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July 20, 1993

Dear Congressman Waxman and others:

Thank you for contacting me regarding your thoughts on the
proposed Johnson Amendment to S. 171, the Department of the
Environment Bill. It was good to hear from you, and I apologize
for the delay in my response.

As you know, I am committed to the preservation of our nation's
environment. I share your enthusiasm for elevating the
Environmental Protection Agency to cabinet level status. I also
believe that the new Department of the Environment will ensure
that environmental concerns are an integral part of decision-
making at the highest level of the federal government.

I understand your concerns about the proposed Johnson amendment
which will require that a cost-benefit analysis be performed
before any final rulemaking is issued by the new Department.

Please be assured that this Administration opposed the Johnson
Amendment on the Senate floor and will continue to oppose it in
the House and in Conference. It is our view that while this
Administration can accept the organization or operation of the
Department, we will continue to oppose any amendments relating to
policy or the substance of EPA's mission to protect human health
and the environment.

Again, thank you for sharing your concerns with me.

Sincerely,

L

BC
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July 20, 1993
MEMORANDUM FOR JACK QUINN
TRACY THORNTON
FROM: KATIE MCGINTY

SUBJECT: WAXMAN LETTER

Please review this draft response to Waxman's letter
to the President regarding the Johnson Amendment to S.171 and
return any comments to Trey Lindseth by 4:00 p.m. today. Many

thanks.

Trey Lindseth
ph. 6531
fx. 2710
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Dear Cangressman Waxman snd others:

Thank you for giving me the benefit of your thoughts on the

proposed J

chnston Amendment to S. 171, the Departmant of the

Environment Bi1l. I apologize for the delay in ;Y response, but
I wanted to explore this issue personally with the appropriate
people on my staff and with tha Vica Prasident.

I share your enthusiasm for eleveting the Environmental

Frotectian

Agency to cebinet level status. 1 also believe that

this step will help us to onsure that environnental conceasns are

an integral

part of decision-meking at the highest level of the

Egecutive Branch.

I alseo
amendmpent )

retand your concerns about the proposed Johnston
hich would requize that comprehansive risk analysls be

performed before any rulemaking is finalized by the new

Department.

The Adminigtration appcses inclusion of Johnston dment in
this legidlatien. We do not believe that[this addition|would
help us adcomplish the reorganization of enviranmental functions

that we pgek and

thergfora urge that neither the House nor the

Conferencs include it in the Bill. More gererally, it is our
intenticn 'to oppose eny smendmenmta relating to policy or the
substance of EPA's mission to protect human health and the

environment.

We urge, instead, that the focue ¢£ this

legislation be kept on organizatienal and similar structural -
iggues rather than on matters of environmentsl policy es such.

Again,_than you for sharing your concerns with ma.

Sincerely.

BC
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 20, 1993
MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN PODESTA
BOB HICKMOTT
FROM: KATIE MCGINTY

SUBJECT: WAXMAN LETTER

Please review this draft response to Congressman Waxman's
letter to the President regarding the Johnston amendment to S.171
and return any comments to Trey Lindseth by 11:00 a.m. tomorrow,

July 21. Many thanks.

Trey Lindseth
ph. 456-6531
fx. 456-2710
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July 20, 1993

Dear Congressman Waxman and others:

Thank you for giving me the benefit of your thoughts on the
proposed Johnston Amendment to S. 171, the Department of the
Environment Bill. I apologize for the delay in my response, but
I wanted to explore this issue personally with the appropriate
people on my staff and with the Vice President.

I share your enthusiasm for elevating the Environmental
Protection Agency to cabinet level status. I also believe that
this step will help us to ensure that environmental concerns are
an integral part of decision-making at the highest level of the
Executive Branch.

I also understand your concerns about the proposed Johnston
amendment which would require that comprehensive risk analysis be
performed before any rulemaking is finalized by the new
Department.

The Administration opposes inclusion of the Johnston Amendment in
this legislation. We do not believe that this addition would
help us accomplish the reorganization of environmental functions
that we seek and therefore urge that neither the House nor the
Conference include it in the Bill. More generally, it is our
intention to oppose any amendments relating to policy or the
substance of EPA's mission to protect human health and the
environment. We urge, instead, that the focus of this
legislation be kept on organizational and similar structural
issues rather than on matters of environmental policy as such.

Again, thank you for sharing your concerns with me.

