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know what the price will be the fol-
lowing morning.

Thus, the Federal Home Loan Bank
must impose a premium on the cost of
funds that can amount to as much as
$20,000 per $1 million borrowed. That
premium could be avoided, he says, if
Indianapolis were on eastern standard
time year-round.

As Hoosiers, we have long prided our-
selves on going our own way, being
independent, and relying on common
sense. I want to thank those dedicated
citizens in Indiana who worked hard
and long in the spirit of independence
and common sense to build a
groundswell of support for this initia-
tive. I believe in and belong to this tra-
dition, and that is why my legislation
puts the decision in the hands of all of
us in Indiana by giving our own Indi-
ana General Assembly the opportunity
to decide for ourselves what is best for
our future.

I want to empower our Hoosiers to do
just that: spring Indiana forward,
spring Indiana toward greater pros-
perity and a brighter future.

f

EARTH DAY AND THE BUSH AD-
MINISTRATION’S ENVIRON-
MENTAL POLICIES

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

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I have
come to the floor today, now that we
are approaching Earth Day on April 22
this year, since this is a good time to
review the policies of the United States
in regard to the environment. I think
it is a time where it is appropriate,
particularly, to review the perform-
ance of the President’s administration
when it comes to that vital task of pro-
tecting our clean water, our clean air,
and our tremendous and beautiful nat-
ural lands across the country.

I think that is appropriate because
the presidency of the United States has
been an office that has been used to
great beneficial effect over the years
for the environment, to the benefit of
the environment, as a positive force for
the environment. Take a look at what
Teddy Roosevelt did earlier in the cen-
tury that in fact helped so much to es-
tablish this precedent of protecting our
natural lands.

So today we think it is appropriate
for the next while to review this ad-
ministration’s performance on the en-
vironment, and to ask in fact whether
this administration has done the job it
should do to protect our clean water
and our clean air and our natural
lands, which is its obligation.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, when we
have reviewed this administration’s
policy, we have seen nothing but abject
failure. We have seen time and time
again this administration taking ac-
tions not only just not to go forward on
the environment but to actually go

backward: to reduce our protection for
clean air and clean water, to reduce
our protection of natural land, to re-
duce the ability of the Federal Govern-
ment to assure American kids will
have clean air to breathe so they are
not subject to asthma.

We now have had a chance to review
over a year of the administration’s per-
formance in that regard. What we have
found is an unbroken litany of actions
against the environment. That is very
sad to say. We were very hopeful at the
beginning of this administration that
it would follow the creed and spirit of
Teddy Roosevelt, rather than Ken Lay
and the oil and gas industry. Unfortu-
nately, this administration has fol-
lowed an environmental policy that
has been consistent with the attitude
of Mr. Lay and the oil and gas indus-
try, and inconsistent with those who
started the first Earth Day some years
ago.

b 1515

And I just want to review with you,
Mr. Speaker, some of the nine items
that we have kept tabs on in the ad-
ministration, and I just want to read
nine items in that regard and then I
will address each in more depth.

Arsenic in the water. The adminis-
tration acted against the environment.

Mining reform. The administration
acted against the environment.

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
The administration acted against the
environment.

Protecting clean air so kids do not
have increased asthma. The President
acted against the environment.

Climate change, global warming. The
President acted against the environ-
ment.

CAFE standards, our average mileage
standards for our vehicles. The Presi-
dent acted against the environment.

The Superfund clean-up fund. It is de-
signed to remove toxins from our most
dangerous landfills in America. The
President acted against the environ-
ment.

National monuments, monuments
that protect some of our most precious
natural lands around the country. The
President even today is acting against
the environment.

Someone strikes out with three
strikes. These are nine strikes against
the environment. And it is very, very
sad when this country has had such a
deeply ingrained and obvious commit-
ment to protect our children’s clean
air, our children’s clean water, our na-
tional parks, our national monuments.
This is something that is very deep
within the American character. It
started with Teddy Roosevelt and, un-
fortunately, that has been dropped
today.

I would like, if I can, to talk a little
bit about each one of those strikes that
are now striking against the American
environment. And I do so in the hopes
that this administration and that the
leadership of this House will change its
behavior and change its habits. I am

hopeful that it will change. I believe it
can change, but it cannot change un-
less the American people know what is
going on here in Washington, D.C. and
unless we talk about it here on the
floor of the House.

So let me start with arsenic. Arsenic,
everyone in America knows the prob-
lems related to arsenic. The National
Academy of Sciences has done over the
years very, very extensive work about
the dangers associated with arsenic.
And as a result of that, a rule was
adopted, proposed to go into effect, to
assure there was a maximum level of
arsenic in our water. That is pretty
common sense. It is really not that
much rocket science, I suppose, to pick
some level.

Unfortunately, when that rule was
established in the very early days of
the administration, the President’s ad-
ministration essentially threw the rule
out, said I am not going to abide by
these recommendations of a present
rule to limit the amount of arsenic in
our water. And what happened? Well,
fortunately there was a firestorm in
America when people heard about this.
And we got busy here in Congress try-
ing to roll back this repeal of the ar-
senic standards. The National Academy
of Sciences came out with a report that
showed the health dangers associated
with these arsenic rules. We thought it
was a mistake for the administration
to be in league with the polluters on
the arsenic question, we thought they
should be in league with those of us
who want to drink water, which is a
very high percentage of the American
public.

And we eventually, because of public
pressure, forced the administration to
recant, and the good news is that the
rule is going to be restored. So I will
tell you the good news is that even
though the administration wanted to
increase the ability of putting arsenic
in the water, they did ultimately
change their position after listening to
the country. And that is one of the rea-
sons I am here today to talk about this
litany of problems in the hopes that
the administration will change its di-
rection to the American public.

