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INTEGRATED HEALTH CARE

(Mr. MURPHY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MURPHY. Madam Speaker,
study after study associates untreated
depression with increased rates of
chronic illness and increased health
care costs. For cancer, heart disease,
asthma, arthritis, diabetes the inci-
dence of depression can be double that
of the general population. Untreated
depression complicates treatment and
can double health care costs. Untreated
depression can cost employers $51 bil-
lion per year.

Depression management programs,
however, can save employers an aver-
age of $2,600 per employee through in-
creased productivity and reduced ab-
senteeism.

The time has come to improve health
care by integrating and coordinating
medical and mental health services for
more effective diagnosis and treat-
ment.

Rather than just cut the payments
for health care, Congress can lead the
way to saving lives and money through
integrated care. Science supports this,
and I look forward to working with my
colleagues to transform our health care
system through innovation, informa-
tion, and incentives to lower health
care costs for every American. I ask
my colleagues to learn more about in-
tegrated care by visiting my website at
Murphy.house.gov.

——————

THE ENERGY BILL

(Ms. LEE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, today we
will vote on the energy bill, written by
and for the energy industry in secret
meetings with Vice President CHENEY.

Tomorrow is Earth Day, and the
theme this year is ‘‘Protect our chil-
dren and our future.” Is this how the
Republican Congress envisions cele-
brating Earth Day and protecting our
children and the future?

This bill will pollute our air at a
time when childhood asthma rates are
growing. It exempts MBTE producers
from poisoning our water and keeps us
dependent on foreign oil. This environ-
mentally irresponsible bill offers over
$37 billion in tax breaks and subsidies
to oil, coal, and nuclear power indus-
tries.

The energy industry does not need
this money. In 2004 the profits of the
top 10 oil and gas companies jumped by
more than 30 percent.

The Republican Congress and the ad-
ministration continue to prioritize
short-term corporate profits over long-
term health and safety of our children
and our earth. We should be protecting
our children, our future, and this plan-
et. This energy bill destroys our envi-
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ronment. It is a danger to public
health. It forces consumers to pay
more for gas and keeps us dependent on
foreign oil.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 6.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan). Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

———

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 219 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 6.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
6) to ensure jobs for our future with se-
cure, affordable, and reliable energy,
with Mr. BONILLA (Acting Chairman) in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the
Committee of the Whole rose on
Wednesday April 20, 2005, amendment
No. 14 printed in House report 109-49 of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SoLIS) had been disposed of.

REQUEST TO OFFER AMENDMENT

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, pursuant
to clause 11 of rule XVIII, I offer an
amendment that will strike an un-
funded mandate in section 1502.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Chair
will respond momentarily.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Parliamen-
tary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. My par-
liamentary inquiry is that that is not
an amendment that we knew and
precleared under the Committee on
Rules.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Will the
gentleman withhold his parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. BARTON of Texas.
happy to, Mr. Chairman.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Will the
gentlewoman consider withholding her
motion at this time and perhaps bring-
ing it up a little later?

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, could we
discuss this, please?

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Bringing up
the motion at a later time would be
perfectly acceptable and would give the
Chair an opportunity to evaluate the
situation.

I will be
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Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I am
willing to withhold the amendment
without prejudice to give us time for
discussion.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The amend-
ment is withheld without prejudice.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 15 printed in House report
109-49.

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. UDALL OF
NEW MEXICO

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 15 offered by Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico:

Strike section 631 (and amend the table of
contents accordingly).

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 219, the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON)
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL).

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

I would like to first thank the Com-
mittee on Rules and the gentleman
from California (Chairman DREIER) for
making my amendment in order. My
amendment strikes section 631 of this
legislation. Section 631 is typical of
this flawed, shortsighted energy bill,
which does not give us a national en-
ergy policy and does not help con-
sumers with high gas prices.

Section 631 is a $30 million giveaway
to dangerous uranium mine tech-
nology. It is unsound fiscal policy for
an unproven type of mining. Further-
more, this $30 million giveaway will en-
courage a company to pollute the
groundwater of a community of 10,000
Navajo Indians.

At its worst, this section targets a
minority community with a dangerous
technology and uses them in an experi-
ment. At best, it is an unwarranted
giveaway to the uranium mining indus-
try.

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. The Udall amendment
would strike from the energy bill all
funding for research and development
into environmentally sensitive ura-
nium mining and reclamation tech-
nologies.

Uranium mining is necessary for the
production of enriched uranium that is
necessary to create nuclear fuel used in
nuclear power plants. The bill before us
today paves the way for an expansion
of the domestic nuclear industry, and
we need to authorize funding to de-
velop more environmentally sensitive
uranium technologies to feed the grow-
ing demand for nuclear power.

Section 631 of the bill creates a ura-
nium mining research and development
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program to improve uranium mining
technologies. This important funding
supports advanced uranium mining
technologies that can allow mining op-
erations to be conducted with greater
environmental sensitivity. Section 631
would also authorize funds for the de-
velopment of new environmental clean-
up technologies for the remediation of
closed uranium mines.

Nuclear power is here to stay, and we
need to support a strong domestic ura-
nium industry. Section 631 provides
funding for environmentally sensible
uranium mining to support a growing
nuclear industry.

With respect to the gentleman from
New Mexico’s (Mr. UDALL) specific con-
cerns for uranium mining issues in his
home State, I would like to point out
the provision specifically excludes New
Mexico from receiving any funding
under this provision. So I am not sure
exactly what his objection could be at
this point, at least with respect to his
home State.

I would encourage my colleagues to
vote against the Udall amendment.

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

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

With all due respect to the chairman,
he claims that this section excludes
New Mexico. I have a memo here from
the Congressional Research Service
that reads as follows: ‘“The proposed
statutory language, section 631, does
not appear to prohibit precisely the
same sorts of projects envisioned by
section 631 from occurring within New
Mexico. This statute, section 631, even
appears to permit the Department of
Energy to fund these types of programs
in New Mexico so long as there are al-
ternative available sources of Federal
funding that can be utilized.”

Also, I would point out funds are fun-
gible. This $30 million could end up and
free up funds committed elsewhere. A
company can use the now freed-up
money to mine in New Mexico. Thus,
this subsidy would indirectly facilitate
uranium mining in Navajo commu-
nities.

