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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Father, You created us to
soar, to mount up with wings like ea-
gles. We realize that it is not just our
aptitude, but our attitudes that deter-
mine our altitude. Our attitudes are
the outward expression of our convic-
tions congealed in our character. Peo-
ple read what is inside by what we
project in our attitude.

Help us to express positive attitudes
based on a belief that You are in con-
trol and are working out Your pur-
poses. We want to allow You to love us
profoundly so our attitude will exude
vibrant joy. May Your peace invade our
hearts so our attitude will reflect an
inner security and calm confidence. We
long to have the servant attitude of af-
firmation of others, of a willingness to
listen to their needs and of a desire to
put our caring into practical acts of
kindness.

Lord, if there is any false pride that
makes us arrogant, any selfishness
that makes us insensitive, any fear
that makes us overly cautious, any in-
security that makes us cowards, for-
give us, and give us the courage to re-
ceive Your transforming power in our
hearts. All this is so our attitude to
others may exemplify Your attitude of
grace toward us. In Your transforming
name. Amen.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, Senator
LOTT of Mississippi, is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chair.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
that the time between now and 10:30 be
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Also, Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, follow-
ing the debate and the establishment of
a quorum, there will be a cloture vote
on the pending Murkowski amendment
to H.R. 1296, the Presidio legislation.
Senators should be alerted that the
vote will occur at approximately 10:40
this morning. If cloture is invoked on
that substitute, it is still the hope that
we may complete action on H.R. 1296
during today’s session. If cloture is not
invoked, it may be the intention of the
majority leader to begin consideration
of either the line-item veto conference
report or the farm bill conference re-
port.

Senators should be reminded that ad-
ditional rollcall votes can be expected
during the day. And again to emphasize
that point, we are hoping we will soon
have an agreement, working with the
Democratic leader, we can announce
with regard to the conference report to
accompany S. 4, the line-item veto bill,
but we are not prepared to do that at
this time. So we will have debate be-
tween now and 10:30 equally divided,
and then we will have the vote at 10:40.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
wish the Chair a good day.

PRESIDIO PROPERTIES
ADMINISTRATION ACT

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:
Murkowski modified amendment No. 3564,

in the nature of a substitute.
Dole (for Burns) amendment No. 3571 (to

amendment No. 3564), to provide for the ex-
change of certain land and interests in land
located in the Lost Creek area and other
areas of the Deerlodge National Forest, Mon-
tana.

Dole (for Burns) amendment No. 3572 (to
amendment No. 3571), in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

Kennedy amendment No. 3573 (to amend-
ment No. 3564), to provide for an increase in
the minimum wage rate.

Kerry amendment No. 3574 (to amendment
No. 3573), in the nature of a substitute.

Dole motion to commit the bill to the
Committee on Finance with instructions.

Dole amendment No. 3653 (to the instruc-
tions of the motion to commit), to strike the
instructions and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘to re-
port back by April 21, 1996 amendments to
reform welfare and Medicaid effective one
day after the effective date of the bill.’’

Dole amendment No. 3654 (to amendment
No. 3653), in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am not going to
take too long because I know many of
my colleagues want to speak on the is-
sues affecting welfare and Medicaid.
But I do want to express my dis-
appointment with the Democratic lead-
ership and my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle who have effectively
killed a major and important park and
conservation measure. As a matter of
fact, the parks bill that we debated for
some 7 hours the day before yesterday
now can no longer be discussed, there
is no additional time for debate be-
cause the measure now has, out of ne-
cessity, been set aside.

Let us look realistically at what this
action is costing the general public rel-
ative to its parks and specific areas of
importance, including the Presidio,
which was in this parks package. The
package included the ability to provide



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2908 March 27, 1996
2 million acres of wilderness to the peo-
ple of the United States in the State of
Utah, and to provide an important wa-
tershed to both New York and New Jer-
sey known as Sterling Forest.

We had this measure before us. It had
been put together as a consequence of a
great deal of effort and a great deal of
compromise. Some 23 States were af-
fected, with some 53 individual titles or
lands affected in those States. It was a
package that had been negotiated with
the House as well, and it was apparent
to all that in order for the package to
pass we had to keep all its aspects, in-
cluding those that were of a controver-
sial nature. One of those, of course, was
Utah wilderness. The issue was all or
nothing with some of the opponents.
They felt that 2 million acres added to
the wilderness designation in Utah was
inadequate; it should be 5 or 6 million
acres. The citizens of Utah—the legis-
lature, the Governor, the entire Utah
delegation—felt that 2 million acres
was adequate. In any event, this body
would have made that determination
on a clear and unrestricted vote had
not some Members saw fit yesterday to
attach the minimum wage amendment
to this package—the minimum wage is
an important issue, but it simply does
not belong on this parks package—and
as a consequence the parks package
has been set aside.

It will come up another day, but I
wish to express my disappointment,
and I thank my colleagues who have
worked so hard to try to bring the
package together.

I am disappointed also in the media
because they failed to recognize the
importance of this package. But I wish
to at least have the RECORD reflect why
we had that package before us.

The Senator from California and the
Senator from New Jersey, both have
indicated that somehow it was the
fault of the majority that the package
was before the Senate and that it was
unfair, some suggested awful, that they
were forced to vote on Utah wilderness
and other measures if they wanted to
see their measures enacted. In other
words, they wanted Utah wilderness
out of it. Yet they knew that the House
would simply not accept the package
unless Utah wilderness was in it.

Let the RECORD reflect that it was
the objections on the other side of the
aisle that have held each and every one
of these measures up for some year or
thereabouts. This was the right of the
individual Senator, but I think it is
disingenuous for him and other Sen-
ators on the Democratic side to sug-
gest we were holding these measures.
We simply recognized the reality and
pleaded with the various Senators on
holding together because there was
something in this for everyone; every
State was affected in some manner or
form, and we would either all gain
something meaningful or we would
simply lose the effort.

I do not think any of us at that time
anticipated that the effort would be
lost by attaching a minimum wage

amendment to the parks package. I re-
peatedly tried to get time to break the
threatened filibuster but there was no
support on the other side of the aisle.
Utah wilderness is a recent addition to
the Senate Calendar, as is the Presidio.
All the other measures have been effec-
tively held up by the Democratic lead-
ership because obviously they did not
want to take on the holds from one
Senator.

The situation was simple. If the Sen-
ator from New Jersey had not prevailed
in both the House and Senate, then he
was going to prevent any public land
bills from being enacted. There were a
few exceptions to that for which the
Senator from Alaska is thankful, but it
did not matter how important or criti-
cal to the National Park System they
may be; in his opinion his measure was
more important. That was his right. I
respect him for his determination. But
I want the RECORD also to reflect that
I have tried my best to accommodate
the interests of the Senator from New
Jersey on Sterling Forest, but I am
certainly not a magician. There are
Members of the House who not only do
not like the measure of the Senator
from New Jersey, but they also have
measures that they want. I hoped we
could all get together to do something
useful, or we could continue the stale-
mate. That appears to be where we are
today.

So, there are two sides to every issue.
I think we have all tried to work with-
in our respective areas to accommo-
date the various Senators and to recog-
nize this for what it was, and that was
a giant compromise. While working
with my friend from New Jersey and
the Senators from California on their
measures, as well as colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, I appreciate the fact
that the other side has decided, evi-
dently, for the political opportunism
associated with the realization that we
have the AFL–CIO come out and pub-
licly endorse the Clinton administra-
tion and indicated its willingness to
raise some $35 million to defeat Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle who are
running. Evidently, that was the mo-
mentum to put the minimum wage on
the parks bill.

I also appreciate the fact that the
people of Utah are the real victims in
this, in a sense, because it is their
State that is in jeopardy with regard to
the amount of wilderness. I commend
those Senators here for speaking on be-
half of their State in the interests of
the majority of the residents of that
State.

We can either reestablish some sense
of comity, or history is going to reflect
this very important package of meas-
ures for the park system was killed,
and the environment is the sufferer.
Unfortunately, I do not think the
media are going to pick up on the accu-
racy of this, but someday history will.

I guess my unhappiness grew even
greater when the two Senators from
Massachusetts saw fit to basically
drive a stake into the heart of this

measure. I, again, went out of my way
to include measures dealing with the
Boston National Historical Park,
Blackstone River Valley, which were
items of great interest to the Senators
from Massachusetts. I told the House
there was no deal on this unless they
were prepared to deal with those meas-
ures—not the measures just of the Sen-
ator from New Jersey, but the meas-
ures proposed by the Senators from
Massachusetts.

Apparently, they care more about
the politicized potential of campaign
contributions from organized labor
than they do about the measures from
their own State or other measures in-
cluded in this package for the benefit
of others. It is a political stunt, and it
is an expensive political stunt, at the
expense of the environment.

