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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I do under-
stand that the Democratic leader has
consented to six other committees to
meet during today’s session of the Sen-
ate.

I have six unanimous-consent re-
quests for committees to meet during
today’s session of the Senate. They all
have the approval of the Democratic
leader.

I ask unanimous consent that these
requests be agreed to en bloc, and that
each request be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to that request?

Mr. DOLE. That does not include Fi-
nance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the requests is printed in
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Authority for
Committees to Meet.”’)

Mr. DOLE. I thank my colleagues
and the managers.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG].

Mr. WELLSTONE. I wonder if my
colleague will yield for a moment?
Since I was a part of this objection
with the minority leader, I wanted to
take 2 minutes, if that would be all
right.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
minority leader and I have issued an
objection to the Finance Committee
meeting. The reason for that, Mr.
President, is that I just think that
what is going on right now here is a
rush to foolishness.

Mr. President, in my State of Min-
nesota, we just found out a few days
ago that as opposed to $2.5 billion in
Medicaid cuts, we were going to be see-
ing $3.5 billion in Medicaid cuts. It was
just yesterday that we finally got the
specifics of what is going to happen in
Medicare. And I just will tell you, Mr.
President, that I am pleased to be a
part of this with the minority leader
because when I was home in Minnesota,
I found that it is not that people are
opposed to change, but people have this
sense that there is this fast track to
recklessness here, that we are not care-
fully evaluating what the impact is
going to be on people.

What people in Minnesota are saying
is, what is the rush? You all do the
work you are supposed to do. How can
a Finance Committee today go ahead
without any public hearings on these
filed proposals, pass it out of the Fi-
nance Committee, and then put it into
a reconciliation process where we have
limited debate?

Mr. President, it seems to me that
there is no more precious commodity
than health care and the health care of
the people we represent. This objec-
tion, with the minority leader, is an
objection to a process. And this process
right now I think is really way off
course.

We have no business—the Finance
Committee should not pass out pro-
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posals without any public hearing,
without having experts come in. We
have not done that at all. We should
not be doing that. Mr. President, this
is supposed to be a deliberative body
and it is supposed to be a representa-
tive democracy. We are supposed to be
careful about the impact of what we do
on the lives of people we represent. I
would just say that I am very proud to
be a part of this objection because
somebody, somewhere, sometime has
to say to people in the country that
these changes are getting ramrodded
through the Senate. That is what is
going on here. The proposal came out
yesterday, I say to my colleague from
Maryland.

I will tell you, as you look at these
specific proposals, I can tell you as a
Senator from Minnesota that I know
there is going to be a lot of pain in my
State. I believe, Mr. President, that the
Finance Committee needs to have the
public hearing and I believe that Sen-
ators need to be back in their States
now that we have specific proposals,
and we need to be talking to the people
who are affected by this.

Let us not be afraid of the people we
represent. Let us let the people in the
country take a look at what we are
doing. What this effort is, is an effort
to say ‘‘no” to this rush to reckless-
ness, ‘“‘no’” to this fast track to foolish-
ness. The committee ought to have a
public hearing. I think it is unaccept-
able.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Do I have the
floor?

Mr. BOND. The Senator from New
Jersey——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will say to my
colleague from New Jersey, may I have
1 more minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota no longer has the
floor. The Senator only yielded for a
question.

The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thought the
time the Senator asked for would be
considerably shorter, and I ask that we
have a chance to move.

Mr. WELLSTONE. May I have 30 sec-
onds?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Enough has been
said. People have heard it.

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, it is impor-
tant that we move forward on this bill.
We have reached an agreement I be-
lieve on both sides.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from New Jersey be recognized
to introduce an amendment on the
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EPA funding, that there be 1 hour di-
vided in the usual manner and in the
usual form, that at the conclusion of
that 1 hour the amendment be set
aside, and that the Senator from Wis-
consin, Senator FEINGOLD, be recog-
nized to introduce an amendment on
insurance redlining, that there be 45
minutes divided in the usual form and
under the usual procedures, and at the
end of that debate that a vote occur on
or in relation to the Lautenberg
amendment and that no second-degree
amendments be permitted, and that
the following amendment, the vote on
the Feingold amendment, be 10 min-
utes in length and no second-degree
amendments be permitted, but that the
vote occur on or in relation to the
Feingold amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Reserving the right
to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no reserving the right to object.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

I simply want to clarify a point with
the manager.