The second issue is mining reform.
We have found that a very, very large
percentage of the toxins, including ar-
senic and cyanide, that are in our wa-
ters come from mining areas, particu-
larly those that are abandoned, that
are not restored. And, as a result, the
Federal Government issued rules to as-
sure us additional tools to make sure
that the mining industry does not
allow these mines to be left abandoned
so that cyanide and arsenic and other
toxins, selenium, and a whole bunch of
heavy metals, do not leach into our
drinking water. These rules were estab-
lished. They were about to go into ef-
fect. America was within inches of al-
lowing this mining reform to go into
effect.

And what happened? This adminis-
tration went back and essentially gut-
ted the rules. They took away the tools
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that could be used to assure that mines
do not leave these cesspools of heavy
metals to leach into our water.

They took away a tool that would re-
quire there be certain clean water pro-
tections by mines when they abandon
their mine. They took away a tool for
the Federal Government to assure that
if there are particularly sensitive envi-
ronmental lands involved, that a min-
ing permit will not be allowed to hap-
pen. They took tools that were de-
signed for the American people to keep
their water clean for mines and they
threw the tools away, and they aban-
doned that protection and they did it
unilaterally. They did it without a vote
of the House or a vote of the Senate or
anybody else. They just did it, and it
was wrong.

It was wrong because the science is
compelling that mines continue to be a
clear and present danger to the health
of this country. We had the ability to
do something about it, and in its sec-
ond strike the administration took
away the tools to deal with mining re-
form.

Third strike, the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. We have, and I can
state from personal experience because
I have been there, one of the most mag-
nificent places in America is the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. It was set up
by a Republican President. Teddy Roo-
sevelt was the only Republican who has
done good things for the environment.
Dwight David Eisenhower had the wis-
dom to set up the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. The reason he did it
was because he realized that we Ameri-
cans have something unique in there,
the largest intact ecosystem in the
North American Continent that pro-
tects and provides for the porcupine
caribou herd. It has untrammeled pris-
tine areas in the Arctic.

If you think you are not related to
the Arctic, if you look outside your
home and you see a bird, it just may be
one that actually breeds in the Arctic.

I live on a little island called Bain-
bridge Island, Washington. If I go down
there today, I will see birds out there
on the water on Bainbridge Island.
They are there because we have the
Arctic National Wildlife that provides
the breeding place for them. And that
is why a Republican President had the
wisdom to establish an Arctic Wildlife
Refuge.

Now we have an administration that
wants to stick an oil dagger right in
the heart of the breeding area for these
creatures, and it is wrong. And it is
wrong for several reasons to kowtow to
the oil and gas industry in this regard.
It is wrong, number one, because it is
not a solution to our problems to drill
in the Arctic. America knows by now
that if you got all the oil you ever
could out of the Arctic, it only pro-
vides you about 6 months’ worth of
America’s fuel. It is not enough to
solve our problem, because the fact of
the matter is unless and until we de-
velop additional nonfossil fuel-based
resources, we are still going to have to

be kowtowing to the royal house in
Saudi Arabia.

And the fact that the President
wants to go drill in the Arctic instead
of trying to develop alternative renew-
able resources that our technology now
has available to us, will continue our
addiction to Mideast oil, because it is
an international market and the mar-
ket is decided and determined largely
by what the Mideast does. So con-
tinuing this addiction to oil is not
going to solve our energy problems and
certainly not with the Arctic.

Perhaps that is one of the reasons
you do not actually hear any of the
major oil companies very excited about
it. Perhaps that is one of the reasons.
But a second reason is when you look
at the science.

I have to say, Mr. Speaker, that is
one of the most disturbing things I
have seen. We have professional sci-
entists that have been reviewing this
issue for years. And they issued a re-
port recently on the Arctic. What they
concluded was that drilling in the Arc-
tic had a substantial risk of damaging
these porcupine caribou herds amongst
other wildlife in the Arctic. And they
wrote a report to that effect. And these
are nonpartisan, these are civilian sci-
entists. They are not Republicans.
They are not Democrats. They are not
yin, they are not yang. They are sci-
entists. And they have written a report
for us. It said there was a danger to the
wildlife in the Arctic. They issued that
report. And what did the Secretary of
Interior do? He said, no, that is not the
answer I wanted. Go back and rewrite
it.

That is not the way we should do
science in this country. The American
people deserve to know the real science
and not the partisan science. Sure,
that report got rewritten because the
administration told them to rewrite it.
Imagine if the politicians had told
NASA how to run the Moon shot, where
would we have ended up? Somewhere in
the Atlantic Ocean.

In fact, the administration has had a
blackout on this science and they are
making a bad decision as a result. That
is why we are very hopeful that the
Senate will reject this proposal that is
not going to solve our energy crisis, is
going to damage a precious resource
that Dwight David Eisenhower started.

Strike number three, as an anti-envi-
ronmental action by the administra-
tion.

Number four, we have a remarkable
resource right now and it is in States
all over the country, and that is our
roadless areas in our national forests.
We have about 50 percent of our na-
tional forests have already been carved
up by roads that have been built by us,
by taxpayers, so people could clear-cut
timber on the national forests. So
about 50 percent of it is gone from the
standpoint of it being an intact system
of forests untrammeled by clear-cut-
ting. We only have about 50 percent
left. About 18 percent of that has been
protected in wilderness areas, leaving

about less than one-third that is avail-
able for protection; but we have not
protected it, except for this. Here is the
good news. We had a rule that was
adopted that protected that remaining
one-third of our roadless areas so that
our children could be assured that our
national forests would be protected
from clear-cutting so that when our
grandkids go out to these national for-
ests they do not see a row of stumps,
they see trees; and that is a pretty sig-
nificant asset.