So we are into it, and the con-
sequences of that lead us to a vote that
is going to take place in about 45 min-
utes on cloture. I, naturally, urge my
colleagues to support cloture, but I am
realistic enough to recognize this vote
is going to be seen as a politically sym-
bolic vote. It is going to have a ref-
erence to the minimum wage, which it
certainly should not. This is a vote
that should be on the merits associated
with the parks package.

What is the answer? Sterling Forest
is going to lose, Presidio is going to
lose, Utah wilderness is going to lose,
and 47 other special park bills will not
move. This is the problem with hostage
taking: Either they all get freed or
they all will die. I think it is time to
get off the plastic pedestal and get
down to the business of the Presidio
and other measures. I will vote for
Sterling Forest, I will vote for Pre-
sidio, I will vote for Utah wilderness, I
will vote for the other measures in the
package because of its overall good for
the environment, good for the National
Park System, and the good for the Na-
tion. I think it is time my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle wake up
and join me on what is good for the
U.S. Senate, and that is to pass this
package of compromise legislation.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I commend

the chairman of the Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee for the
statement he just made and for the ef-
fort he has brought to the Senate floor
to get this important legislation
through. I join him in regretting it has
not been possible. I, too, hope in the fu-
ture it will be possible.

THE WALNUT CANYON NATIONAL MONUMENT
BOUNDARY MODIFICATION

Mr. President, I rise today to speak
in favor of the omnibus lands bill, an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to H.R. 1296. This bipartisan
legislative package includes the Pre-
sidio bill and more than 50 other park
and public lands bills, most of which
have already been reported by the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Commit-
tee. The vast majority of these bills are
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not controversial and deserve to be
passed as part of this package.

I realize a few of the provisions in
this legislation are controversial. Most
notable is the title addressing Utah
wilderness. The groups involved have
worked for many years to strike a com-
promise. I support the Utah delegation
in its effort to bring some finality to
this situation. I believe Senators
HATCH and BENNETT have made signifi-
cant concessions, particularly in in-
creasing acreage, and modifying the
controversial hard release language.
The people of Utah have wrestled with
wilderness for over 20 years at a cost of
$10 million. This issue needs to come to
closure.

I also want to speak about an issue
closer to home: Walnut Canyon. On No-
vember 9, 1995, the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee held a hearing on
this legislation and on December 6, the
committee voted unanimously in favor
of reporting the legislation to the full
Senate. Throughout the legislative
process, this issue has had the full sup-
port of the House, the Senate, and the
affected communities in Arizona.

This legislation, introduced by Sen-
ator MCCAIN and me, is based on a con-
sensus reached last year among inter-
ested parties, including the city of
Flagstaff, the Coconino County Board
of Supervisors, the Grand Canyon
Trust, the National Parks and Con-
servation Association, the Hopi Tribe,
the Navajo Nation, the National Park
Service, the Forest Service, and nu-
merous private individuals. I read this
list only because I am proud that such
diverse parties in Arizona could come
together to support this important en-
deavor.

S. 231 is similar to the original legis-
lation drafted last session by Rep-
resentatives Karan English and BOB
STUMP, who deserve a great deal of the
credit for bringing the parties to-
gether. This session, Representative
J.D. HAYWORTH introduced a House
companion bill, H.R. 562, which was ap-
proved by the House by an overwhelm-
ing vote of 371 to 49. I hope that we are
able to match that here in the Senate.

Walnut Canyon National Monument
is an Arizona treasure that we must
protect. This legislation will expand
the boundaries by exchanging Park
Service land for Forest Service land,
adding approximately 1,200 acres to the
monument. Currently, the monument
encompasses numerous Sinaguan cliff
dwellings and associated sites. Walnut
Canyon includes five areas where ar-
chaeological sites are concentrated
around natural promontories extending
into the canyon, areas that early ar-
chaeologists referred to as forts. Three
of the five forts are within the current
boundaries of the monument, but the
two others are located on adjacent
lands administered by the Forest Serv-
ice. By exchanging Park Service land
for this Forest Service land, the two
outside forts will be within the monu-
ment and receive the protection that
those resources need and deserve. It is

a simple and commonsense way to
make the monument whole.

Mr. President, again, I urge my col-
leagues to put partisan differences
aside and pass the omnibus parks bill.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sup-
port the omnibus lands bill before the
Senate today. I speak as one of the few
Senators without a single item in this
large package. Let me focus for a mo-
ment on the most controversial compo-
nent of the package—title XX, the
Utah Public Lands Management Act.

As a member of the Energy and Natu-
ral Resources Committee, I have fol-
lowed the divisive political debate that
has raged for decades over the question
of how much land in the State of Utah
should be designated as wilderness.
This debate has now spilled outside the
boundaries of the Utah delegation and
the State they represent. It is now a
national debate in many ways outside
their complete control. As a Senator
who has seen this same thing happen in
his own State, I can appreciate the dif-
ficulties of my colleagues from Utah.

I have also followed the Bureau of
Land Management [BLM] over the last
15 years as it has spent in excess of $10
million analyzing vast tracks of land in
Utah to more precisely determine their
suitability for wilderness designation.
In 1991, Interior Secretary Lujan iden-
tified 1.9 million acres as suitable for
wilderness designation. The bill before
us, which recommends 2 million acres
for designation, reflects the technical
information gathered by BLM as well
as input from over 75 formal public
meetings and thousands of letters.

Over the past two decades, our think-
ing about natural resource manage-
ment has evolved, resulting in a more
flexible and cooperative role for gov-
ernment at all levels—Federal, State,
local, and tribal. As one who has
looked for ways for the Federal Gov-
ernment to provide more flexibility in
regulated activities, I am pleased that
this evolution is taking place.

Mr. President, during the consider-
ation of this bill in the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, I raised
a number of concerns about various as-
pects of this legislation. I compliment
my colleagues from Utah for their will-
ingness to work with me to address my
concerns. The legislation now allows
for more balance and predictability,
two components that are vital in pub-
lic land management and decisionmak-
ing. Their revisions include the follow-
ing:

The release language, previously
characterized as too hard, has been
softened. The bill now clarifies BLM’s
role in administering the 1.2 million
acres under study that were not des-
ignated as wilderness;

Another 200,000 acres have been
added, making the total wilderness des-
ignation slightly greater than BLM’s
1991 final recommendation;

The land exchanges allowed for in the
legislation are now equal value ex-
changes; and,

Provisions allowing the construction
of dams, pipelines, or communication

sites within the wilderness area have
been deleted.

There are those who are still not sat-
isfied. They would like more acreage to
be designated and tighter restrictions
to be put on any existing uses of those
lands proposed for inclusion. Some
would even like to totally eliminate all
existing uses.

These goals are self-defeating. They
run counter to the 1964 Wilderness Act,
which called for designating lands
untrammeled by man, for the purposes
of retaining its primeval character.
The goal was not to find lands that
have been encroached upon and require
they revert to their primeval char-
acter.

The seemingly endless Utah wilder-
ness debate demonstrates what can
happen when either side takes an all or
nothing approach. We must all recog-
nize that wilderness is not the only
protective designation available to us.
There are other, more appropriate
ways to protect our public lands while
recognizing and allowing for prior uses.
My colleagues from Utah have been
fair and objective in their designations
and in their release language.

This proposal relies upon BLM’s
planning process for the nondesignated
public lands. This provides the flexibil-
ity and cooperative spirit necessary for
sound management. It is important to
note that their approach does not pre-
vent a future Congress from reconsider-
ing these lands’ wilderness potential.
Nothing is set in stone. Nothing would
prevent a future Congress from passing
legislation to add land to or withdraw
land from this plan.

Those who depict this wilderness des-
ignation process as though we are faced
with an irrevocable choice between wil-
derness or the bulldozer do us all a dis-
service.

Even for those lands never designated
as wilderness, all is not lost for pres-
ervationists. There are a host of BLM
land classifications designed to protect
the natural and cultural attributes of
our public lands without eliminating
existing uses. Releasing the 1.2 million
acres not selected for wilderness des-
ignation provides BLM’s land man-
agers, working together with local
communities, greater management
flexibility while insuring continued re-
source protection. These other protec-
tive designations include the following:

Areas of critical environmental con-
cern;

Outstanding natural areas;
National landmarks;
Research natural areas;
Primitive areas; and
Visual resource management class I

areas.
Mr. President, I have seen a fair

number of wilderness bills become law
during my three decades on the Energy
and Natural Resources Committee.
Since 1964, Congress has enacted 88
laws designating new wilderness areas
or adding acreage to existing ones. We
now have a system that includes 630
wilderness areas encompassing 104 mil-
lion acres in 44 States.
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I support passage of the Utah wilder-

ness bill. This legislation brings to a
close a 15-year-long battle and address-
es more than its share of difficult is-
sues. It does so fairly and objectively.
Failure to pass this bill would put us
into a third decade of debate and would
seriously undermine the wilderness
study process.