This has broader communications
than just for my State. We should not
be experimenting in communities’
water supply anywhere. My amend-
ment protects all communities near
uranium mines from potentially having
their water supplies polluted.

Section 631 also has very serious fis-
cal concerns. This proposed subsidy
would lead to even further unsound
policy. At a time of skyrocketing Fed-
eral deficits and in an uncertain eco-
nomic future, we should not be giving
away $30 million to the uranium indus-
try. We have too many priorities that
are not being met because of policies
like this subsidy.

Taxpayers for Common Sense views
this as an unfair corporate giveaway.
We do not need more of this type of
uranium development. Promoting this
type of development does not safely
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provide new energy sources; instead, it
increases the potential for drastically
harming the environment and causing
potential harm to thousands.

The case, Mr. Chairman, for this
amendment is strong. This is corporate
welfare, pure and simple. It is unwise
use of taxpayer dollars and dangerous
to my constituents. My amendment
can prevent the potential damage this
provision can inflict on the health of
thousands of Native Americans. But as
I stated earlier, this provision has im-
plications to far more communities
than in my district. The potential
long-term damage this section could
inflict on the environment is also im-
measurable.

I ask my colleagues to take a close
look at this and consider whether or
not they would want this type of dan-
gerous mining occurring in the neigh-
borhoods of their constituents. I urge
my colleagues to support my amend-
ment, stop corporate welfare, help pro-
tect the health of Native Americans
and help protect the environment.

In closing, I ask to include for the
RECORD this list of organizations that
are supporting my amendment to dem-
onstrate the broad support we received
from both New Mexico and nationally.

SUPPORTERS OF THE UDALL AMENDMENT
Taxpayers for Common Sense
Natural Resources Defense Council
US PIRG
National Environmental Trust
Friends of the Earth
Public Citizen
Sierra Club
Navajo Nation
Southwest Research and Information Center
New Mexico Environmental Law Center
Eastern Navajo Dine Against Uranium Min-
ing (ENDAUM)
THE NAVAJO NATION,
Washington, DC, April 20, 2005.
Hon. ToM UDALL,
House of Representatives, Longworth House Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN UDALL: As the Execu-
tive Director of the Navajo Nation Wash-
ington Office, representing the Navajo Na-
tion in Washington, DC, I wish to express
strong opposition to any attempt to reopen
the Navajo Nation to uranium mining. Sec-
tion 631 of H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act of
2005, would create a $30 million subsidy for
the domestic uranium mining industry over
three years to ‘‘identify, test, and develop
improved in situ leaching mining tech-
nologies.” While proponents of in situ leach
mining contend that this type of mining
poses a low risk to groundwater contamina-
tion, the fact remains that the technology is
unproven and the possibility of environ-
mental restoration is inconclusive.

The history of uranium mining on the Nav-
ajo Nation is painful. Many Navajo People
have died or suffered the painful effects from
uranium exposure through contaminated air,
water, and livestock. To this day, the Navajo
Nation continues to work with the United
States government to address the harmful
physical, emotional, and financial hardships
Navajo families continue to endure because
of past uranium activity.

The Dine’ will not tolerate the risk of
being exposed to uranium again. It is impor-
tant to note that the proposed legislation
would not only threaten the health of the
Navajo People, but also threatens the Navajo
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Aquifer, which provides the entire region
with uncontaminated drinking water. The
proposed sites for the uranium leaching
would be Church Rock and Crownpoint, New
Mexico, located 90 miles from Albuquerque.
This area is also home to approximately
15,000 people, and thousands more non-Nav-
ajos who could soon be effected by possible
uranium exposure.

For the sake of the health and safety of the
Navajo People, and the non-Navajo commu-
nities surrounding the Navajo Nation, I sup-
port your proposed amendment to remove
Section 631 from H.R. 6. Thank you for your
attention to this urgent matter.

Sincerely,
SHARON CLAHCHISCHILLIAGE,
Ezecutive Director, Navajo Nation
Washington Office.
EASTERN NAVAJO DINE
AGAINST URANIUM MINING,
Crownpoint, NM, April 20, 2005.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: Eastern Navajo
Diné Against Uranium Mining (ENDAUM)—a
Navajo citizens group that has been trying
to stop a uranium solution mining project in
two Diné communities in New Mexico for
more than 10 years—urges you to support the
Udall Amendment to the Energy Policy Act
of 2005 (H.R. 6). The Udall Amendment
strikes Section 631, which authorizes a $30
million dollar subsidy to companies using
the in situ leach (ISL), or solution mining,
method to extract uranium. This unneces-
sary act of corporate welfare could indi-
rectly facilitate uranium mining in Navajo
communities that don’t want it and on a sov-
ereign American Indian nation that just this
week enacted a statutory ban on uranium
mining and processing.

Since 1995, ENDAUM and other groups
have mounted a legal challenge to the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission’s licensing of
Hydro Resources Inc.’s Crownpoint Uranium
Project. ENDAUM believes that solution
mining at four sites in Church Rock and
Crownpoint, New Mexico, will contaminate
the regional aquifer that provides the only
source of drinking water for an estimated
15,000 people.

Even though Section 631 contains a limita-
tion that bars the Department of Energy
(DOE) from awarding any of the $30 million
in grants for ‘‘restoration demonstration
projects’ located in New Mexico, ENDAUM
fears that the provision, if enacted, could
fund HRI's parent company, Uranium Re-
sources, Inc. (URI). URI, which is based in
Texas and operates three ISL mines there,
qualifies for the DOE grants under language
in Section 631. ENDAUM fears that should
URI receive a DOE grant to be used at its
Texas mines, it would free up cash to fund
HRI’s defense of its NRC license and eventu-
ally to construct the proposed ISL mines in
Church Rock and Crownpoint.

Since the early 1950s, many Navajo com-
munities including Church Rock have dealt
with the devastating impacts of uranium
mining on the health of workers and commu-
nity members and the environment. This 50-
year legacy was one of the principal reasons
cited by the Navajo Nation Council when it
voted 63-19 on April 19 to adopt the Diné Nat-
ural Resources Protection Act of 2005, which
created Navajo Nation law banning uranium
mining and processing, including ISL min-
ing.

