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According to the Comptroller of the

Currency, the amount of revolving
credit outstanding, the amount of
open-ended credit by credit cards being
extended increased seven times during
1980 and 1995 and between 1993 and 1997.
During the sharpest increase in bank-
ruptcy filings, the amount of credit
card debt doubled. It does not sound as
if lenders were too concerned about the
high number of bankruptcies. At least
it did not stop them from pushing cred-
it cards like Halloween candy.

All of us know it: Our children are
the ones who are solicited; our grand-
children are the ones who are solicited.
It is unbelievable. This industry feels
no responsibility, it feels no account-
ability, and in this one-sided, unjust
piece of legislation, there is absolutely
no standard they are asked to live up
to.

I again say to my colleagues that the
case has been made that we have peo-
ple in the country who are abusing the
system, but I have not seen any report
that has reported higher than 13 per-
cent, and the American Bankruptcy In-
stitute says 3 percent. So much for
that argument.

Then we have an argument that
somehow these are people who feel no
stigma, feel no shame. I have talked to
colleagues—I cannot believe it—and
they say: Paul, my gosh, shouldn’t peo-
ple manage their financial affairs, and
if they don’t, shouldn’t they be held ac-
countable? Yes. Pass a piece of legisla-
tion that does that, but do not pass a
piece of legislation that says to a fam-
ily which is in difficult, horrible finan-
cial circumstances, through no fault of
its own, because of a major medical ill-
ness or because someone has lost their
job or because there is a divorce, do not
make it impossible for them to file
chapter 7 and then unable to make it
through chapter 13 and then essentially
live a life of constant debt servitude, a
life basically full of debt with no op-
portunity to rebuild lives.

We are stripping away the major
safety net, not just for the poor but for
middle-class people as well. That is
why so much of the religious commu-
nity opposes this. That is why so many
women and children organizations op-
pose it. That is why every consumer or-
ganization opposes it. That is why the
civil rights community is opposed to it.

The argument is then made that this
is a reform piece of legislation. How
can it be a reform bill when it is so one
sided? How can it be a reform bill when
it is so punitive? How can it be a re-
form bill when, in the name of going
after abuse—only a tiny percentage of
the population—it casts such a broad
net and will make it so difficult for so
many families, especially middle-in-
come, low- and moderate-income fami-
lies headed by women to rebuild their
lives? And how can it be called ‘‘re-
form’’ when it is so one sided and does
nothing whatsoever to call this credit
card industry and these lending insti-
tutions to accountability?

This legislation is unfortunately per-
fectly representative of an imbalance

of power in America where some peo-
ple—and I see the Chair is now looking
at me. I appreciate that because he ex-
tends that courtesy to all of us. I never
mean my arguments personally, espe-
cially of colleagues I trust at a per-
sonal level. In an institutional way,
some people march on Washington
every day. They are so well connected.
They have the lobbyists. They have the
money. They make the arguments.
They have the prestige. They have the
status. And that is what happened
here.

Up until this Time magazine expose,
there were so many stereotypes and a
lot of information about this legisla-
tion that was not accurate. As it turns
out, it is imbalanced; it is unfair; it is
unjust; it is too harsh, too punitive,
and it is not right. This piece of legis-
lation should not go forward tomorrow.
I have tried to make arguments to de-
fend this proposition, and other Sen-
ators have as well.

What Senator FEINGOLD said is true.
In a lot of ways, institutionally, not
one on one, this is also an example of
an industry that has poured a tremen-
dous amount of money into elections,
an industry which has tremendous fi-
nancial clout. What in the world is
someone to do when her family or his
family is going under because of a med-
ical illness? Fifty percent of bank-
ruptcy cases are filed as a result of
that, and we are going to make it im-
possible for these people to rebuild
their lives?

What is someone to do when the low-
and moderate-income earners do not
have this clout and do not have these
connections? What are single-parent
homes to do, almost always headed by
a woman?

We should pass a bankruptcy reform
bill, but this does not represent reform.

One final thing, and I doubt whether
I am going to get any Republican sup-
port, but I wish I would. I am not mak-
ing a payback argument, and if I end
up behaving differently, then call me a
hypocrite, but this is no way to legis-
late.

