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Does the Senator note the absence of 

a quorum? 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

note the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-

sence of a quorum has been noted. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from South Dakota is 
recognized. 

f 

EARTH DAY LEGACY 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Teddy 
Roosevelt said that, ‘‘Conservation is a 
great moral issue, for it involves the 
patriotic duty of ensuring the safety 
and continuance of the nation.’’ 

As a result of the translation of that 
ethic into the legislative process, and 
the foresight of our political prede-
cessors, the United States today leads 
the world in efforts to protect the envi-
ronment. 

Our laws have become models for 
other nations’ efforts to grapple with 
their own air and water pollution and 
wildlife conservation challenges. And, 
as a result of this commitment to a 
healthier environment, the United 
States has succeeded in reversing the 
course of environmental degradation 
that we followed for too long. 

Today, on Earth Day, rivers and 
lakes are cleaner, waste is being dis-
posed in a more secure and responsible 
manner, and the air most of us breath 
contains fewer dangerous pollutants, 
such as lead. We can rejoice at the 
progress made. 

Congress and a number of Republican 
and Democratic Presidents can and 
should take credit for this accomplish-
ment. 

The tangible environmental success 
this Nation has experienced over the 
last three decades is one of the reasons 
I have been so disappointed by the di-
rection of the debate over the environ-
ment in the 104th Congress. 

It is as though too many of us have 
forgotten the environmental chal-
lenges we have faced and overcome 
since President Nixon create the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and Con-
gress began its legislative journey that 
produced: The Safe Drinking Water 
Act, the Clean Water Act, Superfund, 
the Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act, and the rest of the laws that 
make up the canon known as American 
environmental law. 

Collectively, that body of law rep-
resents one of the most important leg-
acies we will leave our children and 
grandchildren. 

I hope the fabric created by those 
laws will not be stretched and torn. I 
hope the quality of our environment 
that results from implementation of 
those laws will not be sacrificed to 
short-term political considerations. 

We need to embrace opportunities to 
improve and refine the impressive body 
of environmental law that has been de-
veloped over the last three decades. 

In the spirit of that bipartisan leg-
acy, today—Earth Day—I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
embrace their legislative heritage and 
work to protect and strengthen it. The 
contribution of this generation of law-
makers to that impressive body of law 
should be one of thoughtful improve-
ment, drawing upon the lessons learned 
from past implementation of those 
very laws. 

We should continue to search the fab-
ric of our laws and seek to repair the 
rips and the frayed ends. 

We should seek commonsense solu-
tions to our remaining environmental 
problems. 

In doing so, we should work to find 
consensus, as we have even in this par-
tisan year with the passage in the Sen-
ate, unanimously, of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act and the recently enacted 
small business regulatory reform bill. 

As we stand here on Earth Day and 
survey the few months remaining in 
this legislative session, let us resolve 
to keep the fabric of American environ-
mental law whole. Let us not turn back 
the clock on the accomplishments of a 
generation. 

In that regard, just on Friday, 41 of 
our colleagues here in the Senate 
joined with me in sending a letter to 
our majority leader and the Speaker, 
to indicate our strong determination 
not to roll back the standards affecting 
clean air; not to weaken the regula-
tions relating to safe drinking water or 
industrial polluters; not to slow down 
or stop the cleanup of hazardous waste 
sites; not to weaken the community 
right-to-know laws, such as the toxic 
release inventory; not to abolish pro-
tections for endangered species and all 
the other efforts that are underway. 

It is our view that we have a suffi-
cient number of votes to extend debate 
for whatever length of time, if that is 
required to protect the laws that we 
have steadfastly supported over the 
last generation. It is our strong desire, 
our sincere hope, that extended debate 
on any of these efforts will not be nec-
essary, that we can work together to 
resolve our differences and to continue 
to build upon the impressive record 
that we have now generated over the 
last three decades. 

So, as we stand here on Earth Day, 
let us again renew our commitment to 
work together to eliminate those 
threats to the environment that we see 
yet today. Let us eliminate the 
antienvironmental riders from the ap-
propriations bill this week, to dem-
onstrate our commitment to Earth 
Day, to demonstrate our resolve, con-
tinuing to build on the impressive 
record that we have achieved. On the 
major environmental laws that are 
being reauthorized, let us work to find 
ways in which to strengthen those 
laws, enact new ones where we identify 
new ones are needed, and leave future 

generations with a clean and healthy 
environment. 

As Teddy Roosevelt stated nearly a 
century ago, that is truly our patriotic 
duty. It is one I believe every Member 
of this body can and should embrace on 
this day, on all days. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from Georgia has the 
floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
parliamentary inquiry. It is my under-
standing that the time from 12:30 to 2 
o’clock has been designated to myself 
or management; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

f 

EARTH DAY AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as 
we all know now, today is Earth Day, a 
day dedicated to remembering our 
commitment to the environment, to 
the future, a commitment on the part 
of every generation of Americans to as-
sure that those who come behind us 
will not be jeopardized by contem-
porary actions and, better, that those 
who follow us will have the opportuni-
ties to enjoy a healthy environment— 
an environment in which recreation 
can be pursued, an environment in 
which future generations will not be 
troubled by the water they drink, by 
the air they breathe, by the environ-
ment in which they live. 

There has been a lot of rhetoric in 
this 104th Congress, finger pointing 
about who is for the environment and 
who is not for the environment. I do 
not know anybody who is not for an 
improved environment; at least I have 
not met them. 

In all the discussion, though, a little- 
told story is that this Congress has 
passed one of the most historic pieces 
of environmental legislation in the his-
tory of our country. I will quote from 
F. Graham Liles, Jr., who is executive 
director of the Georgia Soil and Water 
Conservation Commission. It is a letter 
addressed to me dated April 11, 1996. He 
says: 

With regard to the new Farm Bill, I feel 
this is probably the strongest conservation 
legislation to have been signed in decades. 

I do not believe that, when we were 
considering the farm bill, it was gen-
erally acknowledged that that legisla-
tion is monumental environmental leg-
islation that this Congress can take 
credit for, that it will be a legacy of 
the 104th Congress. Yes, the farm bill 
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does bring about monumental change 
in marketing reforms, in flexibility in 
terms of farmer planning, vast savings 
in these Government programs. But 
the untold story is the environmental 
effect of the legislation. 

Another general thought—I am going 
to describe some of these achieve-
ments, but this is the kind of environ-
mental legislation that is logical, that 
in my judgment creates the appro-
priate balance between the stewards of 
the land and public policy. It is charac-
terized by a word called ‘‘partnership.’’ 
I do not think we can say this is the 
case in each of our environmental laws. 
But here in this new farm bill the con-
cept of partnering, shared responsi-
bility, working together to produce a 
positive result is well rooted in the leg-
islation. Therefore, it can become a 
benchmark, a guide, something to 
point to in terms of the manner in 
which we should design future legisla-
tion designed to protect the environ-
ment. 

Under the farm bill conservation 
title, as I said, the bill is hailed by 
many, including the American Farm 
Bureau, as ‘‘the most environmentally 
responsible farm legislation in his-
tory.’’ In the State of Georgia, the soil 
and water conservation commission, as 
I just quoted, calls it the strongest 
conservation legislation to have been 
signed in decades. 