Congress has a responsibility to pass en-
ergy policy that promotes development of
sustainable and renewable energy sources
while protecting the environment and public
health and respecting the sovereignty of Na-
tive American tribes. ISL mining in a cur-
rently used drinking water aquifer in Navajo
communities is inimical to these objectives
and is opposed not only be the overwhelming
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majority of people in the area, but also by
the Navajo Nation government. Again,
ENDAUM urges you to support the Udall
Amendment to strike from the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005 the $30 million subsidy to the
uranium mining industry.
Sincerely,
LYNNEA SMITH,
Project Specialist.

TAXPAYERS FOR COMMON SENSE ACTION,

STOP URANIUM SUBSIDIES FROM FOULING UP
THE ENERGY BILL

SUPPORT THE UDALL AMENDMENT

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: We urge you to
support Representative Tom Udall’s amend-
ment to strike Section 631 from H.R. 6, the
Energy Policy Act of 2005. We are deeply con-
cerned with this provision, which gives a $30
million handout to the uranium industry,
and we will consider including your vote on
the Udall amendment on our annual score-
cards.

Section 631 authorizes $30 million in fed-
eral spending to aid the uranium industry’s
efforts to develop in situ leaching mining
technology. This unnecessary act of cor-
porate welfare subsidizes a mature industry
that has existed in the United States for
more than half a century, and does not need
the government to hold its hand any longer.
The U.S. already has an ample supply of ura-
nium, and does not need to spend hard-
earned taxpayer dollars to scour for new
sources.

The 50-year-old nuclear industry has bene-
fited from cradle-to-grave subsidization for
too long. These subsidies distort price sig-
nals and undermine the natural market
forces of the energy industry. Section 631 is
yet another example of the government’s
wasteful support of nuclear power, an indus-
try that cannot survive on its own.

This $89 billion energy bill is ballooning in
cost, and at a time of unprecedented deficits
it is the taxpayers of the next generation
that will foot the bill. We urge you to oppose
the energy bill, and to demonstrate your
commitment to fiscal responsibility by sup-
porting the Udall amendment. If you would
like any more information, please contact
Evan Berger at (202) 546-8500x111.

Sincerely,
JILL LANCELOT,
President/Co-founder.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is only a page
amendment, section 631. It authorizes
$10 million each year for 2006, 2007, 2008.

O 1030

It would create cooperative cost-
sharing agreements between the De-
partment of Energy and the domestic
uranium producers, and these cost-
sharing agreements would be competi-
tively selected demonstration projects.
So it is a 3-year $10 million per-year,
openly competed demonstration pro-
gram to try to find new ways to im-
prove mining technologies with the ap-
propriate environmental restoration
technologies.

But the part that I want to read into
the RECORD is, and I have great respect
for the Congressional Research Service,
but it very plainly states in section C
of section 631, and I am going to read
this verbatim: ‘‘Limitation. No activi-
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ties funded under this section may be
carried out in the State of New Mex-
ico.”

That is the plain language of the sec-
tion: ‘“No activities funded under this
section may be carried out in the State
of New Mexico.”

Now, the gentleman from New Mex-
ico has every right to offer an amend-
ment to strip the section if he has
some concerns generically about its
impact nationally; but if he has any
concern about this program being used
in his home State, it is not going to
happen, because it very clearly states
in this amendment, this section C of
the section 631, it cannot happen.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, the Congressional Research
Service was specifically asked the
question, and there is absolutely no
doubt. I read it into the RECORD. It is
there.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, with all due
respect, this bill came out of my com-
mittee. I mean, read it. Would I put
something in there or approve some-
thing, or is there some secret language,
some code word that the gentleman
and I, either one, do not know? ‘“No ac-
tivities funded under this section may
be carried out in the State of New Mex-
ico.” Boom.

Now, I am not saying the Congres-
sional Research Service did not tell the
gentleman what he read in the RECORD.
The gentleman is an honest man, but
this is the bill. I mean, the gentleman
understands that. Sure.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HALL), to close.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
BONILLA). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON) has 1%2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, like so
many times when I stand up here, I am
very fond of the author of the amend-
ment, but I do not like the amendment.
The name of Udall is almost a sacred
name in the West.

The salient part of this bill, I think
of this entire bill, that the gentleman
from Texas (Chairman BARTON) has
brought to us and we have passed
through committee and subcommittee,
is that it covers waterfront, and that
means that we need all energy sources.
This is just another of the sources that
we pool together.

I think assuring reliable, economical,
and environmentally sensitive domes-
tic uranium mining industry is essen-
tial to be a part of this bill and to
carry out and make the fullness of the
bill.

As the gentleman from Texas (Chair-
man BARTON) pointed out, section 631
of the bill reported by the House Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, I do
not know how many votes were against
it, but the committee authorizes a
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modest research and development pro-
gram; it is $10 million a year over a 3-
year period. I think they have allo-
cated the money out according to the
good it will do. This program would be
cost-shared, and it is consistent with
far larger programs for other elec-
tricity generation. It makes no sense
to eliminate this important funding
and forego opportunities for this.

For all of these reasons, I oppose the
Udall amendment.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chairman, | rise this
morning in opposition to the Udall amendment.

The Udall amendment will strike Section
631, which provides R&D funding for environ-
mentally sensitive uranium mining and rec-
lamation.

Nuclear power is an important part of our
domestic fuel mix. It is an emission-free
source of electricity that powers our homes
and businesses. Today, nuclear power pro-
vides 20 percent of power in the United
States.

As our economy continues to grow, we will
consume more electricity. | think we can all
agree that a healthy, robust economy is a de-
sirable thing. Clean air is also desirable.

Nuclear power will help provide the elec-
tricity that our growing economy needs without
increasing emissions. This is truly an environ-
mentally responsible source of energy.

Section 631 will encourage improvements to
uranium mining practices to make them more
environmentally friendly. It encourages new
environmental clean-up technologies as well.

Nuclear power is here to stay, and we need
to support a strong domestic uranium industry.

We are at a point in our Nation’s history
where we cannot afford to turn our back on
any reasonable power source to meet our Na-
tion’s energy needs.

| urge my colleagues to vote against the
Udall amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
UDALL).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
UbpALL) will be postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 16 printed in House Report
109-49.