While I continue to view this legisla-
tion as pushing the edge of what is ac-
ceptable under the 1964 Wilderness Act,
I take particular note of the longstand-
ing and divisive debate this provision
would allow us to move forward from. I
look forward to following this debate
in the coming days.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise in

strong opposition to the omnibus na-
tional parks bill. There are so many
problems with the Utah lands provi-
sions that I hardly know where to
begin in urging other Senators to vote
against this package.

The Utah lands provision is simply
unacceptable. It does not protect
enough land, the American public op-
poses it, it includes hard release lan-
guage, it sets bad precedents for wil-
derness designation, it opens unique
and beautiful lands to powerlines,
dams, pipelines, mining, and other
uses, it compromises the heritage of
our children, and it achieves all this
only by ransoming every other na-
tional park project in the Senate.

The proponents of Utah lands lan-
guage cannot buy public approval at
any price. I wrote to Majority Leader
DOLE last week to make this point per-
fectly clear. Senators, including this
Senator who wants very much to see
some of the associated measures pass,
will not stoop to pass a so-called wil-
derness bill that leverages politics
against the priceless beauty of remote
Utah canyon lands.

I am frustrated by the high-stakes
games being forced upon the Senate.
One week we have our backs to the
wall to finish a late farm bill so that
farmers can begin planting. Another
week we have our backs to the wall to
finish a late appropriations bill so that
the Federal Government can stay open.
Last summer we were forced to adopt a
salvage rider in order to get peace in
the Middle East, relief to Oklahoma
City bombing victims, and help for
flood-damaged communities. In an-
other occasion we have our backs to
the wall to simply get veterans’ bene-
fits into the mail. Recently, the Senate
has not been the deliberative body that
Washington, Jefferson, Hamilton, and
others envisioned for the greatest Na-
tion in the world. The Senate should
consider legislation on its merits. If a
bill fails Senate approval, it fails. If it
fails a veto override, it fails. Our Con-
stitution sets the rules, and they have
served us well for 200 years.

It is time to bring the political par-
ties back together for reasonable de-
bates on reasonable environmental pol-
icy. Conservation is as Republican as
Richard Nixon and as Democrat as

Jimmy Carter. Environmental protec-
tion is supported by Americans of all
political stripes. I have worked with
former Senator Bob Stafford in Ver-
mont to restore the tradition of bipar-
tisanship on environmental issues.
Just recently I received a letter from
the organization Republicans for Envi-
ronmental Protection asking Senator
DOLE to strip the Utah provisions from
the bill. It is wrong for any party to
charge down a path of exploitation and
environmental abuse, and I urge the
Senate to correct its course.

My children, and many of the chil-
dren of my colleagues, will live most of
their lives in the next century. We are
in a position to decide what the next
century will look like. Yes, we got here
first. Just as the first explorers made
resource decisions centuries ago, we
now face similar decisions about the
fate of our natural resources. Just as
the native Americans and first Euro-
pean settlers decided to protect public
lands as commons, we have an obliga-
tion to those who will follow. This bill
gives the Senate a clear opportunity to
decide whether we protect our herit-
age, or say ‘‘me first’’ to the treasures
of southern Utah.

The political pressure to support the
Utah giveaway is enormous for some of
my colleagues. Nonetheless, the re-
sponsibility to do the right thing is far
more valuable and far more important.
I urge the Senate to reject the Utah
lands provision.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
today to add my voice to those request-
ing that S. 884, title XX of the pending
substitute amendment, be removed
from the Presidio bill and be consid-
ered as freestanding legislation.

Mr. President, on Monday the Senate
began consideration of H.R. 1296, legis-
lation developed with the assistance of
the California delegation creating a
Presidio trust to manage property at
the Presidio in San Francisco. The Pre-
sidio, a former Army post overlooking
San Francisco Bay, was recognized by
the Congress in 1972 as a national
treasure and was slated for inclusion in
the National Park System upon its ces-
sation from military use.

The substitute amendment before us,
the omnibus parks and recreation bill,
contains—in addition to the Presidio
bill—approximately 32 public lands ti-
tles, many of which have been reported
out of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee with bipartisan
support. However, one title of this
amendment, title XX, the Utah Public
Land Management Act, does not enjoy
the same bipartisan support, and is
preventing the Senate from completing
action on the underlying Presidio legis-
lation in a timely manner.

The Utah Public Land Management
Act contains a number of provisions
which would have a profound impact on
all existing and future wilderness des-
ignations, seriously undermining
standards of public lands management
established by the Wilderness Act of
1964. The Wilderness Act of 1964 defined

a wilderness as land where, ‘‘in con-
trast to those areas where man and his
own works dominate the landscape, is
hereby recognized as an area where the
earth and the community of life are
untrammeled by man, where man him-
self is a visitor who does not remain.’’

Under this definition of wilderness,
commercial activities, motorized ac-
cess, and the construction of roads,
structures, and facilities are prohibited
in designated wilderness areas. I have
serious concerns about provisions of
the Utah land bill which would clearly
undermine this definition of wilder-
ness. This legislation would allow un-
precedented uses incompatible with
wilderness including motorized vehicle
access within protected areas, con-
struction of communication towers,
and continued grazing rights.

In addition, I am concerned that the
Utah lands bill designates only about 2
million of the Federal Government’s 32
million acres in Utah as wilderness.
Currently, the Federal Government
manages 3.2 million acres of its hold-
ings as wilderness study areas, allow-
ing the Federal agency charged with
managing the land the opportunity to
conduct a thorough study to determine
its suitability for inclusion in the Wil-
derness Preservation System. The leg-
islation before us would direct those
Federal agencies to make all land not
selected for wilderness available for
multiple uses, such as mining, grazing,
and development. Hard release lan-
guage included in the bill would pre-
clude those agencies from managing
this land in a way which would protect
its wilderness characteristics for the
future.

Mr. President, the wild and beautiful
Utah public lands which are under dis-
cussion today are a national treasure
belonging to all Americans. In my
view, it is critical that we, as a nation,
do not allow the destruction of our pre-
cious natural resources. Wilderness
areas constitute only 2 percent of all
land in the United States. We must not
fail in our obligation to protect the
beauty and integrity of these lands for
future generations.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the substitute
amendment to H.R. 1296, the Presidio
bill.

Mr. President, as we all know by
now, this is not a noncontroversial
public lands bill. There are many provi-
sions in the bill that truly are non-
controversial, and that have been con-
sidered and voted on in committee with
little if any opposition.

And I would note that the bill in-
cludes the Sterling Forest Preservation
Act, which Senator BRADLEY and I
strongly support.

Unfortunately, the real goal of the
pending substitute amendment is to
slip through the highly controversial
Utah wilderness provisions, based on
Senate bill 884. Those provisions would
permanently release millions of acres
from wilderness study, and, in turn,
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allow uses on these lands that will de-
stroy lands with significant ecological
and scientific value.

Mr. President, I oppose including S.
884 in this omnibus lands bill, and will
support an effort to remove that title
in its entirety. We need to act on many
of the provisions in the underlying leg-
islation, which are truly noncontrover-
sial. But we ought to have a separate,
open, and honest debate on those provi-
sions that are controversial.

Mr. President, I have heard from
more people—both in New Jersey and
from out West—about the Utah wilder-
ness bill than perhaps any other public
lands issue. By an overwhelming mar-
gin, people have urged me to support
Utah wilderness, and to oppose S. 884 as
written.

Who are these people who visit my
office, write me letters, stop me in the
halls? They are people from New Jersey
who understand what it means to live
in the most densely populated State in
the Nation. People who understand
what it means to live in a State still
reeling from the legacy of pollution
from the industry, and who value open
space, beautiful natural resources, and
clean fresh air.

These New Jerseyans know that once
land is destroyed by extensive develop-
ment, it may never return as it was. At
best, it takes a very long time to re-
cover.

I’ve heard it said on the floor of this
Senate that the only people who oppose
S. 884 are the Eastern elites. Well, Mr.
President, these so-called elites from
New Jersey are really ordinary people
who care about their environment and
their Nation’s natural resources. They
care because they know what it’s like
to be without.

But, Mr. President, not everybody
opposed to S. 884 is from New Jersey.
Take the mayor of Springdale, UT. He
visited me a year ago to explain how
his community benefits more from pre-
serving the wilderness than from ac-
tivities that would alter or destroy it.
As the mayor explained, recreation and
its associated businesses provide for a
sustainable and growing economy. By
contrast, he said, resource extraction
does not.