Under the conservation title, it reau-
thorizes the following programs: 

The Conservation Reserve Program. 
Under this program landowners idle 
highly erodible farmland in exchange 
for payments—partnership. This is the 
Government working with the stewards 
of the land. Under this program soil 
erosion rates in my State of Georgia 
have dropped 50 percent. The Speaker 
often refers to producing effect more 
than effort. This is effect—reducing 
erosion rates in Georgia by 50 percent. 
And 36.5 million acres of sensitive 
farmland nationwide is being protected 
under the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram. 

We hear a lot of discussion about 
wetlands and our desire to protect 
them. This new farm bill focuses on 
wetlands. Under this provision of the 
bill, farmers enter into cooperative 
easement arrangements with the Gov-
ernment. Once again, Mr. President, 
partnership. Generally, permanent or 
30-year easements are arranged and a 
farmer is compensated. It is a coopera-
tive arrangement. Under these provi-
sions, we will protect nearly 1 million 
acres of wetlands nationwide. 

Fish and Wildlife Service oversight is 
replaced by State technical commit-
tees. We are moving the decisions to 
the States. 

The Forestry Incentive Program. 
Farmers are provided with cost share 
agreements with the Department of 
Agriculture designed to plant trees on 
private land. The program is simple— 
incentives to plant more trees. In my 
State, we have over 800 participants. 
We have planted over 10,000 acres of 

new trees. That is just Georgia alone; 
10,000 acres of new trees. This program 
has put trees on land that would have 
ordinarily been used for other pur-
poses. 

New programs that were authorized 
in this bill: 

The Environmental Quality Incentive 
Program, the EQIP program. This is 
the cornerstone of the conservation 
title for soil and water quality restora-
tion and enhancement. Its highlights 
are: The program targets $1.2 billion 
over 7 years to assist crop and live-
stock producers in building environ-
mental improvements on the farm, in-
cluding animal waste facilities, grass 
waterways, filterstrips, and other prac-
tices geared toward land preservation. 

Mr. President, partnership. Here, 
again, in each one of these titles we see 
a new roadmap to the work on the en-
vironment, working with, as partners 
and facilitators, stewards of the land 
itself. 

Farms for the Future Program. This 
program will provide $35 million to buy 
easements on prime American farm-
land in areas where they are threat-
ened. Some of the best farmland is 
being swallowed by development. This 
program understands that and tries to 
ease the burden of the development. 
This money will protect our country’s 
best farmland from urban sprawl and 
will preserve it for future generations, 
as I said a moment ago, trying to pre-
serve and keep for our future genera-
tions historical and environmentally 
sound areas for them to visit and study 
and review. 

Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Pro-
gram, the WHEP Program. You have to 
have an acronym for everything here. 
The WHEP Program will provide $10 
million per year for cost-share pay-
ments to farmers who improve their 
wildlife habitat for upland and wetland 
wildlife. Again, partnership, Mr. Presi-
dent, working with the stewards of the 
land. This is especially important for 
States like mine with extensive bird 
and riparian populations. This is a win- 
win for naturalists and sportsmen 
alike. 

The Florida Everglades restoration. 
Congress has resolved to clean up the 
Florida Everglades by providing $200 
million for acquisition, easements, and 
other restoration activities. Congress 
here, instead of talking, has taken ac-
tion by cleaning up the Everglades. 
This method of cleanup will allow 
farmers to survive and will repair the 
land in a unique partnership. 

So, Mr. President, I reiterate that we 
have created in this historic piece of 
legislation conservation efforts, efforts 
to protect wetlands and include wet-
lands in the reserve. Forestry, the 
planting of new trees, the protection of 
environmental quality, the Farms for 
the Future Program, wildlife habitat 
and the Everglades—all of these envi-
ronmental programs are encompassed 
in the new farm bill. This is a new his-
toric piece of legislation, not only with 
regard to the farm programs, but with 

regard and with the intent to partner 
with the stewards of the land, these 
great protectors of the land, because no 
one has a greater interest in protecting 
the environment than our farming and 
agricultural community. 

This is the stamp that demonstrates 
that very fact. 

Mr. President, in the debate with re-
gard to environmental legislation, as I 
said when I made an opening state-
ment, there is a lot of rhetoric that fol-
lows the environment. It is often po-
liticized extensively. We do, as I said in 
scoping out the word ‘‘partnership’’ 
have to be conscious of a balance be-
tween protecting the environment and 
protecting the fundamental rights of 
the owners of our land, of securing an 
appropriate balance in terms of the 
burden and costs of the environmental 
legislation. We cannot ignore the fact 
that some of our work in the environ-
ment has posed great questions for us 
with regard to cost and logic. 

Some of the bureaucrats, some of the 
regulators, in my judgment, have for-
gotten this concept we call partner-
ship. They are in the business of im-
parting a word that was more reminis-
cent of arrogance, bossism, pushiness. 
Let me just give a couple of examples 
of the kind of thing that I think most 
Americans find illogical. 

There is a gentleman by the name of 
Junior Childress. He is from Alabama. 
He has a radiator repair store. He 
thought he could be environmentally 
correct and start a nest egg at the 
same time when he took a load of car 
batteries to Interstate Lead Co. for re-
cycling in 1985. Here we have a radiator 
repairman. He took several batteries to 
the Interstate Lead Co. in 1985 and sold 
them to this other company for the 
monumental sum of $337.50. I repeat, he 
sold a handful of batteries to this other 
company for $337.50—an absolutely 
legal transaction, normally. 

Subsequently—and by subsequently, 
I mean 9 years later; 9; a decade later— 
this company, Interstate Lead Co. was 
determined to be a Superfund site 
which alleged that they had not man-
aged toxic material appropriately. 
They came under the scope of the 
Superfund cleanup. The problem is that 
the owner of Interstate Lead Co. had 
left the country in the decade and was 
residing somewhere in Germany. So 
under our new regulatory system they 
go through the transaction records and 
find everybody who has ever done busi-
ness with this outfit and put them on a 
liability list. If the person responsible 
for it does not have the resources or 
has disappeared or died then we start 
going through the records and seeing 
anybody that ever did business with 
this Interstate Lead Co. 

Lo and behold, 9 years ago, Junior 
Childress sold them $337.50 worth of 
batteries, and because of that, 9 years 
later, finds himself and his family lia-
ble—liable—for the full responsibility, 
which is $90 million. That is not a very 
good financial transaction—$337.50; 
now he is on the hook for $90 million— 
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he and 900 other people who were inter-
acting and selling goods to this com-
pany. 

This is the kind of illogical conclu-
sion that, in my judgment, has done so 
much damage to the environment, be-
cause it makes people cynical. It 
makes them lose faith. Everybody who 
reads this story is going to say, ‘‘My 
heavens, what logic could there be in 
this? How in the world will we go back 
and unload on this man who sold a 
handful of batteries to this company 9 
years ago,’’ and wrap the arms of the 
Government around him and cause him 
to bear the burden of this liability? 