Sincerely,

BC
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Congress of the Enited Stales
Bouse of Representatibes
Hashington, B.L. 20516
May 20, 1993
The President

The White Ilouse
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President,

: We are wriling to convey our deep concerns regarding provisions added on the
Senate floor to S. 171, the bill to elevate the Environmental Protection Agency 1o cabinet
status. In particular, we want ¢ urge that you firmly and clearly oppose the Johnston

amendment which could undermine EPA's regulatory efforts.

We strongly support transforming EPA into a cabinet agency. _
Certainly, the Agency's vitally important mission and its broad range of mandates merits
cabinet status, and the American public would benefit from greater EPA participation 1n

deliberations at the highest levels of government

. It is not our view, however, that this is an objective which should be pursued at any
price — especially nct at the price of reducing EPA's effectiveness.

Unfortunatety, this is the choice presented by the cabinet bill ap;;roved by the
Senate earlier this month. Amendments added to this bill on the Senate loor 1mpose

{nsidious and burdensome new mandates designed to undermine the new Department's
efforts to protect our nation’s health and environment.

In particular, the Johnston Amendment direcls that as part of any final regulation
EPA must undertake an extensive cost/benefit analysis. and a broad comparison of the risks
addressed by any new regulation with all otker risks to which the public s exposed. This
comparison is presumably (o consider all forms of risks, including those wholly unrelated to
the environment and EPA’s mission. such as dietary risks. car accidents. and smoking.

We strongly oppose tus rew mandate. Time and again, Congress has concluded that
devoting scarce federal resources 10 this type of analysis is not a sensible way to make public
policy. Legislation we have adopted has provided more concrete guidance to assure that
public health and the environment are protected. Our major environmental laws, such as
the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act, use @ mixture of health-based standards,
technology-based standards, and standards based on economic and technical practicality. In
each case these are carefuliy conudered judgments which Congress designed to fit the

specifics of the problems in question.

_ \We are adamqmly_opposed to throwing over the regime of existing health and
environmental protection measures — not just in these statutes, but in all the statutes within

EPA’s jurisdiction — for the one-size-fits-all solution in the Johnston Amendment.

Cost/benefit analysis is not the precise science that the Johnston amendment
presumes. In fact, it is an exercise where the results often depend on the assumptions that
are put into the calculations.



Thie is so because fundamental questions remain unanswered concer iy how the
benefits of environmental and health protection initiatives should be quantified. For
example, how much, in dollars and ceats, is it worth to prevent one child frown teing lead
poisoned? What is the price that we put on one life saved, one birth defect avoided. or one
case where control of o toxic chemical has avoided permanent neurological damage? What is
the value of a life made more enjoyable by virtue of cleaner skies and less polluted asr and
water? How many dollars is it worth if we are able to save a polluted river or prevent the
ecosystem destruction and skin cancers expected to accompany depletion of the stratospheric

ozone laycr?

Such imponderable questions must be answered in dullars and cents under the
regime imposed by the Johnston Amendmen:. When we 'ook at the range of costs and
beacfits estimates which could be cited in suppurt of a given result, it scems clear that in the
end the result of any such cost/benefit exercise will be arbitrary — essentially depending on
the biases of whoever is conducting the analysis.

We therefore urge that you cohvey to the Congress your opposition 10 the Johnston
emendment. It is important that this message is received in the very near future, so that we
can be assured of your position oun tis vital issue prior (o consideration of the cabinet bill in

the House.

While we do favor EPA's elevation to cabinet status, we would not be able to
support legislation that aclieves that goal while sacrificing important health and
environmental protection gains we have achieved for the American public through years of
hard-fougltt batues here in Congress.

\We look forward to working with you on this very important matter.

Sincerely,

G.w

RY Ar WAXMAN \

GEUORGE MILLER

Chairman, Subcommittee on Chairman. Committee on
Health and the Environment

_ _ “hairrghn. Committee on
Public Works afd Aransportation Merchant Marine and Fisheries

Geoéiz‘gg{owm' K. /Q'

Chairman, Committee on
Science, Space and Technology
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 20, 1993@

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK QUINN
TRACY THORNTON

FROM: KATIE MCGINTY
SUBJECT: WAXMAN LETTER ‘Q
N
Please review this draft response to Waxman's letter \

to the President regarding the Johnson Amendment to $.171 and {

return any comments to Trey Lindseth by\4:00 p.m. today.. Many ,<
thanks. .7 ’z
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Congress of the United States
Washington, DL 20515

July 16, 1993

Mr. Thomas F. "Mack" McLarty
Chief of Sstaff

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. McLlarty:

As you know, the Administration has proposed to abolish the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and to transfer its functions
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and
other legislation to a new cabinet level Department on Environ-
mental Protection based on the present Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). Legislation to accomplish this objective has .
passed the Senate in the form of S. 171, the Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection Act of 1993.