In the Senate, minority rights count.
You should not be able to take a con-
ference report and then—it is not even
a question of putting a provision in, I
say to the Chair, that is unrelated to
the conference report. In this case, it is
a State Department conference report,
completely gutted—invasion of the
body snatchers—not a word left about
the State Department. The only thing
left is a bill number. Now it is bank-
ruptcy sent over here. The minority
was not even consulted. Senators
should vote against cloture for that
reason alone because the minority one
day is the majority the next and vice
versa, and we should respect each oth-
er’s rights.

Someone can say to me: Senator
WELLSTONE, you hypocrite. When you
were in the majority, you did exactly
the same thing; you, PAUL WELLSTONE,
were involved. I do not know of this
having been done. I cannot remember. I
certainly never did it; never would.

I appeal to my colleagues on the
basis of fairness. You might not agree
with me on the substantive argu-
ments—although this bankruptcy bill
is now worse than it was before; and I
went over two provisions that have
been taken out—but you might agree
with me just in terms of the rights of
a legislator and the way in which this
process ought to work.

This is an affront to this legislative
process. This makes a mockery of this
legislative process. This is a reform
issue. You wonder why people are so
disillusioned and turned off about poli-
tics in the country? Here is one good
reason why. People do not quite under-
stand how a State Department bill all
of a sudden becomes a bankruptcy bill,
with a whole new set of provisions put
in unrelated to the original bill. And
then an effort is made to jam it
through here. People do not get that.

It might be clever, I say to the ma-
jority leader and others, but it does not
meet the test of representative democ-
racy. It does not meet the test of the
Senate as a great institution. It does
not meet the test of what this legisla-
tive process should be all about. It does
not meet the test of how we can be-
come good legislators and good Sen-
ators. For that reason, I hope col-
leagues will vote against cloture.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

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

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2000—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate now proceed to the
consideration of the conference report
to accompany S. 2796, the Water Re-
sources Development Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 2796),
‘‘to provide for the conservation and develop-
ment of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improvements to
rivers and harbors of the United States, and
for other purposes,’’ having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses that the Senate recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the
House and agree to the same with an amend-
ment signed by a majority of the conferees
on the part of both Houses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
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the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
October 19, 2000.)

EXPORT OF WATER FROM THE GREAT LAKES

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Water
Resources Development Act addresses
many of the water resource needs of
our nation. But it also includes a provi-
sion relating to the export of water
from the Great Lakes which needs
some clarification. Would the distin-
guished chairman and ranking member
be willing to join Senator ABRAHAM
and myself to clarify a few points
about this language?

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. president, I would
be pleased to offer information about
this provision to my colleagues.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I am
also pleased to discuss this provision.

Mr. LEVIN. First, we need to make it
clear that the phrase ‘‘and implemen-
tation’’ in the findings of subsection(a)
does not constitute a ‘‘pre-approval’’ of
standards which are being developed by
the Governors of the Great Lakes
States. Would the chairman and rank-
ing member concur that it is not the
intent of this provision to grant pre-ap-
proval to standards which we have not
seen?

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I
would concur; it is not the intention of
the conferees that this provision be in-
terpreted as granting pre-approval to
standards which have not yet been de-
veloped and which Congress has not re-
viewed.

Mr. BAUCUS. I echo the chairman’s
sentiment.

Mr. LEVIN. Would the chairman and
ranking member also concur that it is
not the intent of this provision to pre-
empt the need for future appropriate
congressional actions in this area?

Mr. BAUCUS. I would concur. This
language should not be interpreted as
pre-empting the authority of Congress
to approve or disapprove an interstate
compact, international agreement, or
other such mechanisms of implementa-
tion which properly fall under congres-
sional authority. it is simply the in-
tent of the conferees to encourage the
States to promptly take such actions
to implement these standards as fall
within their authority for management
of the water resources of their respec-
tive states and within the authority
vested in them by the Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 for making de-
cisions regarding diversions of Great
Lakes water.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I con-
cur with the ranking member’s inter-
pretation.

Mr. ABRAHAM. On a second matter,
this language uses the phrase ‘‘re-
source improvement’’ as one principle
in encouraging the states to develop a
common conservation standard. This
phrase is intended to embody the con-
cept of improvement of the quality of
the natural resource, not the develop-
ment of the resource. Is that the under-
standing of the chairman and ranking
member?

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Yes,
as use din this section, the term re-
source improvement is intended to con-
vey the concept of an improvement to
the natural resource. The alternative
interpretation would not be consistent
with the parallel directive that the
standard embody the principles of
water conservation.

