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GOOD MORNING.  I HAVE NEVER BEEN TO THIS PART OF MISSOURI BEFORE, THOUGH MY GRANDMOTHER WAS BORN IN JEFFERSON CITY – IN 1882.  SHE WAS THE EPITOME OF A CHILD OF MISSOURI.  SHE LEFT HERE TO STAKE OUT A HOMESTEAD IN MONTANA.  SHE WAS A SINGLE WOMAN.  MY FATHER OFTEN SAID THAT SHE WAS AS STUBBORN AS A MISSOURI MULE.


DURING MY TENURE AS THE STAFF DIRECTOR OF THE SENATE POLLUTION SUBCOMMITTEE, SOME PEOPLE SAID THE SAME ABOUT ME. 


I WRITE MY SPEECHES.  I WRITE SPEECHES BECAUSE I KNOW HOW EASY IT IS TO TALK WITHOUT THINKING.  WRITING WITHOUT THINKING IS MUCH MORE DIFFICULT. 


I ALSO WRITE MY SPEECHES BECAUSE THIS GIVES ME AN OPPORTUNITY TO ORGANIZE MY THOUGHTS IN A BETTER WAY AND EVEN DO SOME RESEARCH.  FOR EXAMPLE, I LEARNED, WHILE RESEARCHING THIS SPEECH, THE NAME OF THE FIRST WOMAN ELECTED TO THE UNITED STATES SENATE. SHE CAME FROM YOUR NEIGHBORING STATE OF ARKANSAS.  SHE HELD WATER POLLUTION HEARINGS IN THE UNITED STATES SENATE – IN 1936. 


SENATOR HATTIE CARRAWAY’S HEARINGS WERE ON LEGISLATION TO CREATE A FEDERAL REGIME TO REGULATE THE DISCHARGE OF UNTREATED WASTE IN THE NATION’S WATERS.  THAT WAS MORE THAN A DECADE BEFORE HARRY TRUMAN SIGNED THE FIRST CLEAN WATER LAW.  AND IT WAS 35 YEARS BEFORE ED MUSKIE WROTE THE FIRST COMPREHENSIVE FEDERAL CLEAN WATER LAW.  


AND I THOUGHT WE HAD A CORNER ON INNOVATIVE POLLUTION LEGISLATION. 


OF COURSE, POLLUTION IS A BYPRODUCT OF OUR EXISTENCE.  WE ALL KNOW THAT.  THE PROBLEM IS THAT WE DO SUCH A WONDERFUL JOB OF PRODUCING MORE THAN NATURE CAN TREAT.  AND OUR CAPACITY TO POLLUTE HAS GROWN FASTER THAN OUR WILLINGNESS TO INVEST IN POLLUTION PREVENTION.


BY THE 1960'S WE KNEW WE HAD A NATIONAL CRISIS.  THERE WERE MASSIVE FISH KILLS.  RIVERS WERE BURNING.  LAKES WERE DYING.  BEACHES WERE CLOSED. 


IT WAS THIS CRISIS WHICH CAUSED MY MENTOR, SENATOR EDMUND S. MUSKIE OF MAINE, TO LAUNCH WHAT HAS BECOME AN INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL CRUSADE. 


SENATOR MUSKIE STARTED THE EVOLUTION OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY BEFORE THE WORD “ENVIRONMENT” WAS IN THE POPULAR LEXICON;


-- BEFORE THE TERM “ECOLOGY” WAS A HOUSEHOLD WORD;


-- BEFORE THERE WERE FEDERAL NON-ECONOMIC REGULATORY PROGRAMS; AND, 


-- MOST IMPORTANTLY, BEFORE THERE WAS CERTAIN SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE THAT POLLUTION CAUSED LONG-TERM HEALTH AND WELFARE PROBLEMS.


MUSKIE KNEW THAT TO BUILD AN ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATORY HOUSE NOT MADE OF CARDS HE WOULD NEED A SOUND AND DEFENSIBLE FOUNDATION.  AND, AS AN EX-GOVERNOR, HE KNEW THAT THE REGULATORY TASK WOULD NEED TO BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT MOST APPROPRIATE TO IT. 