I happen to know an individual in my 
own State who is in the business of re-
cycling, recycling metal, recycling 
other goods, who has experienced this 
same threat. This company, no need to 
name it, is 100 years old. It is 100 years 
old. That family has been doing busi-
ness in Atlanta, GA, for 100 years. They 
are as good a public citizen as you will 
ever meet. They are committed at 
every level of the community. They are 
good citizens. They are good stewards. 
They are good business people. Their 
company, after a century of operation, 
is at risk, all of their savings, all that 
they have built, all that they have 
stored, all of their work is at risk, for 
an incident just like this. 

It is this kind of illogical behavior 
that is at the core of people asking us 
to change some of the way we manage 
our pursuit of a sound environment. 
This man, Junior Childress, my friend 
in Atlanta, GA, should not be staring 
down a double-barreled shotgun called 
the U.S. Government. They simply do 
not have any liability here. They have 
been good stewards. They did things 
the way they thought they should be 
done. Yet they are at risk. 

It is this kind of illogical behavior— 
this does not help our pursuit of clean-
ing the environment, Mr. President. 
This hurts. I just described the farm 
bill and the logical flow of events be-
tween stewards and the Government. 
That helps. That produces a better en-
vironment. This hurts. 

Mr. President, I see I have been 
joined by my good colleague from the 
State of Wyoming. I am going to yield 
up to 10 minutes to my colleague, the 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate our colleague bringing us to the 
floor to talk today about the environ-
ment. Certainly, this is Earth Day, and 
we ought to talk about it. 

We just have one Earth and one plan-
et. There is more and more of us and 
we have the same amount of space. 
Clearly, we will have to pick up after 
ourselves. I suspect there is no one in 
this body, and indeed, very few any-
where, who would not agree with that. 

There are differing views of the best 
way to do it, of course, to provide a 
healthy environment. There are ques-
tions of who should do it. Should it be 
left entirely to the central Govern-
ment, to the Federal Government? 
Should we take advantage of the State 

and local expertise? Should there be in-
centives for the private sector to per-
form? Those are the kinds of questions 
that I think we need to be asking. 

There should be questions about the 
balance between use and the economy 
and the environment, and how we have 
jobs and how we protect the environ-
ment at the same time. There is reason 
to disagree on those kinds of things. 
There is a question of whether or not 
there should be congressional oversight 
of the statutes of laws that have been 
passed. Many of them—indeed most of 
them—passed 20 years ago. Or whether 
or not there should be opposition to 
every effort to restructure some of 
these laws and, indeed, to sort of de-
monize every effort as if it is going to 
be gutted or rolled back when, in fact, 
the effort is to take a look at a bill 
that has been in place for 20 years and 
see if there are better ways to do it, to 
see if it could be done more efficiently. 
That is what it is about. 

I am sorry there has been this sort of 
politicizing of this issue in this Con-
gress. I think it is appropriate that we 
use Earth Day not just to look at the 
past environmental successes but to 
look to the future as well. The suc-
cesses have been numerous, to say the 
least. You would not know it by the 
kind of ‘‘Chicken Little’’ rhetoric that 
comes from, I think, environmental ex-
tremists who would rather scare folks 
than deal with the facts. I hope we can 
stick with the facts. We do not do 
enough of that here. There is too much 
overstatement about ‘‘gutting’’ and 
‘‘rolling back’’ when that is really not 
what is happening. 

Look how far we have come since 
Earth Day in 1970. Our rivers, lakes and 
streams are vastly improved. The Poto-
mac is a good example. It was a waste-
land 20 years ago, and now families fish 
there on the weekends. I suppose we all 
come from a little different life experi-
ence. I grew up in Wapiti, WY, which I 
am sure you all have heard of. It is just 
a post office and a school halfway be-
tween Yellowstone Park and Cody. It is 
called by some the ‘‘most scenic 50 
miles in the world.’’ And it could be. In 
fact, we had the last place next to the 
forest, and all around us were wilder-
ness areas. I do not think there is any-
body who has a stronger feeling or a 
caring for the environment than I do 
coming from there. 

On the other hand, you may have 
come from a city where there was ex-
cessive pollution, and that is your ex-
perience. But now our air is cleaner, 
according to EPA. Particulate matter 
emissions have been reduced 60 per-
cent. VOC’s have been reduced 25 per-
cent. Carbon monoxide has been re-
duced 40 percent. Lead emissions have 
been reduced by 96 percent. All emis-
sions have been reduced by a third. 
That is great. 

Wildlife populations are increasing, 
such as the bald eagle, white-tailed 
deer, elk, moose, bighorn sheep, and 
wild turkey. Simply put, the environ-
ment is cleaner now than at any time 

in the last 50 years. Americans are liv-
ing longer and healthier because of 
that. We can be very proud of that. 
Both Democrats and Republicans have 
been a big part of this success during 
the 26 years since the first Earth Day. 
For 18 of those years, there was a Re-
publican President in the White House. 
So we can all share in this movement 
forward on a nonpartisan issue. 

However, despite all that we have 
done, we still have some things to ad-
dress, certainly. Unfortunately, we are 
now trying to solve 21st century envi-
ronmental problems with laws designed 
a quarter of a century ago. One of the 
areas in which I happen to be involved 
is endangered species. I do not know of 
anybody that does not want to protect 
endangered species. Certainly, I do, and 
everybody I know on our committee 
wants to do that. It has been up for re-
authorization now for 3 years. It has 
not been reauthorized. It is not doing 
as well as it might be. It is not doing as 
well because we need to do something 
about peer review for science. 

I went to a hearing out west, and we 
had scientists from both sides of the 
issue, from lumber people to environ-
mentalist scientists, and you would 
never know they were talking about 
the same thing. If you want science to 
be the basis, we need to change that. 
We need peer review. We need to set 
priorities. There is a finite amount of 
money, so which of these endangered 
species do we put our money into. Are 
they all equally valuable? I do not 
know. 

We have to do something to encour-
age private landowners to be more in-
terested in endangered species. Now, 
frankly, in my State, if someone dis-
covers an endangered species on their 
ranch or property, they are hesitant to 
know about it, because it might mean 
you cannot use your property for any-
thing else. We need to find a way so 
that private owners can say, ‘‘Let us 
work on that.’’ 

So we have to update these things. 
That is what we are seeking to do. But 
this year, unfortunately, every time we 
take a look at how we might change it 
and make it more effective and effi-
cient, then we are confronted with this 
‘‘we are going to save you’’ idea. 
Frankly, the administration has led 
that. Regarding everything that has 
happened, the President is going to 
‘‘save you’’ from those crazies in the 
Congress. 

We have to start using some facts 
and we have to start really dealing 
with what the issues are. And I hope 
that this Earth Day will cause us to 
help do that. I think we can utilize the 
vast expertise local people have. All of 
these efforts will help us. I think there 
has to be, obviously, some balance. 
There are different kinds of environ-
mental places, of course—parks and 
wilderness and forests—and many of 
those things should be set aside for sin-
gle use. But the vast majority of Fed-
eral lands should be managed for mul-
tiple use. I am thinking about the 
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West, particularly, because that is 
where I am from. Those are multiple 
use lands and we can find a balance be-
tween jobs, the economy, and pro-
tecting the environment; I am con-
fident of that. It does not have to be 
one or the other. That is what we are 
seeking to do. 

