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Mr. QUINN and Ms. PRYCE of Ohio
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no’’.

Mr. FILNER, Mr. SNYDER and Ms.
HARMAN changed their vote from
ééno77 to Haye7?.

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, on

the last amendment, the Vento amend-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ment, I was unavoidably detained; and
had I been present, I would have voted
“yeS.”

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. SOL-
OMON) having assumed the chair, Mr.
SUNUNU, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that the Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 901), to preserve the sovereignty
of the United States over public lands
and acquired lands owned by the
United States, and to preserve State
sovereignty and private property rights
in non-Federal lands surrounding those
public lands and acquired lands, had
come to no resolution thereon.

————
0 2015

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2169,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
on the part of the House may have
until midnight tonight, Tuesday, Octo-
ber 7, 1997, to file a conference report
on the bill (H.R. 2169) making appro-
priations for the Department of Trans-
portation and related agencies for the
fiscal year 1998, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SOL-
OMON). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

————

AMERICAN LAND SOVEREIGNTY
PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today
and rule XXIII, the Chair declares the
House in the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill, H.R.
901.

J 2015
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill [H.R.
901] to preserve the sovereignty of the
United States over public lands and ac-
quired lands owned by the United
States, and to preserve State sov-
ereignty and private property rights in
non-Federal lands surrounding those
public lands and acquired lands, with
Mr. SUNUNU in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole House rose earlier
today, amendment No. 27 offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]
had been disposed of.

Pursuant to the previous order of the
House, it is now in order to consider
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amendment No. 5 printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. FARR OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. FARR of
California:

On page 10 of the bill, after line 8, insert
the following:

¢“(d) Subsection (b) shall not apply to Cali-
fornia Coastal Ranges Biosphere Reserve.”’

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. FARR] and a Mem-
ber opposed, each will control 15 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, is this the amendment that af-
fects the Central Valley California dis-
trict or is this the amendment that af-
fects the Redwoods?

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it affects the California coast
ranges, only to central California.

Mr. Chairman, if I may continue, this
amendment is very simple. What it
says is that we want to be exempted
from the bill of the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. And that is the
California coast ranges. This includes
State forests, the Jackson Demonstra-
tion State Forest, the Landels-Hill Big
Creek Reserve, which is part of the uni-
versity. This amendment exempts the
California coast ranges and the bio-
sphere reserve from the bill.

What it does is retain existing bio-
sphere designations for the State for-
ests, for the Channel Islands, the Na-
tional Marine Sanctuary, for the Audu-
bon Canyon, Bodega Marine Reserve,
Cordell Banks National Marine Sanc-
tuary, the Farallon National Wildlife
Refuge, the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, the Gulf of the
Farallones National Marine Sanctuary,
the Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve,
and the Marin Municipal Water Dis-
trict.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
R1GGs], the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI], the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY], myself,
and the gentleman from California [Mr.
CAPPS] are affected by this amendment
and to my knowledge we all support it.
I will not speak for the gentleman from
California Mr. RIGGS, but for Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. FARR of
California, and Mr. CAPPS, we think
that the process for the designation of
biosphere reserves has been adequate.
It has gone up through a local process.
It has gone up through the State lands
commission.
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment ex-
empts the California coastal range bio-
sphere reserve, which includes the
Elder Creek area of critical environ-
mental concern, the Heath & Marjorie
Angelo Coast Range Preserve, the
Jackson Demonstration State Forest,
the Landels-Hill Big Creek Reserve,
the Redwood Experimental Forest, the
Redwood National Park, the Redwood
State Parks and the western slopes of
Cone Peak in Los Padres National For-
est. These properties are part of the
coast range reserves. They have come
up through a bottoms up process and
they have been designated and we
would like to be exempted from it. We
do not want Congress to intrude upon
the fact that these have been in the
process, been in the biosphere reserve
program for some time.

In fact I can speak to one of them,
the Landels-Hill reserve, because our
group of people have an inholding in
there which is private property. We
enjoy having that designation. It al-
lows us to have an internationally rec-
ognized place to do biological study on
weather data, on climate, on the fish-
eries of the reserve. And it is one of the
most unique ecological zones on the
Pacific Coast because the distance be-
tween the shoreline and the highest
coastal peak is in the shortest ecologi-
cal zone, meaning we have more eco-
logical units in a shorter distance and
it makes it an ideal study area.

So these California coast ranges have
been part of the biosphere reserve pro-
gram and the amendment says, do not
mess with them. Do not take them
away. Allow us to be what we have his-
torically been. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask that the gentleman accept this
amendment because I think that he
will see that the Members of Congress
overwhelmingly support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank my good friend, the chairman of
the Committee on Resources, for yield-
ing time to me.

The gentleman from California, my
home State colleague, concluded his
remarks by saying that the Members of
Congress affected by his amendment
support his amendment. I want to
make it clear to my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle that I do not support
this amendment for a number of rea-
sons, not least of which is very little
consultation by Mr. FARR prior to pro-
posing his amendment.

I was attempting to ask the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR] to
yield to me so that I could ask him if
he has any kind of map or survey plat
or property description that accom-
panies his amendment so he could show
us perhaps precisely the land areas in-
volved. I would also like to know from
him why he feels, briefly, why he feels
it is necessary to take land such as the
coastal redwoods that are permanently
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protected under public ownership in
my congressional district, namely the
Redwoods National Park and the Cali-
fornia State Redwood Parks, and apply
to them this further designation of bio-
sphere reserve under international aus-
pices. The gentleman from California
[Mr. FARR], I wondered if I yielded to
the gentleman if he could tell me
where interested Members might ob-
tain a precise description of the land
areas involved here?

Mr. FARR of California. Mr.
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would be glad to answer the
gentleman. As the Congressman from
the district, he knows it very well. He
knows that the Redwood State Park
has had a biosphere designation, and
that is why he has cosponsored the bill
to wipe it out, to say that it cannot
exist, that the State Parks Commis-
sion has no ability, not under old law
and certainly not under new law, be-
cause the new law will not allow any-
thing but Federal lands to be approved
by congressional approval, and that it
is going to cost untold sums of money
to go out and do the research because
they have to do an economic impact
within a 10-mile radius in order just to
have an international study zone.

The gentleman knows that because it
is in his district that the Redwood Na-
tional Park has had the biosphere since
the early 1980°’s. He knows that the
northern California coast range under
the Bureau of Land Management has
had that designation since 1983.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, since the gentleman is
being unresponsive to the query that I
posed to him, which I thought was a
very reasonable one, instead he prefers
to talk around it.

The unfortunate aspect of this is that
this is a very, very generic amendment
that has potentially far-reaching legal
implications and real impacts on local
residents. I can tell the gentleman,
since I think he stipulates that I might
know my congressional district better
than he knows my congressional dis-
trict, that my constituents would not
favor his amendment and in fact would
strongly support the underlying bill of-
fered by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Resources, the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. I do not
think I have to belabor this debate.

I was able to watch the interchange
between the gentleman from California
[Mr. FARR] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. POMBO] earlier back in
my office. I think Mr. PoMBO put it
well, that we do not need another layer
of regulation or potential regulation,
an overlay on top of all the other exist-
ing protections that these lands al-
ready enjoy at considerable, I will not
yield, so I would appreciate the gen-
tleman not interrupting me, that are
already permanently protected and
maintained at considerable expense to
taxpayers.

