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The role of conservation I think

many people just intuitively under-
stand and get; otherwise why do we
have so many Americans participating
in recycling programs, for instance?
But also the greater need for industry
cooperation and collaboration. These
answers are not going to be just found
in the public sector by elected rep-
resentatives, but it requires an integral
public and private partnership to pull
this off.

The United States of America has 4
percent of the world’s population, but
we are consuming over 25 percent of
the fossil fuels produced in the world.
We are increasing our energy consump-
tion 20 percent every 5 years in this
country. If we do not have a long-term
solution with multiple pieces to find
the right answers, that obviously is not
going to be a sustainable energy policy.

I am ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Energy and Mineral Re-
sources on the Committee on Re-
sources. We have been holding hearings
in regards to energy policy and fossil
fuels and the role of fossil fuels. Last
week we had a very good hearing on
the potential of geothermal power in
this country; a tremendous potential,
especially on the West Coast in Nevada
and California. California already is
consuming roughly 10 percent of their
energy from geothermal power.

Other countries are taking a lot of
action, a lot of proactive steps. Even a
country as small as Kenya is making a
major infrastructure investment in
geothermal power for their long-term
energy needs. It is projected right now
in Kenya, over 25 percent of their en-
ergy will come from geothermal
sources within the next 15 years. This
is true whether you talk about South
America, some of the countries in Asia,
except for the United States.

I submit that one of the reasons for
that is because we have become com-
placent and take for granted the cheap
energy sources, mainly fossil fuels,
which have perpetuated the industry
without enough investment and for-
ward-thinking with alternatives and
renewables.

Wind power, to give you another ex-
ample, it was a short period ago where
it was costing anywhere from 20 to 30
cents per kilowatt hour with wind that
is being generated. Today that is down
to about 2 to 3 cents, a tremendous in-
crease in efficiency in bringing it into
market competition.

The same is true for solar and bio-
mass opportunities. The research and
development on fuel cells is tremen-
dously exciting. We are starting to see
prototype automobiles being developed
by these companies at the forefront of
fuel cell development. It is already
powering our space shuttle on the mis-
sions up there. There is no reason why
we cannot implement this at home, in
our appliances and our machines that
we are using to produce goods.

All of this needs to be a part of the
equation. I do not think anyone stand-
ing alone is going to be the answer.

Needless to say, we have our work cut
out for us in this body, the current ad-
ministration, the private sector, and
the American people. By working to-
gether, I think we do have the inge-
nuity to come up with something that
is going to be sustainable for future
generations.

I look forward to working with the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH) and the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. LARSEN) as we move for-
ward in the new Democratic Coalition
trying to put together this comprehen-
sive piece, something that makes sense
from region to region and is national in
scope. Certainly there is enough inter-
est being generated by our folks back
home. They are looking for some long-
term answers to this energy crisis that
they see.

Hopefully by working together, and
again in a bipartisan fashion, we will
be able to come up with a plan that is
needed in the future, given our current
consumption levels, but also given the
incredible potential that exists with
technological breakthroughs and the
research and development that is al-
ready ongoing. I thank the gentleman
from Washington for organizing this
special order tonight. I am sure that
this will not be the last of our con-
versations on this topic.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank my col-
leagues for doing an excellent job of
talking about the problem and where
we need to go in terms of finding solu-
tions. This is a great opportunity for
this Congress and this President to
work together in a bipartisan way. The
President has talked a great deal about
wanting to change the tone in Wash-
ington and work in a different way.
There is some frustration, particularly
amongst moderate Democrats like my-
self, that that has been more rhetorical
at this point than actual, but there is
still plenty of time. We are a little over
100 days into this, and there are some
very important policies that are yet to
be fleshed out.

The President, by taking a focus on
energy, could make a huge difference
by bringing people in. I think if there
is any issue out there that should be
bipartisan, it is certainly energy. It is
critical to everything that we do, as
was outlined by my colleagues quite
well.

But I think the critical element in
all of this is understanding both the
cost of taking the approach that says
fossil fuels are the only way to get us
out of this, and also the rich field of
opportunities to go a different route.
Just think about it.

Building a power plant a week for the
next 20 years to burn more fossil fuels,
the impact of that cannot be underesti-
mated; the sheer cost of doing it, the
damage to the environment of both
building the plants and also of the con-
sumption of those fossil fuels. That is
not to say, as all of my colleagues have
done a great job of saying, that this
should not be a critical part of it. We

are going to have to use fossil fuels and
build power plants; but we should look
at the cost and difficulties in doing
that and understand that an alter-
native is preferable, and then look at
the alternatives and say, you know, it
is not an impossible dream.

There are alternative technologies
out there right now that are working.
There are ways to conserve energy in a
way that will save us dramatically, and
that is with what has been a relatively
meager investment in those tech-
nologies and conservation techniques.
Think of what we could do if we actu-
ally committed ourselves to solving
that problem.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is worth the
investment and worth the time and en-
ergy on our part to do that and come
up with the alternatives and build a
brighter future that is not as depend-
ent on the constant fossil fuel cycle
that we are going through and make us
so dependent on foreign nations for the
future of our country.

I thank the new Democrat Coalition
in putting this special order together,
and I look forward to working with
them as well as everyone else in the
Congress and the administration and
throughout this country to come up
with an energy policy which will sus-
tain us for the future.

f

ENVIRONMENTALIST
ORGANIZATIONS EXPOSED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, many
years ago when I was a student at the
University of Utah, I recall working at
different jobs after class at night and
weekends in order to make ends meet
and pay my tuition. Money was tight. I
was newly married. I had a wife and
child to support, but I still remember
sending $25 to the Sierra Club in re-
sponse to their advertisements because
I felt strongly about protecting our air
and water and preserving our forests.
But I was moved to donate to that par-
ticular organization by what they had
to say, and during the 1960s and 1970s,
I believed that our Nation urgently
needed a wake-up call to action to stop
the dumping of raw sewage and indus-
trial waste into the Nation’s water-
ways, and to find ways to try to save
endangered species like the bald eagle
and the grizzly bear.

I saw some of those problems first-
hand, and I felt strongly about that,
and contrary to what groups are say-
ing, I still do. I believe some advocacy
groups like the Sierra Club played a
constructive and valuable part in help-
ing to focus public attention on these
problems.

In those days I recall the Sierra Club
actually funding some restoration
projects which were laudable. They
were doing more than just sounding
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the alarm. They were out on the
ground, physically doing something
constructive by themselves, cleaning
up a lake or making a trail, for exam-
ple, in partnership with local or State
organizations.