In the House, action on an EPA cabinet bill is scheduled in the
Committee on Government Operations but neither the CEQ provision
passed by the Senate, nor any alternative to it, has yet been
considered. Pending legislative action by the Congress, the CEQ,
which is a permanent agency, would continue but it will obviously
require funding to carry out its statutory responsibilities.

The Administration has not requested an appropriation for the CEQ
for Fiscal Year 1994. As indicated in the enclosed letters to
Subcommittee Chairman Stokes of the House Committee on Appropria-
tions and to Vice President Gore, we are concerned that such lack
of funding may leave the requirements of NEPA and other applica-
ble provisions of law in a highly uncertain status.

In the enclosed June 8, 1993, colloquy on the House Floor, Chair-
man Stokes indicated that pursuant to an Administration request,
funds were included in the Treasury, Postal Service Appropria-
tions bill, H.R. 2403, for a new White House Office of Environ-
mental Policy, which is not a statutory office but is supported
by the Office of Policy Development. He suggests that the new
office might carry out some of the functions now conducted by the
Council. However, such a legislative directive is not and should
not be a part of the appropriations bill. Those functions remain
a statutory responsibility of the CEQ until the Congress enacts
legislation to abolish it and transfers its NEPA functions.



Mr. Thomas F. "Mack" McLarty
July 16, 1993
Page Two

Although the Government Operations Committee may report an EPA
cabinet bill next week, it is also likely that full House action
and a conference with the Senate will not be completed until this
fall, after Fiscal Year 1994 begins. While we reluctantly sup-
port abolishment of the CEQ as a cost saving measure, we have
developed an alternative draft for retaining the NEPA functions
in the Executive Office of the President, with authority to
transfer some of those functions to the new department, and have
provided it to the Vice President.

We are sure you agree that funding for the CEQ must Le provided
for Fiscal Year 1994 pending resolution of these legislative is-
sues. Your cooperation in working with us and the House and Sen-
ate Appropriations Committees to ensure such funding and compli-
.ance with the law will be appreciated. Please advise the Appro-
priations Committees and us of the amounts needed for this pur-
pose. Once legislation is enacted, provision can be made for a.
transfer of those funds as appropriate.

We are providing a copy of this letter to Chairman Stokes and
Chairwoman Mikulski so they are aware of our concerns and in
order to work with them in funding the CEQ.

With kind regards.

Sincerely,

John D. Dingell

Chairman

Committee on Energy
and Commerce Marine and Fisheries

Enclosures

cc: The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr.
Vice President of the United States

The Honorable Louis Stokes, Chairman
Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies
House Committee on Appropriations

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski, Chairwoman
Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies
Senate Committee on Appropriations

The Honorable Leon Panetta, Director
Office of Management and Budget
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May 25, 1993

The Honorable Louis Stokes

Chairman

Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and
Independent Agencies

H-143, The Capitol

Washington, D. C;

Dear Mr. Chéiaﬁng

/

As you know, the Administration proposes to abolish the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and transfer functions to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The Council is the
institution that oversees implementation of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) by federal agencies and is
critical to the continued administration of one of our most
important environmental laws. Because CEQ was established by law
as Title II of NEPA, this abolition will require appropriate

legislation.

20515

Such legislation, although not yet introduced in the House, is
likely to be considered when our colleague John Conyers brings an
EPA cabinet bill to the floor. As Chairman of the Committee with
jurisdiction over these matters, I have been working on crafting
a bill, in cooperation with Representative John Dingell who is

the author in the House of NEPA and CEQ, and today we are sending
a draft proposal to the Administration for review and comment.

Representative Dingell and I have developed an alternative to the
procedure contained in S. 171, the Senate EPA cabinet bill,
which would abolish the CEQ, retain the NEPA functions in the
Executive Office of the President, but allow the transfer of some
functions to EPA. This approach is favored by most environmental
oiganizations but will require negotiations with the Administra-
tion.