HE THUS GAVE REAL LIFE TO TWO CONCEPTS: GOVERNMENT SCIENCE AND CREATIVE FEDERALISM.  (SOME ATTRIBUTE THE LATTER TO RICHARD NIXON, BUT MUSKIE WROTE THE FIRST LAWS ARTICULATING “CREATIVE FEDERALISM” WHILE JOHN KENNEDY WAS STILL IN THE WHITE HOUSE.)
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LIKE THE 1948 AND 1955 LAWS, THE DEBATE ON THE STRUCTURE AND BASIS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY WAS LARGELY THE RESULT OF LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVE.  WHILE THE ADMINISTRATIONS OF JOHNSON AND NIXON WERE INVOLVED IN EARLY CLEAN WATER LEGISLATION, NEITHER SHAPED THE DEBATE OR DETERMINED THE OUTCOME.  


MEMBERS OF CONGRESS DEVELOPED TODAY’S NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY BEHIND CLOSED DOORS BEFORE CONGRESS OPENED UP ITS PROCESSES TO THE PUBLIC AND TO THE MEDIA.  THUS, THE NATURE OF THOSE DEBATES HAS GONE LARGELY UNREPORTED.  


BUT, AS THE PERSON CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSIBILITY TO WRITE THE LEGISLATION AND THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY WHICH EMANATED FROM THOSE DISCUSSIONS, I CAN REPORT ON BOTH THE FOCUS AND INTENT OF THE AUTHORS.  THE DEBATE WAS VIGOROUS, SHARP, SOMETIMES HUMOROUS, SOMETIMES ACRIMONIOUS, BUT ALWAYS CONSTRUCTIVE AND NEVER PARTISAN.


THE MEMBERS HAD LENGTHY DISCUSSIONS OF THE IMPACT OF POLLUTION CONTROL INVESTMENT ON OLDER PLANTS LIKE PAPER AND STEEL; THEY TALKED ABOUT THE IMPACT ON JOBS AND CONSUMER PRICES.  AND WHEN THEY DEBATED NON-POINT SOURCES AND AGRICULTURAL RUNOFF – THEY EVEN WONDERED WHETHER NON-POINT SOURCE CONTROLS WOULD REQUIRE “DIAPERS ON DUCKS.”


AS I HAVE NOTED, MUSKIE BELIEVED THAT SCIENCE SHOULD AND WOULD HAVE TO DRIVE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY, BUT THAT POLICY SHOULD NOT WAIT FOR SCIENTIFIC CERTAINTY BECAUSE SCIENCE WAS EVOLUTIONARY, NEVER FINAL.  HIS FIRST EFFORT WAS TO REQUIRE THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE ANALYSIS WHICH WOULD SUPPORT THE REGULATORY OUTCOME AND PROVIDE THE SCIENTIFIC BASIS ON WHICH TO JUSTIFY FEDERAL INTERVENTION. 


OUR EXPERIENCE HAS BEEN – IN EVERY CASE THAT I CAN RECALL IN THE INTERVENING 30 YEARS – THAT BETTER SCIENCE ARGUES FOR MORE, RATHER THAN LESS, AGGRESSIVE POLLUTION CONTROLS. 


IN 1963 – AND EVEN IN 1936 – THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE WAS THE FEDERAL AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR POLLUTION, LARGELY BECAUSE POLLUTION WAS SEEN AS A CAUSE OF DISEASE.  MUSKIE AND HIS COLLEAGUES MANDATED THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE TO DEVELOP SCIENTIFIC CRITERIA BASED ON BIOLOGICAL AND EPIDEMIOLOGICAL EVIDENCE FOR MEASURING THE IMPACT OF POLLUTION ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE.  (NOTE THAT THE EARLY POLLUTION LAWS REFERRED TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE, NOT PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, AS IS NOW THE CASE.  THIS WAS, IN PART, DUE TO THE FACT THAT MUSKIE AND HIS COLLEAGUES WERE FOCUSED ON POLLUTION’S IMPACT -- BROADLY DEFINED – AND IN PART DUE TO THE ABSENCE OF THE WORD “ENVIRONMENT” IN COMMON USAGE.)  