Mr. BAUCUS. I concur with this in-
terpretation.

Mr. LEVIN. I also wish to thank my
colleague from Michigan for joining in
the effort to clarify the intent of this
provision. I still have reservations as
to whether this provision represents
the best approach to addressing the
issue of water diversion and export
which faces the Great Lakes region
today, but these clarifications of the
intent of the provision relieve some of
my concern.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank the chair-
man, ranking member, and my col-
league from Michigan. Mr. President,
Senator LEVIN has been a leader in the
effort to protect the Great Lakes on a
wide variety of fronts. Clearly today’s
work will not completely guarantee
the protection of this great resource,
but I believe it is a big step in the right
direction. I want to thank Senator
LEVIN for his help in this matter, par-
ticularly for his work to eliminate the
likelihood of unintended consequences
from this legislation. I look forward to
working with him in the future as we
fight to protect this great resource.

THE TEN- AND FIFTEEN-MILE BAYOUS FLOOD
CONTROL PROJECT

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, as we
complete work on the Water Resources
Development Act (WRDA) of 2000, I
would like to bring the Senate’s atten-
tion to a project that is very important
to a group of my constituents in Ar-
kansas: the Ten and Fifteen Mile
Bayou project. The Ten and Fifteen
Mile Bayou project would provide flood
control to a poor, rural area in the Mis-
sissippi Delta that is oftentimes over-
looked while other projects in more af-
fluent, urban areas move forward. The
Delta’s small farming communities and
poor minorities are the constituencies
most affected by the constant flooding
that this project seeks to prevent. It is
vitally important to the future of this
Delta region to alleviate these flooding
concerns.

I have worked with the St. Francis
Levee Board on this important project
since my days in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Unfortunately, the re-
sources of this community are ex-
tremely limited and they are unable to
meet the cost share requirements of
any federal program. Can the distin-
guished Senator from Montana please
explain section 204 of the current
WRDA bill dealing with ‘‘the ability to
pay’’ provision? Specifically, I am in-
terested in hearing how this provision
might help projects, like Ten and Fif-
teen Mile Bayou, that are needed but
simply can not meet the cost share re-
quirements.

Mr. BAUCUS. I appreciate your con-
cern about flooding in the Saint

Frances River Basin and your frustra-
tion with efforts to address this situa-
tion. Many communities across the na-
tion simply do not have the financial
ability to provide the cost share for
Corps studies and projects. Because of
this, Congress added an ‘‘Ability to
Pay’’ provision to the Water Resources
Development Act in 1986. This provi-
sion, which establishes procedures for
reducing the non-federal share of water
resource development project costs for
distressed communities, has been
amended several times subsequently.
These procedures, which are set by the
Corps through regulation, take into
consideration local economic and fi-
nancial conditions.

This year, the administration’s
Water Resources Development Act leg-
islative proposal contained an update
to the Ability to Pay provision which
included expanding its applicability to
feasibility studies and additional
project types. The Senate Environment
and Public Works Committee further
expanded the project types eligible and
this amendment to the Ability to Pay
provision is contained in the Con-
ference Report.

Our intention is that these changes
will result in the Ability to Pay provi-
sion being used more frequently by the
Corps and providing greater relief to
communities that cannot meet ‘‘stand-
ard’’ Corps cost-share requirements.
While I am not familiar enough with
specifics of the Ten and Fifteen Mile
Bayou project to judge the application
of the Ability to Pay provision, I would
encourage the Corps to pay particular
attention to the applicability of the
provision to this flood control project.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I also
appreciate the financial hardships
faced by communities in West Memphis
as well as in many other areas of the
country. I also expect that the amend-
ments to the Ability to Pay provision
contained in this Conference Reports
will increase the Corps’ use of this pro-
vision and, thereby, the relief provided
to communities with financial hard-
ships.

In addition, it is important for Con-
gress to monitor the implementation of
the Ability of Pay provision. To accom-
plish this, the Senate Environment and
Public Works Committee, of which I
am the chairman and Senator BAUCUS
is the ranking member, will hold over-
sight hearings next year on the Corps’
historical and current performance as
it relates to the application of Ability
to Pay provisions of the Water Re-
source Development Act.

Mrs. LINCOLN. I thank my col-
leagues for their comments and I look
forward to working with them on this
important matter.