I’ve also heard from a fourth genera-
tion Utah native, the past president of
the Salt Lake City Rotary Club, a Mor-
mon, and father of four children who
urged me to get involved in this issue.

He told me that recreational and
other commercial enterprises depend
on the wilderness. And that these busi-
nesses are critical to the economic vi-
tality of the State of Utah and to
Utahn’s quality of life. He also told me
that preservation is crucial to his
peace of mind.

Mr. President, it is true that these
lands are all in Utah. But they are also
national lands that contribute to the
entire country. They have great eco-
logical significance, and they provide
scientific and educational treasures, as
well as a growing recreation business.
That is why I care.

I also care very much about title XVI
of the bill, the Sterling Forest Preser-
vation Act. Let me talk a little about
Sterling Forest and why its preserva-
tion is so important.

This bill designates the Sterling For-
est Reserve and authorizes up to $17.5
million to acquire land in the Sterling
Forest area of the New York/New Jer-
sey Highlands region.

This would preserve the largest pris-
tine private land area in the most
densely populated metropolitan region
in the United States. It also would pro-
tect the source of drinking water for 2
million New Jerseyans.

Mr. President, the Highlands region
is a 1.1 million acre area of mountain
ridges and valleys. The region
stretches from the Hudson to the Dela-
ware Rivers and consists primarily of
forests and farmlands. The Forest
Service, in a 1992 study, called the
Highlands, ‘‘a landscape of national
significance, rich in natural resources
and recreational opportunities.’’

Unfortunately, the Highlands region
faces an increasing threat of unprece-
dented urbanization. Perhaps the most
immediately threatened area is Ster-
ling Forest.

Located within a 2-hour drive for
more than 20 million people, the 17,500-
acre tract of land on the New York side
is owned by a private company that
has mapped out an ambitious plan for
development.

The community that this corporation
plans to develop will have a negative
impact on drinking water for one-quar-
ter of New Jersey residents. It also
threatens the local ecosystem and
wildlife, the nationally designated Ap-
palachian Trail, and the quality of life
of residents of the New York-New Jer-
sey metropolitan area.

I will not describe this proposed
project in detail.

But suffice it to say that one cannot
build more than 14,000 housing units
and 8 million square feet of commercial
and light industrial space, and release 5
million gallons of treated wastewater
into a pure environment, without a sig-
nificant impact.

My concern about the project’s effect
on New Jerseyans’ drinking water is
not new. We have known for some time
that this development will destroy val-
uable wetlands, which filter and purify
the water supply, and watersheds,
which drain into reservoirs—reservoirs
which supply one quarter of New Jer-
sey’s residents with drinking water.

The proposal calls for three new sew-
age treatment plants to accommodate
the development. These plants will dis-
charge 5.5 million gallons of treated
wastewater each day into the water-
sheds.

Compounding matters will be
nonpoint source pollution generated by
runoff from roads, parking lots, golf
courses, and lawns. This runoff carries
pollutants such as fertilizers, salt, and
petroleum products, among others. To-
gether these pollutants pose a serious
threat to drinking water, which is why

there is so much concern in New Jer-
sey.

I am not alone in my opposition to
the proposed development. Residents
from the nearby communities also op-
pose it. Based on testimony delivered
during local public hearings, the devel-
opment plan will impose $21 million in
additional tax burdens on surrounding
communities. On the other hand, under
the management scenario proposed by
this bill, a park would generate reve-
nue.

The only viable management option
for this important ecosystem is preser-
vation. And that is what is proposed in
this legislation.

The bill would provide critical pro-
tection for the forest. But it does not
impose the heavy hand of the Federal
Government on the local community or
on the owner of the property. The funds
authorized in this bill represent a frac-
tion of the total funding needed to pur-
chase the forest. The rest would come
from other public entities, such as the
States of New Jersey and New York,
and private parties.

I also would note that the legislation
specifically requires a willing buyer-
willing seller transaction—if the com-
pany determines that it is not in its
best interest to sell, it doesn’t have to.

Furthermore, the Federal Govern-
ment would be relieved of the signifi-
cant costs associated with forest man-
agement, law enforcement, fire protec-
tion, and maintenance of the roads and
parking areas under an agreement with
a respected bi-State authority.

These provisions have the support of
the local communities, the two States,
and regional interests. They are cost
effective and reasonable. And they are
environmentally responsible.

Senator BRADLEY and I have worked
on this bill for years now, and we are
pleased to note that last June, the bill
passed as part of H.R. 400, now pending
in the House. We have heard many ex-
pressions of support from the Speaker
of the House for preserving Sterling
Forest, and we anxiously await passage
of H.R. 400.

Unfortunately, including Sterling
Forest in this bill only serves to, in the
words of the Sterling Forest Coalition,
‘‘hold Sterling Forest hostage to S.
884.’’ The people of New Jersey do not
support this omnibus lands bill as writ-
ten, and I share their view.

Let me quote from a letter I received
yesterday from the Highlands Coali-
tion, a leading organization with mem-
bership in Connecticut, New York, and
New Jersey:

The Title XX of this bill, the Utah Public
Lands Management Act . . . is anathema to
environmental principles and must not be
connected to Sterling Forest
funding . . . The amount of acreage it would
set aside as Wilderness in southern Utah is
meager compared to what the majority of
citizens in Utah and surrounding States
would like to see. The preservation of Ster-
ling Forest must not be at the cost of envi-
ronmental degradation elsewhere in the
United States. The Omnibus Parks bill must
be amended to delete in its entirety the S.
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884 Utah Public Lands Management provi-
sions. If this bill is not so amended, we ask
you to vote against the entire Omnibus
Parks package.

Mr. President, letters like this help
show how our Nation’s wilderness areas
meet national interests. I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the let-
ter from the Highlands Coalition be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE HIGHLANDS COALITION,
Morristown, NJ, March 21, 1996.

Re National Parks omnibus package.

Hon. FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LAUTENBERG: The Highlands
Coalition, with membership organizations
representing more than 300,000 people in New
York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, has
been working for over 5 years for the preser-
vation of the Sterling Forest in New York as
public lands. New York, New Jersey and a
private foundation have committed between
$20 and $30 million for this purpose, but we
need the federal funding component. Over
the past three years various bills have been
introduced in both the House and the Senate
that would provide federal funding, but none
of these has yet been signed into law. Now,
another bill containing provisions for Ster-
ling Forest funding, the Omnibus National
Parks bill, has been introduced in the Sen-
ate.

The Title XX of this bill, the Utah Public
Lands Management Act introduced by the
Utah Senators as S. 884, is anathema to envi-
ronmental principles and must not be con-
nected to Sterling Forest funding. The
amount of acreage it would set aside as Wil-
derness in southern Utah is meager com-
pared to what the majority of citizens in
Utah and surrounding states would like to
see. Further, key provisions would allow de-
velopment in designated federal Wilderness
areas in Utah, thus threatening the integrity
of the entire National Wilderness Preserva-
tion system.

The preservation of Sterling Forest must
not be at the cost of environmental degrada-
tion elsewhere in the United States. The Om-
nibus Parks bill must be amended to delete
in its entirety the S. 884 Utah Public Lands
Management provisions. If this bill is not so
amended, we ask you to vote against the entire
Omnibus Parks package.

Sincerely,
WILMA E. FREY,

Coordinator.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I also ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD an editorial from a newspaper
in New Jersey, the Bergen Record, who
editorialized, ‘‘Sterling Forest is too
important to this region’s well-being to
become a hostage of partisan politick-
ing.’’

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PROMISES, PROMISES—UTAH LAND GRAB
WOULD HURT STERLING FOREST

Is this crazy or what? At a time when
many congressional Republicans are trying
to project a more moderate approach on en-
vironmental issues, some of their brethren
are pressing for an omnibus public-lands bill
that is an anathema to conservationists—
and a stumbling block to saving Sterling
Forest.

It’s time for the GOP leadership, House
Speaker Newt Gingrich and Senate Majority

Leader Bob Dole to get on the same page and
push for legislation that saves important re-
sources without sacrificing others.

The omnibus environmental bill, which is
expected to come to a Senate vote as early
as later this week, includes $17.5 million to-
ward the purchase of Sterling Forest. But it
also includes a provision that would open 20
million acres of wilderness in southern Utah
to forestry, mining, and other commercial
interests. That’s unacceptable.

Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt has said,
rightly, that he would recommend that
President Clinton veto any bill that includes
the Utah land giveaway. That would sink
years upon years of effort to obtain federal
funding to save Sterling Forest—a 17,500-acre
watershed that provides the drinking water
for 2 million New Jerseyans.