Chair-

H8557

I can further tell the gentleman that
there are many of my constituents who
still have very strong feelings and res-
ervations and misgivings about the cre-
ation of the Redwood National Park by
the legislative branch of the Federal
Government, by the Congress back in
the early 1970’s. They believe that
there were some promises made then,
specifically “If you build it, they will
come,” that somehow tourism will
take the place of timber production as
a way of life and as a mainstay of our
economy, that have not today almost
30 years later materialized. So we do
not appreciate this intrusion in our af-
fairs, Mr. Chairman. We do not want to
be subject to the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Therefore, I feel compelled to oppose
the amendment, and will be happy to
continue this debate. Although I might
suggest to the gentleman, if it in fact
is the case that the other Members of
Congress whose districts are affected
by the gentleman’s amendment support
his amendment, perhaps he would con-
sider excluding my district from the
gentleman’s amendment and therefore
we might allow the House to move for-
ward with its business. I thank the gen-
tleman, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Resources, for yielding me
the time.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3%2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from San Francisco [Ms.
PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the time
and for his leadership in bringing this
amendment to the floor. I urge my col-
leagues to support the central Cali-
fornia coastal biosphere reserve as an
exception to the legislation presented
by the very distinguished chairman of
the committee.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rep-
resent an area which was included in
the United Nations biosphere reserve
program in 1989, the Golden Gate Na-
tional Recreation Area and many sur-
rounding sites, including the Gulf of
Farallones Islands and Cordell Banks
National Marine Sanctuaries and Point
Reyes National Seashore across the
bay.

The area of reserve encompasses
85,710,300 acres. During this time, since
1989, collaborative activities include a
symposium on biodiversity on the cen-
tral California coast, a tide pool moni-
toring and public education program
and research exchange program with a
similar reserve in France, and work-
shops with educators and scientists ex-
ploring opportunities for new environ-
mental education programs. The fact
that this area has been designated a
biosphere reserve has enhanced its
standing as worthy of protection.

Our distinguished colleague the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR], the
maker of the amendment, has spelled
out very clearly the land areas that are
covered by his amendment and has
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enumerated some of the other collabo-
rative efforts relating to weather and
other environmental concerns.

Mr. Chairman, it is important for our
colleagues to understand a biosphere
reserve does not change what is al-
ready taking place in a designated
area. It does not change the manage-
ment of a site. It does not change the
ownership of the site.

A biosphere reserve designation does
foster cooperation, shared research and
science and a greater understanding of
the natural value of the resource. All
of the uses of the site are regulated in
accordance with the conservation and
management goals of the admin-
istering agencies. There is no signifi-
cant change in what exists except that
knowledge about protecting the area
by preserving its resources becomes
elevated through scientific research,
education and collective problem solv-
ing. United States law prevails in these
areas, the laws we have created to pro-
tect the rich and diverse national
treasures.

For my communities, this effort is
very important because of the outreach
of the biosphere reserve partners to en-
gage inner city youth and to enhance
opportunities for young people to un-
derstand and respect our environment.

0 2030

It provides an invaluable contribu-
tion for an urban population.

The Department of the Interior, the
agency we have entrusted with the pro-
tection of our national parks; the De-
partment of Commerce, the agency
which we have entrusted with the pro-
tection of our marine resources; the
State of California, the governing body
for a State population of more than 32
million people; universities and private
organizations all contribute to this im-
portant effort. These partners do not
advocate policy in management prac-
tices, but together provide a coopera-
tive framework for making the best in-
formation and technology available to
all of the partners, domestically and
internationally, in performing their re-
sponsibilities to protect the resources
we have deemed irreplaceable.

Mr. Chairman, there are no black
helicopters; there are no U.N. troops
and there is no global takeover. The
U.N. Biosphere Reserve Program is a
legitimate program that fosters under-
standing and elevates our knowledge of
the biodiversity that surrounds us. It
has been in effect since 1970, under four
Republican Presidents, two Democratic
Presidents. It came into being under
President Nixon and was reauthorized
under President Bush. There is nothing
sinister about it.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Farr amendment and to oppose the leg-
islation that is the underlying bill on
the floor.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, how much time does each side
have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. FARR] has 8 min-
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utes remaining and the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] has 10 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume to rise in strong opposition to
the amendment and urge a ‘‘no’” vote
on the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume to respond to the comments
of the gentleman from California [Mr.
RIGGS].

For 15 years the California Coast
Ranges Biosphere Reserve Program has
been in existence. This bill wipes that
out entirely. My amendment puts it
back in. This bill creates a bureauc-
racy. My bill prohibits in having a bu-
reaucracy.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
R1GGs] is opposing this amendment
without permission from the Univer-
sity of California, without permission
from the California Department of For-
ests, without permission from the
Jedediah Smith and the Prairie Creek,
the California Parks and Recreation,
all of those in his district. The point
that I am trying to make is that if the
gentleman accepts this amendment,
there is no change, no change to the
law that has been there for the last 15
years. In all that time the gentleman
served in Congress he never opposed
those designations because there was
no impact.

Frankly, what I am appalled about
with this entire bill is that the gen-
tleman is taking scientific studies and
saying that we can no longer collabo-
rate in these studies if indeed they
have an international perspective when
these studies are petitioned in a bot-
toms-up process. And this bill would no
longer allow, the gentleman is not only
saying that they are wiped out, the bill
also says they can never get back in.

State Parks can never get back in,
California Department of Forests can
never get back in, University of Cali-
fornia can never get back in, the Prai-
rie Creek and Jedediah Smith and Del
Norte Coast State Parks can never get
back in. Why? Because the bill says the
only way they can get back in, after
doing very extensive studies, if Con-
gress so decides, can only be for those
areas that are a Federal designation.

So if the gentleman wants no bu-
reaucracy, if the gentleman wants to
keep things the way they are in a
peaceful state, and if the gentleman
wants to allow these State and local
and I would even say private agencies
and the Cone Peak area, of which there
is a lot of private inholdings, to allow
them to maintain the international
biosphere program, this is the only way
he can do it, by adopting the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.
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I suggest respectfully that this
amendment is, frankly, unnecessary.
As I mentioned before, I not only op-
pose it, but under the bill all areas that
have been designated have a 3-year
grandfather clause. And if everybody
loves these areas, the people that rep-
resent these areas can come back,
bring them before the committee and
they become a reality.

All we are asking, to get back to the
original intent of the bill, 901, is put
this back in the hands of the people of
America, the United States Congress,
that makes these designations. But
under my bill, in the sense of fairness,
I did give them a 3-year grandfather
clause.

So I do not believe this amendment is
necessary. We can do it through the
proper process. So I strongly oppose
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to

the gentleman from California, [Mr.
RIGGS].
Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I feel

compelled to respond to the last com-
ments by my colleague, just to point
out to him that I was not aware until
this very moment that I needed the
permission, I believe that was the
exact word used, the permission of the
University of California, the permis-
sion of various regulatory agencies at
the State and local level to represent,
and I hope protect, the best interests of
my constituents.

I did not know that. I thought they
elected me and trusted me to act and
use my own independent judgment to
act on what I thought was in their best
interests and what constitutes good
public policy.

And I hope the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FARR] will not take this
wrong, we are not saying over here
that we support current law. To the
contrary, we are saying we support the
bill that came out of the Committee on
Resources because it will restore Con-
gress’ proper constitutional role in
managing Federal lands.

These are lands, by the way, that do
not belong to a university, they do not
belong to a resources agency, they do
not belong to any bureaucracy. They
belong to the people, all the taxpayers
who foot the bills, which is a simple
fact of life that too often gets lost in
this place when we debate these kinds
of issues.

Allowing the administration to arbi-
trarily nominate and designate land
further centralizes land use policy-
making authority in the executive
branch and diminishes public partici-
pation in the process. That is the big
problem that we have here. We do not
want the Congress to be bypassed re-
peatedly, as it has been in the process
of designating these sites.

We believe that the people of the Na-
tion, who are represented by us, their
elected Representatives here in Con-
gress, we are the best arbiters of these
kinds of issues, not some faceless inter-
national council.

