




















northern half of that empire ended less
than a century later when Britain scored
a resounding victory in the French and
Indian Wars of 1754-1763. As the price of
her military defeat, France had to cede
both Canada and the Great Lakes to
Britain.

The next great historical upheaval in
the region was the American Revolution,
During the early years of the Revolution,
colonial rebels ended British control of
the lands between the Great Lakes and
the Ohio River. Other raids secured
American positions in western New York
and northwestern Pennsylvania. The
Great Lakes themselves saw only minor
naval skirmishes during the Revolution.

American victory deprived the British
of their brief hegemony over the Great
Lakes. The Treaty of Paris, concluded in
1783, used the Lakes to raise a natural
barrier between the fledgling United
States and British Canada. The treaty
gave the rebels exclusive control of Lake
Michigan and divided the other four
Great Lakes right down the middle.

The War of 1812 unleashed the last
outbursts of violence along the boundary
separating the United States from
Canada. In September 1813 American
and British forces clashed in a major
naval battie on Lake Erie. The Americans,
led by Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry,
emerged the clearcut victors. For the first
time in their history, the British were
forced to surrender an entire naval
squadron. “We have met the enemy, and
they are ours,” Commodore Perry
reported in words destined to become as
famous as his victory.

The recipient of Perry’s immortal
dispatch was General William Henry
Harrison, already famous for his 1811
victory over the Shawnee chieftain,
Tecumseh, at Tippecanoe Creek, ind.
Together Harrison and Perry proceeded
to drive the British from Detroit. In
October 1813 they subjected the enemy
to a final defeat on the Thames River in
Ontario. In 1840 “Tippecanoe” Harrison
was elected President of the United
States. But a chill he caught at his
inauguration was to make Harrison's
tenure in office the briefest in American
history.

Since 1813, the relationship between
the United States and Canada has been
extraordinarily peaceful. The Rush-Bagot
agreement of 1817 and the Boundary
Waters Treaty of 1909 laid a solid
groundwork for U.S.-Canadian harmony.
Both countries take pride in the fact that
no armaments have been deployed along
their common border in nearly a century.

U.S.-Canadian cooperation was to
reach its peak in the 1950s. Planning and
construction of the monolithic St.
Lawrence Seaway drew the two countries
together in an uncommeon mission:

completion of the largest freshwater
transportation network in the worid.
When it opened in 1958, the Seaway was
acclaimed as one of the wonders of
modern engineering.

The century and a half between the
War of 1812 and the opening of the St.
Lawrence Seaway in-1959 was a period
of stupendous commercial and industrial
development in the Great Lakes region.
The Erie Canal, completed in 1825,
connected Lake Erie with the Hudson
River and the major Atliantic seaport of
New York City. Starting in 1828, freight
traffic between Lake Erie and Lake
Ontario was able to skirt Niagara Falls via
the Welland Canal. The year 1848 marked
another transportation milestone: Lake
Michigan was joined to the Mississippi
River through the completion of the
lilinois Waterway.

An equally vital breakthrough occurred
in 1854 when an all-rail network at last
connected New York to the Great Lakes
trading town of Chicago. That tiny
frontier outpost was to mushroom into a
metropolis over the next century, its
population increasing 150-fold. Railroads
also hastened the development of other
communities near the Lakes. Almost
overnight, trains supplanted ships as the
preferred mode of passenger travel.
Many an ill-fated vessel had met its ruin
on the tempestuous and unpredictable
waters of the Great Lakes.

Freight traffic on the Lakes, however,
continued to grow by leaps and bounds.
Mineral riches, such as copper and iron
ore, moved in increasing quantities from
the more rustic northern Great Lakes to
the urban manufacturing centers of
illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio,
Pennsyivania, and New York. To
accommodate this growing volume of
raw materials and finished products,
heavier steamboats began crowding out
the sailing ships that had once reigned
supreme on the Lakes.

A curious aberration in the history of
the Great Lakes occurred between 1849
and 1856 when a devout Mormon named
James J. Strang claimed that heavenly
voices had instructed him to take
possession of Beaver Island in Lake
Michigan. There he was to reign for six
years over a thriving society of
polygamists as the first and only “King”
in the history of the American repubilic.
Finally, in the summer of 1856, Mormon
assassins and mainland invaders brought
a bloody end to Strang’s strange dreams
of royal splendor.