Ms. MIKULSKIT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was objection. Has the Senator ob-
jected?

Mr. FEINGOLD. I simply wanted to
ask clarification with regard to the
unanimous-consent request. I was only
attempting to make sure that I can
make that clarification before the
unanimous-consent agreement is en-
tered into.

I ask unanimous consent to ask a
question of the manager with regard to
this request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair.
Under our time agreement, our time is
45 minutes. My understanding is we
would have 30 minutes on our side. Is
that inconsistent with the Senator’s
understanding?

Mr. BOND. I ask there be an hour
equally divided.

Mr. FEINGOLD. That will be fine. I
thank the manager.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request as so modified?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
first, I ask unanimous consent that a
detailee in my office, Lisa Haage, be
granted the privilege of the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2788
(Purpose: To increase funding for Superfund,
the Office of Environmental Quality, and

State revolving funds and offset the in-

crease in funds by ensuring that any tax

cut benefits only those families with in-
comes less than $100,000)

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
on behalf of myself, Senators MIKUL-
SKI, DASCHLE, BAUCUS, KERRY, BIDEN,
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MURRAY, SARBANES, PELL, and KEN-
NEDY, I send an amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-
TENBERG], for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BIDEN,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. PELL, and
Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2788.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 141, line 4, strike beginning with
¢‘$1,003,400,000 through page 152, line 9, and
insert the following: ‘‘$1,435,000,000 to remain
available until expended, consisting of
$1,185,000,000 as authorized by section 517(a)
of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthor-
ization Act of 1986 (SARA), as amended by
Public Law 101-508, and $250,000,000 as a pay-
ment from general revenues to the Haz-
ardous Substance Superfund as authorized
by section 517(b) of SARA, as amended by
Public Law 101-508: Provided, That funds ap-
propriated under this heading may be allo-
cated to other Federal agencies in accord-
ance with section 111(a) of CERCLA: Provided
further, That $11,700,000 of the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be trans-
ferred to the Office of Inspector General ap-
propriation to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1996: Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 111(m) of CERCLA or
any other provision of law, not to exceed
$64,000,000 of the funds appropriated under
this heading shall be available to the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry to
carry out activities described in sections
104(i), 111(c)(4), and 111(c)(14) of CERCLA and
section 118(f) of the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986: Provided
further, That none of the funds appropriated
under this heading shall be available for the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry to issue in excess of 40 toxicological
profiles pursuant to section 104(i) of CERCLA
during fiscal year 1996: Provided further, That
none of the funds made available under this
heading may be used by the Environmental
Protection Agency to propose for listing or
to list any additional facilities on the Na-
tional Priorities List established by section
105 of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 9605), un-
less the Administrator receives a written re-
quest to propose for listing or to list a facil-
ity from the Governor of the State in which
the facility is located, or appropriate tribal
leader, or unless legislation to reauthorize
CERCLA is enacted.

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK TRUST
FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out leak-
ing underground storage tank cleanup activi-
ties authorized by section 205 of the Super-
fund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1986, and for construction, alteration, re-
pair, rehabilitation, and renovation of facili-
ties, not to exceed $75,000 per project,
$45,827,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That no more than
$8,000,000 shall be available for administra-
tive expenses: Provided further, That $600,000
shall be transferred to the Office of Inspector
General appropriation to remain available
until September 30, 1996.
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OIL SPILL RESPONSE
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses necessary to carry out the
Environmental Protection Agency’s respon-
sibilities under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990,
$15,000,000, to be derived from the Oil Spill
Liability trust fund, and to remain available
until expended: Provided, That not more than
$8,000,000 of these funds shall be available for
administrative expenses.