John Dingell and I are concerned that your Committee may not
include funds for the CEQ in the HUD appropriations bill for FY
1994, the result of which would be effectively to abolish this



The Hondrable Louis Sstokes
May 25, 1993
Page Two

important body without a clear replacement institution to imple-
ment NEPA. We and the environmental community do not favor such
a back door approach to this problem.

We thus urge you to include funds for the CEQ, pending legisla-
tive resolution of this matter. With full appreciation for the
budgetary constraints under which you are working, we are asking
for an appropriation of only $1.249 million for CEQ to concen-
trate its work in FY 1994 on NEPA-specific functions. This
represents over a 50% reduction from the FY 1993 appropriation of
$2.560 million and is no more than a bare bones budget for the
Council in the event that we are unable to resolve the issue of
its replacement.

We assure you that it is our intent to settle this matter very
promptly and we also want to work closely with you in this
regard.
with kind regards.

Sincerely,

Gerry El Studds
Cha an

cc: The Honorable John Dingell
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Ohio, chairman of the VA, HUD, and
Independent Ageacies Subcommities,
to engage in a oolloquy.

Mr. STOKES. Yes, Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yleld, I will be
happy to engage in & colloquy with the
gentlemen from Florida.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. -Chairman, I

- would like to bring to the attention of
all the Members here today the impor-
tance of the Florida Keys National Ma-
rine Sanctuary.

Congress, too, recognized the impar-
tance of this area in 1390 by enacting
the Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary Act. This sanctuary is one
of the largest marine-protected areas
in the United States, and undoubtedly,
the most heavily used and threatemed.
It also protects America’'s most valu-
able marine ecocaystem.

Mr. STOKES. It sounds as though the
Florida Bay is extremely important to
water quality in this area.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Yes, it 18. Water qual-
ity was the driving ooncern which
caused Congress to expeditiously des-
ignate the waters around the Florida
Keys, including the only Uving coral
reef in North America, as & marine
sanctuary in 1980.

Over tho past 2 years, a detailed re-
search and monitoring plan has been
developed with the participation of
State and local governments. The high-
est priority identified ia this plan is
the crisis in Florida Bay. The water
quality problems of the Florida Keys
National Marine Sanctuary have geo-
graphic dimensions (ar greater than
the 3,000-square-mile area within the
boundaries of the sanctuary iteelfl

Further funding is neocessary for the
plan to begin scieptific research and
monitoring to guide and evaluate cor-
rective actions that are moving ahead
with the cooperation of many agencies.
The Federal Government is not being
asked to pay the entire cost of the
needed actions, as the State of Florida
and local governments are jaintly in-
volved.

It would seem to me that in order to
fulfill our commitment to proteeting
this most valuable natienal resource,
we must emphasize the need to fully
support the water quality protection
program now developed fer the marine
sanctuary.

I would ask my colleague for his as-
surance that, should additional funds
for this project be provided later in the
process, he will do everything he can to
provide these funds. :

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairmaa, the gen-
tleman from Florida has my assuranoce
that I will make every effort to provide
additional funds for this purpose and to
review this 1ssue during conference
with the other body.

a 130

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yleld 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BORTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chalr-
man, I thank the gentlaman for yleld-

ing.

yid just like to
sy that the apirdpriatioms sud-
committees this year appear to be
headed 1n the right direction by scruti-
nizing projects and speading meore
closely than they have in tha past.
However, there are still some improve-
ments that can be made.

For instance, this bill contains $4.223
billion for community development
block grants. That is up $223 million
from fiscal year 1993.

When the President brought his stim-
ulus package to the floor, we had a lot
of money in there for community Ge-
velopment block grant programs. We
are going to be spending this extra $223
million on some of thoee programs.

Some of those programs included
such things as a golf course, & beach
parking garage at $5 million, a ceme-
tery, historic preservation of a movie
theater at 33.5 million, gym replace-
ment at $4.5 million, swimming pool
renovation at $3.22 million, and so
forth.

So, I belleve there i3 a need for com-
munity development block grant
money. But to increase it at a time
when we are having these severe flacal
problems is bighly questionable, No. 1,
and, No. 2, I question where this money
is going to be spent and for what it is
going to be spent.

In addition to that, I will be propos-
ing an amendment that deals with the
policy development and reeearch at
HUD. They are going to be requesting
$25 milllon more than in fiacal year
1993. That is $50 million more than
President Clinton has asked for. In ad-
dition to that, there is a real problem,
because the spending in this area is
going to be changed and it is going to
be distributed at the Secretary of
HUD's discretion. Do any of my col-
leagues remember the HUD scandal
that we had before?