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. FORD

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 16 offered by Mr. FORD:

In title VII, subtitle B, part 1, add at the
end the following new section:

SEC. 713. EFFICIENT HYBRID AND ADVANCED
DIESEL VEHICLES.

(a) PROGRAM.—The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency shall es-
tablish a program to encourage domestic
production and sales of efficient hybrid and
advanced diesel vehicles. The program shall
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include grants to domestic automobile man-
ufacturers to—

(1) encourage production of efficient hybrid
and advanced diesel vehicles; and

(2) provide consumer incentives, including
discounts and rebates, for the purchase of ef-
ficient hybrid and advanced diesel vehicles.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency for carrying out this sec-
tion $300,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
2006 through 2015.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 219, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. FORD) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. FORD).

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of this amendment,
which is very simple. We increase fund-
ing for research and development of hy-
brid vehicles. Namely, the amendment
would create a $3 billion program over
the next 10 years to provide incentives
for car manufacturers to dramatically
increase their production of hybrid and
advanced diesel vehicles, and for con-
sumers as well, Mr. Chairman, to pur-
chase those vehicles at a discount and
get them on the road as quickly as pos-
sible.

I would turn my attention, and I will
be glad to yield at any time to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON) if he
has a question.

I would point my colleagues’ atten-
tion to two things. H.R. 6 makes every
effort to address our dependence on for-
eign oil. However, 93 percent of the tax
credits of the bill go to producers of
traditional sources of energy, oil, gas
and otherwise, compared to only about
6 percent for renewable sources of en-
ergy and energy efficiency.

This small amount that would go to-
wards the development of hybrid vehi-
cles would allow us to do two or three
things right away, Mr. Chairman: first,
to increase our fuel standards without
addressing some of the more controver-
sial ways that came up on the floor
yesterday involving CAFE standards
and increases there. It is known that a
midsized hybrid SUV gets 31 percent
better gas mileage than its conven-
tional counterpart. And the ‘‘greener”
hybrids, Mr. Chairman, can increase
fuel efficiency by 85 percent.

A hybrid Honda Insight is rated at 61
miles per gallon in the city and 70
miles per gallon on the highway. A
comparable traditional Honda Civic
gets just 32 miles per gallon in the city
and 37 miles per gallon on the highway.

I need not explain to those in my
home district of Memphis who are pay-
ing an average of $2.15 cents a gallon
that we need better fuel efficiency, not
only for our pocketbooks and our wal-
lets but also for our air and our envi-
ronment.

In addition, if indeed we were to trav-
el this route and provide these incen-
tives, Mr. Chairman, not only would we
enjoy a net savings at the pump, but
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we would also enjoy a net increase in
jobs estimated, according to the Union
of Concerned Scientists, by some
182,000 new jobs in the service, finance,
insurance, manufacturing, and retail
industries.

The second point I would make be-
fore yielding is that there have been
questions raised by those in the auto-
motive industry regarding how would
we define a company that manufac-
tures or assembles vehicles, or a do-
mestic manufacturer. I would be more
than willing to work with those in con-
ference, but my intent is clear. Any
company that manufactures or assem-
bles vehicles in the TUnited States
would be covered under this amend-
ment, meaning those at the Nissan
plant in Smyrna, Tennessee, and those
at the Saturn plant in Spring Hill, Ten-
nessee, would be covered and protected.

Last, Mr. Chairman, this bill also
seeks to promote research and develop-
ment of advanced diesel engines, which
would help companies to develop the
next generation of cleaner, more en-
ergy-efficient trucks. This means that
companies like Peterbilt and even
Averitt Express in my home State of
Tennessee would benefit from the pro-
gram as well.

Finally, the program would also as-
sist companies like the largest em-
ployer in my district and State, FedEx.
For those of my colleagues who do not
know, they are a little package deliv-
ery company in Memphis, which plans
to introduce 75 new hybrid diesel-elec-
tric trucks into service nationwide in
the next 12 months. These trucks are
being built by a consortium of compa-
nies, including the Eaton Corporation
and Freightliner.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, this is a
good solid amendment. It is one that
has no partisan stripes, only an effort
to help clean up the environment, find
ways to reduce our dependence on for-
eign oil, and create good old American
jobs here in this country.

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I claim the time in opposition, al-
though I am actually supportive of the
amendment, but I had to apparently
say I was opposed to get the time, and
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend-
ment. It adds to the bill. The gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) of-
fered a similar amendment in markup
that was adopted. This goes further and
establishes the program at the EPA.
The only concern, well, not concern,
but I need to let the distinguished gen-
tleman from Tennessee know that this
authorizes the program, it does not ap-
propriate the funds, and it would be
subject to appropriations; but cer-
tainly, authorizing the program so that
we can go to the Committee on Appro-
priations and request funding.

There is no question, it is without
question that hybrid technology ex-
tends our available full fuel resources
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and that it is a coming thing, and I
want to thank the gentleman from
Tennessee for offering this amendment,
and I do strongly support it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the remaining time. I thank the
chairman for his support and ask all of
my colleagues in both parties to be
supportive of it.

Just to point out one last thing, I ap-
preciate the chairman pointing out
that this authorizes the program, and
forgive me for not making that point
clear, as well as the fact that the EPA
will administer this program. Finally,
as my colleagues Kknow, the budget
measure that President Bush proposed
would grant about $7 billion, a little
over $7 billion, in tax breaks; and a
good 70 percent of that would go to-
wards energy efficiency and alternative
sources of energy. I believe that this
amendment advances that goal, not
only for the President but, more impor-
tantly, for the country.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
FORD).

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 17
printed in House Report 109-49.

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment as the designee of the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 17 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:

In section 722(a), strike ‘15 and insert
“207.

In section 722(e)(1), strike ¢‘$20,000,000"’ and
¢‘$15,000,000".

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED
BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to modify this
amendment by striking the number
€20 in the first place it appears and
inserting the number ‘30 in lieu
thereof.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will report the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to the amendment offered by
Mr. KUuciNICH of Ohio by striking 20 the
first place it appears and inserting ‘30" in
lieu thereof.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, and
I will not object, Mr. Chairman, simply
to say that the gentleman has cleared
this with the majority. It would change
the numerical number of cities that
would be eligible, but it would not
change the total funding, and this is an
acceptable change, and we are very
willing to accept it.
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Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the modification to the amend-
ment is accepted.