This roadless area rule was adopted a
couple years ago to protect that re-
maining one-third of our uncut na-
tional forestland. But what happened?
You guessed it. The new administra-
tion came in after the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, John
Ashcroft, pledged, pledged to the U.S.
Senate, he would protect this roadless
area bill. You know what he did? He
took a dive. He refused to effectively
defend it in Federal court. He allowed
it to lapse. He let down the American
people. And that roadless area rule is
now in jeopardy. We are very concerned
that the administration is going to
whittle that rule down to essentially
gut it like it has on so many areas of
environmental policy.

So instead of having a rule that will
protect the last one-third of unpro-
tected non-clear-cut areas in our na-
tional forests, the President’s adminis-
tration has jeopardized this remaining
heritage of our children. And I will
state, I have talked to a lot of people in
my State of Washington and they are
very angry about this. They are very
angry because they were involved in
making this roadless area bill. This
rule was adopted after the largest pub-
lic input process in American history.
More Americans, something like 1.1
million Americans took time to write
the Federal Government to tell them
what they thought of this roadless area
policy. Over 600 meetings were held.
And the American voice was very
strong. The American voice was this:
Protect our remaining roadless areas.
And we had a rule that did that until
this administration chucked it over-
board. So that is strike number four.

Number five, clean air. You know, I
think you may know people who have
children who have real bad asthma
problems. And it is becoming, if not an
epidemic, at least an increasing con-
cern in this country.

b 1530

We have new science which has
shown that very small particulate mat-
ter, soot, very small particles of a po-
tentially deadly nature that we did not
understand 10 years ago, the National
Academy of Sciences just came out
with a report in the last month or so
that showed tens of thousands of Amer-
icans die as a result of this small par-
ticulate matter, soot, in the air.

As a result of that, the Federal Gov-
ernment adopted a rule some time ago
that would require polluters to im-
prove their anti-air pollution control
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systems. This was an expensive rule. It
was adopted after lots of input, lots of
consideration. It was adopted some
time ago. It was adopted because even
the old science let us know that this
was a real problem.

The new science makes it even more
important that we adopt this, what is
called the new source review. It is a
fancy term basically requiring large
polluting industries to have additional
available technology to reduce these
fine particulates.

What happened? Well, in a refrain,
the administration tossed the rule
overboard and the administration
again gutted the rule, and it is ex-
tremely disturbing to me, having seen
kids with terrible asthma problems, to
think we have existing technology that
can help solve these problems with our
air pollution, we have an existing rule
that would do it; and the President, his
administration, in order to get in line
with the big polluters, are reducing the
protection for clean air for kids in this
country.

That is a pretty bold indictment of
the action by the White House, but I
make it because it is true. They are
wrong, and Americans have got to
know what is going on back here in
Washington, D.C., that these funda-
mental commonsense measures we
have adopted to protect our air and
water are being gutted every single
week.

It seems like every Monday when I
open the newspapers there is a new at-
tack on our clean air and clean water
bills, the statute and rules; and we
have got to know about it to stop it,
but we are going to do everything we
can to roll back the administration’s
decision in this regard because Ameri-
cans deserve it. That is strike number
five.

Strike number six, and this may be
the granddaddy of them all when it
comes to our children, our grand-
children, our great grandchildren, and
that is the problem of global climate
change. The science is now clear. It is
unambiguous. It is certain. It is no
longer debated in credible scientific
circles, and that is this simple fact is
happening in the world today.

We are accumulating certain gases in
our atmosphere called global climate
change gases. Those are principally
carbon dioxide and methane. Carbon di-
oxide comes anytime we burn any-
thing, coal, oil, gas, anything else.
What carbon dioxide does is it goes up
in the atmosphere, and it lingers,
sometimes for over a century, stays in
the atmosphere for a long time; and
carbon dioxide is not a bad gas as gases
go in a lot of ways, but it has one fea-
ture that is a problem.

That when carbon dioxide is in the
atmosphere, light can come in as ultra-
violet light, which it does from the
sun, but when it gets bounced out as an
infrared beam of energy, it cannot get
out, and that is called the greenhouse
effect. Carbon dioxide works the same
way a pane of glass does in a green-

house. Light comes in, it gets reflected
back, but it is trapped by the window-
pane and carbon dioxide does the same
thing.

Every credible scientist essentially
who has been involved in this under-
stands that phenomena, and now we
have convened an international panel
of scientists who have concluded that
this phenomenon is changing the
world’s climate in unpredictable ways.
Generally speaking, it is warming the
Earth. It is going to continue to warm
the Earth as long as that concentra-
tion of carbon dioxide and other cli-
mate-change gases increases.

Why am I concerned about that? I am
concerned about that because I kind of
like the way the world is. I like having
glaciers in national park, glaciers that
are now disappearing. In 50 years to 100
years there may not be glaciers in Gla-
cier National Park. We will call it sort
of like the artist Prince, the National
Park Formerly Known as Glacier.

I like having an ice sheet in the Ant-
arctica that just broke up in this mas-
sive breakup of the Antarctic ice sheet
recently. It totally stunned the sci-
entific community to see such a rapid,
radical change in such a huge area that
is as big as Delaware or Rhode Island
or some State, I cannot remember
which one. I like the fact that Denali
National Park has a certain system,
has a tree line where it used to be, and
now it is going north because the tem-
perature is increasing.