At a time when the owners of the land are
moving ahead with their plans to build 13,000
housing units and 8 million acres of commer-
cial development on the mountainous tract,
such a setback at the federal level would be
disastrous.

Just last month, Mr. Gingrich stood in a
clearing near Sterling Forest and pledged
that Congress would soon pass a bill to save
the land without sacrificing any environ-
mentally sensitive land in the process. The
only sure way to do that is for Mr. Gingrich
to push forward with an existing Sterling
Forest bill, HR–400.

This bill has already passed the Senate.
And Mr. Clinton has indicated he would sign
it. Now it’s a question of Mr. Gingrich keep-
ing his word. Sterling Forest is too impor-
tant to this region’s well-being to become a
hostage of partisan politicking.

As for the other public-lands legislation,
the Republicans would be wise to jettison
the Utah land grab and to press forward with
an omnibus bill that has the nation’s best in-
terests at heart.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
also care about title XXVI, which rec-
ognizes the historic significance and
natural beauty of the Great Falls area
of Paterson, NJ. Paterson is my home
town. The history of the region was
part of my childhood.

In 1778, Alexander Hamilton came to
the area and decided that the Great
Falls could serve as a power source for
the Nation’s first industrialized com-
munity. Working with Pierre L’Enfant
and then Governor William Paterson,
Hamilton began to develop the re-
sources as a means to free the Nation
from England through business and
manufacturing.

Over the years, Paterson became
known as the Silk City, and as the cen-
ter of the textile industry.

During the past decades, however,
the Great Falls historic preserve has
borne the brunt of industrial flight and
the treasures at the Great Falls are
threatened. This bill would allow for
the partnership of the National Park
Service to assist in restoring the treas-
ures and history of the area. The Sen-
ate passed this bill last Congress. The
bill deserves to be passed on its own,
rather than as part of an omnibus park
land bill that will be vetoed.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I hope
my colleagues will understand what is
happening here. Most of the bills in-
cluded in this package are non-
controversial. But some are not.

We should move forward and strike
those bills that will attract a veto from

the President and allow the rest of the
bills to be considered and passed on
their own merit.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
to express my concerns with the cur-
rent language of the Utah wilderness
bill. First of all, I am opposed to this
controversial bill being attached to a
large group of largely noncontroversial
bills that are very important.

I do support passage of a Utah wilder-
ness bill. However, I cannot support
this bill. This bill largely precludes fu-
ture designations of BLM wilderness in
Utah; substantially alters the defini-
tion of wilderness; and may result in
an unfair land exchange value between
the United States and the State of
Utah.

I am opposed to the hard release lan-
guage the bill contains. If this bill were
to become law, it would be the first of
over 100 wilderness laws to contain
hard release language. I agree that
lands not included in this bill should
generally be released to standard mul-
tiple use provisions, but I do not agree
that BLM should be precluded from
ever considering future wilderness des-
ignations on any of the other 20 million
acres of public land in Utah. I believe
the soft release language that the Bush
administration supported is the appro-
priate route.

Even if these issues were resolved, I
still have grave concerns stemming
from the unique management and land
exchange provisions. If this Utah wil-
derness bill were to become law, the
Nation would effectively have two wil-
derness systems, Utah and the rest of
the Nation. It would in effect result in
a brand of wilderness that would be so
different, that current BLM regula-
tions, which are appropriate for all
other BLM wilderness areas, would
have to be substantially altered just to
accommodate the unique provisions of
this bill.

Most startling is the fact that it ap-
pears that the Secretary of the Interior
would in Utah have less authority to
control access in and around wilderness
areas than nonwilderness areas. I re-
peat, it appears the Secretary would
have less authority to control access in
and around wilderness areas than
nonwilderness areas. How can this be
wilderness if it is less protected than
other multiple-use lands?

One small example of nonconformity
is the bill’s special provisions for facili-
ties within wilderness areas. Section
2003(d) provides:

Nothing in this title shall affect the capac-
ity, operation, maintenance, repair, modi-
fication or replacement of municipal, agri-
cultural, livestock, or water facilities in ex-
istence of the date of the enactment of this
Act

There is no qualification to this para-
graph. Conceivably, projects could be
expanded without any regard to im-
pacts to wilderness values. This is only
one small example of the special provi-
sions included in the language of this
bill.

In the past, wilderness laws have gen-
erally deferred to the access provisions
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of the Wilderness Act of 1964. This
practice provides a measure of consist-
ency throughout the wilderness sys-
tem. The proponents of this Utah wil-
derness bill have strayed so far from
the vision of the original framers of the
Wilderness Act that an althernative
type of wilderness would, in effect, be
established. I do not support this estab-
lishment of an alternative version of
wilderness.

Even if this bill did not contain these
nonconforming provisions, I would still
have concerns with the land exchange
provisions that would provide a unique
means to establish the value of Federal
lands to be exchanged to the State of
Utah. These provisions would give a
significant advantage to the State of
Utah that no other State has enjoyed
in its wilderness bills.

I support passage of a Utah wilder-
ness bill. However, I believe the bill
must not preclude future designations
of wilderness; substantially alter the
definition of wilderness; nor result in
unfair exchange values between the
United States and the State of Utah.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my deep concerns
about the inclusion of S. 884, the Utah
Public Lands Management Act, into
the omnibus parks package now before
the Senate.

I believe that it is critically impor-
tant to make my colleagues aware that
this omnibus package is not simply a
means to clear small measures on the
docket of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee. Among its provi-
sions is a measure which decides the
fate of 22 million Federally owned
acres of land in southern Utah. It des-
ignates a portion of the acres as wilder-
ness and leaves vast areas free for de-
velopment. This is one of the few times
this session that the Senate will have
the opportunity to engage in a dialog
over what should happen to these and
other Federal lands.

The Utah provisions contained in the
measure currently before the Senate
are controversial provisions. Both Utah
and national newspapers have been a
hotbed of debate over the question of
how much wilderness to protect and
the process used to develop the bill. I
also know that many citizens in my
State are deeply concerned about as-
pects of this bill which would fun-
damentally changes the way the Fed-
eral Government will manage lands
which all Americans own. Wisconsin-
ites who care deeply about the Federal
lands in Utah as well as Federal land
policy in general have written to me
and urge significant changes in this
measure.

Mr. President, a major concern about
the measure currently before the Sen-
ate relates to the hard release language
in the Utah provision which affects the
future ability of the BLM to designate
additional acres in Utah which may
need protection in as wilderness. BLM
is currently managing 3.2 million of
the 22 million acres it holds in Utah as
wilderness. The provisions of the sub-

stitute amendment relating to Utah
would designate approximately 2 mil-
lion acres as wilderness. They further
require that any lands not explicitly
designated by the bill as wilderness
will be managed for multiple-use.
Therefore, even if BLM finds in the fu-
ture that these lands are sensitive and
in need of protection, no additional
lands could be designated as wilder-
ness. The Senate has never passed a
bill containing such language before,
and such language is a significant de-
parture from the tenets of the 1964 Wil-
derness Act.

The key protection wilderness des-
ignation offers the lands in southern
Utah is protection from certain kinds
of development—but not from the use
of the lands. Activities allowed in wil-
derness areas are: foot and horse trav-
el; hunting and fishing; backcountry
camping; float boating and canoeing;
guiding and outfitting; scientific study;
educational programs; livestock graz-
ing if it has already been established;
control of wildfires and insect and dis-
ease outbreaks; and mining on pre-
existing mining claims.

Prohibited activities, according to
the 1964 Wilderness Act include: use of
mechanized transport except in emer-
gencies, or such vehicles as wheel-
chairs; roadbuilding, logging, and simi-
lar commercial uses; staking new min-
ing claims or mineral leases; and new
reservoirs or powerlines, except where
authorized by the President as being in
the national interest.

The magnificence of the wildlands
that are at stake in this debate cannot
really be done justice in words, Mr.
President. As my colleague from New
Jersey, Mr. BRADLEY, has already
shown the Senate, they include starkly
beautiful mountain ranges rising from
the desert floor in western Utah with
ancient bristlecone pine and flowered
meadows. Some areas are arid and aus-
tere, with massive cliff faces and leath-
ery slopes speckled with pinyon pine
and juniper trees. Other areas support
habitat for deer, elk, cougars, bobcats,
bighorn sheep, coyotes, birds, reptiles,
and other wildlife. These regions hold
great appeal to hikers, hunters, sight-
seers, and those who find solace in the
desert’s colossal silence.

These BLM lands are truly remark-
able American resources of soaring
cliff walls, forested plateaus, and deep
narrow gorges. This region encom-
passes the sculpted canyon country of
the Colorado Plateau, the Mojave
Desert, and portions of the Great
Basin.