There was no objection.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to express my appreciation to
the Chair for accepting the modifica-
tion and my appreciation to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), who I
have worked with on this amendment
that would double the number of De-
partment of Energy Clean City pro-
grams that could apply for a pilot pro-
gram to invest in alternative fuel vehi-
cles. By amending section 722, the
amendment would increase the number
of project grants from 15 to 30 for State
governments, local governments, and
metropolitan transportation authori-
ties.

Now, we are offering this amendment
because we believe that farmers and
our urban centers can work together to
eliminate our dependency on oil. Farm-
ers grow biomass feedstocks that can
be processed locally to supply nearby
cities such as Cleveland and Toledo.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from Toledo, Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), with
whom I have had the privilege of work-
ing on this amendment.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the able gentleman from Cleveland and
say that the north coast of Ohio is well
represented here today as we help
America, through the Kucinich-Kaptur
amendment, take another small step
for humankind toward energy inde-
pendence.

This program is budget neutral. All
it does is it allows for 30 communities
in our country to adapt alternatively
fueled vehicles in their public fleets, as
well as some of the infrastructure to
support it. It allows for those competi-
tive grants to be in the amount up to
$15 million as opposed to $20 million.
So we reduce the actual amount, and
we increase the number of commu-
nities, so we at least have an addi-
tional 30. It allows greater energy secu-
rity, greater economic security and,
without a doubt, greater environ-
mental security.
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I want to say thank you to the gen-
tleman, who has been such a leader on
this issue, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KuciNIicH), for Cleveland and for
our country. It is important to think
about new ways of doing things, to
close the book on the 20th century, the
petroleum age, and move toward a new
energy age for America and the world.

Sixty-two percent of what powers our
vehicles today is imported, that is,
two-thirds. This is not a sustainable
position for the United States, particu-
larly when spot markets in oil are ring-
ing in at over $50, and $55 a barrel.
Every family in America is feeling the
pain of this. So this program will help
us move forward millions of vehicles in
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the public realm that can help us tran-
sition to a new age of energy independ-
ence.

I am very sensitive to the gentle-
man’s time and do not want to impose.

Mr. KUCINICH. Well, the gentle-
woman has made it possible for me to
help and offer this amendment.

We can grow our way out of our en-
ergy crisis; and farmers growing bio-
mass feedstocks that can be processed
locally to supply, in our case, nearby
cities such as Cleveland and Toledo can
help us do that. They will benefit with
new and more stable markets; our fuel
supply is home grown, thus reducing
our dependence on foreign oil; fuel
prices are reduced; and the air we
breathe is cleaner.

I yield to the gentlewoman.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would
just say, along with what the gen-
tleman has stated for the record, there
are over 140 million cars and 85 million
trucks on our highways. And today
3,300,000 of those cars and trucks all al-
ready are on our highways running on
85 percent ethanol. If we but use our
fleets in a wiser way and help transi-
tion to these new fuels, we can make a
difference in the pockets of every sin-
gle American and leave a better world
to our children.

Today, there are 187,000 retail loca-
tions in our country from which we
purchase our fuels, but only 400 sta-
tions across 38 States sell E-85. I want
to buy. I just said to the head of GM,
who came here to Washington this
week, to the Auto Caucus event, I said,
Sir, I want to buy a GM Malibu pow-
ered by ethanol. Do you sell it? And
even if I bought it, could I go to Toledo
and buy the fuel?

He said, ‘I do not think I have that
yet.” I said, ‘“Can you go back to De-
troit and figure that one out for me?”

I know that the Jeep Liberty that is
rolling off the lines in Toledo today
has, for the first time in U.S. history,
a b percent biodiesel blend as original
equipment, called B-5. Someday we are
going to get that up to B-20, and the
farms in Ohio that surround the cities
that some of us live in are going to pro-
vide that fuel. And that money is going
to be going in their pockets. We are
going to have a new fuel-based age in
this Nation.

I get pretty excited about this, be-
cause I have seen the future and it is in
Ohio, and it is in Iowa, and it is in Ne-
braska.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentlewoman will yield, it
is in Texas.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, it is
definitely in Texas. And we want to be
able to use that fuel in a new way.

So we thank the gentleman for allow-
ing the amendment to be offered, I
would hope that we would get favorable
consideration by the committee or
when we come to the floor for a vote.

So we would urge consideration and
support of the Kaptur-Kucinich amend-
ment, which is future-oriented, budget-
neutral, and helps move America to a
new biofuel age.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
BoNILLA). All time has expired on this
debate.

The question is on the amendment,
as modified, offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 18
printed in House Report No. 109-49.

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MS.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 18
MILLENDER-MCDONALD:

In title VII, after section 743 insert the fol-
lowing new section and make the necessary
conforming changes in the table of contents:
SEC. 743A. DIESEL TRUCK RETROFIT AND FLEET

MODERNIZATION PROGRAM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency, in
consultation with the Secretary of Energy,
shall establish a program for awarding
grants on a competitive basis to public agen-
cies and entities for fleet modernization pro-
grams including installation of retrofit tech-
nologies for diesel trucks.

(b) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.—A grant shall be
awarded under this section only to a State or
local government or an agency or instrumen-
tality of a State or local government or of
two or more State or local governments who
will allocate funds, with preference to ports
and other major hauling operations.

(c) AWARDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
seek, to the maximum extent practicable, to
ensure a broad geographic distribution of
grants under this section.

(2) PREFERENCES.—In making awards of
grants under this section, the Administrator
shall give preference to proposals that—

(A) will achieve the greatest reductions in
emissions of nonmethane hydrocarbons, ox-
ides of nitrogen, and/or particulate matter
per proposal or per truck; or

(B) involve the use of Environmental Pro-
tection Agency or California Air Resources
Board verified emissions control retrofit
technology on diesel trucks that operate
solely on ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel after
September 2006.