Superfund legislation. I am, frankly, 
disappointed. It is designed, of course, 
to clean up sites that have hazardous 
waste. We have spent billions of dol-
lars, mostly that comes from a tax, to 
do that job. Do you know what most of 
it has gone for? Litigation. Lawyers 
and courtrooms. That is where the 
money has gone. A great deal of it 
comes from insurance policies for peo-
ple involved. Someone said that nearly 
90 percent of that money has gone to 
legal activities, not cleaning up the 
sites. That is what we really need to 
do. 

So there has been a status quo oppo-
sition almost at every turn. I hope we 
get by that. I think there has been 
some deliberate misleading of people. 
This idea of somehow we are going to 
poison the children is silly. I am just as 
interested in my children as Carol 
Browner is or as Vice President GORE 
is. So we ought not to be talking about 
that. Some of that stuff is downright 
misleading. 

The idea that one political party 
cares more about the environment 
than the other is laughable. We all live 
here together. We need to make some 
changes. I hope we can upgrade the 
Superfund in the next few months and 
that we can do something about the 
Endangered Species Act, Clean Water 
Act, and the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
We are ready to do that. We need to get 
the bogeyman out of the closet and 
quit talking about the sky is falling 
and take a real factual approach to 
making these things work better. We, 
indeed, can do that. 

So, Mr. President, thanks to the ef-
forts of lots of folks in this country, 
thanks to the efforts of people who 
care about the environment, the sky is 
not falling, it is in pretty good shape. 
We need to take care of it. We have 
some responsibility. Every citizen has 
some responsibility and we can do that. 
I am glad it is Earth Day. I look for-
ward to this country being in even bet-
ter shape next Earth Day, and all of us 
need to contribute to do that. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague from Wyoming, 
and I appreciate his remarks. The 
exact figure on the Superfund is $25 bil-
lion that has been spent, and we have 
corrected 12 percent of the problem. So 
that is an issue in and of itself. 

At this point, I yield up to 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise 
with great pleasure on Earth Day. En-
vironmental legislation has been one of 
the most enjoyable areas of legislation 
in the 16 years I have had in Congress 

and the 4 years that I served in the Col-
orado State Senate. 

I was a sponsor of Colorado’s con-
servation trust fund, a measure that 
set money aside to be used to purchase 
open space, preserving it for future 
generations. We, in Colorado, prize our 
environment and our open space and 
are determined to make sure we do not 
repeat the mistakes of the east coast 
and west coast, as they have seen cities 
grow together without adequate open 
space. It could only be done through a 
positive program. That is why the Col-
orado trust fund was such a monu-
mental effort—not because the money 
is as great as we would like—it is not, 
but it is growing. It represents a posi-
tive step for the environment. Instead 
of saying ‘‘no,’’ we can say ‘‘yes.’’ 

I am convinced that real environ-
mental progress is going to be a prod-
uct of saying ‘‘yes,’’ of thoughtful and 
assertive action that does positive 
things, not just negative things. I am a 
sponsor of the minimum stream flow 
statute, sought to recognize minimum 
stream flow as a proper use of water 
and recognize it as a property right in 
the State. It is a fundamental step to-
ward adding minimum stream flow to 
all of our streams. 

Mr. President, on the national level, 
one of the most enjoyable things I have 
done are three additions to the Rocky 
Mountain National Park. The Rocky 
Mountain National Park is perhaps one 
of the most beautiful areas in the en-
tire world, and it attracts literally mil-
lions of visitors every year. 

Tragically, in recent years, Demo-
cratic Congresses have dramatically 
increased the cost of entering the park 
so that it becomes a preserve for only 
those who can afford to enter it rather 
than the poor. It has been a tragic mis-
take, in my view, because Democratic 
Congresses’ actions have served to re-
strict young people who may not be 
wealthy from having an opportunity to 
visit that park. Our natural wonders of 
beauty, I believe, should be available 
to all Americans. 

Mr. President, I am the sponsor in 
Colorado of the only wild and scenic 
river, the Cache La Poudre River. It 
was with great pride that we put it to-
gether. It was a compromise between 
those who use the river and those who 
enjoy it from an environmental and 
scenic point of view. It set aside areas 
where water storage can be added, 
which is important for preserving our 
water quality and our water flow in the 
State. But it also set aside specific 
large portions of the river for wild, rec-
reational, and scenic uses. 

Mr. President, I am the sponsor of 
three studies on the Cache La Poudre 
River examining a portion of the river 
to be included as a national heritage 
area. Before this Congress right now is 
a bill that I have worked on for more 
than a decade. The Cache La Poudre 
River National Water Heritage Area 
bill is one that will set aside the flood 
plain of the Cache La Poudre River as 
it flows down from the mountains 

through Fort Collins and through Gree-
ley just below the areas that are des-
ignated as wild and scenic. 

It is a wonderful opportunity because 
through land exchanges—that is, tak-
ing land that is declared surplus in the 
State owned by the Federal Govern-
ment and exchanging it for ownership 
in the flood plain—we can preserve the 
area in the flood plain along an impor-
tant stretch of river that, if no action 
is taken, will become city within two 
to three decades. Literally, we have the 
chance to do what they wished they 
had done in New York or what they 
wished they had done in San Francisco 
or what they wished they had done in 
Los Angeles—leave open space and 
beauty. 

Mr. President, I have been shocked at 
the very partisan nature of some of the 
attacks by Democratic Members on 
this floor upon Republicans. I cannot 
help but reflect that this bill, which 
has unanimous support at home from 
both Democrats and Republicans, ap-
pears to be in jeopardy of dying simply 
because of the actions of the Demo-
cratic Senator from New Jersey, who 
put a hold on the bill for months and 
months, and may well have achieved 
killing it. It is an environmental bill. I 
must say I cannot understand the ac-
tion of that Democratic Senator and 
why he would want to kill it. But to 
claim that interest in the environment 
falls along partisan lines is just silly. 
It is widely shared by all Americans, 
and it is why we honor this day. 

I am convinced that we have to take 
strong, bold, affirmative action if we 
are to do our part. Simply saying no is 
not enough. 

Mr. President, most important of all, 
refusing to look at the statutes that 
have been passed with an eye to im-
proving them is not enough either. No 
one can look at the Superfund and not 
be ashamed of what has happened. 
Ninety percent of the money that was 
spent on the Superfund, money de-
signed to clean up our environment, is 
spent for lawyers and process costs. 
That is a disgrace. Anyone who comes 
to this floor and decries the efforts to 
reform Superfund simply has not taken 
the time to look at it or does not genu-
inely care about the environment, and 
I know that cannot be true. 

The reality is we need to use that 
money in the Superfund to clean up the 
environment—not simply pay lawyers. 
The actions with regard to environ-
mental reform should not be dictated 
by trial lawyers who donate large 
amounts of money to political cam-
paigns. They ought to be dedicated in 
our interest and our need to reform and 
improve the environment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
[Disturbance in the Visitors’ Gal-

leries.] 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will note that no demonstrations 
are allowed from the galleries. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Utah. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
HOLISTIC RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, EARTH DAY 

1996 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am 

delighted to join with my colleagues in 
commenting on Earth Day and, I hope, 
adding some information and perspec-
tive to the debate on Earth Day that 
will move in the direction that will be 
good for our country as a whole. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to speak on this 26th anniver-
sary celebration of Earth Day. Many 
natural factors influence grazing on 
western public lands, with precipita-
tion or the lack thereof probably being 
the single most important one. With-
out moisture, and specifically, mois-
ture falling at the correct time, the 
amount of potential forage can be se-
verely impacted. We can try but there 
is usually little, outside of asking for 
divine intervention, that humans can 
do to influence natural events. But we 
can change perceptions about public 
land grazing. We can manage the con-
flict that arises based on these percep-
tions. Never before in the history of 
this country has there been an issue so 
divisive, emotional and surrounded by 
perception, myth and hysteria as the 
issue of western public land grazing. 
Yet there are solutions; solutions that 
can solve conflict through planning, 
science, consensus, and shifting from 
traditional paradigms. 