PROGRAM AND INFRASTRUCTURE ASSISTANCE

For environmental programs and infra-
structure assistance, including capitaliza-
tion grants for state revolving funds and per-
formance partnership grants, $2,668,000,000,
to remain available until expended, of which
$1,828,000,000 shall be for making capitaliza-
tion grants for State revolving funds to sup-
port water infrastructure financing;
$100,000,000 for architectural, engineering, de-
sign, construction and related activities in
connection with the construction of high pri-
ority water and wastewater facilities in the
area of the United States-Mexico Border,
after consultation with the appropriate bor-
der commission; $50,000,000 for grants to the
State of Texas, which shall be matched by an
equal amount of State funds from State re-
sources, for the purpose of improving waste-
water treatment for colonias; and $15,000,000
for grants to the State of Alaska, subject to
an appropriate cost share as determined by
the Administrator, to address wastewater in-
frastructure needs of Alaska Native villages:
Provided, That beginning in fiscal year 1996
and each fiscal year thereafter, and notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Ad-
ministrator is authorized to make grants an-
nually from funds appropriated under this
heading, subject to such terms and condi-
tions as the Administrator shall establish, to
any State or federally recognized Indian
tribe for multimedia or single media pollu-
tion prevention, control and abatement and
related environmental activities at the re-
quest of the Governor or other appropriate
State official or the tribe: Provided further,
That from funds appropriated under this
heading, the Administrator may make
grants to federally recognized Indian govern-
ments for the development of multimedia en-
vironmental programs: Provided further, That
of the $1,828,000,000 for capitalization grants
for State revolving funds to support water
infrastructure financing, $500,000,000 shall be
for drinking water State revolving funds, but
if no drinking water State revolving fund
legislation is enacted by December 31, 1995,
these funds shall immediately be available
for making capitalization grants under title
VI of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act, as amended: Provided further, That of
the funds made available under this heading
in Public Law 103-327 and in Public Law 103-
124 for capitalization grants for State revolv-
ing funds to support water infrastructure fi-
nancing, $225,000,000 shall be made available
for capitalization grants for State revolving
funds under title VI of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, if no
drinking water State revolving fund legisla-
tion is enacted by December 31, 1995.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
SEC. 301. MORATORIUM ON CERTAIN EMISSIONS
TESTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) MORATORIUM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency (referred
to in this subsection as the ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’) shall not require adoption or imple-
mentation by a State of a test-only or I/M240
enhanced vehicle inspection and mainte-
nance program as a means of compliance
with section 182 of the Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7511a), but the Administrator may ap-
prove such a program if a State chooses to
adopt the program as a means of compliance.
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(2) REPEAL.—Paragraph (1) is repealed ef-
fective as of the date that is 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(b) PLAN APPROVAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency (referred
to in this subsection as the ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’) shall not disapprove a State imple-
mentation plan revision under section 182 of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511a) on the
basis of a regulation providing for a 50-per-
cent discount for alternative test-and-repair
inspection and maintenance programs.

(2) CREDIT.—If a State provides data for a
proposed inspection and maintenance system
for which credits are appropriate under sec-
tion 182 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7511a),
the Administrator shall allow the full
amount of credit for the system that is ap-
propriate without regard to any regulation
that implements that section by requiring
centralized emissions testing.

(3) DEADLINE.—The Administrator shall
complete and present a technical assessment
of data for a proposed inspection and mainte-
nance system submitted by a State not later
than 45 days after the date of submission.

SEC. 302. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to impose or en-
force any requirement that a State imple-
ment trip reduction measures to reduce ve-
hicular emissions. Section 304 of the Clean
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7604) shall not apply with
respect to any such requirement during the
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and ending September 30,
1996.

SEC. 303. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used within the Environmental
Protection Agency for any final action by
the Administrator or her delegate for signing
and publishing for promulgation a rule con-
cerning any new standard for arsenic, sul-
fates, radon, ground water disinfection, or
the contaminants in phase IV B in drinking
water, unless the Safe Drinking Water Act of
1986 has been reauthorized.

SEC. 304. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used during fiscal year 1996 to
sign, promulgate, implement or enforce the
requirement proposed as ‘‘Regulation of
Fuels and Fuel Additives: Individual Foreign
Refinery Baseline Requirements for Refor-
mulated Gasoline” at volume 59 of the Fed-
eral Register at pages 22800 through 22814.