(d) CONDITIONS OF GRANT.—A grant shall be
provided under this section on the conditions
that—

(1) trucks which are replacing scrapped
trucks and on which retrofit emissions-con-
trol technology are to be demonstrated—

(A) will operate on ultra-low sulfur diesel
fuel where such fuel is reasonably available
or required for sale by State or local law or
regulation;

(B) were manufactured in model year 1998
and before; and

(C) will be used for the transportation of
cargo goods especially in port areas or used
in goods movement and major hauling oper-
ations;

(2) grant funds will be used for the pur-
chase of emission control retrofit tech-
nology, including State taxes and contract
fees; and

(3) grant recipients will provide at least 5
percent of the total cost of the retrofit, in-
cluding the purchase of emission control ret-
rofit technology and all necessary labor for
installation of the retrofit, from any source
other than this section.

offered by Ms.
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(e) VERIFICATION.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Administrator shall publish in the Federal
Register procedures to—

(1) make grants pursuant to this section;

(2) verify that trucks powered by ultra-low
sulfur diesel fuel on which retrofit emis-
sions-control technology are to be dem-
onstrated will operate on diesel fuel con-
taining not more than 15 parts per million of
sulfur after September 2006; and

(3) verify that grants are administered in
accordance with this section.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Administrator to carry out this section,
to remain available until expended the fol-
lowing sums:

(1) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2005.

(2) $35,000,000 for fiscal year 2006.

(3) $45,000,000 for fiscal year 2007.

(4) Such sums as are necessary for each of
fiscal years 2008 and 2009.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 219, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
McDONALD) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Today I am offering an amendment
to the energy bill that establishes a
diesel truck retrofit and fleet mod-
ernization program. This amendment
will advance some of our country’s
most pressing environmental and
transportation concerns.

Currently, there are over 90,000
trucks in operation in the TUnited
States, and over 30,000, or 35 percent,
are over 10 years old. Heavy-duty
trucks are known to operate for 20
years or more and 1 million miles or
more.

The emissions from these older,
heavy-duty trucks are among the high-
est contributors to ozone and particu-
late pollution in the country. Heavy-
duty trucks are the highest polluters
among on-road transportation emis-
sions resources. This is a national
issue.

In 2003, 62 million people lived in 97
U.S. counties with particulate levels
higher than the particulate matter 2.5,
and/or PM-10 Federal standards; and
159 million people lived in areas that do
not meet the 8-hour ozone standards.
The health impact of particulates and
ozone pollution are increasingly a
major public concern.

The problem is that we have to get
the old trucks off the highways so that
we can fully receive the benefits of the
progress we have made over the past 30
years. My amendment authorizes $100
million in funding between fiscal year
2006 and fiscal year 2008 that will be an
incentive to replace and scrap the old-
est and highest emitting heavy-duty
trucks; incentives to retrofit heavy-
duty trucks that will be operating for
more than many years; incentives to
develop and implement a training pro-
gram for technicians working with ad-
vanced diesel technology and alter-
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native fueled vehicles; and an exemp-
tion from Federal income taxes on any
incentive payments to truck owners
and operators who participate in vol-
untary replacement and/or retrofit pro-
grams, and where the incentive pay-
ments are used toward purchasing or
retrofitting newer, cleaner-burning
heavy-duty trucks.

Mr. Chairman, to date, 322 old trucks
have been scrapped since September
2002. In the last year alone, only 11
trucks have been removed from the
road. I think we can do better.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HALL) is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

This amendment creates an EPA pro-
gram for awarding competitive grants.
We like that. We like the fact that the
fleet modernization and retrofitting of
existing equipment is going to reduce
harmful emissions and lessen smog-
forming pollution.

It is a good amendment, and the ma-
jority is in favor of it. I thank the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) for introducing
it and explaining it and passing it.

Creates an EPA program for awarding com-
petitive grants to public agencies and entities
for fleet modernization including installation of
retrofit technologies for diesel trucks.

Grants are to be awarded to State and local
governments or agencies that will allocate
funds with a preference to ports and other
major hauling operations.

Preference is given to proposals that
achieve greatest emissions reductions and in-
volve the use of EPA or California Air Re-
sources Board (CARB) verified retrofit tech-
nologies. In addition, those diesel trucks retro-
fitted with emissions control technologies
should operate on ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel.

Marine ports in the United States are major
hubs of economic activity and sources of pol-
lution. Ports experience thousands of diesel
truck visits per day. This activity contributes
significantly to local and regional air pollution.

This program is a measure that will work to-
wards decreasing the impact of air pollution by
ports on the local and regional level.

Fleet modernization and retrofit of existing
equipment will reduce harmful emissions and
lessen smog forming pollutants.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Mrs.
NAPOLITANO).

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment establishes a diesel
truck retrofit and fleet modernization
program. It authorizes $200 million
funding between 2006 and 2008.

This amendment is modeled after a
very successful program which my col-
leagues and I initiated in 2001 through
the gateway cities region. The gateway
region is comprised of 27 cities
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throughout southern Los Angeles
County, one of which has the highest
pollution area in the State of Cali-
fornia, that I and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
McDoONALD) and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ) and
other Members represent.

In 2000, the gateway region was iden-
tified in a study as having some of the
highest levels of toxic exposure caused
by diesel emissions in that whole re-
gion. As you know, 80 percent of the
goods received at the Ports of Long
Beach and Los Angeles are transported
by trucks through our cities, and this
traffic heavily impacts the region’s in-
frastructure, the quality of life, and
the health of the area’s residents, par-
ticularly the young and vulnerable el-
derly.

Diesel engine emissions contain can-
cer-causing substances such as arsenic,
benzene, et cetera, et cetera. I urge all
of my colleagues to vote for the amend-
ment.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the support of
the Members for my amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD.)

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider Amendment No. 19
printed in House Report 10-49.

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR.
BLUMENAUER

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment
BLUMENAUER.

In title VII, subtitle D, after section 754,
insert the following new section (and amend
the table of contents accordingly):

SEC. 755. CONSERVE BY BICYCLING PROGRAM.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘program’ means
the Conserve by Bicycling Program estab-
lished by subsection (b).

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ¢Secretary’”’
means the Secretary of Transportation.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
within the Department of Transportation a
program to be known as the ‘‘Conserve by
Bicycling Program”’.