I like polar bears, and polar bears
when the ice sheet continues to de-
crease in the arctic will not be able to
stay hunting close to shore and may be
extinct in 150 years. A lot of things we
cannot predict about the environment;
but the one thing we know for sure is
we are changing it, and I mean all of
us.

As a result, the President, when he
ran for President, in a very hopeful
statement, when I heard him say this I
was very, very hopeful, he said he was
going to do something about this prob-
lem. He said he was going to help us
use these new technologies and energy,
solar, wind, geothermal, cars that get
better mileage, conservation tech-
nologies, so that we save energy in our
houses. He said he was going to do
something about this to try to reduce
these climate-change gases.

Well, what did he do? First thing he
did is he told the world he was not
going to talk to them about a climate-
change treaty that the rest of the
world had agreed to in Kyoto; and
there may have been some imperfec-
tions in that treaty, but he basically
told the world he did not want to talk
to the rest of the world about this,
America was just going to go on its
own. I think that was a mistake. I
think we need to talk to some of our
neighbors across the world on how to
deal with this problem.

Okay, if he did not like that treaty,
what else was he going to do? Well, un-
fortunately, he essentially has ended
an American attempt to deal with cli-

mate change, and I think this may be
the most significant failure on an envi-
ronmental perspective in the last 2
years because what he did is when he
offered his climate-change proposal, do
my colleagues know what it was?

He called it a volunteer proposal, and
I do not mean any disrespect by this
because I think the President’s done a
good job dealing with the Taliban in
Afghanistan. I think he has done a
good job rising to the occasion of deal-
ing with this tremendous security
threat to our country, and we should be
happy that he has risen to that occa-
sion; but we have another huge threat
of a longer termination of global cli-
mate change, and his proposal was es-
sentially to go to the polluting indus-
tries and say, pretty please, will you
stop doing it.

They are going to stop doing it just
as fast as the Taliban would have left if
we had gone to them and said, pretty
please, let go of Afghanistan. It is not
going to work. We need leadership from
the White House. We need leadership
from this President. We need leader-
ship of a President who has rallied the
Nation in our actions in Afghanistan.
We need him to act when it comes to
do with climate change. Failing that
leadership, we are heading for bad
times when it comes to the climate on
a global perspective. Strike number
six.

Number seven, I will tell my col-
leagues something that may shock
them and I was not aware of until
about a month ago, but the cars we
drive get worse gas mileage on total
than they did in 1980. Think about
that. We have technological geniuses in
this country that have developed the
entire software industry since 1980, a
good part of the biotechnology indus-
try since 1980. We have come up with
all these tremendous new technologies,
but the cars we drive that have been
given to us get worse gas mileage than
they did in 1980.

To me, this is a stunning failure to
use our technological genius of this
country; and now we have cars that fit
my frame and I am kind of a bulky
guy, I am six-two and about 205. We
have got cars now that are wonderful,
five, six passengers in. They get almost
45, 50 miles a gallon; and yet what did
the White House do when we suggested
a modest improvement in our mileage
standards of our fleets overall? We
were not trying to get rid of SUVs or
anything else. Americans like their
SUVs. We simply proposed as an aver-
age that we increase the average of the
cars on our streets a few miles a gal-
lon, nothing radical, something within
our technological ability, something
we have the technology to do today.

The administration again refused to
do even modest increases in our mile-
age standards, and those are called
CAFE standards. It is an acronym for
increasing our mileage standards, and
we can do this today and drive the
same size vehicles that we drive. We do
not have to give up the luxuries that
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Americans enjoy. We simply have to
insist that our manufacturers as a
whole use the technologies that are
now available to increase mileage, to
decrease climate-change gases that are
going out the tailpipe.

In these vehicles we have got fuel
cell technology coming on. The only
thing that comes out of the tailpipe is
water. We have got existing hybrids
that get 45, 50 miles a gallon that we
ought to be using today. We ought to
be insisting that we do not give up the
markets to Japan, which we are doing
again like we did in the 1970s. In the
1970s we gave up our markets to the
Japanese. We are doing it again today.
We are letting them come in with hy-
brid vehicles, and we are not producing
them.

Now I hope and I am told that our
local domestic producers are going to
start to do that in the next couple of
years. I am very happy about that, but
we need the administration to help us
increase our mileage standards, and
they have refused to do it. It is strike
seven on the environmental list of
what we have been working on environ-
mentally in the last 2 years.

Number eight, the Superfund. The
Superfund. The Superfund is a fund
that was started on as a basic idea and
that idea was that polluters would pay
for the toxics they put in the ground in
these Superfund sites. There is a
Superfund site, just to tell my col-
leagues one I am familiar with in the
State of Washington, it is on Bain-
bridge Island. It is across from where I
live. It is a place where there was a
creosoting plant that put creosote in
lumber; but the creosote, thousands of
gallons went down and were stuck on
top of the water table and land, and the
idea of the Superfund site was to clean
that up.

We should not have to pay for it. The
American public should not have to
pay for the discharge of creosote over
years and years that contaminated
these sites. Who should have to pay for
it? The polluters, and it was a pretty
commonsense idea.

The Superfund bill was created so
that the polluters would pay for the
right, the privilege, the enjoyment of
putting toxics into the ground; and
that system worked for years, and it
was funded through a charge on pol-
luters. Essentially those who manufac-
tured, presented the risk of this dis-
charge would have to pay so that the
American people did not have to with
their taxes.

That bill has come up for renewal,
and in strike number eight, the admin-
istration dropped the ball and refused
to help us reinstitute this Superfund
provision so that the polluters would
pay instead of the American people,
and that is wrong. Americans should
not have to pay for this pollution. The
polluters should, and we have yet an-
other example of the administration
working with the polluting industries
to avoid responsibility to try to keep
our water clean and toxins out of our

water. We would like the administra-
tion to change its feelings in that re-
gard, to help us. We hope that happens.