PROGRAMMATIC REGULATIONS

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today with my colleague from Florida
to clarify one section of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2000. Sec-
tion 2(h)(3)(C)(ii) includes language
from the House clarifying the applica-
bility of programmatic regulations.
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One of the most important elements of
the formula for success which brings us
to the floor of the Senate with this
conference report today is the open
process used by the Corps of Engineers
to develop consensus positions on a
course of action. I want to clarify my
colleague’s views on the language in
this section. Do you believe that this
language will limit the public’s ability
to participate and comment on the de-
velopment of project implementation
reports, project cooperation agree-
ments, operating manuals, and any
other documents relating to the devel-
opment, implementation, and manage-
ment of individual features of the
Plan?

Mr. MACK. This language is not in-
tended to affect the public’s ability to
participate and comment on the devel-
opment of project implementation re-
ports, project cooperation agreements,
operating manuals, and any other doc-
uments relating to the development,
implementation, and management of
individual features of the plan. In addi-
tion, this language is not intended to
expand any one federal agency’s au-
thority. I share your view that the
Corps’ open process is one of the most
important aspects in building the con-
sensus which makes this Comprehen-
sive Everglades Restoration Plan
strong.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, Mem-
bers of the 106th Congress, thank you
for this opportunity to stand before
you today as a proud Member of this
body. We are on the verge of passing
historic, comprehensive legislation to
restore America’s Everglades.

This is a dream I have had since
early childhood when I lived on the
edge of the Everglades in a coral rock
house. I witnessed the manipulation of
the Everglades from a serene, river of
grass into a funnel built for human
purposes.

Over the decades, I joined other Flo-
ridians in finding that moment of
truth—the moment when we realized
that our actions were destroying this
ecosystem which is the very heart of
Florida. I was proud to start the ‘‘Save
Our Everglades’’ program in Florida
during my tenure as Governor.

I thank everyone who took that
giant leap with me in 1983 to begin to
do what appeared to be impossible—to
make the Everglades look more like it
had in 1900 than it did in 1983 by the
year 2000.

We have taken several first steps.
In 1992 the Kissimmee River restora-

tion project demonstrated that we can,
in fact, restore portions of a damaged
ecosystem.

In 1996 the critical projects author-
ization allowed us to begin on projects
with an immediate benefit to the envi-
ronment. That same year, we began the
‘‘restudy’’ of America’s Everglades.

I offer my thanks again to the people
of Florida who toiled endlessly to
produce the consensus document, the
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration
Plan which is the basis for the legisla-
tion we will pass today.

Names like Colonel Joe Miller, Dick
Pettigrew, Stu Appelbaum, and Tom
Teets and will ring in Florida’s history
as people who sacrificed personal gain
for the future of this project, people
who built consensus where none could
even be visualized, and people whose
expertise built the very foundation of
our plan to restore the Everglades.

Today, we are ending one chapter and
beginning another in the history of
America’s Everglades.

We are officially ending the chain of
events that we began in 1948 with the
authorization of the Central and
Southern Florida Flood Control
Project which, according to the Na-
tional Parks and Conservation Associa-
tion, brought the parks and preserves
of the Everglades to a prominent spot
on the list of the 10 most endangered in
the country.

We are beginning the chapter of res-
toration.

After 17 years of bipartisan progress
in the context of a strong Federal-
State partnership, we are seeing the
dream that many of us shared in 1983
become reality.

I want to speak for a moment about
this unprecedented Federal-State part-
nership. I often compare this unique
partnership to a marriage.

If both partners respect each other,
and pledge to work through any chal-
lenges together, the marriage will be
strong and successful. Today, we are
again celebrating the strength of that
marriage.

This legislation contains several pro-
visions born out of the respect that
sustains this marriage.

It offers assurances to both the Fed-
eral and State governments on the use
and distribution of water in the Ever-
glades ecosystem.

It requires that the State govern-
ment pay half the costs of construc-
tion.

It requires that the Federal Govern-
ment pay half of the costs of oper-
ations and maintenance. Everglades
restoration can’t work unless the exec-
utive branch, Congress, and State gov-
ernment move forward hand-in-hand.
The legislation before us today accom-
plishes this goal.

With the vote we are about to take—
to pass the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000—we are truly making
history.

We will be one step closer to restor-
ing the damage done when humankind
had the arrogance to second-guess na-
ture.

With this project we are doing noth-
ing less than turning back time, re-
turning this dying place to the wild
splendor of its past and in doing so, en-
suring its future.