I speak to you today about a solution 
that has my support. It blends new 
ideas about natural resource manage-
ment, planning and science with a 
healthy dose of old-fashioned hard 
work and common sense. Coordinated 
resource management is not about the 
management of grazing; any issue that 
has polarized western public land man-
agers, public land users and law-
makers. CRM is a process that offers 
solutions to natural resource problems, 
requiring the cooperation of land-
owners, Government agencies, and 
other interested individuals and 
groups. Coordinated resource manage-
ment is a voluntary and cooperative 
solution to natural resource manage-
ment issues. CRM is based on the work 
of many, but notably the work of Allan 
Savory culminated in his book ‘‘Holis-
tic Resource Management.’’ 

Conflict about management and use 
of western public lands has festered for 
years especially over multiple uses on 
lands managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management. This low profile agency, 
often overlooked by most Americans, 
has become the focus of intensive bat-
tles over the variety of uses it man-
ages. Western public lands have gone 
from being the lands that no one want-
ed, to lands targeted by special interest 
groups for designation or special uses. 
This has been done without regard for 
traditional uses of the land and the 
families and industries that have 
adapted to the use of these lands. Con-
flict between users perceptions about 
management and the future of western 
public land agencies are the issues. 

These can be resolved by careful imple-
mentation of coordinated resource 
management. 

Using the best efforts of local people, 
private landowners, interested Federal, 
State, local and State agencies, CRM 
integrates and coordinates resource 
uses to accomplish specific goals. The 
process is designed to achieve com-
parability between land and resources 
uses. There are a number of success 
stories world wide where CRM has been 
used to solve resource management 
issues. In my State, one of the notable 
examples is the Desert Ranch in north-
eastern Utah. Once a ranch troubled by 
apparent downward trends in forage 
production, conflicts with wildlife, in-
cidents of extreme erosion, and de-
graded riparian areas, it is now a model 
of natural resource management effi-
ciency. After implementing a holistic 
or coordinated resource Management 
plan, the ranch now graze more live-
stock than it has traditionally and pro-
duces some of the finest big game hunt-
ing in the West. Cattle have been used 
at such intensities as to make tradi-
tional private and public land range 
managers blanch. In most instances 
several hundred more cattle than nor-
mal graze pastures, which rebound 
with dramatic increases in forage pro-
duction. Riparian areas have improved 
significantly, after being grazed at 
such intensities, to the point that 
streams are stocked by naturally 
breeding populations of trout instead 
of the Utah Division of Wildlife re-
sources. Compare this to adjacent pub-
lic and private lands where decreases in 
the numbers of livestock are almost 
annual, and where erosion and over 
grazing impact riparian areas and their 
value. Why this dramatic difference? 
Hard work, vision and a coordinated re-
source management plan. There are 
many other successes, especially tied 
to grazing. But the value of CRM is 
that the process can be applied to al-
most any resource management issue 
including the designation of wilder-
ness. 

CRM addresses the dilemma of man-
aging areas with multiple use owner-
ship, conflicting management objec-
tives and requirements, conflicting 
land-use demands and off-site impacts. 
The overall goal of coordinated re-
source management is to serve as a ve-
hicle to reach agreement on natural re-
sources issues that will improve nat-
ural resources values for all users and 
to promote quality natural resource 
management through collaborative ef-
forts. In other words, if people come to 
the table with the goal of reaching con-
sensus, regardless of the diversity of 
agendas, many natural resource con-
flicts can be solved and perceptions 
changed. I support the concepts of CRM 
and encourage the use of the process to 
solve natural resource problems. We 
can set a goal to use the coordinated 
resource management process as a dy-
namic, long-term tribute to Earth Day 
1996. 

I remember as a freshman Member of 
this body sitting on the Energy and 

Natural Resources Committee when 
someone came before that committee 
for confirmation. I will not identify 
him because I do not want to embar-
rass him. The exchange that occurred 
between him and the then chairman of 
the committee, the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], speaks for itself 
and does not need to necessarily be per-
sonalized. 

In the process of the confirmation 
hearing, Chairman JOHNSTON said to 
this man, somewhat startling me, 
‘‘When you make your decisions on the 
environment, will you make those de-
cisions on the basis of sound science or 
superstition?’’ Well, I sat there as a 
new member of the committee and 
thought this is a very easy question to 
answer. I wondered why the chairman 
raised it. Then I heard the response 
from the witness. He started to give all 
kinds of discussions about consider-
ations that had to be examined and 
constituencies that should be heard 
from, and so on. Chairman JOHNSTON 
interrupted him. He said, ‘‘You are not 
answering my question. When it comes 
to issues of the environment, will you 
make your decisions on the basis of 
sound science or superstition?’’ The an-
swer came back in the same mode, that 
there are many constituencies of the 
Department of Energy and the con-
stituencies have to be heard. A third 
time Chairman JOHNSTON stopped him 
and asked the question. ‘‘Do not evade 
it. Give me a direct answer. Will you 
make your decisions on the basis of 
sound science or superstition?’’ For the 
third time the answer started to come 
out, and the chairman cut him off, and 
said, ‘‘It is clear that you do not want 
to answer the question, and we will 
move on.’’ 

I was sufficiently disturbed by that. 
But when it finally came my turn to 
question the witness, I said to him, 
‘‘Do you realize what this Record says 
as it currently stands? You have been 
asked three times by the chairman of 
this committee, a senior member of the 
Democratic Party, a major figure in 
the party that controls both Houses of 
Congress, and the administration, that, 
‘Will you make your decisions on the 
basis of sound science or superstition?’ 
and each time you have failed to an-
swer. Unless you do answer that, the 
Record is going to stand quoting you as 
saying you do not believe that sound 
science should rule over superstition 
when it comes to the environment. Do 
you really want the Record to show 
that?’’ At that point he said to me, 
‘‘Well, no, Senator, I do not want the 
Record to show that. Of course we will 
pay attention to science.’’ I said, ‘‘That 
is the point that gets lost in all of this 
debate about the environment. We have 
a number of misconceptions about the 
environment to make us feel good, and 
I am delighted that you have finally 
made it clear that at least in your area 
under your jurisdiction environmental 
decisions will be based on sound 
science instead of response to the su-
perstitions that are going around.’’ 
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That particular exchange, long since 

passed into history, has stuck in my 
mind. I repeat it here on Earth Day be-
cause I think that is the crux of the 
various controversies that we are in-
volved in when we talk about the envi-
ronment. 