I felt good about supporting that be-
cause I had always been taught that it
was not sufficient to just point out
faults or problems of others; what we
need to do is put our money where our
mouth is and pitch in and do some-
thing ourselves. It is ironic, given what
some vocal environmentalist groups
today have to say about me, that as a
member of the Utah legislature and
Speaker of the Utah House that I was
labeled by some of my colleagues as
being too green because I often spon-
sored or supported environmental leg-
islation.

What is more ironic is that my per-
sonal philosophy for protecting the en-
vironment has not changed one iota. I
still believe in the principles of con-
servation and environmental protec-
tion, like Teddy Roosevelt, our first
conservation President. I believe man
has been given the responsibility to be
wise stewards of our natural resources,
that we can find environmentally re-
sponsible ways to obtain the energy
and raw materials that we need as a
Nation and as families and as individ-
uals to sustain life; and that as human
beings we need to not apologize for
having been born, and that we are part
of the Earth’s ecosystem.

Unfortunately, it has been the envi-
ronmental movement which has
changed. As too often the case, what
begins as a good idea and needed cata-
lyst has in many respects been cor-
rupted by money and by power.

I have witnessed over the years how
environmental groups have changed
from actually doing constructive work
into self-interest business organiza-
tions whose main goals seems to be
marketing, self-perpetuating power
and growth, and to achieve those ends
by any means. They become masters at
slashing and burning the character and
reputation of those elected officials or
reporters who dare to challenge them
or who dare to take different points of
view on specific environmental issues.

Mr. Speaker, I have witnessed over
the years how increasingly strident
and nasty many of them become in our
civil discourse, and how increasingly
radical many of their proposals have
become.

Finally, what I have noticed as well
is that these groups by and large are
now all about big business, and that is
their bottom line. When looking at the
Sierra Club, the Southern Utah Wilder-
ness Alliance, the Natural Resources
Defense Council, the League of Con-
servation Voters, or several other envi-
ronmental groups, what begins as a
small, bare-bones organization with
issues motivating people, soon blos-
soms into larger and larger organiza-
tions which must rent offices, hire
workers and meet their payroll.

These are not grassroot organiza-
tions operating out of some guy’s base-

ment we are talking about. They are
slick, well-organized companies, em-
ploying rafts of accountants, market-
ers, and attorneys. There is none bet-
ter. In order to feed that beast or make
the payroll, they have to raise money.
How do they do this? They do it very
well. They are masters at it. If they
were public corporations listed with
the stock exchange, they would be list-
ed by analysts in the ‘‘buy’’ category.
They pour massive amounts of tax-ex-
empt and tax-deductible contributions
into emotion-based media and mar-
keting. They are spending millions on
direct marketing campaigns in order to
generate more and more contributors
and donor lists. They hire impression-
able young college students, normally
at a minimum wage, to go door to door
to sign up new members, and hire still
others to attend public hearings to ap-
plaud or to boo as directed, in a cyn-
ical, purchased attempt to influence
public opinion.

What is truly shocking is the amount
of money these groups are raising and
spending, and they are beginning to hit
the big-time contributions, millions of
dollars at a time, disappointingly, from
such previously venerable entities as
the Pew Charitable Trust. This is how
they can pay for millions of dollars in
slick brochures, calendars, videos,
radio and television advertisements,
all designed to shock and stimulate in-
dividuals to reach into their pocket-
books.

Like any other pitchmen hawking
their wares, they use sensational pic-
tures and distortion of facts in order to
grab attention, as some unscrupulous
marketers are prone to do. They take
advantage of many hard-working
Americans who are too busy earning a
living and paying taxes and raising
their families, who do not have the
time to investigate the claims them-
selves. These groups take advantage of
people’s natural goodwill and desire to
protect green spaces and clean water
by asserting that their tax-deductible
$10, $20, $50, or $100 donated to them,
for example, will keep those blankety-
blank, nasty Republicans or other
Congresspersons from raping and pil-
laging the environment.

b 2100

As it was for me as a young college
student to be influenced by their solici-
tation, so it remains today with many
of us. Only there is so much more
media influence by those groups than
in the 1960s. They have a very loud and
a very strident voice.

When I hear the completely over-
blown rhetoric they put out about
many of my colleagues who are work-
ing hard, honestly motivated by want-
ing to do the right thing by the envi-
ronment and by finding a balanced ap-
proach, it can be very disheartening.
Some days it is tempting to ask why do
we keep trying?

Despite years of trying to reach out
to these groups, to enter into a con-
structive dialogue to come up with leg-

islative solutions to vexing environ-
mental problems, all I have received is
the hammer to the head. At least to
this point they have not shown an in-
terest in doing what Isaiah counseled
in the Old Testament, ‘‘Come now, let
us reason together.’’ I am still waiting
for the phrase to be uttered, ‘‘Mr.
Chairman, we would like to work with
you on that proposal.’’ I have been here
21 years and still have not heard it. In-
deed, all we get is the fire hose ap-
proach of heated and hostile rhetoric.

I still believe that a majority of
Americans when presented with all the
facts will support the right environ-
mental policies. They will recognize
the need to achieve balance between
obtaining resources and preservation.
The key becomes getting all the facts
out on the table. At the present time
those of us who are often cast by these
groups as being on the wrong side of
their issues are outgunned in terms of
money and media access. With their
vast sums of tax-exempt money pour-
ing in, they buy huge media influence,
which they do not call lobbying, but
rather public education. This is an
abuse of our tax laws and lobbying dis-
closure statutes.

These groups have also shown a pro-
pensity to try to intimidate Members
of Congress mainly from urban, eastern
districts into supporting radical pro-
posals affecting many large western
States like Utah, Idaho and Colorado.
These groups advocate locking up huge
areas into formal wilderness designa-
tions even though most people do not
understand what those designations
mean, or draining Lake Powell. After
all, most of the Members from eastern
States have not even been to those
areas in the West that the legislation
would affect, so maybe it is just a
throwaway vote for them. However, if
they do not sign as a cosponsor to their
radical legislation such as H.R. 1613,
locking up nearly 10 million acres of
Utah lands, these groups will openly
attack them in their States and dis-
tricts by vocally and visibly labeling
them an enemy to the environment.
Nothing could be further from the
truth.

In my opinion, it is shameful that
tactics such as these are sometimes
employed by these organizations.
Those tactics ought not to be rewarded
by Members, and I urge Members who
feel they are threatened politically to
show these men and women to the
door.

