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[*H10950] The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. McNulty). Pursuant to House Resolution 279 and 
rule XXIII, the Chair declares the House in the Committee of the Whole House on the States of 
the Union for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 2929. 

 
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 consideration of the bill (H.R. 2929) to designate certain lands in the California 
desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley, Joshua Tree, and Mojave National Parks, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. Barnard in the chair. 

 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

the Chairman. Pursuant to the rule, the bill is considered as having been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 30 minutes, 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman]. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 

 
Mr. Chairman, this is an important day for the State of California, the culmination of years of 
work toward enacting sweeping legislation for the protection of the California desert. I want to at 
the outset acknowledge the tremendous cooperation of the Members who have been involved 
directly in this process over the past year: 

 
The gentleman from California [Mr. Levine], my wonderful colleague and friend who has been 
indefatigable in pursuit of this legislation for the past few years and who has worked closely with 
me over the course of this year to bring this legislation to the point; the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Miller], our chairman on the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, who 
worked closely with us at all times and successfully steered this bill through the full committee; 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks 



and Public Lands, who had this jurisdiction for several years, who has been a friend of the desert 
during that time and who has visited the area on several occasions and whose great work is also 
embodied in this legislation. 

 
And I want to thank the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], my good friend whom I have had the 
pleasure of working with and for whom I have great respect and with whom we both share a love 
of this area. He has certainly contributed an awful lot to this legislation. I know we find ourselves 
still with some differences, but that is not because we have both not honestly tried to work 
together to get a good result here. I want to commend him and thank him for his participation. 

 
As members are aware, legislation similar to what we are considering today was first introduced 
in 1986. There have been six public hearings on this matter, three in California and two in the 
desert itself. Numerous field inspections have been undertaken by Members of this House and by 
staff. Over 500 witnesses have been heard in connection with this legislation. Indeed, no other 
land-use issue since the Alaska Lands Act has found this kind of intense congressional scrutiny. 

 
Mr. Speaker, business as usual for the California desert is not an option any longer. Protection of 
the desert is imperative and this protection must begin with legislation followed by tough 
administrative guidelines. The California desert plan was the beginning, not the end, of a 
management process which continues to evolve. 

 
The great California desert encompasses 25 million acres. The American people clearly want land 
use decisions concerning this property to reflect their values. They want exploitation carefully 
balanced with protection. They want recreation that does not unduly harm the landscape. They 
want the most precious and primitive and pristine areas left intact, untouched, insofar as 
possible, for future generations to appreciate. And they want the cruel and senseless 
extermination of fragile species to end now. 

 
Contrary to what we have heard, this bill does not eliminate man's presence in the desert. It 
does not prohibit human activity: mining, grazing, hunting, motoring. Indeed, the desert is vast 
and there is room for all things in some measure. It does, however, place reasonable limits and 
restrictions on activities in some areas where the use at existing levels is contrary to the public 
interest. 

 
We can plant new trees in the forest and hope that they may grow, but we cannot do the same in 
the desert. A perfect illustration of this type of problem is the scaring left by General Patton's 
troops 50 years ago can still be seen. The loss of habitat is irreversible. Five years is long enough 
for the bill to be debated. And we should not procrastinate further. 

 
This bill designates 4.3 million acres of BLM managed land as wilderness. It redesignates the 
Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Monuments as national parks, enlarges them and 
designates areas within these expanded parks as wilderness. The bill also establishes the 
Mojave National Monument, designates it as a unit of the National Park System, and designates 
certain lands within it as wilderness. This is not the same bill that has been around for 5 years. 

 
A total of 271,000 acres was deleted in H.R. 2929 from past desert proposals [*H10951]  and in 
the en bloc amendment today, the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] will propose to release, 
to take out another 160,000 acres. Most off-road vehicles have been carefully excluded from the 
legislation with another 75,000 more acres of recreation trails added to the proposal which is the 
equivalent of 114 miles. No active mines are within any of the wilderness boundaries. Valid 
existing mining claims are protected in wilderness and parks. However, we have eliminated 
73,400 more acres for certain mining interests. 

 
Grazing is allowed in wilderness areas, although not generally in national parks. However, we 
have made an exception. We have provided that grazing in the Mojave and in the additions to 
Death Valley can continue for 25 years or lifetime of the permittee holder. 



 

Hunting is, of course, allowed in the wilderness. This bill does not eliminate hunting on 
wilderness. It is allowed there. 

 
It is, of course, not allowed in national parks and monuments, which is a longstanding park 
policy. But there is not hunting today in the Joshua Tree, and there is not hunting today in the 
Mojave. And this does not change that one bit. 

 
We have provided for an exchange system here to consolidate Federal lands in many of these 
designated areas, while allowing private landholders in the State of California to trade out their 
property on a value-for-value basis. 

 
Finally, we have solved all of the concerns that the various utilities have had with this bill by 
removing 27,000 acres from it. 

 
These are just a few of the many problems we have solved and the compromises we have made 
from past desert bills. 

 
My colleagues, the easy environmental issues have been solved. This decade we in Congress and 
the citizens of this Nation will be faced with the toughest questions yet. Can we blindly continue 
to use every last resource and destroy crucial habitat as if there is no tomorrow? Or, do we take 
the challenge that is presented to a truly advanced society which accepts the long-term benefit 
over the short-term gain. Do we continue to tell other countries to stop unwise resource use, 
when we cannot protect our own public land? Or, do we stand before the international 
community, proudly and boldly as an example to all countries of the world as a nation which 
decided, before it was to late, to lead by example not by words. 

 
Today you are faced with the opportunity to cast a vote that will genuinely make a difference. I 
ask for you to vote in favor of H.R. 2929 and against any weakening amendments. Time is 
running out for one of the world's great ecosystems. Let us act now to preserve indelibly this 
important part of our natural heritage. 

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

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may consume to the gentleman from Alaska 
[Mr. Young], the ranking member of the committee. 

 
(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, first let me compliment the individuals who have worked on 
this legislation: the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], ranking member, and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Lehman]. 

 
I do rise in strong opposition to this legislation. That is no surprise. 

 
I rise not necessarily about the California desert bill. I rise in opposition to what this Congress 
has been doing for the last 15, 20 years. 

 
This Congress has taken land that is productive and that provides jobs for the American 
workingman out of production; 676 million acres of land that does not produce one nickel or 
dime, it produces zero. California has a terrible job climate today. This bill is going to cost jobs 
regardless of what the gentleman says. It is going to cost jobs, it is going to cost money, it is 
going to cost taxpayers money to run this. 

 
Every time I stand on the floor and bring this to the Congress, the people's ideas that we can 
have both, the Irish wilderness was brought to the floor, it cost approximately 2,000 jobs and it 



was not even a wilderness but it was a fine mineral deposit. It would have used about 150 
acres. 

 
The concept that we keep placating the so-called environmental movement by taking land and 
setting it aside is wrong, because this Nation was built on natural resources and only can 
continue to grow on natural resources. The fiber, the minerals, the fossil fuels, and yes, the wind 
power and the nuclear power, all the other powers, do not come from the sky. It means 
development of resources that God has given this country. 

 
Now, the gentleman from California mentioned a while ago that we have a responsibility to the 
environment, and that is true. But we also have a responsibility to the people, the working men 
and women of this country. We are losing that responsibility. We are not providing the jobs. 

 
It is ironic to me, as the gentleman just previously spoke, if this same Congress had been sitting 
when they developed the central valley project there would still be a desert there, not the ability 
to provide the food for the State of California and for the people of this United States. 

 
If we had this same Congress back in the 1800's we would not have the Transcontinental 
Railroad. If we had the same Congress in 1933, when Franklin Delano Roosevelt was here, we 
would not have the Boulder Dam, the Tennessee Valley project that provides us the power and 
the jobs for the people. 

 
This Congress has got its head buried in the sand. We hear a lot of presidential bashing about 
the economy of this Nation and about the lack of jobs. I heard these 1-minutes all from this side 
today talking about the lack of jobs and how the people are not employed, and yet this 
Congress, every day it brings a bill to the floor of the House and the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and takes jobs away from the people. 

 
The spotted owl is going to cost us 35,000 jobs. This bill alone will cost more than 500 jobs, and 
no future jobs, regardless of what the gentleman says. I can go on with the California 
wilderness, the Oregon wilderness, the Idaho wilderness bill, the Washington State 
wilderness benefits bill, and yes, the Alaska wilderness bill, 147 million acres, and it all takes 
jobs from the American people. 

 
This side cannot have it both ways. You are talking about the economy and you keep putting bills 
on this floor to take away the opportunity of the American people. You do not provide us with the 
energy that this country needs. And then they say we must do it to protect the environment. If 
you do not have a strong economy, your environment is destroyed. 

 
Go to India. Go to these Third World countries and find out, because the people are underfed, 
unemployed, because they do not in fact have any money. They have terrible environmental 
damage being incurred. 

 
We must get some balance in this Congress, get some ideas in this Congress that we can have 
our environment but we must not continue to put this vast amount of land aside without 
understanding the effect upon the economy and the people directly affected by the loss of their 
jobs. 

 
I am going to support the Lewis amendment. I think that is probably more realistic. I am not 
excited about that as much as I should be, but this so-called compromise is a bill that creates 
chaos in the economy of this Nation because it takes out the opportunity for future advancement 
and opportunity for the working men and women. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California, [Mr. 
Fazio]. 



(Mr. FAZIO asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, for 5 years, despite a great deal of urging by the gentlemen from 
California, my good friends, Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine as well, and a great deal of input in 
support of this legislation from my constituents, I have withheld my cosponsorship from desert 
protection legislation out of respect for my colleagues who represent the affected area. 

 
[*H10952] Now, Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of H.R. 2929. Today I am proud to list 

myself as a cosponsor of this important bill, introduced by my friends from California. Mr. 
Lehman and Mr. Levine, and of course by the gentleman from California, [Mr. Miller], the 
chairman of the full committee. 

 
The bill is really a product of more than 5 years of work by the bill's sponsors. During this period 
the sponsors have made every effort to reach out to the many groups affected by it, to forge 
compromises and to address legitimate concerns. The sponsors have in my estimation done an 
admirable job. 

 
Let me briefly highlight some of the compromises reflected in the bill. Earlier proposals seeking 
desert protection, Mr. Chairman, called for a 10-year phaseout of grazing to accommodate 
existing grazing interests in the area that will become the Mojave National Monument and in a 
small portion of Death Valley. As brought to this floor, the measure would extend grazing 
phaseout periods more than twofold, to 25 years. In addition, the desert protection bill gives 
priority to the acquisition of livestock owner's base property on a willing seller basis only. 

 
We have already heard questions about limited access to these lands, that access is somehow 
being denied to the vast majority of working Americans and their families. The Governor of my 
own State has argued that in this bill we are locking up the desert and that only those hardy 
enough to backpack will be able to enjoy it. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I find nothing in this measure to support that contention. The bill leaves open a 
network of more than 33,000 miles of roads and jeep trails. Of the lands that the bill designates 
as wilderness, fully 85 percent are within three miles of vehicular access. Nonetheless, the 
sponsors have made additional compromises on this front as well. The proposal before us opens 
an extra 107 jeep miles in addition to those already provided in earlier versions of the bill. 

 
The sponsors also made concessions to the concerns of the utility industry. The industry, which 
previously opposed the bill, now testifies that it has no objection to the measure. In addition, 
accommodations have been made to the mining interests in the area. The original boundaries in 
the desert proposal were drawn to avoid known mining claims. These boundaries were taken 
form information supplied by the Bureau of Mines, the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. 
Geological Survey, and the State of California. 

 
Since the introduction of the original desert proposal many additional modifications have been 
made. H.R. 2929 has deleted an additional 71,000 acres from wilderness and park boundaries 
to accommodate the concerns of the mining industry. 

 
Finally, Mr. Chairman, of particular importance to me, the bill includes a provision that protects 
the financial interest of California's retired teachers fund. There are approximately 340,000 acres 
of California school lands scattered within the proposed desert wilderness and park areas. This 
represents almost 50 percent of the surface ownership of the State school lands. 

 
Unlike other earlier versions of the bill, H.R. 2929 directs the Secretary of the Interior to enter 
into land exchanges with the California State Lands Commission as a means to compensate 
California retired teachers on a value-for-value basis for the Federal acquisition of school land 
assets. 



So, Mr. Chairman, I think the opposition's argument that the bill is not a compromise is not 
accurate. Time and again the sponsors have made every effort to address the many conflicting 
concerns about the protection of the California desert. 

 
I am sure tonight we will be able to work out the concerns of the Pentagon as well. So I strongly 
support H.R. 2929. I urge my colleagues to vote for this much needed statutory protection which 
has been properly compromised. It is vital and unique, a natural resource that is irreplaceable. 

 
I know our colleagues on the Republican side mean well. I know they have gained quite a bit in 
their negotiating. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

 
Mr. FAZIO. I am happy to yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], my friend from the 
Redlands area. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, my colleague, the gentleman from California [Mr. Fazio] 
and I have worked together for years, as the Members know. But I would say to my colleague 
that that last comment may have been communicated to him as a matter of the record, but the 
fact is there has not been any negotiation entered into on the part of the authors on this bill, not 
one moment of negotiation, even though we have heard serious requests for that negotiation. 

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

 
(Mr. BLAZ asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I had hoped to speak at length on this subject, but out of respect to 
those particularly affected, I shall be brief. 

 
Let me respond to the comments of the chairman, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] 
earlier and say also that I really enjoyed working with the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Lehman]. I enjoyed working with the gentleman from California [Mr. Panetta]. I enjoyed working 
with the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], and I am particularly grateful to the gentleman 
from Alaska [Mr. Young] for permitting me, a delegate, to manage a bill. I am grateful to the 
leadership on my side. 

 
Reluctantly, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the bill. It pains me, for I was stationed in that 
desert, ironically at twentynine Palms. I thought maybe the bill was named after that base, but it 
really was not. 

 
Later on I shall yield to the four people from the desert who are immediately affected. I should 
like at this time, however, to say that I have every intention of introducing an amendment that 
affects the military. 

 
The spectacular success that we enjoyed in the Persian Gulf was not due to the experience in the 
Arabian Peninsula, but because of the training that we had in the Mohave Desert. I have an 
obligation to those with whom I have served to make sure that I introduce that amendment. 
Whether it fails or wins, it makes no difference. I must fulfill that obligation. 

 
Rather than take up too much time, Mr. Chairman, I shall end with this. I was somewhat 
disappointed and surprised that the people who are most immediately affected were apparently 
not consulted in the authorship of this bill. To me that oversight, intended or perhaps 
unintended, strikes at the very core of representation, and it would seem to me that it would 
displease me no end personally if I thought that someone in this body would have a bill that 
would literally change my district, my 8-mile wide district, without giving me the courtesy of a 
phone call. 



 

So that to me is my contribution to this debate. We must ask you to give weight to those elected 
to represent the districts that are being considered this afternoon. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Levine], the original sponsor of the bill. 

 
(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank my friend for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, before I address the merits of this legislation, I want to just take a moment to 
thank and recognize those without whose help we would not be here on the floor today. As 
others have mentioned, we have worked for 5 years to craft legislation that protects California's 
desert and also addresses the legitimate conflicts posed by businesses and other interests who 
have been concerned about this legislation. H.R. 2929 is the fruit of these labors. 

 
All of the parties involved in this debate owe the subcommittee chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Lehman] a great debt of gratitude for his thoughtful leadership and commitment, 
and I personally want to thank my close friend and colleague, the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Lehman] [*H10953] for the leadership that he has shown with regard to this issue and in 
particular other environmental issues as well. 

 
I also want to thank the chairman of the full committee, the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Miller] for helping to bring this bill to the floor. 

 
I also want to thank the chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands of the 
Committee on the Interior, the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento] who has worked long and 
hard for years in terms of helping to ensure that this legislation achieved these objectives. 

 
I want to join the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] and the ranking member, the 
delegate from Guam [Mr. Blaz] for his thoughtful consideration as well. 

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

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

 
(Mr. PANETTA asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
MR. PANETTA. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN STRONG SUPPORT OF H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 1991. I AM PLEASED THAT AFTER YEARS OF HEARINGS AND 
DEBATE ON THIS ISSUE, THE HOUSE HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO ENACT LEGISLATION THAT 
WILL PROVIDE PRUDENT AND APPROPRIATE PROTECTION TO AREAS OF THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT. 

 
I COMMEND CONGRESSMAN LEVINE AND CONGRESSMAN LEHMAN FOR THEIR LEADERSHIP ON 
THIS ISSUE AND ALSO RECOGNIZE CHAIRMAN MILLER FOR HIS ROLE IN FACILITATING THE 
HOUSE'S CONSIDERATION OF THIS IMPORTANT LEGISLATION. AS MY COLLEAGUES KNOW, I 
REPRESENT A LARGE PORTION OF THE CALIFORNIA COASTLINE AND HAVE WORKED VERY 
HARD TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION TO OUR NATION'S SIGNIFICANT AND SENSITIVE 
NATURAL TREASURES. 

  
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT IS ONE OF THOSE NATIONAL TREASURES. AREAS PROTECTED UNDER 
THIS BILL, SUCH AS THE JOSHUA TREE FOREST, DEATH VALLEY, AND PORTIONS OF THE 
MOJAVE DESERT, ARE UNIQUE, FRAGILE RESOURCES WARRANTING STRONG PROTECTION 
FROM DEVELOPMENT. I AM PARTICULARLY PLEASED THAT CONGRESSMAN LEVINE AND 



CONGRESSMAN LEHMAN WERE ABLE TO CRAFT A COMPROMISE BILL THAT WILL ALLOW 
MULTIPLE USE OF THE DESERT'S RESOURCES TO CONTINUE, WHILE PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE 
LEVEL OF PROTECTION FOR THE DESERT'S MOST SENSITIVE RESOURCES. 

 
AS CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE BUDGET COMMITTEE, I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO COMMEND THE 
INTERIOR COMMITTEE FOR THE FACT THAT THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE HAS 
ESTIMATED THE PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS OF THIS BILL AS ZERO FOR EACH YEAR THROUGH 
1995, FOR PURPOSES OF SECTIONS 252 AND 253 OF THE BALANCED BUDGET AND EMERGENCY 
DEFICIT CONTROL ACT. I ALSO APPRECIATE THE COMMITTEE'S WILLINGNESS TO ADDRESS A 
BUDGET ACT ISSUE RELATED TO THE STATE SCHOOL LANDS CREDIT LANGUAGE IN THE BILL, 
AS PART OF MR. LEHMAN'S EN BLOC AMENDMENT. 

 
MR. SPEAKER, THE AUTHORS OF H.R. 2929 HAVE LABORED HARD TO ADDRESS THE CONCERNS 
OF THE DESERT'S MULTIPLE USE COMMUNITY AND HAVE DEVISED A RESPONSIBLE 
COMPROMISE BILL. H.R. 2929 MANAGES TO STRIKE THE OFTEN ELUSIVE BALANCE BETWEEN 
PROVIDING ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF THE DESERT'S MOST SENSITIVE RESOURCES WITH 
SERVING THE MULTIPLE USE NEEDS OF DESERT USERS. I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO HELP IN 
THIS EFFORT BY OFFERING THEIR STRONG SUPPORT TO H.R. 2929. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, there have been a number of staff people also, and one 
in particular I want to pay tribute to is Betsy Ford on my staff who has labored in the vineyards 
for 5 years on this bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the vote that we will cast today in all likelihood will be one of the most important 
environmental votes cast by this Congress. It is certainly one of the most important 
environmental votes ever taken with regard to California. That is why passage of this bill, and 
defeat of the weakening amendments are a top priority for 118 environmental organizations. 

 
Passage of H.R. 2929 will create a living legacy to future generations, and it will be a vote that 
all of us will have been proud to cast. 

 
I am often asked by people from other parts of the country why protecting this desert is so 
important. Some actually believe the desert is a wasteland, essentially devoid of life. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. The California desert is one of this Nation's crown jewels. 

 
I have seen firsthand the incredible variety of wildlife that makes its home in the desert. I have 
sat under the desert's night sky with my own son, Adam, and seen a panorama of stars and 
mountain silhouettes as I had never seen before. I have seen the breathtaking wild flower 
blooms that cover the desert floor in the spring. 

 
The history of the desert is extraordinary. Within the lands protected by this bill, you can find 
real ghost towns dating back to the 1800's, prehistoric paintings and native American village 
sites. 

 
H.R. 2929 protects the very best parts of the desert. Unless Congress acts, however, this 
amazing landscape will be lost to developers, miners, and the mismanagement of our own 
government. Congress must act, and act quickly, if we are to protect the integrity of the desert 
and its unique character. If we fail to pass this legislation, future generations will be denied this 
treasure. 

 
This bill, Mr. Chairman, represents precisely what both desert residents and all Californians want, 
an end to the reckless abuse of the desert. 

 
Local endorsements speak for themselves. Forty-nine California cities and counties have 
endorsed the bill, far outnumbering the populations of those who have opposed it. Seven desert 
cities and a number of other cities support the bill, and polls consistently have shown support for 



this legislation. 
 
Mr. Chairman, we have made numerous compromises in this bill, as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Lehman] and the gentleman from California [Mr. Fazio] have already outlined, 
many of which have been described earlier regarding utility concerns, mining concerns, and 
military concerns. 

 
I want to emphasize for the record, Mr. Chairman, that while we have had numerous public 
hearings, we, and I personally have beseeched my good friends on the other side of the aisle to 
come to the table and negotiate with regard to this legislation; but the fact is, I do believe and 
the record should be clear and I refer to my very good friend for whom I have very high regard, 
I talked to him privately. I have written to him. I have urged him to meet and urged him to 
negotiate and urged him to sit down. We have sat down with numerous interests. We have had 
significant compromises. 

 
What we did not compromise, Mr. Chairman, however, and what we are committed to fight are 
the efforts of those who simply just oppose wilderness, those who believe every last acre must 
be exploited and those who do not understand why we must act now to protect what is left of the 
desert. 

 
The face of the desert is changing. To my colleagues from the East who have never had the 
chance to see it, come visit it. It is an extraordinary place. The ecological diversity and historical 
sites protected by my bill are second to none. The passage of this bill will strike a major victory 
for environmental protection in the country. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge an aye vote on the bill and a no vote on weakening amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the following correspondence and material: 

U.S. Department of the Interior, 
 
National Park Service, 
San Francisco, CA, January 30, 1987. 
Memorandum to: Director, National Park Service. 
From: Regional Director, Western Region. 
Subject: California Desert Protection Act. 

 
We have completed our analysis of the proposals contained in the California Desert Protection 
Act per your memorandum of May 5, 1986. Our recommendations are enclosed, along with the 
objective resource assessment on the various provisions. Nine additional copies of the 
assessment are enroute under separate cover. We are making copies of the resource assessment 
available to BLM's California State and Desert District Office. 

 
Let us know if any additional information is needed on these legislative proposals. 
Howard H. Chapman. 

 
WESTERN REGION RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 

MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK 

The NPS' Management Policies require that potential new units be evaluated in terms of the 
following three criteria: 1. Significance, 2. Suitability/Feasibility, and 3. Management 
Alternatives. The Policies state that potential new areas will normally not be recommended for 
authorization by the Service unless all three criteria are met. 

 
1. As indicated in the resource assessment, this unit does not fill a major natural systems gap in 



the System based on the National Park System Plan: Natural History. The natural region in which 
the proposed unit is located, the Mojave-Sonoran Desert, is an extremely large and diverse 
region already containing a number of parks and monuments. Mojave Desert phenomena are 
[*H10954] protected and represented in the National Park System in Joshua Tree and Death 

Valley National Monuments. 
 
The proposed unit contains a rich array of highly significant natural and cultural resources. It 
would be difficult to find an area of similar size with as many outstanding sites. Notwithstanding 
the fact that the area does not fill a natural systems void in the System, we believe that the 
overall quality of the area and the multiple resource attractions are sufficient to meet the 
significance standards for new units. 

 
2. The proposed Mojave National Park is of sufficient size and character to permit administration, 
protection and preservation. Although the area would be relatively difficult and expensive to 
administer, given its history of ranching, mining, and ORV use, it does clearly meet the 
suitability/feasibility criterion. 

 
3. The NPS Management Policies state that the Service will not ordinarily recommend the 
addition of an area to the System if other means are available to provide for resource 
preservation and visitor appreciation and use. 

 
The question of whether suitable management alternatives exist depends largely on the level of 
protection considered to be necessary. In the case of Mojave, BLM has indicated its intent to 
accomplish protection and visitor use functions through the area's management as the East 
Mojave National Scenic Area. While management is not nearly as preservation-oriented as some 
park proponents might wish, BLM has authority to protect important natural and cultural 
resources, and has taken steps to protect key areas. Given adequate financial and personnel 
resources (which it does not currently have), and a commitment to preservation and visitor use, 
BLM could make this an outstanding national area. 

 
However, BLM is presently committed to management of the area on a multiple-use basis. While 
controls on economic uses can preserve the essential integrity of the area, at least at the current 
level of demands for the area's potential products, protection is not absolute and compromises 
must be made between resource preservation and economic activities such as mining and 
grazing. The extent to which BLM could protect the area in the event of major mineral 
discoveries is questionable. 

 
On balance, the proposed Mojave National Park meets the three new unit criteria specified in NPS 
Management Policies and would be a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System. 
The boundary proposed in the legislation is appropriate for the unit. 

 
We recommend its addition to the National Park System. 

JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL MONUMENT 

Proposed Additions: None of the proposed additions have highly significant natural or cultural 
resources justifying national park status on their own merits. Nevertheless, based on 
management considerations, we believe that addition of the Coxcomb Mountains and Eagle 
Mountain areas to Joshua Tree National Monument would be appropriate and desirable. (See 
Option 2 in the resource assessment for Joshua Tree.) These additions display high resource 
quality, are continuations of mountain systems already within the monument, and would create 
more easily identifiable and patrollable boundaries than now exist. The incremental management 
costs of these additions would be modest, but necessary to provide for adequate management. 

 
We do not recommend the other proposed additions. They neither offer high quality resources 
nor would they improve the monument's manageability. Rather, because of mining and ORV 



activities, they could increase management problems for the monument. 
 
National Park Status: The legislation designates Joshua Tree as a national park rather than as a 
national monument. We believe such designation is appropriate. 

 
Mineral Studies: As indicated in the assessment there are a substantial number of mining claims 
in the proposed additions. We believe the legislation's requirement for completion of a validity 
study within two years would be difficult to meet at a reasonable cost. We recommend that the 
timetable be increased to five years. 

 
DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL MONUMENT 

 
Proposed Additions: We believe most of the proposed additions to Death Valley would be 
desirable increments. As discussed in the assessment, the proposed additions include the Eureka 
and Saline Valleys. These areas have inherent natural qualities of nationwide significance and 
would add to the range of phenomena already present in the monument. 

 
Although not considered to be as significant in resource value, the Panamint and Greenwater 
areas do include important natural and cultural resources worthy of protection and having 
significant interpretive value. The addition of these areas would also enhance the monument's 
manageability through better definition of the boundary. 

 
The remainder of the proposed additions have value to the monument primarily in better defining 
the boundary and thereby enhancing the monument's capability for resource protection. The 
Owlshead Mountains addition also provides an added buffer to incompatible military uses. 

 
We recommend minor deletions to the proposals in three areas to eliminate potential 
management problems. These deletions are discussed in the assessment under Options for 
Boundary Revision. 

 
The additions represent a significant increase in the scope of the unit and would add considerably 
to the cost of managing the monument. Increased operational funding for Death Valley National 
Monument would be essential. 

 
Wilderness Designation: The proposal for designation of wilderness within the existing 
boundary of the monument appears to be consistent with our long-standing recommendations. A 
revised map reflecting minor corrections is currently being prepared and will be forwarded to you 
shortly. This map should be transmitted to Congress and referenced in any legislation. 

 
National Park Status: The proposed legislation designates Death Valley as a national park rather 
than as a monument. We recommend this change in designation. 

 
Mineral Studies: There are thousands of mining claims in the proposed additions. We believe the 
legislation's requirement for completion of a validity study within two years would be difficult to 
meet at a reasonable cost. We recommend that the timetable be increased to five years. 

 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

 
A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF THE EAST MOJAVE AREA TO DETERMINE ITS SUITABILITY FOR 
INCLUSION IN THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

 
(By Desert Plan Staff, Bureau of Land Management) 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION 

The Eastern Mojave study area covers 1.4 million acres in what is geographically part of the 



Mojave Desert, yet displays many features and biota of the Sonoran Desert to the south and the 
Great Basin Desert to the north and east. The study area contains 16 mountain ranges, 4 dry 
lakes a perennial stream, innumerable washes, mesas, buttes, badlands, cinder cones, lava 
beds, caves, California's most complex sand dune system, alluvial fans, bajadas, and many other 
expressions of geologic and geographic interest. Elevations in the study area range from about 
900 feet near Baker in the Mojave River sink to 7,929 feet atop Clark Mountain. 

 
In all of the California Desert there is no finer grouping of different wildlife habitats. Over 300 
species of vertebrate forms have been observed here, including some whose California breeding 
grounds are limited to the East Mojave. 

 
The Eastern Mojave is also rich floristically, with over 700 species of higher plants found in the 
region, including 25 rare or endangered species. Many species reach their extreme range limits 
here. 

 
The Eastern Mojave contains many fascinating and unique cultural resources: petroglyphs, 
pictographs, Indian village occupation sites and trails, the historic Mojave (Old Government) 
Road, abandoned U.S. Army forts and posts, abandoned mines, railroads, ghost towns, and the 
Kelso Depot, a magnificent two-story railroad depot built in 1904, which is still in use. 

 
CONCLUSIONS 

 
It is the conclusion of the Desert Plan Staff that cultural and natural resource values of the East 
Mojave Study Area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily qualifies for National 
Park or Monument status. 

 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WHICH HAVE ENDORSED THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 

 
15 County governments have endorsed the California Desert Protection Act. 

 
34 City governments have endorsed the California Desert Protection Act, including the 8 largest. 

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS ENDORSING THE CDPA 

Santa Barbara County, Sacramento County, San Francisco County, Santa Cruz County, Santa 
Clara County, Napa County, San Diego County, Los Angeles County, Marin County, Alameda 
County, Contra Costa County, San Mateo County, Placer County, San Joaquin County, and 
Monterey County. 

 
CITY GOVERNMENTS ENDORSING THE CDPA 

 
San Francisco, Riverside, Rancho Mirage, Escondido, Santa Monica, Del Mar, Palm Desert, West 
Hollywood, Coronado, San Diego, Poway, La Quinta, Ventura, Ontario, Fresno, Sacramento, 
Redlands, Long Beach, Upland, Davis, Irvine, Desert Hot Springs, Palm Springs, Visalia, Laguna 
Beach, Vallejo, Fairfield, Hemet, Los Angeles, San Jose, Oakland, Salinas, Berkeley, and Yucaipa. 

 
Canyon Resources Corp., 
Golden, Co, October 1, 1991. 

 
Hon. Mel Levine, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

 
Dear Representative Levine: We sincerely appreciate the responsiveness of you and your staff in 



addressing the issues we raised concerning our proposed Briggs gold mine and adjacent gold 
deposits in the southern Panamint Range and the possible effects on our projects of H.R. 2929, 
the California Desert Protection Act of 1991. Your willingness to sponsor an amendment to the 
legislation which alters the boundaries of the proposed Manly Peak and Surprise Canyon 
Wilderness areas and deletes the Middle Park Wilderness area removes a potentially critical 
impediment to our projects. When the Briggs mine is opened in later 1993 or [*H10955] early 
1994, we believe it will contribute each year $20 million in wages and purchases of goods and 
services to the local communities and $5.5 million in direct and indirect federal, state, and local 
taxes. The adjacent properties freed by the amendment offer the possibility of an adjacent $600 
million in payroll and purchases and $160 million in taxes. 

 
Your willingness to listen to our specific concerns and to craft an amendment that both permits 
productive economic enterprise and protests extraordinarily environmental values is laudatory. 
You certainly have resolved favorably our company's specific concerns with the legislation. 
Accordingly, we are pleased to withdraw our opposition to the bill, as amended. 

 
Sincerely yours, 
Richard H. DeVoto, 
President. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Kerr-McGee Corp., 
Oklahoma City, OK, October 3, 1991. 

 
Hon. Richard H. Lehman, 
Subcommittee on General Oversight and California Desert Lands, House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, House Annex 1, Washington, DC. 

 
Dear Mr. Chairman: I would like to take this opportunity to express Kerr-McGee Corporation's 
appreciation to your staff for the able assistance they provided to us regarding certain provisions 
of the California Desert Protection Act (H.R. 2929). 

 
In light of the amendment you and Congressman Levine offered to H.R. 2929 on October 1, 
1991, Kerr-McGee will now be able to continue development of the Ratciff Mine gold deposit 
located in the southern Panamint Range, Inyo County, California. As we discussed with Ms. Beller 
of your staff and Ms. Ford of Congressman Levine's staff, your amendment has met Kerr- 
McGee's specific concerns about H.R. 2929 in the southern Panamint Range. We would hope, 
however, that those individuals and companies who have mining interests within the areas 
impacted by H.R. 2929 will also avail themselves of the opportunity to work with your staff to 
modify the current boundaries of H.R. 2929 in order to continue with the development of such 
interests and their ensuing economic benefits. 

Again, we thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
G.D. Christiansen, 
Vice President-Exploration. 

 
Chicago Mining Corp., 
Chicago, IL, October 21, 1991. 

 
Hon. Mel Levine, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

 
Dear Representative Levine: I am writing to sincerely thank you for your valuable effort in 



crafting H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act. of 1991, into a document that fully 
protects the rights and interests of all concerned citizens. This nation is truly well served when 
fair and equitable legislation can be realized by mutually beneficial compromise. H.R. 2929, with 
the addition of the Lehman-Levine Amendment, can only enhance economic and environmental 
circumstance in the California Desert. Chicago Mining Corporation hereby withdraws all 
opposition to H.R. 2929, as amended. 

 
Very truly yours, 
Charles R. Lee, 
President. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Southern California Edison Co. 
Rosemead, CA, September 30, 1991. 

 
Hon. George Miller, Rick Lehman, and Mel Levine, 
Interior Committee, House of Representatives, Longworth House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

 
Dear Representatives Miller, Lehman, and Levine: Southern California Edison Company has 
worked closely with your respective offices to resolve our concerns with HR 2929. On September 
26, 1991, we presented to these offices our proposed statutory language (Attachment A hereto) 
that would resolve our remaining concerns with this bill, providing that acceptable report 
language is subsequently developed. 

 
Attachment B is a much longer, and more specific version of statutory language as developed by 
Betsy Ford, staff person to Representative Levine. While we have reservations about putting 
Attachment B into the bill as statutory language, because we believe such detail properly belongs 
in report language, it nevertheless adequately addresses our concern with Title IV of H.R. 2929. 
If either Attachment A or B, as written, is incorporated into HR 2929, and as long as neither the 
bill in its entirety, as it affects Edison, nor Attachment A or B are changed, Edison removes its 
objections to HR 2929 as introduced. 

 
Sincerely, 
Robert Dietch, 
Vice President. 

 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Will & Muys, P.C., 

Attorneys at Law, 
Washington, DC, October 1, 1991. 

 
Hon. Mel Levine, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC. 

 
Dear Congressman Levine: I am authorized to advise you that the Metropolitan Water District 
will not object to H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act, if Section 306 is amended to 
include the language furnished to us on September 29 by your office. I am attaching a copy of 
those amendments. 

 
Sincerely, 
Robert P. Will 
(For the Metropolitan Water 



District of Southern California). 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Southern California Gas Co. 
Los Angeles, CA, July 2, 1991. 

 
Re California Desert Protection Act 

 
Hon. Mel Levine, 
Cannon House Office Building, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

 
Dear Congressman Levine: After extensive review and discussion with Ms. Betsy Ford of your 
staff regarding the proposed California Desert Protection legislation, the Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCalGas) agrees with the proposed changes which directly affects SoCalGas facilities 
and if these changes are incorporated into the bill SoCalGas will remove its opposition. 

 
The changes that were discussed and agreed upon are outlined below: 

 
Category A -- Notations on Wilderness Maps indicating pipeline right-of-ways to protect our 
existing pipelines and support facilities: 

 
Notations denoting pipeline locations relative to wilderness boundaries, indicating a minimum 
fifty foot buffer between the central line of the pipeline and the boundaries of the wilderness: 

 
Map Plate No. and Name 

 
24 -- Clipper Mountains. 

 
87 -- Providence Mountains. 

 
While the above map corrections and amendments have been agreed upon with your staff we 
have not seen the official maps that will accompany the bill. 

 
Category B -- Clarifications and modification of Title IV Section 411 Utility Right-of-Way to 
remove ambiguities in that section and to allow for the continued ongoing operation, 
maintenance and upgrading of our existing pipelines and support facilities. 

 
Title VI Section 411(b) as originally considered in draft form has been modified and it is our 
understanding that the following text changes have been inserted (please note that these 
changes to the text have been underlined): 

 
411(b) deals with Southern California Gas Company and reads as follows: "Nothing in this title 
shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way, or customary operation, 
maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of-way; prohibiting the upgrading 
of and construction on existing facilities in such right-of-way for the purpose of increasing the 
capacity of the existing pipeline; or prohibiting the renewal of such right-of-way; issued, granted, 
or permitted to the Southern California Gas Company, which is located on lands included in the 
Majave National Park created under this Title, but outside lands designated as wilderness under 
Section 501 (3).". 

Category C -- Proposed Legislative Report Language defining portions of Title IV Section 411(b) 

At the request of Ms. Ford, SoCalGas is submitting the following language to be included in the 
Legislative Committee report to assist in the definition of the term "upgrade" as used in Title IV 



section 411(b): "Allows for improving the capacity of an individual pipeline by looping, but not 
the improvement of the entire pipeline system by the installation of a new pipeline parallel to an 
existing pipeline. Pipeline loops are tied into the existing pipeline, so by definition construction 
takes place very close to the existing pipeline in the right-of-way. Disruption from such 
construction is confined to areas that have already been disturbed by previous pipeline 
construction. While a new pipeline may promote growth in areas that were previously without 
service, a pipeline loop only increases the carrying capacity of the existing line, thereby 
increasing service only to existing customers.". 

 
OTHER SOCALGAS CONCERNS 

 
(1) The following Wilderness Area maps boundaries were modified in the previous Congress to 
remove SoCalGas pipelines 235 and 6000 from the designated Wilderness Areas. 

 
Boundaries Amended: 

Map Plate No. and Name 

28 -- Dead Mountains. 
 
36 -- Granite Mountains-East. 

 
37 -- Granite Mountains-West. 

 
50 -- Kelso Dunes S.W. 

 
51 -- Kelso Dunes -- East and South Providence Mountains. 

 
67 -- Newberry and Rodman Mountains. 

 
85 -- Piute Mountains. 

 
87 -- Providence Mountains. 

 
(2) It is our understanding that your bill will not include Title VII Military Withdrawals. If that 
section is included I would like to suggest the following language allowing our continued 
operation and maintenance be added to Title VII Section 705 (a)(2): "(G) renewal of existing 
right-of-way and operation, maintenance, repair, replacement and upgrading of existing utilities 
located therein.". 

 
Thank you for the opportunity you gave SoCalGas to work with your staff in order to provide 
input on this important legislation. If we can be of further assistance on  [*H10956] this or 
other legislative matters please contact David Freer in SoCalGas' Washington office. David's 
phone number is 202-822-3713. 

 
Sincerely, 
Lee M. Stewart, 
Vice President. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

City Hall, 
Los Angeles, CA, June 28, 1991. 

 
Hon. Mel Levine, 
House of Representatives, 



Washington, DC. 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES SUPPORT FOR THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 

 
Dear Mr. Levine: The City of Los Angeles supports your efforts to introduce legislation to protect 
the beauty and resources of the California Desert and appreciates your efforts to accommodate 
the City's concerns in your development of this bill. These concerns have been discussed over 
the last several years with various representatives of environmental groups and other interested 
parties and agreements have been essentially reached. The City has supported the bill based on 
assurances that the legislation would address the City's concerns pertaining to the protection of 
utility corridors and the Los Angeles Aqueduct system through the lands affected by the bill. 

 
In discussing the City's concerns with your staff, we understand that the following issues will be 
resolved in your bill as described below. With these issues resolved, the City fully supports the 
bill without reservation. 

 
Red Rock Canyon State Park Transfer: In recognition of a pending administrative land transfer 
between the State of California and the Federal government, the bill only transfers Federal land 
east of Highway 14 to the Red Rock Canyon State Park. 

 
Buffer Zone: In order to not preclude nonwilderness activities, such as standard utility practices, 
up to the boundary of the wilderness area, the following language will be added to the bill: 

 
Sec. . The Congress does not intend for the designation of wilderness areas in Section of this 
Act to lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around any such wilderness 
area. The fact that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas within a 
wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary of the 
wilderness area. 

 
Boundary Adjustments: A review of the official maps which are to accompany the bill show that 
all conflicts between wilderness area and Mojave National Park boundaries, including the Clark 
Mountain Wilderness Area (WA), and utility corridors and City water and power facilities have 
been resolved. 

 
Map Notions: Due to the scale of the maps, notations are to be added on the maps to indicate 
the minimum distances of the wilderness area boundaries to particular features. Maps which 
have these notations added include Owens Peak WA and Sacatar Trail WA (Map Nos. 12, 92) -- 
distance to Los Angeles Aqueduct System; Mojave National Park (Map No. M) -- reference to 
Clark Mountain WA; Clark Mountain WA (Map No. 22) distance to transmission line; Hollow Hills 
WA (Map No. 41) -- distance to transmission line; Kingston Mountains WA (Map No. 55) -- 
distance to Kingston Mountains Road; Mesquite WA (Map No. 63) -- distance to Winters Pass 
Road and Kingston Mountain Road; Soda Mountains WA (Map No. 106) -- distance to 
transmission line and distance to Highway 127; and Piper Mountain (Map No. 86) -- distance to 
road. 

 
Further, we understand that the bill will not include any provisions regarding military withdrawals 
of China Lake Naval Weapons Center (NWC) or Chocolate Mountains. Should the bill be amended 
to include with withdrawal of China Lake NWC, we request that language be added, as was done 
in S21 in Section 705(g), clarifying that the Secretary of the Interior be responsible for the 
administration of geothermal leases and for the issuance of associated permits, rights-of-way, 
other authorizations and approval of required environmental impact mitigation measures within 
the leasehold. 

 
The adjustments made to the WA and National Park boundaries to address the City's concerns 
did not consider the potential expansion of the NTC. Should the NTC be expanded to engulf the 
existing transmission lines and utility corridors, the presently agreed to WA and National Park 



boundary adjustments will need to be reevaluated. We have appreciated your attention to our 
concerns and are optimistic that your bill to protect the California Desert will be enacted. 

 
Sincerely, 
Tom Bradley, 
MAYOR, CITY OF LOS ANGELES, 
John Ferraro, 
PRESIDENT, LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Catellus Development Corp., 
November 13, 1991. 

 
Hon. George Miller, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

 
Dear Mr. Chairman: As you know, Catellus Development Corporation's concerns with H.R. 2929 
have focused on the impact that the bill's wilderness and park designations would have on the 
value of some 410,000 acres of Catellus's landholdings included within those designations. The 
amendment which you are proposing to add to the bill goes a long way toward providing Catellus 
with assurance that it will be compensated for the loss of use of lands placed in the bill's park 
units and wilderness areas. With the addition of your amendment, we hope to be able to 
accommodate the public interest in having the Federal government acquire our inholdings first by 
attempting in good faith to reach agreement on exchanges and then if necessary, by using the 
property account mechanism for exchanges. We fully support the amendment and would no 
longer oppose H.R. 2929 if the amendment is adopted. 

 
You and the other cosponsors of H.R. 2929 have attempted to be accommodating, and we 
appreciate the hard work staff has done to address Catellus's concerns. 

 
Sincerely, 
William C. Matheson, 
VICE PRESIDENT, 
Sales and Land Management. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

State Lands Commission, 
Sacramento, CA, October 15, 1991. 

 
Hon. Mel Levine, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC. 

 
Dear Congressman Levine: We have reviewed the Interior Committee amendments to Section 
607 of your H.R. 2929. We support the amendment and will support the bill, if amended as 
proposed. We appreciate the time and effort Ms. Betsy Ford has devoted to this matter, as well 
as, the efforts of Ms. Melanie Beller of the subcommittee and Ms. Lori Sonken of the full 
committee. 

 
Cordially, Charles 
Warren, 
Executvie Officer. 

 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 



 

California Retired 
 
Teachers Association, 
Sacramento, CA, October 25, 1991. 

 
Hon. George Miller, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

 
Dear Congressman Miller: Thank you for your letter on the recent amendments to the California 
Desert Protection Act (H.R. 2929) to include Section 610 of the Act. This section replaces the 
provisions of Section 607 which had been deleted from the bill during subcommittee action. 

 
I am writing to provide you with a formal letter that the California Retired Teachers Association 
(CRTA) will support H.R. 2929 with the inclusion of Section 610. We also will request Senators 
Cranston and Seymour to support Section 610 when the bill is considered in the Senate. 

 
Once again, thank you for your support of our concern and assistance in reintroducing language 
to protect the interests of retired teachers in state school land exchanges. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
David Walrath. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. I am happy to yield to my friend, the gentleman from California. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I believe my colleague will recall a very private meeting 
we had in my office in which we were discussing differences that may occur on this bill. I 
suggested that the very small clique of elitists that I referred to earlier who now are opposed to 
this bill and who initiated the process the gentleman has been involved in should sit down with 
me and tell me why they walked away from the table that was a public process in the first place. 
I asked the gentleman to get them to sit down. They refused to sit down. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from Nevada [Mrs. Vucanovich]. 

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was given permission to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the Rules Committee made in order the 
amendment offered by my friends from California, Mr. Lewis, Mr. McCandless, Mr. Thomas. This 
amendment in the nature of a substitute would designate about 2.4 million acres of wilderness, 
compared with more than 8 million acres under the reported bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2929, as reported by the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
would blindly designate 50 of the 76 wilderness study areas as part of the wilderness 
preservation system without the benefit of complete U.S. Geological Survey and U.S. Bureau of 
Mines studies. 

 
These studies are required by section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act for 
areas recommended for inclusion in the Wilderness Preservation System. But, these studies 
were not completed on these 50 areas because the administration does  [*H10957]  not 
recommend them for inclusion as wilderness. 



Therefore, millions of acres for which we have no properly prepared mineral assessment will be 
withdrawn from mining activity despite the strong potential for strategic and valuable minerals. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the process which generated this bill is greatly flawed. The administration's 
proposal, which Mr. Lewis will offer as a substitute, represents years of effort and compromise. 

 
Because the environmental lobby did not win on every single point within the compromise, these 
special interest groups now insist upon H.R. 2929. They want it all. 

 
When this body, by way of the Interior Committee, embarks on one of the largest land- 
protection measures in history with incomplete knowledge of the mineral content of these lands, 
we cannot fully understand the broad and far-reaching ramifications of our actions. 

 
Does this body believe that we should lock out multiple-use activities from 8 million acres of land 
without knowing what is under the ground? Apparently so. Any other approach might be wise. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues' opposition to H.R. 2929 and to the process which begat it. 
Let us send a message to the Interior Committee and demand a bill that is fully understood. 

 
Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to engage the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] in a 
colloquy. 

 
Mr. Chairman, we have been hearing a great deal these days about the economy from our 
majority colleagues here in the House. Has any analysis been done regarding the potential 
employment impact of H.R. 2929? 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

To my colleague from Nevada I say first I appreciate not only her remarks about the bill, and 
want to associate myself with those remarks, but the question she is asking is a very important 
question. The answer is simply yes. In September 1990, the Bureau of Mines released an 
extensive mineral study of the 1.5 million acre east Mojave area. That report discussed the 
various public land options under the park or monument alternative incorporated into H.R. 2929, 
the local economies stand to lose $90 million in tax revenues and 1,900 jobs -- all of this as 
unemployment is on the rise and as state and local governments in California are increasing 
taxes to cover their shortfalls for the most basic of services. 

 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I would ask the gentleman whether other options for balancing exist in 
mining with wilderness in the east Mojave. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. That is the whole point of the public and open planning process created 
by the passage of FLPMA in 1976 and reflected in my substitute. The substitute minimizes 
conflicts even as it preserves unique areas. In the east Mojave, seven permanent wilderness 
areas totaling nearly 300,000 acres would be designated. These lines were drawn to minimize 
conflicts with existing mines as well as deposits that had been claimed and would likely be 
developed. 

 
Tax losses in this scenario, according to the bureau, are more likely to be somewhere around $3 
million versus $90 million, and perhaps 200 jobs versus roughly 2,000 jobs. 

 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thought that the gentleman from California who chairs the subcommittee 
announced that all active mines had been deleted from the bill at the press conference 



announcing the introduction of H.R. 2929? 

Is that the gentleman's understanding? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I heard the gentleman repeat that statement as well here in his 
testimony on the floor. That was my understanding of the announcement, but that is not what 
the bill does. 

 
In fact, the east Mojave has seven active mines which would all be within the New East Mojave 
Monument if H.R. 2929 is adopted. During the markup of this bill, the gentleman from West 
Virginia, who chairs the Subcommittee on Mining and Natural Resources, referred to the 
proposed Mojave monument as the "Mining National Park" and congratulated the committee for 
its efforts to preserve large open pit mines such as the gold mine in the Castle Mountains within 
this area. 

 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. So what is the problem? The Park Service does have statutory authority to 
manage mines and the experience to minimize these conflicts. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. The gentlewoman from Nevada, one more time, has made a very 
important point. 

 
We have checked with the mining industry and the Interior Department. We have been unable to 
find a single instance of an open-pit heap-leach mine in the lower 48 States on lands 
administered by the Park Service. Moreover, it would be highly unusual to find any individual 
park with seven active mines. In fact, the Congress typically tries to avoid these conflicts when 
parks are created. That was the gentleman from California's intention but that is not what the bill 
does. 

 
I must say it is these kinds of complications that require the public process that we are trying to 
implement with the process we will be discussing later. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thank my colleague. I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 2929. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

I do so for the purpose of stating a clarification. The facts are as I have stated them. There are 
no active mines in wilderness areas in this bill. The mine which the gentleman referred to is in 
the park but not in wilderness area even within the park and can continue current operation. 