On the ninth strike, in our national
monuments, and this will be my clos-
ing discussion, and that is that our na-
tional monuments, again, this idea was
started by Teddy Roosevelt. It is the
idea that Presidents can establish for
the American people in perpetuity our
beautiful landscapes; and Presidents
have done this, almost every President,
except a couple in the last two decades.
This has been very important to pro-
tect areas from certain natural re-
source industries that can threaten
these areas.

Again, today, the Departments of the
Federal Government are thinking
about opening these up for mining for
oil, drilling for who knows what, with-
out congressional approval. This Cham-
ber voted against that. This Chamber
passed a measure that would slow that
down, if not prevent it. We would like
the administration to follow that vote.
We think that is the right thing to do.
We are calling upon them to do so.

So we have gone through a sorry lit-
any of environmental degradation of
our laws. It is not a happy thing to
talk about this. I would rather be here,
not only complimenting the President
for what he has done in Afghanistan,
but complimenting him for environ-
mental progress; but we cannot do that
because in nine separate ways we have
just talked about, in fact America’s
gone backwards.

Our protection of clean air has gone
backward; our protection of clean
water has gone backward and it is im-
portant that people know this. It is im-
portant, Mr. Speaker, that we talk
about this on the floor of this House
because when we go backwards in so
many ways, we are going to end up
back where we were in the 1950s and
1960s. We made real progress in this
country cleaning up our air and water.
We have done good things.

b 1545
Mr. Speaker, I remember when the

river in Ohio caught fire. That was be-
fore America started to do things posi-
tively for the environment. Things can
go backwards as well as forwards. Now
with our new science about how chil-
dren can be affected, morbidity and
mortality rates can be affected by
cleaner water, this is not the time to
go backwards. We hope the administra-
tion will, in fact, start to review their
administration policies.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. SOLIS).

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I am very
proud to be here tonight with the gen-
tleman from Washington to talk about
this issue. It is something that is very,
very deeply felt amongst my commu-
nity. Many from my district and the
31st Congressional District in Cali-
fornia know that we are faced with
some tremendous challenges, some
that the gentleman spoke about to-
night, that resonate with the constitu-
ents that I represent.

The district that I represent is, for
lack of a better word, one under siege
because we have a lot of environmental
impacts that have affected this district
for the last 50, or maybe 75 years.

I happen to represent a district that
has 17 abandoned mining pits, pits that
will never be filled at this point in
time, that affect the health of children
and seniors that live in the sur-
rounding community. Businesses do
not want to locate in that surrounding
area because property values have gone
down. What do we do with those empty
pits and the families and children that
are faced with increasing rates of asth-
ma, heart disease and cancer attrib-
uted to the deaths and the particulate
matter the gentleman spoke of earlier?
We need to do something besides talk
about it. We need to provide legislative
relief and funding so research can be
done into this area.

I am very concerned about the lack
of leadership on the part of this admin-
istration to move forward in putting
forth environmental justice legisla-
tion. I have to say, while as a member
in the State Senate in California, after
two trials of getting a law put forward,
we finally were able to get environ-
mental legislation passed and signed by
our Governor. That was the first piece
of legislation signed into law in the
country. Shame on us, and shame on
this administration and others that
have not taken note of that dire need
to do something for our communities.

People in my district right now are
crying out to see that laws that are
currently in place are enforced. We find
also that many of the water tables that
are in my district are also contami-
nated and polluted. I represent a dis-
trict that has four Superfund sites, two
that were just recently closed. The
BKK, now in my neighboring district,
will be in my new district. People are
concerned. The city wants to build a
golf course and other entertainment
and physical activities, sports related;
but what measures are being put in
place to safeguard the people that will
use that facility? EPA needs to be at
the table to have the resources to clean
up these toxic sites and do something
about it.

I am also concerned about the fact
that materials are not published in dif-
ferent languages for communities that
I represent. My district is 58 percent
Latino. Many in that community are
not English speakers. They are either
Asian or Latino. What are we doing
about making sure that our commu-
nities of color, just because they are
low income does not mean that they do
not care about environmental justice
and how their children are raised.

We need to put some enforcement
and make sure that the language capa-
bilities are put in place so people can
understand the dangers of having their
house next to a site that is toxic. Or if
there is a landfill that a person lives
nearby, that the contaminants that are
in that landfill, while they seep
through our water table, how that af-
fects our drinking water.
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The gravel pits, what about the dust

and particulate matter that has an ad-
verse effect on the health of children
and senior centers? We need to do
much more in terms of enforcement
and protections for our communities.

In fact, Latinos, almost by 96 per-
cent, feel we ought to be doing more to
prioritize the environment. Study after
study after study show that the Latino
community is ready to see these pro-
tections put in place. Let us put our
money where our mouth is.

As Earth Day approaches, I would
ask my colleagues to join in activities
at our districts to help bring greater
awareness amongst people of color and
the disadvantaged who need to under-
stand that policymakers like ourselves
truly want to see some changes with
respect to the environment so that we
protect and value Mother Nature and
our Earth.

I am working very hard to try to get
the National Park Service to come in
and do a study on one of the largest
urban conservancies in the country
where 7 million people reside. Many of
those people are low income, many are
people of color. This is one of the last
acreages that is available where we
still see wildlife and habitat, where the
watersheds are not paved over like the
L.A. River in California. We do not
want our rivers paved. We want open
space and ability for our communities
to recreate, to enjoy open habitat and
wildlife.