THESE AIR AND WATER QUALITY CRITERIA ANALYSES OR DOCUMENTS WERE TO PROVIDE THE SCIENTIFIC BASE FOR THE REGULATORY POLICY FUNCTION.  THEY WERE AUTHORIZED 40 YEARS AGO AND THEY BEGAN TO BE PUBLISHED COINCIDENT WITH THE EXPLOSION OF PUBLIC INTEREST IN PROTECTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT IN 1969 AND 1970.  THEY DROVE THE DEBATE ON THE 1970 CLEAN AIR ACT AND THE 1972 CLEAN WATER ACT.  
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IN THE EARLY YEARS, THERE WERE THREE COMPETING PERSPECTIVES IN THE EVOLUTIONARY DEBATE ON NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY.  


THERE WAS THE MUSKIE PERSPECTIVE, WHICH WAS THAT NATIONAL POLLUTION CONTROL POLICY OUGHT TO BE DRIVEN BY THE SCIENCE OF POLLUTION.  


THERE WAS THE PHILOSOPHY ARTICULATED BY THEN SENATOR HOWARD BAKER (R-TN), WHO BELIEVED THAT THE POLLUTION CONTROL RESULT OUGHT TO BE A FUNCTION OF THE TECHNOLOGY AVAILABLE TO ACHIEVE THAT RESULT.  


AND THERE WAS THE PHILOSOPHY ESPOUSED BY THEN SENATE COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN JENNINGS RANDOLPH AND MANY IN THE COUNTERPART HOUSE COMMITTEE LEADERSHIP WHO ARGUED THAT THE POLLUTION CONTROL RESULT OUGHT TO BE DRIVEN BY ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY. 


IN THE END, THERE WAS A COMPROMISE BETWEEN MUSKIE AND BAKER.  ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY WOULD NOT DRIVE OR LIMIT POLLUTION CONTROL POLICY.  SCIENTIFIC NECESSITY AND TECHNOLOGICAL AVAILABILITY PREVAILED. 


THE COMPROMISE BETWEEN MUSKIE AND BAKER (BOTH OF WHOM HAD BACKING FROM VARIOUS COLLEAGUES) WAS PREDICATED ON A BASIC QUESTION:


WHAT HAPPENS WHEN SCIENCE REQUIRES A RESULT BUT TECHNOLOGY IS NOT AVAILABLE TO ACHIEVE THAT RESULT?


MUSKIE ARGUED THAT WITH RESPECT TO ISSUES OF PUBLIC HEALTH THE SCIENCE SHOULD BE USED TO FORCE THE TECHNOLOGY AND BAKER ACCEDED, ACKNOWLEDGING THAT CONSTRAINING THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESULT BY THE AVAILABILITY OF TECHNOLOGY WAS SIMPLY NOT A RESPONSIBLE OUTCOME.  THEY AGREED THAT, TO THE EXTENT TECHNOLOGY MIGHT NOT BE AVAILABLE TO ACHIEVE THE SCIENTIFIC RESULT, MORE TIME COULD BE PROVIDED.  


MUSKIE ACCEPTED THIS COMPROMISE BUT INSISTED THAT CONGRESS, NOT BUREAUCRATS AND NOT THE COURTS, SHOULD MAKE THE DECISION TO EXTEND DEADLINES.  THUS, THE SCIENTIFICALLY ESTABLISHED POLLUTION CONTROL OBJECTIVE COULD BE DELAYED, BUT ONLY TO THE EXTENT TECHNOLOGY TO ACHIEVE THAT RESULT HAD NOT BECOME AVAILABLE IN THE TIME REQUIRED AND ONLY IF THAT FAILURE COULD BE PROVED TO THE CONGRESS. 