Raising all this money would be okay
if the money was being used mostly to
go toward preservation and conserva-
tion projects. I would applaud it. How-
ever, what we are seeing is the abuse of
the IRS guidelines by many of these
groups who disguise their extensive
lobbying activity and very often very
partisan lobbying activities under the
guise of public education. If the true
costs of lobbying were to be
ascertained, I believe that some of
these groups would be in jeopardy of
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losing their 501(c)3 tax-exempt chari-
table status, as well they should if they
are violating the law.

That is something, Mr. Speaker, that
Congress ought not to be shy about
looking into. While some on the Hill
and elsewhere seem fixated on cam-
paign finance reform aimed at cleaning
up perceived corruption of the Amer-
ican political process by money, I won-
der who is actually watching these self-
appointed and self-ordained watchdogs
and special interest groups who are
shoveling in money by the truckload.
Where is their accountability? Where
are the news cameras following them
as they drive to the bank to make
these big deposits? While liberals and
extreme environmentalists lambast
their contrived bogeyman big oil and
those nasty extractive industries, I can
tell you that big oil such as it exists
cannot hold a candlestick to the money
and influence these environmental
groups assert these days in this city of
Washington, DC.

How long will they get away with
these distortions and character assas-
sinations unchallenged and unchecked?
Is their abuse of our Nation’s tax laws
and lobbying disclosure requirements
not worthy of examination?

This abuse is the untold story that
too many people are afraid to explore,
and it is something that Congress
ought to look into. This is the purpose
for me and my colleagues coming to
the floor tonight to raise awareness of
how many of these groups are exploit-
ing the public for their own selfish rea-
sons.

I have often wondered where the na-
tional press has been on looking criti-
cally upon these groups. Are they too
cowered by political correctness or
afraid of offending their liberal con-
stituencies, or are they card-carrying
members of these groups themselves?
How long will the press releases and
bald-faced assertions issued hourly by
these groups remain unchallenged by
the media?

While Members of Congress are scru-
tinized up one side and down the other
for every word we utter and every vote
we take, these groups are somehow
coated with Teflon. It must always be
accepted by the media as unrebuttable
truth. Must they always be given the
last word?

At least one reporter has recently
had the nerve and the courage and pro-
fessionalism to explore and investigate
these groups, their fund-raising and
their tactics. I commend the members
to a five-part series of articles which
appeared recently in the Sacramento
Bee newspaper by Mr. Tom Knudson,
and all these are posted on the Com-
mittee on Resources Web site. Mr.
Knudson has come under fire in the
last few days by the very groups he
scrutinized by having published his se-
ries, which unfortunately is to be ex-
pected these days.

I am afraid that the truth must hit a
little close to home. Therefore, the
natural self-preservation response has

been to simply attack the reporter per-
sonally and professionally. Having been
a chairman for a long time of a sub-
committee and chairman of another
committee, I am always amazed how
when you cannot beat them with issues
and fact, you always go to personal as-
sassination. I found Mr. Knudsen’s se-
ries to be balanced and confirms many
of the concerns that I have had myself
for some time. I wish that more report-
ers would follow his lead and look to
what he has uncovered.

Now, I would like to point out on this
chart that I have here, executive sala-
ries. According to the information
compiled by Mr. Knudson, a good share
of the money raised by these groups
goes to pay salaries for their top offi-
cials. They are easily within the top 1
percent of all wage earners in the coun-
try. For example, this chart shows that
the executive directors of the Nation’s
top environmental organizations are
paid very well.

The salary of the National Wildlife
Federation top executive, Mr. Mark
Van Putten, was nearly a quarter of a
million dollars last year. This rep-
resents a 17 percent raise over his sal-
ary the year before. Think about that
the next time you contemplate your 3
percent cost of living adjustment.

If you were among those who sent in
a $25 contribution to this group, do you
realize it took over 10,000 of you con-
tributing in order just to pay his sal-
ary?

The salary of the World Wildlife
Fund president, Kathryn Fuller, was
$241,000. The salary of the National Au-
dubon Society president, John Flicker,
was $240,000. The salary of the Natural
Resources Defense Council director,
John Adams, was $239,000. The salary of
the Wilderness Society president was
$204,000. The salary of the Defenders of
Wildlife president and CEO was
$201,000. Earth Justice Legal Defense
Fund president, Buck Parker, was
$157,000. And the Sierra Club’s Carl
Pope’s salary was $138,000 in 1998 and
listed as $199,577 in 1999, nearly a 50
percent raise. The list goes on.

Now, folks, think about it. How many
of those $25 contributions does it take
you as you did like I did as a young
college student, send a few bucks there
because you believe in what they are
doing just to pay these salaries? Where
are these missionary zealots who had a
great idea back in the 1960s and
thought we were going too far? Where
are these people that were in there
doing the thing because it had the
burning in their heart to do it, not be-
cause it was a big business? Unfortu-
nately, you can see new
environmentalism has grown into a big
growth industry.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the chairman
of the committee for yielding the time
and for setting aside this hour to talk
a little bit about what is happening in
the environmental community. As the
gentleman from Utah has suggested, I

think all of us are environmentalists.
In fact as he once said that in college
he gave his money and dues to the Si-
erra Club, I believe it was, I gave
money to the Idaho Conservation
League because I believed in what they
were doing and in fact in many things
that they are still doing, I think they
are doing a good job but like most en-
vironmental groups or groups that call
themselves environmental groups, they
have stepped over the edge. They have
gone beyond simple environmental
issues and trying to save our environ-
ment.

Before I get into that for just a
minute, I want to talk for a second
about another environmental issue
that was just talked about previously
by the minority party here in their
hour that they reserved and that was
the energy policy which deals with the
environment as much as these issues
that we will be talking about here
today. I was glad to hear that the
Members suggested that we need a bi-
partisan effort in energy, a solution to
the energy problem that we have in
this country.

They were, it seemed, very critical of
the Bush administration and some of
the stances that he takes, but I will
tell you that when the report comes
out and in our conversations with Vice
President CHENEY, conservation will be
a part of the report, renewable, sun and
wind power will be a part of the report,
new sources of energy, discovering new
sources of oil and coal and natural gas
will be a part of the report, nuclear en-
ergy will be a part of the report. New
technologies such as fuel cells will be a
part of the report. They suggested geo-
thermal power. Geothermal is a power
that is used in some areas.