 
There are none. I would further point out that, according to the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
there were 1,199 mining jobs in all of San Bernardino County in 1987. With the protection we 
have in this bill, we feel they will be protected. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron]. 

Mrs. BYRON. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Let me say that I rise today in support of the amendment that will be offered by Mr. Vento and 
Mr. Blaz and also along with the amendment offered by my friend, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Lehman], as well as support of H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act. 

 
To my colleague, the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham], whom I am glad to see is 
here in the chamber, who questioned whether had this lady been strapped into a jet, that she 
might understand things a little bit better. Let me assure him that I have indeed been strapped 



into a jet. I have my copy of trail hook here to prove for him that that is the case. 
 
I need not say that I have 11 trap shots and 11 cattle shots from the U.S.S. KENNEDY on A-6's 
and F-14's. I also happen to be the only female who has ever flown in an SR-71 over Mach 3.2. 

 
Having said that, I will not question his credentials, because I am well aware that he is indeed 
top gun. 

 
But some, even women, have had jet fighter experience. And, yes, I have been over China Lake 
and I have been over Chocolate Mountain and I have been to Fort Irwin. 

 
Having said that, we will now talk about the legislation that is before us. This bill is not perfect, 
but I feel it represents a sincere attempt at solving some of the ongoing differences that the 
committee has faced between the Department of Defense, environmental organizations and 
hunting groups. 

 
For example, the amendment offered by Mr. Lehman would, in my opinion, improve the bill by 
deleting the wilderness designation for 3 years of BLM lands around Fort Irwin, something the 
military has requested, and allow them to remain as wilderness study areas. 

 
As we all know, Fort Irwin is perhaps this Nation's most important and effective desert training 
center, as illustrated  [*H10958]  by our troops' performance in Desert Storm. 

 
Therefore, it must be able to be maintained at this level of training without a constant concern 
over the future of its surrounding lands. 

 
In addition, Mr. Chairman, during the subcommittee's consideration of H.R. 2929, the 
subcommittee found itself once again facing strong disagreement over the overflight language 
and land withdrawals. In fact, back in 1987, I introduced legislation that attempted to address 
this very issue with respect to Chocolate Mountain and China Lake. 

 
I am pleased to see that my good friend and subcommittee chairman, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Vento], as well as the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], have included some of 
my language into a compromise that has addressed the concerns from the Defense Department. 

 
These issues were brought up at our hearings on November 5. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished gentleman from California [Mr. 
Lewis]. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the gentleman from Guam [Mr. 
Blaz], my friend, yielding this time to me. I appreciate the work that he has been doing on this 
bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I first became aware of a wilderness problem shortly after I arrived as a Member 
of the Congress in 1979. Our former colleague and my friend, Philip Burton, came up to me, and 
looked me in the eye and said, "Jerry, you should know what wilderness is." Upon learning 
what wilderness is, I learned quickly that much of this issue we are discussing today 
crystallized some years before. My predecessor, Shirley Pettis, came to the Congress as a result 
of her husband's tragic death in a plane crash. Shortly after she arrived Philip Burton wandered 
up to Shirley on the floor, put his arm around her and said, "Shirley, your husband was carrying 
a measure when he was here having to do with desert wilderness in California, and it seems to 
me that we ought to see that that legislation is passed, and we ought to mark it in his memory." 
They went about their work and eventually that became the bill that has been referred to several 
times already, the Federal Land Plan and Management Act, FLPMA. It was passed in 1976, and 
within that act all of the parties, liberals and conservatives, moderates and otherwise, 



environmentalists and people who are concerned about mining and grazing came together in a 
very complex process. FLPMA established a means whereby those conflicts could be handled. It 
created a public commission, the names of which were outlined earlier, reflecting a whole mix of 
interests in the desert, as high a quality commission as my colleagues can imagine. They had 4 
years of public hearings, 40,000 individual inputs, and the BLM was instructed to come forth with 
a plan by the end of this year. 

 
Mr. Chairman, they came forth about 3 months ago, and that plan has been totally ignored. It 
will not be ignored later as we discuss the substitute on behalf of the four Members who 
represent the desert. That substitute, if adopted, will create the largest wilderness area ever 
established in the continental United States, some 2.3 million acres of wilderness. 

 
It is not like we are ignoring the need to protect those delicate areas of the desert. The reality is 
that the desert needs multiple use. 

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

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

 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], my colleague, for 
yielding. I think he has made a very important point that needs to be absorbed by my colleagues 
on both sides. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the Lewis substitute provides for an unprecedented wilderness apportionment. It 
is 2.4 million acres. This is a wilderness plan that has been, I think, labelled a plan that exploits 
the wilderness, that exploits our resources, that somehow allows modern commerce to run 
roughshod over the environment. 

 
Am I right in understanding the gentleman's statement, that this is the biggest new introduction 
of wilderness lands, should the Lewis substitute pass, of all time? 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Ever created in the Continental United States; that is correct. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I must mention that I appreciate the comment of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. It is a vast area, this desert, and my own portion of the 
desert will hold four eastern States. Within that desert, however, my portion has Fort Irwin, the 
national training center for the Army, as well as the Twentynine Palms Marine Base. Those bases 
provided the fundamental training that allowed our troops to be so successful during the recent 
battle in Desert Storm. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I think it is very important for us to note that Fort Irwin was critical in our recent 
success in the Middle East. General Schwarzkopf said this about this installation: "It is the best 
investment the Army has made in 35 years, that I have been in the Army. The reason why we 
did so well in Desert Storm was because every commander we had over there had some kind of 
involvement in NTC. 

 
It is going to be suggested that there will be amendments later that will solve the problems that 
might relate to that training process. That is not the case. We will submit for the record a recent 
study that was done by our own Congressional Research Service. It will outline the need for 
coordination between Twentynine Palms and the National Training Center for the Army. If we are 
going to continue to be successful, we must have this capacity to train and retrain our troops, 
and there is room to have lots of wilderness territory and still maintain appropriate this vital 
facility. 



Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] has expired. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes to the gentleman from California. 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
 
Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I have a lot of respect for our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle and what they are attempting to do, however, I think some of the information that has 
come forward has somewhat been misplaced and lost in the analysis. Let us go back to the 1976 
bill which the gentleman referred to and the origin of that bill. 

 
The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that this committee, that we have talked about earlier, did its work 
and did it well. There is an impression that nothing has happened since that committee 
completed its basic work. It is something that is my understanding, I say to the gentleman from 
California, that we had to have the staff completion of that work, the review of the wilderness 
areas. 

 
Is that the gentleman's understanding? 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, that is my understanding. The gentleman from California 
[Mr. McCandless is correct. 

 
Mr. McCANDLESS. And that there had to be numerous types of maps, and detailed drawings, and 
research projects done after the general format of the committee had been completed. 

 
Is that the gentleman's understanding? 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. The gentleman is correct. 

 
Mr. McCANDLESS. And that all of that takes a little while, but the most important part of all of 
this is that the plan, and the wilderness aspect of it, was to be completed by 1991, and since 
the Congress is the only one who can designate wilderness, that is why we have reached this 
point. 

 
Is that correct? 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. The plan was being submitted by the end of this year, and it was 
submitted about 3 months ago, and the plan very much reflects the original intent of the 
Congress. 

 
Mr. McCANDLESS. So, this plan, as originally conceived by the legislation created in this House 
and then passed [*H10959] into law, is on schedule and has moved on in the manner in which 
it was intended by the original legislative act. 

 
Mr. Chairman, is that the gentleman's understanding? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. That is my understanding. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. So, we have not dilly-dallied along, nor have we modified this or modified that 
because of some personal gain on the part of individuals or corporations that have a direct 
interest in the area. 



Mr. LEWIS of California. I must say that all the constituents who have an interest in the desert 
had a chance for input in that process, including the gentleman and I. In the process by the 
authors of 2929, we have had no opportunity for input. 

 
Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 1/2 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. Ravenel]. 

 
Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be a cosponsor of this bill. I sincerely believe that it 
will provide the California desert the protection that only this Congress can give and that these 
lands desperately cry for. 

 
Mr. Chairman, one of our great Presidents, early on, had the foresight to understand the need to 
protect our precious, unique, natural resources. His name was Teddy Roosevelt. He believed that 
wilderness and wild places are sources of renewal for the soul. It is because of his efforts that 
we now enjoy many of the natural and splendid wonders that our Nation has to offer. 

 
In South Carolina we have such places that offer this renewal, this refreshment of spirit, that 
have received protection from Congress. Among them the Congaree Swamp National Monument 
stands out in my mind. 

 
Mr. Chairman, in the tradition of Teddy Roosevelt, this far-reaching legislation for the California 
desert would set aside large tracts of our western lands as part of wilderness areas for future 
generations to enjoy. Our opportunities for such action as this bill provides, grow increasingly 
limited, so I am very pleased that we have it under active consideration tonight. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the time to protect the California desert has come, right now, before it is too late. 
I thus enthusiastically support this legislation and urge my colleagues to vote for it. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas], who is 
the Member most affected by this bill. 

(Mr. THOMAS of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Interestingly enough, I believe that I do have more acres affected by this bill than anyone else in 
California. I would have liked to have said that I was a vital participant in what was done with 
the district that I have and do represent. 

 
I represent Edwards Air Force Base and the Naval Weapons Center at China Lake, all in Inyo 
County, which contains all of the California portion of the Death Valley National Monument and a 
number of other areas. 

 
I am not going to go into any kind of a dialog about process. I think it has been abundantly clear 
here that the Members who are offering this bill have as their primary clients people who 
certainly are not interested in consulting with the four Members who represent the desert. It has 
been proven time and again that the Members who actually represent the constituents are a 
byproduct of this process, that the people who elected a Member from Minnesota or another 
Member from a different portion of California have had far more input in this process. 

 
There is no question that the committee process we operate under here in large part dictates 
that, but at some point those who represent the areas would have linked to have been 
considered willing partners, or even unwilling partners, or partners defined in any way you want 
to define it. 



 

In a discussion away from the microphone, I reminded the gentleman from California, the 
principal author of this bill, that we really had not talked much about it. He reminded me that in 
fact he did call me. When he introduced the bill, he called me to apologize that he had not let me 
know that the bill was going to be introduced. 

 
Briefly, in terms of the so-called amendments to solve the defense problems, I have a letter from 
the Acting Secretary of Defense dated November 21 which says this pretty unequivocally about 
H.R. 2929: 

 
Adoption of amendments to H.R. 2929 expected to be offered by Congressmen Vento and Blaz 
would address defense concerns related to military overflight, the National Training Center, and 
land withdrawals, but H.R. 2929 would not address the following defense needs. 

 
And he outlines the areas in which H.R. 2929 would still be deficient, including the Naval 
Weapons Center at China Lake, and he says that these defense needs would be addressed in 
H.R. 3066. 

 
He goes on to say this: 

 
Effective training of the U.S. armed forces today depends on military facilities in California. 
Enactment of H.R. 3066 would assist in ensuring effective training at military facilities in 
California. Enactment of H.R. 2929 would degrade the effectiveness of military training. 

 
Even with the amendments, and they urge the House of Representatives to oppose H.R. 2929. It 
is signed by the Secretary of the Army, Acting Secretary of Defense. 

 
Do not let anyone have you think that these amendments, even those by the proponents of the 
bill at the last minute, on a bill supposedly that had been compromised over a couple of years 
and looked at for some time, are going to solve the problem, because they do not. H.R. 3066 
does solve the problem. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, did I understand the gentleman correctly? I heard earlier 
that this was a great compromise on the part of the majority. Is the gentleman telling me that 
even though he had the most acreage, they never discussed a compromise with him or 
negotiated with him as a Member who represents that huge area of the desert? 

 
Mr. THOMAS of California. The one phone call I received that I was reminded of was to apologize 
for not letting me know it was introduced. Then they somehow, even though I represent this 
area and they are my constituents, assumed that I am supposed to trail along behind these 
people as they make negotiations and decisions. They do not think they should discuss with us 
the territory. 

 
Let me give one example. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

 
Mr. THOMAS of California. This is one example of how H.R. 2929 has come along. The Death 
Valley National Monument in H.R. 2929 places a number of BLM acres within what is now a 
national park. 

 
I would yield to the gentleman from California if he wants me to yield to him, and I would ask 



him a question. Is he familiar with the Cottonwood Mountains? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. It appears we are moving right along. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Yes, moving right along. 

Is the gentleman, from his memory and experiences in the desert, familiar with the Cottonwood 
Mountains? 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas] has expired. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Thomas]. 

 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I ask again, is the gentleman familiar with the 
Cottonwood Mountains? 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. I am generally familiar with the Cottonwood Mountains. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Where are they? 

Mr. LEVINE of California. They are within the confines of this legislation. 
 
Mr. THOMAS of California. They happen to be in the confines of the Death Valley National 
Monument. They were one of the primary reasons the northwest boundary of the national 
[*H10960]  monument was placed there. They are mountains that are 9,000 feet high, with no 
roads across them. 

 
The gentleman wants to put thousands of acres on the northwest portion of that mountain in the 
national park. They are currently under BLM. He does not want them in wilderness until BLM. 
BLM manages those lands out of Big Pine, 40 miles away, at an enormous savings to the 
taxpayers. He wants to put them in this new park, the national park, at 10 times the amount to 
manage that acreage, and those Park Service rangers are going to have to drive 150 miles 
around the base of those mountains to try to negotiate a management of lands that should be in 
BLM territory. 

 
That is the kind of decision made by people who either do not know the territory or do not care 
about it. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

 
Mr. THOMAS of California. What I am trying to say is that one simple consultation with a Member 
who represents the area would have said, "Sure, let's work it out." 

 
I have had that experience with Mr. Burton, from California, on wilderness when I was 
consulted and worked with him. We had an agreement on a map as to how we handled 
wilderness. 

 
There was no consultation whatsoever here. You have created enormous drains on the taxpayer, 
and you should take a look at what you have done in your own bill. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Levine]. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman's yielding time. 



Mr. Chairman, we can get into this in as much detail as the gentleman wants. On the issue of 
process, I have two letters in my hand here. I will submit them for the record. Both of them were 
sent to one of the gentlemen on the other side. Both were sent to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Lewis], urging him to discuss this. 

 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have in his record a letter sent to me? 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. If I could have my 30 seconds, I would say to the gentleman from 
California -- -- 

 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have a record that he sent a letter to me? 

Mr. LEVINE of California. I would say that the gentleman from California knew about this. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have in his record a letter to me? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman form California [Mr. Levine] has expired. 
 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have a letter sent to me? I have a million acres in 
this bill. Does he have a letter to me? 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] has expired. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Scheuer]. 

 
Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of H.R. 2929, designating 7.5 million acres 
for national parks and national wilderness areas. 

 
This is a marvelous benefit to the American people. I can see that there are some bruised noses 
around here. There have been questions of turf, but our real constituents are the American 
people, and they value these parks. They value these wilderness areas. 

 
I was in Yosemite last year and spent several days with a wonderful Park Service officer who 
managed it, and he told me with great pride how in a sense that park was overutilized and 
overstressed and strained. Such was the popularity of our national parks and wilderness areas 
with the American people. He told me with great pride that a significant percentage of the 
visitors to Yosemite come from abroad. They come from Japan and from all over Europe, and he 
stressed what an attraction these national parks and national wilderness areas are to people all 
over the world who yearn for the richness and the inspiration of these wide open spaces that are 
so brilliantly maintained by the National Park Service. 

 
As this country proceeds down the road to further growth and further process, we need to set 
aside these special places for the benefit of future generations so that we may preserve our 
Earth in its natural and unaltered state and provide parks where people can enjoy nature's 
beauty and wilderness areas where wildlife can run free, and where we can preserve not only 
flora and fauna but ecosystems. 

 
There are getting to be fewer and fewer of these places. We must act to preserve those that are 
left, to ensure that future generations of Americans can enjoy California's rich array of natural 
wonders. 

 
These bruised feelings we have heard about may be bruised tonight, but the American people 
will enjoy the benefits of these parks for generations to come. I am proud to be a Member of 
Congress and to vote for this wonderful measure. 



Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, might I inquire the time remaining for both sides? 
 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to report that the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has 4 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 4 1/2 minutes 
remaining. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. 

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, the great conservationist Aldo Leopold said one of the greatest gifts 
you can have is the ability to perceive and appreciate that which is wild. 

 
The point which we are missing here, and my friend, the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] 
talked about having the great campfire under the stars with his children, is that in passing this 
desert lockout bill we are taking away the experience in the future for literally hundreds of 
thousands of Californians, working Californians, to drive to the desert areas where they have 
been in the past and have that wildlife experience. 

 
Mr. Chairman, if you go to the South Algondones Dunes that are visited by 160,000 people, 
mostly off-road enthusiasts who average about $30,000 income a year, who want a place to be 
able to take their kids, to have a campfire, who want to return to the same place they were at 
last year, those people will be locked out. 

 
Nobody on that side of that aisle can get up and explain to me how these families are now going 
to be able to backpack in heat that averages 97 degrees in the summertime through heavy sand 
dunes to get to that same little wash, that same palo verde tree, that same little niche of the 
wild that they have been enjoying for years and years. 

 
This is a lockout bill. It does not lock out wealthy Californians who can fly to New Zealand to do 
fly fishing. My friend, the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine], has been extremely successful 
on the fundraising circuit. I wish him well, and I know he has raised millions. None of these blue 
collar people have been to these fundraisers, but they still count. They are Americans who need 
to have a place to go and recreate, and they are going to be locked out of these massive areas in 
my district, at least, in very large numbers; 160,000 of them will be closed off in the 45th 
Congressional District. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I ask Members of this House to vote against the desert lockout bill and vote for 
the Lewis substitute. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Dooley]. 

 
Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection 
Act, and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

 
I would like to commend the gentlemen from California, Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine, for their 
diligent work in trying to forge a consensus among this measure. 

 
We have heard statements that Government Representatives from California that represent the 
desert are all opposed to this. Well, I am a Congressman from California that does have 
[*H10961]  significant acreage in this bill that does support this measure. 

 
For a number of years I have had serious concerns about earlier desert bills, whether or not they 
afforded the protection to people that made their living on it, ranchers that grazed cattle on it, 
mining operations there, and I refused to come out in support of those. But we have a bill today 



that provides that protection for mining. It provides for a phaseout of cattle ranchers. It gives 
consideration to the people that are making their living off of this land that we have to consider. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I also would like to respond to some comments of the earlier speaker, one thing 
this is a lockout bill. There are 5,000 acres provided for overland off-road vehicle access. There is 
20,000 miles of roads for jeeps that they can partake in. That does not constitute a lockout. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to support this bill. This bill deserves to become law. It promises 
to preserve for all Californians, for all Americans, a legacy of recreational opportunity, wildlife 
habitat, and cultural resources of the great California desert. 

 
Mr. Chairman, once again I commend the gentlemen from California, Mr. Lehman and Mr. 
Levine, and I urge all Members to support H.R. 2929. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for just a moment about his 
district? 

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

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from California [Mr. Dooley] may know 
that we called him to discuss the fact that my substitute has two wilderness areas in his district 
that are not affected by 2929, and we did show the gentleman the courtesy to talk to him about 
it at least. 

 
Does the gentleman recall that? 

 
Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, I do not recall at this time. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. It may have been with the staff of the gentleman. 

Mr. DOOLEY. I do not have a record of this in my file either. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham]. 

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I had to take on the only gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
Byron] that had served time in a jet. The gentlewoman also tells me that she had attended 
Tailhook. I would like to find out the words of the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron] on 
the Tailhook reunion. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I step forward in strong opposition to H.R. 2929. I have a letter here which is a 
side-by-side account of what the costs are. I have got all the differences in the amendments of 
the military bills. I have letters from all the Secretaries of Defense that are opposed to 2929, 
from Dick Cheney, and the military will be hurt by 2929. 

 
When I spoke about the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron], I spent 21 years in the Navy 
as a professional. As a matter of fact, I devised some of the routes over those areas myself, I 
used them in 300 combat missions over Vietnam, and over the Middle East in Israel. 

 
If 2929 goes into effect the military will be adversely affected. 

 
The Blaz amendment, although it does try to alleviate some of these things, does not cover all 
the areas. 

 
The Vento amendment is smoke and mirrors. It only addresses overflights and has no perception 



of what and how it will affect the military. 
 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 1/2 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Vento], the chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, who has 
contributed so much to this legislation. 

 
(Mr. VENTO asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, Last week Time magazine had a cover article that talked about the vanishing 
California dream. I hope that the Members will think about that in what they are talking, about, 
the natural environment, what was happening to California. 

 
What is happening to this California desert I think is a pretty good example. There are 25 million 
acres in the California desert. It is within about a 1-hour drive to 15 million people. 

 
What is happening to it is it is getting loved to death. Everybody likes it. They want to do 
everything they want to do, and that is what has been happening, to a great extent. 

 
We have put away outside some outstanding areas and parks in Death Valley and Joshua 
Monument, but that is what the 1976 FLPMA Act was about in terms of bringing to this Congress 
and forcing us to make a decision. 

 
It is a painful decision. It is not an easy one. We have to take some discipline upon ourselves in 
order to, in fact, prevent this from being loved to death, and that is what this legislation is all 
about. 

 
I know my colleague has a substitute that goes all over California looking for a focus and looking 
to solve problems in terms of wilderness. But this issue is about the California desert. It is not 
about a statewide bill that he professes to endorse. 

 
So I want to commend my colleagues from California, Mr. Lehman, and Mr. Miller, and Mr. 
Levine, for taking on this issue. It is a tough issue, and it is a tough one for the local people that 
have to effect it. 

 
But we went out there and talked to those people. We had hearings. We heard from hundreds of 
witnesses in the last Congress. 

 
The gentlemen from California, the gentlemen that are here, all joined us at many of those 
hearings. We gave an opportunity for input and had that feedback so we knew what the impact 
was. And there was still disagreement. There is still disagreement here. 

 
Someone I think takes the opinion that somehow if we have committee meetings, we are going 
to be able to resolve all of this and come up with something called truth that we can all support. 
Well, that is not the legislative process. It is a process of consensus, it is a process of argument. 

 
But these areas, no one can argue that they do not deserve the wilderness designation that 
they receive under this bill. Two-thirds of the land in the desert remains open for a multiple of 
other uses. There are nine military bases and installations in these areas and hundreds of 
communities. Yet we still have the opportunity to take this fragment in these pristine areas, part 
of the Mojave Desert, part of the Sonoran Desert, and save them and try to retain the beauty of 
that great State and the dream that has been California, and something that I think all 
Americans can benefit from. 

 
So I hope in this debate that we will keep that foremost in mind as we move forward. 



 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN STRONG SUPPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT AS 
REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS. 

 
OTHERS HAVE NOTED, THIS IS A VERY IMPORTANT AND FARREACHING MEASURE. IT WOULD 
MAKE THE LARGEST ADDITIONS TO THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM AND NATIONAL 
WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM OF ANY BILL SINCE PRESIDENT CARTER SIGNED INTO 
LAW THE ALASKA LANDS ACT IN 1980. 

 
THE LANDS THAT THE BILL WOULD PLACE INTO NATIONAL PARK AND WILDERNESS STATUS 
INCLUDE A GREAT DIVERSITY OF PRICELESS RESOURCES AND VALUES THAT EMINENTLY 
DESERVE THE PROTECTION THAT THE BILL WOULD PROVIDE. AT THE SAME TIME, THE BILL 
LEAVES OPEN TO MULTIPLE USES MORE THAN TWO-THIRDS OF THE PUBLIC LANDS WITHIN 
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, THE TWO GENTLEMEN FROM CALIFORNIA, MR. MILLER CHAIRMAN OF THE FULL 
COMMITTEE, AND MR. LEHMAN, CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE WITH PRIME 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THIS BILL, DESERVE THE THANKS OF THE HOUSE FOR BRINGING TO THE 
FLOOR THIS SOUND, BALANCED, AND WORTHWHILE BILL. IT DESERVES THE APPROVAL OF THE 
HOUSE. 

 
I HAVE A PARTICULAR INTEREST IN THIS BILL BECAUSE IN PAST YEARS THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS, WHICH I CHAIR, HAD THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
CONDUCTING THE HEARINGS THAT LAID THE GROUNDWORK FOR THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE'S 
ACTIONS ON CALIFORNIA DESERT LEGISLATION THIS YEAR. WE HAD VERY EXTENSIVE 
HEARINGS, BOTH HERE AND IN CALIFORNIA, AND HEARD FROM LITERALLY HUNDREDS AND 
HUNDREDS OF WITNESSES CONCERNING ALL THE ISSUES THAT ARE ADDRESSED IN THIS BILL 
AND IN ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES. 

 
[*H10962] IN ADDITION, FOR MANY YEARS SOME OF US HAVE BEEN INVOLVED WITH 

PROPOSALS TO RENEW THE AUTHORIZATION FOR MILITARY USE OF MILLIONS OF ACRES OF 
PUBLIC LANDS IN CALIFORNIA USED FOR MANY YEARS FOR VERY IMPORTANT TESTING AND 
TRAINING ACTIVITIES. 

 
IN FACT, IN 1987 THE HOUSE PASSED A BILL, INTRODUCED BY THE GENTLEWOMAN FROM 
MARYLAND, [MRS. BYRON], A MEMBER OF BOTH THE INTERIOR AND ARMED SERVICES 
COMMITTEES, THAT WOULD HAVE AUTHORIZED CONTINUED MILITARY USES ON THESE LANDS, 
BUT THE SENATE DID NOT ACT ON THAT BILL. 

 
BECAUSE THIS IS A MATTER THAT NEEDS TO BE RESOLVED, LAST MONTH I INTRODUCED A 
BILL -- COSPONSORED BY CHAIRMEN MILLER AND LEHMAN AND THE GENTLEMAN FROM 
CALIFORNIA, [MR. LEVINE -- TO AGAIN AUTHORIZE MILITARY USE OF THE CHINA LAKE NAVAL 
TESTING CENTER, THE CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN AERIAL GUNNERY RANGE, AND THE EL CENTRO 
RANGE AREAS. I HAVE ALSO PREPARED AN AMENDMENT, WHICH IS MADE IN ORDER UNDER 
THE RULE, TO ADD SIMILAR PROVISIONS TO H.R. 2929 AND TO ALSO ADD TO THIS BILL 
LANGUAGE CLARIFYING THE ABILITY OF THE ARMED FORCES TO CONTINUE EXISTING LOW- 
LEVEL OVERFLIGHTS OF THE LANDS DEALT WITH IN THE BILL. 

 
THE GENTLEMAN FROM GUAM, [MR. BLAZ], ALSO HAS AN INTEREST IN THIS MATTER AND HAS 
FILED A SIMILAR AMENDMENT. THEREFORE, I HAVE WORKED WITH HIM TO DEVELOP A VENTO- 
BLAZ AMENDMENT WHICH COULD BE OFFERED ON A BIPARTISAN BASIS. I AM GLAD TO BE 
ABLE TO SAY THAT WE HAVE REACHED AN AGREEMENT AND THAT AT THE APPROPRIATE POINT 
MR. BLAZ WILL ASK UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO MODIFY HIS AMENDMENT SO THAT THE 
BIPARTISAN VENTO-BLAZ PROVISIONS CAN BE OFFERED. 

 
EVEN WITHOUT THE PROVISIONS THAT WOULD BE ADDED BY THE VENTO-BLAZ AMENDMENT, 



THIS IS A GOOD BILL DESERVING OF OUR SUPPORT. IF THE GENTLEMAN FROM GUAM IS 
PERMITTED BY UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO MODIFY HIS AMENDMENT AND THE VENTO-BLAZ 
AMENDMENT IS ADOPTED, IT WILL BE AN EVEN BETTER BILL, AND I URGE THE HOUSE TO ADD 
SUCH PROVISIONS, AND TO GIVE OVERWHELMING APPROVAL TO H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 1991. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the distinguished gentleman from California [Mr. 
Dannemeyer]. 

 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, the environmental party in American politics, the unelected 
leaders who work in the beltway here in Washington, DC, is the influence that will cause how this 
Congress resolves this issue. The reality is that the political pain of Members of Congress in 
crossing the interests of the environmental party is far more profound than the political pain that 
any of us experiences in crossing the interests of the development, of the business, and of the 
energy segment of America. 

 
That is why this bill that seeks to lock up so much of California is probably going to pass. 

 
I have served on the Committee on Energy and Commerce for my 13 years here, and I have 
dealt with these Members. This Environmental Party has to be explained to the American public. 

 
They have got another agenda for the country. They want to change America into a society that 
worships the creation, not the creator. 

 
At a time when we need to be establishing energy independence in this country, the possibility of 
the Bush energy plan is being stymied because of the environmental party's obsession in 
obstructing the energy independence of this country. 

 
MR. ASPIN. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
PROTECTION ACT. 

 
I BELIEVE THIS BILL ACCOMPLISHES TWO IMPORTANT GOALS -- PROTECTING OUR NATION'S 
NATURAL RESOURCES, WHILE MAINTAINING SIGNIFICANT MILITARY ACTIVATES. 

 
AS CHAIRMAN OF THE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, I RECOGNIZE THAT OUR MILITARY 
FORCES MUST TRAIN AS THEY WILL FIGHT. THE SUCCESS IN OPERATION DESERT STORM 
DEMONSTRATED THE VITAL IMPORTANCE OF OUR FACILITIES IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
DESERT. WE CLEARLY NEED TO MAINTAIN ADEQUATE TRAINING AND TESTING FACILITIES TO 
MEET THE MILITARY'S NEEDS -- BOTH TODAY AND IN THE FUTURE. 

 
WHILE THE PUBLIC IS SHOWING A HIGH LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR OUR MILITARY, THERE HAS 
BEEN INCREASING AWARENESS OF OUR RESPONSIBILITIES, AND A GREATER DEMAND, TO 
PROTECT AND IMPROVE OUR ENVIRONMENT, AND PARTICULARLY OUR GREAT NATURAL 
RESOURCES. 

 
H.R. 2929 AND THE AMENDMENTS OFFERED TODAY TO ADDRESS THE MILITARY NEEDS WILL 
FULFILL BOTH GOALS. THESE AMENDMENTS WILL WITHDRAW 1.3 MILLION ACRES OF LAND, 
ALLOWING FOR ITS CONTINUED USE FOR MILITARY PURPOSES. THE AMENDMENTS WILL 
ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF OVERFLIGHT AS WELL. 

 
I WANT TO COMMEND MY COLLEAGUES ON THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, CONGRESSMEN LEVINE, 
LEHMAN, AND VENTO FOR THEIR WILLINGNESS TO ADDRESS THE MILITARY'S CONCERNS. 

 
THEREFORE, I WILL SUPPORT THEIR AMENDMENTS, AND H.R. 2929. 

 
MR. BROWN. MR. CHAIRMAN, AS A REPRESENTATIVE FOR BOTH RIVERSIDE AND SAN 



BERNARDINO COUNTIES, BOTH OF WHICH HAVE VAST AMOUNTS OF LAND INCLUDED IN THE 
CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION PROPOSAL, I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT THERE IS A NEED TO 
PROTECT THE DESERT OF CALIFORNIA DURING THIS SESSION OF CONGRESS. PROLONGING 
THE PROCESS WILL MEAN ONE THING -- FURTHER DEGRADATION OF THE ONCE-PRISTINE 
AREA. 

 
THE PROPOSALS THAT HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED PROVIDED US WITH AN OPPORTUNITY TO 
BREAK THE DEADLOCK AND PRESERVE FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT. 
WHILE RECENT EFFORTS TO PRESERVE A GREATER PORTION OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
HAVE BEEN UNSUCCESSFUL, I AM HOPEFUL THAT WE WILL BE ABLE TO WORK WITH THE 
SENATE AND THE ADMINISTRATION TO REACH A COMPROMISE -- TO ACCOMMODATE THE 
COMPETING INTERESTS AND VARIOUS USERS OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. I URGE ALL 
MEMBERS WHO HAVE DEVOTED TIME AND ENERGY TO THIS EFFORT TO CONTINUE WORKING 
SO THAT WE CAN ENACT A CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. IT HAS BEEN A LONGTIME 
COMING, AND THE NEED TO PRESERVE THIS AREA BECOMES GREATER EACH YEAR CONGRESS 
FAILS TO ACT. 

 
IN 1978, I INTRODUCED A BILL TO ESTABLISH THE MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK. ALTHOUGH THIS 
LEGISLATION WAS NOT PASSED, IT DID PLACE PRESSURE ON THE BUREAU OF LAND 
MANAGEMENT TO PROTECT THIS AREA. IT ALSO RESULTED IN THE DESIGNATION OF THE EAST 
MOJAVE NATIONAL SCENIC AREA -- THE FIRST OF ITS KIND IN THE COUNTRY. IN ADDITION, 
THE DISCUSSION THAT TOOK PLACE HELPED INCREASE PUBLIC AWARENESS OF THE NEED FOR 
DESERT PROTECTION. 

 
OVER 10 YEARS HAVE PASSED, AND I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT TODAY THERE IS A MUCH 
GREATER NEED TO PRESERVE OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT THAN THERE WAS IN THE 1970'S. 

 
I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT THERE ARE VERY REAL AND PRESENT DANGERS THAT THREATEN OUR 
CALIFORNIA DESERT. IT IS UP TO CONGRESS TO TAKE THE LEAD. IT IS OUR RESPONSIBILITY 
TO OFFER LONG TERM PROTECTION FOR OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT. 

 
IN SO DOING, HOWEVER, WE MUST STRIKE A BALANCE THAT WILL ALLOW FOR THE MULTIPLE 
USE OF THE DESERT. AS THE LOS ANGELES TIMES RECENTLY COMMENTED, "TOO MUCH OF THE 
DESERT, WHICH IS REMARKABLY FRAGILE AND TAKES GENERATIONS TO RECOVER FROM 
HUMAN ABUSE, ALREADY HAS BEEN EXPLOITED ON THE PREMISE THAT IT IS NOT GOOD FOR 
MUCH ELSE." IT IS GOOD FOR MUCH ELSE. IT IS A TREASURE THAT DEMANDS PROTECTION. 

 
THE QUESTION BEFORE US IS WHETHER OR NOT WE WANT TO MOVE FORWARD AND ACT 
PROGRESSIVELY. WHILE WE WAIT, HOWEVER, THE PLANS FOR MAKING THE DESERT A 
DUMPING GROUND ARE MOVING FORWARD. LET'S BREAK THE STALEMATE AND PASS A DESERT 
PROTECTION ACT. ALL GROUPS INTERESTED IN PROTECTING THE DESERT MUST JOIN 
TOGETHER, BREAK THE IMPASSE THAT HAS EVOLVED OVER THE YEARS, AND PROVIDE 
PROTECTION FOR THIS MOST PRECIOUS NATURAL RESOURCE. 

 
MR. DOOLITTLE. MR. CHAIRMAN, NO SINGLE ISSUE IS MORE VOLATILE IN CALIFORNIA THAN 
THE ISSUE OF WATER. YET WATER IS ONE ISSUE IN THIS DEBATE OF H.R. 2929 THAT HAS 
BEEN LARGELY IGNORED. THAT OVERSIGHT COULD HAVE A DEVASTATING IMPACT, NOT JUST 
ON SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, BUT ON THE ENTIRE WESTERN UNITED STATES, WHERE WATER IS 
THE KEY TO GROWTH AND ECONOMIC SURVIVAL. 

 
THE SPONSORS OF THIS BILL HAVE TRIED TO LULL OPPONENTS INTO A FALSE SENSE OF 
SECURITY BY TELLING US NOT TO BE CONCERNED ABOUT THE WATER RIGHTS LANGUAGE IN 
THIS LEGISLATION. THEY TELL US, "IT SIMPLY RESERVES A QUANTITY OF WATER TO THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SUFFICIENT TO FULFILL THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT." 

 
ADDITIONALLY, WE ARE TOLD THIS IS NOT THE COLORADO ROCKY MOUNTAINS WHERE 



DOWNSTREAM WATER USERS COULD BE IMPACTED, THIS IS THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, AND 
THE ONLY THING AT ISSUE ARE A FEW SPRINGS, SEEPS, AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS THAT 
DO NOT REALLY MATTER TO ANYONE EXCEPT A FEW BIGHORN SHEEP, PALM TREES, 
MIGRATORY BIRDS, AND TINY FISH. 

 
LET US NOT BE FOOLED. THE PRECEDENT OF A FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHT FOR 
MILLIONS OF ACRES OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT SHOULD NOT BE TAKEN LIGHTLY. IT IS 
CLEAR THE PURPOSE OF THIS LEGISLATION IS TO STOP GROWTH AND TO STOP DEVELOPMENT 
IN AND AROUND PUBLIC LANDS IN THE WEST. THE CALIFORNIA DESERT IS ONLY THE FIRST 
STOP ON A TRAIN THAT IS BARRELING DOWN THE TRACKS TOWARD OTHER STATES AND, IN 
FACT, AIMED AT THE ENTIRE WESTERN UNITED STATES. 

 
I POSE A HYPOTHETICAL QUESTION: IF THERE ARE SO FEW SURFACE WATER RIGHTS AT ISSUE 
AND THERE ARE NO DOWNSTREAM USERS IMPACTED, WHY DID THE SPONSORS, INCLUDING 
THE CHAIRMAN OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, THE CHIEF WATER RIGHTS EXPERT IN THIS 
CONGRESS, INCLUDE THE LANGUAGE? 

 
THE ANSWER IS SIMPLE AND CAN BE STATED IN THREE WORDS: SUBSURFACE WATER RIGHTS. 
PICTURE THIS SCENARIO: A FEW YEARS HENCE, AFTER MILLIONS OF ACRES OF WILDERNESS 
ARE DESIGNATED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT NOTICES THAT 
SOME OF ITS SPRINGS AND SEEPS ARE DRYING UP IN A WILDERNESS AREA, NEAR PALM 
[*H10963]  SPRINGS. THE LANGUAGE IN THIS BILL, GIVING THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT A 
PRIORITY RESERVED WATER RIGHT COULD BE USED TO PREVENT PALM SPRINGS' 
LANDOWNERS FROM DRILLING ANY NEW WELLS FOR WATER. 

 
MY COLLEAGUES COULD RESPOND BY SAYING, "SO WHAT? PALM SPRINGS DOES NOT GET TO 
WATER ITS GOLF COURSES QUITE AS MUCH?" BUT THE SAME LEGAL CONTEST OF WATER 
RIGHTS COULD FACE THE DOZENS OF WATER DISTRICTS THAT SERVICE THE THIRSTY NEEDS 
OF MILLIONS OF URBAN DWELLERS. THE SAME THREAT OF FEDERAL INTERVENTION COULD 
THREATEN ANY JOBS, GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT OF SMALL TOWNS AND LARGE CITIES IN 
THE ENTIRE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGION, HOME TO A MAJORITY OF CALIFORNIANS. IT 
COULD EVEN AFFECT FUTURE AGRICULTURAL USES OF THE DESERT USING SUBSURFACE 
WATER SOURCES. 

 
AND IF MY COLLEAGUES ARE TEMPTED TO SAY AGAIN, "SO WHAT?," I WOULD REMIND THEM 
THAT THIS WILDERNESS PROPOSAL FOR THE CALIFORNIA DESERT IS THE FIRST OF A SERIES 
OF BILLS COVERING THE ENTIRE WESTERN UNITED STATES THAT THIS CONGRESS WILL BE 
CONSIDERING OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL YEARS. THE PRECEDENT SET HERE WILL EITHER 
STRENGTHEN THE HAND OF EXTREMISTS WHO WANT TO ASSERT FEDERAL WATER RIGHTS 
WESTWIDE AS A BACKHANDED MEANS TO STOP GROWTH, OR BY DEFEATING THIS MEASURE, 
IT WILL REASSERT THE HISTORICAL AND WISE POLICY OF STATES RIGHTS IN THIS LIFEBLOOD 
ISSUE. 

 
THE APPARITION OF A WESTWIDE FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHT IS REAL AND ITS 
GENESIS IS H.R. 2929. TO ENSURE STATE CONTROL OF OUR WATER AND WISE USE OF OUR 
NATURAL RESOURCES, I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO SUPPORT H.R. 3066 INSTEAD. 

 
MRS. BOXER. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE TODAY IN SUPPORT OF THIS IMPORTANT LEGISLATION. 
H.R. 2909, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT, WILL PROVIDE CRITICAL PROTECTION 
FOR THIS TRULY UNIQUE DESERT WILDERNESS. IT IS ALSO ESSENTIAL TO PROTECTING A 
PRICELESS LEGACY OF ARCHEOLOGICAL, CULTURAL, AND ECOLOGICAL VALUES. 

 
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, COVERING OVER 25 MILLION ACRES, IS A FRAGILE ECOSYSTEM 
INCREASINGLY UNDER SIEGE. LARGE AREAS HAVE LONG BEEN EXTENSIVELY USED FOR 
MINING, GRAZING, AND VARIOUS FORMS OF DEVELOPMENT. WITHOUT THIS ACT, FURTHER 
DESTRUCTION OF THIS PRECIOUS RESOURCE IS INEVITABLE. ACCESS ROADS, HELICOPTER 



PADS, QUARRIES, AND GRAZING ANIMALS -- ALL HAVE A DESTRUCTIVE IMPACT ON THE 
DESERT THAT TIME WILL NOT ERASE. 

 
FURTHER DELAY CAN ONLY LEAD TO CONTINUED, IRREVOCABLE DEGRADATION. I URGE MY 
COLLEAGUES TO SUPPORT H.R. 2909 AND OPPOSE ANY WEAKENING AMENDMENTS. 

 
MR. LAGOMARSINO. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF THE LEWIS SUBSTITUTE. IT IS 
BALANCED. IT WILL ALLOW THE CONTINUED TRAINING OF OUR ARMED SERVICES THAT 
PROVED SO VALUABLE IN REDUCING CASUALTIES IN THE GULF WAR, AND WHICH WILL BE 
EVEN MORE VALUABLE IN FUTURE CONFLICTS AS THE SIZE OF OUR FORCES IS REDUCED. 

 
THE AMENDMENT IS BASED ON 10 YEARS OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT WITH ALL AFFECTED 
INTERESTS. AND IT IS BASED ON THE PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE OF ALL LAND MANAGEMENT 
AGENCIES. 

 
AND, MR. CHAIRMAN IT CAN BECOME LAW. 

 
MR. ATKINS. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE TODAY IN SUPPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
PROTECTION BILL, LEGISLATION THAT WOULD DESIGNATE OVER 4 MILLION ACRES AS 
WILDERNESS, CREATE A NEW NATIONAL MONUMENT IN THE MOJAVE, AND EXPAND AND 
REDESIGNATE DEATH VALLEY AND JOSHUA TREE AS NATIONAL PARKS. WHAT COULD BE MORE 
APPROPRIATE DURING THIS 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE THAN TO 
ADD THESE ENVIRONMENTALLY AND BIOLOGICALLY SIGNIFICANT UNITS TO THE PARK 
SYSTEM? FOR 75 YEARS, THE PARK SERVICE HAS PRESERVED MOUNTAINS, FORESTS, RIVERS 
AND STREAMS, BUT NEVER BEFORE HAS THE PARK SERVICE PROTECTED THE UNIQUE AND 
FRAGILE ECOSYSTEMS THAT MAKE UP THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. 

 
THIS ENVIRONMENT IS SO FRAGILE THAT THE TRACKS LEFT BY THE WAGON WHEELS OF THE 
SETTLERS REMAIN AN INDELIBLE MARK IN THE LANDSCAPE OVER 100 YEARS LATER. IT IS 
HOME TO MANY RARE, THREATENED AND ENDANGERED PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES. IT ALSO 
CONTAINS MANY ARCHEOLOGICAL TREASURES. 

 
BUT BY AND LARGE THE AGENCY WITH RESPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING THE DESERT HAS 
FAILED TO DO SO ADEQUATELY. DESPITE THE LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE REMAINING 
WAGON WHEEL TRACKS, EACH YEAR THE DESERT IS BEING DESTROYED AT AN INCREASINGLY 
ALARMING RATE BY THE TRACKS CREATED BY OFF ROAD VEHICLES. FOR EXAMPLE, A RECENT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTOR GENERAL'S REPORT CALCULATED THAT AN 
ADDITIONAL 600 MILES OF UNINTENDED NEW ROADS ARE CARVED OUT BY 
RECREATIONALISTS EACH YEAR. BUT THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ALSO FOUND THAT THE BLM 
TOOK FEW STEPS TO PROTECT THE DESERT FROM THESE VEHICLES. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, CALIFORNIA'S BURGEONING POPULATION PLACES INCREASING PRESSURES ON 
THE DESERT: PRESSURES FOR DEVELOPMENT, RECREATION, MINING, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES, 
NONE OF WHICH THE DESERT CAN SUSTAIN. THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION BILL IS A 
WELL-CRAFTED COMPROMISE THAT HAS BEEN 6 YEARS IN THE MAKING. I HOPE MY 
COLLEAGUES WILL JOIN WITH ME IN SUPPORTING THE BILL AND IN OPPOSING ANY 
AMENDMENTS TO WEAKEN IT. 

 
ONE COMMENT ABOUT THE AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY MR. MARLENEE WHICH WOULD ALLOW 
HUNTING IN THE MOJAVE. WHAT ARE WE GOING TO HUNT THERE? ONE ANIMAL WOULD BE THE 
RARE DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP. LET ME JUST SAY THIS, LAST MONTH THE CONGRESS PASSED 
THE INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS BILL WHICH INCLUDED ABOUT $500,000 SPECIFICALLY FOR 
THE REINTRODUCTION AND RESTORATION OF THE DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP. THESE FUNDS 
WILL PRIMARILY BE USED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT AREA. UNDER THE MARLENEE 
AMENDMENT, WE WOULD BLOW AWAY THIS FEDERAL INVESTMENT WITH A FEW INDIVIDUAL 
HUNTERS' SHOTGUNS. I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO OPPOSE THIS AMENDMENT AND ANY 



OTHERS THAT WEAKEN THE PROTECTION PROVIDED IN THE BILL. 
 
MR. RAHALL. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE AS A MEMBER OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, AND AS THE 
CHAIRMAN OF ITS SUBCOMMITTEE ON MINING AND NATURAL RESOURCES, IN SUPPORT OF 
H.R. 2929. 

 
THE MINING INDUSTRY HAS MADE EXTENSIVE CLAIMS THAT THIS LEGISLATION WOULD BRING 
MINERAL PRODUCTION IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT TO A GRINDING HALT, AND THAT IT 
WOULD LOCKUP VALUABLE MINERAL RESOURCES. 

 
THE FACT OF THE MATTER IS THAT NONE OF THE ACTIVE MINES IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
CONSERVATION AREA WOULD BE PLACED WITHIN WILDERNESS BOUNDARIES UNDER THIS 
BILL. 

 
AND, THE FACT OF THE MATTER IS THAT THE VAST MAJORITY OF MINERAL PRODUCTION IN 
THE CDCA IS NOT FOR SOME TYPE OF CRITICAL OR STRATEGIC MINERAL. IT IS FOR SAND, 
GRAVEL AND STONE. 

 
ACCOMMODATIONS HAVE BEEN MADE. THE LARGEST GOLD PRODUCER, THE MESQUITE MINE, 
IS WHOLLY OUTSIDE OF THE PROPOSAL. THE MOUNTAIN PASS MINE, WHICH PRODUCES 97 
PERCENT OF U.S. OUTPUT OF RARE EARTHS, WAS EXCLUDED FROM THE BOUNDARY OF THE 
PROPOSED MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK. THERE ARE NUMEROUS OTHER EXAMPLES. 

 
FINALLY, IT IS TRUE THAT THIS BILL WOULD PLACE SOME MINES WITHIN THE BOUNDARY OF 
THE PROPOSED MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT. 

 
AND, AS I STATED DURING COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF THIS MEASURE, IT IS ABOUT TIME 
WE RECOGNIZE THAT WE SHOULD BE PRESERVING BIG OPEN PIT MINES FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
PRESENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 
I WOULD SUBMIT TO MY COLLEAGUES THAT MINING, TOO, DESERVES THE SAME DEGREE OF 
PROTECTION IN OUR NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM AS DO THESE OTHER VALUES. 

 
I WOULD SAY THAT THE AMERICAN PEOPLE ARE CLAMORING, INDEED, ARE EAGER, FOR THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO LOAD THE KIDS INTO THE STATION WAGON AND TRAVEL TO SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA TO VISIT THE MOJAVE MINING PARK. 

 
HERE, THEY WILL SEE FIRSTHAND, THE MACHINERY THAT IS EMPLOYED TO MOVE MASSIVE 
AMOUNTS OF EARTH TO UNCOVER THE ORE BODY. THEY WILL HEAR THE ROAR AND RUMBLE 
OF D9'S. THEY WILL INHALE THE RICH AROMA OF DIESEL FUMES ON THE DESERT AIR. 

 
THEY WILL THRILL AT THE SITE OF CYANIDE DRIP DRIPPING ONTO A LEACH PILE. AND, THEY 
WILL BE ASTOUNDED BY THE TAILINGS PILES SOARING INTO THE SKY. 

 
I SAY THIS, MR. CHAIRMAN, PARTLY IN JEST. THE POINT IS, THOUGH, THAT THIS LEGISLATION 
WOULD NOT STOP THESE MINES FROM OPERATING. ALL VALID EXISTING RIGHTS WOULD BE 
FULLY PROTECTED. 

 
I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO VOTE FOR THIS MEASURE. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee amendment in the nature of a substitute is considered as an 
original bill for the purpose of amendment and is considered as read. 

 
The text of the committee amendment in the nature of a substitute is as follows: 



 

H.R. 2929 
 
BE IT ENACTED BY THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA IN CONGRESS ASSEMBLED, THAT THIS ACT MAY BE CITED AS THE "CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 1991". 

 
FINDINGS AND POLICY 

 
Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds and declares that -- 

 
(1) the federally owned desert lands of Southern California constitute a public wildland resource 
of extraordinary and inestimable value for this and future generations; 

 
(2) these desert wildlands display unique scenic, historical, archeological, environmental, 
ecological, wildlife, cultural, scientific, educational, and recreational values used and enjoyed by 
millions of Americans for hiking and camping, scientific study and scenic appreciation; 

 
(3) the public land resources of the California desert now face and are increasingly threatened by 
adverse pressures which would impair, dilute, and destroy their public and natural values; 

 
(4) the California desert, embracing wilderness lands, units of the National Park System, other 
Federal lands, State parks and other State lands, and private lands, constitutes a cohesive unit 
posing unique and difficult resource protection and management challenges; 

 
(5) through designation of national monuments by Presidential proclamation, through enactment 
of general public land statutes (including section 601 of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of [*H10964]  1976, 90 Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and through interim 
administrative actions, the Federal Government has begun the process of appropriately providing 
for protection of the significant resources of the public lands in the California desert; and 

 
(6) statutory land unit designations are needed to afford the full protection which the resources 
and public land values of the California desert merit. 

