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SECRETARY VENEMAN:

“Well, I'm back.  I was just telling Secretary Norton and Governor Whitman that I had the opportunity to visit with you all this morning, but I am absolutely delighted that we're able to have our two colleagues here today.


“I have talked a lot about the fact that this administration works very closely together, but particularly, as we all teamed together early on the in the administration as the three people who are in charge of the resource issues, we decided that it was appropriate that we get together now and then and visit over lunch, informally, about common issues and so forth.  And we've been able to do that, maybe not as often as we'd like, but we can still keep a very good dialogue continuing, and I'm very pleased that we can kind of showcase our strong working relationship here today.


“We have also tried to do a number of joint events.  Secretary Norton and I have done a number of events related to the National Fire Plan.  We have a lot of overlapping jurisdictions when it comes to the forest issues and public lands.  She was recently here two or three weeks ago, when we were over in the Forest Service building and formed a working group for our National Fire Plan and signed an agreement, and we had Smokey Bear with us.  It was a great occasion.

[Laughter.]


“She got to see our talking Smokey.  You all haven't visited the talking Smokey.  We're walking over to the Visitor Center in the Forest Service to see this.  His voice is almost like yours, Max.

 [Laughter.]


MAX:  There's hope for me yet.

[Laughter.]



“ We, also, had a wonderful event recently, where we    

   together turned on the water into the Klamath Basin in Oregon, for the farmers in  

   Northern California and Oregon, which was just amazing.  It was so appreciated by all of  

   the people that were out there.  It was really quite an event to be involved with.


“As you know, when you talk to farmers and ranchers, one of the issues that they most talk about is the impact of environmental regulations.  I have to say that it was interesting.  When I was announced for this job, it was December 20th, and I had come back here on Sunday and interviewed, and then I was told I was going to be announced in Austin.  So I had to run off--I went straight to Austin.  I only had two outfits, so it was kind of--and then I flew home to Sacramento on that night, Wednesday night, but I had to be back in Austin for a meeting with farmers on the 22nd, on Friday, right before Christmas, and that was the day Christie Todd Whitman was being announced for administrator of EPA.


“So I said, gosh, you know, it would be awfully nice if the President could say some things about this to the farmers.  So the next thing I know, he walks in, and the first farmer meeting with the President after he was the President-designee was with the two of us together, which I think sent a wonderful message about how important it is that we really look at environmental regulations in a common-sense way, and I can say that we work very well together.


“She has also filled a position at EPA that had not been filled for about a dozen years, since Jim Moseley, who is now our Deputy Secretary, held it, and that is the ag liaison position, and that is Jean-Marie Peltier, who is right over here.  I've known her for more years than I even want to say, but we're very pleased that she is in that position.


“So welcome to both of you.  I am going to ask you each to make some comments, and then these people have wonderful questions”.

SECRETARY NORTON:


“I am Gale Norton, Secretary of the Interior, and it really is a delight to work with Ann Veneman on agriculture issues and on the resource issues that we have in common.  We really do work together a great deal, and it has been extremely helpful I think for all of our programs to be able to work together and share insights.


“Let me start by telling you something about the Department of the Interior.  Many people know something about a small portion of what we do, but not the big picture.  My department basically has within it the control of more than one out of every five acres of land in this country.  And so with the National Park Service that has, of course, all of our parks and the monuments that are so visible here in Washington and other places, with our Fish and Wildlife Service, with the Wildlife Refuges, with the Bureau of Land Management, those are our three major land management agencies.


“‘We have the Bureau of Reclamation that provides water for irrigation in most of the Western states.  And so, for example, about two-thirds of the fruits and the nuts in this country are produced in Bureau of Reclamation irrigation areas, and so those water issues are extremely important to us.


“We have a number of other agencies, including the U.S. Geological Survey, the Office of Surface Mining and so forth that are--the Bureau of Indian Affairs, that are perhaps not quite so directly related to agriculture.


“I used to work here in this building myself in the Reagan administration.  I was Assistant to the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, and before that, as a young lawyer, I frequently represented farmers and ranchers on various issues, and so I do have some background in the agriculture area.


“Obviously, the things that we do in my department that are most known I think in many areas of the country for the agriculture community is deal with the Endangered Species Act.  I will be happy to come back to some of those things.