Some in this body may think it
strange that a Senator from Wisconsin
would speak on behalf of wilderness in
Utah. The issue of and debate over
Utah wilderness protection, Mr. Presi-
dent, has been one of which I have been
aware since the time I joined the U.S.
Senate. Many of my constituents be-
lieve that the lands of southern Utah
are the last major unprotected vestige
of spectacular landforms in the lower
48 States—of the caliber of lands so

many nationwide already hold dear,
such as Yellowstone, the Grand Can-
yon, and the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. I have received more constitu-
ent mail—over 600 pieces in all—from
Wisconsin citizens concerned about
wilderness lands in Utah, than I have
on any other environmental issue in
this Congress—including many criti-
cally important issues to my state
such as clean water, safe drinking
water, the protection of endangered
species, and Superfund reform. A man
from Menominee Falls, WI, writes
about the lands of Utah:

These resources are national treasures
that make our country great, and once they
are gone they are lost forever.

A woman from Beloit added in her
letter:

I live in Wisconsin but my real home is the
natural world . . . most voters do not concur
with the irrevocable destruction that would
result from (this measure) becoming law.
Please: do all you can to be a voice for wil-
derness—not only in Wisconsin but in the
fragile and gorgeous West.

One of the most poignant
testimonials came from an Eau Claire
resident:

I have not had a lot of experience writing
letters to my elected representatives. How-
ever, it appears that the current priorities in
Washington are shifting away from conserva-
tion towards a destructive, greed oriented
approach, under the guise of economic
growth and development of public lands.
Given this climate, I feel I must write to ex-
press my opinion. I have had the opportunity
to visit much of the West over the past 30
odd years on annual family vacations. This
is truly a unique land without rival any-
where else in the world. My family and I
have learned to love and respect this region
and we feel that it must be protected in its
natural form. I strongly urge you to oppose
any compromise Utah lands bill that does
not include a strong vision of conservation
for future generations.

Mr. President, I read from some let-
ters from Wisconsin residents because I
think it is critical to understand that
the importance of protecting these
lands in Utah extends beyond the bor-
ders of that State. Many Americans
enjoy and treasure this area, just as
they do other great American wilder-
ness areas and it is the responsibility
of all members of the Senate to be con-
cerned about the fate of this national
treasure.

I have been personally touched by
these appeals from residents of my
State. In recognition of the importance
of this issue to my constituents, on Oc-
tober 11, 1995 I circulated a small pa-
perback book containing essays and
poems by 20 western naturalist writers
reflecting their thoughts on the protec-
tion of wilderness in Utah to all mem-
bers of the Senate. The book, entitled
‘‘Testimony,’’ was released on Septem-
ber 27, 1995. It is modeled after the late
author Wallace Stegner’s 1960 Wilder-
ness Letter to the Kennedy administra-
tion, which was a critical benchmark
document in the development and
eventual passage of the 1964 Wilderness
Act. In his 1960 Wilderness Letter, Wal-
lace Stegner said ‘‘something will have
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gone out of us as a people if we let the
remaining wilderness be destroyed.’’
Mr. President, those words are echoed
and reverberated by these western
writers as they describe the legislation
now before the Senate and its affect on
Utah.

The paperback was compiled during
August 1995. The selections represent
the opinions of the authors, written in
direct response to the measure cur-
rently before Senate which would af-
fect public lands management in Utah.
The book includes writings by individ-
uals such as: Terry Tempest Williams,
Utah native and author of five books;
T.H. Watkins, editor of Wilderness
magazine; N. Scott Momaday, winner
of the 1969 Pulitzer Prize for ‘‘House
Made of Dawn’’; and Mark Strand,
former Poet Laureate of the United
States. 1,000 copies of the book were
printed for distribution on the Hill, and
I now understand that the writers in-
tend to release this work through
Milkweed Press in Minnesota for the
general public. The writers donated
their work to produce this small book-
let and the printing costs were covered
by a donation from a nonprofit founda-
tion.

I distributed this book because I felt
that it was important for all members
of the Senate to have a copy of this
book to review in making a decision
that so profoundly affects future of
such a spectacular area.

One of the pieces in the Testimony
book that most caught my attention,
Mr. President, was a selection by Ste-
phen Trimbell. Steve Trimbell is a
writer and photographer who lives in
Salt Lake City, and who was instru-
mental in working with Terry Tempest
Williams to facilitate putting the Tes-
timony book together. Those Senators
who have been following the debate
over the Utah Wilderness Act are al-
ready very familiar with Mr.
Trimbell’s handiwork. For several
months, every Friday, photographs of
the areas excluded from wilderness des-
ignation under the measure before us
were dropped off in every Senator’s of-
fice. Many of those ‘‘Friday pictures,’’
as they have come to be known around
my office, were taken by Trimbell. I
wanted to share Steve Trimbell’s words
on this matter with the Senate. He
writes:

My place of refuge is a wilderness canyon
in southern Utah.

Its scale is exactly right. Smooth curves of
sandstone embrace and cradle me. From the
road, I cross a mile of slickrock to reach the
stream. This creek runs year-round, banked
by orchids and ferns. Entering the tangle of
greenery, I rediscover paradise. The canyon
is a secret, a power spot, a place of pilgrim-
age.

I found this canyon in my youth, twenty
years ago. I came here again and again. I
brought special friends and lovers. When my
wife and I met, and I discovered that she
knew this place, I felt certain that she knew
a place deep within me, as well. My children
are within a year of walking into the canyon
on their own. I thrill to think of that first
visit with them.

On those early trips, I rarely saw other
people. Once, in the velvet light before dawn,

I awoke, sat boldly upright. and looked past
my sleeping bag into a lone ponderosa pine—
a tree that brought the spicy scent of moun-
tain forest to this desert canyon. A few sec-
onds later, a great horned owl noiselessly
landed on a branch and looked back at me
with fierce eyes. The owl flew down canyon,
searching for unwary mice. I lay back, fell
asleep, and awoke again when the sun
warmed me.

I bathed in plunge pools and waded along
the stream, learning to pay attention, look-
ing for reflections and leaf patterns and rock
forms to photograph—details that I would
not see if the canyon had not taught me how
to look. Never before had I spent so much
time alone on the land, Here, I matured, as
a naturalist and photographer and human
being.

This wilderness canyon made me whole. It
can still restore me to wholeness when the
stress of life pulls me thin. It bestows peace
of mind that lasts for months.

People smile when they remember such
particular places on Earth where the seasons
and textures and colors belong to them.
Where they know, with assurance and preci-
sion, the place and their relationship to it.

‘‘This is my garden.’’
‘‘This is our family beach.’’
‘‘I know this grove like the back of my

hand.’’
‘‘I can tell you where every fish in this

stream hides.’’
‘‘I remember this view; it takes me back to

my childhood.’’
These landscapes nourish and teach and

heal. They help keep us sane, they give us
strength, they connect us to our roots in the
earth, they remind us that we share in the
flow of life and death. We encounter animals
in their native place and they look into our
eyes with the amalgam of indifference and
companionship that separates and unites us
with other creatures. A garden can connect
us with wildness. Wilderness connects us
with our ancestral freedoms even more pow-
erfully.

Recently, we visited a canyon new to us in
the southern Utah wilderness, this time with
urban cousins—two girls, seven and eleven.
The younger girl spotted a whipsnake, a
nesting Cooper’s hawk, beetles, Indian paint-
brush. We painted ourselves with golden cat-
tail pollen and launched boats we wove from
rushes and milkweed leaves. Taught never to
walk alone in their city, here the girls forged
ahead out-of-sight, exploring, appropriating
power, gathering the dependable certainties
of the wilderness, building emotional bed-
rock, new layers of confidence and self-es-
teem. Perhaps this canyon will become their
canyon.

We need to preserve every chance to have
such experiences, for ourselves, our children,
and the grandchildren of our grandchildren.

For we have reached the end of the gold
rush. This wild country is our home, not sim-
ply one more stop on the way to the next
boomtown. Respect for our home, thinking
as natives, begins in our backyards, with our
children. We move outward from there to
local parks, to preservation of greenbelts,
and from there to big wilderness.

The wilderness canyons of Utah belong not
to an elite cadre of backpackers, not to the
cattle raising families of Escalante and
Kanab, not to the Utah state legislature, not
to the Bureau of Land Management. They
belong to all citizens of the United States. In
truth, they belong to no one. They are a
magnificent expression of the powers of
Earth, and we Americans hold Utah wilder-
ness in trust for all humans and all life on
our planet.