SEC. 305. None of the funds appropriated to
the Environmental Protection Agency for
fiscal year 1996 may be used to implement
section 404(c) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as amended. No pending action
by the Environmental Protection Agency to
implement section 404(c) with respect to an
individual permit shall remain in effect after
the date of enactment of this Act.

SEC. 306. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, for this fiscal year and hereafter,
an industrial discharger to the Kalamazoo
Water Reclamation Plant, an advanced
wastewater treatment plant with activated
carbon, may be exempted from categorical
pretreatment standards under section 307(b)
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
as amended, if the following conditions are
met: (1) the Kalamazoo Water Reclamation
Plant applies to the State of Michigan for an
exemption for such industrial discharger and
(2) the State or the Administrator, as appli-
cable, approves such exemption request
based upon a determination that the Kala-
mazoo Water Reclamation Plant will provide
treatment consistent with or better than
treatment requirements set forth by the
EPA, and there exists an operative financial
contract between the City of Kalamazoo and
the industrial user and an approved local



S14348

pretreatment program, including a joint
monitoring program and local controls to
prevent against interference and pass
through.

SEC. 307. No funds appropriated by this Act
may be used during fiscal year 1996 to en-
force the requirements of section 211(m)(2) of
the Clean Air Act that require fuel refiners,
marketers, or persons who sell or dispense
fuel to ultimate consumers in any carbon
monoxide nonattainment area in Alaska to
use methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) to
meet the oxygen requirements of that sec-
tion.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, in carrying
out the purposes of the National Science and
Technology Policy, Organization, and Prior-
ities Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6601 and 6671), hire
of passenger motor vehicles, services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, not to exceed $2,500
for official reception and representation ex-
penses, and rental of conference rooms in the
District of Columbia, $4,981,000: Provided,
That the Office of Science and Technology
Policy shall reimburse other agencies for not
less than one-half of the personnel com-
pensation costs of individuals detailed to it.

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

For necessary expenses to continue func-
tions assigned to the Council on Environ-
mental Quality and Office of Environmental
Quality pursuant to the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969, the Environ-
mental Improvement Act of 1970 and Reorga-
nization Plan No. 1 of 1977, $2,188,000.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. Section 105(b) of House Concur-
rent Resolution 67 (104th Congress, 1lst Ses-
sion) is amended to read as follows:

‘“(b) RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-
TIONS IN THE SENATE.—

‘(1) CERTIFICATION.—(A) In the Senate,
upon the certification pursuant to section
205(a) of this resolution, the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance shall submit its rec-
ommendations pursuant to paragraph (2) to
the Senate Committee on the Budget. After
receiving the recommendations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget shall add such rec-
ommendations to the recommendations sub-
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) and report
a reconciliation bill carrying out all such
recommendations without any substantive
revision.

‘“(B) The Chair of the Committee on the
Budget shall file with the Senate revised al-
locations, aggregates, and discretionary
spending limits under section 201(a)(1)(B) in-
creasing budget authority by $760,788,000 and
outlays by $760,788,000.

‘“(2) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—Funding for
this section shall be provided by limiting
any tax cut provided in the reconciliation
bill to families with incomes less than
$150,000.”".

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
this amendment will do three things. It
will restore funding for hazardous
waste cleanup and for sewage treat-
ment plants at last year’s levels and
provide funds for the Council of Envi-
ronmental Quality to enable it to con-
tinue its work to meet its important
responsibilities.

First, Mr. President, I commend our
colleague, the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator BOND, for his work
on this bill and for adding over $650
million to the EPA budget. I know that
he has done his best under very dif-
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ficult circumstances. He deserves cred-
it for that. In no way should my re-
quest here be viewed as being critical
of the effort. But nevertheless, Mr.
President, I believe that we are going
to have to do better and hope that we
can find a way to do it.

I also want to thank my friend and
colleague from Maryland for her hard
work on the subcommittee bill and
hope also she will be with me as we
work our way through this to try and
adopt this amendment.

Mr. President, even with the addi-
tions that were made by the sub-
committee, the bill still would cut
EPA by more than 22 percent from the
President’s request. That is far more
than many other agencies.