“It's clear that we work in partnership with the people who farm and who ranch, the people who know the land, live on the land, work on the land, and love the land.  Many of our species require private land for habitat, and it is really much more important for their well-being than the public lands that are set aside for habitat.  It is important that we work together to enhance the surroundings of our natural resources so that we can avoid situations, for example, with the Endangered Species Act, that create conflict instead of cooperation.


“We've been focusing on the cooperative side of things, trying to find ways to work together instead of working in the punitive way that sometimes Government programs are regarded.  We have two basic types of programs that I would like to share with you today.


“The first of those is called the Cooperative Conservation Initiative.  This is part of President Bush's budget proposal for fiscal year 2003.  It would provide $100 million to be divided half to the states and half to our three main land management agencies for competitive grants.  Essentially, the ideal type of grant would bring together the private-sector involving local service groups or agriculture groups or environmental groups, together with our state and land management agencies to do on-the-ground conservation projects.


“And so our program would be cost-sharing 50-50.  At least half of that would have to come from the private sector or the state, and these would solve environmental problems, either things that are related to our public lands or things that are entirely unrelated, but that a state viewed as an important environmental problem.


“It might bring people together for watershed enhancement or wetlands restoration.  It might help tackle an invasive species problem, a variety of different kinds of projects that would be the outgrowth of these things.  But one of the things we hope to build, as well as the actual conservation projects themselves, are the working relationships, to get partnerships built by having people sit down together at the table and solve problems.


“Many times we find that farmers, and ranchers and environmentalists view themselves as being in conflict.  When they actually sit down together, they find they have a great deal of common ground.


“I had some friends in the cattle ranching business in Colorado who lived in a beautiful mountain valley, and the environmentalists and the ranchers had been at odds for a number of years.  They finally decided to sit down together and realized that they shared a fairly similar vision for the future of their area.  And both groups wanted to avoid having the area become a valley full of ski condos, which was the most likely future for that area.


“And by sitting down together and finding out that for both of them the best interest was for agriculture and environmental groups to work together, they really found some common ground, and I think that's the kind of thing that can come out of this type of project.


“We also have two related projects, called the Landowner Incentive Program and the Private Stewardship Grant Program.  And both of those have now been funded in our appropriations, and we're just getting the programs actually up and running.  But, in essence, they are available to help preserve habitat for endangered species on private lands.  It is threatened, at risk or endangered species.  We would basically be encouraging, again, on-the-ground types of conservation activities and providing the funding for those things.


“We hope that this will allow us to enhance endangered species habitat and to restore and recover endangered species before we get to the point of having the heavy hammers in the Endangered Species Act come into play.  And so we think that this is a cooperative, productive way of trying to enhance our environment.



“


With that, I will turn things back to Ann Veneman”.

   SECRETARY VENEMAN:  Governor Whitman?

ADMINISTRATOR WHITMAN:



It is a pleasure for me to be here today with Secretary  Veneman and Secretary Norton.  We do get together on as regular a basis as we can make it, and I think Ann is right when she said it's not quite as regular as we'd like it to be. 



“Let me start by just saying I grew up on a farm and actually live on the same farm now.  It's small by many standards.  Our cash crop is Timothy, but we have a Noah's Ark with a couple of pigs, and about 30 head of sheep, and a couple of beef cattle, and Jersey milking cows, and one old gray mare.

[Laughter.]

ADMINISTRATOR WHITMAN



So I will tell you that I hold agriculture very dear, and I understand deeply what it means to be someone who is responsible or has to deal with Mother Nature and what comes out of the skies for how you proceed with your livelihood and also the impact that Government regulations can have on the way a farmer does business.


We've worked very closely with agriculture now and have a relationship, having Jean-Marie where she is, having a relationship that really is different, I believe, than the Agency has enjoyed with the Department in a very long time, with either department, actually, because we do a lot, as well, with Interior.


One of the things that I asked Jean-Marie to do was to take a look at how many different programs we have that impact or touched agriculture, and that's up to, what now 50 pages, single spaced, of where the Environmental Protection Agency intersects with agricultural interests, and that will be one regulation or another.


So that tells us, right at the beginning, that we have to care about agriculture, and we have to learn a little bit more about agriculture.  Some of the problems that we have had, I believe, are that a lot of our people are scientists, they are very bright, they are very good at what they do, and they tend to see things in terms of their particular area of responsibility or media center as they call them there.  That would mean the water people know water, the air people know air, and the land people know land and brown fields.  They forget that Mother Nature doesn't recognize those things as finite entities, and also they didn't always think about what the impact of a decision that looked good on paper in the lab meant when it got out to the real world and application.