 
(b) In order to secure for the American people of this and future generations an enduring 
heritage of wilderness, national parks, and public land values in the California desert, it is 
hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress that -- 

 
(1) appropriate public lands in the California desert shall be included within the National Park 
System and the National Wilderness Preservation System, in order to -- 

 
(A) preserve unrivaled scenic, geologic, and wildlife values associated with these unique natural 
landscapes; 

(B) perpetuate in their natural state significant and diverse ecosystems of the California desert; 

(C) protect and preserve historical and cultural values of the California desert associated with 
ancient Indian cultures, patterns of western exploration and settlement, and sites exemplifying 
the mining, ranching and railroading history of the Old West; 

 
(D) provide opportunities for compatible outdoor public recreation, protect and interpret 
ecological and geological features and historic, paleontological, and archeological sites, maintain 
wilderness resource values, and promote public understanding and appreciation of the 
California desert; and 

 
(E) retain and enhance opportunities for scientific research in undisturbed ecosystems. 



 

TITLE I -- WILDERNESS ADDITIONS 

FINDINGS 

Sec. 101. The Congress finds and declares that -- 
 
(1) wilderness is a distinguishing characteristic of the public lands in the California desert, one 
which affords an unrivaled opportunity for experiencing vast areas of the Old West essentially 
unaltered by man's activities, and which merits preservation for the benefit of present and future 
generations; 

 
(2) the wilderness values of desert lands are increasingly threatened by and especially 
vulnerable to impairment, alteration, and destruction by activities and intrusions associated with 
incompatible use and development; and 

 
(3) preservation of desert wilderness necessarily requires the highest forms of protective 
designation and management. 

 
DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS 

 
Sec. 102. In furtherance of the purpose of the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890, 16 U.S.C. 1131 et 
seq.), and sections 601 and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (90 
Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the following lands in the State of California, as generally 
depicted on maps, referenced herein, dated February 1986 (except as otherwise dated), are 
hereby designated as wilderness, and therefore, as components of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System: 

 
(1) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
which comprise approximately seventy-four thousand eight hundred and ninety acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Argus Range Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated May 1991, 
and two maps entitled "Argus Range Wilderness -- Proposed 2" and "Argus Range Wilderness 
-- Proposed 3", dated January 1989, and which shall be known as the Argus Range Wilderness. 

 
(2) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
which comprise approximately sixty-one thousand three hundred and twenty acres, as generally 
depicted on map entitled "Avawatz Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Avawatz Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(3) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
which comprise approximately ten thousand seven hundred and thirty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Bigelow Cholla Garden Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 
1991, and which shall be known as the Bigelow Cholla Garden Wilderness. 

 
(4) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
and within the San Bernardino National Forest, which comprise approximately thirty-nine 
thousand two hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Bighorn Mountain 
Wilderness -- Proposed", dated September 1991, and which shall be known as the Bighorn 
Mountain Wilderness. 

 
(5) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the Bureau 
of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-seven thousand five hundred and 
seventy acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Big Maria Mountains Wilderness -- 
Proposed", and which shall be known as the Big Maria Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(6) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 



which comprise thirteen thousand nine hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Black Mountain Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Black 
Mountain Wilderness. 

 
(7) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
which comprise approximately nine thousand five hundred and twenty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Bright Star Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as the Bright Star Wilderness. 

 
(8) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
which comprise approximately forty-two thousand six hundred and forty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Cadiz Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as 
the Cadiz Dunes Wilderness. 

 
(9) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
which comprise approximately eighty-five thousand nine hundred and seventy acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Cady Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Cady Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(10) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and Eastern San Diego County, of 
the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately fifteen thousand seven hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Carrizo Gorge Wilderness -- Proposed", and 
which shall be known as the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness. 

 
(11) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and Yuma District, of the Bureau of 
Land Management, which comprise approximately sixty-four thousand six hundred and forty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chemehuevi Mountains Wilderness -- 
Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Chemehuevi Mountains 
Wilderness. 

 
(12) Certain lands in the Bakersfield District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise 
approximately thirteen thousand seven hundred acres, as generally depicted on two maps 
entitled "Chimney Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and "Chimney Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 
2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Chimney Peak Wilderness. 

 
(13) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately one hundred fifty-eight thousand nine hundred and 
fifty acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness -- 
Proposed 1" and "Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated January 1989, and 
which shall be known as the Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(14) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise thirty-four thousand three hundred and eighty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness -- Proposed", dated September 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness. The Secretary may, pursuant to 
an application filed by the Department of Defense, grant a right-of-way for, and authorize 
construction of, a road within the area depicted as "non-wilderness road corridor" on such map. 

 
(15) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately forty thousand acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Clipper Mountain Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as Clipper Mountain Wilderness. 

 
(16) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately fifty thousand five hundred and twenty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Coso Range Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, 



and which shall be known as Coso Range Wilderness. 
 
(17) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately eighteen thousand six hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Coyote Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and 
which shall be known as Coyote Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(18) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately eight thousand six hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Darwin Falls Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as Darwin Falls Wilderness. 

 
(19) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the 
Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-eight thousand eight hundred 
and fifty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Dead Mountains Wilderness -- 
Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as Dead Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(20) Certain lands in the Bakersfield District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise 
approximately thirty-six thousand three hundred acres, as generally depicted on two maps 
entitled "Domeland Wilderness Additions -- Proposed 1" and "Domeland Wilderness Additions 
-- Proposed 2", and which are hereby incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of, 
the Domeland Wilderness as designated by Public Laws 93-632 and 98-425. 

 
(21) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land [*H10965] 
Management, which comprise approximately sixteen thousand one hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "El Paso Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be 
known as the El Paso Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(22) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-six thousand three hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(23) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-eight thousand one hundred and ten acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Funeral Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as Funeral Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(24) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-seven thousand seven hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Golden Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall 
be known as Golden Valley Wilderness. 

 
(25) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately sixty-eight thousand five hundred and fifteen acres, 
as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Bristol Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1", and 
"Bristol Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated September 1991, and which shall be 
known as Bristol Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(26) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-one thousand seven hundred and twenty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Grass Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", and 
which shall be known as the Grass Valley Wilderness. 

 
(27) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately eight thousand eight hundred acres, as generally 



depicted on a map entitled "Great Falls Basin Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be 
known as the Great Falls Basin Wilderness. 

 
(28) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand two hundred and forty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Hollow Hills Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Hollow Hills Wilderness. 

 
(29) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-six thousand four hundred and sixty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Ibex Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Ibex Wilderness. 

 
(30) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-five thousand and fifteen acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Indian Pass Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Indian Pass Wilderness. 

 
(31) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, of the 
Bureau of Land Management, and within the Inyo National Forest, which comprise approximately 
two hundred five thousand and twenty acres, as generally depicted on three maps entitled "Inyo 
Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through three, and dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Inyo Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(32) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-four thousand five hundred and fifty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Jacumba Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Jacumba Wilderness. 

 
(33) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately one hundred and twenty-eight thousand eight 
hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Kelso Dunes Wilderness 
-- Proposed 1" and "Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 3", dated September 1991, and a map 
entitled "Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as 
the Kelso Dunes Wilderness. 

 
(34) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, and the Sequoia National Forest, which comprise approximately eighty-eight 
thousand two hundred and ninety acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Kiavah 
Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated February 1986, and a map entitled "Kiavah Wilderness -- 
Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Kiavah Wilderness. 

 
(35) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately two hundred forty-nine thousand and forty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Kingston Range Wilderness -- Proposed 2", 
dated October 1991, and "Kingston Range Wilderness -- Proposed 4", dated January 1989, and 
two maps entitled "Kingston Range Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and "Kingston Range 
Wilderness -- Proposed 3", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Kingston Range 
Wilderness. 

 
(36) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately forty-five thousand six hundred and eighty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", 
dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Little Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(37) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the 



Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-six thousand three hundred 
and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Picacho Wilderness -- 
Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Little Picacho Wilderness. 

 
(38) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-two thousand three hundred and sixty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Malpais Mesa Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
September 1991, and which shall be known as the Malpais Mesa Wilderness. 

 
(39) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately sixteen thousand one hundred and twenty-five 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Manly Peak Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
October 1991, and which shall be known as the Manly Peak Wilderness. 

 
(40) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-four thousand two hundred and eighty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mecca Hills Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
October 1991, and which shall be known as the Mecca Hills Wilderness. 

 
(41) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately forty-seven thousand three hundred and thirty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mesquite Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Mesquite Wilderness. 

 
(42) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand nine hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Newberry Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which 
shall be known as the Newberry Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(43) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately one hundred ten thousand eight hundred and eighty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Nopah Range Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
May 1991, and which shall be known as the Nopah Range Wilderness. 

 
(44) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-two thousand five hundred and eighty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "North Algodones Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed", 
dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the North Algodones Dunes Wilderness. 

 
(45) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-five thousand five hundred and forty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "North Mesquite Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", 
dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the North Mesquite Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(46) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately one hundred forty-six thousand and seventy acres, 
as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1" 
and "Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Old Woman Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(47) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately fifty-seven thousand five hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Orocopia Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Orocopia Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(48) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, of the 



Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-four thousand six hundred 
and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 
1", dated February 1986, and two maps entitled "Owens Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 2" and 
"Owens Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 3", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the 
Owens Peak Wilderness. 

 
(49) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately seventy-four thousand eight hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Pahrump Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall 
be known as the Pahrump Valley Wilderness. 

 
(50) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately two hundred fourteen thousand one hundred 
[*H10966]  and forty-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Palen/McCoy 
Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated May 1991, and a map entitled "Palen/McCoy Wilderness -- 
Proposed 2", dated February 1986, and which shall be known as the Palen/McCoy Wilderness. 

 
(51) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-two thousand three hundred and twenty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Palo Verde Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", 
dated January 1987, and which shall be known as the Palo Verde Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(52) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately seven thousand seven hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Picacho Peak Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as the Picacho Peak Wilderness. 

 
(53) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately seventy-two thousand six hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Piper Mountain Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Piper Mountain Wilderness. 

 
(54) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-seven thousand eight hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Piute Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 
1991, and which shall be known as Piute Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(55) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately seventy-eight thousand eight hundred and sixty- 
eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Resting Spring Range Wilderness -- 
Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Resting Spring Range Wilderness. 

 
(56) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately forty thousand eight hundred and twenty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Rice Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, 
and which shall be known as the Rice Valley Wilderness. 

 
(57) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the 
Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand three hundred 
eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Riverside Mountains Wilderness -- 
Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Riverside Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(58) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-seven thousand seven hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Rodman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
January 1989, and which shall be known as the Rodman Mountains Wilderness. 



 

(59) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, of the 
Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately fifty-one thousand nine hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Sacatar Trail Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and 
"Sacatar Trail Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the 
Sacatar Trail Wilderness. 

 
(60) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately one thousand eight hundred acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Saddle Peak Hills Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Saddle Peak Hills Wilderness. 

 
(61) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-three thousand five hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "San Gorgonio Wilderness Additions -- Proposed", and 
which are hereby incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of, the San Gorgonio 
Wilderness as designated by Public Laws 88-577 and 98-425. 

 
(62) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately fifty-three thousand two hundred and forty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Santa Rosa Wilderness Additions -- Proposed", dated 
May 1991, and which are hereby incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of, the 
Santa Rosa Wilderness designated by Public Law 98-425. 

 
(63) Certain lands in the California Desert District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which 
comprise approximately thirty-five thousand four hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the 
Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(64) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately one hundred seventy-four thousand five hundred 
and forty acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Sheephole Valley Wilderness -- 
Proposed 1", dated May 1991, and "Sheephole Valley Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated 
February 1986, and which shall be known as the Sheephole Valley Wilderness. 

 
(65) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately forty-four thousand four hundred and ten acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Slate Range Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 
1991, and which shall be known as the Slate Range Wilderness. 

 
(66) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately eighty thousand four hundred and thirty acres, as 
generally depicted on two maps entitled "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1" dated May 
1991, and "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated January 1989, and which shall be 
known as the Soda Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(67) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately sixty-one thousand six hundred and thirty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "South Algodones Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
January 1989, and which shall be known as the South Algodones Dunes Wilderness. 

 
(68) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-three thousand two hundred and fifty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Avawatz Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", 
dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the South Avawatz Mountains Wilderness. 



(69) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately sixteen thousand seven hundred and eighty acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Nopah Range Wilderness -- Proposed", and 
which shall be known as the South Nopah Range Wilderness. 

 
(70) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately seven thousand and fifty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Stateline Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which 
shall be known as the Stateline Wilderness. 

 
(71) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately eighty-one thousand six hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Stepladder Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which 
shall be known as the Stepladder Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(72) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately twenty-nine thousand one hundred and eighty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Surprise Canyon Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
September 1991, and which shall be known as the Surprise Canyon Wilderness. 

 
(73) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately seventeen thousand eight hundred and twenty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Sylvania Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", 
and which shall be known as the Sylvania Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(74) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately thirty-three thousand seven hundred and twenty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Trilobite Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
1991, and which shall be known as the Trilobite Wilderness. 

 
(75) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which comprise approximately one hundred forty-four thousand five hundred 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Turtle Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1", 
dated February 1986 and a map entitled "Turtle Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated 
May 1991, and which shall be known as the Turtle Mountains Wilderness. 

 
(76) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the 
Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-five thousand three 
hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Whipple Mountains Wilderness -- 
Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Whipple Mountains Wilderness. 

 
ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS 

 
Sec. 103. Subject to valid existing rights, each wilderness area designated under section 102 
shall be administered by the appropriate Secretary in accordance with the provisions of the 
Wilderness Act, except that any reference in such provisions to the effective date of the 
Wilderness Act shall be deemed to be a reference to the effective date of this title and any 
reference to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be deemed to be a reference to the Secretary who 
has administrative jurisdiction over the area. 

 
GRAZING 

 
Sec. 104. Within the wilderness areas designated under section 102, the grazing of livestock, 
where established prior to the enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue subject to 
such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary deems necessary, as long 
as such regulations, policies, and practices fully conform with and implement the intent of 



Congress regarding grazing in such areas as such intent is expressed in the Wilderness Act 
[*H10967] and section 108 of Public Law 96-560 (16 U.S.C. 133 note). 

 
BUFFER ZONES 

 
Sec. 105. The Congress does not intend for the designation of wilderness areas in section 102 
of this Act to lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around any such 
wilderness area. The fact that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas 
within a wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary of 
the wilderness area. 

 
MINING CLAIM VALIDITY REVIEW 

 
Sec. 106. The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture shall not approve any 
plan of operation prior to determining the validity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, 
and tunnel sites affected by such plan within any wilderness area designated under section 
102. 

 
FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 

 
Sec. 107. As soon as practicable after enactment of section 102, a map and a legal description 
on each wilderness area designated under this title shall be filed by the Secretary concerned 
with the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives, and each such map and description 
shall have the same force and effect as if included in this title, except that the Secretary may 
correct clerical and typographical errors in each such legal description and map. Each such map 
and legal description shall be on file and available for public inspection in the office of the 
Director of the Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior, or the Chief of the 
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, as is appropriate. 

 
WILDERNESS REVIEW 

 
Sec. 108. The Congress hereby finds and directs that lands in the California Desert Conservation 
Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, not designated as wilderness or wilderness study 
areas by this Act have been adequately studied for wilderness designation pursuant to section 
603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.), and are no longer subject to the requirement of section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 pertaining to the management of wilderness study areas in a 
manner that does not impair the suitability of such areas for preservation as wilderness. 

 
DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

 
Sec. 109. In furtherance of the provisions of the Wilderness Act, certain lands in the California 
Desert Conservation Area of the Bureau of Land Management which comprise eleven thousand 
two hundred acres as generally depicted on a map entitled "White Mountains Wilderness Study 
Area -- Proposed", dated May 1991, are hereby designated the White Mountains Wilderness 
Study Area and shall be administered by the Secretary in accordance with the provisions of 
section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 

 
SUITABILITY REPORT 

 
Sec. 110. The Secretary is required, ten years after the date of enactment of this Act, to report 
to Congress on current and planned exploration, development or mining activities on, and 
suitability for future wilderness designation of, the lands as generally depicted on maps entitled 
"Surprise Canyon Wilderness -- Proposed", "Middle Park Canyon Wilderness -- Proposed", and 
"Death Valley National Park Boundary and Wilderness 15", dated September 1991 and a map 



entitled "Manly Peak Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991. 

WILDERNESS DESIGNATION AND MANAGEMENT IN THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM 

Sec. 111. (a) In furtherance of the purposes of the Wilderness Act, the following lands are 
hereby designated as wilderness and therefore, as components of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System: 

 
(1) Certain lands in the Havasu National Wildlife Refuge, California, which comprise 
approximately three thousand one hundred and ninety-five acres, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Havasu Wilderness" and dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the 
Havasu Wilderness. 

 
(2) Certain lands in the Imperial National Wildlife Refuge, California, which comprise 
approximately five thousand eight hundred and thirty-six acres, as generally depicted on a map 
entitled "Imperial Refuge Wilderness" and dated October 1991, and which shall be known as 
the Imperial Wilderness. 

 
(b) Subject to valid existing rights, the wilderness areas designated under this section shall be 
administered by the Secretary in accordance with the provisions of the Wilderness Act 
governing areas designated by that Act as wilderness, except that any reference in such 
provisions to the effective date of the Wilderness Act (or any similar reference) shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the date of enactment of this Act. 

 
(c) As soon as practicable after enactment of this section, the Secretary shall file a map and a 
legal description of each wilderness area designated under this section with the Committees on 
Energy and Natural Resources and Environment and Public Works of the Senate and Interior and 
Insular Affairs and Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House of Representatives. Such map 
and description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this Act, except that 
correction of clerical and typographical errors in such legal description and map may be made. 
Such map and legal description shall be on file and available for public inspection in the Office of 
the Director, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior. 

 
TITLE II -- DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL PARK 

FINDINGS 

Sec. 201. The Congress hereby finds that -- 
 
(1) proclamations by Presidents Herbert Hoover in 1933 and Franklin Roosevelt in 1937 
established and expanded the Death Valley National Monument for the preservation of the 
unusual features of scenic, scientific, and educational interest therein contained; 

 
(2) Death Valley National Monument is today recognized as a major unit of the National Park 
System, having extraordinary values enjoyed by millions of visitors; 

 
(3) the Monument boundaries established in the 1930's exclude and thereby expose to 
incompatible development and inconsistent management, contiguous Federal lands of essential 
and superlative natural, ecological, geological, archeological, paleontological, cultural, historical 
and wilderness values; 

 
(4) Death Valley National Monument should be substantially enlarged by the addition of all 
contiguous Federal lands of national park caliber and afforded full recognition and statutory 
protection as a national park; and 

 
(5) the wilderness within Death Valley should receive maximum statutory protection by 



designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL PARK 

Sec. 202. There is hereby established the Death Valley National Park, as generally depicted on 
23 maps entitled "Death Valley National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered 
in the title one through twenty-three, and dated September 1991 or prior, which shall be on file 
and available for public inspection in the offices of the Superintendent of the Park and the 
Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. The Death Valley National 
Monument is hereby abolished as such, the lands and interests therein are hereby incorporated 
within and made part of the new Death Valley National Park, and any funds available for 
purposes of the monument shall be available for purposes of the park. 

 
TRANSFER AND ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 

 
Sec. 203. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary shall transfer the lands under the 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management depicted on the maps described in section 202 of 
this title, without consideration, to the administrative jurisdiction of the Director of the National 
Park Service for administration as part of the National Park System. The boundaries of the public 
lands and the national parks shall be adjusted accordingly. The Secretary shall administer the 
areas added to the National Park System by this title in accordance with the provisions of law 
generally applicable to units of the National Park System, including the Act entitled "An Act to 
establish a National Park Service, and for other purposes", approved August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 
535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 

 
MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
Sec. 204. Within six months after the enactment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps and a 
legal description of the park designated under this title with the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of 
Representatives. Such maps and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if 
included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical and typographical errors in 
such legal description and in the maps referred to in section 202. The maps and legal description 
shall be on file and available for public inspection in the offices of the Superintendent of the Park 
and the Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. 

 
DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 

 
Sec. 205. Subject to valid existing rights, the Federal lands and interests therein added to the 
National Park System by this title are withdrawn from disposition under the public land laws and 
from entry or appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the 
mineral leasing laws of the United States, and from operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 
1970. 

 
STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 

 
Sec. 206. The Secretary shall not approve any plan of operation prior to determining the validity 
of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, and tunnel sites affected by such plan within the 
additions to the park and shall submit to Congress recommendations as to whether any valid or 
patented claims should be acquired by the United States, including the estimated acquisition 
costs of such claims, and a discussion of the environmental consequences of the extraction of 
minerals from these lands. 

 
GRAZING 

 
Sec. 207. The privilege of grazing domestic livestock on lands within the park may continue to be 



exercised at no more than the current level, subject to applicable laws and National Park Service 
regulations, by those persons holding permits for such grazing on July 1, 1991. Upon the 
expiration of such [*H10968] permits the Secretary, acting through the Director of the National 
Park Service, may issue to such persons new permits for such grazing, subject to applicable laws 
and National Park Service regulations, but all grazing of such livestock on such lands shall cease 
on July 1, 2016. Further, if such a permittee informs the Secretary that such permittee is willing 
to convey to the United States any base property with respect to which the permit was issued 
and to which such permittee holds title, the Secretary shall make the acquisition of such base 
property a priority as compared with the acquisition of other lands within the park, provided 
agreement can be reached concerning the terms and conditions of such acquisition. Any such 
base property which is located outside the park and acquired as a priority pursuant to this 
section shall be managed by the Federal agency responsible for the majority of the adjacent 
lands in accordance with the laws applicable to such adjacent lands. 

 
TITLE III -- JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK 

FINDINGS 

Sec. 301. The Congress hereby finds that -- 
 
(1) a proclamation by President Franklin Roosevelt in 1936 established Joshua Tree National 
Monument to protect various objects of historical and scientific interest; 

 
(2) Joshua Tree National Monument today is recognized as a major unit of the National Park 
System, having extraordinary values enjoyed by millions of visitors; 

 
(3) the Monument boundaries as modified in 1950 and 1961 exclude and thereby expose to 
incompatible development and inconsistent management, contiguous Federal lands of essential 
and superlative natural, ecological, archeological, paleontological, cultural, historical and 
wilderness values; 

 
(4) Joshua Tree National Monument should be enlarged by the addition of contiguous Federal 
lands of national park caliber, and afforded full recognition and statutory protection as a national 
park; and 

 
(5) the nondesignated wilderness within Joshua Tree should receive statutory protection by 
designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act. 

 
ESTABLISHMENT OF JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK 

 
Sec. 302. There is hereby established the Joshua Tree National Park, as generally depicted on a 
map entitled "Joshua Tree National Park Boundary -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and four maps 
entitled "Joshua Tree National Park Boundary and Wilderness", numbered in the title one 
through four, and dated May 1991 or prior, which shall be on file and available for public 
inspection in the offices of the Superintendent of the Park and the Director of the National Park 
Service, Department of the Interior. The Joshua Tree National Monument is hereby abolished as 
such, the lands and interests therein are hereby incorporated within and made part of the new 
Joshua Tree National Park, and any funds available for purposes of the monument shall be 
available for purposes of the park. 

 
TRANSFER AND ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 

 
Sec. 303. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary shall transfer the lands under the 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management depicted on the maps described in section 302 of 
this title, without consideration, to the administrative jurisdiction of the Director of the National 
Park Service for administration as part of the National Park System. The boundaries of the public 



lands and the national parks shall be adjusted accordingly. The Secretary shall administer the 
areas added to the National Park System by this title in accordance with the provisions of law 
generally applicable to units of the National Park System, including the Act entitled "An Act to 
establish a National Park Service, and for other purposes", approved August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 
535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 

 
MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
Sec. 304. Within six months after the enactment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps and 
legal description of the park designated by this title with the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of 
Representatives. Such maps and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if 
included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical and typographical errors in 
such legal description and in the maps referred to in section 302. The maps and legal description 
shall be on file and available for public inspection in the offices of the Superintendent of the Park 
and the Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. 

 
DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 

 
Sec. 305. Subject to valid existing rights, Federal lands and interests therein added to the 
National Park System by this title are withdrawn from disposition under the public lands laws and 
from entry or appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the 
mineral leasing laws of the United States, and from the operation of the Geothermal Steam Act 
of 1970. 

 
UTILITY RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

 
Sec. 306. Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way 
or customary operation maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of-way, 
issued, granted, or permitted to the Metropolitan Water District pursuant to the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act (43 U.S.C. 617-619b), which is located on lands included in the Joshua Tree National 
Park, but outside lands designated as wilderness under section 501(2). Such activities shall be 
conducted in a manner which will minimize the impact on park resources. Nothing in this title 
shall have the effect of terminating the fee title to lands or customary operation, maintenance, 
repair, and replacement activities on or under such lands granted to the Metropolitan Water 
District pursuant to the Act of June 18, 1932 (47 Stat. 324), which are located on lands included 
in the Joshua Tree National Park, but outside lands designated as wilderness under section 
501(2). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which will minimize the impact on park 
resources. The Secretary shall prepare within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, in 
consultation with the Metropolitan Water District, plans for emergency access by the Metropolitan 
Water District to its lands and rights-of-way. 

 
STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 

 
Sec. 307. The Secretary shall not approve any plan of operation prior to determining the validity 
of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, and tunnel sites affected by such plan within the park 
and shall submit to Congress recommendations as to whether any valid or patented claims 
should be acquired by the United States, including the estimated acquisition costs of such claims, 
and a discussion of the environmental consequences of the extraction of minerals from these 
lands. 

 
TITLE IV -- MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT 

FINDINGS 

Sec. 401. The Congress hereby finds that -- 



 

(1) Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Parks, as established by this Act, protect unique and 
superlative desert resources, but do not embrace the particular ecosystems and transitional 
desert type found in the Mojave Desert area lying between them on public lands now afforded 
only impermanent administrative designation as a national scenic area; 

 
(2) the Mojave Desert area possesses outstanding natural, cultural, historical, and recreational 
values meriting statutory designation and recognition as a unit of the National Park System; 

 
(3) the Mojave Desert area should be afforded full recognition and statutory protection as a 
national park; 

 
(4) the wilderness within the Mojave Desert should receive maximum statutory protection by 
designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act; and 

 
(5) the Mojave Desert area provides an outstanding opportunity to develop service, programs, 
accommodations and facilities to ensure the use and enjoyment of the area by individuals with 
disabilities, consistent with section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Public Law 101-336, 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101), and other appropriate laws and 
regulations. 

 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT 

 
Sec. 402. There is hereby established the Mojave National Monument, comprising approximately 
one million four hundred and ninety-one thousand acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled 
"Mojave National Park Boundary -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and ten maps entitled "Mojave 
National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through ten, 
and dated September 1991 or prior, which shall be on file and available for inspection in the 
offices of the Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. 

 
TRANSFER OF LANDS 

 
Sec. 403. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary shall transfer the lands under the 
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management depicted on the maps described in section 402 of 
this title, without consideration, to the administrative jurisdiction of the Director of the National 
Park Service. The boundaries of the public lands shall be adjusted accordingly. 

 
MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
Sec. 404. Within six months after the enactment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps and a 
legal description of the monument designated under this title with the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House 
of Representatives. Such maps and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if 
included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical and typographical errors in 
such legal description and in the maps referred to in section 402. The maps and legal description 
shall be on file and available for public inspection in the offices of the National Park Service, 
Department of the Interior. 

 
ABOLISHMENT OF SCENIC AREA 

 
Sec. 405. The East Mojave National Scenic Area, designated on January 13, 1981 (46 FR 3994), 
and modified on August 9, 1983 (48 FR 36210), as hereby abolished. 

 
ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 

 
Sec. 406. The Secretary shall administer the monument in accordance with this title and with the 



provisions of law generally applicable to units of the National Park System, including the Act 
entitled "An Act to establish a National Park Service, and for [*H10969]  other purposes", 
approved August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 

 
DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 

 
Sec. 407. Subject to valid existing rights, Federal lands within the monument, and interests 
therein, are withdrawn from disposition under the public land laws and from entry or 
appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral 
leasing laws of the United States, and from operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 

 
STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 

 
Sec. 408. The Secretary shall not approve any plan of operation prior to determining the validity 
of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, and tunnel sites affected by such plan within the 
monument and shall submit to Congress recommendations as to whether any valid or patented 
claims should be acquired by the United States, including the estimated acquisition costs of such 
claims, and a discussion of the environmental consequences of the extraction of minerals from 
these lands. 

 
REGULATION OF MINING 

 
Sec. 409. Subject to valid existing rights, all mining claims located within the monument shall be 
subject to such reasonable regulations as the Secretary may prescribe to assure that mining will, 
to the maximum extent practicable, be consistent with the protection of the scenic, scientific, 
cultural and other resources of the monument, and any patent which may be issued after the 
date of enactment of this title shall convey title only to the minerals together with the right to 
use the surface of lands for mining purposes subject to such reasonable regulations. 

GRAZING 

Sec. 410. The privilege of grazing domestic livestock on lands within the monument may 
continue to be exercised at no more than the current level, subject to applicable laws and 
National Park Service regulations, by those persons holding permits for such grazing on July 1, 
1991. Upon the expiration of such permits the Secretary, acting through the Director of the 
National Park Service, may issue to such persons new permits for such grazing, subject to 
applicable laws and National Park Service regulations, but all grazing of such livestock on such 
lands shall cease on July 1, 2016. Further, if such a permittee informs the Secretary that such 
permittee is willing to convey to the United States any base property with respect to which the 
permit was issued and to which such permittee holds title, the Secretary shall make the 
acquisition of such base property a priority as compared with the acquisition of other lands within 
the monument, provided agreement can be reached concerning the terms and conditions of such 
acquisition. Any such base property which is located outside the monument and acquired as a 
priority pursuant to this section shall be managed by the Federal agency responsible for the 
majority of the adjacent lands in accordance with the laws applicable to such adjacent lands. 

 
UTILITY RIGHTS OF WAY 

 
Sec. 411. (a)(1) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right- 
of-way or customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of- 
way, issued, granted, or permitted to Southern California Edison Company, which is located on 
lands included in the Mojave National Monument, but outside lands designated as wilderness 
under section 501(3). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which will minimize the 
impact on monument resources. 

 
(2) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of prohibiting the upgrading of an existing electrical 



transmission line for the purpose of increasing the capacity of such transmission line in a right- 
of-way identified in paragraph (1), or in a right-of-way if issued, granted, or permitted by the 
Secretary adjacent to the existing Mojave-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way (hereafter in this 
section referred to as "adjacent right-of-way"), including construction of a replacement 
transmission line: PROVIDED, That -- 

 
(A) in the Eldorado-Lugo Transmission Line rights-of-way (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the "Eldorado rights-of-way") at no time shall there be more than 3 electrical transmission lines, 

 
(B) in the Mojave-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the "Mojave right-of-way") and adjacent right-of-way, removal of the existing electrical 
transmission line and reclamation of the site shall be completed no later than three years after 
the date on which construction of the replacement transmission line begins, after which time 
there may be only one electrical transmission line in the lands encompassed by Mojave right-of- 
way and adjacent right-of-way, 

 
(C) if there are no more than two electrical transmission lines in the Eldorado rights-of-way, two 
electrical transmission lines in the lands encompassed by the Mojave right-of-way and adjacent 
right-of-way may be allowed, 

 
(D) in the Eldorado rights-of-way no additional land shall be issued, granted, or permitted for 
such upgrade unless an addition would reduce the impacts to monument resources, 

 
(E) in the Mojave right-of-way no more than 350 feet of additional land shall be issued, granted, 
or permitted for an adjacent right-of-way to the south of the Mojave right-of-way unless a 
greater addition would reduce the impacts to monument resources, and 

 
(F) such upgrade activities, including helicopter aided construction, shall be conducted in a 
manner which will minimize the impact on monument resources. 

 
(3) The Secretary shall prepare within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, in 
consultation with the Southern California Edison Company, plans for emergency access by the 
Southern California Edison Company to its rights-of-way. 

 
(b) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way, or 
customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of-way; 
prohibiting the upgrading of and construction on existing facilities in such right-of-way for the 
purpose of increasing the capacity of the existing pipeline; or prohibiting the renewal of such 
right-of-way; issued, granted, or permitted to the Southern California Gas Company, which is 
located on lands included in the Mojave National Monument, but outside lands designated as 
wilderness under section 501(3). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which will 
minimize the impact on monument resources. 

 
(c) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way or 
customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities of existing facilities issued, 
granted, or permitted for communications cables or lines, which are located on lands included in 
the Mojave National Monument, but outside lands designated as wilderness under section 
501(3). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which will minimize the impact on 
monument resources. 

 
PREPARATION OF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
Sec. 412. Within three years of the date of enactment of this title, the Secretary shall submit to 
the Energy and Natural Resources Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee of the House of Representatives a detailed and comprehensive management plan for 
the monument. Such plan shall place emphasis on historical and cultural sites and ecological and 



wilderness values within the boundaries of the monument. Any development, including road 
improvements, proposed by such plan shall be strictly limited to that which is essential and 
appropriate for the administration of the monument and shall be designed and located so as to 
maintain its primitive nature of the area and to minimize the impairment of monument resources 
or ecological values. To the extent practicable, administrative facilities, employee housing, 
commercial visitor services, accommodations, and other monument-related development shall be 
located or provided for outside of the boundaries of the monument. Such plan shall evaluate the 
feasibility of using the Kelso Depot and existing railroad corridor to provide public access to and 
a facility for special interpretive, educational, and scientific programs within the monument. Such 
plan shall specifically address the needs of individuals with disabilities in the design of services, 
programs, accommodations and facilities consistent with section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, Public Law 101-336, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101), and 
other appropriate laws and regulations. 

 
GRANITE MOUNTAINS NATURAL RESERVE 

 
Sec. 413. (a) There is hereby designated the Granite Mountains Natural Reserve within the 
monument comprising approximately 9,000 acres as generally depicted on a map entitled 
"Mojave National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed 6", dated May 1991. 

 
(b) Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary of the Interior shall enter into a cooperative 
management agreement with the University of California for the purposes of managing the lands 
within the Granite Mountains Natural Reserve. Such cooperative agreement shall ensure 
continuation of arid lands research and educational activities of the University of California, 
consistent with the provisions of law generally applicable to units of the National Park System. 

 
CONSTRUCTION OF VISITOR CENTER 

 
Sec. 414. The Secretary is authorized to construct a visitor center in the monument for the 
purpose of providing information through appropriate displays, printed material, and other 
interpretive programs, about the resources of the monument. 

 
ACQUISITION OF LANDS 

 
Sec. 415. The Secretary is authorized to acquire all lands and interest in lands within the 
boundary of the monument by donation, purchase, or exchange, except that -- 

 
(1) any lands or interests therein within the boundary of the monument which are owned by the 
State of California, or any political subdivision thereof, may be acquired only by donation or 
exchange except for lands managed by California State Lands Commission; and 

 
(2) lands or interests therein within the boundary of the monument which are not owned by the 
State of California or any political subdivision thereof may be acquired only with the consent of 
the owner thereof unless the Secretary determines, after written notice to the owner and after 
opportunity for comment, that the property is being [*H10970]  developed, or proposed to be 
developed, in a manner which is detrimental to the integrity of the monument or which is 
otherwise incompatible with the purposes of this title. 

 
TITLE V -- NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS 

 
DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS 

 
Sec. 501. The following lands are hereby designated as wilderness in accordance with the 
Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and shall be administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Wilderness Act: 



(1) Death Valley National Park Wilderness, comprising approximately three million one hundred 
eighty-three thousand four hundred and thirty-eight acres, as generally depicted on 23 maps 
entitled "Death Valley National Park Boundary and Wilderness", numbered in the title one 
through twenty-three, and dated September 1991 or prior, and three maps entitled "Death 
Valley National Park Wilderness", numbered in the title one through three, and dated May 1991 
or prior, and which shall be known as the Death Valley Wilderness; 

 
(2) Joshua Tree National Park Wilderness Additions, comprising approximately one hundred 
thirty-one thousand six hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on four maps entitled 
"Joshua Tree National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one 
through four, and dated October 1991 or prior, and which are hereby incorporated in, and which 
shall be deemed to be a part of the Joshua Tree Wilderness as designated by Public Law 94- 
567; and 

 
(3) Mojave National Monument Wilderness, comprising approximately six hundred ninety-four 
thousand five hundred acres, as generally depicted on ten maps entitled "Mojave National Park 
Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through ten, and dated 
September 1991 or prior, and seven maps entitled "Mojave National Park Wilderness -- 
Proposed", numbered in the title one through seven, and dated September 1991 or prior, and 
which shall be known as the Mojave Wilderness. 

 
(4) Upon cessation of all uses prohibited by the Wilderness Act and publication by the Secretary 
in the Federal Register of notice of such cessation, potential wilderness, comprising 
approximately six thousand eight hundred and forty acres, as described in "1988 Death Valley 
National Monument Draft General Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement" 
(hereafter in this title referred to as "Draft Plan") and as generally depicted on map in the Draft 
Plan entitled "Wilderness Plan Death Valley National Monument", dated January 1988, and 
which shall be deemed to be a part of the Death Valley Wilderness as designated in paragraph 
(1). Lands identified in the Draft Plan as potential wilderness shall be managed by the 
Secretary insofar as practicable as wilderness until such time as said lands are designated as 
wilderness. 

 
FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 

 
Sec. 502. Maps and a legal description of the boundaries of the areas designated in section 501 
of this title shall be on file and available for public inspection in the Office of the Director of the 
National Park Service, Department of the Interior, and in the Office of the Superintendent of 
each area designated in section 501. As soon as practicable after this title takes effect, maps of 
the wilderness areas and legal descriptions of their boundaries shall be filed with the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives, and such maps and descriptions shall have the 
same force and effect as if included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical 
and typographical errors in such maps and descriptions. 

 
ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS 

 
Sec. 503. The areas designated by section 501 of this title as wilderness shall be administered 
by the Secretary in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Wilderness Act governing 
areas designated by that title as wilderness, except that any reference in such provision to the 
effective date of the Wilderness Act shall be deemed to be a reference to the effective date of 
this title, and where appropriate, and reference to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the Secretary of the Interior. 

 
TITLE VI -- MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

 
TRANSFER OF LANDS TO RED ROCK CANYON STATE PARK 



 

Sec. 601. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary of the Interior shall transfer to the State of 
California certain lands within the California Desert Conservation Area, California, of the Bureau 
of Land Management, comprising approximately twenty thousand five hundred acres, as 
generally depicted on two maps entitled "Red Rock Canyon State Park Additions 1" and "Red 
Rock Canyon State Park Additions 2", dated May 1991, for inclusion in the State of California 
Park System. Should the State of California cease to manage these lands as part of the State 
Park System, ownership of the lands shall revert to the Department of the Interior to be 
managed as part of the California Desert Conservation Area to provide maximum protection for 
the area's scenic and scientific values. 

 
DESERT LILY SANCTUARY 

 
Sec. 602. (a) There is hereby established the Desert Lily Sanctuary within the California Desert 
Conservation Area, California, of the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approximately two 
thousand forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Desert Lily Sanctuary", dated 
February 1986. The Secretary of the Interior shall administer the area to provide maximum 
protection to the desert lily. 

 
(b) Subject to valid existing rights, Federal lands within the sanctuary, and interests therein, are 
withdrawn from disposition under the public land laws and from entry or appropriation under the 
mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United 
States, and from operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 

 
INDIAN CANYONS NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

Sec. 603. 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS 
 
Sec. 604. In preparing land tenure adjustment decisions with the California Desert Conservation 
Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, the Secretary shall give priority to consolidating 
Federal ownership within the national park units and wilderness areas designated by this Act. 

 
LAND DISPOSAL 

 
Sec. 605. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture may not dispose of any lands within the boundaries of the wilderness, 
park, or monument designated under this Act or grant a right-of-way in any lands within the 
boundaries of the wilderness designated under this Act. Further, none of the lands within the 
boundaries of the wilderness, park, or monument designated under this Act shall be granted to 
or otherwise made available for use by the Metropolitan Water District and any other agencies or 
persons pursuant to the Boulder Canyon Project Act (43 U.S.C. 617-619b) or any similar acts. 

 
MANAGEMENT OF NEWLY ACQUIRED LANDS 

 
Sec. 606. Any lands within the boundaries of a wilderness area designated under this Act which 
are acquired by the Federal Government, shall become part of the wilderness area within which 
they are located and shall be managed in accordance with all the provisions of this Act and other 
laws applicable to such wilderness area. 

 
NATIVE AMERICAN USES 

 
Sec. 607. In recognition of the past use of the parks, monument, and wilderness areas 
designed under this Act by Indian people for traditional cultural and religious purposes, the 
Secretary shall ensure access to such parks, monument, and wilderness areas by Indian people 



for such traditional cultural and religious purposes. In implementing this section, the Secretary, 
upon the request of an Indian tribe or Indian religious community, shall temporarily close to the 
general public use of one or more specific portions of park, monument, or wilderness areas in 
order to protect the privacy of traditional cultural and religious activities in such areas by Indian 
people. Such access shall be consistent with the purpose and intent of Public Law 95-341 (42 
U.S.C. 1996) commonly referred to as the "American Indian Religious Freedom Act", and with 
respect to areas designated as wilderness, the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 
1131). 

 
WATER RIGHTS 

 
Sec. 608. (a) With respect to each wilderness area designated by this Act, Congress hereby 
reserves a quantity of water sufficient to fulfill the purposes of this Act. The priority date of such 
reserved water rights shall be the date of enactment of this Act. 

 
(b) The Secretary of the Interior and all other officers of the United States shall take all steps 
necessary to protect the rights reserved by this section, including the filing by the Secretary of a 
claim for the quantification of such rights in any present or future appropriate stream 
adjudication in the courts of the State of California in which the United States is or may be joined 
and which is conducted in accordance with section 208 of the Act of July 10, 1952 (66 Stat. 560, 
44 U.S.C. 666; commonly referred to as the McCarran Amendment). 

 
(c) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as a relinquishment or reduction of any water rights 
reserved or appropriated by the United States in the State of California on or before the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

 
(d) The Federal water rights reserved by this Act are specific to the wilderness areas located in 
the State of California designated under this Act. Nothing in this Act related to the reserved 
Federal water rights shall be construed as establishing a precedent with regard to any future 
designations, nor shall it constitute an interpretation of any other Act or any designation made 
thereto. 

 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

 
Sec. 609. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this Act. 

 
STATE SCHOOL LANDS 

 
Sec. 610. (a) Upon request of the California State Lands Commission (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as the "Commission"), the Secretary shall enter into negotiations for an agreement to 
exchange Federal lands or interests therein on the list referred to in subsection (b)(2) for 
California State School Lands (hereinafter in this section referred to as "State School Lands") or 
interests therein which are located within the boundaries of one or more of the wilderness 
areas or park units designated by this Act. The Secretary shall negotiate in good faith 
[*H10971] to reach a land exchange agreement consistent with the requirements of section 

206 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 
 
(b) Within 6 months after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall send to the 
Commission and to the Committees a list of the following: 

 
(1) The State School Lands or interests therein (including mineral interests) which are located 
within the boundaries of the wilderness areas or park units designated by this Act. 

 
(2) Lands under the Secretary's jurisdiction to be offered for exchange, including in the following 
priority: 



 

(A) Lands with mineral interests, including geothermal, which have the potential for commercial 
development but which are not currently under mineral lease or producing Federal mineral 
revenues. 

 
(B) Federal lands in California managed by the Bureau of Reclamation that the Secretary 
determines are not needed for any Bureau of Reclamation project. 

 
(C) Any public lands in California that the Secretary, pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976, has determined to be suitable for disposal through exchange. 

 
(c)(1) If an agreement under this section is for an exchange involving five thousand acres or less 
of Federal land or interests therein, or Federal lands valued at less than $5,000,000, the 
Secretary may carry out the exchange in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. 

 
(2) If an agreement under this section is for an exchange involving more than five thousand 
acres of Federal land or interests therein, or Federal land valued at more than $5,000,000, the 
agreement shall be submitted to the Committees, together with a report containing -- 

 
(A) a complete list and appraisal of the lands or interests in lands proposed for exchange; and 

 
(B) a determination that the State School Lands proposed to be acquired by the United States do 
not contain any hazardous waste, toxic waste, or radioactive waste. 

 
(d) An agreement submitted under subsection (c)(2) shall not take effect unless approved by a 
joint resolution enacted by the Congress. 

 
(e) If exchanges of all of the State School Lands are not completed by October 1, 1995, the 
Secretary shall adjust the appraised value of any remaining inholdings consistent with the 
provisions of section 206 of the Federal Land Management Policy Act of 1976. The Secretary shall 
establish an account in the name of the Commission in the amount of such appraised value. Title 
to the State School Lands shall be transferred to the United States at the time such account is 
credited. 

 
(f) The Commission may use the credit in its account to bid, as any other bidder, for excess or 
surplus Federal property to be sold in the State of California in accordance with the applicable 
laws and regulations of the Federal agency offering such property for sale. The account shall be 
adjusted to reflect successful bids under this section or payments or forfeited deposits, penalties, 
or other costs assessed to the bidder in the course of such sales. In the event that the balance in 
the account has not been reduced to zero by October 1, 2000, there are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary for payment to the California State Lands Commission funds 
equivalent to the balance remaining in the account as of October 1, 2000. 

 
(g) As used in this section, the term "Committees" means the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate. 

 
EXCHANGES 

Sec. 611. 

TITLE VII -- DEFINITION 

DEFINITION 



Sec. 701. For the purposes of this Act: 
 
(1) The term "Secretary", unless specifically designated otherwise, means the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

 
(2) The term "public lands" means any land and interest in land owned by the United States and 
administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land Management. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to the substitute is in order except those amendments printed in 
House Report 102-314. Said amendments shall be considered in the order and manner specified 
in said report and shall be considered as read. Debate time specified for each amendment shall 
be equally divided and controlled by the proponent of the amendment and a Member opposed 
thereto. Said amendments shall not be subject to amendment, except that pro forma 
amendments for the purpose of debate shall be in order if offered by the chairman or ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

 
Where House Report 102-314 specifies consideration of amendments en bloc, said amendments 
shall be so considered, and shall not be subject to a demand for a division of the question. 

 
It is in order at any time for the Chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to 
offer amendments en bloc consisting of amendments, and modifications in the text of any 
amendments which are germane thereto, printed in House Report 102-314. The amendments en 
bloc, except for any modifications, shall be considered as read and shall be debatable for 20 
minutes, equally divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

 
The original proponents of the amendments en bloc shall have permission to insert statements in 
the Congressional Record immediately before disposition of the amendments en bloc. Said 
amendments en bloc shall not be subject to amendment or to a demand for a division of the 
question. 

 
The Chair will announce the number of the amendment made in order by the rule in order to give 
notice to the Committee of the Whole as to the order of recognition. 

 
It is now in order to consider amendment No. 1 printed in House Report 102-314. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the nature of a substitute is as follows: 
 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute offered by Mr. LEWIS of California: Strike all after the 
enacting clause and insert the following: 

 
This Act may be cited as the "California Public Lands Wilderness Act". 

Sec. 2. The Congress finds that -- 

(1) many areas of undeveloped public land in California and one parcel in Washoe County, 
Nevada, administered by the Bureau of Land Management have outstanding natural 
characteristics that give them high value as wilderness and that can, if properly managed, 
serve as an enduring resource of wilderness for the benefit of the American people; 



(2) it is in the national interest that these areas be promptly designated as components of the 
National Wilderness Preservation System in order to preserve and maintain them as an 
enduring resource of wilderness to be managed to promote and perpetuate their wilderness 
character and their specific multiple values for natural systems biodiversity, watershed 
preservation, wildlife habitat protection, scenic and historic preservation, scientific research and 
educational use, primitive recreation, solitude, physical and mental challenge, and inspiration for 
the benefit of present and future generations of the American people; and 

 
(3) certain areas of public lands located in Inyo and Riverside Counties, California are 
appropriate for transfer from the Bureau of Land Management to the National Park Service as 
additions to the Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Monuments. 

 
Sec. 3. As used in this Act -- 

 
(1) the term "public lands" shall have the same meaning as defined in section 103(e) of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976; and 

 
(2) the term "Secretary" means the Secretary of the Interior. 