But if we look at some of the things
that the Democratic Party has done
just recently on TV, I saw the chair-
man of the Democratic National Com-
mittee on TV slamming Bush for his
energy policy and holding up a picture
of Yellowstone National Park with an
oil well over it and said, this is Bush’s
policy. Then next was one of the Grand
Canyon with an oil derrick over the top
of it saying this is what Bush wanted,
drilling in our national parks. Nobody
has suggested drilling in Yellowstone.
Nobody has suggested drilling in any of
our national parks. They have said
that we ought to look in our national
monuments which we do drilling in
now and look at the reserves we have
there such as the ANWR and other
places. And then the DNC put on a
commercial which suggested a young
lady holding up a glass of water and
saying, ‘‘Mommy, could I have more
arsenic in my water?’’ And then there
was a child with a hamburger saying,
‘‘Could I have more salmonella in my
hamburger?’’ It seems to me that the
DNC has taken on the same char-
acteristic that the extreme environ-
mental movement has taken on where
raising money has become more impor-
tant than the truth. They will say any-
thing to try to discredit this President
and the policies that he sets forward.
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That is exactly what the extreme en-

vironmental movement has done. They
have stolen the true grass-roots envi-
ronmental movement. This series of ar-
ticles that was written in the Sac-
ramento Bee newspaper, and I would
commend them to anyone who wants
to look at how these groups are funded
and some of the things that they are
doing, I would like to go through some
of the provisions of these articles and
some of the things that they are doing
because I think it is important for the
American people to know where that
$15 that they are contributing or that
$25 or $100 or $10,000 that they are con-
tributing to some of these groups is
going and what they are going for. One
of the concerns is that, as I said ear-
lier, the extreme environmental move-
ment has taken over the grass-roots
environmental movement. It is no
longer about saving the environment;
it is about raising money. They spend
an awful lot of their funds raising
money.

One of the letters written by the De-
fenders of Wildlife says:

‘‘Dear Friend, I need your help to
stop an impending slaughter. Other-
wise, Yellowstone National Park, an
American wildlife treasure, could soon
become a bloody killing field. And the
victims will be hundreds of wolves and
defenseless wolf pups.’’

So begins a fund-raising letter from
one of America’s fastest-growing wild-
life groups, Defenders of Wildlife.

Using the popular North American
gray wolf as the hub of an ambitious
campaign, Defenders has assembled a
financial track record that would im-
press Wall Street.

In 1999, donations jumped 28 percent
to a record $17.5 million. The group’s
net assets, a measure of financial sta-
bility, grew to $14.5 million, another
record. And according to its 1999 an-
nual report, Defenders spent donors’
money wisely, keeping fund-raising and
management costs to a lean 19 percent
of expenses.

But there is another side to Defend-
ers’ dramatic growth.

Pick up copies of its Federal tax re-
turns and you will find that its five
highest paid business partners are not
firms that specialize in wildlife con-
servation. They are national direct
mail and telemarketing companies.

You will also find that in calculating
its fund-raising expenses, Defenders
borrows a trick from the business
world. It dances with digits, finds op-
portunity in obfuscation. Using an ac-
counting loophole, it classifies millions
of dollars spent on direct mail and tele-
marketing not as fund-raising but as
public education and environmental
activism.

Take away that loophole and Defend-
ers’ 19 percent fund-raising and man-
agement tab leaps above 50 percent,
meaning more than half of every dollar
donated to save wolf pups helped nour-
ish the organization instead.
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That was high enough to earn De-

fenders a D rating from the American

Institute of Philanthropy, an inde-
pendent, nonprofit watchdog that scru-
tinizes nearly 400 charitable groups.

It is interesting when one looks down
the list of some of the groups, some of
the environmental groups did very
well. The Nature Conservancy was an A
minus; Environmental Defense was a B;
Greenpeace was a D; Defenders of Wild-
life was a D. That is based on the
amount of money they actually give to
the cause for which they are raising
the funds; how much of it goes into
their organization to support fund-rais-
ing.

So many of the dollars that people
are giving, because they read these ar-
ticles in the newspaper that support
protecting wolves and other types of
things, people send in their $15 or so.
Much of that money, over half of it in
many cases, does not go to saving
wolves; it goes to raising more money
or to the organization or, as the chair-
man suggested, to the salaries of some
of these individuals in these organiza-
tions.

One of the other things that sort of
concerns me, well it concerns me a lot,
is the massive waste in this fund-rais-
ing. The Wilderness Society mailed 6.2
million membership solicitations; an
average of 16,986 pieces of mail a day.
This is mail fatigue.

The letters that come with the mail-
ers are seldom dull. They are steeped in
outrage. They tell of a planet in per-
petual environmental shock, a world
victimized by profit-hungry corpora-
tions, and they do so not with precise
scientific prose but with boastful and
often inaccurate sentences that scream
and shout. Some of the examples were
given in the Sacramento Bee. From the
New York-based Rain Forest Alliance,
‘‘By this time tomorrow, nearly 100
species of wildlife will tumble into ex-
tinction.’’

The fact is, no one knows how rap-
idly species are going extinct. The Alli-
ance figures an extreme estimate that
counts tropical beetles and other in-
sects, including ones not yet known to
science, in its definition of wildlife.

Another example from the Wilderness
Society: We will fight to stop reckless
clear-cutting on national forests in
California and the Pacific Northwest
that threatens to destroy the last of
America’s unprotected ancient forests
in as little as 20 years.

Fact: The national forest logging has
dropped dramatically in recent years.
In California, clear-cutting on national
forests dipped to 1,395 acres in 1998,
down 89 percent from 1990.

From the Defenders of Wildlife again,
‘‘Will you not please adopt a furry lit-
tle pup like Hope?’’ Hope is a cuddly
brown wolf. Hope was triumphantly
born in Yellowstone.

Fact: There never was a pup named
Hope. Says John Valerie, Chief of Re-
search at Yellowstone National Park,
‘‘We do not name wolves. We number
them.’’

Since wolves were reintroduced into
Yellowstone in 1995, their numbers

have increased from 14 to about 160.
The program has been so successful
that Yellowstone officials now favor re-
moving animals from the Federal en-
dangered species list.

One of my favorites that I want to
talk for just a minute about again
comes from the Defenders of Wildlife,
and I wish I had some blow-ups of it,
but it is a poison alert. ‘‘Wolves in
Danger,’’ one of the sections that runs
in the newspaper or letter that goes
out to individuals, a fund-raising let-
ter. Another one that says, ‘‘a special
gift when you join our pack,’’ and it
has pictures of these cuddly wolves.

