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We have been dealing with the facts
surrounding the energy situation. We
have heard about what the situation is
in the State of California. We are in
fact now building, and any reader of
The Wall Street Journal this last week
has learned that we are moving ahead
without a Federal initiative, to build
more generating capacity. More is on
line; markets are in fact responding.

We have heard this myth somehow
that people, for example, in California,
or the ‘‘radical environmentalists,”
were at fault for not building up refin-
ing capacity in this country and talk
about how there has not been a lot of
new refineries built.

Well, the reason there have not been
new refineries built is because the in-
dustry has been going through consoli-
dation. We have more refinery capacity
today, fewer refineries. And if you look
at what the petroleum giants are
doing, they are shedding refinery ca-
pacity because it is not profitable
enough.

What measures up to the hundreds of
percent or thousands of percent rate of
return that can be extracted from some
of the situations that we have had de-
scribed on the floor today? It is not
somehow the fault of the environ-
mentalists, it is market forces that are
at work.

We understand, and I have heard
twice now the Vice President extolling
the virtues of going back to nuclear en-
ergy. Interesting. I come from a State
that shut down a nuclear plant. The
private company that owned it shut it
down earlier than its license would
have required because it was not profit-
able.

It is true that over 20 percent of the
generation currently comes from nu-
clear power, but there has not been a
new nuclear power plant ordered in the
United States in over 23 years. And it
was not just in my State that they
shut it down. The gentleman from New
Jersey can testify that there was the
same situation occurring there and in
Maine, Illinois, and Connecticut, where
people were backing away from nuclear
energy.

We still do not have a safe place to
store nuclear waste in this country. We
have been tied in knots over that. Yet
some want to go ahead and deal with
more.

The assertion somehow that nuclear
energy is the salvation, the silver bul-
let, that it does not provide pollution,
well, excuse me. First of all, nuclear
waste continues for a quarter of a mil-
lion years or longer. Nuclear waste,
when you are dealing with it, is not
just nuclear energy; it is the very
warm water that is generated. It pol-
lutes the waterways.

The process of enriching uranium
uses a substantial amount of elec-
tricity in and of itself that produces
many of the same sort of traditional
fossil fuel air pollutants. Nuclear en-
ergy is not a silver bullet.
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We have heard some arguing that
somehow the environmentalists have
locked up all the land. We cannot have
access. Wait a minute. Right now the
oil and gas industry has access to huge
tracts of BLM lands. Only 3.5 percent
of the BLM land in Colorado is off lim-
its to exploration; only 2 percent in
Montana; only 2.5 percent in Wyoming;
4 percent in New Mexico. It simply is
not true that there is not access.

It is interesting watching the little
struggle between the President’s broth-
er and the people in California and
Alaska who are concerned about off-
shore drilling, but there is still over 60
percent of the Nation’s undiscovered
economically recoverable oil and 80
percent of the economically recover-
able gas that is located in areas that
are accessible. There are opportunities
for further exploration. It is the pri-
vate sector that to this point has cho-
sen not to take advantage of them.

I guess I will conclude my remarks
before turning to the gentleman from
New Jersey to wrap it up to just make
one other point, that there are many
opportunities now for low-income peo-
ple to be able to reduce their energy
costs over time.

We have talked about the lunacy of
having a massive tax cut that is not
going to benefit the vast majority of
low- and moderate-income people, but
somehow they are going to take this
tax cut and pay it for higher energy
costs. But if for a moment we can
spend upwards of $2 trillion over the
next 11 years, is it not possible that
Congress and this administration could
design programs to help very low- and
moderate-income people pay some of
the higher costs through rebates or di-
rect tax credits that go back to them,
so they can afford to be more energy
efficient, lower their electrical costs
today, not tomorrow or 20 years from
now, lower those costs today, save
them money today, and have addi-
tional savings that will accrue to the
broader community because we will
not have to build an energy plant a
week?

It seems to me that this is a simple,
commonsense approach; that if we
could get it to the floor, I am con-
vinced an overwhelming majority of
Republicans and Democrats would
agree with the American public to put
conservation, wise use, invest in Amer-
ican technology, do that first before we
move ahead with things that simply
they are opposed to. I think it makes
good sense, and I hope that this Con-
gress will listen to what we are being
told by the American public.

With that, I will turn to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
for the last word in our special order
this evening.