Let me address one of the misconcep-
tions that I find as I go around and 
talk to people about the environment. 
That is the notion that Nature is per-
fect, human beings are despoilers, Na-
ture does things in an orderly way, and 
human beings just mess things up. 
That, I think, is the misconception 
that surrounds this whole environ-
mental debate. 

I sat in the chair one evening during 
the debate on the grazing bill, and the 
senior Senator from Wyoming, Senator 
SIMPSON, showed us some photographs. 
I was sufficiently impressed by that. I 
think we ought to take a look at them 
again. I brought them along. 

It so happens that over 100 years ago, 
in 1870, a photographer went out in Wy-
oming and started to take pictures of 
the magnificent scenery that is avail-
able in Wyoming. 

Here is the photograph taken on Au-
gust 12, 1870, of a particular vista in 
Wyoming. In 1976, a photographer went 
back to the same spot and took a pic-
ture from the same location. 

If you will examine the difference, 
you will see that under wise manage-
ment by human beings, the grasses are 
much healthier, the area and vegeta-
tion is much lusher. Human beings, in-
stead of despoiling the ground, have in 
fact improved it. 

The Senator from Wyoming had a 
number of such pictures. I have 
brought along two of them. Here is an-
other one. Here is the 1870 photo-
graph—pretty barren, pretty bleak. 
Here is the 1976 photograph, 100 years 
later—much healthier vegetation, 
much healthier conditions. 

In the debate on the Utah wilderness 
bill, I produced this photograph for our 
colleagues to see. This is not 100 years. 
This is only 50 years. The Escalante 
River in 1949. You can see how barren 
this is. After 50 years of wise manage-
ment in the area, you can see now that 
this area is revegetated. 

I showed this in Utah during the 
Easter break, and I was attacked by 
some people who said, ‘‘Senator, just 
because its pretty doesn’t mean its wil-
derness.’’ 

They pointed to the lower photo-
graph and said, ‘‘That’s a violation of 
nature because,’’ Senator, ‘‘you’re not 
smart enough to know this. We are. 
Some of that vegetation down there is 
not indigenous to Utah. These trees 
that ended up here came from outside 
of Utah. It’s a violation of the purity of 
this wilderness to have Asian species in 
that area.’’ 

I went back to some land managers 
to ask them about that, and they said, 
‘‘Yes, there is some tamarisk there. 
Some of the green vegetation around 
the river area—you see no vegetation 
whatever here—some of the green vege-

tation is tamarisk, but most of the 
vegetation is cottonwood, shrubs, and 
grasses indigenous to Utah. Tamarisk 
is not a weed. It is a tree that was im-
ported ironically for soil conservation 
reasons. The tamarisk was planted to 
prevent erosion. 

Now, if we adopt the notion that ev-
erything nature does is perfect and ev-
erything we need to do should be 
geared toward preserving things in 
their absolutely natural state, we run 
into a very serious problem. That prob-
lem is this: Nature is not constant. Na-
ture changes the face of the land all 
the time. 

Secretary Babbitt has just spent 4 
days walking along the C&O Canal to 
try to raise our awareness of Earth 
Day. Why the C&O Canal? Because 
with one storm, nature devastated the 
C&O Canal. It was all scenic, protected, 
and preserved, but nature came along 
and after one storm, with the winter 
floods the C&O Canal was devastated. 

If you go back to my home State of 
Utah and say we want our land to re-
main in the condition that nature de-
creed that it should be, the argument 
could be made that the entire State 
should be under water. There was a 
time—and it can be demonstrated by 
the geologic features along the benches 
around the Salt Lake Valley, and 
throughout the mountains, that Lake 
Bonneville, as we call it, once covered 
most of the State of Utah and southern 
Idaho. It was bigger than any of the 
Great Lakes—bigger than Lake Michi-
gan or Lake Huron or Lake Superior— 
it was a huge body of inland water. 

Is it not wonderful that nature has 
created this magnificent, inland, fresh-
water sea? And then something hap-
pened. Nature changed it. One day, in 
southern Idaho, up by Lone Rock, the 
lake burst its banks and an outlet to 
that freshwater sea was created. It 
started, over the many millennia, to 
disappear. 

What we have remaining in Utah now 
is another magnificent gift of nature. 
It is the Great Salt Lake. The salt flats 
to the west of the lake are the rem-
nants of Lake Bonneville which over 
the millennia. In that area now you 
have this unique natural phenomenon 
called the Bonneville Salt Flats cre-
ated by nature. If we are going to say 
that in the name of the environment 
we must preserve nature as it was, we 
have to go back to the boundaries of 
Lake Bonneville and try to find some 
way to fill it all up with water again 
because that is what nature once had. 

The fact of the matter is—and this is 
sound science, Mr. President—nature 
changes. It changes daily. It changes 
over the years. It changes in ways that 
are good, and, as the C&O Canal, it 
changes in ways that are bad. 

Our responsibility as proper, sound 
stewards of the land and environment 
is to make intelligent decisions and 
not get carried away with superstition, 
nor rely on misconceptions as fact. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
yield up to 15 minutes to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). The Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I thank the 
Chair. I wish to thank the Senator 
from Georgia very much for his leader-
ship as we debate this issue. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
today, as we celebrate Earth Day, we 
should stop to consider our air, the 
quality of life, and the world we will 
leave our children. And because of the 
lessons that he taught that we should 
pass on to our children, this is the 
right occasion to look back on the leg-
acy of Teddy Roosevelt, a great Repub-
lican, a true conservative, who first 
taught America the importance of con-
servation. Under President Roosevelt’s 
stewardship, America first endorsed 
the wise use of our natural resources, 
established the National Park System, 
and preserved for all time the great 
Yellowstone National Park. 

In a message to Congress on Decem-
ber 3, 1907, President Roosevelt said: 

To waste, to destroy our natural resources, 
to skin and exhaust the land instead of using 
it so as to increase its usefulness, will result 
in undermining in the days of our children 
the very prosperity which we ought—by 
right—to hand down to them amplified and 
developed. 

President Roosevelt’s words are as 
true today as when spoken 90 years 
ago. We Republicans can be proud of 
President Roosevelt’s heritage, but as 
a nation we must implement President 
Roosevelt’s vision of leaving our chil-
dren an environment and an economy 
better than that which we inherited. 

We are all environmentalists. We 
have to be. Who can be against our life 
support system? Our own personal ex-
periences make the environment an 
emotional issue. All of us have great 
stories of the outdoors. 

Being from Idaho, I can tell you that 
I have had some tremendous trips down 
the white-water rapids where, as you 
begin to hear the first roar of the rap-
ids, you are filled with anticipation, 
and then when you make it through 
those rapids the exhilaration that you 
feel camping under the majesty of the 
canopy of ponderosa pines, with the 
full moon above. 

I know the great splendor of Idaho’s 
Sawtooth Mountains, and I wish to 
leave my children a legacy of conserva-
tion of which they can be proud. 

Before coming to the Senate, I served 
as mayor of Boise, ID. Boise is graced 
with the Boise River. This river serves 
many uses. It provides about a third of 
our drinking water. It serves as a 
major recreational and fishing amen-
ity, and it provides habitat to many di-
verse species. 