More than 160 million environmental
fund-raising pitches swirled through
the U.S. mail last year. Some used the
power of cute animals to attract do-
nors. The problem is that in many
cases those campaigns were less than
honest. And this was the pitch, and
this is the one that caught my atten-
tion, in Salmon, Idaho, which is in my
district. In Salmon, Idaho, antiwolf ex-
tremists committed a horrible crime;
they killed two Yellowstone wolves
with lethal poison, compound 1080.
‘‘Please do not allow antiwolf extrem-
ists to kill our wild wolves. These wolf
families do not deserve to die. Please,
we need your help now.’’ And then, of
course, they solicit a contribution.

The fact is, the two wolves were not
Yellowstone wolves but wolves reintro-
duced by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service into central Idaho, against the
objections of the State of Idaho to re-
introduction of those wolves.

Some wolves were killed illegally,
but the population of wolves continues
to increase at a pace faster than Fed-
eral wolf recovery officials had antici-
pated. The government expects to re-
move wolves from the Federal endan-
gered species list in 3 to 4 years. In
fact, in Idaho we have already met our
commitment of 10 mating pairs. The
problem is that they take Montana and
Wyoming together and say we have to
have 30 breeding pairs within the entire
region.

Wolves are overpopulating Idaho bet-
ter than anyone had anticipated, and
they are using these instances, this
group, Defenders of Wildlife, to raise
money to try to save wolves. Unfortu-
nately, much of the pleading that they
do with the American public at best
can be called dishonest.

I, like the chairman, want to save
the environment. We want to make
sure that what we do is compatible
with the species and protecting species.
But we also think that human beings
play a role in this environment and in
our world, and that human beings
ought to be considered in this whole
equation.

Look at what the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. WALDEN) is going through
right now, where they have taken
170,000 acres of 200,000 acres of irrigated
land that will not have water this year
because a judge has ruled that the
sucker fish that they are trying to pro-
tect is more important than those peo-
ple.
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-

ciate the gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
SIMPSON) for his very interesting com-
ments.

Mr. Speaker, let me point out, we
both got into the idea of how much
money these folks bring in. I have a
chart here that points out some of the
money that is brought in. Look at the
amount of money that came in in one
year to these organizations. And then
the question comes up, well, what do
they spend it for?

When we first got into this thing, we
were arguing the idea, are these the
people that have the fire in their
bosom to go out and take care of the
public land? Well, no, as we both dis-
cussed in the last while, it is not that.
It is more of an idea of raising more
money and more money and more
money. And where is it spent?

I would like to give a little example,
if I could, about an environmental
group in the State of Utah, and I would
hasten to say that if that is what the
public wants, fine. If the public wants
this money to just go into paying law-
yers, paying marketers, paying adver-
tising, K Street-type of thing, Madison
Avenue, fine. But I thought that most
of us who got involved in this thing did
not want that. I thought we wanted to
restore the forests and the clean water
and the wildlife, and do it in a way
that is environmentally sound and at
the same time to take good care of the
energy.

Let me just refer to this one group.
They are called the Southern Utah Wil-
derness Society. Nice people are there,
and some of them, I think, are a little
misled, but they probably think the
same thing about me. This group raises
more than $2 million each year in do-
nations from hard-working people who
care about protecting our environment.
The money is raised under the idea of
protecting Utah wilderness lands. Send
this group some money and you will
help wilderness in the Colorado pla-
teau, you are told.

So they send out these beautiful cal-
endars saying, this is what you will
protect. However, some of it is in na-
tional parks. Only one was in that
area, but it was a pretty calendar any-
way.

However, when you look at their tax
reports, you find that not one dime of
this money is actually spent on the en-
vironment. Not a penny goes to plant a
tree, restore a streambed, or protect an
acre of ground in Utah or anywhere
else; not a dollar to create a habitat to
take care of an animal.

What this group does is, they lobby
for the passage of a wilderness legisla-
tion. In fact, they lobby to pass vir-
tually the same old, tired, worn-out
legislation every year, but they keep
raising the ante.

I find it interesting that that group
went with me and we have said, now,
look, no one from Utah really wants
this. They said, oh, go back to the time
that Congressman OWENS was here; he
wanted it and he introduced it.

In those days, what they do not real-
ize is Congressman OWENS was then a
member of the majority party, which
was then the Democratic Party. The
President was a Democrat. The House
and the Senate were Democrat, and I
was the ranking member of the com-
mittee and they never, ever asked for a
hearing. So I wonder how serious they
were about it in those days.

As a recent Associated Press story
noted, the only impact this bill has in
the last decade are the trees that were
killed to provide for the paper on which
the bill is printed year after year. They
are fierce lobbyists. They have a staff
of 20 attorneys, lobbyists, and strate-
gists who operate offices in four cities,
including Washington, D.C.

They spent only $11,000 in 1999 in
grassroot efforts to reach out to the
public, though they claim their pri-
mary reason for existence is to educate
the public about the environment; but
they spent nearly $1 million in the last
4 years to lobby to get their wilderness
legislation passed.

I privately believe that the last thing
in the world this group wants is to pass
that bill. That is why they keep mov-
ing the goal posts. That is why the
numbers keep going up. Above all, this
organization is a self-perpetuating con-
sumer of resource and energy. They
deal in volumes of paper and plastic.
They issue their own credit cards, the
Affinity credit card. That is what our
environment needs, more credit cards.

They do a rich business in the sale of
videos, T-shirts, hats, books, posters.
Most of these products are made from
nondegradable materials like plastic,
or require the cutting down of trees
and the use of paper. They send out
more than 100,000 newsletters, fliers
and bulletins each year. That is a lot of
trees, and that does not even include
their reports, press releases, and law-
suits. They are aggressive users of elec-
tricity. Four offices. All these things
they talk about.

Now I would like to just say some-
thing about the lawsuits. If I could
move this one chart here, look at the
number of lawsuits that the environ-
mental community has done between
1992 and 2000; 435 environmental law-
suits. Now I thought we were out here
taking care of the environment. I did
not know we were just in this thing of
litigating. It is the most litigious soci-
ety we have ever had, but let us liti-
gate again.

This is how much they have made,
$36.1 million in legal fees paid by the
U.S. Government, whether they won or
lost. That is your taxpayer money, $31
million right there. If they win or lose,
they get that money. One case netted
$3.5 million for the Sierra Club, and it
was questionable whether it was even
endangered.

The average award is in excess of
$70,000 and they risk nothing. So why
go out and get you to give them money
to plant a tree, to pick up the garbage,
to be aware of these things, to take
good care of the environment, when

you can get in court and make that
kind of money?

Let us be smart about this thing.
This thing is not in there to protect
the environment.