THE FOUNDERS OF THE NATION’S ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES BELIEVED THAT IF CONGRESS HELD THIS HAMMER, POLLUTERS WERE MORE LIKELY TO FIND SOLUTIONS.  THEY ALL AGREED, ALBEIT SOMEWHAT RELUCTANTLY, THAT A POLITICAL DECISION TO REQUIRE A POLITICAL DEBATE TO WHICH THE PUBLIC COULD BE JOINED WOULD BE PREFERABLE TO A REGULATORY OR JUDICIAL PROCESS WHERE LAWYERS, BUREAUCRATS AND TECHNICIANS WOULD DETERMINE OUTCOMES. 


BAKER AND MUSKIE HAD AN ENORMOUS BELIEF IN THE CREATIVITY OF ENTREPRENEURIAL AMERICA.  MUSKIE OFTEN CITED THE ABILITY OF FORD MOTOR COMPANY TO CONVERT FROM PRODUCING CARS TO PRODUCING AIRPLANES FOR THE WORLD WAR II EFFORT.  BAKER WAS A PROTEGE OF THE SCIENTISTS AT OAK RIDGE NATIONAL LABORATORY. 


THEY BOTH BELIEVED THAT A NATION CAPABLE OF PUTTING A MAN ON THE MOON COULD CLEAN UP MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL WASTE, AUTOMOBILE AND POWER PLANT EMISSIONS.  BOTH EXHIBITED A FAITH IN INVENTION TO ACHIEVE REGULATORY OUTCOMES, INVENTIONS WHICH THEY COULDN’T PREDICT NOR WERE PARTICULARLY CONCERNED ABOUT PREDICTING.  


IT WAS PRECISELY THIS TECHNOLOGY-FORCING ASPECT OF FEDERAL POLLUTION CONTROL LAW WHICH HAS PUT THE UNITED STATES ON THE CUTTING EDGE OF PUBLIC HEALTH PROTECTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION – AND MADE THE U.S. THE WORLD’S LEADER IN ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY. 


BUT, TO BE SURE, MUSKIE RETAINED THE DEADLINE HAMMER AS A HOLE CARD.  HE KNEW THAT THERE WOULD BE MANY WHO WOULD ARGUE THE ABSENCE OF TECHNOLOGY TO CONVINCE CONGRESS TO PROVIDE MORE TIME TO ACHIEVE POLLUTION REDUCTION OBJECTIVES.  HE HAD FAITH IN THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS – THE POLITICAL PROCESS – AND HE KNEW THAT, AT LEAST FOR A TIME, HE WOULD BE IN A POSITION TO DEMAND EVIDENCE OF TECHNOLOGICAL DEFICIENCY.


ON NO FEWER THAN THREE OCCASIONS DURING THE DECADE THAT MUSKIE WAS IN CONTROL OF THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS DID INDUSTRY COME TO CONGRESS AND DEMAND MORE TIME, PROTESTING THAT TECHNOLOGY DIDN’T EXIST.  AND ON EACH OCCASION MUSKIE AND HIS COLLEAGUES REQUIRED EVIDENCE OF THE ABSENCE OF TECHNOLOGY RATHER THAN ACCEDING TO THE OVERTURE OF POLLUTERS.  HIS SUCCESSORS – MITCHELL, BAUCUS, STAFFORD AND CHAFEE – WERE EQUALLY RELUCTANT TO WAIVE CLEAN AIR AND CLEAN WATER DEADLINES. 
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UNTIL VERY RECENTLY THERE HAVE BEEN TWO FUNDAMENTAL TRUTHS ABOUT NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY.  FIRST, AND MOST IMPORTANT, IS THAT OUR FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS, WITHOUT  EXCEPTION, HAVE BEEN THE PRODUCT OF A BIPARTISAN AND GEOGRAPHICALLY DIVERSE INITIATIVE -- IN MANY CASES, LIKE THE CLEAN AIR ACT AND THE CLEAN WATER ACT, UNANIMOUSLY OR NEAR UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED IN EACH HOUSE OF CONGRESS.  


THE SECOND TRUTH IS THAT NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY HAS BEEN A PRODUCT OF CONGRESSIONAL RATHER THAN EXECUTIVE INITIATIVE.