So that the real problem we have
here, I believe, is that we become a
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party to these international land des-
ignations. I am glad we are having the
opportunity to debate it here now,
maybe expose this issue to the Amer-
ican people, but by becoming a party to
these international land designations,
made again by some faceless inter-
national council, a lot of us are con-
cerned that the United States of Amer-
ica, the sovereign United States of
America, may be indirectly agreeing to
terms of international treaties, such as
the Convention on Biodiversity, to
which the United States is not a party
and which the United States Senate
has refused to ratify.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, how much time does each side
have?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. FARR] has 5% min-
utes remaining and the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] has 7 minutes
remaining.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 4 minutes.

I want to state what this is all about,
why we are getting so worked up. The
U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program is
a program that supports ecological re-
search collaboration and coordination
at an international level. It involves
114 countries. It is supported by the ad-
ministration, going back since 1974 by
four Republican presidents and two
Democratic Presidents. It receives sup-
port from 15 U.S. Government agencies
for interdisciplinary scientific research
in projects of mutual interest.

Why should that cause so much prob-
lem? It is so passive. It is so
unintrusive. It has no ability to vest
regulatory authority. It has no grants
and money that come with it. It has no
effect on property. No one has ever
been able to get up and speak of one in-
stance where it has affected property
values; and, in fact, most of the people
that oppose this do not even have these
in their districts.

The 15 agencies that were directed to
come together were a collaboration or-
dered by OMB to participate in a col-
laborative program so that we could
have, frankly, something that Repub-
licans have offered for a long time,
one-stop shopping. Simplify the Fed-
eral Government.

Why? Why are we so much opposed to
local State parks, to local nonprofits,
such as the Audubon Society, to State
universities, such as the University of
California, which the gentleman from
California [Mr. RIGGS] does have land
ownership in his district, why are we
opposed to those organizations? We can
say let us have Federal land that has
to get into this, to have permission of
Congress. I wish the author would take
that amendment, but he has not. In
fact, he said that these properties can
no longer, any of them, ever be in the
program unless, one, they are Federal
lands and they come back through in
an act of Congress.

I think that is wrong. This amend-
ment simply says those properties that
have been in the program, and I might
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add they were nominated by President
Ronald Reagan, and the gentleman has
represented them for all these years
and there has been no problem and all
of a sudden the gentleman wants to
knock them out.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I think the gentleman makes an
important point that under this legis-
lation, and we will offer an amendment
later to exempt the current biospheres
area, but obviously this is important to
us in California, the amendment the
gentleman has offered; that this legis-
lation wipes out this designation with-
out regard to merit, whether local peo-
ple like it, whether the local State
agency thinks the research is impor-
tant, or whether the local universities
who are involved, or local citizens
groups who are involved in these pro-
grams, whether the foundations that
have put land into these programs, this
is not a question of a review and then
weeding out the bad ones. This takes 47
programs and just wipes them out in
all the different States, in all the dif-
ferent districts, in all the different
characteristics. Just wipes these pro-
grams out without any consideration
of merit.

As we pointed out, I think several
times tonight, this particular one that
the gentleman from California [Mr.
FARR] has pointed out has been in ex-
istence for 15 years. No one has clam-
ored to this committee saying get rid
of this. No one has said this is harming
the land. Others have existed for longer
than that, 25 years. But this legislation
comes along without regard to local
opinion, involvement, concern, or sup-
port. The Federal Government just
comes along and wipes it out, our un-
obtrusive Federal Government brought
to us by the House Committee on Re-
sources.

One would think Members would be
asked whether or not they consent to
this or not. But that is not what is
going on here. Just flat out wiping
them out. If anybody thinks that is not
the heavy hand of the Federal Govern-
ment, tell that to people who have
spent so many resources trying to pre-
serve and protect these areas and learn
how to take care of them.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I want to again stress it is not the
Government. We are asking the Con-
gress to accept their role. All these
projects were unauthorized. They never
were authorized. We did not do our job.
We blindly set aside because a certain
party was in control of the House that
believed in this type of thing and we
did not do our duty.

So we are not doing anything in this
bill. We are giving them the 3 years. If
they are as good as they say they are,
they can come back.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
PoMBO].

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Here we go again. These particular
sites have no regulatory authority, no
money, no grants. They cannot do any-
thing, they are totally powerless. But
if we do not have them, the developers
and the miners and the loggers are
going to destroy all of these unique en-
vironmental areas.

Now, there is something that is con-
tradictory about that. Either they
have regulatory authority, either they
have power to do something or they do
not. We cannot argue both sides.

Now, the gentleman from California
[Mr. R1GGs] will be the first to stand up
and say that his district has unique en-
vironmental qualities that need to be
protected. He will be the first one to
stand up and say that the people of the
First District in California want to
protect those areas, and they have city
councils, they have boards of super-
visors, they have State representatives
who fight day in and day out to protect
those areas. The gentleman himself has
spent an inordinate amount of time
back here in Congress trying to protect
the unique environmental qualities
that exist in northern California. But
that is the way it is supposed to work.

We do not need an international or-
ganization, an international designa-
tion that Congress never looks at, that
Congress never has oversight authority
on, that Congress never approves. Why
do we need something that is kind of
behind the doors to protect something?
Do we really feel that the people of
that particular area cannot protect
their own resources; that they do not
have anybody there with enough
smarts or enough caring or enough
compassion to protect their resources?

0 2045

And there is no one in Congress who
can protect these areas. Throughout
the entire country, there is no one that
can protect them. We need an inter-
national organization that can step
forward and tell us what needs to be
protected and how we are going to do
that.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. FARR] has 172 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds.

I respond to somebody who is very fa-
miliar with this program, unlike those
who have been talking, many of whom
have none in their district. What they
are taking away is the ability for
America and for private landowners,
for States, and for anybody other than
the Federal Government to ever get
into an interdisciplinary scientific re-
search that may be done on a standard-
ized basis around the world.

I think this is an embarrassment to
take this away, say you have to come
to Congress, and even if you are private
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land, you cannot get it, if you are
State land, you cannot get it, and if
you are local land, you cannot get it.

This has existed because we ratified
the treaty back in 1974. There may not
be congressional authorization because
there has never needed to be.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I want to remind the gentleman from
California [Mr. FARR] that there is no
Biosphere treaty. There has never been
a treaty. Let us keep that in mind. Let
us not stretch this truth. There was no
treaty.

Mr. FARR of California. If the gen-
tleman will yield, Mr. Chairman, the
World Heritage Convention was ratified
in 1973.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Not the Bio-
sphere areas.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YouNa] for yielding me the time.

I just want to say that the United
States Supreme Court has addressed
this issue in a very, very interesting
case, Fong Yue Ting versus United
States, where that highest court in the
land wrote:

To preserve this Nation’s independence and
give security against foreign aggression and
encroachment constitute the very highest
duty of every nation, and to attain these
ends, nearly all other considerations are to
be subordinated. It matters not in what form
such aggression and encroachment come.

I believe the Supreme Court under-
stands what we are dealing with.

Furthermore, I just want to wind my
comments up by saying that George
Washington, in a letter dated October
9, 1795, wrote:

My ardent desire is, and my aim has been,
to comply strictly with all engagements, for-
eign and domestic; but to keep the United
States free from political connections with
every other country, to see them inde-
pendent of all and under the influence of
none, is my ardent desire.

I share that. While I believe in a
strong and vigorous trade policy, the
sovereignty of the United States of
America is so very important, and the
protection of private property rights
must be protected.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise as a property owner, and I
want to protect private property
rights. Support this amendment. I rise
as a former county supervisor. Support
local control. Support this amendment.
I rise as a former State legislator. Sup-
port States’ rights. Support this
amendment. And I rise as a Member of
the United States Congress, saying,
thank God that this country has been a
global leader in environmental protec-
tion and environmental resource man-
agement.