Mr. PALLONE. I thank the gen-
tleman. I do not mean to take the last
word, but I just wanted to comment on
what the gentleman said, because I
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think what he pointed out is that the
Democrats’ energy policy is a well-
rounded, commonsense approach.

We are saying that we want more
production in those areas that are
available to be done; to drill for oil, to
drill for natural gas, in an environ-
mentally sensitive way. It can be done.
We are for more production. We are
saying we want conservation. We want
the use of more renewables. We want
more energy efficiency. We have tax
credits for energy efficiency, if you buy
a car or do something to your home
that is more energy efficient.

We basically are very well rounded in
our approach in terms of the types of
fossil fuels that could be used, and I for
the life of me do not understand why
we have to take this Bush-Cheney ap-
proach that just says drill, drill, drill,
and nothing else. Even in our Demo-
cratic proposal, we have a supplement
to the LTHEAP program for low-income
individuals, because we recognize that
they are going to need additional help.

If you think about what the Demo-
crats have put forward, more produc-
tion, more energy efficiency, more use
of renewables, trying to provide direct
payments to low-income individuals so
they can pay for their rising costs, all
these things are in there.

But we want this energy policy to be
well rounded. We do not want it to just
be limited to something that the oil
companies want, which is to drill and
drill and drill. There is no way that
you can possibly look at what the
Democrats have in mind and then look
at what the President is proposing. The
President’s proposal is nothing more
than a payback to the special interests,
to the oil industry. We have seen that.

I know tomorrow it is going to be un-
veiled. We heard a lot about it, but I
am waiting to see what happens, be-
cause, as the gentleman says, we want
to be bipartisan, and we are hoping
that maybe he will incorporate tomor-
row some of the conservation and other
things that we are talking about to-
night. I doubt he will, but I hope he
does, because I would like to see a re-
sponsible energy policy passed. I just
do not see that coming from the White
House so far.

With that, I thank my colleague for
all he has done and continues to do on
these issues.

———

DIABETES, A DEVASTATING
PUBLIC HEALTH ISSUE

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

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, as we observe National Wom-
en’s Health Week this week, I rise as
the Cochair of the Congressional Cau-
cus on Women’s Issues to bring atten-
tion and highlight a disease that has
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become a devastating public health
issue. That disease is diabetes, and it is
wreaking havoc on women, especially
African American women.

Recent studies confirm the numbers
of women being diagnosed with Type II
diabetes each year, and these numbers
are increasing in alarming rates.

Mr. Speaker, diabetes Kkills one
American every 3 minutes, and a new
case is diagnosed every 40 seconds. No
person is immune and no community
remains unaffected. Almost 16 million
Americans have diabetes, with 60 per-
cent of those being women.

Statistics have shown that women
with diabetes have a five-fold higher
risk of coronary heart disease than do
non-diabetic women. In addition, coro-
nary heart disease is the number one
killer of people with diabetes and poses
a greater risk for women who develop
heart disease. Furthermore, close to
three-fourths of deaths in individuals
with diabetes will be directly attrib-
utable to cardiovascular disease.

Another disturbing aspect associated
with this disease is that it is the num-
ber one Kkiller of African American
women with diabetes and has reached
epidemic proportions. An alarming sta-
tistic is that 11.8 percent of African
American women who are 20 years old
or older have diabetes, and about one
in four African American women over
the age of 55 have diabetes, which is
nearly twice the rate of white women.

Statistics reflect that among older
populations, women make up 75 per-
cent of diabetes cases. One of the rea-
sons diabetes disproportionately af-
fects women is because there are more
obese women than men, and women
live longer and maintain less active
lives than men. Inactivity puts women
at a greater risk for obesity, which is
often a direct precursor to diabetes.

The poor health habits of mothers in-
crease the risks of their children devel-
oping similar behaviors and health
challenges. Therefore, it is vital that
we highlight the importance of edu-
cating women about healthy living.

It is also important to conduct more
diabetes-related research studies. Dia-
betes research has been an invaluable
tool, that has paved the way to ex-
traordinary breakthroughs for women.
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However, more research must be
funded and conducted as a standard
protocol for women’s health initia-
tives. We must research new and pro-
gressive treatments for women with di-
abetes and promote prevention as a re-
sponse to this challenge.