There should be congressional over-
sight of these spending programs, and
we should not have a alush fund onoe
again created at HUD. It appears as
thongh that is what we are talking
about doing.

80 I would just like to say to my coi-
league, I will have two amendments
dealing with these two areas, and I
hops Members will look with favor
upon both of them.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
2% minutes to the distinguished gea-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
STUDDS)L

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I would
Uke to engage the chairman of the sub-
committes in a colloquy about the
Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQI.

Mr. STOKES. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Chairman, I would be happy
to engage in a calloquy with the gen-
tleman from Masaachusetts.

Mt STUDDS. As you know, the ad-
ministration has proposed to abolish
CEQ and transfer many of ita functions
to a new Department of Environmental
Protection.
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CEQ oversees the tmplementatioa of
the National Envirommental Policy Act
{NEPA] by Federal agencies. It, or
gome successor institution, must com-
tinue to administer NEPA, one of this
Nation's most Iimportant environ-
mental laws.

I believe that none of us want to see
the Council abolished without a suit-
able replacement to implement NEPA.
Terminating the Council will require
appropriate legialation, which is likely
to be considered when this House takes
up the EPA-Cabinet bill.

The father of NEPA and CEQ here in
the House, our esteemed colleague,
JOHN DINGELL, and I have been working
on a proposal for a responsible replace-
ment for CEQ and the transfer of some
NEPA functions to the new Environ-
mental Protection Department. I be-
lieve that we will be able to reach an
agreernent that is satisfactory to the
administration, the Congress, the envi-
ronmental community, and others.

Mr. Chairman, there remains the pos-
sibiity that the EPA-Cabinmet bill or
the CEQ legislation will not be enacted
by the end of this fiscal year. In that
event, CEQ will need to be continued
into fiscal year 1994 to carry out essen-
tial NEPA-related wark. )

I note that your bill, in confarmance
with the request of the administration,
does not include an appropriation for
the Council. Is my understanding cor-
rect?

Mr. STOKES. That is correct.

Mr. STUDDS. It was expected that
the CEQ matter and the NEPA-related
reeponsibilities would be completed by
now. Unfortunately, these issues are
not resolved.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would
Hke your assuranoce that, pending the
enactment of a bill to replace CEQ, you
will work with the other body In con-
ference to address this matter and to
support the Council for 1 more year
until this issue can be worked out with
all parties concerned.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I want
to assure the gentleman from Massa-
chasetta, the chairman of the authoriz-
ing committee that has jurisdiction
over NEPA and CEQ, that I recognize
the importance of the Counctl for the
implementation of NEPA.

It is my understanding that, in the
Treasury-Postal Service appropriations
bill passed im the House recently, funds
were provided for the new Office of En-
vironmental Policy. This new entity
was, in part, created to carry out some
of the activities now conducted by the
Council on Environmental Quality.

The gentleman has my assurance
that, if a legialative resolution of this
matter has not been found by the time
this bill goes te conference with the
other body, and the issue of the roles of
the Office of Environmental Policy and
CEQ have been reesolved—including
funding and staffing issues, I will make
every effort to support CEQ at the time
of conference. I would hope that I
might get the gentieman’s assurance
too that bhe will do what he can to set-
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tle this matter legislatively as soon as
possible.

Mr. STUDDS. The gentleman from
Ohio has my assurance that Chalrman
DmGELL and I will make every effort to
resolve the CEQ issue well before this
appropriations bill is in conference. I
thank the chairmman of the subcommit-
tee for his time and for his expression
of support for CEQ.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yieid such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. BEREUTER].

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of this appropria-
tion legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support, in
general, of H.R. 2491—the important excep-
tion being the proposed funding for the space
station.

This Member would also like to direct com-
mendations to the distinguished gentieman
from Ohio (Mr. STOKES), the chairman of the
subcommittee, and the distinguished gen-
leman from Califomnia [Mr. LEwiS], the ranking
member of the subcommittee for their excep-
tional work in bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. Chaiman, the 1984 VA/HUD/Independ-
ent Agencies appropriations bill for fiscal year
1994 includes funding in the amount of
$257,320,000 for indian housing new con-
struction. That amount is the level requested
by the administration and is the same amount
as last year's appropriation.