And in a time when we recognize
global, global warming and global envi-
ronmental pollution, which our na-
tional Defense Department says is not
in our national security interest to
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keep the world being polluted, that we
can have international agreements
that allow us to have some com-
monality and science, if there is any-
thing that ought to be protected, it is
that. Give us back our property rights.
Support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Nothing in this bill precludes any sci-
entific study, any type of cooperation
with other countries. All we are doing
is getting back the responsibility of
this Congress that we swore to uphold.
The Constitution of the United States
is all T am asking for. I urge a ‘‘no”
vote on this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
FARR] will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
previous order of the House, it is now
in order to consider amendment No. 51
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

AMENDMENT NO. 51 OFFERED BY MR. VENTO

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 51 offered by Mr. VENTO:
Page 10, line 15, Following the word ‘‘spe-
cial” insert the following: *‘, including com-
mercial.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] and a
Member opposed will each control 15
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment fol-
lows a different tack than that which
had been offered before. In this new-
found enthusiasm in this Congress to
reassert its prerogatives and control,
absolute control over land use designa-
tions and limits as they apply to pres-
ervation and study and surveys and
really international voluntary conven-
tions, I am offering an amendment
which permits us to assert the same
sort of control over commercial type of
activities that are of an international
nature.

A key component of the pending leg-
islation is a requirement that Congress
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specifically approve the recognition of
any U.S. lands for conservation pur-
poses as a result of agreement with a
foreign entity. However, at the same
time, this legislation does not require
similar congressional action when the
U.S.-owned lands are leased, oftentimes
at a loss to American taxpayers, to for-
eign-owned companies for drilling, for
mining, for timber harvesting, or other
commercial endeavors. Claims can be
made, and under law, hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars of U.S. public land as-
sets are handed over to foreign cor-
porations or persons for a pittance, to
foreign entities.

The Vento amendment establishes
parity in that process. Under my
amendment, the legislation requires
for specific congressional authorization
where it be extended to cover commer-
cial uses and development of U.S. lands
by foreign companies and U.S. subsidi-
aries of foreign companies or entities.
My amendment would not prevent such
activities from occurring. It would en-
courage Congress to approve such ac-
tions, which has, of course, been the
siren song that we have heard over and
over again tonight. We need Congress
to approve all of these specific con-
servation, these voluntary conserva-
tion agreements.

The Vento amendment is a respon-
sible provision that responds to foreign
exploitations which are now occurring
and which neither the Congress nor the
administration can legally stop.

Many of my colleagues would remem-
ber the public outcry when it was re-
vealed that a concession facility at Yo-
semite National Park was going to be
managed by a Japanese conglomerate,
Matsushita. No legal recourse was
available to block this action.

A similar outrage was voiced when
the Secretary of the Interior was re-
quired, under Federal law and under
court order, to release and to honor a
claim and patent to release Federal
lands containing more than $10 billion
in gold to a subsidiary of a Canadian-
owned corporation for less than $10,000.

Nothing has been done to prevent the
repeat of this type of land use policy, a
real ripoff of the American public. A
foreign firm can operate the concession
at the Statue of Liberty or any of our
national parks. And foreign firms can
continue to exploit American resources
while ripping off the U.S. taxpayers.

We now have an opportunity to
change those policies. While the Vento
amendment will not prevent these ac-
tivities from moving forward, it is in-
tended to require Congress to consider
the national consequences and specifi-
cally authorize those actions. If we are
going to require Congress to approve
actions to recognize U.S.-owned lands
for conservation purposes, then Con-
gress should also approve actions by
foreign firms which exploit U.S. lands.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the support of
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, if the Vento amend-
ment does what it says it does, it is not
germane. It was written, so it does not
really say anything.

I do not want it in the RECORD to say
that we happen to agree that we have
to enter, if you read in this section the
term ‘‘international agreement’ means
any compact, executive agreement,
conservation, bilateral agreement, or
multilateral agreements between the
United States or any agency of the
United States, any foreign entity.

And I am suggesting, respectfully,
that the attempt of the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] is to pre-
clude any type of activity under trea-
ty, including the other treaties, such
as NAFTA, and allowing other coun-
tries into our lands, as well we go into
their lands.

So I adamantly oppose the amend-
ment because all it is is including com-
mercial, and I am suggesting, respect-
fully, it is written very cleverly, but if
it does what he says it does, and I do
not believe it is, it would have been
nongermane and I would have made a
point of order. But it does not do that.

So I, very frankly, urge a strong
“no’’ vote on this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time I have remain-
ing?

The
from Minnesota [Mr.
minutes remaining.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. RAHALL], a distinguished
member of the Committee on Re-
sources.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO] for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, the black helicopters
are, indeed, circling over our lands.
They are out there circling as we
speak. And the agents of foreign pow-
ers are, indeed, locking up our public
lands, intent upon not only controlling
them, but ultimately America’s very
natural resource heritage.

But to be sure, Mr. Chairman, and let
us be sure about this, the pilots of
these helicopters are not wearing the
blue helmets of the United Nations.
Rather, they are wearing the corporate
emblems of foreign conglomerates
based in South Africa, Australia, Lux-
embourg, and Canada.

These foreign agents are not from the
United Nations. Their weapons are not
World Heritage sites or International
Biospheres. Indeed, the true threat
comes from the foreign conglomerates,
multinational mining firms, who swoop
down upon our public lands owned by
the American taxpayers and extract
the gold and the silver, with no rent,
no royalties paid to the American peo-
ple, the owners of this land.

CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
VENTO] has 11
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The U.N. charter in this instance is
not the issue. It is our very own mining
law of 1872, of 1872, which continues
with reckless disregard to our economy
and our environment to turn over our
Federal assets to the control of foreign
nationals.

So I rise in support of this amend-
ment, to this bill, the American Lands
Sovereignty Protection Act, for if we
are to protect the sovereignty of our
American lands from foreign powers,
then we must include commercial de-
velopments undertaken by foreign pow-
ers in this legislation. That is what
this amendment is all about.

As my colleague, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO], said, it is
about parity in this process. It is about
restoring sanity and reasonableness to
the fanaticism behind this bill. Our
lands, our resources, owned by all
Americans, are being claimed by for-
eign entities. Are we in Congress hav-
ing a say on it? No. The hard-rock min-
erals of these lands are being mined,
with no return to the public, and these
lands are being privatized by foreign
entities for a mere pittance, $2.50 or $5
an acre. That is what we are giving
away to foreign entities, allowed under
the mining law of 1872, yes. Should
these practices be condoned in 1997?
No, of course not. This House is on
record, by an overwhelming majority,
in a bipartisan manner, as saying no.

So the real issue here today is not
what the proponents of H.R. 901 make
it out to be. It is not about the United
Nations. It is not about black heli-
copters descending upon an
unsuspecting populace. It is, in these
times of budgetary constraint, about
the relinquishment of our lands and
minerals to multinational conglom-
erates for what amounts to fast food
hamburger prices.

So I say to my colleagues, vote ‘‘yes”’
on the Vento amendment. Cast a vote
for America. Allow us in Congress to
have a say where foreign entities are
going to come in and control our con-
cessionaires at the Statue of Liberty or
Yosemite or at other national park
areas. Let the Congress have a say on
these issues before we lose further
lands to foreign conglomerates.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RAHALL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I wanted
to acknowledge the gentleman’s co-
sponsorship of this amendment. I ne-
glected to do that in offering it, and I
appreciate his guidance and strong sup-
port as a former chairman of the Sub-
committee on Mining and Minerals for
many years on the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s strong support and his cospon-
sorship of this amendment. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, and I urge support for
this amendment.

H8561

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time, and I thank him for
introducing this amendment along
with the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. RAHALL], who has just spoken, be-
cause this amendment takes us right
to the crux of what this legislation is
about.

This legislation is about inter-
national mining companies, timber
companies and others that seek to beat
back those individuals and local com-
munities who want to protect the eco-
systems, that want to protect the wa-
tersheds, that want to protect their
local communities, that want to pro-
tect our national parks and our herit-
age areas. This bill is about beating
those people back, under the guise of
the sovereignty of the United States.