That reminds me of when I was back
here as a freshman in 1981. The Sec-
retary of Interior was Jim Watt. He
was supposed to come in and see me
with Senator Garn over in Indian
School. That morning I received in the
mail something from a group who was
going to save the Chesapeake Bay that
was all ruined. It said, ‘‘Mr. Hansen, if
you will send us $10, $20, $30, $40, $50,
we will do our best to meet with the In-
terior Committee and Secretary Watt
who is ruining the Chesapeake Bay.’’

So that afternoon, the Secretary
walked in. I said, ‘‘Jim, I want to show
you this.’’ He laughed, and he said,
‘‘What do you mean? I put $285 million
into protecting the Chesapeake Bay.’’
And he said, ‘‘That is just poppycock.’’

So I sent them $10 because I was curi-
ous what was going to happen. Six
months later, I got a letter back. It
said, ‘‘Mr. Hansen, due to your gen-
erous contribution, we have met with
the Interior Committee of the House,’’
which I sit on or was sitting on in
those days also, and they never walked
in. ‘‘And we have influenced the Inte-
rior Department to do their very best
to take care of this terrible problem,
and we have that. And if you will send
us some more money, another generous
contribution, we will be there to help
do these other things.’’ And I thought,
what poppycock. It is just like these
people who prey upon the elderly re-
garding Social Security when half of
those allegations are not true.

b 2130

Well, I can just tell you, you just rest
assured. Members here on the Com-
mittee on Resources, we are not going
to drill in parks as the gentleman from
Idaho was mentioning some people say.
That is not going to happen. We are
not going to hurt or rape or pillage the
ground. If anything, in a moderate and
reasonable way, we are standing ready
to take care of the ground.

So I guess we can ask ourselves the
question, do you want to pay attor-
neys? Do we not do enough with the at-
torneys retirement bills around here
anyway? I do not know why we have to
make it easy for other people to do
that. Those folks seem to do pretty
well. American trial attorneys do ex-
tremely well. I do not think we want to
do that.

I think your money should go to take
care of the public grounds of America
and take good care of it. I would hope
that every American is a good con-
servationist and a good environ-
mentalist in the true sense of the word,
and that is what I am hoping would
happen.

So if you want to spend your money,
put it somewhere where it does some
good. Put it somewhere where we can
have access to the public ground, and
while we have access to the public
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ground, let us each one of us take good
care of it.

I took my children, we went to the
very top of the Uenda mountains,
King’s Peak, highest peak in the
Uendas. I have taught my children
when we go in an area, and we find all
kinds of things, we found 5 beer cans
right on the top of this beautiful pris-
tine area. Of course, we crushed them
and took them out. Our theory is, is
clean up ours and somebody else’s, and
take it out when we are backpacking. I
wish we would all do that.

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. RADANOVICH) the
chairman of the Western Caucus and an
extremely important member of the
Committee on Resources.

Mr. RADANOVICH. I want to thank
the gentleman for putting together
this special order regarding this topic,
which I think is very important to the
American people. As we are speaking
here with an audience of probably over
1 million people tonight, I really want
to kind of pose a question to the Amer-
ican people.

We were dealing with an issue that is
important to you and important to me
with regard to local influence over
Federal Government lands and the
management plans of our National For-
ests and our Federal lands, and it was
said by some critic about local influ-
ences that those people that are closest
to the resources really do not speak in
the interests of the American people on
public lands, which are lands for the
American people, and that somehow
the national organizations that send
out contribution forms like which the
gentleman just mentioned are some-
how speaking for them.

In some ways I wanted to agree that
the local perspective on some of these
resources, and keep in mind the Quincy
Library Group, which is a group in
California of local people that work to-
gether with Federal forest lands to de-
velop forest policies that are not only
good for the forests, but also good for
the local communities, and it was a
better plan than by far any Washington
bureaucrat could put together.

My concern was that while people
might understand that a local person’s
influence may not represent the best
interests in the American public for
public lands, there is another side to
that too, and that is when you have ex-
treme sellouts like the list that you
just mentioned of people that solicit,
for any reason or another, money to
keep their influence, it does not nec-
essarily mean that those groups have
the environment as the best interest in
their minds and in their hearts, and
that they pursue public policy that is
good for the American people and good
for America’s public lands and environ-
ment, because it is not.

What it really boils down to is power
and influence and keeping that. I think
you have done that in an excellent way
in demonstrating tonight it is not nec-
essarily about good environmental pol-
icy for Federal lands; it is about power,

keeping power, keeping power and in-
fluence. I think that the Federal poli-
cies become secondary to that.

It is proven by some of the foolish
notions that have come up in these last
years, like roads moratoriums and the
Sierra Nevada framework, a nightmare
for the people in our Sierra Forest in
California, and some issues where peo-
ple with good intentions and maybe
fears that on the Earth we are becom-
ing too populated and that we have to
reserve and guard these public lands at
all costs, but are basically operating
out of fear and not good common sense
when it comes to management of pub-
lic lands.

So I just am grateful that the gen-
tleman has pinpointed even the Sac-
ramento Bee in California did a series
of articles on the environmental com-
munity and how they are such a
money-raising operation, whose sole
interest I think these days has become
to remain an influence, and secondarily
was the environmental policy that
they promoted, that it has really has
become out of control.

I think the American public needs to
take a second guess, because groups
like the Sierra Club and NRDC do not
corner the market on good environ-
mental policy in this country. I think
the American people need to realize
that. It needs to be balanced by some-
body who is there.

It is like an on-site landlord, rather
than somebody who is never on-site on
a piece of rental property. The one who
is on site knows what is going on,
knows the detail, knows the property
better than anybody else. It is no dif-
ferent in our Federal lands with the Si-
erra Club and the NRDC and groups
like that depend on people that are
miles and miles away and never see the
resource. So how do they know one way
or the other if they are being improp-
erly influenced by these groups or not?

They do not know. They tend to
react on the pictures of Bambi on the
TV or mailers that they get, and they
give money. But these people need to
know those groups are not necessarily
promoting the best environmental pol-
icy for public lands. That is why I
wanted to come down and kind of rein-
force it as to what you were saying, is
that people need to really be aware of
these groups, and they need to learn to
second guess them and do not take for
granted that what they are doing is
good environmental policy.

I thank the gentleman for holding
this special order in order to bring up
points like that, as well as many of the
other points that you brought up.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman
from California.

I yield to the gentleman from Idaho.
Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the chairman,

and I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for his comments. I agree with
him fully.

The chairman made a good point
that, unfortunately, this money that is
spent on litigation is money that could
go, it is taxpayers’ money to start

with, and could go to protecting the
environment. When I met with Chief
Dombeck a couple of years ago and
talked with him about some of the
problems we were having in Idaho in
our natural forest, he said to me one of
the problems they have in the Forest
Service is making a decision, because
they know that no matter what deci-
sion they make, they are going to be
sued.