The other issue that we struggle with and that we are trying to deal with in a creative way is to recognize the real differences that geography has and the way we implement our regulations.  What's safe for someone to breathe or drink, it's safe no matter where they live.  What's threatening is threatening no matter where they live, but how you implement that should vary really dramatically.


If you think about runoff, it's a very different situation in New Mexico than it is in North Carolina.  How you handle those issues and how you implement those regulations needs to have some flexibility.  The basic regulation or standard is set here, and that needs to be where it is based on science and health, but how that regulation is implemented in the field needs to have some flexibility.


And so we've been working very hard with our regions, and we now have all new, our regional administrators are all in place.  One is still a holdover, but everybody else now is in place, finally.  We got Region Eight just last week.  And so we are starting to move forward with encouraging the people in the field to understand that we do believe in flexibility in implementation of the regs.


We do have to maintain the standards.  We are a regulatory agency, and it's something that even as a former governor, I don't think I would appreciate it quite the way I do today, which is the constraints that we have on us because of the language that created the agency.  It is regulatory.  Congress has really set what it is we can and can't do.


Our flexibility is not as great as I would like it to be, and as some of the departments have.  We are constrained by law, and we are also, as many of you, I'm sure, are aware are constrained by lawsuits.  Lawsuits have driven a lot of what the Agency has done.  We find ourselves, in many instances, dealing with court deadlines.  And if you think the Agency doesn't appreciate what it takes to be a farmer or to be in agriculture, the courts have even less of an appreciation at times.


So a lot of what we try to do is keep ourselves out of court or make sure that we have the best science behind what we are doing to ensure that we can defend ourselves in court.  And that is really where we are putting the emphasis now, the emphasis of having sound science behind any regulatory undertaking and to try to work early to bring in the interested parties, and that means talking early with the Department of the Agriculture, talking at the early stages with the Department of Interior.


It doesn't always go as smoothly as we'd like it.  We don't always get everything done up front as early as we'd like it, but I think we've made great progress, and we're starting to see the impact in the field.  The regional administrators are getting out there to those people in the region, and they are good people, all of the people that we have, I will say.  Obviously, everybody has their zealots in places, but for the most part the people at the Environmental Protection Agency really are interested in doing their job right.  They just want to know what it is you want of them.


The message we're sending to them is, first of all, we have no enemies.  Farmers are not our enemies.  They are, in fact, the best people to get the job done that we need done.  Partnership is the way we need to go forward, and it starts here at this table amongst the three of us, but it extends down to the region, and it extends to our everyday working relationships.


And I have told every regional administrator to sit down with me, and many of them have met their local Farm Bureaus as well, and they will continue that dialogue.  It's very important for them to understand what it looks like in the field when they are trying to enforce a regulation, and we will continue to do that.  I don't have, the one person I don't have here at headquarters is the head of Enforcement yet.  We had someone, but they didn't get through the wonderful process on the Hill at the Senate.  We have another candidate who has been nominated, and I'm hoping we're going to get him through this summer--the sooner the better, as far as I'm concerned because that, of course, will also be a great help in giving people direction and making sure that we're all in the same place.


So, with that, I will turn it back to you, Ann.

SECRETARY VENEMAN


“You're always the first one with your hand up.

QUESTION:



On the day when the President was in the Northeast [inaudible] building    

bridges, Mr. Gore was in Nashville attacking this administration's policy on the 

environment.  I'll ask, in your opinion, what state was the U.S. environment when this 

President took office, and what have you done over that period of time evaluating your 

efforts since then? In my area, we have some folks that are trying to impose air quality 

standards under water quality regulations.  It obviously has a ways to go.

ADMINISTRATOR WHITMAN


Well, first of all, the state of the environment is a lot better than many of the environmentalists or some of the groups would like to have you believe.  It has gotten better over the last 30 years.  There is no question about it.  Our air is cleaner, our water is purer.  We have more land protected now than ever before.  There are those out there who would want you to believe otherwise, but that's simply not true.


Now, having said that, we're not there yet, and we still have enormous challenges ahead of us, and we have a lot of things that we need to do and continue to do.  And this President has actually been very, very strong in the environment.  What he is trying to bring is some common sense to the decision-making progress.


As you probably well understand, when it comes to issues of the environment, that sparks enormous emotions in people, and for some you can never do enough.  No matter what you do, it's not going to be enough, and for others, anything you do is getting in the way of progress, and you shouldn't be doing it.