Yet the proponents of this legislation
would happily hand over billions of dol-
lars of taxpayer-owned platinum or
gold or silver or coal or timber and
think nothing of it, and have done
that, and have supported that effort.
They would think nothing of dele-
gating their authority to the Depart-
ment of Interior to enter into a lease
for billions of dollars of what belongs
to the taxpayers, and as the gentleman
from Minnesota pointed out, the tax-
payers get nothing back.

A private person can own the land
right next to this and they can get roy-
alties in the millions, tens of millions,
hundreds of millions. We get nothing,
because these people are willing to del-
egate their authority over these lands
to some bureaucrats who give it away
to international mining companies who
want to destroy maybe the Clarks Fork
River, who wanted to take $1 billion
out of the lands of Idaho.

The gentleman says this is only
about treaties. Well, maybe that is why
the western Governors are not happy
with fast track, because I say to my
colleagues, we need this law to protect
us in the future, because we do not get
a right under arrangements like
NAFTA, under the arrangements under
fast track.

So what we have here is those great
protectorates of a constitutional
power, who will not let a faceless bu-
reaucrat enter into a research grant to
protect lands, will gladly hand them
over to Canadian mining companies,
South African mining companies, Ca-
nadian timber companies, ‘‘Come on in
and get all you want.” Do we think
that is really what the taxpayers want?
The taxpayers have said time and
again they are tired of that arrange-
ment, they are tired of seeing us lose
money, they are tired of seeing us
enter into leases where people spend
$270, $270, and they have $1 billion
worth of minerals.

My colleagues on the other side are
worried about sovereignty? I do not
think so. I think it only cuts one way.

My colleagues are only worried about
it when somebody wants to do a little
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research and not harm the land, but
when somebody wants to come in and
tear up the landscape, walk off with
the gold, walk off with the platinum,
there is silence on the other side. So
apparently, it is open season for inter-
national companies who want to come
and rape and ruin the land and take
the gold and take the silver.

Somehow this committee cannot fig-
ure out how to stop that, but if some-
one wants to come and study the wa-
tershed in the Redwood National For-
est or somebody wants to study the
Channel Islands or somebody wants to
study the Big Ben Park down in Texas
to see whether it can be protected,
whether it can be developed in a way
that is compatible; if someone wants to
study the Everglades, somehow one is
giving up sovereignty. But if somebody
wants to give away the legacy of this
country and the heritage of this coun-
try and its gold and its silver and its
platinum, this committee says, ‘‘Come
on in, buy it for $56 an acre, and we will
give you millions of dollars.”

Mr. Chairman, the greatest scam
going in the history of the American
taxpayer. This is one where we just
back up the big old dump truck, we put
the shovel in the ground and we take
the gold and do not even say ‘‘thank
you’”’ to the people of the United
States.

I think the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO] and the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] have
put their thumb right on what this bill
is about. Read it on the Internet, folks.
This is a big push by those corporate
interests to try to drive out of these
communities people who have concerns
for the environment, the watershed,
the habitat and the wildlife, because
then there is nobody to stop them from
taking the gold and the silver and the
platinum of this Nation.

This is a travesty, it is a travesty. It
has been denounced by every editorial
board, every public interest group,
every periodical. Since 1872, somehow
these people have not figured out how
to amend the law so the taxpayer could
get a fair break, and now they are
going to use this law to drive off the
researchers and the local communities
and the universities and the State park
system who are trying to protect the
lands, the heritage and the history of
this country. Do we think, my col-
leagues, maybe it is not on the level?
Maybe it is just not on the level, and
my colleagues ought to vote for this
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume to say to my colleague that I
have heard some great demagoguery in
my life, but that is one of the best, be-
cause this amendment only applies to
commercial:

In this section, the term ‘‘international
agreement’’ means any treaty, compact, ex-
ecutive agreement, convention, bilateral
agreement, or multilateral agreement be-
tween the United States or any agency of the
United States and any foreign entity or
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agency of any foreign entity, having a pri-
mary purpose of conserving, preserving, or
protecting the terrestrial or marine environ-
ment flora, or fauna.

That is all this does. This is just a
great platform for my good friend from
California [Mr. MILLER] to talk about
the evils of mining, the terrible things
that occur. It has nothing to do with
this bill. It is a great smokescreen, and
I compliment him on it. It is one of
those issues that I am very pleased to
say that I hope everybody could see
through it.

This amendment is a mischievous
amendment. It does nothing. I am
tempted to vote for the silly thing, be-
cause it does nothing, it means noth-
ing. It is a disaster when it comes to
having taken the time to put this in
this bill. As I told the Parliamentarian,
and in fact, it is out of order if that is
what it really does, because it does not
do that with the amendment.

The amendment is an innocuous lit-
tle amendment, but it gives them a
platform to talk and pontificate on the
terrible evils of the mining law. My
good friend from West Virginia, [Mr.
RAHALL], now, he does not have any
foreign people digging the mountains
out in West Virginia, no; destroying
the environment, no. Those are not for-
eign countries, and in fact, they are all
pure, homemade countries, but they
are destroying West Virginia, but that
is all right. But do not mess with the
public lands. Lock it up so his price of
coal goes up and his people get rich.

I do not blame him, but I am sug-
gesting respectfully, that is a little
hypocritical.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield? The gentleman
brought up my name. Would the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I did not bring
up the gentleman’s name.

Mr. RAHALL. These happen to be
private lands, I will have the gen-
tleman know.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota controls the time.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. RAHALL].

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my distinguished colleague from Min-
nesota for yielding, and I would re-
spond to my chairman of the Com-
mittee on Resources, let us not mix ap-
ples and oranges here. West Virginia,
these are private lands, these are pri-
vate people that have come in.

Is the gentleman asking that the pri-
vate developers not be allowed to do
what they want on private land?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I am not saying that. Is the gen-
tleman telling me they are all pri-
vately owned companies? Is there any
foreign money in those companies?

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Yes, abso-
lutely, take back the time.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, I would say as well
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that my coal miners are paying their
taxes, their royalties to the Federal
Government for mining on private
land, not lands owned by the Federal
taxpayers.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
point out that this amendment does in
fact have an impact, we believe, be-
cause as we look at foreign entities and
we look at the purpose of conserving,
obviously if we are not conserving, if
one is taking the products out of the
land, mining or doing other activities,
one still has to prepare an environ-
mental impact statement. I would sug-
gest to my colleagues that it is a lease
agreement or other agreements that
have to be entered into.

The fact is that as we look at what
has happened, and I admit that this
only affects those foreign entities that
are coming in to do that, foreign coun-
tries, maybe even publicly owned for-
eign companies, but for instance, we
have gold mining that has gone on. The
value of that by the Barrick Gold
Strike Company is $8.9 billion in Ne-
vada that was sold for a pittance. Gold
Fields Mining Company, United King-
dom company, purchased for $1,700; es-
timated value, $266 million. The first
one, incidentally, was purchased as a $9
billion value, purchased for less than
$9,000. The Faxcalk Company of Den-
mark, Travatine, purchased for $270;
estimated value of the claim, $1 billion.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Would the
gentleman yield for a moment?

What has this got to do with the gen-
tleman’s amendment to this bill? Noth-
ing.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, this is another classic example of
nothing about nothing.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I have been a part of the legislative
process for 20 years, and I want to sin-
cerely say to my colleagues, the Amer-
ican public deserves a more upright
and honest statement of the facts. I
urge my colleagues tomorrow to read
the record that has been created here
tonight. I want to tell my colleagues,
it is far from the truth. To make such
outlandish statements that the sov-
ereignty act is to take away the pro-
tection of public lands so people can
take advantage of them is not true.

The American public had very little
to say, if anything, at the local level,
at the State level and at the national
level about the biosphere program. It
was created by administrations with no
legislative oversight and no legislative
funding and no legislative input. There
is great concern among people around
this country that decisions are going
to be made in the future and are cur-
rently being made by world people,
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people from around the world, and they
do not want America governed that
way, they want America governed by
Americans at the local level, at the
State level and at the national level.
And for my colleagues on the other
side to make these statements that
have been made, and I mean this sin-
cerely, they owe the American public
an apology because they have talked
about everything but the truth.