 
Sec. 4. (a) In furtherance of the purposes of the Wilderness Act, the following public lands are 
hereby designated as wilderness, and therefore, as components of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System: 

 
(1) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately fifteen thousand eight hundred and ninety-seven acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-010-026), 
and which shall be known as the Owens Peak Wilderness; 

 
(2) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately ten thousand seven hundred and twenty-one acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Sacatar Meadows Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-010-027), and 
which shall be known as the Sacatar Meadows Wilderness; 

 
(3) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately twenty eight thousand two hundred and ninety-one acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Southern Inyo Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-010-056), 
and which shall be known as the Southern Inyo Wilderness; 

 
(4) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately one thousand nine hundred and eighty-three acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Pinnacles Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-040-303), and which shall 
be known as the Pinnacles Wilderness; 

 
(5) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately  [*H10972]  seven thousand four hundred and forty-three acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Pit River Canyon Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020- 
103), and which shall be known as the Pit River Canyon Wilderness; 

 
(6) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately seven thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Tunnison Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020-311), and 
which shall be known as the Tunnison Mountain Wilderness; 

 
(7) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately thirty seven thousand and fifty-five acres located in Lassen 
County, California, and five hundred and eighty-nine acres located in Washoe County, Nevada, 



as generally depicted on a map entitled "Skedaddle Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020-612), 
and which shall be known as the Skedaddle Wilderness; 

 
(8) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately one thousand one hundred and sixty-one acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "South Warner Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020-708), and which 
shall be known as the South Warner Wilderness; 

 
(9) certain public lands in the Ukiah District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which 
comprise approximately four thousand one hundred and forty-three acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Chemise Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-050-111), and which shall 
be known as the Chemise Mountain Wilderness; 

 
(10) certain public lands in the Ukiah District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, 
which comprise approximately twenty thousand two hundred and forty-eight acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "King Range Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-050-112), and which 
shall be known as the Sacatar Meadows Wilderness; 

 
(11) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately three hundred and forty-four acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Agua Tibia Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060-002), and which 
shall be known as the Agua Tibia Wilderness; 

 
(12) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand eight hundred and seventy-five 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Sawtooth Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CA-060-024B), and which shall be known as the Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(13) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fifteen thousand four hundred and eight acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Carrizo Gorge Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060-025A), 
and which shall be known as the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness; 

 
(14) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately four thousand three hundred and twenty-three acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Western Otay Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CA-060-028), and which shall be known as the Western Otay Mountain Wilderness; 

 
(15) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately six thousand seven hundred and eighty-three acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Southern Otay Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA- 
060-029), and which shall be known as the Southern Otay Mountain Wilderness; 

 
(16) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately three hundred ninety-two thousand six hundred forty- 
three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Saline Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-117), and which shall be known as the Saline Valley Wilderness; 

 
(17) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately two thousand one hundred and fifty-four acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Lower Saline Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
117A), and which shall be known as the Lower Saline Valley Wilderness; 

 
(18) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately thirty five thousand seven hundred and ninety-two 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Sand Spring Proposal", dated June 1988 



(CDCA-119), and which shall be known as the Little Sand Spring Wilderness; 
 
(19) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fifty eight thousand three hundred and ninety-two 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Inyo Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-122), and which shall be known as the Inyo Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(20) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty thousand and thirty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Hunter Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-123), and which shall be 
known as the Hunter Mountain Wilderness; 

 
(21) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately ninety thousand six hundred and twenty-six acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Panamint Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-127), 
and which shall be known as the Panamint Dunes Wilderness; 

 
(22) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fourteen thousand and seventy-nine acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Wild Rose Canyon Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-134), and 
which shall be known as the Wild Rose Canyon Wilderness; 

 
(23) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately forty four thousand five hundred and thirty-six acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Slate Range Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-142), 
and which shall be known as the Slate Range Wilderness; 

 
(24) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty three thousand four acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Funeral Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-143), and 
which shall be known as the Funeral Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(25) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty two thousand eight hundred and eleven acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Greenwater Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
148), and which shall be known as the Greenwater Valley Wilderness; 

 
(26) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately seventy nine thousand eight hundred and sixty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Nopah Range Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
150), and which shall be known as the Nopah Range Wilderness; 

 
(27) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately one hundred twenty one thousand nine hundred and 
twelve acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Owlshead Mountains Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-156), and which shall be known as the Owlshead Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(28) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately thirty two thousand hundred and twenty-five acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Lake Canyon Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
157), and which shall be known as the Little Lake Canyon Wilderness; 

 
(29) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty six thousand one hundred and thirteen acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-158), 
and which shall be known as the Owens Peak Wilderness; 



 
 (30) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately thirteen thousand nine hundred and eight-six acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "El Paso Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
164), and which shall be known as the El Paso Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(31) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty-nine thousand one hundred and thirteen acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Golden Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-170), 
and which shall be known as the Golden Valley Wilderness; 

 
(32) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty thousand two hundred and ninety-one acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Newberry Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
206), and which shall be known as the Newberry Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(33) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately seventeen thousand six hundred and thirty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Rodman Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
207), and which shall be known as the Rodman Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(34) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately eleven thousand sixty-eight  [*H10973] acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Bighorn Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
217), and which shall be known as the Bighorn Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(35) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately six thousand four hundred and ten acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Morongo Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-218), and which shall 
be known as the Morongo Wilderness; 

 
(36) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately eleven thousand one hundred and sixty-nine acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Whitewater Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-218A), and 
which shall be known as the Whitewater Wilderness; 

 
(37) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately thirty-four thousand three hundred and sixty-nine 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Kingston Range Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-222), and which shall be known as the Kingston Range Wilderness; 

 
(38) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately forty-one thousand seven hundred and one acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Cinder Cones Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-239), and 
which shall be known as the Cinder Cones Wilderness; 

 
(39) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately forty-six thousand four hundred and five acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Kelso Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-250), and 
which shall be known as the Kelso Dunes Wilderness; 

 
(40) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately forty-three thousand two hundred and thirty-two acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Bristol/Granite Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-256), and which shall be known as the Bristol/Granite Mountains Wilderness; 



 

(41) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty-four thousand two hundred and thirty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Providence Mountains Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (CDCA-262), and which shall be known as the South Providence Mountains 
Wilderness; 

 
(42) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fifty-nine thousand six hundred and eighty-one acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Providence Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-263), and which shall be known as the Providence Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(43) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately forty-three thousand five hundred and nineteen acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Castle Peaks Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-266), 
and which shall be known as the Castle Peaks Wilderness; 

 
(44) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately thirty-four thousand eight hundred and fifty-four acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Fort Piute Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-267), and 
which shall be known as the Fort Piute Wilderness; 

 
(45) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately one hundred sixteen thousand four hundred and eighty 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Turtle Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-307), and which shall be known as the Turtle Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(46) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately sixty-one thousand eight hundred and fifty-three acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chemehuevi Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-310), and which shall be known as the Chemehuevi Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(47) certain public lands in the Yuma, Arizona District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
located in California, which comprise approximately nine hundred and thirty-eight acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Chemehuevi/Needles Addition Proposal", dated June 1988 
(AZ-050-004), and which shall be known as the Chemehuevi/Needles Addition Wilderness; 

 
(48) certain public lands in the Yuma, Arizona, District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
located in California, which comprise approximately seventy-two thousand sixty-three acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Whipple Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
312), and which shall be known as the Whipple Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(49) certain public lands in the Yuma, Arizona, District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
located in California, which comprise approximately one thousand three hundred and forty-three 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Whipple Mountains Addition Proposal", dated 
June 1988 (AZ-050-010), and which shall be known as the Whipple Mountains Addition 
Wilderness; 

 
(50) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately seventy-five thousand six hundred and sixty-five acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Palen/McCoy Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-325), 
and which shall be known as the Palen/McCoy Wilderness; 

 
(51) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fifty-two thousand seven hundred and eighty-two 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Coxcomb Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-328), and which shall be known as the Coxcomb Mountains Wilderness; 



 
 (52) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fifty-one thousand four hundred and thirty-four acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Eagle Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
334), and which shall be known as the Eagle Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(53) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately forty-seven thousand one hundred and forty acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Santa Rosa Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
341), and which shall be known as the Santa Rosa Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(54) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately seven thousand one hundred and ninety-nine acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Mecca Hills Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-343), and 
which shall be known as the Mecca Hills Wilderness; 

 
(55) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty-eight thousand two hundred and seven acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "Orocopia Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
344), and which shall be known as the Orocopia Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(56) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fifty-seven thousand thirty acres, as generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Chuckwalla Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-348), and which 
shall be known as the Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness; 

 
(57) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately thirty-one thousand four hundred and ninety-three 
acres, including eight hundred and ninety-one acres adjacent to the Wilderness Study Area, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Julian Wash (formerly Indian Pass) Proposal", dated June 
1988 (CDCA-355), and which shall be known as the Julian Wash Wilderness; 

 
(58) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately five thousand four hundred and fifty-five acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Gavilan (formerly Picacho Peak) Proposal", dated June 
1988 (CDCA-355A), and which shall be known as the Gavilan Wilderness; 

 
(59) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty-five thousand seven hundred and sixteen acres, 
as generally depicted on a map entitled "North Algodones Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 
(CDCA-360), and which shall be known as the North Algodones Dunes Wilderness; 

 
(60) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately twenty-six thousand one hundred and twenty-eight 
acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Jacumba Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
368), and which shall be known as the Jacumba Wilderness; 

 
(61) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately fifteen thousand three hundred and fifty-nine acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled "Fish Creek Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
372), and which shall be known as the Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness; and 

 
(62) certain public lands in the Carson City, Nevada, District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
located in California, which comprise approximately five hundred and fifty acres, as generally 
depicted on a map entitled "Carson Iceberg Proposal", dated June 1988 (NV-030-532), and 
which shall be known as the Carson Iceberg Wilderness. 



 

 

(b) The acreages cited in this Act are approximate. In the event of discrepancies between 
acreages cited in this Act and the  [*H10974] acreages depicted on the referenced maps, the 
maps shall control. 

 
(c) The designation of the Skedaddle Wilderness Area by subsection (b)(7) shall not be 
construed or used to restrain current or future activities associated with the adjacent Sierra 
Army Depot. 

 
Sec. 5. As soon as practicable after enactment of this Act, a map and a legal description for each 
designated wilderness area and area added to the National Park System shall be filed by the 
Secretary with the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the United States Senate and 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives, and each such 
map and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this Act, except 
that correction of clerical, and cartographic errors in each such legal description and map may be 
made. Each such map and legal description shall be on file and available for public inspection in 
the Offices of the Director and California State Director, Bureau of Land Management, 
Department of the Interior. 

 
Sec. 6. (a) Subject to valid existing rights, each wilderness area designated by section 4(a) of 
this Act shall be administered by the Secretary of the Interior in accordance with the provisions 
of the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and pursuant to the rules and regulations 
promulgated in implementation thereof. 

 
(b) The following lands are hereby added to the National Park System: 

 
(1) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, 
California, which comprise approximately one hundred and three thousand eight hundred acres, 
as described in the Bureau of Land Management's Monument Environmental Impact Statement, 
1989, and generally depicted on maps entitled "Proposed Additions to National Park System 
Death Valley National Monument, 1989", are hereby incorporated in, and shall be deemed to be 
a part of Death Valley National Monument; and 

 
(2) certain public lands which comprise approximately four thousand eight hundred acres, as 
described in the Bureau of Land Management's Monument Environmental Impact Statement, 
1989, and generally depicted on a map entitled "Proposed Addition to National Park System 
Joshua Tree National Monument, 1989", are hereby incorporated in, and shall be deemed to be a 
part of Joshua Tree National Monument. 

 
(c) Upon enactment of this Act, the lands described in subsection (b) of this section, are, by 
operation of law and without consideration, transferred to the administrative jurisdiction of the 
National Park Service. The boundaries of the California Desert District; Death Valley National 
Monument and Joshua Tree National Monument are adjusted accordingly. The areas added to the 
National Park System by this section shall be administered in accordance with the provisions of 
law generally applicable to units of the National Park System. 

 
(d) The Secretary shall, within a reasonable period of time, prepare plans to manage each 
designated wilderness area. 

 
(e) For purposes of this Act, any reference in the Wilderness Act to the effective date of that 
Act shall be deemed to be a reference to the date of enactment of this Act. 

 
Sec. 7. Any lands within the boundaries of a wilderness area established by this Act that are 
acquired by the United States after the date of enactment of this Act shall become part of the 
wilderness area within which they are located and shall be managed in accordance with all the 
provisions of this Act and other laws applicable to such wilderness area. 



 

 

Sec. 8. Except as otherwise provided in this Act, and subject to valid exiting rights, all Federal 
lands established as wilderness by this Act and all lands within wilderness areas designated 
by this Act which are hereafter acquired by the United States are hereby withdrawn from all 
forms of entry, appropriation, or disposal under the public lands laws, including the mining, 
mineral leasing, geothermal leasing, and material sales laws. 

 
Sec. 9. (a) Nothing in this Act designating lands as wilderness shall constitute or be construed 
to constitute either an express or implied reservation of water or water rights for wilderness 
purposes. The United States may acquire such water rights as it deems necessary to carry out its 
responsibilities on any lands designated as wilderness pursuant to the substantive and 
procedural requirements of the laws of the States of California and Nevada as appropriate. 

 
(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to limit the exercise of water rights as provided under 
California and Nevada State laws as appropriate. 

 
Sec. 10. (a) Military aircraft testing and training activities as well as demilitarization activities in 
California are an important part of the national defense system of the United States, and are 
essential in order to secure for the American people of this and future generations an enduring 
and viable national defense system. 

 
(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demilitarization 
activities and the overflight of military aircraft over areas designated in this Act as the 
components of the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

 
(c) The designation by this Act of wilderness areas in the State of California shall not restrict 
military overflights of wilderness areas for the purposes of military testing and training. 

 
(d) The fact that military overflights can be seen or heard shall not preclude such activities over 
the wilderness areas designated by this Act. 

 
(e) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demilitarization 
activities at Sierra Army Depot which is located adjacent to areas designated in this Act as 
components of the National Wilderness Preservation System and the fact that such 
demilitarization activities can be detected from within the adjacent wilderness areas shall not 
preclude such activities. 

 
Sec. 11. In recognition of the past use of portions of the wilderness areas designated by this 
Act by Indian people for traditional cultural and religious purposes, the Secretary shall assure 
access to the wilderness areas by Indian people for traditional cultural and religious purposes. 
In implementing this section, the Secretary, upon the request of an appropriate Indian tribe or 
Indian religious community, may from time to time temporarily close to general public use one 
or more specific portions of wilderness areas in order to protect the privacy of religious cultural 
activities in such areas by Indian people. Any such closure shall be made so as to affect the 
smallest practicable area for the minimum period necessary for such purposes. 

 
Sec. 12. The Congress finds and directs that all public lands in the State of California 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management have been adequately studied for wilderness 
designation pursuant to sections 202 and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 and those lands not designated as wilderness by this Act are no longer subject to the 
requirements contained in section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
for management of wilderness study areas in a manner that does not impair the suitability of 
such areas for preservation as wilderness and shall be managed for their other resource values 
in accordance with land management plans development pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act; or as part of the National Park System pursuant to section 6 of this Act. 



 

Sec. 13. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this Act. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentlemen from California [Mr. Lewis] will be recognized for 
30 minutes, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
 
Mr. Chairman, as we have suggested on several occasions, this amendment by way of a 
substitute, which has been approved, is a direct reflection of that public process whereby a major 
cross-section of interests who are concerned about the California desert held public hearings 
over a period of years, spent $8 million of the taxpayers' money to analyze and resolve the 
conflicts involved in a controversy such as this. They were ordered by the Congress to come 
forth with a bill. They have come forth with a bill. 

 
The committee has not chosen to take up the bill or consider its passage from the subcommittee 
or the full committee process. Because of that, we have had to essentially put that measure in a 
substitute, in an attempt to first make some sense out of the desert-planning process and make 
certain that whatever bill was passed had a chance at least to reflect the truly critical interests 
that lie in the California desert. 

 
The bill that we have by way of this substitute involves 62 wilderness areas covering 2.3 million 
acres. As I have said several times this evening and on other occasions, this would be the largest 
wilderness area to be established in the continental United States, if it were to pass into law. 
And it reflects the need to protect many a delicate area in the California desert. 

 
I mentioned to my colleagues that the reason that we are most intently opposed to H.R. 2929 is 
because it is a bill that reflects the excess of a very few in the environmental movement. They 
walked away from the public process and essentially took their original proposal or over a decade 
ago and introduced it by way of legislation in the other body. 

 
Over the last several years, that measure has not been successful. The author of this bill, 2929, 
announced early in the year that he had a grand compromise that would solve some of those 
problems. The grand compromise makes almost no difference from that original bill and, indeed, 
it reflects none of the public input that we have been discussing. 

 
[*H10975] As a practical fact, it is important to point up some of the difficulties of that bill in 

terms of excess. 
 
In my judgment, H.R. 2929 is an ill-timed and underfunded expansion of the National Park 
System. H.R. 2929 creates a new 1.5-million acre national monument in the East Mojave at a 
time when the National Parks and Conservation Association has identified a $2 billion operations 
and maintenance backlog within the existing part structure as their most critical, their most 
critical priority. 

 
By their own estimate, in East Mojave alone the Park Service would have to spend $16 million to 
acquire 116,000 acres of private land. The $16 million does not improve the properties. It merely 
compensates the existing owners for loss of their property interest. 

 
It also adds 1.3 million acres to the Death Valley National Monument and 2,000 acres to the 
Joshua Tree National Monument, when the Park Service supports a more manageable and quality 
addition of 108,600 acres. 

 
The alternative is to leave the East Mojave as a BLM management national scenic area, a 



 

designation which preserves its traditional character and heritage while creating seven 
permanent wilderness areas totaling 293,000 acres. That is what the Park Service wants; that 
is what the Department of Defense supports. They oppose H.R. 2929. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. McCandless]. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Permit me a little latitude here. I was born, raised, except for my time in school and the service, 
in the desert. I live in the desert and, if everything goes right, I will die in the desert. 

 
My roots go back to 1900 when my grandfather homesteaded in this general area. I went to 
school in a one-room schoolhouse while living with my grandparents. I rode a horse, did not ride 
a bus to school. And we ate rattlesnake and rabbits and other things because things were kind of 
tough in those days. 

 
I mention this to my colleagues because with all due respect to those who live in New York or 
some other distant place, the desert means much more to me because of what I have related 
than it can possibly mean to those type of people who have not had these kinds of experiences. 

 
So when we talk about the rape of the desert or we talk about wilderness areas, I relate to 
those things. 

 
I would like to share with my colleagues an experience I had with the Bureau of Land 
Management, when I spent 2 days going through in detail each of the wilderness areas that 
were being proposed by our bill and being proposed by our opponents' bill. 

 
We looked at many of these areas. We said, yes, the study on this area says we need to have this 
as a wilderness area. We would fly on and here is another area and they said, well, we do not 
feel that this area is justified, even though it is in the other person's bill, because a road goes 
right through it. And if we notice down there there is a little shack, and there happened to be at 
that point two cars next to the shack. 

 
My interpretation is that wilderness area is pristine, something that has not been inhabited by 
man, something that is as near perfect as possible, not something that has been inhabited and 
used and continued to be used by the public over a period of time. 

 
Many of the areas in question in my opponents' bill meet this definition. I personally saw these 
on a map and looking out of the window of a helicopter. So these are some of the things I take 
into consideration when I think in terms of what people say about us, on that side of the aisle, 
do not have a sensitivity to these areas. 

 
Let me talk a little bit about that portion of the desert that I represent, roughly in this 
wilderness study area about 50 miles by 200 miles. Right through the middle of that going in 
an east-western direction is the old Butterfield stage route, one of the main routes during the 
westward movement of our country. And later, as the name implies, a stagecoach route. 

 
The wilderness area in question that is being proposed for that area is not wilderness at all. It 
is the part of the Butterfield stage route of great age and prominence used to a large degree by 
four-wheel-drive people as an outing on weekends, and many of these four-wheel-drive clubs are 
clubs that utilize the family unit as a means of recreation, as my colleague has said. They are 
working people, and this is their way of recreating. 

 
So when we talk about the naval gunnery range, we are talking about adjacent to the naval 
gunnery range putting in some wilderness areas that have no concept as I understand 
wilderness areas of meeting the necessary criteria. They have been utilized ever since the 



 

westward movement by people coming in covered wagons and later in other ways. 
 
That is one of the problems that I have with the study and the basis upon which this particular 
plan is designated. 

 
Let us talk a little bit about the Joshua Tree National Monument as it currently exists. There is a 
proposal to expand this monument and make it a national park. It would be certainly fine to 
make it a national park. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] has talked about the shortage 
of problems relative to that. The proposed expansion of Joshua Tree National Monument is very 
impractical, because a great deal of that being proposed for expansion is either currently being 
lived in or has been lived in at some time, and has no bearing or relationship to what is a 
national park or a Joshua Tree National Monument expansion is intended to try to accomplish for 
the benefit for the public. 

 
We have talked about all of the land use and the attitudes and ideas and thoughts of people 
relative to the desert, and I must say in all candidness, this all seems to focus down to one big 
picture and one major magazine, motorcycles going across the desert in herds. 

 
I bet Members to take this into consideration, that there are nuts and bolts to this that have not 
been considered, that are not proper with respect to the land use. And it is currently a part of 
this desert that all of us have enjoyed, not at the expense of the desert. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I might consume. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I must say I am very much interested in this recreation of history that seems to 
be taking place here on the floor during the last hour. I will begin my remarks by talking about 
the process. 

 
I have heard from the other side that the Lewis substitute was not given a chance, the Lewis 
substitute was not heard, that the Lewis substitute never had an opportunity. The fact is my 
committee held a hearing on the Lewis substitute and on H.R. 2929. It did that at the request of 
the minority. Both bills were heard at the same time in committee, in September, and both had 
ample testimony. In fact, the Lewis substitute was in order as an amendment in the 
subcommittee when the subcommittee met. It was sitting at the desk, but no member of the 
minority sought to introduce the substitute either as an amendment or as a substitute at that 
time. 

 
At the Rules Committee, the gentleman from California stated that the reason he did not do that 
was because he did not have the votes. Sometimes around here you do not have the votes. But 
that is not saying that there was not due process. Every possible opportunity was given, not just 
for this proposal, but over the course of the past 6 years that this bill has been around. That is 
right, 6 years. My colleague from California, Mr. Levine, and I did not have a conversation 2 
months ago and decide to have a desert bill. It has been here for 6 years, and it has been 
examined from every possible angle. There have been six hearings, three of those hearings 
having been in California and 500 people have testified. 

 
Earlier this year when I was designated by our committee to be the person on our committee in 
charge of this legislation I decided not to just take that proposal that had been around and run 
with it, but I decided as a matter of fairness and as a matter of building on the record to go 
ahead and question everything in the bill, [*H10976] and to try and find out if there were ways 
we could modify it that would meet specific objections. We did that, I talked to every interest in 
California involved in the desert. The door was always open, and the results of that process are 
reflected in this bill. 

 
Last year this bill was opposed by every utility in California. Now not one single utility, major 
utility is in opposition to this bill. In fact, Southern California Gas expressly supports the bill. 



 

Why? Because we have gone in, and we have taken care of their problems. We have opened up 
the corridors. We gave them an opportunity to be heard, and we responded. 

 
The same thing goes for the mining interests. In case after case we have accommodated mining 
interests in this bill, and those have gone away. 

 
Of course we have not been able to accommodate everybody 100 percent, all of the time. That is 
the nature of the process. But the process has been followed meticulously. 

 
A year ago the State teachers were opposed to this bill. Now the State teachers retirement 
system is in support of this bill. Why? Because we opened the door. We talked to them. We 
made the necessary changes and we moved forward. 

 
We removed 271,000 acres, and in the en bloc amendment we will take another 160,000 out of 
that proposal. We have removed 75,000 acres for off-road vehicle use that was not included in 
the other bill, 114 miles. And yes, as I stated earlier and will state again now, no active mines 
are within any wilderness boundaries. Valid existing mining claims are protected in wilderness 
and parks. However, we have eliminated 73,400 more acres for certain mining interests. We 
have gone out of our way, whether it was with the grazing issue and the cattlemen, whether it 
was with the State teachers, with the utilities, the mining interests, the off-road people. I could 
go on and on, we have met their objections, accommodated their interests where it was in the 
interest of moving this bill forward, where it was in the interest of solving the problem and 
moving the bill forward, and that is the issue here. 

 
The other side claims that what they want is a dialog. This bill has been around for 6 years. It 
has had all of those hearings. It is not dialog that the other side wants, it is delay, delay, delay. 

 
Delay is disaster for the desert and delay stops today. Delay stops in 1 hour when we have the 
opportunity to vote on the Lewis amendment. 

 
I have a great deal of respect for Jerry Lewis. He has been a friend of mine for many years. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. I have a great deal of respect for the gentleman, and that is one of the 
reasons I am going to keep my time. 

 
I want to say that the gentleman genuinely believes in protecting the desert. I have no questions 
at all as to his motives, and I know that on these issues he knows whereof he speaks. And I 
certainly hope that as this process unfolds itself beyond this day, and in the final end, Jerry Lewis 
and I can be standing together and supporting this bill. I hope that, but I am not going to give 
away everything in the meantime to get that. 

 
Very soon, in less than an hour on this floor is the moment of truth for the desert. We are going 
to have to decide whether we want a plan that provides real protection, a plan that has been 
worked out over the years, and intensely in the last few months, or whether we want a sham, 
business as usual, that only protects those areas that need protection the least, and leaves 
unprotected the most fragile parts of the ecosystem. 

 
Reject the Lewis amendment. Support the committee bill. It is the right thing to do for California 
and for our natural heritage. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I might mention that the gentleman excluded radio and 
TV cameras from the district in those hearings we are talking about and did not allow the local 
supervisor from the district to testify. It was an open process, of course. 



 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas], who represents 
the California Desert. 

(Mr. THOMAS of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I guess we have inflated things around here so much 
that putting 2.3 million acres into wilderness is a sham, that it does not mean anything, that it 
is not worth anything, that H.R. 3066 represents delay. 

 
What H.R. 3066 represents was the mandate of this Congress in 1976. What H.R. 3066 
represents is the process the American people participated in. 

 
I was at those hearings. Boy, I would have loved to have had a TV camera in there. In fact, you 
folks probably still have scars on your body, some of them which could be shown in places where 
people do look, but given the people who were there, and their resentment over what you were 
doing to the process, I am sure it left some scars in places that you would not allow people to 
look. 

 
Those were the hearings that we had in California. I was there. I know what the people who live 
and work in the desert said to you people in public hearings, but what I heard was the fact that 
the gentleman from Minnesota said that no one can argue with their bill. 

 
Is that not the way it is around here? No one can argue with their definition of what is right. No 
one can argue with what we do with lands in your district, including not consulting you. This is 
not the first time it has happened to me. 

 
I represent a district that goes from the Pacific Ocean to the Nevada border. Every time there is 
a wilderness bill in California, almost every time, I am involved in terms of my district and not 
involved in terms of an active participant. It happened just a few months ago. They said, "Well, 
we didn't know you represented that portion of that particular county." 

 
There have been bills come through here where people who represent the area have not 
participated. But let me tell you, somebody can argue with H.R. 2929. 

 
As I said, the Secretary of Defense said that H.R. 2929 is unacceptable. Even if you take the 
amendments, it is unacceptable. 

 
In that same letter, the Secretary of the Army, the Acting Secretary of Defense, said they 
support H.R. 3066. 

 
In fact, he said the reason for the extraordinary success of the U.S. Armed Forces in the desert 
of Iraq and Kuwait was a direct result of the extensive training in the desert of California. Victory 
in combat depends upon effective training. The effective training of the U.S. Armed Forces today 
depends upon military facilities in California. 

 
Enactment of H.R. 3066 would assist in insuring effective training at military facilities in 
California. Enactment of H.R. 2929, even with the amendments, would degrade the effectiveness 
of military training at those facilities, and they urge the Members to oppose, even with the 
amendments, H.R. 2929. 

 
Somebody argues with it. Those people who use it for national defense argue with it. They do not 
argue with H.R. 3066. We put away 2.3 million acres. We did it intelligently. We did not say take 
a portion of wilderness represented by BLM and put it in the National Park Service, even though 
there is a 9,000-foot mountain range separating those two areas and no roads to traverse it. 

 
We do not care, they say, that the National Park Service has to drive 150 miles around it to 



 

police the area, and that on average the National Park Service takes about $10.50 to police an 
acre, but BLM and wilderness takes about $2.50, and BLM has a station at Big Pine 40 miles 
away. 

 
Now, at some point there is supposed to be a compromise. The proponents of H.R. 2929 have 
said they entered into that compromise, yet we are going to see a whole series of amendments 
that ask to make fundamental changes, and the military has said after you make those changes 
that you are willing to offer, H.R. 2929 is still unacceptable. H.R. 3066 is acceptable. 

 
[*H10977] There are no amendments available for H.R. 3066. It went through the process. The 

public had input. It is just that what I heard from the chairman of this new committee was that 
we allowed the bill to be heard. The bill that came from the administration, that went through 
the process that Congress authorized, you allowed it to be heard. 

 
I want to tell you, a couple years ago we were over on the Senate side in opposition to the 
Senate bill at that time, of which H.R. 2929 is a model, and before the committee we pleaded 
with the chairman of that committee. We said, "Senator, we don't have an alternative bill. We 
are waiting for the process to be completed." 

 
That Senator said, "I have a bill in front of me, and if there isn't an opposing bill, we are going to 
move this bill." 

 
You folks jumped the tracks, and I understand why you jumped the tracks. 

 
The gentleman attended the hearings there. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] was in 
Inyo County. The gentleman heard what those people had to say. A number of them were upset 
about what was going on. A number of them supported it, but there was a give and a take to the 
process, the process of give and take, everybody is culminated in H.R. 3066. 

 
The only reason it does not stay on the same plane as H.R. 2929 is in large part because of who 
represents the area itself, who runs the committees in this place, and the attitude some of you 
have about what representation is supposed to be about. 

 
It is the old saying, "What is mine is mine, and what is yours is mine." That is where we are 
going with H.R. 2929. 

 
Please take a look at H.R. 3066, 2.3 million acres, the culmination of a public process. The 
military is happy, everybody is happy. 

 
In fact, the only people who are not happy with H.R. 3066 are the people whose names are on 
H.R. 2929. 

 
Please take a look at H.R. 3066, 2.3 million acres, the culmination of a public process. The 
military is happy, everybody is happy. 

 
In fact, the only people who are not happy with H.R. 3066 are the people whose names are on 
H.R. 2929. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. 
Abercrombie]. 

 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the amendment and in favor of the California 
Desert Protection Act. 

 
I would like to put a human dimension, if you will, on all this. I hope that the Members will 
recognize that there are people in California who very much favor this act. There are people like 



 

my mother who has lived in the desert, lived in Palm Springs, loves the desert as much as 
anybody else who comes from that area does, and for people on the floor to characterize that 
those who are in favor of this bill are somehow less committed to the desert and the mountains 
and the people and the animals and the species that are there is simply unfair and untrue. 

 
My father rode in those mountains and in that desert for more than 20 years. He loved it, and I 
am rising today in support of that in memory of my father and my mother today. She stands 
there in Palm Springs and expects me and expects this Congress to look to the future. She is in 
her eighties. Her time on this Earth is coming to an end and she expects us in the U.S. Congress 
to be looking out for our children and our children's future and her nephew who is in northern 
California, who comes to southern California to the desert, to the mountains, to camp out, to 
take photographs, to hike, and reveres that area. Whether it is someone in their twenties, my 
nephew, whether it is someone in their eighties like my mother, they love this area and they 
want this area protected and they want to see that the future is preserved, not for exploitation, 
not for those who want to take something out of the desert to make a profit out of it, but to 
profit all the people in terms of what is best in this country, best for the desert, best for 
California, best for the United States, that respects what this Congress is all about and what it 
should be doing. 

 
Let us see what it does not do. It does not stop military overflights or prevent any military 
activities necessary to the security of the United States. 

 
I sit on the Armed Services Committee and I can say that is true. 

 
It does not require a large appropriation or purchase of any land or adversely impacts hunting or 
existing water rights. That happens to be the fact of the matter. If you want to disagree with the 
judgment, disagree with the judgment, but to characterize those of us who support it as in any 
way endangering the national security is a base canard. 

 
What it will do is protect California's magnificent desert. It will create the Mojave National 
Monument. It will upgrade the national park status of the Joshua Tree and Death Valley 
Monuments. It will create 76 wilderness areas and protect 2,500 species of plant and animal 
life. 

 
The plain fact of the matter is that support for this bill is to support what is best about 
preservation in national parks, what is best about environmental preservation for the future and 
does not endanger in any way, shape or form, nor offer the opportunity in any way, shape or, 
form, for anything less. 

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

 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Yes, of course, I yield to the gentleman from California. 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman knows that the establishment of the buffer 
zones around Chino Lake and Chocolate Mountains are affected by H.R. 2929 and prevents the 
bombing and the use of the Chocolate Mountains. 

 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. No national security is involved in any way, shape, or form. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I rise today because I was able to use those routes. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gentleman has a different opinion, he is entitled to it. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Because I was able to use those routes. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gentleman has a different opinion, he is entitled to it. 



 

 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Hunter]. 

 
(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham], my friend, 
the distinguished Member from San Diego and Navy top gun, to give his opinion with respect the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the bombing ranges that are in question under the Lehman bill. 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I flew 21 years using those ranges. I provided and drew up 
some of the training routes, know exactly how they are affected and how they are not affected. 

 
There is not a buffer range around China Lake or Chocolate Mountain. That actually endangers 
people's lives. 

 
We have lost people to Mark-82's, that is a 500-pound bomb, and Mark-83's, which is a 1,000- 
pound bomb. That not only affects the military, it affects civilians who want to use the camping 
areas around it. If that is not important to my colleague from Hawaii, saving human lives, I do 
not know what is. 

 
There is an unpaved movement corridor from Fort Irwin to the Marine Corps Base at Twenty-nine 
Palms. This is where we test all of our latest weapons and missiles that are used out of Point 
Magoo and the training range. That is critical to these areas. 

 
Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman, and I will yield very briefly to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Levine]. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. I simply want to ask the gentleman if he is aware of a letter submitted 
to me by the chairman of the Committee on Armed Services, who unfortunately was unable to 
stay. I will ask unanimous consent to include this letter in the Record. 

 
In a nutshell, the letter emphasizes the importance of training in the California desert. 

The CHAIRMAN. That particular request has to be made in the House. 

[*H10978] Mr. LEVINE of California. Fine. Without submitting the letter, let me ask if the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter] is aware of this and if the gentleman is aware that the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed Services, having reviewed this bill, supports it and believes 
it does not compromise national security? 

 
Mr. HUNTER. Let me reclaim my time and simply say to the gentleman, the gentleman who is 
talking right now is the gentleman who has flown Navy aircraft over the Chocolate Mountains, he 
is a top fighter pilot in the U.S. Navy, he knows what it is to have accidents with heavy 
ordnance. He has reviewed the proposed new wilderness areas that are adjacent to the 
Chocolate Mountain gunnery range, and I would rely on that gentleman before I would rely on a 
staff recommendation made in the House of Representatives. 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield further? 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
 
Mr. Chairman, I also say to my colleague, remind him that this is the same chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services, by the way, my chairman, who wants to give $1 billion to the 



 

Soviet Union out of the defense area. And this is also a Democrat-controlled committee. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 

Let me simply say to my colleagues we are talking once again about a lockout of middle America, 
middle-class people from the desert. 

 
The gentleman from Hawaii talked about his mother being able to enjoy the desert, and he made 
a good point. I would like to mention a lady named Ida Little, from Imperial Valley, who is 84 
years old, who gives wildflower tours in the desert. There is a difference between her and other 
people, young people who can carry backpacks and hoof it. She has to ride in a Jeep. 

 
People like Ida Little are going to be locked out of the massive enclosures of wilderness. There 
is no way that you can go into the south Algondones dunes and enjoy that territory. People like 
Ida Little and literally thousands of families who have recreation in the desert cannot go fly 
fishing in New Zealand, cannot go surfing in Australia, but who on a Sunday or a Saturday will 
drive into the California desert for a little time away from their bosses, they are going to find 
themselves locked out by a policy that is essentially an elitist policy, a policy that is driven by 
people who live in condominiums in New York, San Francisco, and other places in this country 
who do not realize that blue-collar America needs areas to go and re-create. 

 
They can do that now in the California desert. The Lewis alternative that reserves 2.5 million 
acres for wilderness certainly is a balanced alternative. 

 
In my case, the north Algondones dunes are going to be preserved under the Lewis alternative 
as wilderness. All of the species will be preserved under that particular plan. 

 
Once again, this is a lockout bill, it locks out blue-collar America, it is elitist. And at a time when 
we have lost 114,000 blue-collar jobs, throwing those families out of work in California, the last 
thing we should be doing is closing up their places where they have a little chance for recreation. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
DeFazio]. 

 
Mr. DeFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

 
Mr. Chairman, recent hearings before Representative Sikorski's subcommittee have exposed the 
fact that our professional land management agencies have been politicized under Reagan and 
Bush more so than at any time since we adopted civil service reforms earlier in this century. 

 
Professional land managers have been silent for fear of their jobs. Instead of dispassionate, 
professional, evenhanded opinions, we get political documents rewritten by higher-ups, people 
on Vice President Quayle's Competitive Council. 

 
The administration now claims that the National Park Service does not believe the East Mojave 
qualifies for inclusion in the park system. It is a ridiculous and unfounded claim that flies in the 
face of recommendations by professional staff of both the Park Service and BLM, whose reports 
state unequivocally that the Mojave fully qualifies for park or monument status. 

 
In 1979 the BLM report says: 

 
It is the conclusion of the desert plan staff that cultural and natural resource values of the East 
Mojave study area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily qualifies for national park 
or monument status. 

 
When the California Desert Protection Act was first introduced in 1986, the Park Service 



 

conducted a study to determine if the Mojave met the criteria for inclusion in the National Park 
System. Based on this study, the western regional director of the Park Service submitted a 
detailed report to the Park Service Director, which is summarized by this statement: 

 
The proposed Mojave National Park meets the criteria and would be a worthy and valuable 
addition to the National Park System. We recommend its addition to the National Park System. 

 
Recommend, I repeat. 

 
Just 2 months ago that same western regional director, now retired, testified that the Park 
Service support of the Mojave was being misrepresented to the public and the Congress by the 
current administration. 

 
Reject the substitute, reject the politicization and this warping of the views of the professional 
agencies. 

 
Let us listen to the professionals and adopt the base bill. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman from California 
[Ms. Pelosi]. 

 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield to me? 

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

(Mr. BENNETT asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
 
MR. BENNETT. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF THIS MUCH NEEDED LEGISLATION. I 
WOULD LIKE TO SHARE SOME PARAGRAPHS FROM A MANUSCRIPT BOOK I WROTE WHILE IN 
THE HOSPITAL AT THE END OF WORLD WAR II. THESE PARAGRAPHS DESCRIBE THE MOJAVE 
DESERT WHERE I TRAINED IN 1943 FOR COMBAT IN THE DESERTS OF AFRICA. HOWEVER, WE 
ACTUALLY FOUGHT IN NEW GUINEA AND THE PHILIPPINES. THE PARAGRAPHS I SHARE WITH 
YOU ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

 
We arrived in the desert as the sun was setting behind the deep blue mountains in the distance. 
The chaplain spread the altar cloth over the hood of a jeep and we had a brief service before 
turning in under the stars for our first night in this once empty sea of sand, now peopled by 
thousands of soldiers sleeping more or less quietly side by side. 

 
Before leaving the desert I was assigned to Anti Tank Company and with them I went through 
the infiltration course and fired the 37 mm guns. This was in addition to the endless work in the 
PX's -- clerking and cleaning up, purchasing and bookkeeping. 

 
One Sunday I took the greater part of the day off and went on a prospecting hunt in the 
mountains, looking for semiprecious stones. I borrowed the entrenching pick with which we 
cracked ice at the PX, and slung a desert water bag over my shoulder for drinking water. I came 
back with lot of blister, a dulled pick and no valuable stones. Anyway it was a change from the 
mercantile business. 

 
I was surprised to find how many things live in the desert. There were a great many different 
kinds of flowering cacti. One was particularly attractive with crisp yellow-green petals and bright 
yellow centers. There were plenty of greaswood bushes and every hundred or so acres there 
would be a smoke tree suggesting a short stationary column of smoke until you came up close. 

 
There were coyotes, too, and some of the boys got coyote pups for pets as well as horned toads, 
many other types of lizards and some snakes. There were furry gophers and pack rats. One 



 

morning I found a little kangaroo mouse that had trapped himself in a pop bottle. we had to 
break the bottle to get him out. 

 
On my hike to the mountains I saw several jack rabbits. They would bound ahead of me and 
then pause to look back at me, repeating the process over and over. 

 
The heat was terrific in the day but it was quite cold at night. When you sat down on your cot a 
huge cloud of dust would get up to let you have the seat. Water was scarce but we got along 
somehow. Of Course bathing in helmets was the usual procedure for settling the dust on your 
body. That is about all it did. 

 
Women scarcely ever came near out camp but once I did see one under unusual circumstances. 
The wind had blown down the canvas from around our box latrine. A young lady came by looking 
for her husband's tent and she carried on quiet a conversation with a soldier enthroned on the 
latrine, [*H10979] which apparently she did not recognize as such. 

 
There was majesty in the beauty of our desert -- the brilliant purple of encircling mountains on a 
clear, early morning; full daylight's pastel colors in the distance, mostly azure-grey pink, 
lavender, orange and light brown; the intense blue of the peaks at dusk like something done by 
Maxfield Parrish; midnight's deep and sparkling sky, steel blue ranges and soft grey carpets of 
sand, stretching easily and endlessly in starlit and moonlit swells and shallows. What I saw 
reminded me of the face of an oldster who has lived fully and well through tribulations -- 
strength, grandeur and dignified handsomeness spoke from every line, every ridge and every 
hollow. 

 
Our 3 months in the desert came to a close and we chugged off to a California port of 
embarkation. There I became a platoon leader in reality instead of mostly on paper. I was 
assigned the third platoon of Anti Tank Company. With the exception of guerrilla activity in the 
Philippines I stayed with this platoon throughout the war. They were in every way extraordinary 
and wonderful men. 

 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in support of the California Desert Protection Act 
which is before us today. 

 
H.R. 2929 is a compromise bill that maintains the sanctity of wilderness, protects park land, 
and allows diverse multiple-use activities in other areas of the desert. 

 
Legislation to protect the California desert has been proposed during the last three Congresses 
and we can hail its consideration on the floor today as a major success for all those who have 
worked to forge this unique compromise. Chairman George Miller, Subcommittee Chairman 
Lehman, and Congressman Levine have accomplished what many believed to be the impossible. 
Their efforts to accommodate the many interests and activities in the desert, such as grazing, 
mining, offroad vehicle use, has resulted in a fair compromise that addresses these diverse 
interests. 

 
A recent statewide poll by the Field Institute confirmed that 75 percent of Californians support 
greater protection of the desert environment. The public overwhelmingly supports this public 
land protection measure. 

 
H.R. 2929 will preserve, as open space, park, and wilderness areas in approximately one-third 
of the 25-million-acre desert region of southern California. 

 
The California desert is an incomparable landscape that is home to hundreds of species of 
wildlife, plant life, the world's largest Joshua tree forest and mammoth sand dunes. H.R. 2929 
will create 76 new wilderness areas and add 3 million acres of desert as national park lands. 



 

Our actions today will determine the future of the unique California desert ecosystem. By voting 
for H.R. 2929, we can preserve a public treasure for all time. Future generations deserve nothing 
less. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to join me in voting for H.R. 2929. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. 
Bilbray]. 

 
Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding this time to me, and I rise in 
support of the California bill. 

 
I think it is a good bill. It protects the fragile ecology of the desert. I live in the southern desert 
myself. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I note that the substitute bill also includes part of Nevada. I was not really 
consulted on this. I really think we should have been consulted on this, that they should have 
talked to a person from Nevada before including Nevada as part of the bill. 

 
1940 

 
Mr. Chairman, I was just wondering if the Representative of southern California would tell me 
why Nevada, the Representative from Nevada, this was not discussed with him. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I must respond to my colleague, the gentleman from 
Nevada [Mr. Bilbray], by saying, "You may not recall, but, when we were discussing your 
problems relative to the San Bernardino highway system, I discussed the desert bill with you as 
well. It just may have been that the highway package was much more important to you. We did 
discuss it. I'm sorry if I didn't make the item clear at the time, but we have discussed the 
matter." 

 
Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman describe the areas that are included in Nevada 
because I do not know this area very well? Could he give me a little explanation of it? 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to describe the area in detail, but we do 
not have much time. I ask the gentleman, "Why don't you just come over here, and we'll talk 
about it?" 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Vento]. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the Lewis amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

 
This substitute has many shortcomings, both in what it would do and in what it would leave 
undone. 

 
In the desert, it would not provide sufficient protection for important wilderness areas that 
would be protected under the bill as reported from the Interior Committee. It also would not give 
national monument status to the very special and unique East Mojave area. 

 
Over the last 4 years, the Interior Committee has very thoroughly considered and analyzed 
many varied proposals for future management of the public lands in the California desert area, 
including the administration proposals as embodied in the Lewis amendment. A particular focus 
in our deliberations has been what management should be provided for the East Mojave. We 
took account of a 1979 report by BLM that concluded that the: "cultural and natural resource 



 

values of the East Mojave study area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily 
qualified for national park or monument status." We took account of a 1987 conclusion by the 
professional staff of the National Park Service that the areas met the required criteria specified in 
the Park Service's management policies, and that the area would be a worthy and valuable 
addition to the National Park System. 

 
On the basis of such studies and conclusions, and on the basis of very extensive hearings, 
including three hearings in California where we heard from hundreds and hundreds of witnesses, 
the Interior Committee voted for designation of the East Mojave as a national monument. 

 
National monument status for the East Mojave is a very important part of the committee's 
decisions about future management of the California desert. The House should reject the Lewis 
amendment, which in this and other ways does not do what needs to be done for the desert. 

 
The Lewis substitute is not just a desert bill. It is inadequate to the subject before the House. 
Ironically, not satisfied with the breath of this task the Lewis substitute which would designate at 
least 10 wilderness areas that are not even within the California desert, and in fact are many, 
many miles away from it -- 600 acres are even in Nevada. These are areas about which 
regrettably there have been no hearings at all. Because the focus was the California desert. The 
Interior Committee should and will consider proposals for BLM wilderness areas in other parts 
of California, but we have not yet done so. 

 
The House should not today rush to judgment concerning wilderness on BLM lands in California 
outside the desert. This substitute is misdirected. We should do all that is necessary in the 
desert, but we should not try to decide how to manage areas outside the desert, about which we 
do not yet know enough to make sound decisions. 

 
The Lewis substitute fails both those tests. It should be rejected by the House. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, with great pleasure and delight, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Dornan]. 

 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I come to the well as a Representative of a Democrat 
district, a blue-collar, working person's district where one can drive up and down every street 
and see the trailers, the recreational vehicles, the Broncos, the Sierras, the off-road vehicles, the 
motorcross bikes, the desert dirt bikes. Every type of recreational vehicle under the Sun is in my 
district, the working heart of Orange County, and we love those deserts. 

 
[*H10980] I have four; count them, four, off-road vehicles: two Broncos and two that are made 

on those islands up in the Northwest Pacific because unfortunately Harley does not make them, 
but I love my Honda Odysseys, and I am looking to buy a Honda Pilot. I love to go out in the 
desert, and I swear to my colleagues that I would not run over a California poppy, and I would 
suggest public thrashing for any man that would hit a Joshua tree, even dent it, out there in that 
beautiful Mojave Desert. I have landed a dead stick F-100 on Bicycle Dry Lake; I love that lake. I 
trained to be combat-ready on Cuttyback Dry Lake. I have landed emergency out at Edwards on 
Rogers Dry Lake. I love that area. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I lived out there for over 2 years with my wife. Two of my children out of five are 
born out there, and I say to the other party quite seriously, "I'm reaching out to you. Look at 
this as a protection to what we're going to pass on to our prosperity, but also look at it as a 
family issue." 

 
The gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] loves the district. He loves his district in the desert. 
He would not be doing something to hurt this area and doing something against the majority 
viewpoint. 



 

These polls which are quoted about Americans wanting to lock up areas of north Alaska or the 
California desert, look at how the question is phrased. If one did not answer the way some of 
them are quoting, they would look like they did hate this beautiful planet that God has given us, 
but families enjoy these deserts. 

 
I say to my Democratic colleagues, You're not the cheese and brie set. We don't call you country 
club Democrats. You are blue-collar, off-road people, not autobahn, high speed, 
Beemer/Mercedes types, most of you. You come with your families to California, not to climb Mt. 
Whitney, but to enjoy the deserts, and to go Disneyland, and to use those places where you 
combine family and love of the countryside. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I submit my statement for the Record. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE TODAY IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1991. THIS BILL SIMPLY DOES NOT ADDRESS THE CONCERNS OF THOSE 
WHO ACTUALLY LIVE, WORK, AND RECREATE IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, WHICH COVERS 
ABOUT 25 MILLION ACRES IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE STATE. IN FACT, MR. 
CHAIRMAN, THE BILL MAY NOT BE BOONDOGGLE, BUT IT IS A DUNE-BOGGLE. 

 
THIS BILL, IN ITS CURRENT FORM, WOULD CREATE 3 MILLION ACRES OF NEW PARK LAND AND 
DESIGNATE MILLIONS OF ADDITIONAL ACRES AS WILDERNESS. THESE LARGE TRACTS OF 
LAND ARE BEYOND EVEN WHAT THE RADICAL ENVIRONMENTALISTS CLAIM IS NECESSARY. BUT 
MORE IMPORTANTLY, IN LAYING ASIDE THESE ENORMOUS AMOUNTS OF LAND, H.R. 2929 
DOES NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT ANY OF THE VITAL ISSUES RELATING TO MILITARY 
OPERATIONS IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERTS. INDEED, H.R. 2929 DIRECTLY IMPACTS THE 
MILITARY'S ABILITY TO FUNCTION IN THE AREA. AS THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE HAS STATED; 

 
H.R. 2929 IS CLEARLY A STEP BACKWARD WHEN COMPARED TO PREVIOUS LEGISLATIVE 
INITIATIVES. IT TOTALLY IGNORES THE VITAL INTERESTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AND IT COMPROMISES OUR FUTURE, PUTTING AT RISK THE LIVES OF OUR SERVICEMEN AND 
WOMEN. 

 
THE FOLLOWING EXAMPLES INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
PROTECTION ACT [CDPA] WOULD AFFECT THE FUTURE MILITARY USE OF THE AREA, THE 
IMPORTANCE OF WHICH WAS MOST RECENTLY REFLECTED IN OPERATION DESERT STORM AND 
OPERATION DESERT SHIELD. 

 
IN EFFECT, THE CDPA NEGATES THE PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE NATIONAL TRAINING 
CENTER AT FORT IRWIN THROUGH THE IMPOSITION OF NEW PARK AND WILDERNESS 
BOUNDARIES SURROUNDING THE TRAINING CENTER. IT ALSO WOULD PROBABLY PROSCRIBE 
CONTINUED MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS OF WILDERNESS AREAS. HISTORICALLY, AMERICANS 
HAVE NOT ACCEPTED MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS OF THEIR NATIONAL PARKS, AND PUBLIC 
PRESSURE HAS IMPOSED LIMITS ON MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS OF WILDERNESS AREAS. THUS, 
BASED ON PAST EXPERIENCES, THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FEARS THAT H.R. 2929 COULD 
EVENTUALLY PRECLUDE OVERFLIGHTS BELOW 3,000 FEET. SUCH RESTRICTIONS WOULD 
SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT TESTING AT EDWARDS AND CHINA LAKE AIR FORCE BASES. THEY 
WOULD ALSO COMPRESS NEEDED LOW-LEVEL FLIGHTS INTO SMALLER, MORE POPULATED 
AREAS, THEREBY INCREASING RISK, NOISE, AND DISCOMFORT FOR RESIDENTS AND GREATER 
RISK FOR PILOTS AS A LARGER NUMBER OF PLANES WOULD BE DIRECTED INTO A SMALLER 
FLYING AREA. 