Mr. Speaker, we need to have re-
sources and we need to have a hearing
on this bill. That is why I am joining
with the gentleman and congratulate
the gentleman for bringing this issue
to the floor, because it is something
that is imperative for the community I
represent.

Mr. Speaker, ‘‘muchos en mi
districto quieren mejorar esta
communidad y limpiar el agua y el
aire.’’ The translation is, ‘‘Many in my
district are supportive of improving
our community and cleaning the water
and air.’’

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SOLIS) for such an eloquent statement.
The gentlewoman has expressed better
than I can the outrage that Americans
are feeling that this administration is
ignoring asthmatic children to favor
the polluting industries.

I heard over and over again in my
district, people would come up and say,
we understand there is a war on, but we
cannot allow that to be camouflage for
having a war against the environment.
That is essentially what we are having
right now. The administration is re-
moving clean air rules that protect
asthmatic children, trying to remove
rules against arsenic in the water.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) who
has been a voice on a variety of envi-
ronmental issues.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
SOLIS) for the job she has been doing

representing her constituents and the
leadership she has been providing in
this Congress on these very important
issues. And I also commend the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE).
We serve on the Committee on Re-
sources, and we have teamed up to
work on a variety of issues. Now is the
time that we should be discussing these
issues.

Yes, we stand united in the war
against terrorism, but there are other
issues that demand public debate and
scrutiny. That is the essence of our de-
mocracy, to have a discussion of these
important issues: How can we promote
economic growth while still being sen-
sitive to the ecology and the environ-
ment? I think it is important that we
put together an environmental policy
in this country that we can work to-
gether on in a bipartisan fashion. We
have an opportunity.

I also serve on the Committee on Ag-
riculture, and we have been hard at
work trying to pass a farm bill that
could in fact be implemented over the
next 10 years. This is an opportunity to
change in a significant way farm policy
in the country so perhaps we are not
giving as much direct subsidies to a
few but very large commodity pro-
ducers, mainly out West, encouraging
them to produce more because they are
getting paid by production rather than
what the marketplace would buy, and
move some of those resources into the
conservation title so that the farmers
who are looking for additional assist-
ance so they can practice good land
stewardship initiatives on their private
lands in producing the crops in this
country will have the resources to tap
into.

These are voluntary, incentive-based
programs. Right now three out of four
farmers that apply for technical assist-
ance in conservation program funding
are turned away because of the inad-
equacy of resources. Yet if we can in-
crease the area of this farm bill with
more resources, we will be able to ben-
efit more family farmers in all regions
of the country rather than skewing the
next farm bill to a few very large pro-
ducers.

This is important because we can
also provide economic assistance to our
producers through these conservation
programs; and through these conserva-
tion programs, it will lead to better
watershed management, which means
better-quality drinking supplies in this
country, which is important to farmers
and communities.

It will also lead to the protection of
important wildlife and fish habitat,
and ultimately the protection of valu-
able farmland and topsoil itself. Right
now we are losing so much topsoil, af-
fecting the productive nature of agri-
culture, and we are losing $300 million
of applied nitrogen that runs off the
farm fields because they do not have
the conservation programs to prohibit
that from occurring. It is affecting the
water quality in the rivers and
streams.

I am confident in standing here today
predicting in the 21st century, quality
water supply is going to be a huge issue
in our country and throughout the
world. We can do this with sensible
farm policy that recognizes the value
and the value added to these incentive-
based conservation programs.

The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
INSLEE) and I have been hard at work
trying to shape the next energy bill. In
the Senate they are debating a variety
of provisions on it. We share the com-
mon goal that we wish to have seen
coming out of the House an energy pol-
icy that was going to devote more in
investment and resources into devel-
oping a more sustainable and self-reli-
ant energy policy for the 21st century.
That means being serious in investing
in R&D and alternative and renewable
energy sources, and the tremendous po-
tential that fuel cell development
holds in this country.

Yet we feel that the House-passed
version of the energy bill fell short and
was inadequate in this area. The key to
understanding our energy needs in the
21st century is to understand that we
cannot produce with fossil fuels alone
the energy that we are going to need to
consume in this country in this next
century. That means we have to look
at alternative energy sources: the
wind, the power, the geothermal, fuel
cell development.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman and I
went on a trip last year to Norway,
Denmark, and Iceland to look at their
alternative and renewable energy pro-
grams. Norway is heavily dependent on
hydropower. Denmark has windmills
and wind farms generating a lot of
their electricity needs.

Iceland was interesting. Of course,
they have a lot of geothermal, but they
have a 10-year plan in place right now
and are working hard at being the first
hydrogen-powered society in the world.
They are converting their auto, bus
and fishing fleet, which is huge in Ice-
land, to fuel cell-powered vehicles.
They are getting this technology, in
part, from a company located in Mid-
dleton, Wisconsin. So we have some
local, home-grown company in this
country developing the technology and
assisting another country to make this
conversion and pivot off from fossil
fuel consumption and into hydrogen-
powered energy, which is really break-
ing the barriers down and proving to
the rest of the world, and especially
our country, that if we have the leader-
ship and the political will and the sup-
port within the community, we can do
this.

b 1600
I think the American people are real-

ly looking for this type of leadership
right now, understanding that we are
not going to produce enough oil in
order to meet our energy needs. Right
now we are consuming 25 percent of the
oil that is being produced throughout
the world for our own energy needs; yet
we only have 3 percent of the oil re-
serves, which by its very nature tells
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you that we are not going to be able to
produce enough oil in this country to
become self-reliant and to wean our-
selves off from the importation of for-
eign oil supply.