(c) PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro-
gram, the Secretary shall establish not more
than 10 pilot projects that are—

(A) dispersed geographically throughout
the United States; and

(B) designed to conserve energy resources
by encouraging the use of bicycles in place of
motor vehicles.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—A pilot project de-
scribed in paragraph (1) shall—

(A) use education and marketing to con-
vert motor vehicle trips to bicycle trips;

(B) document project results and energy
savings (in estimated units of energy con-
served);

(C) facilitate partnerships among inter-
ested parties in at least 2 of the fields of—

No. 19 offered by Mr.
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(i) transportation;

(ii) law enforcement;

(iii) education;

(iv) public health;

(v) environment; and

(vi) energy;

(D) maximize bicycle facility investments;

(E) demonstrate methods that may be used
in other regions of the United States; and

(F) facilitate the continuation of ongoing
programs that are sustained by local re-
sources.

(3) COoST SHARING.—At least 20 percent of
the cost of each pilot project described in
paragraph (1) shall be provided from State or
local sources.

(d) ENERGY AND BICYCLING RESEARCH
STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall enter into a contract with
the National Academy of Sciences for, and
the National Academy of Sciences shall con-
duct and submit to Congress a report on, a
study on the feasibility of converting motor
vehicle trips to bicycle trips.

(2) COMPONENTS.—The study shall—

(A) document the results or progress of the
pilot projects under subsection (c);

(B) determine the type and duration of
motor vehicle trips that people in the United
States may feasibly make by bicycle, taking
into consideration factors such as—

(i) weather;

(ii) land use and traffic patterns;

(iii) the carrying capacity of bicycles; and

(iv) bicycle infrastructure;

(C) determine any energy savings that
would result from the conversion of motor
vehicle trips to bicycle trips;

(D) include a cost-benefit analysis of bicy-
cle infrastructure investments; and

(E) include a description of any factors
that would encourage more motor vehicle
trips to be replaced with bicycle trips.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $6,200,000, to remain
available until expended, of which—

(1) $5,150,000 shall be used to carry out pilot
projects described in subsection (c);

(2) $300,000 shall be used by the Secretary
to coordinate, publicize, and disseminate the
results of the program; and

(3) $750,000 shall be used to carry out sub-
section (d).

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 219, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Today I am introducing an amend-
ment to the Energy Policy Act to cre-
ate a new conservation and research
program, Conserve by Bike. This is
something that we discussed the last
time we had an energy program before
us. This was approved by a voice vote.
This legislation represents a small but
important step forward towards deter-
mining our energy future.

There is much discussion on the floor
about things that are mandatory.
There are lots of things that make peo-
ple cranky. This is one thing that will
be able to help us move forward to ac-
tually take advantage of proven tech-
nology, and something that is a very
positive development in each and every
community across the country.
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Bicycling, as virtually every Member
of this assembly knows, is one of the
cleanest, healthiest, most efficient and
environmentally friendly modes of
transportation that exists. It is the
most efficient form of urban transpor-
tation in history.

As an alternative to automobile trav-
el, bicycling can be an important ele-
ment of a comprehensive energy con-
servation strategy. However, the rela-
tionship has not been adequately stud-
ied. The Conserve by Bike amendment
recognizes that it is time to better un-
derstand the positive effects that bicy-
cling can have on the conservation of
our energy resources.

The amendment seeks to ensure that
the Federal Government educates the
public and provides appropriate re-
search into the benefits of bicycling as
it relates to energy conservation.

We are well aware of the health im-
pacts. We are well aware of the oppor-
tunities that bicycling affords to young
people, for example, to being able to
have access to school.

This assembly, just last month, has
approved in our transportation legisla-
tion, almost $1 billion in Safe Routes
to Schools. With ISTEA and TEA-21 we
have increasingly supported bike facili-
ties through State, Federal and local
funding. This amendment will leverage
these investments to help people take
advantage of energy conservation
choices they have in getting around
their community.

First, the amendment would estab-
lish a Conserve by Bicycling pilot pro-
gram in the Department of Transpor-
tation, oversee up to 10 geographically
dispersed pilot projects across the
country designed to conserve energy
resources, providing education and
marketing tools to convert car trips to
bike trips.

In addition, the projects would en-
courage Dpartnerships between stake-
holders from transportation, law en-
forcement, education, public health,
environment and energy fields. The
project results in energy savings must
be documented, and the Secretary of
Transportation is instructed to report
to Congress the results of the pilot pro-
gram within 2 years of implementa-
tion.

According to the Bureau of Transpor-
tation Statistics, bicycles are second
only to cars as a preferred mode of
transportation, demonstrating their
potential for commuter use.
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In recent years there have been sig-
nificant upgrades to bicycling environ-
ments in the communities across the
country. At a time when these commu-
nities are seeking to reduce traffic con-
gestion, improve air quality, increase
the safety of their neighborhoods, de-
crease petroleum dependence, bicycles
offer a relatively simple, energy-saving
alternative to driving. At a time when
we talk seriously about transportation
alternatives as an important compo-
nent to comprehensive energy con-
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servation strategy, this gives us the
elements to make sure that we can
document the impact.

The Conserve by Bike program is a
critical step in the right direction. I
strongly urge its adoption.

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

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, on the
Blumenauer amendment, I rise to say
that we will accept the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. PUT-
NAM). Without objection, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we encourage bicy-
cling. It serves to ease traffic conges-
tion and all that. I think this bill was
accepted last year in the same bill and
they accept it this year.

Mr. Chairman, the first bill I voted
on when I came up here 25 years ago
was to give a gasoline allowance to
guys that rode their bikes to work. I
thought that was interesting. I do not
know if the gentleman has that in part
of this amendment or not, but I hope it
is in here. We do accept it.

It is one of our oldest modes of trans-
portation. Everyone recognizes the
benefits, and it is a good amendment,
and we thank the gentleman for intro-
ducing it again this year. Perhaps we
will make it to the end of the gate.

I would like to also, if I have some
time, I would like to just say that this
establishes the Conserve the Bicycling
pilot program within the Department
of Transportation, and up to, I think,
10 pilot projects geographically dis-
bursed all across the country designed
to conserve energy and resources by
providing education and marketing
tools to convert car trips to bike trips.
It makes a 1ot of sense.

According to the Chicagoland Bicycle
Federation, right now slightly Iless
than one trip in 100 is by bicycle. If the
United States would just raise the lev-
els to just 1% trips per 100, we would
save over 462 million gallons of gaso-
line a year. That is hard to multiply
that out and come up with that, but
that is an amazing figure.