Unfortunately, these deep cuts in
EPA’s budget are indicative of a much
broader attack on the environment in
this Congress. This year, we have seen
efforts to undercut the Clean Water
Act, dismantle the community right-
to-know law, weaken the laws pro-
tecting endangered species and making
environmental regulations that are al-
most impossible to promulgate. It
seems that there is no end to the new
majority’s assault on the environment.

That is not what the American peo-
ple voted for last November. They do
not want environmental laws curtailed.
They do not want to see the gutting of
our attempt to improve the environ-
ment.

A recent Harris poll showed that over
70 percent of the American public, of
both parties, believe that EPA regula-
tions are just right or, in fact, not
tough enough. Clearly, most Americans
care about our environment, feeling, in
many cases, very strongly about it.

Mr. President, $432 million of this
amendment restores money for the
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program.
The bill reported by the Appropriations
Committee calls for a cut of roughly a
third in hazardous site cleanup fund-
ing. That will mean many hazardous
waste sites will not get cleaned up, and
many people who live near these sites
will continue to be exposed to dan-
gerous and often lethal chemicals.

I recognize that some critics of the
Superfund say we should not provide
money to the program unless some of
its problems are fixed, and I agree we
have to fix the problems. But while the
program has had its problems in the
past, which we are presently working
to correct, people still want the clean-
ups to continue. While the controversy
surrounding the program has focused
largely on the issue of liability, there
is no dispute about the need to clean
up these sites, nor about the need for
Federal funds to help do so.

Communities concerned about the
health of their citizens need this
money to move ahead with cleanups,
while the responsible parties, those ac-
cused of doing the pollution, who cre-
ated the pollution, litigate amongst
themselves trying to avoid paying for
their obligation. Federal money also is
needed if those responsible cannot be
found or refuse payment.
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In addition, while everyone agrees
that responsible parties should lead
cleanup efforts where possible, Govern-
ment oversight is necessary to assure
that agreements are met and the public
health is protected.

About 260 sites in 44 States will not
be cleaned up because of the funding
cuts in this bill. Just look at the map,
and we see that cleanups will stop, the
red indicating that 1 to 5 cleanups will
be delayed; in the blue area, 6 to 10
cleanups will be delayed; and in the
area where we see green, including New
Jersey, California, Florida, more than
10 cleanup attempts will be delayed.
We cover almost the whole map. The
only places where there is no delay is
where we see the States outlined in
white. It is a pretty ominous review
that we are looking at.

Beyond the severe environmental and
health consequences that are apparent
by delays, this will mean also 3,500 jobs
will be lost in the private sector, and
that would cause enormous loss of time
getting rid of the hazardous waste
blight that exists across our country.

Also, sites that communities plan to
use for economic redevelopment will
not be available for use in the commu-
nities. As land lays contaminated and
unusable, local communities will suffer
economic losses that cannot be re-
couped.

In my own State of New Jersey, 16
sites will see their cleanup delayed or
terminated. For example, efforts will
be halted at the Roebling Steel site, a
former steel manufacturer next to the
Delaware River, a company that had an
illustrious history. Material manufac-
tured there was sent all over the world,
but they fell on hard times, and now we
are dealing with a contamination that
was left from their operation. Runoff
from the precipitation on the site may
have already contaminated the Dela-
ware River and surrounding wetlands.

Approximately 12,000 people in this
area depend on ground water for their
drinking water. An adjacent play-
ground is contaminated with PCB’s and
heavy metals, including lead.

Mr. President, hazardous waste sites
have significant negative consequences
for human health, and these can range
from cancer to respiratory problems to
birth defects. The need to prevent
these kinds of diseases more than any-
thing else is what makes funding
Superfund so important.

The second part of my amendment,
Mr. President, will restore money to
the States’ revolving loan funds. The
Clean Water Act requires that cities
and towns comply with minimum
waste treatment standards. States re-
port that they will need $126 billion to
comply with these requirements.

This amendment keeps funding for
the State revolving loan fund at last
year’s level by restoring $328 million.