We heard about this being over-
reaching and so damaging. We had oth-
ers call it crazy, trivial nonsense, and
we had other ones saying it was all
done by local community requests. The
American public want to understand
world agreements, and they have a
right to. They want to understand
international commitments that our
Government makes, and they have a
right to.

In conclusion, those who want to de-
prive the average American, those who
want to deprive the American citizens
from having the right to understand
what biospheres are about, having the
right to react to their local govern-
ment or their Congress, whether they
agree or disagree, and they may agree,
but give them the right. When it is not
to be publicly debated, people think we
have something to hide when they do
not have a shot, they do not have a bite
of the apple. That is what America is
all about. We cannot have too much
sunshine, we cannot have too much
people participation.

People in America are concerned
about the proposal of world govern-
ment and other countries making deci-
sions in this country, and generally in
a huge percentage they are opposed to
that, and we should be sensitive to that
for the long run of this country, be-
cause most other countries do not real-
ly care about the future of America,
but Americans do, and they should
have the right to understand clearly
every agreement, every international
commitment that is done, and it
should be done in the sunshine, and
that is what this whole bill is about,
not the rhetoric we heard a few mo-
ments ago.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would
be happy if the gentleman would yield
me some of his time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time having ex-
pired, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
VENTO] will be postponed.

The point of order is considered with-
drawn.
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The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
previous order of the House, it is now
in order to consider an amendment
without a number offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER]
that will strike section 4(b).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of
California:

On page 9 of the bill, beginning at line 1,
strike all through the end of line 16, and re-
number subsequent subsections accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] will con-
trol 15 minutes, and a Member in oppo-
sition will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation as cur-
rently drafted wipes out the Biosphere
Reserves that have existed in this
country for between 15 and 25 years,
and have had the continued support of
the local communities where they
exist.

Some of them are as grand as the Big
Bend in Texas, some of them are as
grand as the Redwood Coastal Range in
the State of California, the Glacier Bay
National Park in Alaska, Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, the Great
Smoky Mountains National Park, the
Mojave National Preserve, the Olympic
Peninsula in the Pacific Northwest,
one of the great, great sites in this
country.

These designations were first started
in the early 1970s. This occurred
throughout the 1970s. They have been
worked on and researched, and assets
have been brought to this effort by uni-
versities, by local foundations, by na-
tional foundations, by local civic orga-
nizations that have been brought into
researching the effort, by the various
park systems of the various States
where these are involved.

The fact of the matter is there has
been very little or no outcry about this
because people did not realize what
they had. What they had with this des-
ignation was the opportunity to par-
ticipate in research not only in their
local areas, but to be able to coordi-
nate and work with other research
going on around in other places of the
world. It gave us a chance to look at
some of these landscapes, and we know
we mismanaged them when we man-
aged them in very small portions. Now
we are able to look on them in a
grander scale.

But this legislation wipes them out,
just wipes them out. It does not matter
if those of us in California who are so
concerned with the Channel Islands,
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with the watersheds in the south of
San Francisco, or with our great red-
wood parks, it does not matter, it just
wipes them out. It does not matter
that the people in Texas are proud of
the Big Bend, and the Big Bend is seri-
ous desert research, habitat research.
It just wipes them out.

It does not do that for the Heritage
areas. It grandfathers them in. What
this amendment would simply do is
grandfather in the existing areas, and
then if the bill passes, new areas would
have to be designated in accordance
with this legislation.

But what it does not do is it does not
throw away the effort, the time, and
the experience that we have gained in
these programs. It is not a unilateral
withdrawal from the biosphere pro-
gram. It in fact leaves that in place,
since there has been little or no com-
plaint about the existing ones.

It is interesting that most of the peo-
ple who have argued about this have
been people who do not have these in
their areas. People have come down
and made remarkable speeches about
the Constitution and what have you.
They just do not happen to have a Bio-
sphere Reserve. There are not peobple
asking for time saying get rid of that
biosphere in Texas or Arizona, get rid
of that biosphere in California. So what
we have here is legislation that deals
with a problem that does not exist.

I do not think that is fair to these
local organizations. I do not think that
is fair to the parks department in our
States that have put assets and re-
sources and time and effort into this,
or to the foundations, or to the univer-
sities that have engaged in this re-
search. So I would simply leave the
status quo. The last one designated was
in 1991. It is not like they are roaring
on here and designating them every
year. There are only 47 nationwide.
Then let the bill work its will on those
programs.

This amendment is no more com-
plicated than that. I would urge when
the House votes tomorrow, that it
votes to grandfather and exempt these
provisions from this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] claim the
time in opposition?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I do claim the time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] is recognized
for 15 minutes in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time to me, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I say to my good
friend, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER], he propounded the state-
ment that he does not hear anybody
yelling, get rid of these biospheres. I
would like to invite the gentleman
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from California [Mr. MILLER] up to my
district.

I just took the honorable chairman of
the Committee on Resources and the
honorable gentlewoman from Idaho
[Mrs. CHENOWETH] and a number of
other Members up to the Catskill
Mountains, where there was a proposed
biosphere about to go in. They heard
an earful.

I would invite them to come to an-
other mountain range that I represent,
called the Adirondack Mountains. As a
Representative from that area with one
of the largest U.N. Biosphere Reserves
in the United States, I have a personal
interest in this bill on behalf of the
600,000 people that I have the privilege
of representing.

In my congressional district, the
Champlain-Adirondack Biosphere Re-
serve was created in 1989. It was cre-
ated at the request of a quasi-govern-
mental agency called the Adirondack
Park Agency. If I have time, I will talk
about how Nelson Rockefeller rammed
this down the throats of the people I
represent some 30 years ago. It was at
the request of two Governors. One was
a very liberal Governor from the State
of New York, and one was a very lib-
eral Governor from the State of
Vermont. Without even any input from
the State legislature or without con-
gressional hearings or real input from
any of the local citizens of the Adiron-
dacks, this area was designated in the
middle of the night, without anybody
knowing about it, as a U.N. Biosphere
Reserve.

The system completely bypassed the
people directly affected by this pro-
gram. None of us knew about it. In this
case, and in many cases in this coun-
try, I would submit that with congres-
sional oversight and public input,
many of these U.N. sites would not
even have been designated.

In fact, in 1994, this was only just 3
years ago, the Catskill region of New
York, again in my district, was nomi-
nated for designation as a U.N. Bio-
sphere Reserve, and we almost did not
know anything about that. But we got
wind of it. When I found out about it
and when local officials and residents
raised cain about it, and showed their
opposition, the nomination was de-
feated.

That is probably what would have
happened all over this country had
these not been snuck in in the middle
of the night. The American Land Sov-
ereignty Act before us tonight un-
equivocally states that no lands in this
country can be included in any inter-
national land use programs without
the clear and direct approval of Con-
gress.

That makes sense, because even on
that side of the aisle, and I respect the
gentleman and I believe he would let
his constituents know about it, I do
not think he would try to sneak it in in
the middle of the night, if I look
around, all of these Members look like
respected Members of this body.

Most all of H.R. 901 protects indi-
vidual private property rights. That is
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the most important thing. Executive
branch political appointees cannot and
should not be making property deci-
sions in the place of individual land-
owners. This bill is a first step in the
right direction in returning power to
the elected Representatives in Con-
gress as well as to the local citizens
and officials.

Most importantly, Mr. Chairman,
this bill, if we defeat the Miller amend-
ment, reasserts the constitutional
rights of property owners all across the
country to control their land without
interference from some international
organization. That is what this debate
is all about.

Please come over here and defeat the
Miller amendment, and we can defeat
all of these amendments, and then vote
for this bill that means so much to the
people in this country.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. CAPPS].