The truly conservative action becomes
clear: to preserve as many wildlands as pos-
sible for future generations rather than to

fritter them away in casual development
without even noticing. A Utah wilderness
bill with too little land preserved and too
many exceptions for development is unac-
ceptable, destroying irreplaceable wild
places for the short-term wealth of the few.

Every year our wildlands shrink. We must
act now, decisively, boldly. To save my can-
yon. Their canyon. Your canyon.

We must preserve the wholeness of wild
places that belong to everyone and to no one.
In doing so, we demonstrate our trust-
worthiness—our capacity to take a stand on
behalf of the land. On behalf of the canyons.

Our canyons.

That short piece of writing is so pow-
erful, Mr. President, because it is a
timeless statement about how people
feel about natural places. For myself, I
personally know the value of wild
areas. For the last 9 years, I have spent
my summer vacations on Madeline Is-
land, immediately adjacent to the
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore in
northern Wisconsin. I have always
found the quiet beauty of the Apostle
Islands refreshing and invigorating.
The Apostle Islands are not a place the
people in Wisconsin go for high-tech
hubbub; it is a place where people go to
experience nature’s beauty.

I want to recount a story, one per-
haps several of members of the Senate
may remember, from 1967, when the
Senate Subcommittee on Parks and
Recreation held hearings on Senator
Gaylord Nelson’s plan to create the
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore.

A man named John Chapple, a news-
paperman from Ashland, WI, testified
at those hearings. Mr. Chapple, who
spent much of his life around the Apos-
tle Islands, related the story of a time
when he and his 10-year-old son were
out in a 14-foot motorboat on the wa-
ters around the Apostle Islands:

On one occasion, the water was very rough,
and I pulled our little boat onto a sand beach
so I could put some more gas in the motor.

Three men came walking out. ’Don’t you
know this is a private beach?’ they said. ’You
are not supposed to land here.’

That stung, and it still stings.
Twenty-five men with fortunes could tie

the Apostle Islands up in a knot and post
‘keep out’ signs all over the place.

The beauty that God created for mankind
would not be available to mankind anymore.

These islands, with their primeval power
to truly recreate, to reinvigorate, to inspire
mankind with a love of peace and beauty . . .
must be preserved for all the people for all
the time and not allowed to fall into the
hands of a few.

When the Senate acted to protect
this area of northern Wisconsin, they
heard the voices of Wisconsinites like
Mr. Chapple who knew the value of
peace and beauty and of preserving our
natural heritage. Though those words
were spoken by man nearly 20 years
ago, about an entirely different land-
scape, they almost sound like an ad-
dendum to Steve Tribell’s story about
southern Utah canyons, which is in-
cluded in a new testimony.

In places like the Apostle Islands and
southern Utah, Wisconsinites have
found opportunities to develop a con-
sciously sympathetic relationship to
the rest of the world, so that we may
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better live in it. These natural places
are a confluence for the things we
value in Wisconsin.

The parallels between the Apostle Is-
lands in my State and southern Utah,
interestingly go even further than the
emotions that these landscapes evoke
among the people of my State. Along
the Apostle Island National Lake-
shore’s shoreline there are the wonder-
ful rust colored sandstone cliffs. These
sandscapes serve as staging areas for
birds following their ancient paths of
migration in the spring and fall. Of
similar appearance and construct to
the landscapes of southern Utah, these
cliffs are particularly impressive this
time of year now that they are covered
with ice. The February 28, 1996, edition
of the Minneapolis Star-Tribune ran a
wonderful article about these red cliffs
covered in ice that states:

Frozen waterfalls hide a labyrinth of nooks
and crannies that kids climb through and
slide down like some frozen playland. ‘‘Awe-
some’’ is the word muttered by many visi-
tors to the sea caves sculpted by centuries of
wind and water at Apostle Island National
Lakeshore near Bayfield.

In the case of the Apostle Islands,
how did the Senate respond, Mr. Presi-
dent? And what does it tell us about
the stewardship and attention we
should pay here in the Senate to south-
ern Utah. In 1967, Senator Nelson was
leading the effort that led to President
Nixon’s signing, on September 26, 1970,
of the legislation that established the
Apostle Islands National Lakeshore—
only a few months after the first Earth
Day.

Many of my constituents are con-
cerned that perhaps there isn’t that
kind of momentum in this body any
more. As their letters reflect, they be-
lieve that there is a concerted cam-
paign to undermine landmark environ-
mental legislation, such as the Clean
Water Act, and to curtail or end the
Federal role in protection of endan-
gered species and their habitats. They
express frustration that the Senate is
responding to efforts to persuade
Americans they cannot afford further
environmental protection, that the
idea of protecting our natural heritage
is somehow an affront to the American
ideal of rugged individualism.

As we consider this measure we must
be mindful of Wallace Stegner’s words I
quoted earlier, of the need to act care-
fully on these issues in community and
with sympathy and responsibility for
our place in the great scheme of things.

I feel that it is exceedingly impor-
tant to be actively engaged in discuss-
ing alternatives for the management of
significant resources such as these. I
urge my colleagues to be committed to
do so in Utah, and I urge them to op-
pose the inclusion of the Utah measure
in this Omnibus package.

The Utah wilderness provisions in
the legislation now before the Senate
has several major weaknesses.

The first major concern is the ‘‘under
protection’’ of areas that are suitable
for wilderness designation. The bill

would protect only 2 million acres in
contrast to the 5.7 million protected in
a competing bill, H.R. 1500, introduced
in the House of Representatives and
the 3.2 million acres currently being
managed by BLM as wilderness pending
congressional designation.

Mr. President, as other Senators
have discussed, the review of public
lands in Utah to determine their wil-
derness potential has had a long and
contentious history. The BLM’s initial
inventory of this area to implement
the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act, known as FLPMA, iden-
tified 5.5 million acres of land as hav-
ing potential wilderness values. Subse-
quent stages of that process resulted in
2.6 million acres of land being des-
ignated as wilderness study areas
[WSA’s] a designation which is a pre-
cursor to wilderness designation. Utah
environmental interests challenged the
2.6 million designation, urging that
about 700,000 acres be reinventoried.
That additional study by BLM ulti-
mately provided WSA status to 3.2 mil-
lion acres—the management situation
under which BLM is currently operat-
ing.

Controversies over the inventory
have resulted in disagreement over how
much wilderness to designate in Utah.
Concerns over BLM’s survey lead citi-
zen groups to continue to conduct field
based research to determine the wilder-
ness values of other sensitive areas.
These citizen group surveys lead to the
development of alternative legislation
to the proposal included in the omni-
bus package, which has been intro-
duced in the other body by a Rep-
resentative from New York, [Mr.
HINCHEY]. That legislation, H.R. 1500,
America’s Red Rock Wilderness Pro-
tection Act, would set aside 5.7 million
acres of land as wilderness—even more
than the BLM is currently protecting
as WSA’s.

In addition to current congressional
proposals, there have been previous ad-
ministrative attempts to resolve the
wilderness question in Utah. In 1991,
the Bush administration recommended
to Congress that 1.9 million acres be
protected as wilderness. The proposal
before us today has a similar acreage
figure, only it recommends designation
for different areas. However, the Inte-
rior Department now believes that
more areas deserve wilderness designa-
tion.

In her testimony on behalf of the De-
partment before the Energy and Natu-
ral Resources Committee this past De-
cember, Silvia Baca, Deputy Assistant
Secretary, Land and Minerals Manage-
ment for the Department of the Inte-
rior stated:

We are sure other areas, both inside and
outside existing WSAs, deserve such (wilder-
ness) status.

I would remind Members of the Sen-
ate of the position taken by the Bush
administration does not bind us as we
consider the fate of this area, particu-
larly given, as Ms. Baca also stated in
her testimony, that:

1.9 million acres is inadequate to protect
Utah’s great wilderness.

The second area of concern is the fact
that the lands in Utah designated as
wilderness in this amendment would be
required to be managed in a manner in-
consistent with the Wilderness Act. In
short, the meaning of ‘‘wilderness’’ des-
ignation would be significantly altered
in this bill for these lands. The legisla-
tion is full of these exceptions to
standard wilderness management pro-
tocol.

For example, under section 2002 of
the amendment, roads would have to be
maintained to a much greater extent
than is provided for in the Wilderness
Act. Access by cars, motorcycles,
trucks, sport utility vehicles, and
heavy equipment is guaranteed at any
time of the year for water diversion, ir-
rigation facilities, communication
sites, agricultural facilities, or any
other structures located within the
designated wilderness areas. This type
of unrestricted vehicular use is cur-
rently not allowed on lands now man-
aged by BLM, or on many other parcels
of Federal land, regardless of whether
or not they are designated as wilder-
ness. Creating an exemption to allow
such activities within wilderness areas
raises the question, Mr. President,
what is the purpose of extending a spe-
cial designation such as ‘‘wilderness’’ if
we do so with so many holes that the
designation is essentially meaningless
or that the lack of such a designation
would actually be more protective. As I
said before, this bill would allow ac-
tivities in a federally designated wil-
derness that would not be permitted on
other nonwilderness Federal lands.