Technology and progress were “king”
elsewhere in the Great Lakes. Duluth,
Chicago, Detroit, Toledo, Rochester, and
Buffalo all prospered as the nineteenth
century gave way to the twentieth. One
of the greatest industrial centers in the
world—Gary, Ind.—did not even exist
when the twentieth century began; all of

its phenomenal growth has occurred
since 1905! Today the American and
Canadian cities bordering the Great Lakes
comprise the largest industrial complex
in the world.

Once-thriving Great Lakes industries
such as lumbering and fishing have
declined in importance as the natural
riches on which they depend have
undergone depletion and deterioration.
However, a great deal has been done
since World War Il to arrest and, in some
cases, even to reverse these patterns of
decline. In this effort, environmentalists
have been aided by the recent slowing of
population increases and economic
growth in the Great Lakes region.

These stabilizing forces are helping to
preserve the natural beauties of the Great
Lakes, which have been drawing visitors
for over a century. Lake Ontario’s
Niagara Falls—long the mecca of
honeymooners—remains by far the
greatest natural attraction in the entire
region. Lake Huron's Mackinac Island,
with its fabled Grand Hotel, ranks a
distant second. Birdwatchers are drawn
like the flocks of birds they observe to
temperate Lake Erie, with its abundance
of aguatic plants. Spectacular sand dunes
ornament the Indiana and Michigan
shores of Lake Michigan, which has
receded considerably from its original
boundaries.

Less frequented by tourists is Lake
Superior, which is protected from
overcrowding by its remote northern
location. Superior is by far the most
magnificent of the Great Lakes—and still
the purest. With its 3,000 miles of rocky
coastline, it ranks as the largest
freshwater lake in the world. In legend,
Lake Superior was the home of the
Indian gods, America’s answer to Mt.
Olympus. These Indian spirits are still
said to haunt Superior’'s Apostle Islands,
which were immortalized by Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow in “The Song of
Hiawatha.”

Nature rules the world of Great Lakes
tourists, but the everyday life of Great
Lakes residents is, for good or ill, in
human hands. Decades of urbanization
and industrialization have taken their toll,
as has the increased volume of shipping
on the St. Lawrence Seaway. Lakes Erie
and Ontario, plus the southern end of
Lake Michigan, have suffered the most
noticeable damage.

Fortunately, the nearly pure waters of
Lake Superior flow into all the other
Great Lakes, so the potential for restored
water quality—however slow—does still
exist. But it will take years of concerted
effort on the part of all the states and
provinces bordering the Lakes to save
them for future generations. If the Great
Lakes are to remain “Great,” nothing less
will do. O
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typhoid-related studies resulted from the
1909 U.S.-Canada Boundary Waters
Treaty and the establishment of the
International Joint Commission {IJC), a
binational body that negotiates
international concerns about the Great
Lakes and other common water systems.

These earliest studies, from 1913 to
1916, focused on the connecting
channels—the Niagara River, Detroit
River, St, Clair River, and Lake St.
Clair—rather than the main lakes. The
research centered on bacterial
contamination from domestic sewage
and found, for example, that the
connecting channels flowing from Detroit
into Lake Huron reversed their direction
from time to time, bringing the raw
sewage back into the drinking water
intakes. As a result of the research and
its recommended solutions, drinking
waters were treated and disinfected and
the sewers relocated. Later, primary
wastewater treatment was instituted.

Since the early 1900s, pollutants have
flowed into the Great Lakes from
growing industrial centers on or near
their shores. Other pollutants have fallen
from the atmosphere over the lakes’ vast
surfaces or come from pleasure boats
and ore and grain ships carrying their
cargoes from as far west as Duluth to the
St. Lawrence Seaway. Nuclear power
plants discharge cooling waters into the
fakes. At one point in the 1960s, Lake Erie
was declared dead or dying.

As all these elements were introduced
into the Great Lakes “laboratory,” the
extent of American and Canadian
research grew and became much more
sophisticated. The first Conference on
Great Lakes Research in July 1953,
sponsored by the University of
Michigan’s Great Lakes Research
Division, led to organization of the
International Association for Great Lakes
Research, which today has over 1,000
members.

Larger research and monitoring
programs followed in the wake of new
and more serious environmental and
public health concerns. When wildiife
was destroyed in the 1950s by
continuous oil slicks in the Detroit River,
enraged duck hunters and early
environmentalists carried the oil-soaked
carcasses to the steps of state capitols
and lobbied furiously in Washington. The
general public was alarmed when
beaches were closed to swimming, when
windrows of dead fish lined the Chicago
beaches, and when the Cuyahoga and
Rouge Rivers actually caught fire.