 
FURTHERMORE, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT RESERVES FOR THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT QUANTITIES OF WATER IN THE REGION TO FULFILL THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT. 
UNDER CALIFORNIA LAW, THE UNITED STATES, JUST AS ANY OTHER LANDOWNER, IS 
ENTITLED TO RIPARIAN WATER RIGHTS AND A REASONABLE SHARE OF THE WATER IN THE 



 

GROUNDWATER BASINS UNDERLYING THE FEDERAL LANDS. THE STATE LAW IS MORE THAN 
SUFFICIENT TO FULFILL ANY AND ALL NEEDS WHICH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MAY DEEM 
APPROPRIATE FOR FEDERAL LANDS IN CALIFORNIA. YET, THE PROPONENTS OF H.R. 2929, FOR 
SOME UNEXPLAINED REASON, DO NOT THINK THIS IS ENOUGH. THEY WANT THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT TO HAVE A PARAMOUNT RIGHT TO CONTROL ALL THE GROUND WATER IN THE 
DESERT. THE LANGUAGE OF THE BILL IS FURTHER AMBIGUOUS AS TO WHETHER THE RIGHTS 
TO GROUND OR SURFACE WATER, OR BOTH, ARE BEING RESERVED. CALIFORNIA, NOT THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, MUST MAINTAIN CONTROL OVER WATER MANAGEMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION. WATER SOURCES ARE TOO SCARCE AND STATES' RIGHTS ARE TOO 
IMPORTANT. 

 
FINALLY, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT WILL ELIMINATE, WITHIN 25 YEARS, 
ALMOST HALF OF ALL LIVESTOCK GRAZING IN THE NEW PARKS CREATED IN THE DESERT. THIS 
RUNS COUNTER TO THE LONG TRADITION, DATING BACK TO THE 1860'S IN SOME CASES, 
WHICH PERMITTED GRAZING IN THE REGION. 

 
CALIFORNIA IS BLESSED WITH A WIDE VARIETY OF WILDERNESS AREAS THAT ARE A 
TREASURE TO THE STATE. AS LONG AS THESE AREAS ARE TREATED WITH RESPECT AND 
REVERENCE, AND THE NEEDS OF ALL SECTORS ARE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION, THEY 
SHOULD BE OPEN TO ALL TO ENJOY. SURELY, THE BEST WAY WE CAN GIVE TODAY'S 
CALIFORNIANS, AND ALL OTHER AMERICANS AND THEIR CHILDREN, AN OPPORTUNITY TO 
ENJOY AND BENEFIT FROM THIS UNIQUE AND REMARKABLE RESOURCE REQUIRES THAT WE 
PASS TRULY BALANCED LEGISLATION. 

 
FOR THIS REASON, I WILL VOTE IN FAVOR OF H.R. 3066, THE LEWIS CALIFORNIA DESERT 
WILDERNESS AMENDMENT, WHICH IS A COMPREHENSIVE SUBSTITUTE TO THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT PROTECTION ACT. THIS BETTER DESERT BILL, WHICH CREATES 2.3 MILLION ACRES OF 
NEW WILDERNESS, TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE INTERESTS AND NEEDS OF THE HUNDREDS 
AND THOUSANDS OF OTHER DESERT PEOPLE ALONG WITH THOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ORGANIZATIONS. 

 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS BILL INVOLVED THE KIND OF PUBLIC INPUT THAT SHOULD BE 
EMPLOYED WHEN MAJOR LAND USE DECISIONS ARE MADE. IT REPRESENTS THE CULMINATION 
OF 15 YEARS' EFFORT TO IDENTIFY AREAS SUITABLE FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH A CONGRESSIONALLY MANDATED PLAN, AND CONSIDERS THE CONCERNS 
OF ALL FACTIONS INTERESTED IN THE DESERT'S FUTURE. 

 
THE LEWIS AMENDMENT IS THE RESULT OF PUBLIC MEETINGS AND HEARINGS, 16 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS, MINERAL SURVEYS, AND 40,000 COMMENTS 
REFLECTING THE VIEWS OF ALL WHO USE THE DESERT. APPARENTLY THE DRAFTERS OF H.R. 
2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT, FELT NO NEED TO CONSIDER THE 
MULTITUDE OF AVAILABLE STUDIES AND INFORMATION WHEN CREATING THEIR LEGISLATION. 
IT IS OBVIOUS THAT THEIR LEGISLATION FALLS SHORT OF A BALANCED APPROACH. FOR THIS 
REASON, H.R. 2929 SHOULD BE DEFEATED. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Jontz]. 

 
Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Mining Subcommittee, I know that one of the 
differences between these two measures, the substitute and the committee bill, is the issue of 
mining, and I want to take a moment to address the body on that issue because I think there 
should be no misunderstanding about this matter. 

 
In general debate it was represented by the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. Vucanovich] that 
we should not pass the committee bill because the U.S. Geological Survey had not done surveys 
of different areas with regard to minerals, implying that there was valuable minerals there that in 



 

some way would be locked up by the committee bill. 
 
I suggest that is not true at all. In fact, the USGS has had lots of time to do surveys of these 
areas. They have had years, and years, and years to do surveys, and they have not done them, 
and I think the reason they have not done them is that there is no reason to do them, and the 
suggestion that we would be taking some hasty action by passing the committee bill that would 
have adverse consequences for mineral resources in my opinion is ill-founded. In fact, the USGS 
could take years, and years and years more to get around to doing those surveys, and it would 
be very unfortunate. 

 
So, Mr. Chairman, it would be very unfortunate for us to believe that we are having an adverse 
impact on mineral resources and to vote for the substitute for that reason. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the California desert is very valuable. There are lots of places to run on RV's. 
There are lots of places to graze. There are lots of places in this country that have mineral 
resources. There is only one California desert, and I dare say there are a lot of families all across 
our country who will enjoy the desert as a park and as a monument, families who, in 
[*H10981] fact, are owners of this because it is public land, and these families all across our 

country have a right to see that this very valuable resource is passed on to the next generation 
and the generations to follow unimpaired. 

 
That is what the committee bill would do, and I urge the Members to reject the substitute and to 
support the committee bill. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to one of my colleagues, a member of 
our newest class of experts, the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Barrett]. 

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

 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in the strongest opposition to H.R. 2929, and I urge my colleagues to do the 
right thing and the fair thing by supporting the Lewis substitute. A few weeks back, when we 
were busy rolling over the constituents of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols], a situation 
that I know all too well, I wondered how long it would be before we would be hanging a sign on 
the Golden Gate Bridge or perhaps the Statue of Liberty reading, "Now entering North American 
National Park." It could be sooner than I expected. 

 
At the rate we are going, by this time next year we may not have an election reform bill or a 
crime bill. The budget certainly is not going to be balanced, but I dare say that with very little 
effort we could very easily double or triple the size of our parks. At the very least, we could 
easily have the last piece of Alaska roped off and perhaps print some more money and then buy 
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. Young] a ranger's hat. 

 
Mr. Chairman, each day we open business with a series of 1-minute speeches in which we rail 
about the decline of American productivity or the threat from foreign competition, and we attack 
deficit spending that sets new records every day, and we decry the encroachment of the Federal 
Government into the lives of our citizens. Yet we follow those speeches with consideration of 
legislation that takes more and more land out of production and puts more and more people out 
of work. We pass legislation that authorizes "such sums as are necessary," and we further erode 
States' rights. Today is no exception. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the proponents of this legislation contend that America needs this act. They say 
that this is more than a California bill, but what about the needs of California's 20th District, 35th 
District, 37th District, and 45th District? Do we doubt the able Representatives of those districts 
that much? Let them represent their constituents and let us tend to the business of representing 
our constituents. 



 

Mr. Chairman, If we insist on passing something, let us pass the substitute offered by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], but better yet, let us pass legislation that America does 
need and then go home for the year before we do any more damage. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 9 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Miller], the distinguished chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, who will be 
making his first appearance in the well this evening. 

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. Chairman, this has been a spirited and heated debate before this 
Chamber, as are most of the debates that take place over legislation that is reported from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, because very little that this committee does is action 
of an abstract nature. 

 
Very often we consider legislation on the floor of this Congress from different committees where 
we do not know the impact of it for years to come. We speculate about that impact, and we are 
not sure what constituencies are affected or what areas are affected. That is not usually true 
with the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs because, as we are tonight, we are 
designating lands for different uses, in many instances for uses different than they were prior to 
the passage of this legislation, some new, some old, some precluded, some limited, some 
expanded, but we affect somebody with almost everything we do. 

 
I tried as the chairman of this committee to treat this bill differently. I tried to treat it differently 
to make sure that what we did not accomplish was what was talked about in our State for many 
years, and that was what was called an attempt to lock up the desert. 

 
I am a backpacker, but I do not think all people who want to enjoy our natural resources should 
have to backpack. I am a dirt biker, but all people who enjoy our natural resources should not 
have to travel by dirt bike. I ride all-terrain vehicles, but all people should not have to ride all- 
terrain vehicles. I choose not to ride around in a Winnebago, but people who do should have 
access to our parks, should have access to our monuments, and should be able to see the great 
assets and the great jewels of this Nation. 

 
That is why this bill was treated differently. I did not believe that an effort to preserve the great 
California desert, to preserve part of our environment -- and I mean our total environment -- 
should be done in a way that we would throw people out of work or shut down going concerns, 
be they extracting minerals or other businesses. 

 
I felt that we should make every effort to preserve them. We should understand that this park 
comes after them, and in fact, as the chairman of this subcommittee said, we did that. But for 
two sand and gravel mines, the rest of them were allowed to continue. For those who have 
perfected rights in mining, they will be allowed to continue. For those who were in the 
wilderness areas, they will be allowed to continue. 

 
That is not by accident; that is by direction, because we have got to understand what the real 
debate is about. We have heard a great deal over the last years about the multiple use, and our 
friends on the Republican side of the aisle very often refer to their support of the multiple use. 
Multiple use means multiple use, not my use, not your use, and in this bill there is essentially no 
use of the land that is allowable today that is precluded. 

 
Some are different. Some of those people who enjoy the 568,000 acres for off-the-road vehicles, 
those who enjoy that hobby of theirs and indulge in that family activity, as I do, will now only 
have 500,000 acres to enjoy. Those who want to race along the 35,000 road miles on their dirt 
bikes and other vehicles will now only have 33,000 miles to race along. For those who want the 
quiet and the peace and the opportunity to take photographs and enjoy the wonderful 



 

wilderness areas, this bill addresses their desires. And if there are problems -- and believe me, 
the problems were not there until it was understood that this bill was going to come on the floor 
-- with overflights and with our capabilities to train, those too will be addressed in this process. 

 
Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me say this about this committee. I am new to the chairmanship of 
this committee, but those who spoke so outrageously about the process never once called my 
office and complained, never once asked me to intercede, never once asked me to get a witness 
on who was denied, if there were any, never once asked if I could help. They asked me to delay 
twice, and we did. We delayed those hearings at the request of the minority. 

 
So everybody in this bill has been treated fairly. Those voices have been heard, and that is the 
way it is going to be in this committee. An opportunity was made for the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Lewis] to offer his amendment, and he chose apparently not to do that because 
they believed they did not have the votes. 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for one quick question? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, let me finish first, and then I will yield to the gentleman. 

Before we went to the Rules committee, I talked to the gentleman from California ]Mr. Lewis], 
and I said, "I will request a rule, and I want you to know in advance it is moving rather quickly, 
so, Jerry, make up your mind what amendments you wanted now so you will have all your 
amendments  [*H10982]  ready in case they say they have to be put in the Record, because I 
will ask for an open rule, but because of the time they may say they have to be printed or what- 
have-you." 

 
We had that discussion. In my committee I do not cut off debate. In my committee I do not ask 
for closed rules because I believe, with the work of my subcommittees, my chairmen, and the 
members of my committee, we can stand the scrutiny of this House. And this bill does that. It is 
not what the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] would want, and I understand that. I 
appreciate that. It is not what many other Members would want, those who were supporting the 
earlier Cranston-Levine bill. 

 
But we have worked those differences, and we will continue when we get to the amendments, to 
shape and modify this bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, this is a terribly important bill, a terribly contentious bill, but a bill that should be 
passed to preserve the California desert. 

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

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

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to ask a question. I would like to ask the question on the mining. 
With the problems we have with oil and in the future, does this exclude geothermal drilling for 
future energy sources? When you say existing mining and look into the desert, I know in our 
particular area we are doing geothermal drilling. That would preclude it, as I understand it. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, in the last several weeks, I have 
been meeting with representatives of the utilities that have a great interest in that, and they 
have raised no objection about that to this legislation. As late as last night they told me of their 
support, as have the members of the mining industry. 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield further, will this prevent future 



 

exploration for geothermal? It is an important energy source. 
 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of Calironia. Mr. Chairman, in putting this bill together we have excluded 
geothermal areas in the bill. As part of the process, we have gone over it in the past year. I am 
sure there may be some included, but, there again, we have tried to balance it out. 

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

 
Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would point out in China Lake, where the substantial geothermal 
resources are, that is withdrawn. I might also add to the gentleman's comment, we had a 
hearing on the military withdrawals. No Members requested to appear before it. It was clear and 
evident at that time, with the sponsorship of myself and the gentlemen from California, Messrs. 
Miller, Lehman, and Levine, that that amendment was going to be offered in that hearing. 

 
I might repeat the testimony from the Department of Defense. We had a lot of other people 
claiming they are experts here today about things, but they said, "I am delighted to be here and 
have the opportunity to testify in favor of this bill. The Department of Defense is delighted with 
the withdrawal provisions. We have been wanting to get this settled for some time, as you 
know." 

 
Mr. Chairman, he did not ask for an expansion or any additional withdrawals. I am not aware of 
any additional withdrawals that the Department of Defense sought. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, I use this time just to simply pay my 
compliments to the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] and to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Lehman] for the work, the hours, and time that they have put in on this legislation in the 
committee, as well as to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] who has struggled for a 
number of years now to get this matter to the floor of this Congress and to have it become the 
law, and all of the other members of the committee that have toiled with this difficult, emotional, 
contentious issue. I believe they have a work product that we can all be very proud of that has 
been developed through a fair process. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT, DESERVES OUR 
SUPPORT. 

 
THE CONGRESS HAS HELD A LONGSTANDING INTEREST IN PROTECTING THE RESOURCES OF 
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. IN 1976, WE PASSED THE FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT AND POLICY 
ACT [FLMPA] WHICH RECOGNIZED THE UNIQUE ENVIRONMENTAL, SCENIC, AND ECONOMIC 
RESOURCES OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. FLMPA DIRECTED THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 
TO PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT A COMPREHENSIVE LONG-RANGE PLAN FOR THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT CONSERVATION AREA. IN RESPONSE, THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT [BLM] 
RELEASED THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PLAN FIRST IN 1980, AND AFTER SOME REVISION, AGAIN 
IN 1982. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, MANY PEOPLE WERE UNHAPPY WITH THE BLM'S FINAL CALIFORNIA DESERT 
PLAN. MANY BELIEVED THE PLAN WAS SKEWED TOWARD MINING, GRAZING AND OTHER 
CONSUMPTIVE USES. 

 
RECOGNIZING THAT SOMETHING HAD TO BE DONE TO PROTECT THE AREA'S NATURAL 
RESOURCES WITHOUT ELIMINATING DEVELOPMENT, SENATOR CRANSTON INTRODUCED THE 



 

FIRST CALIFORNIA DESERT BILL IN 1986. SINCE THEN, COMPANION BILLS IN EACH 
SUCCESSIVE CONGRESS HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED BY SENATOR CRANSTON AND MY 
COLLEAGUE FROM CALIFORNIA, CONGRESSMAN MEL LEVINE. 

 
RATHER THAN PROLONG THE DEBATE AT THE EXPENSE OF THE NATURAL AND ECONOMIC 
RESOURCES IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT AREA, THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR 
THIS YEAR CREATED A NEW SUBCOMMITTEE SPECIFICALLY TO ADDRESS THE CALIFORNIA 
DESERT. CHAIRED BY CONGRESSMAN RICHARD LEHMAN, THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL 
OVERSIGHT AND CALIFORNIA DESERT LANDS HAS WORKED WITH CONGRESSMAN LEVINE AND 
OTHER MEMBERS OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE TO CRAFT THE BILL WE ARE CONSIDERING 
TODAY. 

 
AFTER MORE THAN 15 YEARS OF QUESTIONING, WHAT IS THE BEST APPROACH TO MANAGING 
THE DESERT, H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT ANSWERS THOSE WHO 
SAID WE NEED TO ACHIEVE A BALANCE. AT THE SAME TIME, AS H.R. 2929 PRESERVES 
NATURAL AND SCENIC AREAS FOR THE ENJOYMENT AND EDUCATION OF FUTURE 
GENERATIONS, H.R. 2929 ALSO PROVIDES RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES, AND ALLOWS 
MINING, GRAZING, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES TO CONTINUE IN SPECIFIC AREAS. 

 
SUBCOMMITTEE CHAIRMAN LEHMAN AND CONGRESSMAN LEVINE, THE SPONSOR OF H.R. 
29292, DEVOTED A GREAT DEAL OF TIME AND EFFORT TO THIS LEGISLATION. THERE HAVE 
BEEN SIX HEARINGS, INCLUDING THREE IN CALIFORNIA, ON THE CALIFORNIA DESERT SINCE 
1986, WHEN SENATOR ALAN CRANSTON FIRST INTRODUCED HIS DESERT PROTECTION BILL. 
MOST RECENTLY, THE HOUSE INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL OVERSIGHT AND 
CALIFORNIA DESERT LANDS HELD A HEARING SEPTEMBER 16, 1991 ON H.R. 2929 AND H.R. 
3066, INTRODUCED BY CONGRESSMAN JERRY LEWIS. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, H.R. 2929, AS REPORTED, CREATES A NEW 1.5-MILLION-ACRE MOJAVE 
NATIONAL MONUMENT, AND DESIGNATES 4.3 MILLION ACRES OF FEDERAL LAND IN 
CALIFORNIA AS WILDERNESS. IN ADDITION, H.R. 2929 ADDS ABOUT 1.5 MILLION ACRES OF 
LAND CURRENTLY MANAGED BY THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT TO THE EXISTING DEATH 
VALLEY AND JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL MONUMENTS, AND THE MONUMENTS ARE REDESIGNATED 
AS NATIONAL PARKS. 

 
MANY CITIES AND COUNTIES IN CALIFORNIA, INCLUDING LOS ANGELES, SAN FRANCISCO, SAN 
DIEGO, RIVERSIDE, AND FRESNO HAVE PASSED RESOLUTIONS SUPPORTING THE PASSAGE OF 
H.R. 2929. IN ADDITION, THE CALIFORNIA AFL-CIO, CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION, 
SIERRA CLUB, WILDERNESS SOCIETY, NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, NATIONAL 
AUDUBON SOCIETY, AND OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS ALSO ENDORSE THE BILL. 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON, THE LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, AND 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS CO. HAVE ALL EITHER EXPRESSED THEIR SUPPORT FOR THE BILL 
OR HAVE SAID THEY DO NOT OBJECT TO THIS LEGISLATION. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, I'D LIKE TO HIGHLIGHT A FEW PROVISIONS OF THE BILL, INCLUDING SECTION 
610 WHICH IS IMPORTANT TO THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN CALIFORNIA, AND THE CALIFORNIA 
STATE LANDS COMMISSION. THIS PROVISION IS AN INNOVATIVE APPROACH TO ADDRESS A 
SERIOUS CONCERN RAISED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION. 

 
AS MY COLLEAGUES MAY KNOW, 3 YEARS AFTER CALIFORNIA BECAME A STATE, THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT IN 1853, GAVE SECTIONS 16 AND 36 OUT OF EVERY TOWNSHIP TO CALIFORNIA 
AS A REVENUE SOURCE FOR PUBLIC EDUCATION. TODAY, THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS 
COMMISSION OWNS APPROXIMATELY 270,000 ACRES OF LAND, AND 53,000 ACRES OF 
MINERAL INTERESTS WITHIN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS 
COMMISSION MANAGES THESE LANDS FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN 
CALIFORNIA. ONCE H.R. 2929 IS ENACTED, THE COMMISSION'S LANDS WILL BECOME 
INHOLDINGS WITHIN THE PARK UNITS AND WILDERNESS AREAS DESIGNATED IN THE 



 

CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. 
 

[*H10983] WHEN THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERED H.R. 2929, WE INCLUDED 
SECTION 610 TO PROTECT THE INVESTMENT OF THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN CALIFORNIA AND 
ADDRESS THE CONCERNS OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION. SECTION 610 
DIRECTS THE INTERIOR SECRETARY TO NEGOTIATE A LAND EXCHANGE AGREEMENT WITH THE 
COMMISSION. THE AGREEMENT WOULD PROVIDE FOR THE EXCHANGE OF STATE SCHOOL 
LANDS FOR NONREVENUE-PRODUCING FEDERAL LANDS. 

 
THE CONGRESS WOULD BE REQUIRED TO APPROVE ANY LAND EXCHANGE CONSISTING OF 
MORE THAN 5,000 ACRES OF FEDERAL LAND OR INVOLVING FEDERAL LANDS VALUED AT MORE 
THAN $5 MILLION. THE PROVISION WILL GIVE THE CONGRESS THE OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW 
LARGE LAND EXCHANGES TO MAKE SURE TAXPAYERS RECEIVE FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR THEIR 
FEDERAL LANDS. IN ADDITION, THE PROVISION IS CONSISTENT WITH THE BLM'S OBJECTIVE 
IN THE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE EAST MAJOVE NATIONAL SCENIC AREA TO ACQUIRE 
149,210 ACRES OF INHOLDINGS, MANY OF WHICH ARE OWNED BY THE CALIFORNIA SATE 
LANDS COMMISSION. 

 
IF THE STATE CONTINUES TO OWN INHOLDINGS AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1996, H.R. 2929 
PROVIDES THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION WITH A MONETARY CREDIT ACCOUNT 
EQUIVALENT TO THE VALUE OF THE STATE'S INHOLDINGS. THE COMMISSION MAY USE THE 
CREDITS IN THIS ACCOUNT TO BID AS ANY OTHER BIDDER FOR SURPLUS FEDERAL PROPERTY 
SOLD IN CALIFORNIA. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, I UNDERSTAND THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT IS CIRCULATING A 
DOCUMENT THAT SUGGESTS THAT THE LANDS OWNED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS 
COMMISSION ARE WORTH AS MUCH AS $93.2 MILLION -- MORE THAN 250 PERCENT HIGHER 
THAN THE $35 MILLION PRICE TAG ESTIMATED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS 
COMMISSION. SOMEONE'S WRONG. I SERIOUSLY DOUBT THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS 
COMMISSION'S OWN REPORT WOULD DEFLATE THE PRICE OF THE STATE'S LANDS. I QUESTION 
THE ACCURACY OF BLM'S NUMBERS WHICH I UNDERSTAND WERE PREPARED OVERNIGHT. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, I ALSO SUGGEST THAT THE BLM'S REPORT, "INHOLDING ACQUISITION 
COSTS," IS A POLITICAL DOCUMENT BEING CIRCULATED BY THE BLM IN AN EFFORT TO KILL 
H.R. 2929. IF IT ISN'T, THEN WHY WEREN'T ALL MEMBERS OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, 
INCLUDING MYSELF, PROVIDED A COPY OF THE REPORT? 

 
AS FOR THE PRIVATE INHOLDINGS, BLM'S RECENT REPORT SAYS THEY ARE WORTH FROM 
$142.8 MILLION TO $408.1 MILLION. IN CONTRAST, CBO'S COST ESTIMATE DATED JANUARY 
29, 1990 SAYS THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT HAS ESTIMATED THAT THE TOTAL SURFACE VALUE 
OF THE 550,000 ACRES IS $70 TO $80 MILLION. EVEN THE MAJOR PRIVATE LANDOWNER IN 
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT BELIEVES THE BLM'S NUMBERS ARE HIGH. 

 
IF WE ARE TO BELIEVE BLM'S RECENT ESTIMATES, THIS MEANS THE PRICE OF REAL ESTATE IN 
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT INCREASED AS MUCH AS 500 PERCENT FROM JANUARY 1990 TO 
TODAY. MR. CHAIRMAN, I SUSPECT THE BLM IS INFLATING THE COST OF THE LANDS TO 
SUPPORT THE FAULTY ARGUMENT THAT WE CAN'T AFFORD H.R. 2929. IN REALITY, WE CAN'T 
AFFORD NOT TO PASS H.R. 2929. 

 
H.R. 2929 IS A COMPROMISE IN THE BEST SENSE OF THE WORD. WHILE NOT EVERYONE 
AGREES WITH H.R. 2929, THE SUPPORT WE'VE RECEIVED FROM ENVIRONMENTAL 
ORGANIZATIONS, AS WELL AS SOME MINING COMPANIES AND PEOPLE FROM DESERT 
COMMUNITIES LEADS US TO BELIEVE THAT WE SHOULD SUPPORT H.R. 2929. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, AFTER MORE THAN A DECADE OF CONTROVERSY, BALANCE HAS BECOME THE 
WATCHWORD. H.R. 2929 ACHIEVES THE BALANCE WE SOUGHT TO FIND. THE LEGISLATION 



 

PRESERVES MILLIONS OF ACRES OF LANDS AT THE SAME TIME AS IT ALLOWS THOSE WHO USE 
THE LAND FOR MINING, GRAZING, AND RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES TO CONTINUE THEIR 
PURSUITS IN SPECIFIC AREAS. 

 
I ENCOURAGE MY COLLEAGUES TO JOIN ME IN SUPPORTING H.R. 2929. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would state that the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] has 4 1/2 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 3 minutes remaining. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Anderson]. 

 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the substitute offered by the gentlemen from 
California, the same gentlemen who represent the desert area that we seek to protect today. 

 
The desert of California is a stunning place. I grew up there, went to elementary school there, 
and still love to visit when I can. The desert's scenic beauty, its ecological significance -- the 
desert's very importance as a natural and pristine ecosystem -- is not in question today. Instead, 
the question is the extent of protection this desert area needs. I want to compliment my two 
Democratic colleagues, Mr. Levine and Mr. Lehman, for their work on behalf of the desert. They 
have worked to accommodate the needs and of many competing concerns. I will likely vote to 
support their bill, their compromise, should this substitute not pass. But I urge this body to 
respect the position of the four men who represent the desert area being discussed on this floor. 
The matter before us is about the extent of protection we give the California desert, not 
protection itself. 

 
H.R. 2929 would create millions more acres of protected land than this substitute would. I'm not 
sure representatives from other, non-Western States quite understand how large a million acres 
is. We are shutting off vast areas of desert today over the objections of the men who were 
elected to represent the people who live there. Please, vote to support the Lewis substitute. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume for closing on 
this side. 

 
Mr. Chairman, it seems to me it is important that we make a couple of fundamental points, one 
of which was just alluded to very effectively by my colleague from California [Mr. Anderson]. 

 
First I would like to indicate a very important area of support from a gentleman from California 
who has a long record as a very, very significant contributor to our environmental concerns in 
our State. Though a staunch environmentalist, California Gov. Pete Wilson thinks locking up the 
desert will limit access to only those hardy enough to backpack in. He noted last year that only 
300 miles of trails would be retained in the proposal before us and access to over 7,000 miles 
would be lost. 

 
"Some groups want to save the desert from the people," he said. "I think we should save the 
desert for the people." 

 
It is very, very important that we recognize the significance of the contribution that this desert 
adds to our military strength, so I would read aspects of a letter that we received dated 
November 21, 1991: 

 
Dear Mr. Chairman: We oppose the California Desert Protection Act of 1991 (H.R. 2929) and 
support the California Public Land Wilderness Act (H.R. 3066). Adoption of amendments to H.R. 
2929 expected to be offered by Congressman Vento and Blaz would address defense concerns 
related to military overflight, the National Training Center, and land withdrawals, but H.R. 2929 
still would not address the following defense needs addressed in H.R. 3066: (1) the 



 

establishment of buffer zones around China Lake and the Chocolate Mountains; (2) an unpaved 
movement corridor from Fort Irwin to Marine Corps Base Twentynine Palms through the Cady 
Mountains; and (3) utilities through the Cleghorn Lakes required to develop the intended 
electronic ranges in the southeastern section of Marine Corps Base Twentynine Palms. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I would remind Members that in its present form H.R. 2929 is very definitely on 
the veto list of the President of the United States. Indeed, we are long past the point where we 
ought to be solving the problem of the California desert. Unless we see significant compromise, 
that goal of all of us is not going to be attained. 

 
Mr. Chairman, as I close, most importantly I would urge Members to recognize the fact that this 
is a most unusual debate we have had. Never since have been in the Congress have I seen us in 
a circumstance where four Members of the House who represent the people of the desert 
suddenly are being run over by a committee that absolutely had precommitted themselves to 
pass the legislation introduced and cosponsored by the chairman of the subcommittee. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I take this time to agree with my colleague from California, this has been a 
contentious debate, worthy of the diversity of our State, and I think it has been a good and fair 
fight under the rule here on the floor. 

 
Again I want to express my appreciation to the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] for his 
cooperation, to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], and to the full committee chairman. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of my time to the original sponsor of this bill, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Levine]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] is recognized for 2 1/2 minutes. 

(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

[*H10984]  Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, this debate has focused on both process 
and substance, and I would like to close the debate briefly by focusing on each. 

 
On process I think the chairman of the full committee and the chairman of the subcommittee 
have done an excellent job of spelling out just how open this process is. Generally private 
communications between Members do not become a part of the discussion on the House floor, 
but in light of some of the misunderstandings, I do think it is important to understand and 
underscore that there have been extensive efforts by those of us on this side of the aisle, those 
of us working to see that the California desert is preserved for future generations, not only to 
work with a number of the interests involved, but efforts to try to work with the Members on the 
other side of the aisle. 

 
Mr. Chairman, this has been done repeatedly. They have been involved in hearings. They have 
been involved in the process. It has been an open process. 

 
The gentleman from California earlier raised a question about the Cottonwood Mountains. The 
reason I was surprised he raised it is that this has been an area that has been recommended by 
the National Park Service and by the BLM for inclusion in the National Park Service. I have that 
recommendation here. 

 
On the merits, Mr. Chairman, there have been three issues mentioned repeatedly by the 
opposition. 

 
First, the issue of the military. And I would simply conclude this side's debate by referring to a 



 

statement that was going to be made by the chairman of the Committee on Armed Services. He 
gave me the statement. He was not able to stay here for the conclusion of this debate, but I 
simply want to quote two aspects of it. 

 
As chairman of the Armed Services Committee, I recognize that our military forces must train as 
they will fight. The success in Operation Desert Storm demonstrated the vital importance of our 
facilities in the Southern California desert. 

 
And he concludes by saying he supports the bill, he believes that it is consistent with training and 
with our national security. 

 
Second, the East Mojave, the gentleman on the other side of the aisle opposed East Mojave 
inclusion as a national monument. 

 
Mr. Chairman, both the National Park Service staff director and the BLM staff director have 
proposed that the East Mojave be included in the National Park System. The Park Service 
Director suggested that it "would be a worthy and valuable addition to the Park System," and the 
BLM Director concluded that the area readily qualifies for Park Service or monument status. 

 
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge a "no" vote on the Lewis amendment, to preserve 
the California desert for the people of California and the people of America. I strongly urge a "no" 
vote on the Lewis amendment. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 

 
The question is on the amendment in the nature of a substitute offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Lewis]. 

 
The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic device and there were -- ayes 150, noes 241, not voting 43, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 420 in the ROLL segment.) 

The Clerk announced the following pair: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Quillen for, with Mr. Torricelli against. 
 
Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and Mr. HERTEL changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. ESPY changed his vote from "no" to "aye." 

[*H10985] So the amendment in the nature of a substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee do now rise. 



 

 

The motion was agreed to. 
 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. Browder] having assumed 
the chair, Mr. Barnard, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, having had under consideration the bill (H.R. 2929) to 
designate certain lands in the California desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley 
Joshua Tree, and Mojave National Parks, and for other purposes had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

 
  
 [Roll No. 420] 

 
 

 
AYES -- 150  

 
Allard 

  
Allen Anderson 

Anthony Archer Armey 
Ballenger Barrett Barton 
Bateman Bentley Bereuter 
Bilirakis Bliley Boehner 
Brewster Bunning Burton 
Bustamante Callahan Camp 
Chandler Chapman Clinger 
Coble Coleman (MO) Combest 
Condit Coughlin Cox (CA) 

Cunningham Dannemeyer Davis 
DeLay Dickinson Dingell 

Dornan (CA) Dreier Duncan 
Edwards (OK) Emerson Espy 

Ewing Fields Franks (CT) 
Gallegly Gekas Geren 
Gillmor Gingrich Goodling 
Gradison Grandy Gunderson 
Hall (TX) Hammerschmidt Hancock 
Hansen Hastert Hayes (LA) 
Hefley Henry Herger 
Hobson Holloway Hopkins 
Horton Houghton Hubbard 
Hunter Hutto Hyde 
Inhofe Johnson (CT) Johnson (TX)

Jones (NC) Kasich Klug 
Kolbe Kyl Lagomarsino 
Lent Lewis (CA) Lightfoot 

Livingston Lowery (CA) Marlenee 
Martin Martinez McCandless 
McCrery McEwen McMillan (NC)

Meyers Miller (OH) Molinari 
Montgomery Moorhead Nichols 
Nussle Olin Oxley 



 

 

Packard Parker Paxon 

Penny Peterson (FL) Pickett 

Ray Regula Rhodes 

Ridge Riggs Roberts 

Rogers Rohrabacher Santorum 

Sarpalius Schaefer Schiff 

Schulze Sensenbrenner Shaw 

Shuster Sisisky Skeen 

Skelton Smith (OR) Smith (TX) 
Spence Stearns Stenholm 

Stump Sundquist Tanner 

Tauzin Taylor (MS) Taylor (NC) 

Thomas (CA) Thomas (WY) Upton 

Vander Jagt Vucanovich Walker 
Walsh Weber Weldon 

Wolf Young (AK) Zeliff 

 NOES -- 241  

Abercrombie Ackerman Andrews (ME) 

Andrews (TX) Annunzio Applegate 

Atkins AuCoin Bacchus 

Barnard Beilenson Bennett 

Berman Bevill Bilbray 

Blackwell Boehlert Bonior  

Borski Boucher Boxer 
Browder Brown Bruce 
Bryant Byron Campbell (CA) 

Campbell (CO) Cardin Carper 
Carr Coleman (TX) Collins (IL) 

Collins (MI) Conyers Cooper  
Costello Cox (IL) Coyne 
Cramer Darden DeFazio 
DeLauro Dellums Derrick 
Dicks Donnelly Dooley  
Downey Durbin Dwyer  
Dymally Early Eckart  

Edwards (CA) Edwards (TX) Engel  
English Erdreich Evans  
Fascell Fawell Fazio  
Feighan Fish Flake 
Foglietta Ford (MI) Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) Frost Gallo 
Gejdenson Gephardt Gibbons 
Gilchrest Gilman Glickman 
Gonzalez Gordon Goss 



 

 

Green Guarini Hall (OH) 
Hamilton Harris Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) Hefner Hertel 
Hoagland Hochbrueckner Horn 
Hoyer Huckaby Hughes 
Jacobs James Jefferson 
Jenkins Johnson (SD) Jones (GA) 
Jontz Kanjorski Kaptur 
Kennedy Kennelly Kildee 
Kleczka Kopetski Kostmayer 
LaFalce Lancaster Lantos 
LaRocco Leach Lehman (CA) 

Lehman (FL) Levin (MI) Levine (CA) 
Lewis (FL) Lewis (GA) Long 
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Smith (FL) Smith (NJ) Snowe 
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	[*H10950] The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. McNulty). Pursuant to House Resolution 279 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares the House in the Committee of the Whole House on the States of the Union for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 2929. 
	 
	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 consideration of the bill (H.R. 2929) to designate certain lands in the California desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley, Joshua Tree, and Mojave National Parks, and for other purposes, with Mr. Barnard in the chair. 
	 
	The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
	the Chairman. Pursuant to the rule, the bill is considered as having been read the first time. Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 30 minutes, 
	and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman]. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this is an important day for the State of California, the culmination of years of work toward enacting sweeping legislation for the protection of the California desert. I want to at the outset acknowledge the tremendous cooperation of the Members who have been involved directly in this process over the past year: 
	 
	The gentleman from California [Mr. Levine], my wonderful colleague and friend who has been indefatigable in pursuit of this legislation for the past few years and who has worked closely with me over the course of this year to bring this legislation to the point; the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller], our chairman on the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, who worked closely with us at all times and successfully steered this bill through the full committee; the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento
	and Public Lands, who had this jurisdiction for several years, who has been a friend of the desert during that time and who has visited the area on several occasions and whose great work is also embodied in this legislation. 
	 
	And I want to thank the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], my good friend whom I have had the pleasure of working with and for whom I have great respect and with whom we both share a love of this area. He has certainly contributed an awful lot to this legislation. I know we find ourselves still with some differences, but that is not because we have both not honestly tried to work together to get a good result here. I want to commend him and thank him for his participation. 
	 
	As members are aware, legislation similar to what we are considering today was first introduced in 1986. There have been six public hearings on this matter, three in California and two in the desert itself. Numerous field inspections have been undertaken by Members of this House and by staff. Over 500 witnesses have been heard in connection with this legislation. Indeed, no other land-use issue since the Alaska Lands Act has found this kind of intense congressional scrutiny. 
	 
	Mr. Speaker, business as usual for the California desert is not an option any longer. Protection of the desert is imperative and this protection must begin with legislation followed by tough administrative guidelines. The California desert plan was the beginning, not the end, of a management process which continues to evolve. 
	 
	The great California desert encompasses 25 million acres. The American people clearly want land use decisions concerning this property to reflect their values. They want exploitation carefully balanced with protection. They want recreation that does not unduly harm the landscape. They want the most precious and primitive and pristine areas left intact, untouched, insofar as possible, for future generations to appreciate. And they want the cruel and senseless extermination of fragile species to end now. 
	 
	Contrary to what we have heard, this bill does not eliminate man's presence in the desert. It does not prohibit human activity: mining, grazing, hunting, motoring. Indeed, the desert is vast and there is room for all things in some measure. It does, however, place reasonable limits and restrictions on activities in some areas where the use at existing levels is contrary to the public interest. 
	 
	We can plant new trees in the forest and hope that they may grow, but we cannot do the same in the desert. A perfect illustration of this type of problem is the scaring left by General Patton's troops 50 years ago can still be seen. The loss of habitat is irreversible. Five years is long enough for the bill to be debated. And we should not procrastinate further. 
	 
	This bill designates 4.3 million acres of BLM managed land as wilderness. It redesignates the Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Monuments as national parks, enlarges them and designates areas within these expanded parks as wilderness. The bill also establishes the Mojave National Monument, designates it as a unit of the National Park System, and designates certain lands within it as wilderness. This is not the same bill that has been around for 5 years. 
	 
	A total of 271,000 acres was deleted in H.R. 2929 from past desert proposals [*H10951]  and in the en bloc amendment today, the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] will propose to release, to take out another 160,000 acres. Most off-road vehicles have been carefully excluded from the legislation with another 75,000 more acres of recreation trails added to the proposal which is the equivalent of 114 miles. No active mines are within any of the wilderness boundaries. Valid existing mining claims are protec
	73,400 more acres for certain mining interests. 
	 
	Grazing is allowed in wilderness areas, although not generally in national parks. However, we have made an exception. We have provided that grazing in the Mojave and in the additions to Death Valley can continue for 25 years or lifetime of the permittee holder. 
	 
	Hunting is, of course, allowed in the wilderness. This bill does not eliminate hunting on 
	wilderness. It is allowed there. 
	 
	It is, of course, not allowed in national parks and monuments, which is a longstanding park policy. But there is not hunting today in the Joshua Tree, and there is not hunting today in the Mojave. And this does not change that one bit. 
	 
	We have provided for an exchange system here to consolidate Federal lands in many of these designated areas, while allowing private landholders in the State of California to trade out their property on a value-for-value basis. 
	 
	Finally, we have solved all of the concerns that the various utilities have had with this bill by removing 27,000 acres from it. 
	 
	These are just a few of the many problems we have solved and the compromises we have made from past desert bills. 
	 
	My colleagues, the easy environmental issues have been solved. This decade we in Congress and the citizens of this Nation will be faced with the toughest questions yet. Can we blindly continue to use every last resource and destroy crucial habitat as if there is no tomorrow? Or, do we take the challenge that is presented to a truly advanced society which accepts the long-term benefit over the short-term gain. Do we continue to tell other countries to stop unwise resource use, when we cannot protect our own 
	 
	Today you are faced with the opportunity to cast a vote that will genuinely make a difference. I ask for you to vote in favor of H.R. 2929 and against any weakening amendments. Time is running out for one of the world's great ecosystems. Let us act now to preserve indelibly this important part of our natural heritage. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may consume to the gentleman from Alaska 
	[Mr. Young], the ranking member of the committee. 
	 
	(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, first let me compliment the individuals who have worked on this legislation: the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], ranking member, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman]. 
	 
	I do rise in strong opposition to this legislation. That is no surprise. 
	 
	I rise not necessarily about the California desert bill. I rise in opposition to what this Congress has been doing for the last 15, 20 years. 
	 
	This Congress has taken land that is productive and that provides jobs for the American workingman out of production; 676 million acres of land that does not produce one nickel or dime, it produces zero. California has a terrible job climate today. This bill is going to cost jobs regardless of what the gentleman says. It is going to cost jobs, it is going to cost money, it is going to cost taxpayers money to run this. 
	 
	Every time I stand on the floor and bring this to the Congress, the people's ideas that we can have both, the Irish wilderness was brought to the floor, it cost approximately 2,000 jobs and it 
	was not even a wilderness but it was a fine mineral deposit. It would have used about 150 acres. 
	 
	The concept that we keep placating the so-called environmental movement by taking land and setting it aside is wrong, because this Nation was built on natural resources and only can continue to grow on natural resources. The fiber, the minerals, the fossil fuels, and yes, the wind power and the nuclear power, all the other powers, do not come from the sky. It means development of resources that God has given this country. 
	 
	Now, the gentleman from California mentioned a while ago that we have a responsibility to the environment, and that is true. But we also have a responsibility to the people, the working men and women of this country. We are losing that responsibility. We are not providing the jobs. 
	 
	It is ironic to me, as the gentleman just previously spoke, if this same Congress had been sitting when they developed the central valley project there would still be a desert there, not the ability to provide the food for the State of California and for the people of this United States. 
	 
	If we had this same Congress back in the 1800's we would not have the Transcontinental Railroad. If we had the same Congress in 1933, when Franklin Delano Roosevelt was here, we would not have the Boulder Dam, the Tennessee Valley project that provides us the power and the jobs for the people. 
	 
	This Congress has got its head buried in the sand. We hear a lot of presidential bashing about the economy of this Nation and about the lack of jobs. I heard these 1-minutes all from this side today talking about the lack of jobs and how the people are not employed, and yet this Congress, every day it brings a bill to the floor of the House and the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and takes jobs away from the people. 
	 
	The spotted owl is going to cost us 35,000 jobs. This bill alone will cost more than 500 jobs, and no future jobs, regardless of what the gentleman says. I can go on with the California wilderness, the Oregon wilderness, the Idaho wilderness bill, the Washington State wilderness benefits bill, and yes, the Alaska wilderness bill, 147 million acres, and it all takes jobs from the American people. 
	 
	This side cannot have it both ways. You are talking about the economy and you keep putting bills on this floor to take away the opportunity of the American people. You do not provide us with the energy that this country needs. And then they say we must do it to protect the environment. If you do not have a strong economy, your environment is destroyed. 
	 
	Go to India. Go to these Third World countries and find out, because the people are underfed, unemployed, because they do not in fact have any money. They have terrible environmental damage being incurred. 
	 
	We must get some balance in this Congress, get some ideas in this Congress that we can have our environment but we must not continue to put this vast amount of land aside without understanding the effect upon the economy and the people directly affected by the loss of their jobs. 
	 
	I am going to support the Lewis amendment. I think that is probably more realistic. I am not excited about that as much as I should be, but this so-called compromise is a bill that creates chaos in the economy of this Nation because it takes out the opportunity for future advancement and opportunity for the working men and women. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California, [Mr. Fazio]. 
	(Mr. FAZIO asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, for 5 years, despite a great deal of urging by the gentlemen from California, my good friends, Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine as well, and a great deal of input in support of this legislation from my constituents, I have withheld my cosponsorship from desert protection legislation out of respect for my colleagues who represent the affected area. 
	 
	[*H10952] Now, Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of H.R. 2929. Today I am proud to list myself as a cosponsor of this important bill, introduced by my friends from California. Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine, and of course by the gentleman from California, [Mr. Miller], the chairman of the full committee. 
	 
	The bill is really a product of more than 5 years of work by the bill's sponsors. During this period the sponsors have made every effort to reach out to the many groups affected by it, to forge compromises and to address legitimate concerns. The sponsors have in my estimation done an admirable job. 
	 
	Let me briefly highlight some of the compromises reflected in the bill. Earlier proposals seeking desert protection, Mr. Chairman, called for a 10-year phaseout of grazing to accommodate existing grazing interests in the area that will become the Mojave National Monument and in a small portion of Death Valley. As brought to this floor, the measure would extend grazing phaseout periods more than twofold, to 25 years. In addition, the desert protection bill gives priority to the acquisition of livestock owner
	 
	We have already heard questions about limited access to these lands, that access is somehow being denied to the vast majority of working Americans and their families. The Governor of my own State has argued that in this bill we are locking up the desert and that only those hardy enough to backpack will be able to enjoy it. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I find nothing in this measure to support that contention. The bill leaves open a network of more than 33,000 miles of roads and jeep trails. Of the lands that the bill designates as wilderness, fully 85 percent are within three miles of vehicular access. Nonetheless, the sponsors have made additional compromises on this front as well. The proposal before us opens an extra 107 jeep miles in addition to those already provided in earlier versions of the bill. 
	 
	The sponsors also made concessions to the concerns of the utility industry. The industry, which previously opposed the bill, now testifies that it has no objection to the measure. In addition, accommodations have been made to the mining interests in the area. The original boundaries in the desert proposal were drawn to avoid known mining claims. These boundaries were taken form information supplied by the Bureau of Mines, the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Geological Survey, and the State of California
	 
	Since the introduction of the original desert proposal many additional modifications have been made. H.R. 2929 has deleted an additional 71,000 acres from wilderness and park boundaries to accommodate the concerns of the mining industry. 
	 
	Finally, Mr. Chairman, of particular importance to me, the bill includes a provision that protects the financial interest of California's retired teachers fund. There are approximately 340,000 acres of California school lands scattered within the proposed desert wilderness and park areas. This represents almost 50 percent of the surface ownership of the State school lands. 
	 
	Unlike other earlier versions of the bill, H.R. 2929 directs the Secretary of the Interior to enter into land exchanges with the California State Lands Commission as a means to compensate California retired teachers on a value-for-value basis for the Federal acquisition of school land assets. 
	So, Mr. Chairman, I think the opposition's argument that the bill is not a compromise is not accurate. Time and again the sponsors have made every effort to address the many conflicting concerns about the protection of the California desert. 
	 
	I am sure tonight we will be able to work out the concerns of the Pentagon as well. So I strongly support H.R. 2929. I urge my colleagues to vote for this much needed statutory protection which has been properly compromised. It is vital and unique, a natural resource that is irreplaceable. 
	 
	I know our colleagues on the Republican side mean well. I know they have gained quite a bit in their negotiating. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. FAZIO. I am happy to yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], my friend from the 
	Redlands area. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, my colleague, the gentleman from California [Mr. Fazio] and I have worked together for years, as the Members know. But I would say to my colleague that that last comment may have been communicated to him as a matter of the record, but the fact is there has not been any negotiation entered into on the part of the authors on this bill, not one moment of negotiation, even though we have heard serious requests for that negotiation. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	(Mr. BLAZ asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I had hoped to speak at length on this subject, but out of respect to those particularly affected, I shall be brief. 
	 
	Let me respond to the comments of the chairman, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] earlier and say also that I really enjoyed working with the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman]. I enjoyed working with the gentleman from California [Mr. Panetta]. I enjoyed working with the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], and I am particularly grateful to the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. Young] for permitting me, a delegate, to manage a bill. I am grateful to the leadership on my side. 
	 
	Reluctantly, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the bill. It pains me, for I was stationed in that desert, ironically at twentynine Palms. I thought maybe the bill was named after that base, but it really was not. 
	 
	Later on I shall yield to the four people from the desert who are immediately affected. I should like at this time, however, to say that I have every intention of introducing an amendment that affects the military. 
	 
	The spectacular success that we enjoyed in the Persian Gulf was not due to the experience in the Arabian Peninsula, but because of the training that we had in the Mohave Desert. I have an obligation to those with whom I have served to make sure that I introduce that amendment. Whether it fails or wins, it makes no difference. I must fulfill that obligation. 
	 
	Rather than take up too much time, Mr. Chairman, I shall end with this. I was somewhat disappointed and surprised that the people who are most immediately affected were apparently not consulted in the authorship of this bill. To me that oversight, intended or perhaps unintended, strikes at the very core of representation, and it would seem to me that it would displease me no end personally if I thought that someone in this body would have a bill that would literally change my district, my 8-mile wide distri
	 
	So that to me is my contribution to this debate. We must ask you to give weight to those elected to represent the districts that are being considered this afternoon. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine], the original sponsor of the bill. 
	 
	(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank my friend for yielding me this time. 
	Mr. Chairman, before I address the merits of this legislation, I want to just take a moment to thank and recognize those without whose help we would not be here on the floor today. As others have mentioned, we have worked for 5 years to craft legislation that protects California's desert and also addresses the legitimate conflicts posed by businesses and other interests who have been concerned about this legislation. H.R. 2929 is the fruit of these labors. 
	 
	All of the parties involved in this debate owe the subcommittee chairman, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] a great debt of gratitude for his thoughtful leadership and commitment, and I personally want to thank my close friend and colleague, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] [*H10953] for the leadership that he has shown with regard to this issue and in particular other environmental issues as well. 
	 
	I also want to thank the chairman of the full committee, the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] for helping to bring this bill to the floor. 
	 