Balancing the great need for new housing in
Indian country with the imperative facing us 1
reduce our budget deficit, a freeze at last
year's funding level is entirely appropriate and
the membaers of the committee should be com-
mended for funding this program at this level.
This Member also supports the appropriations
level for the Community Development Block
Grant Program, which i among the most ef-
fective and important to the Nation's munici-
palities of all sizes,

Again, Mr. Chaiman, this Member com-
mends the distinguished gentieman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES], the chairman of the subcommit-
te@, and the distinguished gentieman from
California {Mr. LEwiS), the ranking member of
the subcommittee for their continued support
of thig important project.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN).

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yleld 1 minute to the gentleman
from California {Mr. BROWN), and I do
80 by expressing my deep appreciation
to'my colleague from California for his
leadership on the authorizing commit-
teeo.

I must say to the gentleman from
California {Mr. BROWN], if he had not
gone through the extended process,
holding separate hearings, inviting
Members not on the committee in to
hear expert testimony, we would not
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have had the kind of support we had
during the authorizing process. Indeed,
I think the contribution he has made
to this appropriations process is8 very
important. I want the Members to
know that, and I want to exprees my
appreciation for that.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chalir-
man, I certainly am grateful to the
gentleman for his expression. Of
course, since he participated in these
activities, he knows how hard we
worked. He also knows how much I ap-
preciate the contribution that he has
made to getting a bettér understanding
of these programs and helping to sup-
port them.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yleld such time as he may
consume to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY].

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Let me just atart out by associating
myself with what the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEwis), has said about
the chairman of the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology. and
along with that my congratulations to
the chairman of this committee on his
maiden voyage as chairman of this sub-
committee. I have thoroughly enjoyed
serving with him.

I must say that the chairman is very
much a breath of fresh ailr when it
comes to NASA.

The gentleman from Ohio, Chairman
STOKES, has been very open and honest
with those of us that support the space
program in this country and has been
very cooperative. Our ranking member,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEWIS] has done a yoeman's job in sup-
porting NASA. And, of course, the gen-
tleman from California, Chairman
BROWN and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WALKER] have been just
fantastic.

All four of these gentlemen under-
stand how important to this country a

‘space program {8, how important it is

to our young people, how important it
ia to our tachnology race in the world,
and how important it 18 in developing
new products and new services that
create jobs in this country.

The President has recognized the im-
portance of investing in our future
through the space station program. He
has also recognized the wisdom of se-
lecting an option that preserves as
much of the current space station Free-
dom design as possible, building upon
the investment we have already made
toward the goals of permanent human
presence in space and full scientific ca-
pability in the orbiting laboratory.

Through the space station redesign
process, billions of dollars have been
targeted as savings. This i3 one Mem-
ber that criticized the redesign process,
when it was started by the President,
but I must admit here and now that I
was wrong. The redesign process has
done some excellent work, particularly
in the area of redesigning the manage-
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ment of our space program and bring-
ing. us a model of management that
will make the space program run more
efficiently. And we will be able to get
the biggest bang for the buck.

But the space station funding in this
bill represents more than $4 billion re-
duction over the next 5 years. That is
at least a 25-percent savings. The an-
nual cost of operating the station, once
it has been in orbit, has been cut {n
half from $2 billion to about $1 billion.
We can have a real space station and
contribute to deficit reduction at the
same time.

As a result of the redesign process.
NASA plans to make major manage-
ment restructuring, which they esti-
mate will save $300 million a year. The
Vest Committee believes savings from
management changes alone can add up
to anywhere between 3700 million to $1
billion per year for NASA overall.

NASA, with a budget at seven-tenths
of 1 percent of the Federal total, gen-
erates about $7 in return for every dol-
lar invested by the Government. Dol-
lars return in jobs, reinvestment in
communities, and spin-off tech-
nologies.

Nationally, 75,000 people in 40 States
are employed iln space station-related
jobs. At & time of cutbacks in defense
spending and a weak airline industry,
we cannot afford to deal yet another
blow to the aerospace industry.

The space station is absolutely vital
if human beings are to learn to live and
work in space 80 that we return perma-
nently to the Moon and go to Mars and
explore outer space. We need the sta-
tion to study the effects on the human
body of long-term exposure to the rig-
ors of space and a gravity-free environ-
ment. .

Americans have always been pio-
neers. With the space atation, we can
explore the most challenging frontier
of all.