With the survival of the Great Lakes
ecosystem clearly at stake, the public
demanded action. Under Public Law 660,
anti-pollution enforcement and
comprehensive studies were initiated.
Scientific data were collected and used
as evidence in federalfstate enforcement
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actions. The Great Lakes lllinois River
Basin Project (GLIRBP} provided the first
comprehensive water quality information
for the lakes and it was used in a
landmark decision on diversions through
the Chicago Ship Canal.

At first, there was little need for
sophisticated science in dealing with
problems of gross pollution, i.e., grease,
raw sewage, bacteria, dissolved solids,
and the like, Judges and enforcement
panels were usually convinced by the
photographic evidence and data
summaries showing blatant violations of
water quality norms. But as we became
more aware of the many chemicals
involved and their potential impact not
only on the ecology but also on human
health, the 1970s saw the growth of
research and surveillance efforts.
Coordinated binational, interagency
programs collected data and developed
mathematical models to help predict the
future consequences of man’s impact on
the lakes and provide insights into optimal
control strategies.

As oil slicks were diminished by better
waste treatment and controls, new
studies revealed a more ominous
problem that had been overshadowed by
previous, more obvious concerns.
Eutrophication had accelerated
proliferation of plant life in the lakes. The
bottom waters of Lake Erie were void of
oxygen for much of the summer.
Shoreline residents complained of
massive weed mats and floating green
scum. Water treatment plant operators
complained of clogged intake filters, and
citizens objected to the musty taste and
odors of drinking water.

Researchers using deep-water vessels
were able to get water, sediment, and
plant and other samples from all parts of
Lake Erie. They found that the
combination of waste contaminants
pouring into its waters was stimulating
plant growth to the point where decaying
vegetation was depleting the oxygen
needed by fish and other helpful
organisms. They were also able to relate
the problem to the seasons of the year.

The end result? Mathematical
predictions that correctly forecasted
quality improvements that could be
achieved if the input of phosphorus was
reduced. This research led to a billion
dollar cleanup program and vast
improvements in Lake Erie.

The research also led to initiation of
new studies of toxic substances. As a
result, DDT was banned when
researchers confirmed its impact on Lake
Michigan wildlife feeding on Great Lakes
fish {fish are amazing collectors of
pollutants in the waters in which they
live}. n 1969, mercury was found in fish
in Lake St. Clair and the Detroit River. It
was discovered that mink reproduction

fell off as a result of PCB-contaminated
salmon used as food.

Asbestos became the issue in Lake
Superior when scientists found it to be a
dangerous component in the taconite
tailings dumped into the lake by the
Reserve Mining Company plant. Those
findings contributed to a major court
decision. And, most recently, toxaphene,
a pesticide used primarily in the southern
United States, was banned after it was
found in fish in a lake on Isle Royale in
the middle of Lake Superior.

Today, over 800 chemicals have been
identified by research scientists studying
Great Lakes fish samples. Health
advisories remain in effect in many parts
of the lakes.

As minute as some of the loadings of
chemicals are, biomagnification may
concentrate them up to a millionfold at
the top of the food chain. It is not yet
clear what real impact or risks many of
these chemicals may present, either
alone or in combination. There is some
evidence that toxic substances may be
preventing lake trout reproduction in
Lake Michigan and may be retarding
other ecosystem functions. The presence
of tumorous fish and deformed fish
larvae may also indicate contaminant
effects.

Because it is impossible to study all the
chemicals in every area of the lakes at
one time, researchers have chosen to
study thoroughly a few chemicals at a
small number of locations. Now under
study are radionuclides and PCBs in Lake
Michigan; heavy metals and PCB-like
compounds in Monroe Harbor, Mich.;
PCB mixtures and metals in Saginaw
Bay, Mich.; and aromatic hydrocarbons
in the near-shore waters of Lake
Michigan.

Chemical pollution involving
compounds like DDT and mercury, and
other concerns in the Great Lakes
coincided with increased national
awareness of environmental degradation,
the establishment of EPA in 1970, the
signing of the U.S.-Canadian Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement in 1972, and
passage of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act. In 1971, EPA established its
research program on the Great Lakes at
Grosse lle, Mich., and in 1978 created the
Great Lakes National Program Office in
Chicago. Much of EPA’s Great Lakes
research and surveitlance is supported
through the agency’s Region 5 office in
Chicago.

