these animal diseases which I have
talked about. Other nations are going
to be very leery of entering into agree-
ments of international agricultural
trade. We must be able to craft a trea-
ty exactly and to have that treaty
voted on without change or I am afraid
those foreign governments will not
want to enter into international trea-
ties. Foreign countries are wisely hesi-
tant to agree to contentious issues dur-
ing negotiations if they know that
later on when they have put their neck
on the line with their own citizens that
the treaty could be undercut by
changes or congressional amendments.

Mr. Speaker, my home State of Iowa
is always one of the leading States in
the production of agricultural prod-
ucts. In a recent year it exported more
than $3.5 billion in farm commodities
alone. It is probable that we will export
even more meat if our meat remains
safe. But this may be short-lived once
other countries reestablish their live-
stock and then say from their experi-
ence with hoof and mouth disease,
“We’re going to cut off those borders.”

The ramifications of a trade slow-
down based on caution due to animal
health concerns is not just a problem
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for agricultural products, either. If
trade agreements are not reached,
other sectors of the economy are going
to be impacted.

Iowa firms are very active, for in-
stance, in the area of international fi-
nancial services. Failure to bring trade
agreements to conclusion can impact
their ability to market their products
around the world. Right now, the two
most contentious issues in our inter-
national trade agreements are agri-
culture and financial services. And so
we have a balance going on.

It is amazing, Mr. Speaker, how an
issue like hoof and mouth disease can
impact another area before us, such as
international trade on financial serv-
ices. History proves that the free flow
of goods around the world is beneficial
to our economy. Now is not the time
for protectionism. We must have ade-
quate safeguards at our borders, but we
must also ensure that we are able to
export our agricultural commodities.

And it is not just for our own finan-
cial benefit. The Midwest, where I
come from, is the world’s breadbasket.
We supply meat and grains to the
world. When we are looking at bur-
geoning populations around the world,
it is very important to prevent famine
that we be able to export our goods. All
one has to do is look back in history.
High tariffs and retaliatory trade prac-
tices turned an economic downturn in
the 1930s into the Great Depression,
pushing unemployment to over 30 per-
cent. We must make sure that our ani-
mals stay healthy and that we con-
tinue to promote international trade.
It is important for the economy.

Mr. Speaker, on a final note, the
Bush administration has faced many
important decisions in its first few
months in office. I think one remaining
decision will have long-lasting implica-
tions. It involves the oxygenate re-
quirements of the Clean Air Act. The
EPA is being asked to waive the re-
quirement for the State of California. I
think this would be very damaging if
pursued by the administration. I be-
lieve the President understands the im-
portance of maintaining the current re-
quirement and that he will choose not
to grant a waiver.

I was able to talk to President Bush
directly on Air Force One when he flew
back to Iowa recently. I talked to the
President about the matter of pro-
moting ethanol and banning a chemical
called MTBE. This is the oxygenate
that is used in gasoline around most of
the country. It is an oil-based oxygen-
ate, an oil-based chemical. I think we
have to phase that out.

The EPA has determined that this
chemical, MTBE, is a ground water
contaminant and it is a possible car-
cinogen. If you take one teaspoon of
that chemical and you put it into an
Olympic-size swimming pool, it renders
all the water in that swimming pool
undrinkable. The stench is incredible,
much less what it could be doing to
your body once it gets inside.

New York, California and other
States have taken action to phase out
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and ban the chemical. The same action
has been taken by major cities like
Chicago. That chemical has got to go.
It is even getting into Iowa’s water
supply as it comes out the exhaust tail
pipes of cars as they drive across Iowa.
The choice then becomes whether we
make a sensible transition to a cleaner
oxygenate, like ethanol, or just elimi-
nate the clean air standards alto-
gether. The reasonable answer is to
turn to ethanol.

Opponents argue that the ethanol in-
dustry cannot meet the demand. That
is simply not accurate. The ethanol in-
dustry’s annual capacity now exceeds 2
billion gallons.

My colleague from New Jersey has
arrived on the floor. They are even
building ethanol plants in New Jersey
these days. You do not need to use
corn. You can use vegetable refuse.
You can use any type of plant mate-
rial. You can ferment it. You can cre-
ate the ethanol. It helps that gasoline
burn cleaner. It reduces carbon mon-
oxide. We have had a great improve-
ment in our Nation’s air supply, and
the EPA will tell you that a large part
of it has been due to those clean air
standards.