We have seen how volatile now the
Middle East and the Persian Gulf re-
gion really is. I look forward to work-
ing with my colleague from Wash-
ington State and also my good friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HOLT), as we continue to look at good
policy that will sustain our environ-
ment; that will protect our valuable
natural resources and the ecosystems
that we all live in and that our commu-
nities would like to see us do a better
job of protecting and see if we can put
together a long-term, commonsense en-
ergy policy that recognizes the poten-
tial that exists with alternatives and
renewables and with fuel cell and with
the technology that is being developed
right now in private industry in this
country.

Hopefully, we will be able to work in
partnership with the private sector in
order to make this conversion in the
21st century. I thank the gentleman for
giving me a little bit of time today to
talk about this very important issue.
We will look forward to working with
both of you in the future.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I really
appreciate the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin’s comments, because I think it gave
the lie to this sort of myth that if it is
good for the environment, it must be
bad for the economy. I think that
wrongheaded thinking has led, frankly,
to a lot of the administration proposals
that have gone backwards on the envi-
ronment, because the fact is that some-
body is going to make a ton of money
on these new technologies, in hydrogen
and wind power and solar, in new hy-
brid cars. Somebody is going to get
filthy rich on this, and it should be us.

Mr. KIND. What is really interesting
is it is almost as if the private sector is
way ahead of the curve in regards to
the policymakers in Congress and with
the administration because they are al-
ready starting to invest in a lot of this
technology. They are already trying to
build more energy-efficient buildings
because they know that that is going
to be a plus on the bottom line of their
businesses. They also know that it is
not a healthy situation to be so de-
pendent on foreign energy sources for
our needs. The private sector, I think,
is leading the charge and looking for
comparable leadership by the policy-
makers of this country. We just need to
dovetail into what a lot of companies
are already investing in and what they
are already encouraging by their own
practices.

Mr. INSLEE. We are going to try to
change that orientation where right
now 85 percent of all the resources here
in the House-passed bill goes to the old
industry and only 15 percent to the
new. We are going to try to change
that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT), who has
been doing a great job.

Mr. HOLT. I thank my friend from
Washington for yielding. I am pleased
to be here with the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND), who understands
the word ‘‘sustainable’’ and tries to
build that into the agriculture bill to
protect topsoil and water. It is a key
word, sustainable, here.

If I may take issue with my good
friend from Washington, perhaps the
phrase should not be ‘‘filthy rich,’’ but
we will become ‘‘clean rich’’ if Amer-
ican industry takes advantage of the
opportunity for developing sustainable
technologies. It is not a matter of
growth or environmental protection;
and we cannot emphasize that too
strongly, because we have got to beat
down this misconception that the ad-
ministration appears to have, and that
I must say the leadership here in the
House seems to have, that environ-
mental protection is somehow costly.
As the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. SOLIS) points out, the cost of not
doing anything is great, the cost in
child asthma, the cost in public health.

But let me turn to something here
that emphasizes it in a way that I
think even the most hard-nosed busi-
ness type would understand. This is an
article that just appeared a few days
ago, written by the chief executive offi-
cer of BP, one of the world’s largest
corporations. They not only produce
energy and drill for oil but they also, of
course, use a lot of energy. They de-
cided, 5 years ago, that they should cut
their energy use and that they could
cut their energy use. The reason was
that the emission of carbon into the at-
mosphere was changing the climate for
the worse and that to do nothing would
be costly to society and perhaps, they
thought, even costly to themselves.

And so they thought that they would
take preventive action. They have cut
their carbon emissions to below their
1990 level. Back in 1997 when they set
themselves on this course, they set a
10-year goal. Already halfway into that
time period, they have already
achieved their goal of cutting their
carbon emissions below the 1990 level
by 10 percent. But get this, here is the
clincher. Today, says Lord Browne, we
can assert two things with confidence:
savings from reduced energy inputs and
increased efficiency outweigh all the
expenditures involved. In other words,
they did it at no cost. And growth is
not at risk from this precautionary ac-
tion.

If BP can do it, any company can do
it. And if they can do it, a country can
do it. Unfortunately, the administra-
tion here in the United States has
taken the approach that, Well, no, we
cannot cut our carbon emissions. What
we are going to do is not let our carbon
emissions grow quite so fast. We won’t
let them grow quite as fast as our gross
domestic product is growing. I have

news for the President. That has been
true since 1975. Our carbon emissions
have been growing less fast than our
economy. In other words, the President
is saying, let’s take a do-nothing ap-
proach to the greatest environmental
insult that we are, our country, our
globe, placing on the environment. And
we have right here very good evidence
from a hard-nosed business person that
we can cut these greenhouse gases at
no cost to our economic growth.

As you and the gentleman from Wis-
consin point out, with other tech-
nologies, we can even contribute to our
economic growth. There is money to be
made in clean, sustainable environ-
mental technologies. We should be
there taking advantage of them. I ap-
plaud my colleague for not only taking
the time now to make these good
points that he has made but for all the
work he is doing day in and day out on
these environmental issues. I am
pleased to be here in the company of
such a devoted environmentalist.

Mr. INSLEE. I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey. I am sure at least
some of the people who have heard you
realize that you are, I think, the only
physicist in the House. Is there another
physicist in the House or are you the
only physicist in the House?

Mr. HOLT. As a physicist I am sure I
have spent more time on energy ques-
tions and energy technology than any
other Member of the House. It is some-
thing that I think is so important to
do, because, as I was alluding to before,
I would say the number one insult to
our planet is the way we produce and
use energy. We have to turn attention
to a way to do that in a sustainable
fashion.