Mr. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise be-
cause the Channel Islands Biosphere
Reserve is in our district, in the Twen-
ty-second District of California. I have
had an opportunity to watch the coop-
erative work that goes on there with
the Channel Islands National Marine
Sanctuary, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, the na-
tional parks, the Channel Island Na-
tional Park, and I would say most espe-
cially the University of California. And
the Chair knew I was going to say that.

I think it is very, very positive work.
It ought to be continued, too. I do not
have the fear about world government
that I think people on the other side
have. I think this is really an attack
on the United Nations. I do not have
that fear. I think there are times when
we need international cooperation for
research purposes.

That is primarily what we are talk-
ing about here. There is some concern
about persons from other countries
participating in American research, or
research having to do with American
locales, but I want to point out that
Americans participate in international
research of a biospheric nature
throughout the world. This is fair play.

I certainly support the amendment of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MILLER], and I urge my colleagues to
support it as well.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I again rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment. This amend-
ment is a backdoor way of authorizing
existing Biosphere Reserves. The Herit-
age areas were recognized in the bill
because it is under treaty, but there is
no treaty on the biospheres, none. Let
us make that perfectly clear. I have a
3-year grandfather clause. We can come
back and talk about each one of these.
If everybody loves them like they do, it
will work.

By the way, I have no fear of outside
world government at all. I believe in
America. But I suggest respectfully I
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do also believe, and I think each one of
the Members were sworn to uphold the
Constitution. The Constitution says
that Congress, this Congress, the Mem-
bers and I, are the only ones who can
designate lands.

So why is the fear, why do Members
want to give this away to somebody
else? I have never understood that, and
this whole argument. What is wrong
with this Congress acting, and by the
way, the areas that have been des-
ignated can still be, under State par-
ticipation, under the individual par-
ticipation, can still have the same type
of study and research.

I keep hearing this research charade.
The research can go on. There is noth-
ing that stops the research, nothing at
all. All we are asking in this legisla-
tion is that this Congress fulfill its re-
sponsibility of designating lands. If in
fact UNESCO or somebody wants to
designate it, let them come to Con-
gress. That is all I will ask.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the ranking member yielding
time to me.

I just wanted to ask the chairman to
yield. Because his point is that under
the World Heritage Convention, that
the 20 sites that are in existence re-
main in existence that are designated,
and he is correct about that. The
Ramsar sites that are in existence, the
15, remain in effect. There is nothing
that I said or intimated that they were
not, and they are under treaty.

But I think that, in my judgment,
the World Heritage sites, we will not
have another World Heritage site in
the United States based on this legisla-
tion, because it makes it impossible,
based on the type of requirements that
are in the legislation under that suppo-
sition.

In any case, looking, because we are
talking about the Man and Biosphere
program, that protocol right now, that
agreement, of which 120-some nations
are involved, the fact is this says you
give 2 or 3 years of time, but then in
terms of requirements, it says it con-
sists solely of lands as of that date that
are enacted that are owned by the
United States.

So therefore, to be into that bio-
sphere, to be part of that, you could
not be a State land, you could not be a
private land, you could not be any-
thing. So in essence, saying you are
going to give us an opportunity to go
back and designate those is not en-
tirely accurate, in my judgment, be-
cause this will take it apart. There is
no way under the precepts of this bill
that it can be put back together again.
So once we break that apart, it cannot
be put back together.

Earlier today it was suggested that
some Members did not agree with some
of the statements that were being
made over here, and at that time they
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would not yield, because I was won-
dering which statements. It reminds
me of the adage that was once espoused
by President Truman, that said that
you do not have to really give them a
lot of grief. He said, you just have to
tell the truth, and they will think that
they have a lot of grief.

Because I do not want to be accused
of something else, the issue is I have
been trying to strive for a common un-
derstanding. Everyone is entitled to
their own opinion, but they are not en-
titled to their own facts with regard to
this. That is what this bill does. This is
the literal reading of this bill.

If the gentleman disagrees with that,
I would be happy to yield what time I
have so I can engage in a realistic de-
bate with regard to this issue.

O 2130

No offers?

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this amend-
ment.

It is ironic we are here debating and
we find that this side of the aisle is out
here trying to protect local property
rights, local control. This bill wipes it
out.

The bill that is before us wipes out
what four Republican administrations
and two Democratic administrations
have been carrying on. It wipes out the
ability for America to participate with
146 other nations. It wipes out the ex-
change of information among scientists
on a common international one page.

Mr. Chairman, it wipes out the proc-
ess that allowed the nomination from
local governments, from State govern-
ments, from nonprofits, and from pri-
vate land use. It wipes it out, Mr.
Chairman, because it says that on page
9, ““Any designation shall not be given
any force or effect unless it consists
solely of lands that of the date of en-
actment are owned by the United
States.”

So all of those programs that have
been involved in this for so many years
are wiped out. It wipes out, and I think
this is something that has not been
looked at, it wipes out the fact that a
lot of international tourists come to
the United States. And according to
the Visitor’s Service Survey conducted
in the Everglades, 44 percent of the
international visitors say they came to
that because it was such a designated
site. They knew about it because of
their host countries. That is why the
National Tourist Association of Ken-
tucky has written in opposition to this
bill, because this bill wipes out essen-
tially a tourist attraction.

The Man and Biosphere program is a
key program that helps train our Peace
Corps volunteers. When we go overseas
to try and develop an environmental
program for the countries that the
Peace Corps volunteers are serving in
so that everybody can be on the same
scientific page, they are trained by our
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Biosphere programs here in the United
States before they go overseas. This
wipes that out. This wipes out the abil-
ity for America to participate, and
that, I think, is why this bill is so fun-
damentally wrong.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to adopt this amendment that at least
makes it prospective and not retrospec-
tive. Do not tread on property rights.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 4 minutes.

Let us understand something here. It
has been suggested that somehow we
were giving away the Constitution of
the United States if we did not vote for
this bill. But this bill leaves in place
the World Heritage Areas that were
designated by the United Nations, that
were nominated by the United States,
accepted by the United Nations pursu-
ant to their criteria, and the treaty,
the international treaty we have on
Heritage areas. So this bill leaves those
in place.

But, Mr. Chairman, the Biosphere
areas that were designated by the U.S.
Government, that were nominated by
local communities, and are recognized,
not designated, not accepted by them,
recognized by the international pro-
gram, that we nominated and we con-
trol them, those are wiped out.

But those of my colleagues on the
other side who are so upset about one
world government and the United Na-
tions and so upset about international
conspiracy, they leave in place the des-
ignation that is made by the United
Nations.

So what is the problem here? This is
wiping out the other treaty. I do not
get it. There is some inconsistency
here, folks. So it is now the treaty
power that prevents proponents of this
bill from acting to protect the sov-
ereignty and their citizens? I see. OK.
So now we have it clear.

Mr. Speaker, these areas that were
nominated by local governments or or-
ganizations and agencies, and were des-
ignated by the various administrations
starting from President Nixon to
today, those are a threat to the United
States, but the United Nations des-
ignated and accepted areas and the
United Nations criteria are not? Some-
thing is very wrong here.

What is wrong here is that we are
overriding with this legislation, we are
overriding the local designation.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON] got up and talked about how
people in his district raised cain about
one of these areas and it did not hap-
pen. Is the gentleman suggesting that
the people in Florida and Texas and
California and Montana and Idaho were
snookered? Were they snookered in
1986, 1976, 1996? Were they snookered? I
don’t think so. The point is this: That
is the process.

Somebody else got up here and said
that in Minnesota back in 1983 some-
body proposed one of these and the peo-
ple turned it down. It sounds to me like
the process is working, folks. But now
they want to wipe out those local deci-
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sions. Forty-seven areas said they
thought it was OK; they want to wipe
them out.