Primary prevention is critical to re-
ducing morbidity, mortality, and eco-
nomic costs associated with cardio-
vascular disease in diabetic women. Di-
abetes is the single most costly disease
in America, totaling about $105 billion
a year. That is why the Women’s Cau-
cus submitted an appropriations re-
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quest for fiscal year 2002 that would
fully fund NIH programs and which will
provide the resources necessary to ad-
dress this issue.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to raise their voices, open
their hearts, and enhance their com-
mitment in educating our communities
about diabetes and primary prevention.
I also ask each one to join in the fight
for adequate funding for research.

Mr. Speaker, I will be introducing
legislation in the next few days to
bring attention to this important pub-
lic health issue. The legislation will
address this disparity that exists
among diabetic women. It will focus on
research, increased representation of
minority scientists, and education out-
reach. I hope that my colleagues will
cosponsor this legislation with me.

————

THE ENERGY CRISIS IN THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

CANTOR). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.

MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, in regards to the gentlewoman
from California, this diabetes is a hor-
rible, horrible disease and there are
lots of statistics that support exactly
what the gentlewoman from California
has said. If we could figure out a cure
for diabetes, according to the statis-
tical information that I have, it would
be amazing how dramatically we could
cut health care costs in this country. A
huge portion of our Medicare and Med-
icaid budgets in this country are di-
rectly attributable to diabetes, juve-
nile diabetes, adult diabetes, et cetera,
et cetera. So I encourage the gentle-
woman from California to go on with
her efforts.

Mr. Speaker, this evening I want to
talk about the energy crisis that we
have in this country; and I want to
talk about what is our future. What is
the future for this country? I want to
talk about conservation. I want to talk
about realistic conservation. I want to
talk about the solutions that start at
home, not solutions that are dictated
out of Washington, D.C.

However, before we do that, I just lis-
tened to an hour of rambling on about
how bad the Republicans are here, how
bad this is here and how bad that is
there, and how California has inno-
cently suffered the wrath of the United
States, because California, after all,
does not deserve this blame. I think we
need to take just a couple of minutes of
rebuttal.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
SHERMAN), my colleague, says that the
answer for this energy crisis in Cali-
fornia lies in Washington, D.C. I say to
the gentleman, with all due respect,
the answer should not come out of
Washington, D.C. The answer should
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come at the local level and at the State
level. Frankly, the State of California
thought they would show all the other
States how deregulation was done.
They took the lead on deregulation,
and they made a mistake. I say to the
gentleman, with all due respect, the
gentleman sounds like another gen-
tleman from California. He sounds like
defense attorneys. He blames every-
body else: it is not my fault; it is their
fault. It is not the fault of California;
it is the fault of the Federal Govern-
ment in Washington, D.C. It is not the
fault of California and the State legis-
lature and the Governor of California;
it is the fault of the Western States. It
is not the fault of the Governor of the
State of California and the legislature
of California; it is the fault of the oil
companies or it is the fault of this and
that.

Mr. Speaker, we want to help Cali-
fornia. Let me say something about
California. Despite the fact that a lot
of people in this country think they
have it coming because of the fact that
they do not want it in their backyard
and, although they will never admit it,
that is the attitude in California, and
frankly, that has been the attitude in
California. Despite the fact that some
people think they have it coming, I am
telling my colleagues here today, Cali-
fornia needs our help. California is the
sixth most powerful economic factor in
the world. In other words, if California
were a State of its own, California
would be the sixth most powerful econ-
omy in the world. The United States of
America is very dependent upon the
State of California. After all, they are
a State. They are our neighbors. They
are fellow citizens. We have an obliga-
tion to help California.

But, Mr. Speaker, before we go out to
help somebody, especially somebody
that got into that jam largely because
of their own doing, we like to hear
some kind of admission from the per-
son that we are about to help: hey, I
made a mistake. We would like to see
a little humbleness come out of some
of the people that have made this mis-
take, like the government and the leg-
islature in California. But that is not
what we are hearing. Instead, what we
are seeing is the blame game. It is
Washington, D.C.’s fault, it is Colo-
rado’s fault, it is Nevada’s fault, it is
everybody’s fault but us here in Cali-
fornia.

Come on, Governor. One does not
need to be a defense attorney. We are
not out to prosecute California. We
should not be out to prosecute Cali-
fornia. We are not putting California
on trial. Do not act like a defense at-
torney, I say to the Governor of Cali-
fornia, and say that it is everybody
else’s fault and you share none of the
fault. Stand up to it. Take the blame.
Do not play the blame game. Do not
delay the pain game.

You think what you are trying to do
out there in California is defer the
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