But as important as all this, space
exploration has long served as an inspi-
ration to our children. At a time when
interest in math and sclence are wan-
ing. the exciting conquest of space has
inspired many engineers and scientiats.
We cannot afford not to be in space and
developing a space program in this
country.

1 appreciate our subcommittee and
our full committee for supporting the
space station and supporting NASA
programs.

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yleld 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MiCA].

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position today to this legisiation. Most
specifically, I rise in opposition to the
expenditure of $1.4 billion to the EPA’s
Superfund.

1 serve as a member of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations. As a
new member, I have been appalled by
the amount of waste, fraud, abuse, and
lack of oversight of EPA.
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The Honorable Al Gore
Vice President of the United States
0l1d Executive Office Building

Washington,

D.C. 20501

Dear Mr. Vice President:

U.S. Bouse of Representatives
Committee on Energy and Commerce
Room 21235, Rapburn Wouse Sftice Building
Washington, WL 20515-6115

June 17, 1993

Enclosed is a letter I received from two former Senate staff
members who were counsels to the then Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs when the late Senator Scoop Jackson

was Chairman.

Their letter expresses deep concern about the

Administration’s proposal regarding the Council on Environmental

Quality (CEQ) and the National Environmental Policy Act

1969.

(NEPA) of

Also enclosed is my response in which I indicate a desire

to work together with Chairman Gerry Studds and the
Administration to resolve this matter.

With every good wish

JOHN D. DINGELL
CHAIRMAN

cc: The Honorable Gerry Studds, Chairman
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries

The Honorable Carol M. Browner, Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
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Mr. William J. Van Ness

Mr. Grenville Garside

Van Ness, Feldman and Curtis

1050 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W.
Seventh Floor.
Washington, D.C. 20007
Dear Bill and Gren:

I appreciate and welcome your timely letter reminding me of
the historic development and enactment of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. I am saddened, however,
to be reminded that the other NEPA leaders, "Scoop" Jackson, Ed
Muskie, and Mo Udall, are no longer here to also remind everyone
of the significance, importance, and effectiveness of NEPA.

I share your obvious concern and frustration, as does the
Chairman of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries,
Representative Gerry Studds, about the Administration’s proposals
regarding NEPA. Enclosed is Chairman Studds’ letter to the House
Committee on Appropriations regarding funding for the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) pending a legislative solution.

We want to work closely with the Clinton Administration on
this matter. In fact, we recently shared with Vice President
Gore and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator
Browner an alternative legislative proposal that would retain the
important NEPA functions in the Executive Office of the
President. While I can reluctantly support termination of the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the ending of CEQ’s
annual report, I cannot support a transfer of the CEQ’s statutory
functions to an agency to which NEPA applies, directly or
indirectly, regardless of whether that agency is a cabinet-level
department. Folding NEPA into any of these agencies, such as
proposed in the Senate-passed EPA Cabinet bill, S. 171, would
diminish "the NEPA importance" that you so succinctly describe.
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I believe that most environmental groups share the views you
express. Lt is my hope that we can convince the Administration
that either CEQ not be abolished at all or that the approach we
suggest or one very similar to it should be adopted separately or
as part of an EPA cabinet bill. .

Again thank you for your helpful comments. I welcome any
further suggestions you may have toward achieving our goal of
keeping the NEPA institution created by Congress in 1969 alive
and unencumbered. I have taken the liberty of sharing your
letter with Chairman studds and Vice President Gore.

With every good wish.

JOHN D. DINGELL
CHAIRMAN

cc: The Honorable Al Gore
Vice President of the United States

The Honorable Thomas S. Foley, Speaker
U.S. House of Representatives

The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt, Majority Leader
U.S. House of Representatives

The Honorable David E. Bonior, Minority Whip
U.S. House of Representatives

The Honorable Gerry Studds, Chairman
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries

The Honorable Louis Stokes, Chairman
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
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June 9, 1993

The Honorable John D. Dingell
Chairman

Committee on Energy and Commerce
United States House of Representatives
2125 Rayburn House Office Building
washington, D.C. 20515-6115

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Twenty-four years ago a small group of Senators and
Representatives, meeting in Conference Committee in the United
States Capitol, reached agreement on the final text of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). This
concluding meeting on the shape, content and policy of NEPA
received scant attention from the media or representatives of
industry, environmental organizations and major Federal agencies.