Last year in this article from the
Sacramento Bee, during the 1990’s, the
government paid out $31.6 million in
attorney’s fees for 434 environmental
cases brought against Federal agencies.
The average award per case was more
than $70,000. One long-running lawsuit
in Texas that involved an endangered
salamander netted lawyers for the Si-
erra Club and other plaintiffs more
than $3.5 in taxpayers’ funds, as the
chairman has already pointed out.

That is money that could be used for
other environmental purposes and ac-
tually cleaning up the environment
and taking care of the backlog in main-
tenance we have in our National For-
ests and in our National Parks.

Again, it is taxpayer money. One of
the main arguments for the roadless
issue was that the Forest Service did
not have the money to maintain the
roads that they currently had, and so if
they couldn’t maintain those, how
could they justify building more roads,
so we might as well make them
roadless. If we are spending all that
money on lawsuits, then certainly we
do not have the money to take care of
the roads.

One of the things that was inter-
esting in this series of articles is that
the effect of these things are actually
damaging to the environment often-
times. Let me read a portion of these
articles.

Wildfire today is inflicting night-
marish wounds, injuries made worse by
a failure to heed scientific warnings.
For example, and there are three of
them here that they list. In 1994, Wal-
lace Covington, a Professor of Forest
Ecology at Northern Arizona Univer-
sity and a nationally recognized fire
scientist and a colleague warned that
the Kendrick Mountain wilderness area
in northern Arizona was so crowded
with vegetation that it was ready to
explode. ‘‘Delay will only perpetuate
fuel build-up and increase the potential
for uncontrolled and destructive
wildfires,’’ they wrote in a scientific
analysis for the Kaibab National For-
est. Some thinning was done, but not
enough. Last year, a large fire swept
through the region carving an apoca-
lyptic trail of destruction.

What happened is much worse eco-
logically than a clear cut, much worse,
Covington said, and that fire is in the
future. It is happening again and again.
We are going to have skeletal land-
scapes.

The other example, listening to fire
and forest scientists, Martha Ketelle
pleaded in 1996 for permission to log
and thin an incendiary mass of storm-
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killed timber in California’s Trinity
Alps. ‘‘This is a true emergency of vast
magnitude,’’ Ketelle, then supervisor of
the Six Rivers National Forest, wrote
to her boss in San Francisco. ‘‘It is not
a matter of if a fire will occur, but how
extensive the damage will be when the
fire does occur.’’

Because of an environmental appeal,
the project bogged down. Then, in 1999,
a fire found its way into the area. It
spewed smoke for hundreds of miles,
incinerated Spotted Owl habitat and
triggered soil erosion and key damage
in a key salmon spawning watershed.

These stories are something I hear
about daily as I go back to Idaho from
my resource advisory group and my ag
advisory groups and I talk to them. We
did more damage last year in Idaho
with the Nation’s largest wildfires. We
did more damage to the environment,
to salmon habitat, to spawning habi-
tat, than was done by any logging prac-
tices that ever have been done. And
today as the snow melts and the rains
come, hopefully the rains come, that
erosion is going to filter down into
those streams and it is going to cover
the beds, and consequently you are
going to have a difficult time with
managing salmon habitat.

So, oftentimes these efforts to ad-
dress these environmental concerns,
the potential for catastrophic wildfire,
today the Forest Service says some-
thing like 35 million acres of our Na-
tional Forests are at risk of cata-
strophic wildfires. These are not just
fires, but these are cataclysmic fires
that burn everything, they burn so hot.
They burn the micro-organisms, they
sterilize the soil down to as much as 18
inches, and for years and years those
forests never recover, if they ever do
recover.

We still have spots in Idaho from the
1910 fire that nothing will grow on. We
do more damage to the environment by
not proactively managing it. Of course,
every time you try to do that, there is
an environmental lawsuit from some-
one.

Now, they say, well, maybe we can do
thinning if it is not for commercial
purposes, as if commercial or business
or profit adds some damage to the envi-
ronment that thinning just to thin
does not do. Of course, there are the Si-
erra Club groups that want no cut.

The fact is we have to proactively
manage these forces, and we can do
that. It was managed by fire before.
Now we have to get in and do some
management so that we do not have
these catastrophic fires. Unfortu-
nately, at every step of the way, we are
fought by groups who think that man
should not touch the forest, that they
should be left as natural as they ever
were before we came.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. Speaker, let me just say a word

about what the gentleman from Idaho
just talked about. We were having a
hearing not too long ago and, lo and
behold, one of the big clubs was there,
and I asked this vice president the

question, why is it that you resist man-
aging the public ground? Why is it that
you resist the idea that we can go in
and do some cleaning, thinning, pre-
scribe fires and take care of it and keep
a wholesome forest, like many of the
private organizations have?

We now have, as the gentleman from
Idaho said, fuel load. What is that? It is
dead trees, it is dead fall, it is brush.
So now you have the potential of this
summer, as last summer, is a careless
smoker, a fire caused by a campfire
that is left unattended, or a lightning
strike, which is one of the bigger ones,
and here we go again, we are going to
burn the forest.

This person from this organization
answered me and said, because it is not
nature’s way. Nature’s way is just let
it do its thing.

I do not know if I bought into that.
You get down to the idea of 1905 we
started the Forest Service, and if you
read the charter of the Forest Service,
it is to maintain and take care of the
forests of America. And that means
cleaning it, thinning it, fighting fires,
instead of getting ourselves in what we
had in the year 2000, the heaviest fire
year in record. And I dare say, and I
am no prophet, but I think the fuel
load is still there after these 8 years of
mismanagement we have had, and we
now have 2001 waiting for another one,
because talk to your local forester and
the people, Mr. Speaker, those who are
watching this should talk to their dis-
trict rangers, talk to them and ask the
question have we still got that fuel
load? The answer is a resounding yes.

Here we go again. We are going to
spend taxpayers’ money all over the
place, because we have not done what
they said in 1905 we should have done,
and that is manage the forest.

This new administration luckily has
a man of the stature of Dale Bosworth,
now the chief; and I am sure we will see
some management.

I have to ask the question. Does it
mean to be a good environmentalist if
we let the forest burn to the ground?
Does that mean being a good environ-
mentalist? If that is so, I hope there
are not too many of them out there.
Does it mean the idea that we drain
some of our water resources, like Lake
Powell that services the whole south-
west part of America, and that is the
way we live because we have got water,
does that mean being a good one? Yet
one of the biggest organizations around
in their book, the Sierra Club, had a
whole four or five pages on let a river
run through it and drain Lake Powell.