Most recently, a coordinated study has
been started to investigate the Upper
Great Lakes connecting channels. This
study is continuing nature’s experiment,
as scientists working in microlabs and
the Great Lakes macrolab carry on man’s
urgent efforts to keep his fresh waters
clean and the food chain safe. {7}
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He asked me why | would be willing to
take on the job of EPA Administrator
when | could not possibly succeed. The
laws are complex and unworkable, he
insisted. The problems are
insurmountable.

Although | agree with him that the
challenges before us are demanding, |
assured him they are not
insurmountable. Our environmental laws
are largely on track to address the
spectrum of hazards threatening
America. It will be a top priority of mine
to carry out these laws the way Congress
intended. Where we find inadequacies in
our statutory foundation, we will work
with you to remedy them.

| am a professional manager.
Throughout my career, | have managed
complex, people-oriented programs. | am
dedicated to fulfilling the realistic
expectations of the American people. |
respect our environmental statutes, and |
will carry them out to the best of my
ability.

| bring to the job of Administrator
experience at every level of government.
And | bring a sense of reality with
respect to EPA that is the product of two
years directing some of this agency’s
most challenging programs — the
hazardous waste regulatory effort under
the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act and the cleanup program under
Superfund.

| am proud of the results we have
achieved under these two statutes since
early 1983. As Administrator, | will work
to build the same record of progress
under all of EPA’s basic environmental
laws.

| want to share with you several
management goals | have set for my
term as EPA Administrator.

Firstly, | will emphasize continued
implementation of the basic programs
EPA is responsible for. EPA will do the
best possible job with the statutes given
us by Congress. | will manage the agency
the same way | managed its hazardous
waste programs-——for results.

To assist in setting goals and achieving
them, we will maintain and enhance the
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management systems developed in
recent years to identify problems,
monitor progress, and measure success.
Where necessary, we will develop new
anes to fill management gaps as we
identify them. | will also work with state
officials to assist in the development of
similar systems at the state level. For |
believe that commitment at all levels of
government must be to measurable
progress in all areas of environmental
protection.

A second goal will be to ensure a
strong enforcement presence in all
agency programs. It is extremely
important that our enforcement efforts be
fully integrated into each program.
Enforcement need not dominate our
implementation of environmental laws.
But the regulated community must know
that we will not accept recalcitrance
when it comes to compliance. We will be
ready to take aggressive enforcement
steps wherever necessary as part of our
commitment to protecting human health
and the environment.

Thirdly, | believe in decentralizing the
management process where it makes
sense. Much of my government
experience has been at the state and
local levels. | have a natural bias toward
managing programs close to the source
of the problem. In Superfund, | have
worked to decentralize decision-making
to the regions and the states. That
process will continue, and | will explore
opportunities to further decentralize other
EPA programs.

It is important to recognize that,
properly implemented, decentralization
does not diminish the federal role.
Rather, it enhances that role. Effective
decentralization allows for a clear
definition of the roles to be played by
federal and state authorities. It promotes
efficiency and a system of mutual
support.

A fourth goal that | will pursue will be
to ensure that EPA has the strong
scientific and technical base it needs to
support program decisions. This is a key

component in assessing risks and
managing them. A solid technical
capability must be at the heart of our
judgment. It will be a critical element of
all public health decisions we at EPA will
make under my administration.

A fifth goal will be public
accessibility to EPA through an effective
community relations/public involvement
program. This agency will continue to
operate in a fishbowl. Openness will be a
hallmark of our agency as long as | am
here. | welcome varied opinions and
viewpoints. | see them as useful
contributions to the decisions we must
make.

The American people have made it
clear they want to be involved in critical
environmental debates, especially those
that affect their health and their property.
The challenge before us is to provide
citizens with access to our deliberations
and a meaningful role in our decisions. |
have found that the community relations
program we instituted under Superfund
helped people to understand our
decisions and helped us to understand
their concerns.

