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“(IT) any good faith efforts of the person
against which the penalty is assessed to
comply with applicable requirements.

‘‘(e) PUBLIC HEARING.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any order issued under
this section shall become final unless, not
later than 30 days after the date of issuance
of the order, the person or persons against
which the order is issued submit to the Ad-
ministrator a request for a public hearing.

‘“(2) HEARING.—On receipt of a request
under paragraph (1), the Administrator shall
promptly conduct a public hearing.

‘“(3) SUBPOENAS.—In connection with any
hearing under this subsection, the Adminis-
trator may—

‘“(A) issue subpoenas for—

‘(i) the attendance and testimony of wit-
nesses; and

‘(ii) the production of relevant papers,
books, and documents; and

‘“(B) promulgate regulations that provide
for procedures for discovery.

“(f) VIOLATION OF COMPLIANCE ORDERS.—If
a person against which an order is issued
fails to take corrective action as specified in
the order, the Administrator may assess a
civil penalty of not more than $25,000 for
each day of continued noncompliance with
the order.”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42
U.S.C. prec. 6901) is amended by adding at
the end of the items relating to subtitle D
the following:

“Sec. 4011. Canadian transboundary move-
ment of municipal solid
waste.”’.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with Senator LEVIN in
reintroducing this bill to address the
growing problem of Canadian waste
shipments to Michigan.

In 2001, Michigan imported almost 3.6
million tons of municipal solid waste,
more than double the amount that was
imported in 1999. This gives Michigan
the unwelcome distinction of being the
third largest importer of waste in the
United States.

My colleagues may be surprised to
know that the biggest source of this
waste was not another state, but our
neighbor to the north, Canada. More
than half the waste that was shipped to
Michigan in 2001 was from Ontario,
Canada, and these imports are growing
rapidly. On January 1, 2003, as another
Ontario landfill closed its doors, the
city of Toronto switched from shipping
two-thirds of its trash, to shipping all
of its trash, 1.1 million tons, to Michi-
gan landfills. Experts predict that soon
there will be virtually no local disposal
capacity in Ontario, which could mean
even more waste being shipped across
the border to Michigan.

Not only does this waste dramati-
cally decrease Michigan’s own landfill
capacity, but it has a tremendous nega-
tive impact on Michigan’s environment
and the public health of its citizens.
The Canadian waste also hampers the
effectiveness of Michigan’s State and
local recycling efforts, since Ontario
does not have a bottle law requiring re-
cycling.

Currently, 110-130 truckloads of
waste come into Michigan each day
from Canada. These trucks cross the
Ambassador Bridge and Blue Water
Bridge and travel through the busiest
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parts of Metro Detroit, causing traffic
delays, and filling our air with the
stench of exhaust and garbage. These
trucks also present a security risk at
our Michigan-Canadian border, since
by their nature trucks full of garbage
are harder for Customs agents to in-
spect than traditional cargo.

Michigan already has protections
contained in an international agree-
ment between the United States and
Canada, but they are being ignored.
Under the Agreement Concerning the
Transboundary Movement of Haz-
ardous Waste, which was entered into
in 1986, shipments of waste across the
Canadian-U.S. border require govern-
ment-to-government notification. The
Environmental Protection Agency,
EPA, as the designated authority for
the United States would receive the no-
tification and then would have 30 days
to consent or object to the shipment.
Not only have these notification provi-
sions not been enforced, but the EPA
has indicated that they would not ob-
ject to the municipal waste shipments.

This legislation will give Michigan
residents the protection they are enti-
tled to under this bilateral treaty. The
bill would give EPA the authority to
implement and enforce this treaty, and
would create civil penalties for those
who ship waste in violation of the trea-
ty. In addition, it would create criteria
for the EPA’s determination of wheth-
er or not to consent to a shipment,
such as the State’s views on the ship-
ment, and the shipment’s impact on
landfill capacity, air emissions, public
health and the environment. These
waste shipments should no longer be
accepted without an examination of
how it will affect the health and wel-
fare of Michigan families.

Again, I thank my colleague, Senator
LEVIN, for introducing this bill and I
look forward to working with him to
move it through the Senate.

————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 24—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK BEGINING
MAY 4, 2003, AS “NATIONAL COR-
RECTIONAL OFFICERS AND EM-
PLOYEES WEEK”

Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. SAR-
BANES) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 24

Whereas the operation of correctional fa-
cilities represents a crucial component of
the criminal justice system of the United
States;

Whereas correctional personnel play a
vital role in protecting the rights of the pub-
lic to be safeguarded from criminal activity;

Whereas correctional personnel are respon-
sible for the care, custody, and dignity of the
human beings charged to their care; and

Whereas correctional personnel work under
demanding circumstances and face danger in
their daily work lives: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved,

January 21, 2003

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL COR-
RECTIONAL OFFICERS AND EMPLOY-
EES WEEK.

That the Senate—

(1) designates the week beginning May 4,
2003, as ‘‘National Correctional Officers and
Employees Week’’; and

(2) requests that the President issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe the week with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities.

——————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 67. Mr. EDWARDS (for himself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
REID, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. SCHUMER) pro-
posed an amendment to the joint resolution
H.J. Res. 2, making further continuing ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 2003, and for
other purposes.

SA 68. Mr. SPECTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 69. Mrs. CLINTON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 70. Mr. FRIST submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 71. Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. DAYTON, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. REID, Mr. REED,
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON,
and Mr. SCHUMER) proposed an amendment
to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra.

SA 72. Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 73. Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 74. Mr. STEVENS (for himself and Mr.
FRIST) submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by him to the joint resolution
H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 75. Mrs. CLINTON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 76. Mr. KOHL submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the joint
resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 77. Mr. KOHL submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the joint
resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 78. Mr. GREGG proposed an amendment
to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra.

SA 79. Mr. DASCHLE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
joint resolution H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was
ordered to lie on the table.

SA 80. Mr. DAYTON (for himself, Mr. JOHN-
SON, and Mr. COLEMAN) proposed an amend-
ment to the joint resolution H.J. Res. 2,
supra.

SA 81. Mr. DAYTON (for himself and Mr.
COLEMAN) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the joint resolution
H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 82. Mr. EDWARDS (for himself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. CLINTON, and
Mr. REID) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the joint resolution
H.J. Res. 2, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.
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