Finally, my amendment would add
just over $1 million to continue the
work for the Council on Environmental
Quality. For a small amount, CEQ can
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coordinate the administration’s envi-
ronmental programs. This is impor-
tant, especially with respect to the co-
ordination of environmental impact
statements.

To fund these increases, Mr. Presi-
dent, my amendment would reduce the
tax break that otherwise will be pro-
vided in the reconciliation bill this
year. From all indications, this tax
break will be targeted largely at the
wealthiest individuals in America and
a variety of special interests.

Mr. President, the rich or poor in
this country do not want to leave a
contaminated environment for their
children or their grandchildren, and I
am sure that if this proposition that
we have put forward is closely exam-
ined and we say, all right, if tax breaks
are going to be given, we have to make
sure that they are for the lower in-
come, not just the top people or wage
earners in our country.

So, Mr. President, I am sure that if
forced to choose between a tax break
for the rich and strengthening environ-
mental protections, I believe that
Americans would strongly support the
environment and thusly this amend-
ment.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment for the well-being and
health of our citizens and our environ-
ment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey for
his kind words. I appreciate the com-
ments he made about our efforts here.
But I wish we could have his support
for the measure as passed by the com-
mittee and sent to the floor.

I must rise in strong opposition to
the amendment on substantive grounds
and also the fact that it busts the sub-
committee’s 602(b) allocation.

I will address, as I have previously,
the budgetary sleight of hand and the
smoke and mirrors that have been sug-
gested as an offset. But let me talk
about some of the substantive provi-
sions, because I agree with the Senator
that they are very important.

As he noted, we worked very hard to
increase funding for the environment
because we have made great progress in
the environment in this country. We
need to continue that progress. Every-
thing that we are doing in this bill is
designed to ensure that the progress we
have made continues.

We have urged the EPA to pay heed
to and adopt the recommendations of
the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration, who have told EPA how
they can do a better job of utilizing
their funds, be more effective, and
make sure that we get the most for our
dollars in the environmental programs.

That study was requested when my
colleague, the Senator from Maryland,
was chairman of the committee. It is
something I support because I believe
we can make progress. But I do not be-
lieve that this amendment can be sup-
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ported, and I will raise a budget act
point of order to it.

Let me talk, though, about the sub-
stance. First, Superfund. While there
may be disagreement on how we reform
the program, there is virtually no dis-
agreement that I know of that the pro-
gram must be reformed. We have stud-
ies by the dozens outlining the prob-
lems with the Superfund Program.
There have been 90-day reviews and 30-
day reviews to improve the program.
There have been Rand studies, CBO
studies, GAO reports, and the National
Commission on Superfund Reform.

We are all familiar with the morass
of litigation, the excessive administra-
tive burdens, the length of time to
clean up the sites. Most of us have
heard from our constituents, small
businesses, mom and pop operations
that were bankrupted because their
trash was hauled legally to a dump
which later became a Superfund site
and they became liable.

We have all heard the stories about
EPA requiring cleanups so clean that
kids can eat the dirt, even when there
were no kids near the site, where it is
an industrial site, where nobody has
even proposed to bring in a day care
center or to make it a playground for a
school.

When we devote our resources to
overutilization of cleanup techniques
in an area where they are less nec-
essary, we take away from funds where
they can be put to uses right away,
where they can have a positive impact
on human health and the environment
and avoid dangers.

But the list of grievances against the
Superfund goes on and on and on. We
have poured billions of dollars into this
program with little to show for it. We
have spent billions of dollars and we
have only about 70 sites which have ac-
tually been cleaned up and deleted
from the national priorities list. We
have hundreds of studies going on at
sites and even more being litigated.
This is a wonderful opportunity for full
employment for lawyers, for adminis-
trative hassles, and that is not what we
ought to be about. We ought to be
about cleaning up Superfund sites.

In his first speech to Congress, Presi-
dent Clinton declared, ‘I would like to
use the Superfund to clean up pollution
for a change and not just pay lawyers.”
I believe I was one of a large group of
Senators who stood and applauded that
statement. I believe there is very
strong agreement on both sides of the
aisle that the President set the proper
tone: clean up pollution, stop paying
lawyers. There is little disagreement
on either side that the program is not
working, or not working as well as it
should.