If we accomplish the historic goal of
restoring America’s Everglades then
today will be one our children and
grandchildren will remember.

They will look back on this as the
day that our generation had the cour-
age and the foresight to make a com-
mitment to restoring one of America’s
richest national treasures.

In the words of President Lyndon B.
Johnson:

If future generations are to remember us
with gratitude rather than contempt, we
must leave them more than the miracles of
technology. We must leave them a glimpse of
the world as it was in the beginning, not just
after we got through with it.

Today is the day we will make the
choice to leave a glimpse of America’s
Everglades as they were when we first
found them for future generations—an
undisturbed river of grass, unmatched
in serenity and beauty.

Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. President, I rise to
join Senator SMITH in supporting the
conference report on S. 2796, the Water
Resources Development Act of 2000.

This conference report authorizes
projects for flood control, navigation,
shore protection, environmental res-
toration, water supply storage, and
recreation. The bill also modifies exist-
ing projects and directs the Corps to
study other proposed projects. All
projects in this bill have the support of
a local sponsor who is willing to share
the cost of the project.

Even a brief review of the projects
demonstrates the importance of pass-
ing this conference report.

A number of the projects are needed
to protect our shorelines, along oceans,
lakes, and rivers.

Several of the navigation projects
will ensure that our ports remain com-
petitive in the increasingly global mar-
ketplace.

Furthermore, the studies authorized
in the bill will help us make informed
decisions about the future use and
management of our water resources.

Let me mention two projects that are
very important for my state of Mon-
tana.

First, the authorization for design
and construction of a fish hatchery at
Fort Peck. This fish hatchery will
make good on a long awaited promise
of the Fort Peck project; namely, more
recreational and economic opportuni-
ties for the folks in eastern Montana.

Fort Peck Lake is one of the greatest
resources in our state. It not only plays
a major role in power production and
water supply, but it is an increasingly
important center for recreation. People
from around the state—as well as from
around the world—come to Fort Peak
for our annual walleye tournaments.

The local community really puts a
lot of effort into these tournaments.
And they’ve put a lot of effort into the
Fort Peck hatchery. Communities
across eastern Montana have raised
funds for the matching share of the
project’s feasibility study.

And the state legislature has contrib-
uted as well. It passed a special warm
water fishery stamp to help provide ad-
ditional financial support for the
hatchery.

The fish hatchery will help to ensure
the continued development of opportu-
nities at Fort Peck Lake. And it will
also represent a major source of jobs
and economic development for this
part of the state.

VerDate 31-OCT-2000 02:17 Nov 01, 2000 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A31OC6.028 pfrm01 PsN: S31PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11408 October 31, 2000
I would also like to point out the

bill’s provision relating to the ex-
change of cabin sites leased by private
individuals on federal land at Fort
Peck Lake.

The lake is surrounded by the
Charles M. Russell National Wildlife
Refuge. Yet, there are many private in
holdings in the refuge.

This provision will allow the cabin
leases to be exchanged for other pri-
vate land within the refuge that has
higher value for fish, wildlife, and
recreation. By consolidating manage-
ment of the refuge lands, the provision
will reduce costs to the Corps associ-
ated with managing these cabin sites.
It will also enhance public access to
the refuge.

This exchange is modeled on a simi-
lar project near Helena, Montana,
which Congress authorized in 1998. It
represents a win-win-win for the pub-
lic, the wildlife, and the cabin site own-
ers.

Mr. President, let me further men-
tion a truly landmark provision in this
conference report. In addition to the
usual project authorizations contained
in a water resource development act,
this report represents Congress with a
historic opportunity. Title VI of this
report contains the Comprehensive Ev-
erglades Restoration Plan.

Restoration of the Everglades has
been many years in the making. In the
1970s, the State of Florida became con-
cerned that the previously authorized
Central and South Florida project was
doing too good a job at draining the
swampy areas of the state. In fact, it
was draining the life out of the Ever-
glades.

Our colleague from Florida, Senator
GRAHAM, who was then Governor
GRAHAM, began the effort to restore the
Everglades by establishing the ‘‘Save
Our Everglades’’ program. And Senator
GRAHAM has worked tirelessly to
achieve restoration ever since. The
comprehensive plan to restore this in-
valuable ecosystem that is contained
in the conference report before us is
the culmination of his work.