How many cities in America can 
boast of bald eagles and blue heron just 
5 minutes from the center of down-
town? Boise is fortunate, but Boise is 
not unique. From the Puget Sound to 
the Everglades, this country is blessed 
with some of the most magnificent nat-
ural and scenic treasures on the planet. 
We are also blessed with the largest 
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and most vibrant economy on the plan-
et. We must preserve these gifts of 
economy and environment. 

If you have a high-paying job but you 
live in a community where the air and 
the water is polluted, weeds and trash 
have overrun your parks, you do not 
have quality of life. But conversely, if 
your community enjoys clean air, 
clean water, beautiful open spaces, but 
you do not have a job and you cannot 
provide for your children, then you do 
not have quality of life either. So, our 
challenge is to reach that balance be-
tween a clean environment and a sound 
economy. I believe that we can. In fact, 
this Senate has already taken major 
steps to make that happen. 

I am proud of the work that we did 
on the Safe Drinking Water Act reau-
thorization. Working in a bipartisan 
way, we passed a bill that is strong on 
public health protection; in fact, we 
ought to call it the ‘‘safer’’ drinking 
water act. It takes into consideration 
the costs of providing clean and safe 
water. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act should 
serve as a model for accomplishing 
sound environmental law. Everyone 
had a seat at the table and a say in 
drafting the legislation. The environ-
mental and public health advocates, 
water utilities, States, cities, counties, 
businesses, all worked cooperatively on 
the bill. Republicans and Democrats 
put aside partisan politics for the good 
of the Nation. 

As a result, the Senate passed the 
Safe Drinking Water Act 99 to 0, and 
everyone in this Chamber can be proud 
of that legislation. That is an example 
of a bill that improves public health 
and safety and leads to good quality of 
life. It is good for the environment, and 
it is good for our communities. 

There were lessons learned during 
the 10 months we negotiated that bill, 
and those lessons will serve us well as 
we look at other environmental issues. 
One key was the active participation of 
State and local governments. Who 
knows better what each community 
needs, a local leader or a Washington 
bureaucrat, who quite often has never 
been to your State or your commu-
nity? Believe me, as a former local offi-
cial, I had much more confidence in my 
city’s ability to meet its needs than 
any orders from Washington, DC. 

True, Congress must set national 
standards, but we should allow local 
and State governments the flexibility 
to let those standards work in their 
specific situations. The only way to do 
this efficiently and economically is by 
bringing the local leaders and the 
State leaders into the process. We 
should also let local communities solve 
their problems without the burden of 
Government redtape. 

One example is the Henry’s Fork Wa-
tershed Council in northeastern Idaho. 
The council grew out of years of con-
flict between fly fishermen and 
irrigators. Each group had what they 
believed to be legitimate claims to the 
waters of Henry’s Fork system. The 

river is a blue-ribbon trout fishery, re-
vered by fly fishermen from across the 
world for is crystal clear water and tro-
phy rainbow and brown trout. But the 
farmers in Fremont and Madison Coun-
ties need the water from the Island 
Park Reservoir also. They need the 
water to irrigate their acres of pota-
toes and barley. A great number of Ida-
ho’s famous potatoes are grown in this 
region, and those crops help sustain 
the economy of that part of Idaho. 

Finally, after years of fighting, the 
Fremont-Madison Irrigation District 
and the Henry’s Fork Foundation fly 
fishermen realized that while they ar-
gued, the quality of the resource that 
they both so desperately needed was 
deteriorating. So they put aside their 
differences and they started working 
together for the common good. 

It has worked. Last summer, for ex-
ample, when the water temperatures 
soared and threatened the fish, the 
irrigators voluntarily agreed to release 
the water from the dam, filling the 
streambeds with cold water and saving 
the fish. Before this cooperative agree-
ment, it might have taken weeks of ne-
gotiations and miles of redtape before 
anything was done. 

I will add that the Federal Govern-
ment is a partner in this sort of situa-
tion—the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, the Forest Service, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. But the key is it 
was the local parties that got together 
and found the solution—local people, 
local solutions. 

In another pristine part of Idaho, in-
dustry has taken the lead in environ-
mental protection and restoration. 
Potlach Corp. has voluntarily set aside 
valuable forest land along Mica Creek. 
I have been to that location. I took 
with me the chairman of the full Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee, 
Senator JOHN CHAFEE. The goal of the 
Mica Creek project is to establish base-
line management data surrounding 
natural events and conditions. The 
project is proof that there are so many, 
many businesses in this great land of 
ours who want to do the best possible 
job that they can to protect and even 
enhance the environment. And just as 
in the case of Mica Creek, they did not 
need Government to tell them to do 
this. They did this on their own, be-
cause they know it is the right thing to 
do. 

Local people, local solutions—they 
can also help with other monumental 
tasks facing Congress, tasks such as 
the Endangered Species Act. 

There is a growing recognition in 
this country that the Endangered Spe-
cies Act must be reformed. Last year I 
introduced legislation to improve the 
Endangered Species Act, to make it 
more effective in recovering species 
and to make it more fair. Last month 
I began bipartisan discussion with my 
colleagues on the Environment and 
Public Works Committee and the ad-
ministration with the goal of devel-
oping a bill over the next few weeks 

that will actually preserve endangered 
species, improve their habitat while 
recognizing the legitimate needs of 
people and making the act work. This 
is a goal that we can all share. 

My view is that too often the inter-
pretation and the implementation of 
the Endangered Species Act has gone 
far beyond the original intent. The En-
dangered Species Act should not be a 
tool that places entire communities at 
risk by threatening their economic sur-
vival. At the same time, we cannot 
turn our backs on the efforts to save 
endangered species. 

For now, though, this Endangered 
Species Act, on its present course of 
heavy regulation, putting people at 
risk, is not working. To single out indi-
vidual communities to carry the full 
brunt of recovery of an endangered spe-
cies when the entire national commu-
nity is the beneficiary is wrong. But to 
say that the extinction of a species is 
no big deal and just the luck of the 
draw of that particular species is also 
wrong. The extreme entities that 
would advocate both positions, in all 
honesty, probably deserve one another, 
on some remote desert island where the 
only way they will survive is to help 
each other. 

So, what is right? Should we make 
concerted efforts to save species? Abso-
lutely. Can we prioritize which species 
we should make greater efforts to-
wards? We must. Can we do this with-
out undermining private property 
rights and putting whole communities 
at risk? We had better, or the outcry 
against the act will kill it. 

Reauthorization of the Endangered 
Species Act is, without question, one of 
the most politically polarized issues 
that we will ever deal with. It may also 
be one of the most important environ-
mental issues for us and for our chil-
dren. As lawmakers, we have a duty to 
rise above the rhetoric. So, let us get 
real and let us get practical. 

A lot has changed since the Endan-
gered Species Act was enacted in 1973. 
For one thing, scientists have made 
tremendous advances in every dis-
cipline. Biology, botany, genetics, and 
other sciences are much more sophisti-
cated than they were 23 years ago. But 
the rules and the regulations of the En-
dangered Species Act have not changed 
to keep up with the science. So we need 
to acknowledge the advances and use 
them to balance an improved Endan-
gered Species Act. 