THAT WAS TRUE IN 1948, WHEN SENATOR BARKLEY, A DEMOCRAT FROM KENTUCKY, AND SENATOR TAFT, A REPUBLICAN FROM OHIO, SPONSORED THE FIRST FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION INTERVENTION, AND EVEN MORE TRUE IN 1972 WHEN THE BASIC CLEAN WATER ACT WAS ENACTED, AND IN 1977, WHEN ITS MID-COURSE CORRECTION TOOK PLACE.  


SO STRONG WAS THE BIPARTISAN SUPPORT FOR THE 1972 CLEAN WATER ACT THAT IT PASSED THE SENATE 86-0 AND THE HOUSE 380-14, AND THE CONFERENCE REPORT WAS APPROVED 74-0 AND 366-10 RESPECTIVELY.  PRESIDENT RICHARD NIXON’S VETO WAS OVERRIDDEN BY A HUGE BIPARTISAN MAJORITY.  THAT VOTE, WHICH OCCURRED AFTER MIDNIGHT ON THE NIGHT IN OCTOBER, WAS 52-12 IN THE SENATE AND 247-23 IN THE HOUSE.  THIS WAS THE FIRST NIXON VETO TO BE OVERRIDDEN AND WE WERE IN THE FOURTH YEAR OF HIS FIRST TERM.  
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THE 1972 AMENDMENTS ARE THE EPITOME OF THE CONCEPT OF FEDERALISM, NOT JUST IN THE WAY THE LAW IS WRITTEN NOR THE WAY THE LAW HAS BEEN IMPLEMENTED.  FEDERALISM WAS AT THE CORE OF DEVELOPMENT OF THE STRUCTURE OF THIS LAW.  


THE VIEWS OF STATES AND LOCALITIES WERE THE DRIVING FORCE BEHIND THE LEGAL PHILOSOPHY CONGRESS ADOPTED.  THE PERMIT PROGRAM, WHICH EXEMPLIFIES A FEDERAL APPROACH, WAS CRAFTED AFTER CONSULTATION WITH THE STATES.  IN PERHAPS A UNIQUE ENDEAVOR, THE MINORITY COUNSEL AND I TRAVELED TO TEXAS, CALIFORNIA AND NEW ENGLAND IN A THREE-DAY SWING TO LISTEN FOR HOURS TO THE VIEWS OF THE ADMINISTRATORS OF STATE CLEAN WATER PROGRAMS.  


WE LEARNED ABOUT THE NATURE OF CLEAN WATER DEMANDS; THAT NEEDS WERE VERY MUCH A FUNCTION OF GEOGRAPHY.  WE LEARNED THAT REGULATORY POLICY WAS A FUNCTION OF GEOGRAPHY.  AND WE LEARNED THAT THE POLITICS OF CLEAN WATER WAS VERY LOCAL.  


IN HINDSIGHT, I NEED TO SAY WE WERE PRETTY DUMB WHEN WE LEFT D.C. AND BETTER EDUCATED WHEN WE RETURNED.  


THE NPDES PERMIT PROGRAM WAS WRITTEN WITH THREE ESSENTIAL OBJECTIVES IN MIND:


FIRST, TO ELIMINATE THE ECONOMIC INCENTIVE FOR STATES TO SELL “DIRTY WATER” TO ATTRACT NEW BUSINESS;


SECOND, TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF AND ENHANCE THE CAPABILITIES OF THE STATES TO DO THE JOB MANY WERE ALREADY DOING; AND 


THIRD, TO MAKE SURE THAT CLEAN WATER PERMITS ISSUED BY THE STATES DID NOT BECOME EMBROILED IN THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (EIS) PROCESS. 


IN 1971, THE FEDERAL COURTS HELD THAT ANY DISCHARGE OF POLLUTION TO NAVIGABLE WATERS WAS ILLEGAL AND SUBJECT TO A BOUNTY OF $2500 TO ANYONE WHO TURNED IN A POLLUTER.  THIS CREATED A CRISIS TO WHICH THE NEWLY-ESTABLISHED COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROPOSED TO RESPOND BY ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL PROGRAM TO ISSUE PERMITS TO ALL DISCHARGERS – A MIND BOGGLING, GARGANTUAN TASK, TO SAY THE LEAST.  


THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES WANTED TO TURN THIS PROGRAM OVER TO THE STATES AND BE DONE WITH IT.  SENATOR MUSKIE AND HIS COLLEAGUES DEMANDED THAT WE FIND AN ALTERNATIVE WHICH WOULD KEEP THE FAITH WITH THE THEN-GROWING CITIZEN CONCERN FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, WHILE AT THE SAME TIME MAXIMIZING THE BENEFITS OF STATE REGULATORY CAPACITY. 


THE PERMIT PROGRAM TODAY AND FOR THE LAST 30 YEARS IS A PRODUCT OF THAT COMPROMISE.  AND, INTERESTINGLY, WHILE FROM TIME TO TIME THERE ARE COMPLAINTS FROM PERSONS REQUIRED TO OBTAIN STATE NPDES PERMITS, I KNOW OF NO CONCERTED OR ORGANIZED EFFORT TO CHANGE THIS ASPECT OF THE LAW.


OF COURSE, ONCE IN A WHILE ONE HEARS SCREAMS OF AGONY AND CRIES OF PAIN FROM THE DEVELOPERS WHO ARE FRUSTRATED BY THE SECTION 404 WETLANDS PERMIT PROGRAM, BUT EVEN THEY HAVE FAILED – MOST RECENTLY BEING REJECTED BY A PRESIDENT THEY ASSUMED WOULD BE SYMPATHETIC TO THEIR POSITION.
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WE HAVE WITNESSED GREAT PROGRESS UNDER THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND ITS PREDECESSOR AND SUCCESSOR AMENDMENTS.  BUT THERE IS MUCH YET TO DO.  SOME OF THE PROBLEMS WHICH WERE IN THE FOREFRONT IN 1972 CONTINUE TO PLAGUE THE NATION’S OLDER COMMUNITIES.  


NEW GROWTH STILL CONSUMES TOO MUCH OF LIMITED INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING FOR WATER POLLUTION CONTROL.  NEW SCIENCE TELLS US THAT SECONDARY TREATMENT IS OFTEN INADEQUATE TO ACHIEVE THE LAW’S BIOLOGICAL INTEGRITY STANDARD.  AND URBAN AND RURAL RUNOFF THREATEN TO WIPE OUT THE BENEFITS OF POINT DISCHARGE CONTROLS. 


THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TOO SOON ABANDONED ITS COMMITMENT TO PROVIDE CONSTRUCTION GRANT FUNDING FOR WASTE WATER TREATMENT FACILITIES AND, QUITE FRANKLY, IN MY VIEW, A LOAN PROGRAM IS SIMPLY INADEQUATE.  


TOO MANY NATIONAL TREASURES – FROM MY OWN CHESAPEAKE BAY, TO THE MYRIAD ESTUARIES AND LAKES AND TROUT STREAMS ACROSS AMERICA – ARE BEING CONTAMINATED UNNECESSARILY BY LEGALLY-PERMITTED WASTE DISCHARGES TREATED TO CURRENTLY-APPROVED LEVELS.  AND, AT THE SAME TIME, THE CONCENTRATION OF PEOPLE IN URBAN AREAS GENERATING MORE AND MORE WASTE IS EXACERBATING THE PROBLEM.


SO, WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 


QUITE SIMPLY, THE NATION NEEDS A NEW CLEAN WATER INITIATIVE.  THAT INITIATIVE NEEDS TO BE BOLD.  AT A MINIMUM, IT SHOULD INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS: 


FIRST, A SOURCE OF FUNDING TO PROVIDE THE NEEDED WASTE WATER INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT – IN A TRUST FUND DEDICATED TO THIS PURPOSE.


SECOND, A TEN YEAR COMMITMENT FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO PROVIDE AT LEAST 50 PERCENT OF THE COST OF WASTE WATER TREATMENT FACILITIES, AND I’M NOT TALKING ABOUT ANY INVESTMENT IN COLLECTION SEWERS TO MEET NEW GROWTH.  AS A CONDITION OF RECEIVING ANY FEDERAL FUNDS, STATES SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO FIX OR HAVE FIXED FAILED SEPTIC SYSTEMS.