	I also want to thank the chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands of the Committee on the Interior, the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento] who has worked long and hard for years in terms of helping to ensure that this legislation achieved these objectives. 
	 
	I want to join the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] and the ranking member, the delegate from Guam [Mr. Blaz] for his thoughtful consideration as well. 
	 
	Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	 
	(Mr. PANETTA asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	MR. PANETTA. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN STRONG SUPPORT OF H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 1991. I AM PLEASED THAT AFTER YEARS OF HEARINGS AND DEBATE ON THIS ISSUE, THE HOUSE HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO ENACT LEGISLATION THAT WILL PROVIDE PRUDENT AND APPROPRIATE PROTECTION TO AREAS OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. 
	 
	I COMMEND CONGRESSMAN LEVINE AND CONGRESSMAN LEHMAN FOR THEIR LEADERSHIP ON THIS ISSUE AND ALSO RECOGNIZE CHAIRMAN MILLER FOR HIS ROLE IN FACILITATING THE HOUSE'S CONSIDERATION OF THIS IMPORTANT LEGISLATION. AS MY COLLEAGUES KNOW, I REPRESENT A LARGE PORTION OF THE CALIFORNIA COASTLINE AND HAVE WORKED VERY HARD TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PROTECTION TO OUR NATION'S SIGNIFICANT AND SENSITIVE NATURAL TREASURES. 
	  
	THE CALIFORNIA DESERT IS ONE OF THOSE NATIONAL TREASURES. AREAS PROTECTED UNDER THIS BILL, SUCH AS THE JOSHUA TREE FOREST, DEATH VALLEY, AND PORTIONS OF THE MOJAVE DESERT, ARE UNIQUE, FRAGILE RESOURCES WARRANTING STRONG PROTECTION FROM DEVELOPMENT. I AM PARTICULARLY PLEASED THAT CONGRESSMAN LEVINE AND 
	CONGRESSMAN LEHMAN WERE ABLE TO CRAFT A COMPROMISE BILL THAT WILL ALLOW MULTIPLE USE OF THE DESERT'S RESOURCES TO CONTINUE, WHILE PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF PROTECTION FOR THE DESERT'S MOST SENSITIVE RESOURCES. 
	 
	AS CHAIRMAN OF THE HOUSE BUDGET COMMITTEE, I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO COMMEND THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE FOR THE FACT THAT THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE HAS ESTIMATED THE PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS OF THIS BILL AS ZERO FOR EACH YEAR THROUGH 
	1995, FOR PURPOSES OF SECTIONS 252 AND 253 OF THE BALANCED BUDGET AND EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL ACT. I ALSO APPRECIATE THE COMMITTEE'S WILLINGNESS TO ADDRESS A 
	BUDGET ACT ISSUE RELATED TO THE STATE SCHOOL LANDS CREDIT LANGUAGE IN THE BILL, AS PART OF MR. LEHMAN'S EN BLOC AMENDMENT. 
	 
	MR. SPEAKER, THE AUTHORS OF H.R. 2929 HAVE LABORED HARD TO ADDRESS THE CONCERNS OF THE DESERT'S MULTIPLE USE COMMUNITY AND HAVE DEVISED A RESPONSIBLE COMPROMISE BILL. H.R. 2929 MANAGES TO STRIKE THE OFTEN ELUSIVE BALANCE BETWEEN PROVIDING ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF THE DESERT'S MOST SENSITIVE RESOURCES WITH SERVING THE MULTIPLE USE NEEDS OF DESERT USERS. I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO HELP IN THIS EFFORT BY OFFERING THEIR STRONG SUPPORT TO H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, there have been a number of staff people also, and one in particular I want to pay tribute to is Betsy Ford on my staff who has labored in the vineyards for 5 years on this bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the vote that we will cast today in all likelihood will be one of the most important environmental votes cast by this Congress. It is certainly one of the most important environmental votes ever taken with regard to California. That is why passage of this bill, and defeat of the weakening amendments are a top priority for 118 environmental organizations. 
	 
	Passage of H.R. 2929 will create a living legacy to future generations, and it will be a vote that all of us will have been proud to cast. 
	 
	I am often asked by people from other parts of the country why protecting this desert is so important. Some actually believe the desert is a wasteland, essentially devoid of life. Nothing could be further from the truth. The California desert is one of this Nation's crown jewels. 
	 
	I have seen firsthand the incredible variety of wildlife that makes its home in the desert. I have sat under the desert's night sky with my own son, Adam, and seen a panorama of stars and mountain silhouettes as I had never seen before. I have seen the breathtaking wild flower blooms that cover the desert floor in the spring. 
	 
	The history of the desert is extraordinary. Within the lands protected by this bill, you can find real ghost towns dating back to the 1800's, prehistoric paintings and native American village sites. 
	 
	H.R. 2929 protects the very best parts of the desert. Unless Congress acts, however, this amazing landscape will be lost to developers, miners, and the mismanagement of our own government. Congress must act, and act quickly, if we are to protect the integrity of the desert and its unique character. If we fail to pass this legislation, future generations will be denied this treasure. 
	 
	This bill, Mr. Chairman, represents precisely what both desert residents and all Californians want, an end to the reckless abuse of the desert. 
	 
	Local endorsements speak for themselves. Forty-nine California cities and counties have endorsed the bill, far outnumbering the populations of those who have opposed it. Seven desert cities and a number of other cities support the bill, and polls consistently have shown support for 
	this legislation. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, we have made numerous compromises in this bill, as the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] and the gentleman from California [Mr. Fazio] have already outlined, many of which have been described earlier regarding utility concerns, mining concerns, and military concerns. 
	 
	I want to emphasize for the record, Mr. Chairman, that while we have had numerous public hearings, we, and I personally have beseeched my good friends on the other side of the aisle to come to the table and negotiate with regard to this legislation; but the fact is, I do believe and the record should be clear and I refer to my very good friend for whom I have very high regard, I talked to him privately. I have written to him. I have urged him to meet and urged him to negotiate and urged him to sit down. We 
	 
	What we did not compromise, Mr. Chairman, however, and what we are committed to fight are the efforts of those who simply just oppose wilderness, those who believe every last acre must be exploited and those who do not understand why we must act now to protect what is left of the desert. 
	 
	The face of the desert is changing. To my colleagues from the East who have never had the chance to see it, come visit it. It is an extraordinary place. The ecological diversity and historical sites protected by my bill are second to none. The passage of this bill will strike a major victory for environmental protection in the country. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge an aye vote on the bill and a no vote on weakening amendments. Mr. Chairman, I include the following correspondence and material: 
	U.S. Department of the Interior, 
	 
	National Park Service, 
	San Francisco, CA, January 30, 1987. Memorandum to: Director, National Park Service. From: Regional Director, Western Region. Subject: California Desert Protection Act. 
	 
	We have completed our analysis of the proposals contained in the California Desert Protection Act per your memorandum of May 5, 1986. Our recommendations are enclosed, along with the objective resource assessment on the various provisions. Nine additional copies of the 
	assessment are enroute under separate cover. We are making copies of the resource assessment available to BLM's California State and Desert District Office. 
	 
	Let us know if any additional information is needed on these legislative proposals. Howard H. Chapman. 
	 
	WESTERN REGION RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK 
	The NPS' Management Policies require that potential new units be evaluated in terms of the following three criteria: 1. Significance, 2. Suitability/Feasibility, and 3. Management 
	Alternatives. The Policies state that potential new areas will normally not be recommended for 
	authorization by the Service unless all three criteria are met. 
	 
	1. As indicated in the resource assessment, this unit does not fill a major natural systems gap in 
	the System based on the National Park System Plan: Natural History. The natural region in which the proposed unit is located, the Mojave-Sonoran Desert, is an extremely large and diverse 
	region already containing a number of parks and monuments. Mojave Desert phenomena are 
	[*H10954] protected and represented in the National Park System in Joshua Tree and Death 
	Valley National Monuments. 
	 
	The proposed unit contains a rich array of highly significant natural and cultural resources. It would be difficult to find an area of similar size with as many outstanding sites. Notwithstanding the fact that the area does not fill a natural systems void in the System, we believe that the overall quality of the area and the multiple resource attractions are sufficient to meet the significance standards for new units. 
	 
	2. The proposed Mojave National Park is of sufficient size and character to permit administration, protection and preservation. Although the area would be relatively difficult and expensive to administer, given its history of ranching, mining, and ORV use, it does clearly meet the suitability/feasibility criterion. 
	 
	3. The NPS Management Policies state that the Service will not ordinarily recommend the addition of an area to the System if other means are available to provide for resource preservation and visitor appreciation and use. 
	 
	The question of whether suitable management alternatives exist depends largely on the level of protection considered to be necessary. In the case of Mojave, BLM has indicated its intent to accomplish protection and visitor use functions through the area's management as the East Mojave National Scenic Area. While management is not nearly as preservation-oriented as some park proponents might wish, BLM has authority to protect important natural and cultural resources, and has taken steps to protect key areas.
	 
	However, BLM is presently committed to management of the area on a multiple-use basis. While controls on economic uses can preserve the essential integrity of the area, at least at the current level of demands for the area's potential products, protection is not absolute and compromises must be made between resource preservation and economic activities such as mining and grazing. The extent to which BLM could protect the area in the event of major mineral 
	discoveries is questionable. 
	 
	On balance, the proposed Mojave National Park meets the three new unit criteria specified in NPS Management Policies and would be a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System. The boundary proposed in the legislation is appropriate for the unit. 
	 
	We recommend its addition to the National Park System. JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL MONUMENT 
	Proposed Additions: None of the proposed additions have highly significant natural or cultural resources justifying national park status on their own merits. Nevertheless, based on management considerations, we believe that addition of the Coxcomb Mountains and Eagle Mountain areas to Joshua Tree National Monument would be appropriate and desirable. (See Option 2 in the resource assessment for Joshua Tree.) These additions display high resource quality, are continuations of mountain systems already within t
	 
	We do not recommend the other proposed additions. They neither offer high quality resources nor would they improve the monument's manageability. Rather, because of mining and ORV 
	activities, they could increase management problems for the monument. 
	 
	National Park Status: The legislation designates Joshua Tree as a national park rather than as a national monument. We believe such designation is appropriate. 
	 
	Mineral Studies: As indicated in the assessment there are a substantial number of mining claims in the proposed additions. We believe the legislation's requirement for completion of a validity study within two years would be difficult to meet at a reasonable cost. We recommend that the timetable be increased to five years. 
	 
	DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL MONUMENT 
	 
	Proposed Additions: We believe most of the proposed additions to Death Valley would be desirable increments. As discussed in the assessment, the proposed additions include the Eureka and Saline Valleys. These areas have inherent natural qualities of nationwide significance and would add to the range of phenomena already present in the monument. 
	 
	Although not considered to be as significant in resource value, the Panamint and Greenwater areas do include important natural and cultural resources worthy of protection and having significant interpretive value. The addition of these areas would also enhance the monument's manageability through better definition of the boundary. 
	 
	The remainder of the proposed additions have value to the monument primarily in better defining the boundary and thereby enhancing the monument's capability for resource protection. The Owlshead Mountains addition also provides an added buffer to incompatible military uses. 
	 
	We recommend minor deletions to the proposals in three areas to eliminate potential management problems. These deletions are discussed in the assessment under Options for Boundary Revision. 
	 
	The additions represent a significant increase in the scope of the unit and would add considerably to the cost of managing the monument. Increased operational funding for Death Valley National Monument would be essential. 
	 
	Wilderness Designation: The proposal for designation of wilderness within the existing boundary of the monument appears to be consistent with our long-standing recommendations. A revised map reflecting minor corrections is currently being prepared and will be forwarded to you shortly. This map should be transmitted to Congress and referenced in any legislation. 
	 
	National Park Status: The proposed legislation designates Death Valley as a national park rather than as a monument. We recommend this change in designation. 
	 
	Mineral Studies: There are thousands of mining claims in the proposed additions. We believe the legislation's requirement for completion of a validity study within two years would be difficult to meet at a reasonable cost. We recommend that the timetable be increased to five years. 
	 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
	 
	A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF THE EAST MOJAVE AREA TO DETERMINE ITS SUITABILITY FOR INCLUSION IN THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 
	 
	(By Desert Plan Staff, Bureau of Land Management) GENERAL DESCRIPTION 
	The Eastern Mojave study area covers 1.4 million acres in what is geographically part of the 
	Mojave Desert, yet displays many features and biota of the Sonoran Desert to the south and the Great Basin Desert to the north and east. The study area contains 16 mountain ranges, 4 dry lakes a perennial stream, innumerable washes, mesas, buttes, badlands, cinder cones, lava 
	beds, caves, California's most complex sand dune system, alluvial fans, bajadas, and many other expressions of geologic and geographic interest. Elevations in the study area range from about 
	900 feet near Baker in the Mojave River sink to 7,929 feet atop Clark Mountain. 
	 
	In all of the California Desert there is no finer grouping of different wildlife habitats. Over 300 species of vertebrate forms have been observed here, including some whose California breeding grounds are limited to the East Mojave. 
	 
	The Eastern Mojave is also rich floristically, with over 700 species of higher plants found in the region, including 25 rare or endangered species. Many species reach their extreme range limits here. 
	 
	The Eastern Mojave contains many fascinating and unique cultural resources: petroglyphs, pictographs, Indian village occupation sites and trails, the historic Mojave (Old Government) Road, abandoned U.S. Army forts and posts, abandoned mines, railroads, ghost towns, and the Kelso Depot, a magnificent two-story railroad depot built in 1904, which is still in use. 
	 
	CONCLUSIONS 
	 
	It is the conclusion of the Desert Plan Staff that cultural and natural resource values of the East Mojave Study Area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily qualifies for National Park or Monument status. 
	 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
	 
	LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WHICH HAVE ENDORSED THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 
	 
	15 County governments have endorsed the California Desert Protection Act. 
	 
	34 City governments have endorsed the California Desert Protection Act, including the 8 largest. COUNTY GOVERNMENTS ENDORSING THE CDPA 
	Santa Barbara County, Sacramento County, San Francisco County, Santa Cruz County, Santa 
	Clara County, Napa County, San Diego County, Los Angeles County, Marin County, Alameda County, Contra Costa County, San Mateo County, Placer County, San Joaquin County, and Monterey County. 
	 
	CITY GOVERNMENTS ENDORSING THE CDPA 
	 
	San Francisco, Riverside, Rancho Mirage, Escondido, Santa Monica, Del Mar, Palm Desert, West Hollywood, Coronado, San Diego, Poway, La Quinta, Ventura, Ontario, Fresno, Sacramento, Redlands, Long Beach, Upland, Davis, Irvine, Desert Hot Springs, Palm Springs, Visalia, Laguna Beach, Vallejo, Fairfield, Hemet, Los Angeles, San Jose, Oakland, Salinas, Berkeley, and Yucaipa. 
	 
	Canyon Resources Corp., Golden, Co, October 1, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. Mel Levine, 
	Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Representative Levine: We sincerely appreciate the responsiveness of you and your staff in 
	addressing the issues we raised concerning our proposed Briggs gold mine and adjacent gold deposits in the southern Panamint Range and the possible effects on our projects of H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act of 1991. Your willingness to sponsor an amendment to the legislation which alters the boundaries of the proposed Manly Peak and Surprise Canyon Wilderness areas and deletes the Middle Park Wilderness area removes a potentially critical impediment to our projects. When the Briggs mine is o
	1994, we believe it will contribute each year $20 million in wages and purchases of goods and services to the local communities and $5.5 million in direct and indirect federal, state, and local taxes. The adjacent properties freed by the amendment offer the possibility of an adjacent $600 million in payroll and purchases and $160 million in taxes. 
	 
	Your willingness to listen to our specific concerns and to craft an amendment that both permits productive economic enterprise and protests extraordinarily environmental values is laudatory. You certainly have resolved favorably our company's specific concerns with the legislation. Accordingly, we are pleased to withdraw our opposition to the bill, as amended. 
	 
	Sincerely yours, Richard H. DeVoto, President. 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Kerr-McGee Corp., 
	Oklahoma City, OK, October 3, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. Richard H. Lehman, 
	Subcommittee on General Oversight and California Desert Lands, House Interior and Insular 
	Affairs Committee, House Annex 1, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Mr. Chairman: I would like to take this opportunity to express Kerr-McGee Corporation's appreciation to your staff for the able assistance they provided to us regarding certain provisions of the California Desert Protection Act (H.R. 2929). 
	 
	In light of the amendment you and Congressman Levine offered to H.R. 2929 on October 1, 
	1991, Kerr-McGee will now be able to continue development of the Ratciff Mine gold deposit located in the southern Panamint Range, Inyo County, California. As we discussed with Ms. Beller of your staff and Ms. Ford of Congressman Levine's staff, your amendment has met Kerr- 
	McGee's specific concerns about H.R. 2929 in the southern Panamint Range. We would hope, however, that those individuals and companies who have mining interests within the areas 
	impacted by H.R. 2929 will also avail themselves of the opportunity to work with your staff to modify the current boundaries of H.R. 2929 in order to continue with the development of such 
	interests and their ensuing economic benefits. 
	Again, we thank you for your assistance in this matter. Sincerely, 
	G.D. Christiansen, 
	Vice President-Exploration. 
	 
	Chicago Mining Corp., 
	Chicago, IL, October 21, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. Mel Levine, 
	Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
	 
	Dear Representative Levine: I am writing to sincerely thank you for your valuable effort in 
	crafting H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act. of 1991, into a document that fully protects the rights and interests of all concerned citizens. This nation is truly well served when fair and equitable legislation can be realized by mutually beneficial compromise. H.R. 2929, with the addition of the Lehman-Levine Amendment, can only enhance economic and environmental circumstance in the California Desert. Chicago Mining Corporation hereby withdraws all opposition to H.R. 2929, as amended. 
	 
	Very truly yours, Charles R. Lee, President. 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Southern California Edison Co. 
	Rosemead, CA, September 30, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. George Miller, Rick Lehman, and Mel Levine, 
	Interior Committee, House of Representatives, Longworth House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Representatives Miller, Lehman, and Levine: Southern California Edison Company has worked closely with your respective offices to resolve our concerns with HR 2929. On September 
	26, 1991, we presented to these offices our proposed statutory language (Attachment A hereto) 
	that would resolve our remaining concerns with this bill, providing that acceptable report language is subsequently developed. 
	 
	Attachment B is a much longer, and more specific version of statutory language as developed by Betsy Ford, staff person to Representative Levine. While we have reservations about putting Attachment B into the bill as statutory language, because we believe such detail properly belongs in report language, it nevertheless adequately addresses our concern with Title IV of H.R. 2929. 
	If either Attachment A or B, as written, is incorporated into HR 2929, and as long as neither the bill in its entirety, as it affects Edison, nor Attachment A or B are changed, Edison removes its objections to HR 2929 as introduced. 
	 
	Sincerely, Robert Dietch, Vice President. 
	 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Will & Muys, P.C., 
	Attorneys at Law, 
	Washington, DC, October 1, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. Mel Levine, 
	House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Congressman Levine: I am authorized to advise you that the Metropolitan Water District will not object to H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act, if Section 306 is amended to include the language furnished to us on September 29 by your office. I am attaching a copy of those amendments. 
	 
	Sincerely, Robert P. Will 
	(For the Metropolitan Water 
	District of Southern California). 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Southern California Gas Co. 
	Los Angeles, CA, July 2, 1991. 
	 
	Re California Desert Protection Act 
	 
	Hon. Mel Levine, 
	Cannon House Office Building, 
	House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Congressman Levine: After extensive review and discussion with Ms. Betsy Ford of your staff regarding the proposed California Desert Protection legislation, the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) agrees with the proposed changes which directly affects SoCalGas facilities and if these changes are incorporated into the bill SoCalGas will remove its opposition. 
	 
	The changes that were discussed and agreed upon are outlined below: 
	 
	Category A -- Notations on Wilderness Maps indicating pipeline right-of-ways to protect our existing pipelines and support facilities: 
	 
	Notations denoting pipeline locations relative to wilderness boundaries, indicating a minimum fifty foot buffer between the central line of the pipeline and the boundaries of the wilderness: 
	 
	Map Plate No. and Name 
	 
	24 -- Clipper Mountains. 
	 
	87 -- Providence Mountains. 
	 
	While the above map corrections and amendments have been agreed upon with your staff we have not seen the official maps that will accompany the bill. 
	 
	Category B -- Clarifications and modification of Title IV Section 411 Utility Right-of-Way to remove ambiguities in that section and to allow for the continued ongoing operation, maintenance and upgrading of our existing pipelines and support facilities. 
	 
	Title VI Section 411(b) as originally considered in draft form has been modified and it is our understanding that the following text changes have been inserted (please note that these changes to the text have been underlined): 
	 
	411(b) deals with Southern California Gas Company and reads as follows: "Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way, or customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of-way; prohibiting the upgrading of and construction on existing facilities in such right-of-way for the purpose of increasing the 
	capacity of the existing pipeline; or prohibiting the renewal of such right-of-way; issued, granted, or permitted to the Southern California Gas Company, which is located on lands included in the 
	Majave National Park created under this Title, but outside lands designated as wilderness under 
	Section 501 (3).". 
	Category C -- Proposed Legislative Report Language defining portions of Title IV Section 411(b) At the request of Ms. Ford, SoCalGas is submitting the following language to be included in the 
	Legislative Committee report to assist in the definition of the term "upgrade" as used in Title IV 
	section 411(b): "Allows for improving the capacity of an individual pipeline by looping, but not the improvement of the entire pipeline system by the installation of a new pipeline parallel to an existing pipeline. Pipeline loops are tied into the existing pipeline, so by definition construction takes place very close to the existing pipeline in the right-of-way. Disruption from such construction is confined to areas that have already been disturbed by previous pipeline construction. While a new pipeline ma
	 
	OTHER SOCALGAS CONCERNS 
	 
	(1) The following Wilderness Area maps boundaries were modified in the previous Congress to remove SoCalGas pipelines 235 and 6000 from the designated Wilderness Areas. 
	 
	Boundaries Amended: Map Plate No. and Name 
	28 -- Dead Mountains. 
	 
	36 -- Granite Mountains-East. 
	 
	37 -- Granite Mountains-West. 
	 
	50 -- Kelso Dunes S.W. 
	 
	51 -- Kelso Dunes -- East and South Providence Mountains. 
	 
	67 -- Newberry and Rodman Mountains. 
	 
	85 -- Piute Mountains. 
	 
	87 -- Providence Mountains. 
	 
	(2) It is our understanding that your bill will not include Title VII Military Withdrawals. If that section is included I would like to suggest the following language allowing our continued operation and maintenance be added to Title VII Section 705 (a)(2): "(G) renewal of existing right-of-way and operation, maintenance, repair, replacement and upgrading of existing utilities located therein.". 
	 
	Thank you for the opportunity you gave SoCalGas to work with your staff in order to provide input on this important legislation. If we can be of further assistance on  [*H10956] this or other legislative matters please contact David Freer in SoCalGas' Washington office. David's phone number is 202-822-3713. 
	 
	Sincerely, 
	Lee M. Stewart, Vice President. 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - City Hall, 
	Los Angeles, CA, June 28, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. Mel Levine, 
	House of Representatives, 
	Washington, DC. 
	 
	CITY OF LOS ANGELES SUPPORT FOR THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT 
	 
	Dear Mr. Levine: The City of Los Angeles supports your efforts to introduce legislation to protect the beauty and resources of the California Desert and appreciates your efforts to accommodate the City's concerns in your development of this bill. These concerns have been discussed over the last several years with various representatives of environmental groups and other interested parties and agreements have been essentially reached. The City has supported the bill based on assurances that the legislation w
	 
	In discussing the City's concerns with your staff, we understand that the following issues will be resolved in your bill as described below. With these issues resolved, the City fully supports the bill without reservation. 
	 
	Red Rock Canyon State Park Transfer: In recognition of a pending administrative land transfer between the State of California and the Federal government, the bill only transfers Federal land east of Highway 14 to the Red Rock Canyon State Park. 
	 
	Buffer Zone: In order to not preclude nonwilderness activities, such as standard utility practices, up to the boundary of the wilderness area, the following language will be added to the bill: 
	 
	Sec. . The Congress does not intend for the designation of wilderness areas in Section of this Act to lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around any such wilderness area. The fact that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas within a wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary of the wilderness area. 
	 
	Boundary Adjustments: A review of the official maps which are to accompany the bill show that all conflicts between wilderness area and Mojave National Park boundaries, including the Clark Mountain Wilderness Area (WA), and utility corridors and City water and power facilities have been resolved. 
	 
	Map Notions: Due to the scale of the maps, notations are to be added on the maps to indicate the minimum distances of the wilderness area boundaries to particular features. Maps which have these notations added include Owens Peak WA and Sacatar Trail WA (Map Nos. 12, 92) -- distance to Los Angeles Aqueduct System; Mojave National Park (Map No. M) -- reference to Clark Mountain WA; Clark Mountain WA (Map No. 22) distance to transmission line; Hollow Hills WA (Map No. 41) -- distance to transmission line; Kin
	 
	Further, we understand that the bill will not include any provisions regarding military withdrawals of China Lake Naval Weapons Center (NWC) or Chocolate Mountains. Should the bill be amended to include with withdrawal of China Lake NWC, we request that language be added, as was done in S21 in Section 705(g), clarifying that the Secretary of the Interior be responsible for the administration of geothermal leases and for the issuance of associated permits, rights-of-way, other authorizations and approval of 
	 
	The adjustments made to the WA and National Park boundaries to address the City's concerns did not consider the potential expansion of the NTC. Should the NTC be expanded to engulf the existing transmission lines and utility corridors, the presently agreed to WA and National Park 
	boundary adjustments will need to be reevaluated. We have appreciated your attention to our concerns and are optimistic that your bill to protect the California Desert will be enacted. 
	 
	Sincerely, Tom Bradley, 
	MAYOR, CITY OF LOS ANGELES, John Ferraro, 
	PRESIDENT, LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL. 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Catellus Development Corp., 
	November 13, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. George Miller, 
	Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Longworth House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Mr. Chairman: As you know, Catellus Development Corporation's concerns with H.R. 2929 have focused on the impact that the bill's wilderness and park designations would have on the value of some 410,000 acres of Catellus's landholdings included within those designations. The amendment which you are proposing to add to the bill goes a long way toward providing Catellus with assurance that it will be compensated for the loss of use of lands placed in the bill's park units and wilderness areas. With the ad
	 
	You and the other cosponsors of H.R. 2929 have attempted to be accommodating, and we appreciate the hard work staff has done to address Catellus's concerns. 
	 
	Sincerely, 
	William C. Matheson, VICE PRESIDENT, 
	Sales and Land Management. 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - State Lands Commission, 
	Sacramento, CA, October 15, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. Mel Levine, 
	House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Congressman Levine: We have reviewed the Interior Committee amendments to Section 
	607 of your H.R. 2929. We support the amendment and will support the bill, if amended as proposed. We appreciate the time and effort Ms. Betsy Ford has devoted to this matter, as well as, the efforts of Ms. Melanie Beller of the subcommittee and Ms. Lori Sonken of the full committee. 
	 
	Cordially, Charles Warren, Executvie Officer. 
	 
	- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
	 
	California Retired 
	 
	Teachers Association, 
	Sacramento, CA, October 25, 1991. 
	 
	Hon. George Miller, 
	House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
	 
	Dear Congressman Miller: Thank you for your letter on the recent amendments to the California Desert Protection Act (H.R. 2929) to include Section 610 of the Act. This section replaces the provisions of Section 607 which had been deleted from the bill during subcommittee action. 
	 
	I am writing to provide you with a formal letter that the California Retired Teachers Association (CRTA) will support H.R. 2929 with the inclusion of Section 610. We also will request Senators Cranston and Seymour to support Section 610 when the bill is considered in the Senate. 
	 
	Once again, thank you for your support of our concern and assistance in reintroducing language to protect the interests of retired teachers in state school land exchanges. 
	Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely, 
	David Walrath. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. I am happy to yield to my friend, the gentleman from California. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I believe my colleague will recall a very private meeting we had in my office in which we were discussing differences that may occur on this bill. I suggested that the very small clique of elitists that I referred to earlier who now are opposed to this bill and who initiated the process the gentleman has been involved in should sit down with me and tell me why they walked away from the table that was a public process in the first place. I asked the gentleman to get the
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from Nevada [Mrs. Vucanovich]. (Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was given permission to revise and extend her remarks.) 
	Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the Rules Committee made in order the amendment offered by my friends from California, Mr. Lewis, Mr. McCandless, Mr. Thomas. This amendment in the nature of a substitute would designate about 2.4 million acres of wilderness, compared with more than 8 million acres under the reported bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2929, as reported by the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, would blindly designate 50 of the 76 wilderness study areas as part of the wilderness preservation system without the benefit of complete U.S. Geological Survey and U.S. Bureau of Mines studies. 
	 
	These studies are required by section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act for areas recommended for inclusion in the Wilderness Preservation System. But, these studies were not completed on these 50 areas because the administration does  [*H10957]  not recommend them for inclusion as wilderness. 
	Therefore, millions of acres for which we have no properly prepared mineral assessment will be withdrawn from mining activity despite the strong potential for strategic and valuable minerals. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the process which generated this bill is greatly flawed. The administration's proposal, which Mr. Lewis will offer as a substitute, represents years of effort and compromise. 
	 
	Because the environmental lobby did not win on every single point within the compromise, these special interest groups now insist upon H.R. 2929. They want it all. 
	 
	When this body, by way of the Interior Committee, embarks on one of the largest land- protection measures in history with incomplete knowledge of the mineral content of these lands, we cannot fully understand the broad and far-reaching ramifications of our actions. 
	 
	Does this body believe that we should lock out multiple-use activities from 8 million acres of land without knowing what is under the ground? Apparently so. Any other approach might be wise. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues' opposition to H.R. 2929 and to the process which begat it. Let us send a message to the Interior Committee and demand a bill that is fully understood. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to engage the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] in a colloquy. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, we have been hearing a great deal these days about the economy from our majority colleagues here in the House. Has any analysis been done regarding the potential employment impact of H.R. 2929? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 
	 
	Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 
	To my colleague from Nevada I say first I appreciate not only her remarks about the bill, and want to associate myself with those remarks, but the question she is asking is a very important question. The answer is simply yes. In September 1990, the Bureau of Mines released an extensive mineral study of the 1.5 million acre east Mojave area. That report discussed the various public land options under the park or monument alternative incorporated into H.R. 2929, the local economies stand to lose $90 million i
	 
	Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I would ask the gentleman whether other options for balancing exist in mining with wilderness in the east Mojave. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. That is the whole point of the public and open planning process created by the passage of FLPMA in 1976 and reflected in my substitute. The substitute minimizes conflicts even as it preserves unique areas. In the east Mojave, seven permanent wilderness areas totaling nearly 300,000 acres would be designated. These lines were drawn to minimize conflicts with existing mines as well as deposits that had been claimed and would likely be developed. 
	 
	Tax losses in this scenario, according to the bureau, are more likely to be somewhere around $3 million versus $90 million, and perhaps 200 jobs versus roughly 2,000 jobs. 
	 
	Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thought that the gentleman from California who chairs the subcommittee announced that all active mines had been deleted from the bill at the press conference 
	announcing the introduction of H.R. 2929? Is that the gentleman's understanding? 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. I heard the gentleman repeat that statement as well here in his testimony on the floor. That was my understanding of the announcement, but that is not what the bill does. 
	 
	In fact, the east Mojave has seven active mines which would all be within the New East Mojave Monument if H.R. 2929 is adopted. During the markup of this bill, the gentleman from West Virginia, who chairs the Subcommittee on Mining and Natural Resources, referred to the proposed Mojave monument as the "Mining National Park" and congratulated the committee for its efforts to preserve large open pit mines such as the gold mine in the Castle Mountains within this area. 
	 
	Mrs. VUCANOVICH. So what is the problem? The Park Service does have statutory authority to manage mines and the experience to minimize these conflicts. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. The gentlewoman from Nevada, one more time, has made a very important point. 
	 
	We have checked with the mining industry and the Interior Department. We have been unable to find a single instance of an open-pit heap-leach mine in the lower 48 States on lands administered by the Park Service. Moreover, it would be highly unusual to find any individual 
	park with seven active mines. In fact, the Congress typically tries to avoid these conflicts when parks are created. That was the gentleman from California's intention but that is not what the bill 
	does. 
	 
	I must say it is these kinds of complications that require the public process that we are trying to implement with the process we will be discussing later. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 
	 
	Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I thank my colleague. I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 2929. Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 
	I do so for the purpose of stating a clarification. The facts are as I have stated them. There are no active mines in wilderness areas in this bill. The mine which the gentleman referred to is in the park but not in wilderness area even within the park and can continue current operation. 
	 
	There are none. I would further point out that, according to the U.S. Department of Commerce, there were 1,199 mining jobs in all of San Bernardino County in 1987. With the protection we have in this bill, we feel they will be protected. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron]. Mrs. BYRON. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Let me say that I rise today in support of the amendment that will be offered by Mr. Vento and Mr. Blaz and also along with the amendment offered by my friend, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman], as well as support of H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act. 
	 
	To my colleague, the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham], whom I am glad to see is here in the chamber, who questioned whether had this lady been strapped into a jet, that she might understand things a little bit better. Let me assure him that I have indeed been strapped 
	into a jet. I have my copy of trail hook here to prove for him that that is the case. 
	 
	I need not say that I have 11 trap shots and 11 cattle shots from the U.S.S. KENNEDY on A-6's and F-14's. I also happen to be the only female who has ever flown in an SR-71 over Mach 3.2. 
	 
	Having said that, I will not question his credentials, because I am well aware that he is indeed top gun. 
	 
	But some, even women, have had jet fighter experience. And, yes, I have been over China Lake and I have been over Chocolate Mountain and I have been to Fort Irwin. 
	 
	Having said that, we will now talk about the legislation that is before us. This bill is not perfect, but I feel it represents a sincere attempt at solving some of the ongoing differences that the committee has faced between the Department of Defense, environmental organizations and hunting groups. 
	 
	For example, the amendment offered by Mr. Lehman would, in my opinion, improve the bill by deleting the wilderness designation for 3 years of BLM lands around Fort Irwin, something the military has requested, and allow them to remain as wilderness study areas. 
	 
	As we all know, Fort Irwin is perhaps this Nation's most important and effective desert training center, as illustrated  [*H10958]  by our troops' performance in Desert Storm. 
	 
	Therefore, it must be able to be maintained at this level of training without a constant concern over the future of its surrounding lands. 
	 
	In addition, Mr. Chairman, during the subcommittee's consideration of H.R. 2929, the subcommittee found itself once again facing strong disagreement over the overflight language and land withdrawals. In fact, back in 1987, I introduced legislation that attempted to address this very issue with respect to Chocolate Mountain and China Lake. 
	 
	I am pleased to see that my good friend and subcommittee chairman, the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], as well as the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], have included some of my language into a compromise that has addressed the concerns from the Defense Department. 
	 
	These issues were brought up at our hearings on November 5. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], my friend, yielding this time to me. I appreciate the work that he has been doing on this bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I first became aware of a wilderness problem shortly after I arrived as a Member of the Congress in 1979. Our former colleague and my friend, Philip Burton, came up to me, and looked me in the eye and said, "Jerry, you should know what wilderness is." Upon learning 
	what wilderness is, I learned quickly that much of this issue we are discussing today crystallized some years before. My predecessor, Shirley Pettis, came to the Congress as a result 
	of her husband's tragic death in a plane crash. Shortly after she arrived Philip Burton wandered 
	up to Shirley on the floor, put his arm around her and said, "Shirley, your husband was carrying a measure when he was here having to do with desert wilderness in California, and it seems to 
	me that we ought to see that that legislation is passed, and we ought to mark it in his memory." 
	They went about their work and eventually that became the bill that has been referred to several times already, the Federal Land Plan and Management Act, FLPMA. It was passed in 1976, and within that act all of the parties, liberals and conservatives, moderates and otherwise, 
	environmentalists and people who are concerned about mining and grazing came together in a very complex process. FLPMA established a means whereby those conflicts could be handled. It created a public commission, the names of which were outlined earlier, reflecting a whole mix of interests in the desert, as high a quality commission as my colleagues can imagine. They had 4 years of public hearings, 40,000 individual inputs, and the BLM was instructed to come forth with a plan by the end of this year. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, they came forth about 3 months ago, and that plan has been totally ignored. It will not be ignored later as we discuss the substitute on behalf of the four Members who represent the desert. That substitute, if adopted, will create the largest wilderness area ever established in the continental United States, some 2.3 million acres of wilderness. 
	 
	It is not like we are ignoring the need to protect those delicate areas of the desert. The reality is that the desert needs multiple use. 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], my colleague, for yielding. I think he has made a very important point that needs to be absorbed by my colleagues on both sides. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the Lewis substitute provides for an unprecedented wilderness apportionment. It is 2.4 million acres. This is a wilderness plan that has been, I think, labelled a plan that exploits the wilderness, that exploits our resources, that somehow allows modern commerce to run roughshod over the environment. 
	 
	Am I right in understanding the gentleman's statement, that this is the biggest new introduction of wilderness lands, should the Lewis substitute pass, of all time? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Ever created in the Continental United States; that is correct. Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I must mention that I appreciate the comment of the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. It is a vast area, this desert, and my own portion of the desert will hold four eastern States. Within that desert, however, my portion has Fort Irwin, the national training center for the Army, as well as the Twentynine Palms Marine Base. Those bases provided the fundamental training that allowed our troops to be so successful during the recent battle in Desert Storm. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I think it is very important for us to note that Fort Irwin was critical in our recent success in the Middle East. General Schwarzkopf said this about this installation: "It is the best investment the Army has made in 35 years, that I have been in the Army. The reason why we did so well in Desert Storm was because every commander we had over there had some kind of involvement in NTC. 
	 
	It is going to be suggested that there will be amendments later that will solve the problems that might relate to that training process. That is not the case. We will submit for the record a recent study that was done by our own Congressional Research Service. It will outline the need for coordination between Twentynine Palms and the National Training Center for the Army. If we are going to continue to be successful, we must have this capacity to train and retrain our troops, and there is room to have lots 
	Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] has expired. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes to the gentleman from California. Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	 
	Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I have a lot of respect for our colleagues on the other side of the aisle and what they are attempting to do, however, I think some of the information that has come forward has somewhat been misplaced and lost in the analysis. Let us go back to the 1976 bill which the gentleman referred to and the origin of that bill. 
	 
	The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that this committee, that we have talked about earlier, did its work and did it well. There is an impression that nothing has happened since that committee completed its basic work. It is something that is my understanding, I say to the gentleman from California, that we had to have the staff completion of that work, the review of the wilderness areas. 
	 
	Is that the gentleman's understanding? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, that is my understanding. The gentleman from California 
	[Mr. McCandless is correct. 
	 
	Mr. McCANDLESS. And that there had to be numerous types of maps, and detailed drawings, and research projects done after the general format of the committee had been completed. 
	 
	Is that the gentleman's understanding? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. The gentleman is correct. 
	 
	Mr. McCANDLESS. And that all of that takes a little while, but the most important part of all of this is that the plan, and the wilderness aspect of it, was to be completed by 1991, and since the Congress is the only one who can designate wilderness, that is why we have reached this point. 
	 
	Is that correct? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. The plan was being submitted by the end of this year, and it was submitted about 3 months ago, and the plan very much reflects the original intent of the Congress. 
	 
	Mr. McCANDLESS. So, this plan, as originally conceived by the legislation created in this House and then passed [*H10959] into law, is on schedule and has moved on in the manner in which it was intended by the original legislative act. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, is that the gentleman's understanding? Mr. LEWIS of California. That is my understanding. 
	Mr. McCANDLESS. So, we have not dilly-dallied along, nor have we modified this or modified that because of some personal gain on the part of individuals or corporations that have a direct interest in the area. 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. I must say that all the constituents who have an interest in the desert had a chance for input in that process, including the gentleman and I. In the process by the authors of 2929, we have had no opportunity for input. 
	 
	Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 1/2 minutes to the gentleman from South 
	Carolina [Mr. Ravenel]. 
	 
	Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be a cosponsor of this bill. I sincerely believe that it will provide the California desert the protection that only this Congress can give and that these lands desperately cry for. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, one of our great Presidents, early on, had the foresight to understand the need to protect our precious, unique, natural resources. His name was Teddy Roosevelt. He believed that wilderness and wild places are sources of renewal for the soul. It is because of his efforts that we now enjoy many of the natural and splendid wonders that our Nation has to offer. 
	 
	In South Carolina we have such places that offer this renewal, this refreshment of spirit, that have received protection from Congress. Among them the Congaree Swamp National Monument stands out in my mind. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, in the tradition of Teddy Roosevelt, this far-reaching legislation for the California desert would set aside large tracts of our western lands as part of wilderness areas for future generations to enjoy. Our opportunities for such action as this bill provides, grow increasingly limited, so I am very pleased that we have it under active consideration tonight. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the time to protect the California desert has come, right now, before it is too late. I thus enthusiastically support this legislation and urge my colleagues to vote for it. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas], who is the Member most affected by this bill. 
	(Mr. THOMAS of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding time to me. Interestingly enough, I believe that I do have more acres affected by this bill than anyone else in 
	California. I would have liked to have said that I was a vital participant in what was done with 
	the district that I have and do represent. 
	 
	I represent Edwards Air Force Base and the Naval Weapons Center at China Lake, all in Inyo County, which contains all of the California portion of the Death Valley National Monument and a number of other areas. 
	 
	I am not going to go into any kind of a dialog about process. I think it has been abundantly clear here that the Members who are offering this bill have as their primary clients people who certainly are not interested in consulting with the four Members who represent the desert. It has been proven time and again that the Members who actually represent the constituents are a byproduct of this process, that the people who elected a Member from Minnesota or another Member from a different portion of California
	 
	There is no question that the committee process we operate under here in large part dictates that, but at some point those who represent the areas would have linked to have been considered willing partners, or even unwilling partners, or partners defined in any way you want to define it. 
	 
	In a discussion away from the microphone, I reminded the gentleman from California, the principal author of this bill, that we really had not talked much about it. He reminded me that in fact he did call me. When he introduced the bill, he called me to apologize that he had not let me know that the bill was going to be introduced. 
	 
	Briefly, in terms of the so-called amendments to solve the defense problems, I have a letter from the Acting Secretary of Defense dated November 21 which says this pretty unequivocally about H.R. 2929: 
	 
	Adoption of amendments to H.R. 2929 expected to be offered by Congressmen Vento and Blaz would address defense concerns related to military overflight, the National Training Center, and land withdrawals, but H.R. 2929 would not address the following defense needs. 
	 
	And he outlines the areas in which H.R. 2929 would still be deficient, including the Naval Weapons Center at China Lake, and he says that these defense needs would be addressed in H.R. 3066. 
	 
	He goes on to say this: 
	 
	Effective training of the U.S. armed forces today depends on military facilities in California. Enactment of H.R. 3066 would assist in ensuring effective training at military facilities in California. Enactment of H.R. 2929 would degrade the effectiveness of military training. 
	 
	Even with the amendments, and they urge the House of Representatives to oppose H.R. 2929. It is signed by the Secretary of the Army, Acting Secretary of Defense. 
	 
	Do not let anyone have you think that these amendments, even those by the proponents of the bill at the last minute, on a bill supposedly that had been compromised over a couple of years and looked at for some time, are going to solve the problem, because they do not. H.R. 3066 does solve the problem. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. THOMAS of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, did I understand the gentleman correctly? I heard earlier that this was a great compromise on the part of the majority. Is the gentleman telling me that 
	even though he had the most acreage, they never discussed a compromise with him or 
	negotiated with him as a Member who represents that huge area of the desert? 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. The one phone call I received that I was reminded of was to apologize for not letting me know it was introduced. Then they somehow, even though I represent this 
	area and they are my constituents, assumed that I am supposed to trail along behind these 
	people as they make negotiations and decisions. They do not think they should discuss with us the territory. 
	 
	Let me give one example. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. This is one example of how H.R. 2929 has come along. The Death Valley National Monument in H.R. 2929 places a number of BLM acres within what is now a national park. 
	 
	I would yield to the gentleman from California if he wants me to yield to him, and I would ask 
	him a question. Is he familiar with the Cottonwood Mountains? Mr. LEWIS of California. It appears we are moving right along. Mr. THOMAS of California. Yes, moving right along. 
	Is the gentleman, from his memory and experiences in the desert, familiar with the Cottonwood 
	Mountains? 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas] has expired. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas]. 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I ask again, is the gentleman familiar with the 
	Cottonwood Mountains? 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. I am generally familiar with the Cottonwood Mountains. Mr. THOMAS of California. Where are they? 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. They are within the confines of this legislation. 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. They happen to be in the confines of the Death Valley National Monument. They were one of the primary reasons the northwest boundary of the national [*H10960]  monument was placed there. They are mountains that are 9,000 feet high, with no roads across them. 
	 
	The gentleman wants to put thousands of acres on the northwest portion of that mountain in the national park. They are currently under BLM. He does not want them in wilderness until BLM. BLM manages those lands out of Big Pine, 40 miles away, at an enormous savings to the taxpayers. He wants to put them in this new park, the national park, at 10 times the amount to manage that acreage, and those Park Service rangers are going to have to drive 150 miles around the base of those mountains to try to negotiate 
	 
	That is the kind of decision made by people who either do not know the territory or do not care about it. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. What I am trying to say is that one simple consultation with a Member who represents the area would have said, "Sure, let's work it out." 
	 
	I have had that experience with Mr. Burton, from California, on wilderness when I was consulted and worked with him. We had an agreement on a map as to how we handled wilderness. 
	 
	There was no consultation whatsoever here. You have created enormous drains on the taxpayer, and you should take a look at what you have done in your own bill. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman's yielding time. 
	Mr. Chairman, we can get into this in as much detail as the gentleman wants. On the issue of process, I have two letters in my hand here. I will submit them for the record. Both of them were sent to one of the gentlemen on the other side. Both were sent to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], urging him to discuss this. 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have in his record a letter sent to me? 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. If I could have my 30 seconds, I would say to the gentleman from 
	California -- -- 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have a record that he sent a letter to me? Mr. LEVINE of California. I would say that the gentleman from California knew about this. Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have in his record a letter to me? 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman form California [Mr. Levine] has expired. 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. Does the gentleman have a letter sent to me? I have a million acres in this bill. Does he have a letter to me? 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] has expired. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Scheuer]. 
	 
	Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of H.R. 2929, designating 7.5 million acres for national parks and national wilderness areas. 
	 
	This is a marvelous benefit to the American people. I can see that there are some bruised noses around here. There have been questions of turf, but our real constituents are the American people, and they value these parks. They value these wilderness areas. 
	 
	I was in Yosemite last year and spent several days with a wonderful Park Service officer who managed it, and he told me with great pride how in a sense that park was overutilized and overstressed and strained. Such was the popularity of our national parks and wilderness areas with the American people. He told me with great pride that a significant percentage of the visitors to Yosemite come from abroad. They come from Japan and from all over Europe, and he 
	stressed what an attraction these national parks and national wilderness areas are to people all over the world who yearn for the richness and the inspiration of these wide open spaces that are 
	so brilliantly maintained by the National Park Service. 
	 
	As this country proceeds down the road to further growth and further process, we need to set aside these special places for the benefit of future generations so that we may preserve our Earth in its natural and unaltered state and provide parks where people can enjoy nature's beauty and wilderness areas where wildlife can run free, and where we can preserve not only flora and fauna but ecosystems. 
	 
	There are getting to be fewer and fewer of these places. We must act to preserve those that are left, to ensure that future generations of Americans can enjoy California's rich array of natural wonders. 
	 
	These bruised feelings we have heard about may be bruised tonight, but the American people will enjoy the benefits of these parks for generations to come. I am proud to be a Member of Congress and to vote for this wonderful measure. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, might I inquire the time remaining for both sides? 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to report that the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has 4 minutes remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 4 1/2 minutes remaining. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. (Mr. HUNTER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, the great conservationist Aldo Leopold said one of the greatest gifts you can have is the ability to perceive and appreciate that which is wild. 
	 
	The point which we are missing here, and my friend, the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] talked about having the great campfire under the stars with his children, is that in passing this desert lockout bill we are taking away the experience in the future for literally hundreds of thousands of Californians, working Californians, to drive to the desert areas where they have been in the past and have that wildlife experience. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, if you go to the South Algondones Dunes that are visited by 160,000 people, mostly off-road enthusiasts who average about $30,000 income a year, who want a place to be able to take their kids, to have a campfire, who want to return to the same place they were at last year, those people will be locked out. 
	 
	Nobody on that side of that aisle can get up and explain to me how these families are now going to be able to backpack in heat that averages 97 degrees in the summertime through heavy sand dunes to get to that same little wash, that same palo verde tree, that same little niche of the wild that they have been enjoying for years and years. 
	 
	This is a lockout bill. It does not lock out wealthy Californians who can fly to New Zealand to do fly fishing. My friend, the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine], has been extremely successful on the fundraising circuit. I wish him well, and I know he has raised millions. None of these blue collar people have been to these fundraisers, but they still count. They are Americans who need to have a place to go and recreate, and they are going to be locked out of these massive areas in my district, at least,
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I ask Members of this House to vote against the desert lockout bill and vote for the Lewis substitute. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Dooley]. 
	 
	Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection 
	Act, and I urge my colleagues to support it. 
	 
	I would like to commend the gentlemen from California, Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine, for their diligent work in trying to forge a consensus among this measure. 
	 
	We have heard statements that Government Representatives from California that represent the desert are all opposed to this. Well, I am a Congressman from California that does have [*H10961]  significant acreage in this bill that does support this measure. 
	 
	For a number of years I have had serious concerns about earlier desert bills, whether or not they afforded the protection to people that made their living on it, ranchers that grazed cattle on it, mining operations there, and I refused to come out in support of those. But we have a bill today 
	that provides that protection for mining. It provides for a phaseout of cattle ranchers. It gives consideration to the people that are making their living off of this land that we have to consider. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I also would like to respond to some comments of the earlier speaker, one thing this is a lockout bill. There are 5,000 acres provided for overland off-road vehicle access. There is 
	20,000 miles of roads for jeeps that they can partake in. That does not constitute a lockout. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to support this bill. This bill deserves to become law. It promises to preserve for all Californians, for all Americans, a legacy of recreational opportunity, wildlife habitat, and cultural resources of the great California desert. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, once again I commend the gentlemen from California, Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine, and I urge all Members to support H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for just a moment about his district? 
	 