In closing, I would like to thank the
chairman of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, Senator SMITH,
for his unwavering commitment to
making this Water Resource Develop-
ment Act a reality. Further, I would
like to thank him for the personal in-
vestment he made in keeping this con-
ference report focused on projects cen-
tral to the mission of the Corps.

I know he was under tremendous
pressure to open this report up to any
number of inappropriate provisions,
but he remained steadfast in his oppo-
sition and he should be commended for
this. So, too, should his staff. They
worked tirelessly to craft a Water Re-
sources Development Act of which they
can be proud.

Finally, I would like to thank Jo-
Ellen Darcy and Peter Washburn of my
staff for their dedication to this legis-
lation. A tremendous amount of work
goes into a Water Resources Develop-

ment Act. So, I particularly acknowl-
edge and commend the effort that Jo-
Ellen and Peter devoted to making this
conference report such a success.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, at this time, I ask unani-
mous consent that the conference re-
port be adopted, the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, and that
any statements relating to this meas-
ure be printed in the RECORD.

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

The conference report was agreed to.
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.

President, I wish to make a couple of
comments on the legislation that we
just adopted. This has been a long time
coming. It is a culmination of some—
actually, the Everglades portion of this
legislation took a year of work. We had
a hearing in January at the Ever-
glades. This is a very exciting time for
those of us who have worked on this. I
want to briefly give a quick overview
of that and recognize a few people who
have been involved.

This is a good bill. I am proud that
we passed it. It is fiscally responsible.
It recognizes our obligation to preserve
one of the most important and endan-
gered ecosystems in the Nation, if not
the world: America’s Everglades.

I thank the Senate conferees—Sen-
ators WARNER, VOINOVICH, BAUCUS, and
GRAHAM—for their hard work and dedi-
cation.

I thank Chairman SHUSTER and the
House conferees for their cooperation
as well.

I am proud of this bill. This is not a
bill that includes numerous unneces-
sary projects. The committee estab-
lished some tough criteria, and we
stuck to those criteria.

I am proud that the conference agree-
ment on WRDA 2000 does not contain
any environmental infrastructure
projects. As those who requested such
projects know, the committee has a
longstanding opposition to including
environmental infrastructure projects
in WRDA.

Unlike what has happened in the
past, the Senate conferees were able to
hold firm, and the House accepted our
position, for which we are grateful.

These types of projects, in my view,
should be funded through the State re-
volving loan funds and not by the
Army Corps of Engineers.

From the time this WRDA process
began, the committee received requests
to authorize more than 300 new
projects. By holding firm to our cri-
teria—the conference report to
WRDA—we were able to authorize 30
new projects, 57 new feasibility studies,
and a number of other project-related
provisions.

As I said before, Senator BAUCUS and
I are committed to examining next
year the infrastructure issue, and other
issues, relating to the operation and
management of the Corps. This will in-
clude hearings on the Corps reform.

Let me talk specifically for a mo-
ment on the Everglades. There is an

important element that separates this
WRDA bill from all others and is what
makes it so historic.

This bill includes our landmark Ever-
glades bill, S. 2797, the Restoring the
Everglades, an American Legacy Act.
It has been clearly demonstrated that
the Everglades are in great peril. With-
out acting now, we could lose what is
left of the Everglades in this genera-
tion. But Congress is prepared to move
forward and make good on a problem
the Federal Government greatly con-
tributed to causing.

It has been clearly demonstrated
that the Everglades is a Federal re-
sponsibility. Lands owned or managed
by the Federal Government—four na-
tional parks and 16 national wildlife
refuges—compromise half of the re-
maining Everglades and will receive
the benefits of restoration.

The State of Florida has stepped up
to the plate thanks to Gov. Jeb Bush
and his legislature in Florida, on a bi-
partisan basis.

The Everglades portion of WRDA has
broad bipartisan support. Every major
constituency involved in Everglades
restoration supports our bill. These bi-
partisan and wide-ranging supporters
include the Clinton administration,
Florida Governor Jeb Bush, the Semi-
nole Tribe of Florida; industry groups,
including Florida Citrus Mutual; Flor-
ida Farm Bureau, the American Water
Works Association; Florida Chamber of
Commerce; Florida Fruit and Vege-
table Association, Southeast Florida
Utility Council, Gulf Citrus Growers
Association, Florida Sugar Cane
League, Florida Water Environmental
Utility Council, Sugar Cane Growers
Cooperative of Florida, Florida Fer-
tilizer and Agri-chemical Association;
and many environmental groups. To
name just a few: National Audubon,
National Wildlife Federation, World
Wildlife Fund, Center for Marine Con-
servation, Defenders of Wildlife, Na-
tional Parks Conservation Association,
the Everglades Foundation, the Ever-
glades Trust, Audubon of Florida, 1000
Friends of Florida, Natural Resources
Defense Council, Environmental De-
fense, and the Sierra Club. It is pretty
unusual to bring the support of that
many people on a major environmental
bill to the Senate. I am proud to do it.