So finding the common-sense approach that recognizes the fact that this is not a zero-sum game has really been one of the major efforts of the administration to date.  It manifests itself in individual decisions.  I know you're talking, some of what you're talking about CAFOs, and whether or not there is an air part of that.  Again, I will tell you a lot of that comes through the Clean Air Act and comes through regulation and interpretation of the law.  It's not necessarily somebody who invented it out of whole cloth.


I'm a little reluctant to have us worry too much about the flatulence of cows and pigs, but we have to do what we have to do, but we're working with the Department to see what we can do that makes a little sense here, as we move forward, to ensure we're protecting people, but not to the point where we're driving people out of business.


A prime, to me, a prime example of how difficult this has been for the President was on the issue of arsenic in water.  When we decided we were going to take a little time to look at that, we weren't saying we thought people ought to drink arsenic, and yet if you looked at those ads, it was as if President Bush had handed everybody a glass with 100-percent arsenic and said, "You've got to drink it every day for your health."


What we said is, no, we've got to understand what this regulation, first of all, make sure that science is absolutely dead on, which we decided it was, and then to see what is going to be the impact when you start to implement it, particularly in those areas where arsenic is naturally occurring, and you have small- and mid-size water companies that can't afford or, if they do put on the kinds of new equipment that is going to be necessary, the cost to consumer is going to be such that people can't afford it.  That's the kind of approach we're trying to take.

QUESTION:  Do you find you're as effective or more effective by working with farmers?

ADMINISTRATOR WHITMAN



Oh, I have absolutely no doubt that we are going to be  much more effective working with farmers, which is why we are trying to promote these   partnerships and get people to the table to say, look, we really do want to hear from you.


That's why we, you know, in both CAFOs and TMDLs we put off those decisions.  We took, on TMDLs, an enormous number of comments from the agricultural community.  We are still going through those.  I mean, we are making a good-faith effort to ensure we do what we have to do legally, but do it in a way that makes some sense and be sure that we are hearing from those who are most directly impacted.


The best stewards of the land, as the President said last Monday, are those who are closest to the land, and those are farmers and ranchers.

SECRETARY NORTON:


“If I can follow on to that, I think the question you asked is a very good one about whether we are more effective by going about things in a cooperative way, and I absolutely believe that that is true.


“I have made the bedrock of my message to my people in my Department, something I call the four C's.  It is communication, consultation, and cooperation all in the service of conservation.  It means we sit down, we listen to people, we work with people, and we try to solve problems in a cooperative way.  I think that's so important.


“When I was a young lawyer, a lot of the people that I worked with were people who really wanted to pursue their dreams.  And whether that was cattle ranching or farming or having a small business, they saw the Federal Government as a distant and heavy-handed force that really was not something that they could work with, and that was part of the Sage Brush Rebellion attitudes throughout the West.


“Well, that is not productive toward getting things accomplished, and the Federal Government should not be stimulating that kind of a response.  What we'd like to do is find ways of meeting the challenge of both using the land and caring for the land, and having a strong economy and a healthy environment at the same time.


“There are tremendous challenges that we face in those areas that can best be solved by tapping people's knowledge of the land that we can only get from those who best know the land and by bringing together people for cooperative problem solving.


“If you also look at sort of the usual indicators of success and of commitment to environmental protection, President Bush, this year, is proposing a record-high amount of spending for environment and natural resource programs.  It is $44 billion, combining a lot of our departments.


“We also are spending more to take better care of our parks and our refuges, our wildlife refuges, the places that people really care a lot about than ever before.  The President has committed to taking care of the maintenance backlog in our national parks and to spending more to maintain our wildlife refuges, and those are very important for the future of protecting those important parts of our environment.

SECRETARY VENEMAN: 


“I may just add--you're not going to get all of us to answer every question, but this is an important question.  I think it's a good one because it really points to how important a role we all have on these issues.  But I think as we look at the importance of looking at environmental issues, one of the things that we have tried to do, and I know the President feels very strongly about, is involve local communities in decision making, particularly when we're dealing with public lands and how those public lands are going to impact communities.


“We have seen the impacts of drastic changes in how we treat public lands and what it does to communities, and we believe that it's important to have a lot of local control.