The committee limited Superfund
funding to $1 billion, as in the House,
because the committee recognized that
it was time to stop throwing away
money at a wasteful, broken program.
The committee’s recommendations will
fund sites which pose an immediate
threat to human health and the envi-
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ronment and sites which are currently
at some active stage in the Superfund
cleanup pipeline.

Our recommendations reflect the
findings of a General Accounting Office
report, which I requested. This General
Accounting Office report says that
two-thirds of the Superfund sites GAO
looked at do not pose human health
risks under current land uses.

We are spending two-thirds of the
money in the current Superfund Pro-
gram on sites that do not pose a sig-
nificant hazard to human health now
or in the future under current land
uses. I am not suggesting that these
sites are not important and should not
be cleaned up. I am saying that for
these sites, we can delay cleanups until
we reform the program so that we can
concentrate our efforts on those sites
which will provide a benefit in less-
ening dangers to human health and to
ensure that commonsense solutions are
implemented.

The committee’s recommendation re-
flected the fact that the reauthoriza-
tion process is well underway. It will
be a transition year, as it should be, for
the Superfund Program. Therefore, we
should only fund critical activities
pending implementation of a reform
program.

Now, the Senator’s amendment also
would double funding for the Council
on Environmental Quality. I point out
that this committee has recommended
continuing the Council on Environ-
mental Quality at last year’s funding.
We would save CEQ, where the House
wants to terminate that body.

The question will be whether we ter-
minate it or not. The ultimate con-
ference committee will not come out
with more than $1 million because we
have put that amount in and the House
has already passed.

Despite some concerns that many
may have that the CEQ is duplicating
other agencies, this committee found,
and I believe that CEQ does perform a
valuable function; it performs a func-
tion of coordinating the activities of
the administration and all the different
bodies which may act on environ-
mental matters.

However, I think it should be limited
to activities which are statutory in na-
ture and which do not duplicate other
agencies’ activities. The funding pro-
vided is about the same level as the
current level funding for CEQ.

Now, the third point as to State re-
volving funds which the Senator’s
amendment would add $328 million. I
fully support added funding for States
to meet environmental mandates. That
is why the bill before us carves out a
special appropriation just for State
funding.

We increased funding for the State
activities that comprises more than 40
percent of the EPA appropriations be-
cause that is money going to the places
where it can actually clean up the en-
vironment.
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We believe that with reforms that
can be implemented either by legisla-
tion or through the administrative pro-
cedures, we can ensure that the States
will do a better job because they will
not be limited just to cleaning up one
particular kind of pollution but can di-
rect their efforts to pollution which oc-
curs in the air, the water, and the land,
and not be limited just to one medium.

Included in this funding that we have
recommended is an increase of $300
million in funding for clean water
State revolving funds over the current
budget. Last year’s bill contained some
$800 million in sewer treatment ear-
marks. Those were nice for all of us to
go home and take credit for, but they
did not maximize the available funds
for cleaning up the environment.

We eliminated those earmarks so we
can provide adequate funding for State
revolving funds. I think the bill ad-
dresses the concern about the need for
State revolving funds.

I think that the bill is sound on envi-
ronmental grounds, sound sub-
stantively, and I say that all of the
talk about tax cuts, eliminating tax
cuts, is so much political rhetoric.
There are no tax cuts in this budget.
There is no offset.

We had to make tough choices in the
subcommittee and the full committee.
We chose to increase the allocation for
EPA, but we are doing so within the
constraints imposed upon us by Con-
gress in the budget resolution.

This amendment would bust the
budget resolution. If the Senator was
concerned, really concerned about get-
ting more money in the environment,
then he could have offered an amend-
ment which would have proposed legiti-
mate offsets. He did not do so.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
waiver of the Budget Act.

I reserve the time. I yield the floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Jersey for
his advocacy in the issues of environ-
mental protection, protecting public
health, safety, and having the concern
particularly for the environmental
problems in an urban area. Senator
LAUTENBERG has been a longstanding
advocate and a longstanding expert in
this issue as a member of the author-
izing committee.