Finally, | will work hard to make EPA
the kind of agency that attracts and
retains quality people. We have a fine
professional staff now, and | am
committed to maintaining it.

| believe very strongly in government
work and government workers. EPA
employees are professionals and |
respect them. | will do all | can to
improve and enhance individual growth
and career opportunities for those who
serve EPA through commitments to
professional development, individual
mobility, and opportunities to participate
in the decision-making process. [}
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Also, to address the new RCRA
requirements in a timely manner, the
agency has redistributed resources within
the fiscal 1985 budget. An additional $22
million has been allocated to RCRA in the
current fiscal year. When factored in with
the increases planned for fiscal 1986, this
money would nearly double RCRA
resources over fiscal 1984 funding levels.

The fiscal 1986 increases for the RCRA
program include $25 million for new
regulations and implementation guidance
to meet the requirements of the
amended RCRA law. A $3 million funding
increase will enable EPA to carry out the
special compliance monitoring and
enforcement requirements of the new
RCRA law. A $3 million increase will
support the salaries and related expenses
of the 146 additional employees RCRA
will have in fiscal 1986. The President’s
budget also raises funding of
RCRA-related research by $9 million.

Under the proposed budget, EPA will
increase RCRA grant assistance to state
and local governments by $8 million.
This increase in grant funds will support
the states in development of regulatory
programs for underground storage tanks
and small-quantity generators as well as
continued implementation of the National
Permits Strategy.

Acid Rain Program: EPA will have $23
million more to spend on its acid rain
program in fiscal 1986. This is a 61
percent increase over the current fiscal
year and brings EPA's total fiscal 1986
budget for acid rain to $60.5 million. The
agency will use the additional money to
empbhasize research into the effects of
acid rain on aquatic resources and
forests, and to accelerate the installation
of an acid rain monitoring network.

Toxics and Pesticides Research: [n fiscal
1986 EPA will have $14 million in
increased funding for toxics and
pesticides research. The agency plans to
use this money to improve the quality
and the range of its health and
environmental risk assessments for
various toxic substances. Part of the
increase will be used to step up the
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agency'’s research into biotechnology.

Other EPA programs that will benefit
from funding increases in fiscal 1986
include: water quality compliance, with a
$3 million increase, as well as pesticides
generic chemical review and existing
chemical review, which will each have $2
million in increased funding.

The most significant funding cuts in
the fiscal 1986 budget will occur in the
following areas:

Administrative Costs: EPA’s funding for
administrative costs will go down a total
of $25 million in fiscal 1986. A large part
of this decrease—$16 million—will come
from cutting the salaries of EPA
employees by 5 percent. All federal
employees will share in this pay cut,
which the President has recommended
as a special austerity measure.

Unlike many federal agencies,
however, EPA will be hiring during fiscal
1986. Increased staffing will be
concentrated in two priority areas:
Superfund will have 359 new employees
in the coming fiscal year, while RCRA will
have 146.

The remainder of administrative
budget cuts—$9 miilion—will come in
areas such as contracts, travel, printing,
and equipment. Expenditures for these
items will be trimmed 10 percent from
fiscal 1985 levels as part of a
government-wide proposal for reducing
administrative costs.

Limestone Injection Multistage Burner
{LIMB) Technology: A large-scale,
one-time demonstration of this burner
was funded in fiscal 1985. EPA plans to
cut funding for LIMB by $12 million in
fiscal 1986, but $4.6 million will remain in
the budget to complete efforts at
improving LIMB technology.

Other budget items siated for cuts in
fiscal 1986 include: exploratory research,
and buildings and facilities, each
earmarked for a $7 million decrease;
also, indoor air research and
radiation/health effects, which wiil be
eliminated in fiscal 1986 at a total
savings of $3 million.

EPA’s fiscal 1986 budget continues the
upward trend in agency spending that
began in fiscal 1984 and proceeded at a
more rapid rate in fiscal 1985. EPA
Administrator Lee Thomas has expressed
confidence that the latest increases in
EPA funding will enable the agency to
continue meeting its old responsibilities
while at the same time taking on new
ones in the area of hazardous waste.

“This budget not only builds upon the
foundation laid in the last two years,”
Thomas remarked at a press briefing on
February 4, "it also represents a
significant expansion in areas where our
responsibilities must be met with
increased resources. EPA’s 1986 budget
gives us the resources we need to
continue our momentum and to
effectively address the challenges in
every environmental medium.” {J
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support and that of others—introduced
legisiation similar to a bill approved by
the committee last year.