Mr. Chairman, I can understand my
colleagues on the other side saying,
‘““Hey, you do not like that process; you
want to go through this one, and if in
the future you want one of these, you
have got to come to Congress.”’” That is
fine. But why would you wipe out all of
these other areas?

Their contention is that the people in
San Francisco or Los Angeles or Santa
Barbara were snookered, even though
they were interested in doing this and
participating and they asked to par-
ticipate. Kind of an interesting theory.
Kind of an interesting theory.

Mr. Chairman, it should not happen.
It should not happen. I would urge
Members to support this amendment
when we vote tomorrow to restore
these areas that are currently in place
and protect these very, very, very valu-
able assets of the United States of
America.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to re-
mind everybody, the treaty for the
Heritage Areas was ratified by the Sen-
ate and voted on by the House, but not
the Biospheres. That is why we had to
leave the Heritage. If I had my way,
they would be out too. Let us be very
up front about this. The Biosphere is,
again, a designation by the U.N., by
UNESCO, without any local input.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs.
CHENOWETH].

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
FARR] said that the Tourist Associa-
tion of Kentucky supports the Bio-
sphere Reserve Program. However, on
May 29, 1997, the Kentucky State Sen-
ate, by a voice vote, approved Senate
Resolution 35 which reads:

The General Assembly of the Common-
wealth of Kentucky is unalterably opposed
to the inclusion of any land within the bor-
ders of the Commonwealth within the pur-
view of the Biosphere Treaty or any bio-
diversity program without the express con-
sent of the General Assembly of the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky, as provided by the
Constitution of the United States and the
Constitution of Kentucky.

Furthermore, the General Assembly urges
the Members of the Congress of the United
States, and especially the Kentucky delega-
tion to the Congress of the United States, to
oppose ratification of this treaty and the in-
clusion of any land within the Common-
wealth of Kentucky in any Biosphere pro-
gram of the United Nations.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BRADY].

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Chairman, when we
do something wrong, we go back and
make it right. That is what the crux of
this bill does, and that is what this
amendment prevents.
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Mr. Chairman, in Texas we have two
Biosphere Reserves that total over
three-quarters of a million acres in our
State, a significant amount. Under this
amendment, we as a Congress are pre-
vented from going back to the commu-
nities that include those Biospheres
and are adjacent to them. We are pre-
vented from going back to those school
districts, those county commissions,
and the State legislature, and allowing
them to ask the questions that they
were not allowed to ask the first time:
How does this affect our community
and what does this allow us to do?
What does it prevent us from doing?
How will it affect our tourism? How
will it affect our property tax values?
How will it affect everything that we
have been building in our community
and our State?

This amendment prevents those very
common sense and basic questions
from being asked. And those Biosphere
Reserves that have value in support
will pass all those tests, and those that
do not will at last have a local stand-
ard applied to them that we des-
perately need.

I know some believe the United Na-
tions knows what is best for our com-
munities, but I have a great deal of
faith that local communities and coun-
ties and school boards and State legis-
latures, if given an opportunity to ask
those questions and have them an-
swered, will come up with the right de-
cision. I have faith in them. This
amendment prevents us, prevents
them, from having a say. We all de-
serve to have a say in our property
rights.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote, and
pending that, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
MILLER] will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Pursuant to the previous order of the
House, it is now in order to consider
the amendment regarding specific Bio-
sphere Reserves.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I will not offer the amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania] having as-
sumed the chair, Mr. SUNUNU, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
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House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that the Committee, having had
under consideration the bill (H.R. 901)
to preserve the sovereignty of the
United States over public lands and ac-
quired lands owned by the United
States, and to preserve State sov-
ereignty and private property rights in
non-Federal lands surrounding those
public lands and acquired lands, had
come to no resolution thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the bill, H.R. 901.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska?

There was no objection.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of agreeing to
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

VIOLENCE AGAINST CHILDREN IS
GORE’S CURE FOR ENVIRONMENT

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, last week the Washington
Times reported that, and I quote, ‘“Vice
President Al Gore, warning that over-
population fosters global warming, yes-
terday suggested expanding abortion
programs in developing countries to
help reduce the environmental threat.”

Mr. Speaker, it is absolutely scan-
dalous and inhumane that the Vice
President of the United States is ag-
gressively touting violence against ba-
bies to mitigate global warming. The
Vice President is blaming the babies of
the poor for the consumption excesses
of the rich and powerful. How dare he
blame the kids.

In a meeting with the weather fore-
casters, AL GORE gleefully pointed to
the administration’s repeal of the Mex-
ico City policy, the Hyde amendment
for the developing world, as a step to-
wards population control.

Make no mistake about it, President
Clinton’s action has permitted hun-
dreds of millions of dollars, U.S. tax
dollars, to flow to the abortion indus-
try overseas. The Vice President is
blaming the problem of global warming
on children and suggesting that some-
how the world will be a much cleaner
place if these innocent children are
killed by abortion.

October 7, 1997

Mr. Speaker, I insert the following
article into the RECORD.
[From the Washington Times, Oct. 3, 1997]

GORE’S CURE FOR GLOBAL WARMING JOLTS
PRO-LIFE ACTIVISTS

(By Paul Bedard)

Pro-life activists yesterday expressed
alarm that Vice President Al Gore’s sugges-
tion to curb global warming by slashing pop-
ulation growth could lead to more abortions
in Third World countries.

“What he would do is push violence against
babies to advance a theory to cure green-
house gas problems,” said Rep. Christopher
H. Smith, New Jersey Republican. ‘“You
don’t use violence to get a cleaner atmos-
phere.”

““Al Gore should not try to impose the im-
mortality of abortion on developing na-
tions,” said Carol Long, director of the Na-
tional Right to Life Political Action Com-
mittee.

Mr. Smith charged that the White House
was being ‘‘elitist’’ in its effort to curb birth
rates by targeting mostly poor, nonwhite
populations in Africa, Asia and South Amer-
ica.

“It’s elitist because it blames the poor and
vulnerable for the problems of the rich and
powerful,” said Mr. Smith, chairman of the
House International Relations human rights
subcommittee. ‘“‘It’s very arrogant to per-
secute anyone to push a theory.”

Mr. Gore this week told a White House
global warming conference that overpopula-
tion was the top proponent of climate change
and, thus, should be a major focus for Gov-
ernment policy. He heralded President Clin-
ton’s early 1993 decision to reverse GOP poli-
cies blocking U.S. funding of family-plan-
ning groups that perform abortions abroad.

Mr. Gore suggested that the industrialized
nations have ‘‘stabilized’’ their populations
through a three-point program of birth con-
trol, abortion and a reduction in child mor-
tality rates, but world populations would
grow if developing nations aren’t targeted
now.

He suggested that pushing his three initia-
tives could cut 2 billion to 5 billion people
from the projected 2050 world population of
14 billion.

“We’re actually beginning to experience
some good news around the world with the
beginnings of a stabilization in world popu-
lation. But the momentum in the demo-
graphic system is such that we’re inevitably
going to go to 8 or 9 billion. The question is
whether these changes will keep us from
going to 10, 12, 14 billion,” Mr. Gore said.

Mr. Gore has long promoted a ‘‘Global
Marshall Plan” that promotes birth control
and family planning, but his comments at a
White House summit of some 100 TV weath-
ermen this week rattled some pro-life advo-
cates.

“This will be the wake-up call,”” Mr. Smith
said.

The National Right to Life Committee also
took notice of Mr. Gore’s comments and
began alerting members, as did the House
Pro-Life Caucus.

And Gary Bauer, head of the Family Re-
search Council, said, ‘“The problem with
global warming isn’t that there are too
many people or too many children. That’s
our greatest asset.”

Under the Gore plan, developing nations
need three programs to slow population: one
to cut child mortality rates so that families
don’t need to produce numerous children
with the expectation that some will die
young, birth control and moves to boost
women politically and socially.

“When those three conditions are estab-
lished, those countries make that change,
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