Does the gentleman want to com-
ment on that?

b 2145
Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I

do, and I want to comment on one spe-
cific thing, because I think I have an
unusual perspective on being from
California, I say to the gentleman, and
that is because we are going through
the California energy crisis.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have to
be careful there to the gentleman.

Mr. RADANOVICH. I know, and I
love my State and it is the best State
in the world, and do not mess with
California.

But what I am saying is that we have
really seen the overinfluence of envi-
ronmental zealotism in California and
we are viewing that in our energy pol-
icy. We have had the worst problem
with the nimby attitude on the devel-
opment of energy generation resources
in California, but it has all been backed
by our top environmental groups who
have really wanted not the population
of California to grow, so they basically
forced officials to stick their heads in
the sand and pretend it was not hap-
pening until we have an energy crisis
like now and an upcoming water short-
age.

Unfortunately, California is going to
get to the point where they turn the
faucet, they get no water; they flip the
switch, they get no electricity because
of the environmental influence on pub-
lic policy in the State of California,
and it is not just in California, it is
happening all over the world.

This summer, we are going to have to
face the fact of we either force a tem-
porary relaxation of air quality stand-
ards or we are going to have rolling
blackouts and people are going to be
dead, and those are the choices that we
are facing in California. People are
going to face that choice all over the
country because of the undue influence
of the environmental community in
this country right now.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, we are
going to see it this summer, if I may
say to the gentleman from California.
This summer is going to be the biggest
wakeup call that America has had for a
long time. We have had 8 years of ne-
glect on these things which is now
going to catch up with us.

We are asking, what does it mean to
be a good environmentalist? Does it
mean to deny access to the public
grounds of America for Americans? I
think not. Does it mean that we pro-
tect the Housefly over children? I do
not think so. In southern Utah we have
a desert tortoise and we have spent
$33,000 per turtle and we cannot really
say that it is endangered. Do you want
to know what our per pupil unit is to
pay for our kids every year down
there? Mr. Speaker, $3,600. So I guess
the turtle is more important in some
people’s mind.

So it comes down to this: can Ameri-
cans, who are great and wonderful and
good-thinking people, can we come to
some common sense on this, or have we
become way too extreme in this issue?
I think tonight we have tried to make
that case that we feel we have.

I yield the gentleman from Idaho.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I think

the point has been made that unfortu-
nately, the environmental movement
has become far too extreme. That does
not mean that there are not good envi-
ronmentalists out there. There are
many housewives and husbands across
the Nation that want to take care of
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our land and our country, I being one
of those, and I am sure the gentleman
from Utah and the gentleman from
California also. But as I was saying
earlier, many of these things do not
really address the environment, they
hurt it more than they address it. They
are trying to use environmental issues
for other means, and I will tell my col-
leagues an example in Idaho.

We have a sage grouse problem, de-
clining sage grouse populations, and we
are trying to find out why and what we
can do to control it. The Fish and Wild-
life Service and the Idaho Fish and
Game have been studying this for 20
years, and they decided that predators
are a main problem with sage grouse
populations. They eat the young
chicks. So they proposed a study to
take 2 areas, one where they do some
predator control this year and the
other one where they did not do any
predator control and examined the 2 of
them and watch the sage grouse popu-
lations. But 2 environmental groups
have sued them to stop the study be-
cause they want to protect the sage
grouse, they say, but their real goal is,
their argument is to get cattle off of
this land. And if it is shown that sage
grouse can be protected by removing
some of the predators, the argument
for removing cattle goes away. So they
do not want this study done.

So is it truly their aim to try to save
the sage grouse, or is it their true aim
to try to get cattle off of public land,
regardless of what cattle does to the
sage grouse?

When I want to look at a true con-
servationist, an original conserva-
tionist, I look at the farmers and
ranchers of this country, because it is
the land that produces the crop that
produces the grass that the cows eat,
that is what they do for living and they
take care of it; overwhelming majori-
ties of them take care of it. So when I
want some true conservation issues, I
generally talk to my farmers and
ranchers.

I yield back to the gentleman.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank

my colleagues for joining me this
evening.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H. CON.
RES 83, CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION ON BUDGET FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2002

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules (during special order of the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN), sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No.
107–61) on the resolution (H. Res. 136)
waiving points of order against the
conference report to accompany the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83)
establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2002, revising the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2001, and
setting forth appropriate budgetary

levels for each of fiscal years 2003
through 2011, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. JONES of Ohio (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account of
official business in the district.

Mr. STUMP (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and May 9 and 10 on
account of being honored on the 50th
anniversary of his graduation from Ari-
zona State University.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. ARMEY) for today on ac-
count of flight delays.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MATHESON) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HINOJOSA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. RUSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. GOODLATTE) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and May 9 and 10.

Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mrs. EMERSON, for 5 minutes, May 9.
Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GOODLATTE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ENGLISH, for 5 minutes, May 10.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, May 9, 2001, at 10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1756. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s

final rule—Opting Out of Segregation (RIN:
3038–AB67) received April 30, 2001, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

1757. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Privacy of Consumer Financial
Information (RIN: 3038–AB68) received April
27, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Financial Services.

1758. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Additional Safeguards for Children in Clin-
ical Investigations of FDA-Regulated Prod-
ucts [Docket No. 00N–0074] (RIN: 0910–AC07)
received April 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1759. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Hazardous Waste Management System;
Identification and Listing of Hazardous
Waste; Final Exclusion [FRL–6968–6] received
April 27, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1760. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; District of
Columbia; Oxygenated Gasoline Program
[DC049–2026a; FRL–6973–7] received April 27,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1761. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania; Reasonably Avail-
able Control Technology Requirements for
Volatile Organic Compounds and Nitrogen
Oxides [PA143–4115a; FRL–6973–4] received
April 27, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1762. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Approval and Promulgation of State
Plans for Designated Facilities and Pollut-
ants: South Carolina [SC–038–200102(a); FRL–
6973–9] received April 27, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1763. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality State Implementation Plans (SIP);
Texas: Control of Gasoline Volatility [TX–
114–2–7494; FRL–6969–4] received April 23,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1764. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Memo-
randum Opinion and Order addressing pend-
ing petitions for reconsideration of the Re-
port and Order [WT Docket No. 98–143] re-
ceived April 27, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1765. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Com-
munications Assistance for Law Enforce-
ment Act [CC Docket No. 97–213] received
April 27, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
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