Although the bill envisions a spending
level of $7.5 billion over the next five
years, the details of how to raise such
funds must be decided by the Senate
Finance Committee, which will spark a
new round of debate. Furthermore, while
there seems to be a good deal of support
for a Senate bill setting a funding level of
$7.5 million over five years, there will
undoubtedly be other Superfund
reauthorization bills put forward, some of
them calling for more money and others
for less.

Our objective on the Environment and
Public Works Committee is to expedite
the bill. We hope to have our hearings
completed and a reauthorization bill
approved by the committee no later than
mid-March, which wili give the Finance
Committee time to consider the funding
aspects of the program so that a
completed Superfund package can reach
the Senate itself well before the present
program expires September 30.

Another legislative issue which will be
handled at the full committee level wili
be reauthorization of the Clean Air Act.
As in years past, reauthorization of this
bilt will turn on the debate over an acid
rain control program. In both the 97th
and 98th Congress, the Senate
Environment and Public Works
Committee approved legisiation
containing strong provisions to curb acid
rain, only to see the issue blocked by
regional dissension. This year, the full
committee will again be addressing the
issue, once we have dealt with
Superfund. Undoubtedly, the debate will
be just as controversial this year as it has
been in the past.

While the full committee will be
considering Superfund and the Ciean Air
Act, a top priority of the Environmental
Pollution Subcommittee, which | chair, is
the reauthorization of the Clean Water
Act. We must consider not only the
regulatory side of the law, but also the
reauthorization of wastewater treatment
construction grants.
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The Subcommittee’s starting point will
be the Clean Water amendments
approved by the full committee last year.
That legislation, which died in the rush to
adjournment last October, calls for
increased control of toxic pollutants,
stricter enforcement and increased
penalties for polluters, and a new
program to control nonpoint sources of
pollution. | suspect that we will generally
follow last year's bill and that the major
debate this year will be reauthorization of
the construction grants program.

Since Congress enacted the Clean
Water Act in 1972, the federal
government has spent over $40 billion to
construct wastewater treatment facilities
in communities large and small across
America. With the burgecning budget
deficit, however, it is doubtfu! whether
we can afford to continue spending at
the current annual rate of $2.4 billion.

Many federal, state, and local officials
recognize that the federal government
cannot—and should not—subsidize
construction of these facilities on a
perpetual basis. During our deliberations,
we will be exploring ways to increase
state and local responsibility for funding
these plants.

One suggestion which merits
consideration is a revolving loan fund.
Under this approach, the federal
government would gradually reduce
straight categorical grants for wastewater
projects and, in their place, provide
money for states to establish a loan fund.
Using this federal “seed money,” the
states could then make low-interest loans
available to communities for construction
of treatment plants.

In developing any proposal to phase
out direct federal involvement in
financing such facilities, we must ensure
that construction of necessary plants
moves ahead unhindered. A smooth
transition is essential if we are to
continue the impressive gains in water
quality that have taken place in the past
13 years.

{ would mention three other issues
which are high on the priority list for the
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee in
the 99th Congress:

Ocean dumping: The Marine Protection
Research and Sanctuaries Act which
regulates the disposal of municipal and
industrial waste in ocean waters is
scheduled for reauthorization. In view of
the increasing desire of some coastal
cities and industries to expand ocean
dumping practices, a review of this law is
timely and necessary.

Endangered species: In 1982, Congress
strengthened this important law, which
prohibits buying, selling, possessing,
exporting, or jeopardizing endangered or
threatened species. | expect that once
again, we will face a debate on conflicts
between protection of endangered or
threatened species and the desire to
develop water and other natural
resources. Nevertheless, | believe we will
ultimately extend and enhance the law.

Wetlands: There is a concern on the part
of many that the Corps of Engineers is
systematically dismantling the nation'’s
basic wetlands protection law, Section
404 of the 1972 Clean Water Act, which
regulates dredging and fiilling. Wetlands
are disappearing at an alarming rate. The
Subcommittee has taken a strong interest
in this program, and | hope to hold
oversight hearings on its management by
the Corps. On a separate track, | expect
the Subcommittee to move forward with
legislation authorizing a wetlands
acquisition and preservation program.

Clearly, both the full Environment and
Public Works Committee and the
Subcommittee on Environmental
Poilution face a busy agenda in the next
two years. Without doubt, many of the
issues we face will spark controversy and
heated debate. But controversy has
always been the hallmark of
environmental legislation. It should not
prevent us from fulfilling our obligation
to protect the health of the American
people and to defend and preserve our
natural resources. J
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