	Mr. DOOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from California [Mr. Dooley] may know that we called him to discuss the fact that my substitute has two wilderness areas in his district that are not affected by 2929, and we did show the gentleman the courtesy to talk to him about it at least. 
	 
	Does the gentleman recall that? 
	 
	Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, I do not recall at this time. Mr. LEWIS of California. It may have been with the staff of the gentleman. Mr. DOOLEY. I do not have a record of this in my file either. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham]. (Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I had to take on the only gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron] that had served time in a jet. The gentlewoman also tells me that she had attended 
	Tailhook. I would like to find out the words of the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron] on 
	the Tailhook reunion. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I step forward in strong opposition to H.R. 2929. I have a letter here which is a side-by-side account of what the costs are. I have got all the differences in the amendments of the military bills. I have letters from all the Secretaries of Defense that are opposed to 2929, from Dick Cheney, and the military will be hurt by 2929. 
	 
	When I spoke about the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron], I spent 21 years in the Navy as a professional. As a matter of fact, I devised some of the routes over those areas myself, I used them in 300 combat missions over Vietnam, and over the Middle East in Israel. 
	 
	If 2929 goes into effect the military will be adversely affected. 
	 
	The Blaz amendment, although it does try to alleviate some of these things, does not cover all the areas. 
	 
	The Vento amendment is smoke and mirrors. It only addresses overflights and has no perception 
	of what and how it will affect the military. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 1/2 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], the chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, who has contributed so much to this legislation. 
	 
	(Mr. VENTO asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Mr. Chairman, Last week Time magazine had a cover article that talked about the vanishing California dream. I hope that the Members will think about that in what they are talking, about, the natural environment, what was happening to California. 
	 
	What is happening to this California desert I think is a pretty good example. There are 25 million acres in the California desert. It is within about a 1-hour drive to 15 million people. 
	 
	What is happening to it is it is getting loved to death. Everybody likes it. They want to do everything they want to do, and that is what has been happening, to a great extent. 
	 
	We have put away outside some outstanding areas and parks in Death Valley and Joshua Monument, but that is what the 1976 FLPMA Act was about in terms of bringing to this Congress and forcing us to make a decision. 
	 
	It is a painful decision. It is not an easy one. We have to take some discipline upon ourselves in order to, in fact, prevent this from being loved to death, and that is what this legislation is all about. 
	 
	I know my colleague has a substitute that goes all over California looking for a focus and looking to solve problems in terms of wilderness. But this issue is about the California desert. It is not about a statewide bill that he professes to endorse. 
	 
	So I want to commend my colleagues from California, Mr. Lehman, and Mr. Miller, and Mr. Levine, for taking on this issue. It is a tough issue, and it is a tough one for the local people that have to effect it. 
	 
	But we went out there and talked to those people. We had hearings. We heard from hundreds of witnesses in the last Congress. 
	 
	The gentlemen from California, the gentlemen that are here, all joined us at many of those hearings. We gave an opportunity for input and had that feedback so we knew what the impact was. And there was still disagreement. There is still disagreement here. 
	 
	Someone I think takes the opinion that somehow if we have committee meetings, we are going to be able to resolve all of this and come up with something called truth that we can all support. Well, that is not the legislative process. It is a process of consensus, it is a process of argument. 
	 
	But these areas, no one can argue that they do not deserve the wilderness designation that they receive under this bill. Two-thirds of the land in the desert remains open for a multiple of other uses. There are nine military bases and installations in these areas and hundreds of communities. Yet we still have the opportunity to take this fragment in these pristine areas, part of the Mojave Desert, part of the Sonoran Desert, and save them and try to retain the beauty of that great State and the dream that h
	 
	So I hope in this debate that we will keep that foremost in mind as we move forward. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN STRONG SUPPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT AS REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS. 
	 
	OTHERS HAVE NOTED, THIS IS A VERY IMPORTANT AND FARREACHING MEASURE. IT WOULD MAKE THE LARGEST ADDITIONS TO THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM AND NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM OF ANY BILL SINCE PRESIDENT CARTER SIGNED INTO LAW THE ALASKA LANDS ACT IN 1980. 
	 
	THE LANDS THAT THE BILL WOULD PLACE INTO NATIONAL PARK AND WILDERNESS STATUS INCLUDE A GREAT DIVERSITY OF PRICELESS RESOURCES AND VALUES THAT EMINENTLY DESERVE THE PROTECTION THAT THE BILL WOULD PROVIDE. AT THE SAME TIME, THE BILL LEAVES OPEN TO MULTIPLE USES MORE THAN TWO-THIRDS OF THE PUBLIC LANDS WITHIN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, THE TWO GENTLEMEN FROM CALIFORNIA, MR. MILLER CHAIRMAN OF THE FULL COMMITTEE, AND MR. LEHMAN, CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE WITH PRIME RESPONSIBILITY FOR THIS BILL, DESERVE THE THANKS OF THE HOUSE FOR BRINGING TO THE FLOOR THIS SOUND, BALANCED, AND WORTHWHILE BILL. IT DESERVES THE APPROVAL OF THE HOUSE. 
	 
	I HAVE A PARTICULAR INTEREST IN THIS BILL BECAUSE IN PAST YEARS THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS, WHICH I CHAIR, HAD THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONDUCTING THE HEARINGS THAT LAID THE GROUNDWORK FOR THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE'S ACTIONS ON CALIFORNIA DESERT LEGISLATION THIS YEAR. WE HAD VERY EXTENSIVE HEARINGS, BOTH HERE AND IN CALIFORNIA, AND HEARD FROM LITERALLY HUNDREDS AND HUNDREDS OF WITNESSES CONCERNING ALL THE ISSUES THAT ARE ADDRESSED IN THIS BILL AND IN ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES. 
	 
	[*H10962] IN ADDITION, FOR MANY YEARS SOME OF US HAVE BEEN INVOLVED WITH PROPOSALS TO RENEW THE AUTHORIZATION FOR MILITARY USE OF MILLIONS OF ACRES OF PUBLIC LANDS IN CALIFORNIA USED FOR MANY YEARS FOR VERY IMPORTANT TESTING AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES. 
	 
	IN FACT, IN 1987 THE HOUSE PASSED A BILL, INTRODUCED BY THE GENTLEWOMAN FROM MARYLAND, [MRS. BYRON], A MEMBER OF BOTH THE INTERIOR AND ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEES, THAT WOULD HAVE AUTHORIZED CONTINUED MILITARY USES ON THESE LANDS, BUT THE SENATE DID NOT ACT ON THAT BILL. 
	 
	BECAUSE THIS IS A MATTER THAT NEEDS TO BE RESOLVED, LAST MONTH I INTRODUCED A BILL -- COSPONSORED BY CHAIRMEN MILLER AND LEHMAN AND THE GENTLEMAN FROM CALIFORNIA, [MR. LEVINE -- TO AGAIN AUTHORIZE MILITARY USE OF THE CHINA LAKE NAVAL TESTING CENTER, THE CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN AERIAL GUNNERY RANGE, AND THE EL CENTRO RANGE AREAS. I HAVE ALSO PREPARED AN AMENDMENT, WHICH IS MADE IN ORDER UNDER THE RULE, TO ADD SIMILAR PROVISIONS TO H.R. 2929 AND TO ALSO ADD TO THIS BILL LANGUAGE CLARIFYING THE ABILITY OF THE ARMED
	 
	THE GENTLEMAN FROM GUAM, [MR. BLAZ], ALSO HAS AN INTEREST IN THIS MATTER AND HAS FILED A SIMILAR AMENDMENT. THEREFORE, I HAVE WORKED WITH HIM TO DEVELOP A VENTO- BLAZ AMENDMENT WHICH COULD BE OFFERED ON A BIPARTISAN BASIS. I AM GLAD TO BE ABLE TO SAY THAT WE HAVE REACHED AN AGREEMENT AND THAT AT THE APPROPRIATE POINT MR. BLAZ WILL ASK UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO MODIFY HIS AMENDMENT SO THAT THE BIPARTISAN VENTO-BLAZ PROVISIONS CAN BE OFFERED. 
	 
	EVEN WITHOUT THE PROVISIONS THAT WOULD BE ADDED BY THE VENTO-BLAZ AMENDMENT, 
	THIS IS A GOOD BILL DESERVING OF OUR SUPPORT. IF THE GENTLEMAN FROM GUAM IS PERMITTED BY UNANIMOUS CONSENT TO MODIFY HIS AMENDMENT AND THE VENTO-BLAZ AMENDMENT IS ADOPTED, IT WILL BE AN EVEN BETTER BILL, AND I URGE THE HOUSE TO ADD SUCH PROVISIONS, AND TO GIVE OVERWHELMING APPROVAL TO H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 1991. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the distinguished gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, the environmental party in American politics, the unelected leaders who work in the beltway here in Washington, DC, is the influence that will cause how this Congress resolves this issue. The reality is that the political pain of Members of Congress in crossing the interests of the environmental party is far more profound than the political pain that any of us experiences in crossing the interests of the development, of the business, and of the energy segment of America. 
	 
	That is why this bill that seeks to lock up so much of California is probably going to pass. 
	 
	I have served on the Committee on Energy and Commerce for my 13 years here, and I have dealt with these Members. This Environmental Party has to be explained to the American public. 
	 
	They have got another agenda for the country. They want to change America into a society that worships the creation, not the creator. 
	 
	At a time when we need to be establishing energy independence in this country, the possibility of the Bush energy plan is being stymied because of the environmental party's obsession in obstructing the energy independence of this country. 
	 
	MR. ASPIN. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. 
	 
	I BELIEVE THIS BILL ACCOMPLISHES TWO IMPORTANT GOALS -- PROTECTING OUR NATION'S NATURAL RESOURCES, WHILE MAINTAINING SIGNIFICANT MILITARY ACTIVATES. 
	 
	AS CHAIRMAN OF THE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, I RECOGNIZE THAT OUR MILITARY FORCES MUST TRAIN AS THEY WILL FIGHT. THE SUCCESS IN OPERATION DESERT STORM DEMONSTRATED THE VITAL IMPORTANCE OF OUR FACILITIES IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA DESERT. WE CLEARLY NEED TO MAINTAIN ADEQUATE TRAINING AND TESTING FACILITIES TO MEET THE MILITARY'S NEEDS -- BOTH TODAY AND IN THE FUTURE. 
	 
	WHILE THE PUBLIC IS SHOWING A HIGH LEVEL OF SUPPORT FOR OUR MILITARY, THERE HAS BEEN INCREASING AWARENESS OF OUR RESPONSIBILITIES, AND A GREATER DEMAND, TO PROTECT AND IMPROVE OUR ENVIRONMENT, AND PARTICULARLY OUR GREAT NATURAL RESOURCES. 
	 
	H.R. 2929 AND THE AMENDMENTS OFFERED TODAY TO ADDRESS THE MILITARY NEEDS WILL FULFILL BOTH GOALS. THESE AMENDMENTS WILL WITHDRAW 1.3 MILLION ACRES OF LAND, ALLOWING FOR ITS CONTINUED USE FOR MILITARY PURPOSES. THE AMENDMENTS WILL ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF OVERFLIGHT AS WELL. 
	 
	I WANT TO COMMEND MY COLLEAGUES ON THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, CONGRESSMEN LEVINE, LEHMAN, AND VENTO FOR THEIR WILLINGNESS TO ADDRESS THE MILITARY'S CONCERNS. 
	 
	THEREFORE, I WILL SUPPORT THEIR AMENDMENTS, AND H.R. 2929. 
	 
	MR. BROWN. MR. CHAIRMAN, AS A REPRESENTATIVE FOR BOTH RIVERSIDE AND SAN 
	BERNARDINO COUNTIES, BOTH OF WHICH HAVE VAST AMOUNTS OF LAND INCLUDED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION PROPOSAL, I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT THERE IS A NEED TO PROTECT THE DESERT OF CALIFORNIA DURING THIS SESSION OF CONGRESS. PROLONGING THE PROCESS WILL MEAN ONE THING -- FURTHER DEGRADATION OF THE ONCE-PRISTINE AREA. 
	 
	THE PROPOSALS THAT HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED PROVIDED US WITH AN OPPORTUNITY TO BREAK THE DEADLOCK AND PRESERVE FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT. WHILE RECENT EFFORTS TO PRESERVE A GREATER PORTION OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT HAVE BEEN UNSUCCESSFUL, I AM HOPEFUL THAT WE WILL BE ABLE TO WORK WITH THE SENATE AND THE ADMINISTRATION TO REACH A COMPROMISE -- TO ACCOMMODATE THE COMPETING INTERESTS AND VARIOUS USERS OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. I URGE ALL MEMBERS WHO HAVE DEVOTED TIME AND ENERGY TO THIS EFFORT TO C
	 
	IN 1978, I INTRODUCED A BILL TO ESTABLISH THE MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK. ALTHOUGH THIS LEGISLATION WAS NOT PASSED, IT DID PLACE PRESSURE ON THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT TO PROTECT THIS AREA. IT ALSO RESULTED IN THE DESIGNATION OF THE EAST MOJAVE NATIONAL SCENIC AREA -- THE FIRST OF ITS KIND IN THE COUNTRY. IN ADDITION, THE DISCUSSION THAT TOOK PLACE HELPED INCREASE PUBLIC AWARENESS OF THE NEED FOR DESERT PROTECTION. 
	 
	OVER 10 YEARS HAVE PASSED, AND I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT TODAY THERE IS A MUCH GREATER NEED TO PRESERVE OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT THAN THERE WAS IN THE 1970'S. 
	 
	I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT THERE ARE VERY REAL AND PRESENT DANGERS THAT THREATEN OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT. IT IS UP TO CONGRESS TO TAKE THE LEAD. IT IS OUR RESPONSIBILITY TO OFFER LONG TERM PROTECTION FOR OUR CALIFORNIA DESERT. 
	 
	IN SO DOING, HOWEVER, WE MUST STRIKE A BALANCE THAT WILL ALLOW FOR THE MULTIPLE USE OF THE DESERT. AS THE LOS ANGELES TIMES RECENTLY COMMENTED, "TOO MUCH OF THE DESERT, WHICH IS REMARKABLY FRAGILE AND TAKES GENERATIONS TO RECOVER FROM HUMAN ABUSE, ALREADY HAS BEEN EXPLOITED ON THE PREMISE THAT IT IS NOT GOOD FOR MUCH ELSE." IT IS GOOD FOR MUCH ELSE. IT IS A TREASURE THAT DEMANDS PROTECTION. 
	 
	THE QUESTION BEFORE US IS WHETHER OR NOT WE WANT TO MOVE FORWARD AND ACT PROGRESSIVELY. WHILE WE WAIT, HOWEVER, THE PLANS FOR MAKING THE DESERT A DUMPING GROUND ARE MOVING FORWARD. LET'S BREAK THE STALEMATE AND PASS A DESERT PROTECTION ACT. ALL GROUPS INTERESTED IN PROTECTING THE DESERT MUST JOIN TOGETHER, BREAK THE IMPASSE THAT HAS EVOLVED OVER THE YEARS, AND PROVIDE PROTECTION FOR THIS MOST PRECIOUS NATURAL RESOURCE. 
	 
	MR. DOOLITTLE. MR. CHAIRMAN, NO SINGLE ISSUE IS MORE VOLATILE IN CALIFORNIA THAN THE ISSUE OF WATER. YET WATER IS ONE ISSUE IN THIS DEBATE OF H.R. 2929 THAT HAS BEEN LARGELY IGNORED. THAT OVERSIGHT COULD HAVE A DEVASTATING IMPACT, NOT JUST ON SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, BUT ON THE ENTIRE WESTERN UNITED STATES, WHERE WATER IS THE KEY TO GROWTH AND ECONOMIC SURVIVAL. 
	 
	THE SPONSORS OF THIS BILL HAVE TRIED TO LULL OPPONENTS INTO A FALSE SENSE OF SECURITY BY TELLING US NOT TO BE CONCERNED ABOUT THE WATER RIGHTS LANGUAGE IN THIS LEGISLATION. THEY TELL US, "IT SIMPLY RESERVES A QUANTITY OF WATER TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SUFFICIENT TO FULFILL THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT." 
	 
	ADDITIONALLY, WE ARE TOLD THIS IS NOT THE COLORADO ROCKY MOUNTAINS WHERE 
	DOWNSTREAM WATER USERS COULD BE IMPACTED, THIS IS THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, AND THE ONLY THING AT ISSUE ARE A FEW SPRINGS, SEEPS, AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS THAT DO NOT REALLY MATTER TO ANYONE EXCEPT A FEW BIGHORN SHEEP, PALM TREES, MIGRATORY BIRDS, AND TINY FISH. 
	 
	LET US NOT BE FOOLED. THE PRECEDENT OF A FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHT FOR MILLIONS OF ACRES OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT SHOULD NOT BE TAKEN LIGHTLY. IT IS CLEAR THE PURPOSE OF THIS LEGISLATION IS TO STOP GROWTH AND TO STOP DEVELOPMENT IN AND AROUND PUBLIC LANDS IN THE WEST. THE CALIFORNIA DESERT IS ONLY THE FIRST STOP ON A TRAIN THAT IS BARRELING DOWN THE TRACKS TOWARD OTHER STATES AND, IN FACT, AIMED AT THE ENTIRE WESTERN UNITED STATES. 
	 
	I POSE A HYPOTHETICAL QUESTION: IF THERE ARE SO FEW SURFACE WATER RIGHTS AT ISSUE AND THERE ARE NO DOWNSTREAM USERS IMPACTED, WHY DID THE SPONSORS, INCLUDING THE CHAIRMAN OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, THE CHIEF WATER RIGHTS EXPERT IN THIS CONGRESS, INCLUDE THE LANGUAGE? 
	 
	THE ANSWER IS SIMPLE AND CAN BE STATED IN THREE WORDS: SUBSURFACE WATER RIGHTS. PICTURE THIS SCENARIO: A FEW YEARS HENCE, AFTER MILLIONS OF ACRES OF WILDERNESS ARE DESIGNATED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT NOTICES THAT SOME OF ITS SPRINGS AND SEEPS ARE DRYING UP IN A WILDERNESS AREA, NEAR PALM [*H10963]  SPRINGS. THE LANGUAGE IN THIS BILL, GIVING THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT A PRIORITY RESERVED WATER RIGHT COULD BE USED TO PREVENT PALM SPRINGS' 
	LANDOWNERS FROM DRILLING ANY NEW WELLS FOR WATER. 
	 
	MY COLLEAGUES COULD RESPOND BY SAYING, "SO WHAT? PALM SPRINGS DOES NOT GET TO WATER ITS GOLF COURSES QUITE AS MUCH?" BUT THE SAME LEGAL CONTEST OF WATER RIGHTS COULD FACE THE DOZENS OF WATER DISTRICTS THAT SERVICE THE THIRSTY NEEDS OF MILLIONS OF URBAN DWELLERS. THE SAME THREAT OF FEDERAL INTERVENTION COULD THREATEN ANY JOBS, GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT OF SMALL TOWNS AND LARGE CITIES IN THE ENTIRE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGION, HOME TO A MAJORITY OF CALIFORNIANS. IT COULD EVEN AFFECT FUTURE AGRICULTURAL USES OF TH
	 
	AND IF MY COLLEAGUES ARE TEMPTED TO SAY AGAIN, "SO WHAT?," I WOULD REMIND THEM THAT THIS WILDERNESS PROPOSAL FOR THE CALIFORNIA DESERT IS THE FIRST OF A SERIES OF BILLS COVERING THE ENTIRE WESTERN UNITED STATES THAT THIS CONGRESS WILL BE CONSIDERING OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL YEARS. THE PRECEDENT SET HERE WILL EITHER STRENGTHEN THE HAND OF EXTREMISTS WHO WANT TO ASSERT FEDERAL WATER RIGHTS WESTWIDE AS A BACKHANDED MEANS TO STOP GROWTH, OR BY DEFEATING THIS MEASURE, 
	IT WILL REASSERT THE HISTORICAL AND WISE POLICY OF STATES RIGHTS IN THIS LIFEBLOOD ISSUE. 
	 
	THE APPARITION OF A WESTWIDE FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHT IS REAL AND ITS GENESIS IS H.R. 2929. TO ENSURE STATE CONTROL OF OUR WATER AND WISE USE OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCES, I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO SUPPORT H.R. 3066 INSTEAD. 
	 
	MRS. BOXER. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE TODAY IN SUPPORT OF THIS IMPORTANT LEGISLATION. H.R. 2909, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT, WILL PROVIDE CRITICAL PROTECTION FOR THIS TRULY UNIQUE DESERT WILDERNESS. IT IS ALSO ESSENTIAL TO PROTECTING A PRICELESS LEGACY OF ARCHEOLOGICAL, CULTURAL, AND ECOLOGICAL VALUES. 
	 
	THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, COVERING OVER 25 MILLION ACRES, IS A FRAGILE ECOSYSTEM INCREASINGLY UNDER SIEGE. LARGE AREAS HAVE LONG BEEN EXTENSIVELY USED FOR MINING, GRAZING, AND VARIOUS FORMS OF DEVELOPMENT. WITHOUT THIS ACT, FURTHER DESTRUCTION OF THIS PRECIOUS RESOURCE IS INEVITABLE. ACCESS ROADS, HELICOPTER 
	PADS, QUARRIES, AND GRAZING ANIMALS -- ALL HAVE A DESTRUCTIVE IMPACT ON THE DESERT THAT TIME WILL NOT ERASE. 
	 
	FURTHER DELAY CAN ONLY LEAD TO CONTINUED, IRREVOCABLE DEGRADATION. I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO SUPPORT H.R. 2909 AND OPPOSE ANY WEAKENING AMENDMENTS. 
	 
	MR. LAGOMARSINO. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF THE LEWIS SUBSTITUTE. IT IS BALANCED. IT WILL ALLOW THE CONTINUED TRAINING OF OUR ARMED SERVICES THAT PROVED SO VALUABLE IN REDUCING CASUALTIES IN THE GULF WAR, AND WHICH WILL BE EVEN MORE VALUABLE IN FUTURE CONFLICTS AS THE SIZE OF OUR FORCES IS REDUCED. 
	 
	THE AMENDMENT IS BASED ON 10 YEARS OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT WITH ALL AFFECTED INTERESTS. AND IT IS BASED ON THE PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE OF ALL LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCIES. 
	 
	AND, MR. CHAIRMAN IT CAN BECOME LAW. 
	 
	MR. ATKINS. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE TODAY IN SUPPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION BILL, LEGISLATION THAT WOULD DESIGNATE OVER 4 MILLION ACRES AS WILDERNESS, CREATE A NEW NATIONAL MONUMENT IN THE MOJAVE, AND EXPAND AND REDESIGNATE DEATH VALLEY AND JOSHUA TREE AS NATIONAL PARKS. WHAT COULD BE MORE APPROPRIATE DURING THIS 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE THAN TO ADD THESE ENVIRONMENTALLY AND BIOLOGICALLY SIGNIFICANT UNITS TO THE PARK SYSTEM? FOR 75 YEARS, THE PARK SERVICE HAS PRESERVED MOUNTAI
	 
	THIS ENVIRONMENT IS SO FRAGILE THAT THE TRACKS LEFT BY THE WAGON WHEELS OF THE SETTLERS REMAIN AN INDELIBLE MARK IN THE LANDSCAPE OVER 100 YEARS LATER. IT IS HOME TO MANY RARE, THREATENED AND ENDANGERED PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES. IT ALSO CONTAINS MANY ARCHEOLOGICAL TREASURES. 
	 
	BUT BY AND LARGE THE AGENCY WITH RESPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING THE DESERT HAS FAILED TO DO SO ADEQUATELY. DESPITE THE LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE REMAINING WAGON WHEEL TRACKS, EACH YEAR THE DESERT IS BEING DESTROYED AT AN INCREASINGLY ALARMING RATE BY THE TRACKS CREATED BY OFF ROAD VEHICLES. FOR EXAMPLE, A RECENT DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR INSPECTOR GENERAL'S REPORT CALCULATED THAT AN ADDITIONAL 600 MILES OF UNINTENDED NEW ROADS ARE CARVED OUT BY RECREATIONALISTS EACH YEAR. BUT THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ALSO FOUND T
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, CALIFORNIA'S BURGEONING POPULATION PLACES INCREASING PRESSURES ON THE DESERT: PRESSURES FOR DEVELOPMENT, RECREATION, MINING, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES, NONE OF WHICH THE DESERT CAN SUSTAIN. THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION BILL IS A WELL-CRAFTED COMPROMISE THAT HAS BEEN 6 YEARS IN THE MAKING. I HOPE MY COLLEAGUES WILL JOIN WITH ME IN SUPPORTING THE BILL AND IN OPPOSING ANY AMENDMENTS TO WEAKEN IT. 
	 
	ONE COMMENT ABOUT THE AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY MR. MARLENEE WHICH WOULD ALLOW HUNTING IN THE MOJAVE. WHAT ARE WE GOING TO HUNT THERE? ONE ANIMAL WOULD BE THE RARE DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP. LET ME JUST SAY THIS, LAST MONTH THE CONGRESS PASSED THE INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS BILL WHICH INCLUDED ABOUT $500,000 SPECIFICALLY FOR THE REINTRODUCTION AND RESTORATION OF THE DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP. THESE FUNDS WILL PRIMARILY BE USED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT AREA. UNDER THE MARLENEE AMENDMENT, WE WOULD BLOW AWAY THIS FEDERAL INVES
	OTHERS THAT WEAKEN THE PROTECTION PROVIDED IN THE BILL. 
	 
	MR. RAHALL. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE AS A MEMBER OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, AND AS THE CHAIRMAN OF ITS SUBCOMMITTEE ON MINING AND NATURAL RESOURCES, IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 2929. 
	 
	THE MINING INDUSTRY HAS MADE EXTENSIVE CLAIMS THAT THIS LEGISLATION WOULD BRING MINERAL PRODUCTION IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT TO A GRINDING HALT, AND THAT IT WOULD LOCKUP VALUABLE MINERAL RESOURCES. 
	 
	THE FACT OF THE MATTER IS THAT NONE OF THE ACTIVE MINES IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT CONSERVATION AREA WOULD BE PLACED WITHIN WILDERNESS BOUNDARIES UNDER THIS BILL. 
	 
	AND, THE FACT OF THE MATTER IS THAT THE VAST MAJORITY OF MINERAL PRODUCTION IN THE CDCA IS NOT FOR SOME TYPE OF CRITICAL OR STRATEGIC MINERAL. IT IS FOR SAND, GRAVEL AND STONE. 
	 
	ACCOMMODATIONS HAVE BEEN MADE. THE LARGEST GOLD PRODUCER, THE MESQUITE MINE, IS WHOLLY OUTSIDE OF THE PROPOSAL. THE MOUNTAIN PASS MINE, WHICH PRODUCES 97 
	PERCENT OF U.S. OUTPUT OF RARE EARTHS, WAS EXCLUDED FROM THE BOUNDARY OF THE PROPOSED MOJAVE NATIONAL PARK. THERE ARE NUMEROUS OTHER EXAMPLES. 
	 
	FINALLY, IT IS TRUE THAT THIS BILL WOULD PLACE SOME MINES WITHIN THE BOUNDARY OF THE PROPOSED MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT. 
	 
	AND, AS I STATED DURING COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF THIS MEASURE, IT IS ABOUT TIME WE RECOGNIZE THAT WE SHOULD BE PRESERVING BIG OPEN PIT MINES FOR THE BENEFIT OF PRESENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
	 
	I WOULD SUBMIT TO MY COLLEAGUES THAT MINING, TOO, DESERVES THE SAME DEGREE OF PROTECTION IN OUR NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM AS DO THESE OTHER VALUES. 
	 
	I WOULD SAY THAT THE AMERICAN PEOPLE ARE CLAMORING, INDEED, ARE EAGER, FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO LOAD THE KIDS INTO THE STATION WAGON AND TRAVEL TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA TO VISIT THE MOJAVE MINING PARK. 
	 
	HERE, THEY WILL SEE FIRSTHAND, THE MACHINERY THAT IS EMPLOYED TO MOVE MASSIVE AMOUNTS OF EARTH TO UNCOVER THE ORE BODY. THEY WILL HEAR THE ROAR AND RUMBLE OF D9'S. THEY WILL INHALE THE RICH AROMA OF DIESEL FUMES ON THE DESERT AIR. 
	 
	THEY WILL THRILL AT THE SITE OF CYANIDE DRIP DRIPPING ONTO A LEACH PILE. AND, THEY WILL BE ASTOUNDED BY THE TAILINGS PILES SOARING INTO THE SKY. 
	 
	I SAY THIS, MR. CHAIRMAN, PARTLY IN JEST. THE POINT IS, THOUGH, THAT THIS LEGISLATION WOULD NOT STOP THESE MINES FROM OPERATING. ALL VALID EXISTING RIGHTS WOULD BE FULLY PROTECTED. 
	 
	I URGE MY COLLEAGUES TO VOTE FOR THIS MEASURE. The CHAIRMAN. All time for general debate has expired. 
	Pursuant to the rule, the committee amendment in the nature of a substitute is considered as an original bill for the purpose of amendment and is considered as read. 
	 
	The text of the committee amendment in the nature of a substitute is as follows: 
	 
	H.R. 2929 
	 
	BE IT ENACTED BY THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA IN CONGRESS ASSEMBLED, THAT THIS ACT MAY BE CITED AS THE "CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 1991". 
	 
	FINDINGS AND POLICY 
	 
	Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds and declares that -- 
	 
	(1) the federally owned desert lands of Southern California constitute a public wildland resource of extraordinary and inestimable value for this and future generations; 
	 
	(2) these desert wildlands display unique scenic, historical, archeological, environmental, ecological, wildlife, cultural, scientific, educational, and recreational values used and enjoyed by millions of Americans for hiking and camping, scientific study and scenic appreciation; 
	 
	(3) the public land resources of the California desert now face and are increasingly threatened by adverse pressures which would impair, dilute, and destroy their public and natural values; 
	 
	(4) the California desert, embracing wilderness lands, units of the National Park System, other Federal lands, State parks and other State lands, and private lands, constitutes a cohesive unit posing unique and difficult resource protection and management challenges; 
	 
	(5) through designation of national monuments by Presidential proclamation, through enactment of general public land statutes (including section 601 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of [*H10964]  1976, 90 Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and through interim administrative actions, the Federal Government has begun the process of appropriately providing for protection of the significant resources of the public lands in the California desert; and 
	 
	(6) statutory land unit designations are needed to afford the full protection which the resources and public land values of the California desert merit. 
	 
	(b) In order to secure for the American people of this and future generations an enduring heritage of wilderness, national parks, and public land values in the California desert, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress that -- 
	 
	(1) appropriate public lands in the California desert shall be included within the National Park 
	System and the National Wilderness Preservation System, in order to -- 
	 
	(A) preserve unrivaled scenic, geologic, and wildlife values associated with these unique natural landscapes; 
	(B) perpetuate in their natural state significant and diverse ecosystems of the California desert; (C) protect and preserve historical and cultural values of the California desert associated with 
	ancient Indian cultures, patterns of western exploration and settlement, and sites exemplifying 
	the mining, ranching and railroading history of the Old West; 
	 
	(D) provide opportunities for compatible outdoor public recreation, protect and interpret ecological and geological features and historic, paleontological, and archeological sites, maintain wilderness resource values, and promote public understanding and appreciation of the California desert; and 
	 
	(E) retain and enhance opportunities for scientific research in undisturbed ecosystems. 
	 
	TITLE I -- WILDERNESS ADDITIONS FINDINGS 
	Sec. 101. The Congress finds and declares that -- 
	 
	(1) wilderness is a distinguishing characteristic of the public lands in the California desert, one which affords an unrivaled opportunity for experiencing vast areas of the Old West essentially unaltered by man's activities, and which merits preservation for the benefit of present and future generations; 
	 
	(2) the wilderness values of desert lands are increasingly threatened by and especially vulnerable to impairment, alteration, and destruction by activities and intrusions associated with incompatible use and development; and 
	 
	(3) preservation of desert wilderness necessarily requires the highest forms of protective designation and management. 
	 
	DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS 
	 
	Sec. 102. In furtherance of the purpose of the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890, 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), and sections 601 and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (90 
	Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the following lands in the State of California, as generally depicted on maps, referenced herein, dated February 1986 (except as otherwise dated), are 
	hereby designated as wilderness, and therefore, as components of the National Wilderness 
	Preservation System: 
	 
	(1) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-four thousand eight hundred and ninety acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Argus Range Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated May 1991, and two maps entitled "Argus Range Wilderness -- Proposed 2" and "Argus Range Wilderness 
	-- Proposed 3", dated January 1989, and which shall be known as the Argus Range Wilderness. 
	 
	(2) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately sixty-one thousand three hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on map entitled "Avawatz Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Avawatz Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(3) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately ten thousand seven hundred and thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Bigelow Cholla Garden Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 
	1991, and which shall be known as the Bigelow Cholla Garden Wilderness. 
	 
	(4) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, and within the San Bernardino National Forest, which comprise approximately thirty-nine thousand two hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Bighorn Mountain Wilderness -- Proposed", dated September 1991, and which shall be known as the Bighorn Mountain Wilderness. 
	 
	(5) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-seven thousand five hundred and seventy acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Big Maria Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Big Maria Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(6) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, 
	which comprise thirteen thousand nine hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Black Mountain Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Black Mountain Wilderness. 
	 
	(7) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately nine thousand five hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Bright Star Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Bright Star Wilderness. 
	 
	(8) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-two thousand six hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Cadiz Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Cadiz Dunes Wilderness. 
	 
	(9) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately eighty-five thousand nine hundred and seventy acres, as 
	generally depicted on a map entitled "Cady Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
	1991, and which shall be known as the Cady Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(10) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and Eastern San Diego County, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately fifteen thousand seven hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Carrizo Gorge Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness. 
	 
	(11) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and Yuma District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately sixty-four thousand six hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chemehuevi Mountains Wilderness -- 
	Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Chemehuevi Mountains 
	Wilderness. 
	 
	(12) Certain lands in the Bakersfield District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirteen thousand seven hundred acres, as generally depicted on two maps 
	entitled "Chimney Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and "Chimney Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 
	2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Chimney Peak Wilderness. 
	 
	(13) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately one hundred fifty-eight thousand nine hundred and fifty acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and "Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated January 1989, and which shall be known as the Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(14) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise thirty-four thousand three hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness -- Proposed", dated September 1991, and which shall be known as the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness. The Secretary may, pursuant to an application filed by the Department of Defense, grant a right-of-way for, and authorize 
	construction of, a road within the area depicted as "non-wilderness road corridor" on such map. 
	 
	(15) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty thousand acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Clipper Mountain Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as Clipper Mountain Wilderness. 
	 
	(16) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately fifty thousand five hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Coso Range Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, 
	and which shall be known as Coso Range Wilderness. 
	 
	(17) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately eighteen thousand six hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Coyote Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as Coyote Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(18) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately eight thousand six hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Darwin Falls Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as Darwin Falls Wilderness. 
	 
	(19) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-eight thousand eight hundred and fifty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Dead Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as Dead Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(20) Certain lands in the Bakersfield District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-six thousand three hundred acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Domeland Wilderness Additions -- Proposed 1" and "Domeland Wilderness Additions 
	-- Proposed 2", and which are hereby incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of, the Domeland Wilderness as designated by Public Laws 93-632 and 98-425. 
	 
	(21) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land [*H10965] Management, which comprise approximately sixteen thousand one hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "El Paso Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the El Paso Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(22) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-six thousand three hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
	1991, and which shall be known as Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(23) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-eight thousand one hundred and ten acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Funeral Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
	1991, and which shall be known as Funeral Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(24) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-seven thousand seven hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Golden Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as Golden Valley Wilderness. 
	 
	(25) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately sixty-eight thousand five hundred and fifteen acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Bristol Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1", and "Bristol Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated September 1991, and which shall be 
	known as Bristol Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(26) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-one thousand seven hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Grass Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Grass Valley Wilderness. 
	 
	(27) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
	Management, which comprise approximately eight thousand eight hundred acres, as generally 
	depicted on a map entitled "Great Falls Basin Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Great Falls Basin Wilderness. 
	 
	(28) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand two hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Hollow Hills Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Hollow Hills Wilderness. 
	 
	(29) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-six thousand four hundred and sixty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Ibex Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Ibex Wilderness. 
	 
	(30) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-five thousand and fifteen acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Indian Pass Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Indian Pass Wilderness. 
	 
	(31) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, of the Bureau of Land Management, and within the Inyo National Forest, which comprise approximately two hundred five thousand and twenty acres, as generally depicted on three maps entitled "Inyo Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through three, and dated May 
	1991, and which shall be known as the Inyo Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(32) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
	Management, which comprise approximately thirty-four thousand five hundred and fifty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Jacumba Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Jacumba Wilderness. 
	 
	(33) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately one hundred and twenty-eight thousand eight hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Kelso Dunes Wilderness 
	-- Proposed 1" and "Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 3", dated September 1991, and a map entitled "Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Kelso Dunes Wilderness. 
	 
	(34) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, and the Sequoia National Forest, which comprise approximately eighty-eight thousand two hundred and ninety acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Kiavah Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated February 1986, and a map entitled "Kiavah Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Kiavah Wilderness. 
	 
	(35) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately two hundred forty-nine thousand and forty-eight acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Kingston Range Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated October 1991, and "Kingston Range Wilderness -- Proposed 4", dated January 1989, and two maps entitled "Kingston Range Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and "Kingston Range Wilderness -- Proposed 3", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the
	 
	(36) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-five thousand six hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Little Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(37) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the 
	Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-six thousand three hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Picacho Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Little Picacho Wilderness. 
	 
	(38) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-two thousand three hundred and sixty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Malpais Mesa Wilderness -- Proposed", dated September 1991, and which shall be known as the Malpais Mesa Wilderness. 
	 
	(39) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately sixteen thousand one hundred and twenty-five acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Manly Peak Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Manly Peak Wilderness. 
	 
	(40) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-four thousand two hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mecca Hills Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Mecca Hills Wilderness. 
	 
	(41) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-seven thousand three hundred and thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mesquite Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
	1991, and which shall be known as the Mesquite Wilderness. 
	 
	(42) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand nine hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Newberry Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Newberry Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(43) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
	Management, which comprise approximately one hundred ten thousand eight hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Nopah Range Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Nopah Range Wilderness. 
	 
	(44) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-two thousand five hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "North Algodones Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the North Algodones Dunes Wilderness. 
	 
	(45) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-five thousand five hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "North Mesquite Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the North Mesquite Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(46) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately one hundred forty-six thousand and seventy acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and "Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Old Woman Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(47) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately fifty-seven thousand five hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Orocopia Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
	1991, and which shall be known as the Orocopia Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(48) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, of the 
	Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-four thousand six hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 
	1", dated February 1986, and two maps entitled "Owens Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 2" and 
	"Owens Peak Wilderness -- Proposed 3", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the 
	Owens Peak Wilderness. 
	 
	(49) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-four thousand eight hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Pahrump Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Pahrump Valley Wilderness. 
	 
	(50) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately two hundred fourteen thousand one hundred [*H10966]  and forty-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Palen/McCoy Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated May 1991, and a map entitled "Palen/McCoy Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated February 1986, and which shall be known as the Palen/McCoy Wilderness. 
	 
	(51) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-two thousand three hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Palo Verde Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated January 1987, and which shall be known as the Palo Verde Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(52) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seven thousand seven hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Picacho Peak Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Picacho Peak Wilderness. 
	 
	(53) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-two thousand six hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Piper Mountain Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Piper Mountain Wilderness. 
	 
	(54) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-seven thousand eight hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Piute Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 
	1991, and which shall be known as Piute Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(55) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-eight thousand eight hundred and sixty- eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Resting Spring Range Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Resting Spring Range Wilderness. 
	 
	(56) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty thousand eight hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Rice Valley Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Rice Valley Wilderness. 
	 
	(57) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the 
	Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand three hundred eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Riverside Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Riverside Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(58) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-seven thousand seven hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Rodman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated January 1989, and which shall be known as the Rodman Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(59) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Bakersfield District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately fifty-one thousand nine hundred acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Sacatar Trail Wilderness -- Proposed 1" and "Sacatar Trail Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Sacatar Trail Wilderness. 
	 
	(60) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately one thousand eight hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Saddle Peak Hills Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Saddle Peak Hills Wilderness. 
	 
	(61) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-three thousand five hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "San Gorgonio Wilderness Additions -- Proposed", and which are hereby incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of, the San Gorgonio Wilderness as designated by Public Laws 88-577 and 98-425. 
	 
	(62) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately fifty-three thousand two hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Santa Rosa Wilderness Additions -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which are hereby incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of, the Santa Rosa Wilderness designated by Public Law 98-425. 
	 
	(63) Certain lands in the California Desert District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-five thousand four hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(64) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately one hundred seventy-four thousand five hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Sheephole Valley Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated May 1991, and "Sheephole Valley Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated February 1986, and which shall be known as the Sheephole Valley Wilderness. 
	 
	(65) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately forty-four thousand four hundred and ten acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Slate Range Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 
	1991, and which shall be known as the Slate Range Wilderness. 
	 
	(66) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately eighty thousand four hundred and thirty acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1" dated May 
	1991, and "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated January 1989, and which shall be known as the Soda Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(67) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately sixty-one thousand six hundred and thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Algodones Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed", dated January 1989, and which shall be known as the South Algodones Dunes Wilderness. 
	 
	(68) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately twenty-three thousand two hundred and fifty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Avawatz Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the South Avawatz Mountains Wilderness. 
	(69) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately sixteen thousand seven hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Nopah Range Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the South Nopah Range Wilderness. 
	 
	(70) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seven thousand and fifty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Stateline Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Stateline Wilderness. 
	 
	(71) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
	Management, which comprise approximately eighty-one thousand six hundred acres, as 
	generally depicted on a map entitled "Stepladder Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Stepladder Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(72) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land 
	Management, which comprise approximately twenty-nine thousand one hundred and eighty 
	acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Surprise Canyon Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
	September 1991, and which shall be known as the Surprise Canyon Wilderness. 
	 
	(73) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventeen thousand eight hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Sylvania Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", and which shall be known as the Sylvania Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(74) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately thirty-three thousand seven hundred and twenty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Trilobite Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 
	1991, and which shall be known as the Trilobite Wilderness. 
	 
	(75) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately one hundred forty-four thousand five hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Turtle Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated February 1986 and a map entitled "Turtle Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Turtle Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	(76) Certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area and the Yuma District, of the Bureau of Land Management, which comprise approximately seventy-five thousand three hundred acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Whipple Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and which shall be known as the Whipple Mountains Wilderness. 
	 
	ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS 
	 
	Sec. 103. Subject to valid existing rights, each wilderness area designated under section 102 shall be administered by the appropriate Secretary in accordance with the provisions of the Wilderness Act, except that any reference in such provisions to the effective date of the Wilderness Act shall be deemed to be a reference to the effective date of this title and any reference to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be deemed to be a reference to the Secretary who has administrative jurisdiction over the area.
	 
	GRAZING 
	 
	Sec. 104. Within the wilderness areas designated under section 102, the grazing of livestock, where established prior to the enactment of this Act, shall be permitted to continue subject to such reasonable regulations, policies, and practices as the Secretary deems necessary, as long as such regulations, policies, and practices fully conform with and implement the intent of 
	Congress regarding grazing in such areas as such intent is expressed in the Wilderness Act 
	[*H10967] and section 108 of Public Law 96-560 (16 U.S.C. 133 note). 
	 
	BUFFER ZONES 
	 
	Sec. 105. The Congress does not intend for the designation of wilderness areas in section 102 of this Act to lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around any such wilderness area. The fact that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas within a wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary of 
	the wilderness area. 
	 
	MINING CLAIM VALIDITY REVIEW 
	 
	Sec. 106. The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture shall not approve any plan of operation prior to determining the validity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, and tunnel sites affected by such plan within any wilderness area designated under section 
	102. 
	 
	FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 
	 
	Sec. 107. As soon as practicable after enactment of section 102, a map and a legal description on each wilderness area designated under this title shall be filed by the Secretary concerned with the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives, and each such map and description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical and typographical errors in
	 
	WILDERNESS REVIEW 
	 
	Sec. 108. The Congress hereby finds and directs that lands in the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, not designated as wilderness or wilderness study areas by this Act have been adequately studied for wilderness designation pursuant to section 
	603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (90 Stat. 2743, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), and are no longer subject to the requirement of section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy 
	and Management Act of 1976 pertaining to the management of wilderness study areas in a manner that does not impair the suitability of such areas for preservation as wilderness. 
	 
	DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 
	 
	Sec. 109. In furtherance of the provisions of the Wilderness Act, certain lands in the California Desert Conservation Area of the Bureau of Land Management which comprise eleven thousand two hundred acres as generally depicted on a map entitled "White Mountains Wilderness Study Area -- Proposed", dated May 1991, are hereby designated the White Mountains Wilderness Study Area and shall be administered by the Secretary in accordance with the provisions of section 603(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Manageme
	 
	SUITABILITY REPORT 
	 
	Sec. 110. The Secretary is required, ten years after the date of enactment of this Act, to report to Congress on current and planned exploration, development or mining activities on, and suitability for future wilderness designation of, the lands as generally depicted on maps entitled "Surprise Canyon Wilderness -- Proposed", "Middle Park Canyon Wilderness -- Proposed", and "Death Valley National Park Boundary and Wilderness 15", dated September 1991 and a map 
	entitled "Manly Peak Wilderness -- Proposed", dated October 1991. 
	WILDERNESS DESIGNATION AND MANAGEMENT IN THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM Sec. 111. (a) In furtherance of the purposes of the Wilderness Act, the following lands are 
	hereby designated as wilderness and therefore, as components of the National Wilderness 
	Preservation System: 
	 
	(1) Certain lands in the Havasu National Wildlife Refuge, California, which comprise approximately three thousand one hundred and ninety-five acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Havasu Wilderness" and dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Havasu Wilderness. 
	 
	(2) Certain lands in the Imperial National Wildlife Refuge, California, which comprise approximately five thousand eight hundred and thirty-six acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Imperial Refuge Wilderness" and dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Imperial Wilderness. 
	 
	(b) Subject to valid existing rights, the wilderness areas designated under this section shall be administered by the Secretary in accordance with the provisions of the Wilderness Act governing areas designated by that Act as wilderness, except that any reference in such 
	provisions to the effective date of the Wilderness Act (or any similar reference) shall be deemed to be a reference to the date of enactment of this Act. 
	 
	(c) As soon as practicable after enactment of this section, the Secretary shall file a map and a legal description of each wilderness area designated under this section with the Committees on Energy and Natural Resources and Environment and Public Works of the Senate and Interior and Insular Affairs and Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House of Representatives. Such map and description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this Act, except that correction of clerical and typographical e
	 
	TITLE II -- DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL PARK FINDINGS 
	Sec. 201. The Congress hereby finds that -- 
	 
	(1) proclamations by Presidents Herbert Hoover in 1933 and Franklin Roosevelt in 1937 established and expanded the Death Valley National Monument for the preservation of the unusual features of scenic, scientific, and educational interest therein contained; 
	 
	(2) Death Valley National Monument is today recognized as a major unit of the National Park 
	System, having extraordinary values enjoyed by millions of visitors; 
	 
	(3) the Monument boundaries established in the 1930's exclude and thereby expose to incompatible development and inconsistent management, contiguous Federal lands of essential and superlative natural, ecological, geological, archeological, paleontological, cultural, historical and wilderness values; 
	 
	(4) Death Valley National Monument should be substantially enlarged by the addition of all contiguous Federal lands of national park caliber and afforded full recognition and statutory protection as a national park; and 
	 
	(5) the wilderness within Death Valley should receive maximum statutory protection by 
	designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act. ESTABLISHMENT OF DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL PARK 
	Sec. 202. There is hereby established the Death Valley National Park, as generally depicted on 
	23 maps entitled "Death Valley National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through twenty-three, and dated September 1991 or prior, which shall be on file 
	and available for public inspection in the offices of the Superintendent of the Park and the 
	Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. The Death Valley National 
	Monument is hereby abolished as such, the lands and interests therein are hereby incorporated within and made part of the new Death Valley National Park, and any funds available for purposes of the monument shall be available for purposes of the park. 
	 
	TRANSFER AND ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 
	 
	Sec. 203. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary shall transfer the lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management depicted on the maps described in section 202 of this title, without consideration, to the administrative jurisdiction of the Director of the National Park Service for administration as part of the National Park System. The boundaries of the public lands and the national parks shall be adjusted accordingly. The Secretary shall administer the areas added to the National Park 
	535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 
	 
	MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
	 
	Sec. 204. Within six months after the enactment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps and a legal description of the park designated under this title with the Energy and Natural Resources Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives. Such maps and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical and typographical errors in such legal description and in the maps 
	 
	DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 
	 
	Sec. 205. Subject to valid existing rights, the Federal lands and interests therein added to the National Park System by this title are withdrawn from disposition under the public land laws and from entry or appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States, and from operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 
	1970. 
	 
	STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 
	 
	Sec. 206. The Secretary shall not approve any plan of operation prior to determining the validity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, and tunnel sites affected by such plan within the additions to the park and shall submit to Congress recommendations as to whether any valid or patented claims should be acquired by the United States, including the estimated acquisition costs of such claims, and a discussion of the environmental consequences of the extraction of minerals from these lands. 
	 
	GRAZING 
	 
	Sec. 207. The privilege of grazing domestic livestock on lands within the park may continue to be 
	exercised at no more than the current level, subject to applicable laws and National Park Service regulations, by those persons holding permits for such grazing on July 1, 1991. Upon the expiration of such [*H10968] permits the Secretary, acting through the Director of the National Park Service, may issue to such persons new permits for such grazing, subject to applicable laws and National Park Service regulations, but all grazing of such livestock on such lands shall cease on July 1, 2016. Further, if such
	section shall be managed by the Federal agency responsible for the majority of the adjacent lands in accordance with the laws applicable to such adjacent lands. 
	 
	TITLE III -- JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK FINDINGS 
	Sec. 301. The Congress hereby finds that -- 
	 
	(1) a proclamation by President Franklin Roosevelt in 1936 established Joshua Tree National 
	Monument to protect various objects of historical and scientific interest; 
	 
	(2) Joshua Tree National Monument today is recognized as a major unit of the National Park 
	System, having extraordinary values enjoyed by millions of visitors; 
	 
	(3) the Monument boundaries as modified in 1950 and 1961 exclude and thereby expose to incompatible development and inconsistent management, contiguous Federal lands of essential and superlative natural, ecological, archeological, paleontological, cultural, historical and wilderness values; 
	 
	(4) Joshua Tree National Monument should be enlarged by the addition of contiguous Federal lands of national park caliber, and afforded full recognition and statutory protection as a national park; and 
	 
	(5) the nondesignated wilderness within Joshua Tree should receive statutory protection by designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act. 
	 