The Everglades bill is a great model
for environmental policy development.
It is cooperative. It is not prescriptive.
It is bipartisan, and it is flexible and
adaptive. We can change things. If we
don’t like what is going on, if some-
thing isn’t working, we pull back and
try something new. It establishes a
partnership between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the State and many other
private groups as well.

Our colleagues in the House sug-
gested improvements to the Everglades
piece, and we made those. While it
didn’t always look promising, we will
see this bill become law before we go
home, in the very near future, when
the House passes it and the President
signs it.
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Last June, Bruce Babbitt called this

‘‘the most important environmental
legislation in a generation.’’ I agree. It
took a lot of courage to work this
through. This passed the Senate 85–1. It
has broad support. And it will pass
overwhelmingly in the House very
shortly.

It is almost dangerous to mention
anyone because once you mention one,
you are sure to omit some very impor-
tant contributors. So with apologies to
anybody I miss, I thank the late Sen-
ator John CHAFEE because he started
this committee’s efforts on the Ever-
glades. I went to Florida in January. I
told the folks in Florida this would be
my highest priority and there wouldn’t
be much difference between John
CHAFEE and Bob SMITH on saving the
Everglades. I kept my word.

I thank the Senate conferees: sub-
committee Chairman GEORGE
VOINOVICH, Senator JOHN WARNER,
ranking member Senator MAX BAUCUS,
Senator BOB GRAHAM from Florida.

I also thank Senator CONNIE MACK
and Governor Jeb Bush of Florida for
their unrelenting efforts on the Ever-
glades. Time and again we talked with
them. We kept working with them
throughout.

From the administration, Carol
Browner has been very helpful through-
out this affair.

I thank Mary Doyle and Peter
Umhofer, Department of Interior; Joe
Westphal, Michael Davis, and Jim
Smythe from the Department of the
Army; Gary Guzy from EPA; Stu
Applebaum, Larry Prather, Gary
Campbell and many others from the
Corps of Engineers; and Bill Leary
from CEQ.

From the State of Florida, I thank
David Struhs, Leslie Palmer, and Ernie
Barnett from the Florida Department
of Environmental Protection; Kathy
Copeland from the South Florida Water
Management District.

I thank the Senate legislative coun-
sel: Janine Johnson, Darcy Tomasallo,
and Tim Trushel.

I thank the following staff members:
from Senator GRAHAM’s staff, Cath-
arine Cyr Ranson and Kasey Gillette;
Senator MACK’s staff, C.K. Lee; Senator
VOINOVICH’s staff, Ellen Stein and Rich
Worthington; Senator WARNER’s staff,
Ann Loomis; Senator BAUCUS’ staff,
Tom Sliter, Jo-Ellen Darcy, Peter
Washburn, and Mike Evans; and my
staff, Dave Conover, Ann Klee, Angie
Giancarlo, Chelsea Henderson Maxwell,
Stephanie Daigle, Tom Gibson, and Jeff
Miles.

It was a great bipartisan effort. In
spite of many roadblocks over the past
several months, we were able to work
this bill through in a bipartisan man-
ner. I am truly grateful to everyone on
both sides of the aisle for their tremen-
dous support through a very difficult
effort. There were literally hundreds of
projects that the staff had to pore
through, and we did it.

When we look back on our careers,
when we leave here and look back and

say, What did I accomplish? I think we
will be very proud of the vote to save
the Everglades. I guarantee it. It will
be right up there at the top. Once those
Everglades are safe, we can say, when
the time came to stand up and make a
difference, we did.

When I became chairman, I promised
to make the Everglades my highest pri-
ority. I did. I also said we needed to
look forward to the next generation,
rather than the next election, in envi-
ronmental policy.

We are now poised to send the Presi-
dent a conference report on WRDA that
has the support of every major south
Florida stakeholder, the State of Flor-
ida, and the administration. Restora-
tion of the Everglades is not a partisan
issue. We proved it. The effort has been
bipartisan from the start.