“The other thing that I think is extremely important to point out, and I know you all have seen this, being in agriculture for a number of years, but if you look back over the last 10 or 12 years at the difference in the way that agriculture and the environmental groups are now working together, recognizing that they have a lot more in common. You look at the fact that this farm bill, no matter how it comes out, as I said this morning, will have more money for environmental programs than ever before. And that is money for working farmlands, not just to take land out of production.  And I think that's really an important part of what's going on, in terms of the environmental legacy as well.


“I might just add, also, that on this drinking water issue, because there are small companies that are impacted by this and because we've been talking about it, we are going to actually sign it today, a Memorandum of Understanding, to use some of our programs in rural development for water districts to assist in making this transition.  So we are pleased that our partnership has worked out to give us that kind of ability to work together as well.”

QUESTION


Something that I think all three of you could comment on.  In this day and time, when you say zero, you could mean zero or 16 decimal points out.  How has that technology and the ability to literally find anything you want, to whatever decimal point you want, in anything changed your job, your responsibilities and what should agriculture get ready for if they're going to be enforced to the fifteenth decimal point on some of this?

  ADMINISTRATOR WHITMAN



That is, you know, you've really hit the heart of the 

  question that I keep throwing back at people, which is science now allows us to identify 

  so many more things than we ever were able to identify before, but it hasn't, we're not at 

  the same place with human impacts.  So we don't know what it means.  We can tell people there are all of these things in their water, but we can't tell them, with any kind of real science, in many cases, how much is okay, whether up to a point it's beneficial and then after that point, it sort of doesn't have any impact, and then it's really bad for you.



So one of the things that we are doing, we have changed the way we involve science in the regulatory process at the Agency, and we have set up an ongoing review panel, and I have changed the way we look at regulations.  And we're making sure that science comes into it right at the beginning.  When there is a proposal for moving forward with a proposed rulemaking or to look at an area, the first people we involve are the scientists.  We are bringing in outside scientist groups to peer review what it is we are doing, our science.  We have gone to the National Science Foundation probably more than has been seen in the past.


We are making sure that we are checking and double checking what the science is before we go forward because, on some of these, and again arsenic is a good example, there is no magic number.  Science can't tell you definitively.  Global climate change is another one of those, where you have very reputable scientists who come out using the same data at exact opposite ends of the discussion.


And so what you have to do is subject these ideas to the best science you can, make sure they are peer reviewed, and then we are required, and it makes sense, but it is part of many of our statutes that we include a cost-benefit analysis, to say what is the impact or is it worth the amount of money you're going to spend to get to 15 percent, 10 percent, 21?  When do you start to lose the cost-benefit part of it?  That, I will tell you, is a very difficult thing to argue.  It is very difficult always to go to somebody and say, "Well, your life is worth `X' amount, and so therefore we decided that since it went to `Y', we're not going to put a regulation on it.


So I prefer to look on it and explain to people, because it is very valid to say where that cut point is and what that cost is, that the legitimacy of cost-benefit analysis is that it also affects people's behavior, and that can affect their health.

Again--

 [Audio break.]

QUESTION-people we serve.  How do you respond to those who are saying, well, maybe agriculture and other regulated industries have too much of an open door in this administration, that a Republican administration, in general, and this administration, specifically, perhaps allows too much input from those who are regulated that ought to be regulated?

SECRETARY NORTON:


‘I think you will see many examples where we have had to draw the line.  We have to operate on the basis of what science tells us.  And so, for example, in the Klamath Basin, when the science told us that we needed to shut off water for agriculture, even though it broke our hearts to do so, we had to shut off the water.  And so we have to draw the line, we have to follow the law.


“We can also make sure that the science is peer reviewed, and as we found with the National Academy of Sciences' study, we got a little bit different feedback when we had a peer review study.


“We also recognize, though, that trying to regulate in a vacuum, without  knowledge of what you are trying to regulate or the problems you are trying to solve isn't very productive.  And so having an open process that lets every one of many different perspectives be involved is the best way to reach good, long-term solutions”.

MR. QUINN


We'll give the priority for the last question from the president of NAFB.

QUESTION: 


Happily, it is not a question, but rather a thank you on behalf of our National Association of Farm Broadcaster's membership. 


It is such an honor for you to recognize our association at this moment, to have been in Washington, D.C., for the previous administration, being invited to the White House, and now today to have three Cabinet members before us.  It says a great deal about us and to us, and thank you for believing that we can be a partner together in [inaudible] issues that affect everyone.


Thank you very much.

 [Applause.]
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