However, the decisions taken by the participants in this
conference committee were both bold and far-reaching. They drew
upon decades of legislative oversight and experience. They built
upon the experience of the National Security Council and the
Council of Economic Advisors. And finally, they reflected a
hard-earned understanding of what is required to bring mission
oriented agencies into compliance with national policies which
change the thrust of historical agendas.

NEPA has had a profound and lasting effect on Federal policy
over the past guarter of a century. It has opened agency
decision-making to public review and accountability. Through the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), it has institutionalized
concerns about the quality of the human environment in the White
House.
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NEPA and CEQ have shown the strength and resiliency to
survive both public controversy and Presidential neglect. Today,
however, NEPA faces the first real threat to its continued
viability. The Clinton Administration has proposed, and the
environmental community has largely acquiesced in, the
abolishment of the CEQ and the transfer of its responsibilities
for the annual report on the environment and regulatory oversight
of the EIS process to the new Department of Environmental
Protection. With little examination of the far reaching
consequences of this proposed action, the Clinton Administration
now stands close to achieving an objective which other
Administrations hostile to NEPA objectives did not even dare to
propose.

Of the four major sponsors of NEPA -- and the best witnesses
of its purpose, intent and performance over the past twenty-five
years -- three no longer serve in the Congress. Senator Jackson
is deceased. Senator Muskie and Congressman Udall are retired.

Mr. Chairman, you alone provide the link, the sole
jnstitutional memory, for making informed judgments about the .
purpose of Congress in the late 1960’s in enacting NEPA and the
justification for the major changes now proposed. You alone have
first hand knowledge of how Federal decision-making impacted the
environment, before and after NEPA.

We respectfully urge you to bring the critical policy issues
presented out into the open for full public debate and
examination. If the institutional process and the policy
mandated by NEPA are to be fundamentally changed, these changes
should only be made after the same informed Congressional
consideration and debate that put them in place a quarter of a
century ago.

As attorneys who served as legal counsel to the Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee and to Chairman Jackson in the 1960’s
and 1970’s we were privileged to participate in the hearings, the
analysis, the drafting and the implementation of NEPA. We saw
Congress under your leadership declare and enact an enlightened
and strong policy on the environment long before the environment
became a fashionable and popular cause to champion.

NEPA’s importance to the Nation lies in the fact that it
does not focus on attaining any specific environmental goals or
objectives. Instead, NEPA’s focus is on disciplining the process
of all Federal decision-making which impacts the environment.
NEPA mandates that all of the relevant facts be placed on the
record. Impacts, both economic and environmental, must be
jidentified. Alternative courses of action must be considered.
NEPA does not mandate which decision should be made. But NEPA
does mandate that decisions be informed, rational, carefully
considered and made on the record.
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Finally, unlike many other environmental laws NEPA is not
about opposing technology, limiting growth, or fostering
preservation. NEPA is about restoring "balance" in Federal
decisions. As set forth in the Policy Declaration of Section
101(a) NEPA’s purpose is...

to foster and promote the general welfare, to
create and maintain conditions under which
man and nature can live in productive
harmony, and fulfill the social, economic,
and other requirements of present and future
generations of Americans.

We are not satisfied that a strong or a compelling case has
been made in support of the changes proposed by the
Administration. We grant that transfer of CEQ function to EPA
will result in some reduction in White House staff positions (and
an offsetting or greater increase at the new Department of the
Environment). It will also give greater discretion -- and less
oversight and accountability to Congress and the public -- in
White House decision-making on environmental issues. And it will
surely reduce the level of responsibility for NEPA implementation
from the highest levels of the White House to an unknown level of
a very large, overtasked bureaucracy in a new Department of
government.

There is no way that this new Department, however well
organized or managed, can successfully oversee the environmental
consequences of decision-making in all other Federal departments
and agencies. Indeed, that was a fundamental reason for enacting
NEPA and creating the CEQ in 1969. '

One would have hoped that the new Administration would have
come to office committed to restore and revitalize CEQ with
renewed priority, adequate staff and talented leadership.
Instead, it has proposed the abolition of an institution
conceived by Congress to assure that all Federal agencies address
the environmental consequences of their proposed actions in a

credible manner and in public view.

Mr. chairman, it is not too late to avert action which wve
pelieve will undermine our nation’s most important environmental
statute.

Sincerely,

At Vea Mass-

William J. Van Ness

e Coanfla

Grenville Garside