Another example of the way this leg-
islation would undermine the manage-
ment of wilderness areas is included in
section 2006 on military overflights.
This section includes special language
preempting the Wilderness Act and per-
mitting low level military flights and
the establishment of new special use
airspace over wilderness areas. This
language sets a precedent for allowing
such activities, precedent which is of
great concern to the citizens of my
State. I have been involved, along with
concerned Wisconsin citizens, in mon-
itoring the recently proposed expan-
sion of low level flights by the Air Na-
tional Guard in Wisconsin. The path of
these low level flights would cross ex-
tremely ecologically sensitive areas in
my State, and the existence of those
areas has been instrumental in forcing
the National Guard to take a more
careful look at the planning of any
such flights.

The third area of concern, which I
highlighted earlier in my remarks, is
the hard release language. This lan-
guage, if enacted, would set an unac-
ceptable precedent for the National
Wilderness system. None of the more
than 100 wilderness bills already en-
acted into law contains such language.
In the past, moreover, hard release has
been proposed only for lands formally
studied by a Federal agency for des-
ignation as wilderness but released
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from the WSA study status by Con-
gress. The language in this amendment
goes even further, Mr. President, it ap-
plies to all the 22 million acres of BLM
lands in Utah not just the 3.2 million
WSA acres.

The final area of concern is the land
exchange embodied in the Utah wilder-
ness portion of this bill. This legisla-
tion mandates that State lands within
or immediately adjacent to designated
wilderness areas be exchanged for cer-
tain areas now owned by BLM. Some
lands to be exchanged are explicitly
designated in this legislation, such as
the 3,520 acres that would be given to
the Water Conservancy District of
Washington County, Utah for the con-
struction of a reservoir. Other areas
are not explicitly designated. The
State is allowed under this measure to
choose from a pool of Federal lands in
different areas. As others have dis-
cussed, the Dutch-owned mining com-
pany, Andalex Resources is currently
moving through the Federal permitting
process to develop a coal mine on lands
which the State is interested in acquir-
ing. This exchange has significant fis-
cal consequences.

First, the Interior Department be-
lieves the lands not to be of approxi-
mately equal value. More importantly,
should the lands have been permitted
for mining under Federal ownership,
the taxpayers would receive the return
for all such mining activities. CBO de-
termined that the net income to the
Federal Government of the lands being
transferred to the State of Utah would
amount to an average of almost
$500,000 annually over the next 5 years,
or approximately $2.5 million in Fed-
eral receipts. In contrast, the Federal
receipts anticipated from the lands
being traded to the Federal Govern-
ment in exchange would amount to
about $33,000 per year or a mere $165,000
over the same period. In comparative
terms, Mr. President, for every $1 that
the Federal Government gives in the
lands it exchanges with Utah it only
gets back 7 cents.

All of these concerns, Mr. President,
have led the Secretary of the Interior,
Mr. Babbitt to announce on March 15,
1996 that he would recommend that the
President veto this omnibus package
unless the Utah provisions were re-
moved. That is a step that the Senate
should take. If the Utah provisions re-
main in this bill as currently drafted,
the bill deserves not only a Presi-
dential veto, but a condemnation from
every American who cares about pro-
tecting our natural resources.
f

WELFARE AND MEDICAID
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want to

comment briefly this morning on wel-
fare and Medicaid, because the major-
ity leader has indicated that these are
going to be two of his priorities after
the recess. We are going to bring these
bills to the floor in an effort to get
them passed yet again and to get them
signed by the President.

It seems we are in a campaign mode
now. Everyone is focused on the Presi-
dential election. It does not seem like
it was just 4 years ago that President—
candidate then—Bill Clinton was going
around the country saying we need to
end welfare as we know it. People
might ask what has happened in the
last 4 years? The President seemed to
be committing himself to ending wel-
fare as we know it. Yet, during the first
2 years of his administration, when the
Democrat Party controlled the House
and Senate, nothing was done. When
Republicans finally came in and it was
part of the Contract With America,
however, something did get done. We
passed bills for welfare reform, and
they not only reformed the essence of
the welfare program to put more focus
on people working, on providing incen-
tives to families, and to reducing the
costs of welfare, but also returned
much of the decisionmaking to the
States under the theory that the
States and local governments would
have more connection with the specific
people on welfare and would know bet-
ter how to run the programs for the
benefit of the people in their individual
States.

We, therefore, passed a Balanced
Budget Act that included significant
welfare reform and sent that bill to the
President on November 17. He vetoed
the bill on December 6 and said that he
wanted a different welfare bill. So we
sent him another welfare bill. This
time the Senate voted on a separate
welfare bill, and the vote was 87 to 12.
That is about as bipartisan as you can
ever get in the U.S. Senate. Yet the
President rejected that as well. In fact,
in his State of the Union speech he
said, ‘‘I will sign a bipartisan welfare
bill if you will send it to me.’’ We have
already done that by a vote of 87 to 12.
Democrats and Republicans alike un-
derstood the need for real welfare re-
form, and we sent that to him. But it
still was not good enough.

So, the Nation’s Governors got to-
gether, Democrats and Republicans,
and unanimously agreed on welfare re-
form and on Medicaid reform, which I
will speak to in just a moment. Ini-
tially, it seemed like we had an oppor-
tunity, not only to get the legislation
passed through the House and Senate—
that would be fairly easy—but to get
the President to sign it, which is re-
quired in order for it to become law.
But now, once again, it appears the
President will not take yes for an an-
swer, or he got cold feet or something,
because now Secretary Shalala, for ex-
ample, is saying she does not really
like the idea of a block grant.

As everybody knows, the block grant
is fundamental, it is essential, it is the
central point here of our Medicaid and
welfare reform. In other words, instead
of having Washington decide what to
do, we send the money directly back to
the States for them to make the deci-
sion how best to operate the program
in their State with a few general na-
tional guidelines, the rest of the deci-

sions being made at the State level. So,
once again, we proposed a specific idea,
this time with all of the Nation’s Gov-
ernors in support. The administration
is still saying no. It makes you wonder
whether this President is really com-
mitted to welfare and Medicaid reform.
Will we, in this Presidential campaign,
once again be debating an issue that
was debated 4 years ago, about which
we all thought we were in agreement?

Let me quickly turn to Medicaid be-
cause the majority leader also indi-
cated that he thinks, and I agree, that
we need to have these two issues both
sent to the President for reform be-
cause they both involve the same gen-
eral element of return of control to the
State. Medicaid is growing at roughly
10 percent annually. This is the pro-
gram of health care for our indigent
citizens. Obviously, without reform,
that program is going to be in trouble.
As a matter of fact, the Federal Gov-
ernment will spend over $1 trillion be-
tween 1995 and the year 2002 on Medic-
aid. Without reform, the States will
spend $688 billion of their own money
on Medicaid between 1996 and the year
2002. This represents 8 percent of the
States’ non-Federal revenue and an in-
crease of 225 percent between 1990 and
the year 2002. Obviously, this system
must be reformed.

The legislation that we put together
recognizes that there is a need for Fed-
eral support, there is a need for Federal
standards, but the States can run these
programs. My own State of Arizona
was the first to get a waiver and, from
the very beginning, it ran a program it
calls ACCESS, which provides medical
services to the poor and has done so at
a cost that the State of Arizona could
afford.

The bottom line of the reform that
we have put together on Medicaid—and
here, again, the Governors have been in
agreement on this—is that the program
will continue to grow, but just not as
fast as it has in the past, because the
States would be given more latitude to
run the programs on their own.

Total Federal and State spending of
Medicaid under these programs we
have designed would, over the next 7
years, be at least $1.36 trillion. The
Federal portion of this amount would
exceed $780 billion. Federal spending
for Medicaid would increase at an aver-
age annual rate of 5 percent, between
1996 and the year 2002. It would grow
from just over $157 billion in 1995 to at
least $220 billion in the year 2002, which
represents an increase in spending of
more than 40 percent, Mr. President.
That is not a cut, lest anybody suggest
that it is.

The key, as I said, is to allow the
States greater flexibility to restruc-
ture the benefits of Medicaid to suit
their own State’s beneficiaries. Again,
the National Governors Association
has reached an agreement on Medicaid
as well as on welfare.

The point of our comments this
morning is to try to stress the fact
that the Congress has been willing, the
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