I also want to acknowledge Senator
BoND’s efforts to really support a
streamlining of a lot of the regulatory
process.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of
Senator LAUTENBERG’s amendment to
partially restore funding to some of
EPA’s most important programs.

This amendment adds: $431.6 million
to the Superfund Program, $328 million
to the Water Infrastructure State re-
volving funds, and $1.188 million to the
Council on Environmental Quality
[CEQ].

I am particularly concerned about
the $431.6 million cut below the current
funding for the Superfund Program.

Superfund was designed to address
one of our Nation’s worst public health
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and environmental
ardous waste.

There are 1,300 sites that have been
placed on the national priorities list,
which is the listing of the most serious
hazardous waste sites in the country.

The health risks posed to people who
live near these sites are significant. I
think we owe it to our communities to
ensure that these toxic dumps are
cleaned up.

What happens if we do not restore
funding to the Superfund Program?

There will be no funding for about 120
new, long-term cleanup projects, clean-
up of about 160 immediate public
health threats could be significantly
delayed, and we risk letting polluters
get off the hook because we will not be
able to reach and enforce settlements
for cleanups.

The Lautenberg amendment will re-
store funding to ensure that public
health is protected, polluters continue
to clean up their messes, and new re-
search continues to develop cheaper,
cleaner, and faster ways to clean up
toxic wastes.

I also have serious concerns about
the reduction of $5686 million below the
President’s request that this bill con-
tains for water infrastructure State re-
volving funds.

This cut means that about 107 waste-
water treatment projects will not pro-
ceed.

It also means that, because State re-
volving fund dollars are reinvested over
time, a reduction in infrastructure in-
vestments will be felt in future years.

The immediate loss of $587 million
will result in a cumulative loss of $2.3
billion in funding over the next 20
years.

In my home State of Maryland this
funding is a big deal.

Mr. President, Maryland’s Eastern
Shore relies heavily on two things,
fishing and tourism. These represent a
huge chunk of the local economy.

EPA’s most recent water quality in-
ventory reports that 37 percent of the
Nation’s shellfish beds are restricted,
limited, or closed.

I’'m afraid that this funding level
could cause water quality to continue
to decline, which is no small concern
for States like mine which depend
heavily on rivers and coastal waters.

In addition, last year 85 beaches in
Maryland were closed to protect the
public from swimming in unsafe wa-
ters.

I do not know about the rest of my
colleagues, but when I go to the beach
I want to take a swim or wade in the
surf. None of that can happen if we do
not protect our waters.

I am very concerned that this de-
crease in funding will have serious ad-
verse effects on the Chesapeake Bay.

The funding that Maryland gets from
the State revolving fund program is
critical to preventing the water pollu-
tion that runs off into the bay. All of
our efforts to clean the bay, at both
the State and Federal level, will be
wasted if we cannot control this runoff.

problems—haz-
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The bill also requires that the Safe
Drinking Water Act be reauthorized by
April 30, 1995.

If the program is not reauthorized,
all drinking water State revolving
funds will be transferred to clean water
State revolving funds.

This means that nearly 270 projects
to improve substandard drinking water
systems which serve nearly 29 million
Americans will not be funded if reau-
thorization does not occur.

I hope the Senate does not forget the
recent cryptosporidium outbreak in
the Milwaukee, WI, water supply which
caused about 400,000 people to get sick,
resulting in the deaths of 100 people.

Finally, I think it is important that
this amendment funds the Council on
Environmental Quality at the Presi-
dent’s request.

CEQ is the Federal office that is re-
sponsible for coordinating our national
environmental policy. If we did not
have the CEQ, the job of coordinating
Federal environmental policy would be
left to executive level staff inside the
Office of the President. This would
mean that congressional oversight
would be limited.

Make no mistake about it, the Amer-
ican people care about protecting pub-
lic health and the environment.

There are many issues that have been
raised about the Superfund Program,
many legitimate issues raised about
the safe drinking water. I do not be-
lieve we should cut the budget. I be-
lieve we should streamline the regula-
tions.

Cutting the budget, in effect,
deregulates or eliminates these regula-
tions. We have come so far on cleaning
up the environment. I am grateful in
this bill that