Untold millions of dollars have been 
spent to save species with very few re-
sults. Of the more than 1,500 species of 
plants and animals that have been 
qualified for protection in the 23 years 
the law has been in effect, only 20 have 
been removed from the list, either be-
cause they have gone extinct or were 
placed on the list by mistake. Only six 
can be claimed as successes under the 
Endangered Species Act, and even they 
were largely recovered due to the ef-
forts of private conservation groups. 

One such group is the Peregrine Fund 
at the World Center for Birds of Prey 
in Boise, ID. 
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The efforts of this private group has 

led to a proposed delisting of the per-
egrine falcon. Just 20 years ago, there 
were only 39 known pairs of peregrine 
falcons in the lower 48 States. Today, 
recovery and reintroduction efforts 
have produced nearly 1,000 pairs. More 
than 81 percent of the falcons released 
have reached independence. The suc-
cess of the Peregrine Fund should be a 
model for reforming the Endangered 
Species Act. If at all possible, we want 
to avoid putting species on the endan-
gered list. We would like to take them 
off, and the only acceptable way is 
through recovery. This cooperative ef-
fort shows that we can use good science 
and manage a species early in its de-
cline and bring about these kinds of re-
sults. We can recover species, and the 
work of the Peregrine Fund shows that 
if Government will provide incentives 
and then get out of the way, that we 
can, through innovation and good 
science, achieve the very results that 
all of us applaud. 

I envision an Endangered Species Act 
that uses good science, innovation, in-
centives, and, where necessary, public 
financial resources to do what we, the 
stewards of this wonderful land, can do 
to benefit not only other species but 
ourselves as well. 

I envision an Endangered Species Act 
that encourages all of us to participate 
willingly to conserve rare and unique 
species. 

I envision an Endangered Species Act 
that treats property owners fairly and 
with consideration and that minimizes 
the social and economic impact of this 
law on the lives of citizens. 

Working together, we can draft legis-
lation that takes that important step 
in that direction. We can make the act 
smarter, and we can make that act bet-
ter. 

I believe that Congress has abdicated 
its responsibility by not dealing with 
the Endangered Species Act sooner. I 
can see why. Advocate change and you 
are immediately labeled as 
antienvironmentalist. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I ask for 2 addi-
tional minutes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I grant the Sen-
ator from Idaho 2 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, 
this should not be a contest to see who 
is more for the environment. We should 
all be in favor of a cleaner, safer, 
healthier America for our children and 
their children. 

I have called myself a probusiness en-
vironmentalist. We have been able to 
strike a balance between development 
and the environment. A good environ-
ment makes good business and, there-
fore, good business will invest in pro-
tecting the environment. Economic 
growth and quality environment are 
not mutually exclusive. They, in fact, 
can and should and must support one 
another. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, at 
this time, I yield up to 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

f 

EARTH DAY, 1996: A DIFFERENT 
SHADE OF GREEN 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, on a day 
set aside to recognize the importance 
of protecting our environment and pre-
serving our natural resources, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues in 
this frank discussion of the substantial 
progress we have made and the steps 
we have yet to take. 

But first, it is important to recognize 
that environmental protection is not a 
partisan matter. It is not about Repub-
licans or Democrats. This is one issue 
which should bring us together, be-
cause on this issue, we share the same 
goal: We all want a clean America, 
where our children can breathe clean 
air and drink clean water. And there is 
not a man or woman in this Congress 
who would demand anything less for 
their families. 

I am so proud, Mr. President, that 
over the past 20 years, we have made 
such great strides toward achieving 
that goal. 

Our urban landscapes are no longer 
polluted by the thick, black smoke of 
industrial smokestacks. Our lakes and 
rivers are no longer the dumping 
ground for toxic sludge. We are recy-
cling newspapers, glass, and plastics in 
record numbers. Through efforts such 
as the Conservation Reserve Program, 
Congress is working in partnership 
with the American people to ensure our 
generation leaves behind a cleaner 
Earth than the one we inherited. 

We acknowledge that government at 
all levels can and should play a strong 
role in protecting our environment. 
Maybe that is why the United States 
spends more per capita on environ-
mental protection than any other 
Western, industrialized nation. 

The question is no longer whether or 
not we want to protect the environ-
ment—we all do. The question is, How 
do we achieve it? 

It is an interesting coincidence that 
just a week ago, the American people 
were filing their Federal income tax re-
turns and thinking about Government 
and how it impacts the family finances. 

Today, exactly 1 week after Tax Day, 
we are marking Earth Day. And once 
again, the American people have an op-
portunity to think about Govern-
ment—this time, its impact on the en-
vironment. But in the 26 years since 
Earth Day was first celebrated, Ameri-
cans have grown concerned with Wash-
ington’s environmental activism: What 
it is doing to jobs and salaries, and the 
bite it takes out of the family check-
book. 

What they are telling us is yes, gov-
ernment ought to protect the environ-
ment. But they are also saying it can 

do better by the taxpayers, too. And so 
they have asked this Congress to find a 
better balance, a ‘‘different shade of 
green’’ for Earth Day, 1996. 

Over the past two decades, the Fed-
eral Government has worked toward 
better environmental protection by 
passing new legislation and imposing 
necessary new regulations. But in our 
zeal to protect the environment, we 
have often neglected to consider the se-
rious, unintended consequences of the 
actions we are taking here in Wash-
ington. 

We have cleaned up neighborhoods by 
clamping down on pollution, but we 
have handcuffed job-providers from 
finding better ways to achieve the 
same results. 

We have sought out and protected 
wetlands and other unique environ-
mental areas, but we have often com-
mandeered people’s land, without com-
pensation, to do it. 

We have demanded a great deal of the 
American people through our environ-
mental regulations, but we have for-
gotten about the burdensome costs and 
confusing bureaucracies our vigilance 
have imposed on everybody. 

It is hard to measure the benefits of 
our well-intentioned, environmental 
safeguards when these Federal regula-
tions come at such a high cost. 

The American people are telling us 
that Washington has gone too far, espe-
cially given the estimates that com-
plying with environmental regulations 
cost an estimated $850 billion every 
year. That is $850 billion no longer 
available to pay higher wages and bet-
ter benefits, and creating new jobs. 

Is it possible that the environmental 
policies of the past have a cost that 
can be measured in terms greater than 
just dollars? Could they be costing 
human lives as well? According to re-
searchers at Harvard University, the 
answer is yes. Because the government 
has increasingly focused its precious 
resources guarding the public against 
minuscule, theoretical risks, they are 
ignoring much greater dangers—a situ-
ation Dr. John Graham of the Harvard 
Center for Risk Analysis labels ‘‘statis-
tical murder.’’ It is a policy, say re-
searchers, that costs 60,000 lives every 
year. 

In other words, we have spent a lot of 
our taxpayers’ hard-earned money on 
wasteful and nonproductive programs, 
rather than spending those dollars on 
finding a cure for, say, cancer, leu-
kemia, or heart disease. 

That kind of micromanagement, un-
dertaken at such a horrible cost, is the 
wrong approach. No wonder so many 
average Americans feel they are being 
victimized by oppressive environ-
mental legislation. In many cases, the 
Government has caused more damage 
than it has improved, and our goal 
should be to balance environmental 
protection with the need for economic 
growth as well. We always talk about 
the best welfare program being a job, 
but we have unnecessarily lost thou-
sands of jobs because we have ignored 
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