Bicycling, as I have said, is one of the
oldest modes of transportation. Every-
one recognizes the benefits including
health and quality of life for bicycling,
not only what it does for the environ-
ment. And encouraging Dbicycling
serves to ease traffic congestion; it
mitigates air quality impact from cars
and trucks and traffic. I think it is a
good amendment, and I thank the gen-
tleman for offering it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Texas’ (Mr. HALL) willing-
ness to accept the amendment. What
he said is true: there are over 100 mil-
lion bicycles in this country. We have
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seen in community after community
when there have been opportunities
people bike. In my home town of Port-
land, Oregon, we have tripled the num-
ber of people who are commuting by bi-
cycle. And when you take thousands of
people off the road, it makes a dif-
ference in air quality. It makes a dif-
ference in congestion, and it makes a
difference in terms of people’s health.

This is a small step in the right di-
rection. I urge its adoption, and I look
forward to greater application in the
future.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER).

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 20
printed in House Report 109-49.

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-

LEE OF TEXAS

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 20 offered by Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas:

In section 910, add at the end the following
new subsection:

(h) INTEGRATED BIOENERGY RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT.—In addition to amounts oth-
erwise authorized by this section, there are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary for integrated bioenergy research and
development programs, projects, and activi-
ties, $49,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
2005 through 2009. Activities funded under
this subsection shall be coordinated with on-
going related programs of other Federal
agencies, including the Plant Genome Pro-
gram of the National Science Foundation. Of
the funds authorized under this subsection,
at least $5,000,000 for each fiscal year shall be
for training and education targeted to mi-
nority and social disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 219, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank both
the chairman of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce and as well the
members of the committee. How ever
we debate this legislation, it is long in
coming.

I also want to acknowledge my col-
league and friend, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HALL) who is presiding for
the other side this morning, because we
have talked quite often about the im-
portance of energy safety and energy
security. Many of the elements of this
legislation deal with those issues.

I want to say to my constituents in
the 18th Congressional District and
surrounding areas that we have for a
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long time in Texas lived alongside of
the energy industry. It has created our
jobs, of course, and created the
underpinnings of the economic infra-
structure for America. We have been on
rocky times, Mr. Chairman. We have
gone through some challenges whether
it relates to the appropriate or inap-
propriate handling of our finances that
drew the collapse of some of our com-
panies, to some tragedies that have oc-
curred that have caused the loss of life.
But I do believe that the consensus is
that we need an energy policy that re-
sponds to all of the elements that want
an independent and strong future for
America.

I would hope that at the end of the
day we will have legislation that will
speak to a strong future for America
and that requires not only safety in our
further development of refineries and
our LNG sites but also giving oppor-
tunity to many different aspects of our
society to create energy.

My amendment authorizes funds to
be appropriated to the Secretary of En-
ergy for integrated bioenergy research
and development programs, projects
and activities at a cost of $49 million
for each of fiscal years 2005 to 2009,
equaling $5 million. Activities funded
under this subsection shall be coordi-
nated with ongoing related programs of
other Federal agencies, including the
Plant Genome Program of the National
Science Foundation.

Of the funds authorized under this
subsection, at least $6 million for each
fiscal year shall be for training and
education targeted to minority and so-
cially disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers, many of whom have looked
to future opportunities to ensure that
they are taking advantage, one, of the
current needs of America.

I also had amendments that would
have focused on the offshore drilling,
environmentally safe offshore drilling
that is occurring of the Texas and Lou-
isiana shore. That has been going on
for a number of years. My amendment
had wanted to ensure that the reports
given from the Department of Interior
would be every 2 years as opposed to
every 5 years. My effort was really to
ensure the continued energy resources
and to build the independence of the
United States from foreign oil.

This amendment that is now being
offered acknowledges the value of bio-
mass. It also focuses on socially dis-
advantaged and minority ranchers and
farmers. That means it reaches
throughout the Nation. Specifically, it
provides for the opportunity to trans-
late those products from the particular
entities into energy. There is a great
opportunity for this, Mr. Chairman.

We are well aware of the value of our
agricultural industry, but are we aware
of what can happen positively to mi-
nority and socially disadvantaged
ranchers and farmers if they find an-
other element to their resources. In ad-
dition, this gives a great opportunity
for Historically Black Institutions and
Hispanic-serving Institutions who are
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located in these rural areas to be able
to coalesce with these farmers and
ranchers to be able to create new op-
portunities.

What starts with a little start can
build up to a huge opportunity to build
this Nation into a strong, secure and
independent country, independent of
foreign oil.

Unlike other renewable energy
sources, biomass can be converted di-
rectly into liquid fuels for our trans-
portation needs. Furthermore, bio-
energy is oftentimes produced by a
form of biomass which is organic mat-
ter that can be used to provide heat,
make fuels and generate electricity.
Wood, the largest source of bioenergy
has been used to provide heat for thou-
sands of years, but there are many
other types of biomass such as wood,
plants, residue from agricultural for-
estry, and the organic component of
municipal and industrial waste that
can now be used as energy sources.

My constituents back home, as many
of our constituents across the Nation,
have asked the question about gasoline
prices. We need to move forward with
these new and creative resources and
technologies to be able to say to our
constituents, we understand the soar-
ing rates on gasoline prices. We are
sympathetic, and we are looking for-
ward to making sure that those prices
come down, so that our constituents
can do the job that they need to do
and, that is, providing for their fami-
lies.

I would hope that this legislation
moves forward. We will have amend-
ments that will address the question of
gasoline costs. But this amendment
which deals with our farmers and our
ranchers, Mr. Chairman, works towards
making us a safe and secure Nation. I
ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to offer an amendment
to H.R. 6 “The Energy Policy Act of 2005.”
Before doing so, | want to thank the Chairman
of the Committee on Energy and Commerce
for moving the bill out of committee so quickly
so we can begin to aggressively deal with the
energy crisis going on in this country and for
his support of my amendment.

My amendment authorizes funds to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of Energy for inte-
grated bioenergy research and development
programs, projects, and activities, at a cost of
$49,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2005
through 2009. Activities funded under this sub-
section shall be coordinated with ongoing re-
lated programs of other Federal agencies, in-
cluding the Plant Genome Program of the Na-
tional Science Foundation. Of the funds au-
thorized 