We can supply the ethanol. The eth-
anol industry’s annual capacity now
exceeds 2 billion gallons. It has added
226 million gallons of capacity in the
last year. It will add another 320 mil-
lion gallons of capacity this year. Over
the next 2 years, construction is sched-
uled to begin on an additional 1.13 bil-
lion gallons of additional capacity.

Ethanol has twice the oxygen con-
tent of MTBE, and so it will only take
half the volume of ethanol to replace
it. The Renewable Fuels Association
believes that about 580 million gallons
of ethanol will be needed to fill the
need in California and that we can
meet California’s target. Ethanol also
provides a great benefit to the rural
economy.

We are talking about an energy pol-
icy. We are talking about how depend-
ent we are on foreign oil. This is a re-
newable fuel. The United States De-
partment of Agriculture reported last
year that replacing MTBE with ethanol
would increase farm income more than
$1 billion annually. It would reduce our
balance of trade deficit by $12 billion
over the next 10 years. It would create
13,000 new jobs in rural America. It
would reduce farm program costs and
loan deficiency payments by creating
an important new value-added market
to our grain. Moreover, the USDA con-
cluded that ethanol can replace MTBE
used in reformulated fuels nationwide
without price increases or supply dis-
ruptions within the next 3 years.

And so I have a bill before Congress.
It has a whole bunch of bipartisan sup-
porters for this bill, from all parts of
the country. I would encourage my col-
leagues to sign on to this environ-
mentally sound bill.

Ethanol production is the third larg-
est use of corn in the United States,
utilizing about 7 percent of the corn
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crop. Current levels of ethanol produc-
tion add 30 cents to the value of a bush-
el of corn and adds about $4.5 billion to
the U.S. farm economy annually. That
will help us, Mr. Speaker, when we are
looking at this budget. By creating an
additional demand for corn, we can
help ensure that the market price will
provide a sufficient return on the cost
of production to allow the farmer to
break even, hopefully even turn a prof-
it. That will lessen the need for Federal
support subsidies that are currently
needed to keep farmers on the farm.
That is beneficial for the producer, it is
beneficial for the rural economy, and it
is beneficial to the environment.

I have pursued this cause of ethanol
along with the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. SHIMKUS). We introduced the
Clean Air and Water Preservation Act
of 2001. We have been joined by more
than 30 Members of Congress who have
cosponsored this legislation. Our legis-
lation would phase out MTBE over 3
years. It calls on the EPA to assist in
dealing with groundwater pollution al-
ready caused by MTBE. It keeps the
oxygenate provisions of the Clean Air
Act intact. And it promotes the use of
ethanol.

At a time when energy is on the Na-
tion’s agenda, let us not ignore the role
of ethanol, the clean-burning, home-
grown natural fuel source, or the role
that agriculture plays in our Nation’s
prosperity and security.

———

PRESIDENT BUSH’S ANTI-
ENVIRONMENTAL BEHAVIOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this afternoon to highlight some of the
serious shortcomings in the Bush ad-
ministration’s environmental arena as
it relates to national energy plans.

Last month, President Bush stood be-
fore Congress in these very Chambers
and spoke to the American people, say-
ing he would pursue alternative energy
sources and environmentally sound
policies to help solve our energy crisis.
In fact, I want to quote the President
because he told us, and I quote, ‘“We
can promote alternative energy sources
and conservation, and we must.”” He
was so right. At the time, I thought the
plan sounded too good to be true. Un-
fortunately, with the recent release of
the administration’s budget blueprint,
I realize that it was too good to be
true.

Sadly, the Bush administration’s
budget blueprint reneges on the com-
mitments the President made to pur-
sue renewable energy sources. Head-
lines in the Washington Post and other
newspapers across the country have
stated the administration’s intent to
cut energy efficiency and renewable en-
ergy R&D and technology development
programs by 35 percent. That is unac-
ceptable, Mr. Speaker.
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This is especially frustrating because
in this Congress we have an impressive
group of bipartisan support for renew-
ables. As the lead Democrat on the
Subcommittee on Energy of the Com-
mittee on Science, I am personally
working with the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT), the chair-
man, to promote environmentally
sound priorities.