I congratulate my colleagues for dar-
ing to take the risk to support this
noble effort to save a national treas-
ure. We need to view our efforts as our
legacy to future generations, and this
will be this Senate’s legacy to future
generations.

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

ator from Alaska is recognized.
f

ENERGY POLICY

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 4
years ago, a theme in the election was,
‘‘It’s the economy, stupid.’’ Well, that
is true in this election, but there is
something a little different: ‘‘It’s the
energy crisis, stupid.’’

The Vice President would have us
think the economy is the issue that
will get him elected President, that he
and President Clinton came up with a
plan to tax gasoline and Social Secu-
rity benefits, and once he cast the tie-
breaking vote to increase your taxes
and my taxes, interest rates came
down, the stock market went up, and
the economy prospered.

The Vice President and the Demo-
crats conveniently ignore the fact that
the economy had already begun posting
strong growth before Clinton-Gore
took office. That may sound like old
hat, but the President’s budget plans
never once mentioned a balanced budg-
et as a policy goal at that time. In-
stead, those budget plans predicted an-
nual deficits of $200 billion a year well
into the future.

As my colleagues and good friends
Senator DOMENICI, Senator GRAMM, and
others pointed out last night, the cred-
it for our booming economy ought to
be given to a couple of people. Specifi-
cally, one is Dr. Alan Greenspan and
the Federal Reserve, for a sound fiscal
policy that prevented the onset of in-
flation. As we know, Greenspan has
been around a long time.

Further, a Republican Congress de-
serves some credit for putting controls
on Federal spending and turning the
deficit into a surplus.

I will not spend a lot of time today
on that subject because I rise to talk
about energy. I want to talk about the

reality that the administration has no
energy policy. The energy policy in
this country, for what it is worth, is
dictated by America’s environmental
community. They accept no responsi-
bility for the reality that we are short
of energy and becoming more and more
dependent on foreign sources of oil.

As we look at our economic pros-
perity over the past few years, there is
a growing concern that it might be
coming to an end, partially for lack of
a sound national energy policy. Look
at the American consumers out there.
They are finding themselves under the
shadow, if you will, of a failed energy
policy. We have crude oil prices which
are remaining solidly at $30 plus a bar-
rel but, remember, it was March of 1999
when it was $10 a barrel.

The administration blames ‘‘Big
Oil.’’ They use the word ‘‘profiteering.’’
Well, is the implication then, in March
of 1999, that ‘‘Big Oil’’ was giving us a
gift of some kind, selling it to us at $10
a barrel or was it supply and demand?
Who sets the price of oil? Is it Exxon?
Is it British Petroleum? Is it Phillips?
It certainly is not. We all know that.

It is from where we import the oil. It
is Saudi Arabia. It is Venezuela. It is
Mexico. They are setting the price of
oil. Why? Because we are approxi-
mately 58 percent dependent on im-
ported oil. We are addicted to oil. We
don’t produce enough, so we pay the
going price. If we don’t pay it, some-
body else will.

Why has it gone up? The general
economy of the world has gone up;
Japan has recovered; Asia, more de-
mand. We are a society that runs on
energy. All our communications, our
expansion, our e-mail, computers, all
are dependent on energy.

So American consumers are finding
themselves in the shadow of a failed
energy policy, with crude oil prices at
$30 plus a barrel—they have been up as
high as $37 a barrel—and gasoline
prices averaging well above $1.50 a gal-
lon for most of the year. In some areas,
they have gone up to nearly $2 a gal-
lon.

The sleeper here is natural gas.
Americans haven’t awakened yet to
the reality that natural gas prices have
more than doubled. Ten months ago,
they were at $2.16 per thousand cubic
feet of gas. Deliveries in November of
this year, just beginning tomorrow,
were at one time in the area of $5.30 to
$5.40. I would remind my colleagues
that 50 percent of the homes in this
country heat on natural gas.

U.S. consumers have dealt with elec-
tricity price spikes and supply disrup-
tions. All you have to do is go to San
Diego, California; you will get a flavor
for what is happening. You can’t get a
permit to put in a new generating
plant. Consumers are facing brownouts
as a consequence and prices are going
up. People are closing their businesses.
They cannot pay, in many cases, the
rates that are being charged in that
particular area of California.

Heating oil inventories—which we
are concerned about, particularly in
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