THIRD, A BEEFED-UP AND VIGOROUS ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM TO ASSURE THAT THE PUBLIC INVESTMENT IN WASTE WATER TREATMENT FACILITIES ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES FUNDED, INCLUDING PUBLICLY-REPORTED CONTINUOUS MONITORING RESULTS.


FOURTH, A RENEWED INVESTMENT IN THE SCIENCE OF WATER QUALITY.  WE NEED TO KNOW THE LEVELS OF POLLUTION THAT ARE SAFE AND THE LEVELS OF POLLUTION THAT CAN BE ACCEPTED BY THE NATION’S WATERWAYS, SO THAT SPECIES ARE NOT ENDANGERED AND PUBLIC HEALTH IS PROTECTED.  IN A WORD, WE NEED THE SCIENCE TO SUPPORT THE CLEAN WATER LAW’S BIOLOGICAL INTEGRITY STANDARD.


AND, FINALLY, WE NEED TO CONNECT THE DOTS.  IT IS NO LONGER ADEQUATE TO ASSUME THAT WASTE WATER DISCHARGES FROM POINT SOURCES OF POLLUTION ARE THE PRIMARY OR THE SOLE CAUSE OF CONTAMINATION OF OUR WATER RESOURCES.  WHETHER IT IS MERCURY OR POLLUTION FROM POWER PLANT AIR EMISSIONS OR FERTILIZER FROM URBAN LAWNS, THE SOURCE OF THE CONTAMINATION NEEDS TO BE IDENTIFIED AND A REGULATORY PROCESS ESTABLISHED TO REDUCE IT. 


IT IS UNFAIR AND UNREASONABLE TO TRY TO IMPOSE ON POTW’S – OR INDUSTRIAL SOURCES FOR THAT MATTER – EXCESSIVE CONTROLS SIMPLY BECAUSE WE LACK THE POLITICAL WILL TO REGULATE NON-POINT OR AIR EMISSION SOURCES. 
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WE HAVE EXPERIENCED A DECADE OF ASSAULT ON THE CREDIBILITY OF GOVERNMENT SCIENCE, CHALLENGED NOT BECAUSE OF THE QUALITY OF THAT SCIENCE BUT BECAUSE OF THE REGULATORY IMPLICATIONS GOOD SCIENCE ENTAILS.  THIS TOO MUST STOP.


THIS PRESIDENT WANTS TO BUILD A SETTLEMENT ON THE MOON, A PLACE WITH NO POTABLE WATER AND NO BREATHABLE AIR.  MY RESPONSE IS, IF WE HAVE A TRILLION DOLLARS TO SPEND, LET’S FIRST SPEND IT TO GUARANTEE WE HAVE BREATHABLE AIR AND POTABLE WATER ON THIS PLANET BEFORE WE SETTLE ANOTHER ONE. 


WE CANNOT IGNORE THE INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS SIMPLY BECAUSE THE FUNDS AREN’T AVAILABLE.  LIKE WE NEED TO EXTEND THE REGULATORY PROCESS TO HOME LAWNS AND AGRICULTURAL FIELDS, TO AIR EMISSIONS AND HIGHWAY RUNOFF, WE NEED TO ESTABLISH A SOURCE OF FUNDING FREE OF BUDGETARY VAGARIES AND ANTI-TAX MANIA.


IN A WORD, WE SHOULD ENACT A NATIONAL WATER USER FEE.  VIRTUALLY EVERY GALLON OF WATER CONSUMED EVENTUALLY PASSES BACK TO THE ENVIRONMENT.  WE NEED TO CAPTURE A PORTION OF THE COST OF THAT WATER TO INVEST IN CLEAN WATER DEVELOPMENT.
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I WILL SOON RETIRE FROM THE ACTIVE ADVOCACY COMMUNITY.  I ONLY HOPE THE GENERATION WHICH MUST SURVIVE IN THE WASTE WE PRODUCE IS AS COMMITTED TO IMPROVING WHAT THEY LEAVE BEHIND AS WERE ED MUSKIE AND THOSE OF US WHO HAD THE PLEASURE TO WORK WITH HIM.