Mr. Speaker, if the 35 percent cut in
the blueprint were to go through, it
would seriously hamper efforts to de-
velop improved and lower cost solar en-
ergy; it would hamper wind power in-
vestment, bioenergy and geothermal
energy technologies.
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This is where our Federal priorities
must be, not in increasing our depend-
ence on fossil fuels, as the administra-
tion appears to want in its policies.

It is said that actions speak louder
than words, Mr. Speaker. That is why I
am outraged. But I am not surprised. I
am not surprised that the administra-
tion’s commitment to environmentally
friendly sources of energy lasted only
as long as the television cameras were
rolling.

I say to our President, now is not the
time to cut funding for national energy
efficiency and renewable energy pro-
grams. Now is the time to increase the
investment. Proposing to cut funding
for vital energy efficiency and renew-
able energy programs would be a step
in the very wrong direction, and it
would be a serious blow to the efforts
that we hope to take to craft a sensible
national energy policy.

In my district, as well as across Cali-
fornia, consumers and businesses are
facing electric and gas bills two or
three times higher than those of last
year. California is facing an electricity
reliability crisis that threatens our
State’s economy. What we need is re-
sponsible energy policy that includes
significant investment in clean energy
sources to supplement electric supply,
and we also must recognize the need to
reduce demand for electricity by pro-
moting and using more efficient energy
technologies. These are programs that
will protect our environment and leave
a better future for our children.

Since passing the National Energy
Policy Act in 1992, Congress has gen-
erally ignored energy issues; but the
power problems in California, as well
as the increased price of natural gas
and oil throughout our entire Nation,
have brought energy back to the top of
our Nation’s agenda. The energy short-
age we are experiencing in California is
proof enough that Congress must raise
the stakes in search of alternative en-
ergy sources. Obviously, what we are
doing now is not good enough.

As Congress and this administration
forges a long-term energy plan, it is
imperative that we make a true com-
mitment to alternative energy sources,
efficiency, and conservation to prevent
future energy crises and to protect our
environment. Measures of this kind can
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work. For example, in my district two
of my counties are working to make
sure we have more energy-efficient pro-
grams, programs that must be modeled
for the rest of the country.

———————

ADDRESSING IMPORTANT
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I woke
up this morning and I read on the front
page of USA Today that President
Bush is doing a terrible job on highly
significant environmental issues. I sup-
pose that is no surprise to my col-
leagues here in the well or here in the
House Chambers.

Yesterday the Bush Administration
abandoned more stringent restrictions
on the amount of arsenic allowed in
tap water. Arsenic is a known car-
cinogen, I think many people know.
The week before, President Bush broke
a campaign promise to the American
people that he would work to reduce
carbon dioxide emissions; and carbon
dioxide is, of course, a greenhouse gas
that causes and is a major factor in
global warming.

I also read in the paper this morning
that the Bush administration is plan-
ning to restrict new mining limits in
the next few days. Of course, we have
not heard about that yet, but it sounds
like just another indication that this
administration is essentially anti-envi-
ronment.

Mr. Speaker, I ask, what is the Presi-
dent going to do for the special inter-
ests tomorrow? I do not think there is
any person, average person, or any
group of concerned citizens, that asked
the President to abandon these more
stringent restrictions on the amount of
arsenic in water. I doubt very much
that there was a group of citizens who
told him he should go back on his cam-
paign promise and not regulate carbon
dioxide emissions.

This is coming from the special inter-
ests. This is coming from the corporate
special interests, oil interests, mining
interests, coal interests, who contrib-
uted to the President’s campaign and
who now are calling the shots with this
administration at the White House on
these very important environmental
issues.

The reason that I am so concerned
about it, Mr. Speaker, is because we
are talking about the health and the
safety of the average American, the air
we breathe, the water that we drink.
These are not environmental issues
that we have any doubt about what the
impact is going to be. We know that if
these carbon dioxide emissions are not
regulated in some way, that a lot more
people will get sick from the air. We
know that if the arsenic levels are not
reduced in drinking water, that a lot
more people will get cancer from ar-
senic.
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