Mr. INSLEE. As our only physicist,
we really appreciate you coming down
here today to talk about this. I agree
with you. The most important insult is
the climate-change issue, the one that
I think has got to be most demanding;
and what I really liked what you said
was, we are not the pessimists in this
debate. We are the optimists. We are
the guys with the can-do spirit. We be-
lieve America can deal with this prob-
lem effectively, but sticking our head
in the sand and taking the posture of
an ostrich is not effective. Unfortu-
nately that is what the administration
has done.

What I liked from what you said is
that essentially we are capable from a
scientific and economic standpoint of
dealing with climate change; but we
lack one thing, and that is leadership.
We lack somebody at the White House
telling America that we can get this
job done. I think that is what Teddy
Roosevelt would have done. He would
have said, What do you mean we can’t
build new technologies? You mean the

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 01:20 Apr 11, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10AP7.097 pfrm02 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1198 April 10, 2002
Japanese are smarter than we are? You
mean the Danes are smarter than we
are? You mean the people in Iceland
are somehow more technologically ad-
vanced than Americans? That is nuts.
Yet right now the White House has
taken this position of surrender to
these other countries that are leading
us in these new technologies. I appre-
ciate your words of optimism because I
believe they are the right ones. I want
to thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey for his comments.

Mr. Speaker, to summarize here and
comment, we have been talking about
a disappointing aspect of our American
public policy. The disappointment is
that on a whole host of issues, the lead-
er of the free world, the administration
that has the capability of rallying this
Nation to tremendous positive change
from an environmental perspective, the
administration that has within itself
the ability to adopt rules to try to re-
duce kids from having asthma, is going
the wrong way. The administration
that has the ability to reduce the
amount of arsenic and selenium and
cyanide in our drinking water is going
the wrong way. The administration
that has the ability to assure that the
last one-third of our national forests
that have not been clear-cut so our
grandkids will be able to see those for-
ests some day is going the wrong way.

The administration that has the abil-
ity to lead the world to deal with this
problem of climate change so that we
can keep this general system as we
have it, the way we grew up, so that it
rains when it should and it gets cold
when it should, is going the wrong way.
The administration that has the abil-
ity to make sure that mines do not
leak toxic substances is going in the
wrong way. The administration that
has the ability to make sure that our
Superfund site rules, so that you do not
have to pay for the toxics in the soil
that get the cleanup, the polluters
have got to pay for it, is going the
wrong way. The administration that
has the ability to get our cars to be
some modest level, better efficiency to
save us money and save the environ-
ment is going the wrong way. It is a
sad story to have to say this today, be-
cause we are a great, optimistic, and
creative people and we have the abil-
ity, the heart and the desire to leave
this planet as good as it was when we
were born.

I stand here today to say that this
House should join the U.S. Senate and
the administration to go forward on
the environment rather than back-
wards, and this administration is going
to turn on a dime and go 180 degrees
different from where it is going right
now, which is backwards on the envi-
ronment. I urge anybody that feels the
way I do to take every step you can to
see to it that we go that way.

f

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

FERGUSON). Pursuant to clause 12 of

rule I, the Chair declares the House in
recess subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 12 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f

b 2122

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 9 o’clock and
22 minutes p.m.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3762, PENSION SECURITY
ACT OF 2002

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107–396) on the resolution (H.
Res. 386) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3762) to amend title I of
the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 and the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide additional
protections to participants and bene-
ficiaries in individual account plans
from excessive investment in employer
securities and to promote the provision
of retirement investment advice to
workers managing their retirement in-
come assets, and to amend the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934 to prohibit
insider trades during any suspension of
the ability of plan participants or bene-
ficiaries to direct investment away
from equity securities of the plan spon-
sor, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

CORRECTION TO THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF APRIL 9, 2002
AT PAGE H1149

6045. A letter from the Governor and Sec-
retary of State, Office of the Governor, Car-
son City, Nevada, transmitting a Notice of
Disapproval of the site designation of Yucca
Mountain in Nevada as the nation’s high
level nuclear waste repository; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce; received
April 8, 2002.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SKELTON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DEUTSCH, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MCKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WATSON of California, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. ENGEL, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.

Mr. SKELTON, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 23 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, April 11, 2002, at 10
a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6120. A letter from the Administrator,
Farm Service Agency, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Streamlining of the Emergency Farm
Loan Program Loan Regulations (RIN: 0560–
AF72) received April 3, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

6121. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Increase in Fees for
Voluntary Federal Seed Testing and Certifi-
cation Services and Establishment of a Fee
for Preliminary Test Reports [Docket Num-
ber LS–01–07] received March 15, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

6122. A letter from the Chairman, National
Credit Union Administration, transmitting
the 2001 Annual Report of the National Cred-
it Union Administration, pursuant to 12
U.S.C. 1256; to the Committee on Financial
Services.

6123. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Re-
quirements for Arthur Andersen LLP Audit-
ing Clients (RIN: 3235–AI46) received March
19, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Financial Services.

6124. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting a proposed
joint resolution that would approve, pursu-
ant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982,
the President’s recommendation of February
15, 2002 that the Yucca Mountain site be des-
ignated as the location for a potential repos-
itory for spent nuclear fuel and high-level ra-
dioactive waste; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

6125. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Hazardous Waste Manage-
ment System; Identification and Listing of
Hazardous Waste; Paint Production Wastes;
Land Disposal Restrictions for Newly Identi-
fied Wastes; and CERCLA Hazardous Sub-
stance Designation and Reportable Quan-
tities; Final Determination [SWH–FRL–7167–
8] (RIN: 2050–AE32) received April 3, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6126. A letter from the Executive Secretary
and Chief of Staff, Agency For International
Development, transmitting a report pursu-
ant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of
1998; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

6127. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
transmitting a copy of the annual report in
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