	ESTABLISHMENT OF JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL PARK 
	 
	Sec. 302. There is hereby established the Joshua Tree National Park, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Joshua Tree National Park Boundary -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and four maps entitled "Joshua Tree National Park Boundary and Wilderness", numbered in the title one through four, and dated May 1991 or prior, which shall be on file and available for public inspection in the offices of the Superintendent of the Park and the Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. The Joshu
	 
	TRANSFER AND ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 
	 
	Sec. 303. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary shall transfer the lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management depicted on the maps described in section 302 of this title, without consideration, to the administrative jurisdiction of the Director of the National Park Service for administration as part of the National Park System. The boundaries of the public 
	lands and the national parks shall be adjusted accordingly. The Secretary shall administer the areas added to the National Park System by this title in accordance with the provisions of law generally applicable to units of the National Park System, including the Act entitled "An Act to establish a National Park Service, and for other purposes", approved August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 
	535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 
	 
	MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
	 
	Sec. 304. Within six months after the enactment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps and legal description of the park designated by this title with the Energy and Natural Resources Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives. Such maps and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical and typographical errors in such legal description and in the maps refer
	 
	DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 
	 
	Sec. 305. Subject to valid existing rights, Federal lands and interests therein added to the National Park System by this title are withdrawn from disposition under the public lands laws and from entry or appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States, and from the operation of the Geothermal Steam Act 
	of 1970. 
	 
	UTILITY RIGHTS-OF-WAY 
	 
	Sec. 306. Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way or customary operation maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of-way, issued, granted, or permitted to the Metropolitan Water District pursuant to the Boulder Canyon Project Act (43 U.S.C. 617-619b), which is located on lands included in the Joshua Tree National Park, but outside lands designated as wilderness under section 501(2). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which w
	501(2). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which will minimize the impact on park resources. The Secretary shall prepare within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, in consultation with the Metropolitan Water District, plans for emergency access by the Metropolitan Water District to its lands and rights-of-way. 
	 
	STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 
	 
	Sec. 307. The Secretary shall not approve any plan of operation prior to determining the validity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, and tunnel sites affected by such plan within the park and shall submit to Congress recommendations as to whether any valid or patented claims 
	should be acquired by the United States, including the estimated acquisition costs of such claims, and a discussion of the environmental consequences of the extraction of minerals from these 
	lands. 
	 
	TITLE IV -- MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT FINDINGS 
	Sec. 401. The Congress hereby finds that -- 
	 
	(1) Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Parks, as established by this Act, protect unique and superlative desert resources, but do not embrace the particular ecosystems and transitional desert type found in the Mojave Desert area lying between them on public lands now afforded only impermanent administrative designation as a national scenic area; 
	 
	(2) the Mojave Desert area possesses outstanding natural, cultural, historical, and recreational values meriting statutory designation and recognition as a unit of the National Park System; 
	 
	(3) the Mojave Desert area should be afforded full recognition and statutory protection as a national park; 
	 
	(4) the wilderness within the Mojave Desert should receive maximum statutory protection by designation pursuant to the Wilderness Act; and 
	 
	(5) the Mojave Desert area provides an outstanding opportunity to develop service, programs, accommodations and facilities to ensure the use and enjoyment of the area by individuals with disabilities, consistent with section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Public Law 101-336, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101), and other appropriate laws and regulations. 
	 
	ESTABLISHMENT OF THE MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT 
	 
	Sec. 402. There is hereby established the Mojave National Monument, comprising approximately one million four hundred and ninety-one thousand acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mojave National Park Boundary -- Proposed", dated May 1991, and ten maps entitled "Mojave National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through ten, and dated September 1991 or prior, which shall be on file and available for inspection in the offices of the Director of the National Park Se
	 
	TRANSFER OF LANDS 
	 
	Sec. 403. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary shall transfer the lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management depicted on the maps described in section 402 of this title, without consideration, to the administrative jurisdiction of the Director of the National Park Service. The boundaries of the public lands shall be adjusted accordingly. 
	 
	MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
	 
	Sec. 404. Within six months after the enactment of this title, the Secretary shall file maps and a legal description of the monument designated under this title with the Energy and Natural Resources Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives. Such maps and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this title, except that the Secretary may correct clerical and typographical errors in such legal description and in the m
	 
	ABOLISHMENT OF SCENIC AREA 
	 
	Sec. 405. The East Mojave National Scenic Area, designated on January 13, 1981 (46 FR 3994), and modified on August 9, 1983 (48 FR 36210), as hereby abolished. 
	 
	ADMINISTRATION OF LANDS 
	 
	Sec. 406. The Secretary shall administer the monument in accordance with this title and with the 
	provisions of law generally applicable to units of the National Park System, including the Act entitled "An Act to establish a National Park Service, and for [*H10969]  other purposes", approved August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535; 16 U.S.C. 1-4). 
	 
	DISPOSITION UNDER MINING LAWS 
	 
	Sec. 407. Subject to valid existing rights, Federal lands within the monument, and interests therein, are withdrawn from disposition under the public land laws and from entry or appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States, and from operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 
	 
	STUDY AS TO VALIDITY OF MINING CLAIMS 
	 
	Sec. 408. The Secretary shall not approve any plan of operation prior to determining the validity of the unpatented mining claims, mill sites, and tunnel sites affected by such plan within the monument and shall submit to Congress recommendations as to whether any valid or patented claims should be acquired by the United States, including the estimated acquisition costs of such claims, and a discussion of the environmental consequences of the extraction of minerals from these lands. 
	 
	REGULATION OF MINING 
	 
	Sec. 409. Subject to valid existing rights, all mining claims located within the monument shall be subject to such reasonable regulations as the Secretary may prescribe to assure that mining will, to the maximum extent practicable, be consistent with the protection of the scenic, scientific, cultural and other resources of the monument, and any patent which may be issued after the date of enactment of this title shall convey title only to the minerals together with the right to 
	use the surface of lands for mining purposes subject to such reasonable regulations. GRAZING 
	Sec. 410. The privilege of grazing domestic livestock on lands within the monument may continue to be exercised at no more than the current level, subject to applicable laws and National Park Service regulations, by those persons holding permits for such grazing on July 1, 
	1991. Upon the expiration of such permits the Secretary, acting through the Director of the National Park Service, may issue to such persons new permits for such grazing, subject to applicable laws and National Park Service regulations, but all grazing of such livestock on such lands shall cease on July 1, 2016. Further, if such a permittee informs the Secretary that such permittee is willing to convey to the United States any base property with respect to which the permit was issued and to which such permi
	 
	UTILITY RIGHTS OF WAY 
	 
	Sec. 411. (a)(1) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right- of-way or customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of- way, issued, granted, or permitted to Southern California Edison Company, which is located on lands included in the Mojave National Monument, but outside lands designated as wilderness under section 501(3). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which will minimize the impact on monument resources. 
	 
	(2) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of prohibiting the upgrading of an existing electrical 
	transmission line for the purpose of increasing the capacity of such transmission line in a right- of-way identified in paragraph (1), or in a right-of-way if issued, granted, or permitted by the Secretary adjacent to the existing Mojave-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way (hereafter in this section referred to as "adjacent right-of-way"), including construction of a replacement transmission line: PROVIDED, That -- 
	 
	(A) in the Eldorado-Lugo Transmission Line rights-of-way (hereafter in this section referred to as the "Eldorado rights-of-way") at no time shall there be more than 3 electrical transmission lines, 
	 
	(B) in the Mojave-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way (hereafter in this section referred to as the "Mojave right-of-way") and adjacent right-of-way, removal of the existing electrical transmission line and reclamation of the site shall be completed no later than three years after the date on which construction of the replacement transmission line begins, after which time there may be only one electrical transmission line in the lands encompassed by Mojave right-of- way and adjacent right-of-way, 
	 
	(C) if there are no more than two electrical transmission lines in the Eldorado rights-of-way, two electrical transmission lines in the lands encompassed by the Mojave right-of-way and adjacent right-of-way may be allowed, 
	 
	(D) in the Eldorado rights-of-way no additional land shall be issued, granted, or permitted for such upgrade unless an addition would reduce the impacts to monument resources, 
	 
	(E) in the Mojave right-of-way no more than 350 feet of additional land shall be issued, granted, or permitted for an adjacent right-of-way to the south of the Mojave right-of-way unless a greater addition would reduce the impacts to monument resources, and 
	 
	(F) such upgrade activities, including helicopter aided construction, shall be conducted in a manner which will minimize the impact on monument resources. 
	 
	(3) The Secretary shall prepare within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, in consultation with the Southern California Edison Company, plans for emergency access by the Southern California Edison Company to its rights-of-way. 
	 
	(b) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way, or customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such right-of-way; prohibiting the upgrading of and construction on existing facilities in such right-of-way for the purpose of increasing the capacity of the existing pipeline; or prohibiting the renewal of such right-of-way; issued, granted, or permitted to the Southern California Gas Company, which is located on lands included in the Mo
	 
	(c) Nothing in this title shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued right-of-way or customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities of existing facilities issued, granted, or permitted for communications cables or lines, which are located on lands included in the Mojave National Monument, but outside lands designated as wilderness under section 
	501(3). Such activities shall be conducted in a manner which will minimize the impact on monument resources. 
	 
	PREPARATION OF MANAGEMENT PLAN 
	 
	Sec. 412. Within three years of the date of enactment of this title, the Secretary shall submit to the Energy and Natural Resources Committee of the Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives a detailed and comprehensive management plan for the monument. Such plan shall place emphasis on historical and cultural sites and ecological and 
	wilderness values within the boundaries of the monument. Any development, including road improvements, proposed by such plan shall be strictly limited to that which is essential and appropriate for the administration of the monument and shall be designed and located so as to maintain its primitive nature of the area and to minimize the impairment of monument resources or ecological values. To the extent practicable, administrative facilities, employee housing, commercial visitor services, accommodations, an
	a facility for special interpretive, educational, and scientific programs within the monument. Such plan shall specifically address the needs of individuals with disabilities in the design of services, 
	programs, accommodations and facilities consistent with section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
	1973, Public Law 101-336, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101), and other appropriate laws and regulations. 
	 
	GRANITE MOUNTAINS NATURAL RESERVE 
	 
	Sec. 413. (a) There is hereby designated the Granite Mountains Natural Reserve within the monument comprising approximately 9,000 acres as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mojave National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed 6", dated May 1991. 
	 
	(b) Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary of the Interior shall enter into a cooperative management agreement with the University of California for the purposes of managing the lands within the Granite Mountains Natural Reserve. Such cooperative agreement shall ensure continuation of arid lands research and educational activities of the University of California, consistent with the provisions of law generally applicable to units of the National Park System. 
	 
	CONSTRUCTION OF VISITOR CENTER 
	 
	Sec. 414. The Secretary is authorized to construct a visitor center in the monument for the purpose of providing information through appropriate displays, printed material, and other interpretive programs, about the resources of the monument. 
	 
	ACQUISITION OF LANDS 
	 
	Sec. 415. The Secretary is authorized to acquire all lands and interest in lands within the boundary of the monument by donation, purchase, or exchange, except that -- 
	 
	(1) any lands or interests therein within the boundary of the monument which are owned by the State of California, or any political subdivision thereof, may be acquired only by donation or exchange except for lands managed by California State Lands Commission; and 
	 
	(2) lands or interests therein within the boundary of the monument which are not owned by the State of California or any political subdivision thereof may be acquired only with the consent of the owner thereof unless the Secretary determines, after written notice to the owner and after opportunity for comment, that the property is being [*H10970]  developed, or proposed to be developed, in a manner which is detrimental to the integrity of the monument or which is otherwise incompatible with the purposes of 
	 
	TITLE V -- NATIONAL PARK WILDERNESS 
	 
	DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS 
	 
	Sec. 501. The following lands are hereby designated as wilderness in accordance with the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and shall be administered by the Secretary of the Interior in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Wilderness Act: 
	(1) Death Valley National Park Wilderness, comprising approximately three million one hundred eighty-three thousand four hundred and thirty-eight acres, as generally depicted on 23 maps entitled "Death Valley National Park Boundary and Wilderness", numbered in the title one through twenty-three, and dated September 1991 or prior, and three maps entitled "Death 
	Valley National Park Wilderness", numbered in the title one through three, and dated May 1991 or prior, and which shall be known as the Death Valley Wilderness; 
	 
	(2) Joshua Tree National Park Wilderness Additions, comprising approximately one hundred thirty-one thousand six hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on four maps entitled "Joshua Tree National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through four, and dated October 1991 or prior, and which are hereby incorporated in, and which shall be deemed to be a part of the Joshua Tree Wilderness as designated by Public Law 94- 
	567; and 
	 
	(3) Mojave National Monument Wilderness, comprising approximately six hundred ninety-four thousand five hundred acres, as generally depicted on ten maps entitled "Mojave National Park Boundary and Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through ten, and dated September 1991 or prior, and seven maps entitled "Mojave National Park Wilderness -- Proposed", numbered in the title one through seven, and dated September 1991 or prior, and which shall be known as the Mojave Wilderness. 
	 
	(4) Upon cessation of all uses prohibited by the Wilderness Act and publication by the Secretary in the Federal Register of notice of such cessation, potential wilderness, comprising approximately six thousand eight hundred and forty acres, as described in "1988 Death Valley National Monument Draft General Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement" (hereafter in this title referred to as "Draft Plan") and as generally depicted on map in the Draft Plan entitled "Wilderness Plan Death Valley Nation
	which shall be deemed to be a part of the Death Valley Wilderness as designated in paragraph (1). Lands identified in the Draft Plan as potential wilderness shall be managed by the Secretary insofar as practicable as wilderness until such time as said lands are designated as wilderness. 
	 
	FILING OF MAPS AND DESCRIPTIONS 
	 
	Sec. 502. Maps and a legal description of the boundaries of the areas designated in section 501 of this title shall be on file and available for public inspection in the Office of the Director of the National Park Service, Department of the Interior, and in the Office of the Superintendent of each area designated in section 501. As soon as practicable after this title takes effect, maps of the wilderness areas and legal descriptions of their boundaries shall be filed with the Committee on Energy and Natural
	 
	ADMINISTRATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS 
	 
	Sec. 503. The areas designated by section 501 of this title as wilderness shall be administered by the Secretary in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Wilderness Act governing areas designated by that title as wilderness, except that any reference in such provision to the effective date of the Wilderness Act shall be deemed to be a reference to the effective date of this title, and where appropriate, and reference to the Secretary of Agriculture shall be deemed to be a reference to the Secreta
	 
	TITLE VI -- MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
	 
	TRANSFER OF LANDS TO RED ROCK CANYON STATE PARK 
	 
	Sec. 601. Upon enactment of this title, the Secretary of the Interior shall transfer to the State of California certain lands within the California Desert Conservation Area, California, of the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approximately twenty thousand five hundred acres, as generally depicted on two maps entitled "Red Rock Canyon State Park Additions 1" and "Red Rock Canyon State Park Additions 2", dated May 1991, for inclusion in the State of California Park System. Should the State of California 
	 
	DESERT LILY SANCTUARY 
	 
	Sec. 602. (a) There is hereby established the Desert Lily Sanctuary within the California Desert Conservation Area, California, of the Bureau of Land Management, comprising approximately two thousand forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Desert Lily Sanctuary", dated February 1986. The Secretary of the Interior shall administer the area to provide maximum protection to the desert lily. 
	 
	(b) Subject to valid existing rights, Federal lands within the sanctuary, and interests therein, are withdrawn from disposition under the public land laws and from entry or appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States, and from operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970. 
	 
	INDIAN CANYONS NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE Sec. 603. 
	LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS 
	 
	Sec. 604. In preparing land tenure adjustment decisions with the California Desert Conservation Area, of the Bureau of Land Management, the Secretary shall give priority to consolidating Federal ownership within the national park units and wilderness areas designated by this Act. 
	 
	LAND DISPOSAL 
	 
	Sec. 605. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture may not dispose of any lands within the boundaries of the wilderness, park, or monument designated under this Act or grant a right-of-way in any lands within the boundaries of the wilderness designated under this Act. Further, none of the lands within the boundaries of the wilderness, park, or monument designated under this Act shall be granted to or otherwise made available for use by the Me
	 
	MANAGEMENT OF NEWLY ACQUIRED LANDS 
	 
	Sec. 606. Any lands within the boundaries of a wilderness area designated under this Act which are acquired by the Federal Government, shall become part of the wilderness area within which they are located and shall be managed in accordance with all the provisions of this Act and other laws applicable to such wilderness area. 
	 
	NATIVE AMERICAN USES 
	 
	Sec. 607. In recognition of the past use of the parks, monument, and wilderness areas designed under this Act by Indian people for traditional cultural and religious purposes, the Secretary shall ensure access to such parks, monument, and wilderness areas by Indian people 
	for such traditional cultural and religious purposes. In implementing this section, the Secretary, upon the request of an Indian tribe or Indian religious community, shall temporarily close to the general public use of one or more specific portions of park, monument, or wilderness areas in order to protect the privacy of traditional cultural and religious activities in such areas by Indian people. Such access shall be consistent with the purpose and intent of Public Law 95-341 (42 
	U.S.C. 1996) commonly referred to as the "American Indian Religious Freedom Act", and with respect to areas designated as wilderness, the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 
	1131). 
	 
	WATER RIGHTS 
	 
	Sec. 608. (a) With respect to each wilderness area designated by this Act, Congress hereby reserves a quantity of water sufficient to fulfill the purposes of this Act. The priority date of such reserved water rights shall be the date of enactment of this Act. 
	 
	(b) The Secretary of the Interior and all other officers of the United States shall take all steps necessary to protect the rights reserved by this section, including the filing by the Secretary of a claim for the quantification of such rights in any present or future appropriate stream 
	adjudication in the courts of the State of California in which the United States is or may be joined and which is conducted in accordance with section 208 of the Act of July 10, 1952 (66 Stat. 560, 
	44 U.S.C. 666; commonly referred to as the McCarran Amendment). 
	 
	(c) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as a relinquishment or reduction of any water rights reserved or appropriated by the United States in the State of California on or before the date of enactment of this Act. 
	 
	(d) The Federal water rights reserved by this Act are specific to the wilderness areas located in the State of California designated under this Act. Nothing in this Act related to the reserved Federal water rights shall be construed as establishing a precedent with regard to any future designations, nor shall it constitute an interpretation of any other Act or any designation made thereto. 
	 
	AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
	 
	Sec. 609. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 
	 
	STATE SCHOOL LANDS 
	 
	Sec. 610. (a) Upon request of the California State Lands Commission (hereinafter in this section referred to as the "Commission"), the Secretary shall enter into negotiations for an agreement to exchange Federal lands or interests therein on the list referred to in subsection (b)(2) for California State School Lands (hereinafter in this section referred to as "State School Lands") or interests therein which are located within the boundaries of one or more of the wilderness 
	areas or park units designated by this Act. The Secretary shall negotiate in good faith 
	[*H10971] to reach a land exchange agreement consistent with the requirements of section 
	206 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 
	 
	(b) Within 6 months after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall send to the 
	Commission and to the Committees a list of the following: 
	 
	(1) The State School Lands or interests therein (including mineral interests) which are located within the boundaries of the wilderness areas or park units designated by this Act. 
	 
	(2) Lands under the Secretary's jurisdiction to be offered for exchange, including in the following priority: 
	 
	(A) Lands with mineral interests, including geothermal, which have the potential for commercial development but which are not currently under mineral lease or producing Federal mineral revenues. 
	 
	(B) Federal lands in California managed by the Bureau of Reclamation that the Secretary determines are not needed for any Bureau of Reclamation project. 
	 
	(C) Any public lands in California that the Secretary, pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and 
	Management Act of 1976, has determined to be suitable for disposal through exchange. 
	 
	(c)(1) If an agreement under this section is for an exchange involving five thousand acres or less of Federal land or interests therein, or Federal lands valued at less than $5,000,000, the Secretary may carry out the exchange in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 
	 
	(2) If an agreement under this section is for an exchange involving more than five thousand acres of Federal land or interests therein, or Federal land valued at more than $5,000,000, the agreement shall be submitted to the Committees, together with a report containing -- 
	 
	(A) a complete list and appraisal of the lands or interests in lands proposed for exchange; and 
	 
	(B) a determination that the State School Lands proposed to be acquired by the United States do not contain any hazardous waste, toxic waste, or radioactive waste. 
	 
	(d) An agreement submitted under subsection (c)(2) shall not take effect unless approved by a joint resolution enacted by the Congress. 
	 
	(e) If exchanges of all of the State School Lands are not completed by October 1, 1995, the Secretary shall adjust the appraised value of any remaining inholdings consistent with the provisions of section 206 of the Federal Land Management Policy Act of 1976. The Secretary shall establish an account in the name of the Commission in the amount of such appraised value. Title to the State School Lands shall be transferred to the United States at the time such account is credited. 
	 
	(f) The Commission may use the credit in its account to bid, as any other bidder, for excess or surplus Federal property to be sold in the State of California in accordance with the applicable laws and regulations of the Federal agency offering such property for sale. The account shall be adjusted to reflect successful bids under this section or payments or forfeited deposits, penalties, or other costs assessed to the bidder in the course of such sales. In the event that the balance in the account has not b
	 
	(g) As used in this section, the term "Committees" means the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate. 
	 
	EXCHANGES Sec. 611. 
	TITLE VII -- DEFINITION DEFINITION 
	Sec. 701. For the purposes of this Act: 
	 
	(1) The term "Secretary", unless specifically designated otherwise, means the Secretary of the 
	Interior. 
	 
	(2) The term "public lands" means any land and interest in land owned by the United States and administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land Management. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to the substitute is in order except those amendments printed in House Report 102-314. Said amendments shall be considered in the order and manner specified in said report and shall be considered as read. Debate time specified for each amendment shall 
	be equally divided and controlled by the proponent of the amendment and a Member opposed thereto. Said amendments shall not be subject to amendment, except that pro forma amendments for the purpose of debate shall be in order if offered by the chairman or ranking minority member of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
	 
	Where House Report 102-314 specifies consideration of amendments en bloc, said amendments shall be so considered, and shall not be subject to a demand for a division of the question. 
	 
	It is in order at any time for the Chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to offer amendments en bloc consisting of amendments, and modifications in the text of any amendments which are germane thereto, printed in House Report 102-314. The amendments en bloc, except for any modifications, shall be considered as read and shall be debatable for 20 minutes, equally divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking minority member of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
	 
	The original proponents of the amendments en bloc shall have permission to insert statements in the Congressional Record immediately before disposition of the amendments en bloc. Said amendments en bloc shall not be subject to amendment or to a demand for a division of the question. 
	 
	The Chair will announce the number of the amendment made in order by the rule in order to give notice to the Committee of the Whole as to the order of recognition. 
	 
	It is now in order to consider amendment No. 1 printed in House Report 102-314. AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. LEWIS OF CALIFORNIA Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment in the nature of a substitute. The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
	The text of the amendment in the nature of a substitute is as follows: 
	 
	Amendment in the nature of a substitute offered by Mr. LEWIS of California: Strike all after the enacting clause and insert the following: 
	 
	This Act may be cited as the "California Public Lands Wilderness Act". Sec. 2. The Congress finds that -- 
	(1) many areas of undeveloped public land in California and one parcel in Washoe County, Nevada, administered by the Bureau of Land Management have outstanding natural characteristics that give them high value as wilderness and that can, if properly managed, serve as an enduring resource of wilderness for the benefit of the American people; 
	(2) it is in the national interest that these areas be promptly designated as components of the National Wilderness Preservation System in order to preserve and maintain them as an enduring resource of wilderness to be managed to promote and perpetuate their wilderness character and their specific multiple values for natural systems biodiversity, watershed preservation, wildlife habitat protection, scenic and historic preservation, scientific research and educational use, primitive recreation, solitude, phy
	 
	(3) certain areas of public lands located in Inyo and Riverside Counties, California are appropriate for transfer from the Bureau of Land Management to the National Park Service as additions to the Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Monuments. 
	 
	Sec. 3. As used in this Act -- 
	 
	(1) the term "public lands" shall have the same meaning as defined in section 103(e) of the 
	Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976; and 
	 
	(2) the term "Secretary" means the Secretary of the Interior. 
	 
	Sec. 4. (a) In furtherance of the purposes of the Wilderness Act, the following public lands are hereby designated as wilderness, and therefore, as components of the National Wilderness Preservation System: 
	 
	(1) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fifteen thousand eight hundred and ninety-seven acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-010-026), and which shall be known as the Owens Peak Wilderness; 
	 
	(2) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately ten thousand seven hundred and twenty-one acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Sacatar Meadows Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-010-027), and which shall be known as the Sacatar Meadows Wilderness; 
	 
	(3) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty eight thousand two hundred and ninety-one acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Southern Inyo Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-010-056), and which shall be known as the Southern Inyo Wilderness; 
	 
	(4) certain public lands in the Bakersfield District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately one thousand nine hundred and eighty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Pinnacles Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-040-303), and which shall be known as the Pinnacles Wilderness; 
	 
	(5) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately  [*H10972]  seven thousand four hundred and forty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Pit River Canyon Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020- 
	103), and which shall be known as the Pit River Canyon Wilderness; 
	 
	(6) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately seven thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Tunnison Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020-311), and which shall be known as the Tunnison Mountain Wilderness; 
	 
	(7) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately thirty seven thousand and fifty-five acres located in Lassen County, California, and five hundred and eighty-nine acres located in Washoe County, Nevada, 
	as generally depicted on a map entitled "Skedaddle Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020-612), and which shall be known as the Skedaddle Wilderness; 
	 
	(8) certain public lands in the Susanville District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately one thousand one hundred and sixty-one acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Warner Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-020-708), and which shall be known as the South Warner Wilderness; 
	 
	(9) certain public lands in the Ukiah District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately four thousand one hundred and forty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chemise Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-050-111), and which shall be known as the Chemise Mountain Wilderness; 
	 
	(10) certain public lands in the Ukiah District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty thousand two hundred and forty-eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "King Range Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-050-112), and which shall be known as the Sacatar Meadows Wilderness; 
	 
	(11) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately three hundred and forty-four acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Agua Tibia Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060-002), and which shall be known as the Agua Tibia Wilderness; 
	 
	(12) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty-two thousand eight hundred and seventy-five acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Sawtooth Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060-024B), and which shall be known as the Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(13) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fifteen thousand four hundred and eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Carrizo Gorge Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060-025A), and which shall be known as the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness; 
	 
	(14) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately four thousand three hundred and twenty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Western Otay Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA-060-028), and which shall be known as the Western Otay Mountain Wilderness; 
	 
	(15) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately six thousand seven hundred and eighty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Southern Otay Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CA- 
	060-029), and which shall be known as the Southern Otay Mountain Wilderness; 
	 
	(16) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately three hundred ninety-two thousand six hundred forty- three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Saline Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-117), and which shall be known as the Saline Valley Wilderness; 
	 
	(17) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately two thousand one hundred and fifty-four acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Lower Saline Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	117A), and which shall be known as the Lower Saline Valley Wilderness; 
	 
	(18) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately thirty five thousand seven hundred and ninety-two acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Sand Spring Proposal", dated June 1988 
	(CDCA-119), and which shall be known as the Little Sand Spring Wilderness; 
	 
	(19) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fifty eight thousand three hundred and ninety-two acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Inyo Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-122), and which shall be known as the Inyo Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(20) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty thousand and thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Hunter Mountain Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-123), and which shall be known as the Hunter Mountain Wilderness; 
	 
	(21) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately ninety thousand six hundred and twenty-six acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Panamint Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-127), and which shall be known as the Panamint Dunes Wilderness; 
	 
	(22) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fourteen thousand and seventy-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Wild Rose Canyon Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-134), and which shall be known as the Wild Rose Canyon Wilderness; 
	 
	(23) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately forty four thousand five hundred and thirty-six acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Slate Range Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-142), and which shall be known as the Slate Range Wilderness; 
	 
	(24) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty three thousand four acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Funeral Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-143), and which shall be known as the Funeral Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(25) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty two thousand eight hundred and eleven acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Greenwater Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	148), and which shall be known as the Greenwater Valley Wilderness; 
	 
	(26) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately seventy nine thousand eight hundred and sixty-eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Nopah Range Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	150), and which shall be known as the Nopah Range Wilderness; 
	 
	(27) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately one hundred twenty one thousand nine hundred and twelve acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Owlshead Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-156), and which shall be known as the Owlshead Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(28) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately thirty two thousand hundred and twenty-five acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Little Lake Canyon Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	157), and which shall be known as the Little Lake Canyon Wilderness; 
	 
	(29) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty six thousand one hundred and thirteen acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Owens Peak Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-158), and which shall be known as the Owens Peak Wilderness; 
	 
	California, which comprise approximately thirteen thousand nine hundred and eight-six acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "El Paso Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	164), and which shall be known as the El Paso Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(31) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty-nine thousand one hundred and thirteen acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Golden Valley Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-170), and which shall be known as the Golden Valley Wilderness; 
	 
	(32) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty thousand two hundred and ninety-one acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Newberry Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	206), and which shall be known as the Newberry Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(33) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately seventeen thousand six hundred and thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Rodman Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	207), and which shall be known as the Rodman Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(34) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately eleven thousand sixty-eight  [*H10973] acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Bighorn Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	217), and which shall be known as the Bighorn Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(35) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately six thousand four hundred and ten acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Morongo Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-218), and which shall be known as the Morongo Wilderness; 
	 
	(36) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately eleven thousand one hundred and sixty-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Whitewater Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-218A), and which shall be known as the Whitewater Wilderness; 
	 
	(37) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately thirty-four thousand three hundred and sixty-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Kingston Range Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-222), and which shall be known as the Kingston Range Wilderness; 
	 
	(38) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately forty-one thousand seven hundred and one acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Cinder Cones Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-239), and which shall be known as the Cinder Cones Wilderness; 
	 
	(39) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately forty-six thousand four hundred and five acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Kelso Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-250), and which shall be known as the Kelso Dunes Wilderness; 
	 
	(40) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately forty-three thousand two hundred and thirty-two acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Bristol/Granite Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-256), and which shall be known as the Bristol/Granite Mountains Wilderness; 
	(41) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty-four thousand two hundred and thirty-eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "South Providence Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-262), and which shall be known as the South Providence Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(42) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fifty-nine thousand six hundred and eighty-one acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Providence Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-263), and which shall be known as the Providence Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(43) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately forty-three thousand five hundred and nineteen acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Castle Peaks Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-266), and which shall be known as the Castle Peaks Wilderness; 
	 
	(44) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately thirty-four thousand eight hundred and fifty-four acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Fort Piute Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-267), and which shall be known as the Fort Piute Wilderness; 
	 
	(45) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately one hundred sixteen thousand four hundred and eighty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Turtle Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-307), and which shall be known as the Turtle Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(46) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately sixty-one thousand eight hundred and fifty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chemehuevi Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-310), and which shall be known as the Chemehuevi Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(47) certain public lands in the Yuma, Arizona District of the Bureau of Land Management, located in California, which comprise approximately nine hundred and thirty-eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chemehuevi/Needles Addition Proposal", dated June 1988 (AZ-050-004), and which shall be known as the Chemehuevi/Needles Addition Wilderness; 
	 
	(48) certain public lands in the Yuma, Arizona, District of the Bureau of Land Management, located in California, which comprise approximately seventy-two thousand sixty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Whipple Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	312), and which shall be known as the Whipple Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(49) certain public lands in the Yuma, Arizona, District of the Bureau of Land Management, located in California, which comprise approximately one thousand three hundred and forty-three acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Whipple Mountains Addition Proposal", dated June 1988 (AZ-050-010), and which shall be known as the Whipple Mountains Addition Wilderness; 
	 
	(50) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately seventy-five thousand six hundred and sixty-five acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Palen/McCoy Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-325), and which shall be known as the Palen/McCoy Wilderness; 
	 
	(51) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fifty-two thousand seven hundred and eighty-two acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Coxcomb Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-328), and which shall be known as the Coxcomb Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	California, which comprise approximately fifty-one thousand four hundred and thirty-four acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Eagle Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	334), and which shall be known as the Eagle Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(53) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately forty-seven thousand one hundred and forty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Santa Rosa Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	341), and which shall be known as the Santa Rosa Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(54) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately seven thousand one hundred and ninety-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Mecca Hills Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-343), and which shall be known as the Mecca Hills Wilderness; 
	 
	(55) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty-eight thousand two hundred and seven acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Orocopia Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	344), and which shall be known as the Orocopia Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(56) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fifty-seven thousand thirty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chuckwalla Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-348), and which shall be known as the Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness; 
	 
	(57) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately thirty-one thousand four hundred and ninety-three acres, including eight hundred and ninety-one acres adjacent to the Wilderness Study Area, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Julian Wash (formerly Indian Pass) Proposal", dated June 
	1988 (CDCA-355), and which shall be known as the Julian Wash Wilderness; 
	 
	(58) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately five thousand four hundred and fifty-five acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Gavilan (formerly Picacho Peak) Proposal", dated June 
	1988 (CDCA-355A), and which shall be known as the Gavilan Wilderness; 
	 
	(59) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty-five thousand seven hundred and sixteen acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "North Algodones Dunes Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA-360), and which shall be known as the North Algodones Dunes Wilderness; 
	 
	(60) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately twenty-six thousand one hundred and twenty-eight acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Jacumba Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	368), and which shall be known as the Jacumba Wilderness; 
	 
	(61) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately fifteen thousand three hundred and fifty-nine acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Fish Creek Mountains Proposal", dated June 1988 (CDCA- 
	372), and which shall be known as the Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness; and 
	 
	(62) certain public lands in the Carson City, Nevada, District of the Bureau of Land Management, located in California, which comprise approximately five hundred and fifty acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Carson Iceberg Proposal", dated June 1988 (NV-030-532), and 
	which shall be known as the Carson Iceberg Wilderness. 
	 
	(b) The acreages cited in this Act are approximate. In the event of discrepancies between acreages cited in this Act and the  [*H10974] acreages depicted on the referenced maps, the maps shall control. 
	 
	(c) The designation of the Skedaddle Wilderness Area by subsection (b)(7) shall not be construed or used to restrain current or future activities associated with the adjacent Sierra Army Depot. 
	 
	Sec. 5. As soon as practicable after enactment of this Act, a map and a legal description for each designated wilderness area and area added to the National Park System shall be filed by the Secretary with the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the United States Senate and the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives, and each such map and legal description shall have the same force and effect as if included in this Act, except that correction of clerical, and cart
	 
	Sec. 6. (a) Subject to valid existing rights, each wilderness area designated by section 4(a) of this Act shall be administered by the Secretary of the Interior in accordance with the provisions of the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and pursuant to the rules and regulations promulgated in implementation thereof. 
	 
	(b) The following lands are hereby added to the National Park System: 
	 
	(1) certain public lands in the California Desert District of the Bureau of Land Management, California, which comprise approximately one hundred and three thousand eight hundred acres, as described in the Bureau of Land Management's Monument Environmental Impact Statement, 
	1989, and generally depicted on maps entitled "Proposed Additions to National Park System 
	Death Valley National Monument, 1989", are hereby incorporated in, and shall be deemed to be a part of Death Valley National Monument; and 
	 
	(2) certain public lands which comprise approximately four thousand eight hundred acres, as described in the Bureau of Land Management's Monument Environmental Impact Statement, 
	1989, and generally depicted on a map entitled "Proposed Addition to National Park System 
	Joshua Tree National Monument, 1989", are hereby incorporated in, and shall be deemed to be a part of Joshua Tree National Monument. 
	 
	(c) Upon enactment of this Act, the lands described in subsection (b) of this section, are, by operation of law and without consideration, transferred to the administrative jurisdiction of the National Park Service. The boundaries of the California Desert District; Death Valley National Monument and Joshua Tree National Monument are adjusted accordingly. The areas added to the National Park System by this section shall be administered in accordance with the provisions of law generally applicable to units of
	 
	(d) The Secretary shall, within a reasonable period of time, prepare plans to manage each designated wilderness area. 
	 
	(e) For purposes of this Act, any reference in the Wilderness Act to the effective date of that 
	Act shall be deemed to be a reference to the date of enactment of this Act. 
	 
	Sec. 7. Any lands within the boundaries of a wilderness area established by this Act that are acquired by the United States after the date of enactment of this Act shall become part of the wilderness area within which they are located and shall be managed in accordance with all the provisions of this Act and other laws applicable to such wilderness area. 
	 
	Sec. 8. Except as otherwise provided in this Act, and subject to valid exiting rights, all Federal lands established as wilderness by this Act and all lands within wilderness areas designated by this Act which are hereafter acquired by the United States are hereby withdrawn from all forms of entry, appropriation, or disposal under the public lands laws, including the mining, mineral leasing, geothermal leasing, and material sales laws. 
	 
	Sec. 9. (a) Nothing in this Act designating lands as wilderness shall constitute or be construed to constitute either an express or implied reservation of water or water rights for wilderness purposes. The United States may acquire such water rights as it deems necessary to carry out its responsibilities on any lands designated as wilderness pursuant to the substantive and procedural requirements of the laws of the States of California and Nevada as appropriate. 
	 
	(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to limit the exercise of water rights as provided under 
	California and Nevada State laws as appropriate. 
	 
	Sec. 10. (a) Military aircraft testing and training activities as well as demilitarization activities in California are an important part of the national defense system of the United States, and are essential in order to secure for the American people of this and future generations an enduring and viable national defense system. 
	 
	(b) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demilitarization activities and the overflight of military aircraft over areas designated in this Act as the components of the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
	 
	(c) The designation by this Act of wilderness areas in the State of California shall not restrict military overflights of wilderness areas for the purposes of military testing and training. 
	 
	(d) The fact that military overflights can be seen or heard shall not preclude such activities over the wilderness areas designated by this Act. 
	 
	(e) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to restrict, forbid, or interfere with demilitarization activities at Sierra Army Depot which is located adjacent to areas designated in this Act as components of the National Wilderness Preservation System and the fact that such demilitarization activities can be detected from within the adjacent wilderness areas shall not preclude such activities. 
	 
	Sec. 11. In recognition of the past use of portions of the wilderness areas designated by this Act by Indian people for traditional cultural and religious purposes, the Secretary shall assure access to the wilderness areas by Indian people for traditional cultural and religious purposes. In implementing this section, the Secretary, upon the request of an appropriate Indian tribe or Indian religious community, may from time to time temporarily close to general public use one 
	or more specific portions of wilderness areas in order to protect the privacy of religious cultural activities in such areas by Indian people. Any such closure shall be made so as to affect the 
	smallest practicable area for the minimum period necessary for such purposes. 
	 
	Sec. 12. The Congress finds and directs that all public lands in the State of California administered by the Bureau of Land Management have been adequately studied for wilderness designation pursuant to sections 202 and 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
	1976 and those lands not designated as wilderness by this Act are no longer subject to the requirements contained in section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
	for management of wilderness study areas in a manner that does not impair the suitability of such areas for preservation as wilderness and shall be managed for their other resource values 
	in accordance with land management plans development pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and 
	Management Act; or as part of the National Park System pursuant to section 6 of this Act. 
	Sec. 13. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentlemen from California [Mr. Lewis] will be recognized for 
	30 minutes, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 30 minutes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, as we have suggested on several occasions, this amendment by way of a substitute, which has been approved, is a direct reflection of that public process whereby a major cross-section of interests who are concerned about the California desert held public hearings 
	over a period of years, spent $8 million of the taxpayers' money to analyze and resolve the conflicts involved in a controversy such as this. They were ordered by the Congress to come forth with a bill. They have come forth with a bill. 
	 
	The committee has not chosen to take up the bill or consider its passage from the subcommittee or the full committee process. Because of that, we have had to essentially put that measure in a substitute, in an attempt to first make some sense out of the desert-planning process and make certain that whatever bill was passed had a chance at least to reflect the truly critical interests that lie in the California desert. 
	 
	The bill that we have by way of this substitute involves 62 wilderness areas covering 2.3 million acres. As I have said several times this evening and on other occasions, this would be the largest wilderness area to be established in the continental United States, if it were to pass into law. And it reflects the need to protect many a delicate area in the California desert. 
	 
	I mentioned to my colleagues that the reason that we are most intently opposed to H.R. 2929 is because it is a bill that reflects the excess of a very few in the environmental movement. They walked away from the public process and essentially took their original proposal or over a decade ago and introduced it by way of legislation in the other body. 
	 
	Over the last several years, that measure has not been successful. The author of this bill, 2929, announced early in the year that he had a grand compromise that would solve some of those problems. The grand compromise makes almost no difference from that original bill and, indeed, it reflects none of the public input that we have been discussing. 
	 
	[*H10975] As a practical fact, it is important to point up some of the difficulties of that bill in terms of excess. 
	 
	In my judgment, H.R. 2929 is an ill-timed and underfunded expansion of the National Park System. H.R. 2929 creates a new 1.5-million acre national monument in the East Mojave at a time when the National Parks and Conservation Association has identified a $2 billion operations and maintenance backlog within the existing part structure as their most critical, their most critical priority. 
	 
	By their own estimate, in East Mojave alone the Park Service would have to spend $16 million to acquire 116,000 acres of private land. The $16 million does not improve the properties. It merely compensates the existing owners for loss of their property interest. 
	 
	It also adds 1.3 million acres to the Death Valley National Monument and 2,000 acres to the Joshua Tree National Monument, when the Park Service supports a more manageable and quality addition of 108,600 acres. 
	 
	The alternative is to leave the East Mojave as a BLM management national scenic area, a 
	designation which preserves its traditional character and heritage while creating seven permanent wilderness areas totaling 293,000 acres. That is what the Park Service wants; that is what the Department of Defense supports. They oppose H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. McCandless]. Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
	Permit me a little latitude here. I was born, raised, except for my time in school and the service, in the desert. I live in the desert and, if everything goes right, I will die in the desert. 
	 
	My roots go back to 1900 when my grandfather homesteaded in this general area. I went to school in a one-room schoolhouse while living with my grandparents. I rode a horse, did not ride a bus to school. And we ate rattlesnake and rabbits and other things because things were kind of tough in those days. 
	 
	I mention this to my colleagues because with all due respect to those who live in New York or some other distant place, the desert means much more to me because of what I have related than it can possibly mean to those type of people who have not had these kinds of experiences. 
	 
	So when we talk about the rape of the desert or we talk about wilderness areas, I relate to those things. 
	 
	I would like to share with my colleagues an experience I had with the Bureau of Land Management, when I spent 2 days going through in detail each of the wilderness areas that were being proposed by our bill and being proposed by our opponents' bill. 
	 
	We looked at many of these areas. We said, yes, the study on this area says we need to have this as a wilderness area. We would fly on and here is another area and they said, well, we do not feel that this area is justified, even though it is in the other person's bill, because a road goes right through it. And if we notice down there there is a little shack, and there happened to be at that point two cars next to the shack. 
	 
	My interpretation is that wilderness area is pristine, something that has not been inhabited by man, something that is as near perfect as possible, not something that has been inhabited and used and continued to be used by the public over a period of time. 
	 
	Many of the areas in question in my opponents' bill meet this definition. I personally saw these on a map and looking out of the window of a helicopter. So these are some of the things I take into consideration when I think in terms of what people say about us, on that side of the aisle, do not have a sensitivity to these areas. 
	 
	Let me talk a little bit about that portion of the desert that I represent, roughly in this wilderness study area about 50 miles by 200 miles. Right through the middle of that going in an east-western direction is the old Butterfield stage route, one of the main routes during the westward movement of our country. And later, as the name implies, a stagecoach route. 
	 
	The wilderness area in question that is being proposed for that area is not wilderness at all. It is the part of the Butterfield stage route of great age and prominence used to a large degree by four-wheel-drive people as an outing on weekends, and many of these four-wheel-drive clubs are clubs that utilize the family unit as a means of recreation, as my colleague has said. They are working people, and this is their way of recreating. 
	 
	So when we talk about the naval gunnery range, we are talking about adjacent to the naval gunnery range putting in some wilderness areas that have no concept as I understand wilderness areas of meeting the necessary criteria. They have been utilized ever since the 
	westward movement by people coming in covered wagons and later in other ways. 
	 
	That is one of the problems that I have with the study and the basis upon which this particular plan is designated. 
	 
	Let us talk a little bit about the Joshua Tree National Monument as it currently exists. There is a proposal to expand this monument and make it a national park. It would be certainly fine to 
	make it a national park. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] has talked about the shortage of problems relative to that. The proposed expansion of Joshua Tree National Monument is very 
	impractical, because a great deal of that being proposed for expansion is either currently being lived in or has been lived in at some time, and has no bearing or relationship to what is a 
	national park or a Joshua Tree National Monument expansion is intended to try to accomplish for the benefit for the public. 
	 
	We have talked about all of the land use and the attitudes and ideas and thoughts of people relative to the desert, and I must say in all candidness, this all seems to focus down to one big picture and one major magazine, motorcycles going across the desert in herds. 
	 
	I bet Members to take this into consideration, that there are nuts and bolts to this that have not been considered, that are not proper with respect to the land use. And it is currently a part of this desert that all of us have enjoyed, not at the expense of the desert. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I might consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I must say I am very much interested in this recreation of history that seems to be taking place here on the floor during the last hour. I will begin my remarks by talking about the process. 
	 
	I have heard from the other side that the Lewis substitute was not given a chance, the Lewis substitute was not heard, that the Lewis substitute never had an opportunity. The fact is my committee held a hearing on the Lewis substitute and on H.R. 2929. It did that at the request of the minority. Both bills were heard at the same time in committee, in September, and both had ample testimony. In fact, the Lewis substitute was in order as an amendment in the subcommittee when the subcommittee met. It was sitti
	 
	At the Rules Committee, the gentleman from California stated that the reason he did not do that was because he did not have the votes. Sometimes around here you do not have the votes. But that is not saying that there was not due process. Every possible opportunity was given, not just for this proposal, but over the course of the past 6 years that this bill has been around. That is right, 6 years. My colleague from California, Mr. Levine, and I did not have a conversation 2 months ago and decide to have a d
	 
	Earlier this year when I was designated by our committee to be the person on our committee in charge of this legislation I decided not to just take that proposal that had been around and run with it, but I decided as a matter of fairness and as a matter of building on the record to go ahead and question everything in the bill, [*H10976] and to try and find out if there were ways we could modify it that would meet specific objections. We did that, I talked to every interest in California involved in the dese
	 
	Last year this bill was opposed by every utility in California. Now not one single utility, major utility is in opposition to this bill. In fact, Southern California Gas expressly supports the bill. 
	Why? Because we have gone in, and we have taken care of their problems. We have opened up the corridors. We gave them an opportunity to be heard, and we responded. 
	 
	The same thing goes for the mining interests. In case after case we have accommodated mining interests in this bill, and those have gone away. 
	 
	Of course we have not been able to accommodate everybody 100 percent, all of the time. That is the nature of the process. But the process has been followed meticulously. 
	 
	A year ago the State teachers were opposed to this bill. Now the State teachers retirement system is in support of this bill. Why? Because we opened the door. We talked to them. We made the necessary changes and we moved forward. 
	 
	We removed 271,000 acres, and in the en bloc amendment we will take another 160,000 out of that proposal. We have removed 75,000 acres for off-road vehicle use that was not included in the other bill, 114 miles. And yes, as I stated earlier and will state again now, no active mines are within any wilderness boundaries. Valid existing mining claims are protected in wilderness and parks. However, we have eliminated 73,400 more acres for certain mining interests. We 
	have gone out of our way, whether it was with the grazing issue and the cattlemen, whether it was with the State teachers, with the utilities, the mining interests, the off-road people. I could go on and on, we have met their objections, accommodated their interests where it was in the interest of moving this bill forward, where it was in the interest of solving the problem and moving the bill forward, and that is the issue here. 
	 
	The other side claims that what they want is a dialog. This bill has been around for 6 years. It has had all of those hearings. It is not dialog that the other side wants, it is delay, delay, delay. 
	 
	Delay is disaster for the desert and delay stops today. Delay stops in 1 hour when we have the opportunity to vote on the Lewis amendment. 
	 
	I have a great deal of respect for Jerry Lewis. He has been a friend of mine for many years. Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. I have a great deal of respect for the gentleman, and that is one of the reasons I am going to keep my time. 
	 
	I want to say that the gentleman genuinely believes in protecting the desert. I have no questions at all as to his motives, and I know that on these issues he knows whereof he speaks. And I certainly hope that as this process unfolds itself beyond this day, and in the final end, Jerry Lewis and I can be standing together and supporting this bill. I hope that, but I am not going to give away everything in the meantime to get that. 
	 
	Very soon, in less than an hour on this floor is the moment of truth for the desert. We are going to have to decide whether we want a plan that provides real protection, a plan that has been worked out over the years, and intensely in the last few months, or whether we want a sham, business as usual, that only protects those areas that need protection the least, and leaves unprotected the most fragile parts of the ecosystem. 
	 
	Reject the Lewis amendment. Support the committee bill. It is the right thing to do for California and for our natural heritage. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I might mention that the gentleman excluded radio and TV cameras from the district in those hearings we are talking about and did not allow the local supervisor from the district to testify. It was an open process, of course. 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas], who represents the California Desert. 
	(Mr. THOMAS of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I guess we have inflated things around here so much 
	that putting 2.3 million acres into wilderness is a sham, that it does not mean anything, that it 
	is not worth anything, that H.R. 3066 represents delay. 
	 
	What H.R. 3066 represents was the mandate of this Congress in 1976. What H.R. 3066 represents is the process the American people participated in. 
	 
	I was at those hearings. Boy, I would have loved to have had a TV camera in there. In fact, you folks probably still have scars on your body, some of them which could be shown in places where people do look, but given the people who were there, and their resentment over what you were doing to the process, I am sure it left some scars in places that you would not allow people to look. 
	 
	Those were the hearings that we had in California. I was there. I know what the people who live and work in the desert said to you people in public hearings, but what I heard was the fact that the gentleman from Minnesota said that no one can argue with their bill. 
	 
	Is that not the way it is around here? No one can argue with their definition of what is right. No one can argue with what we do with lands in your district, including not consulting you. This is not the first time it has happened to me. 
	 
	I represent a district that goes from the Pacific Ocean to the Nevada border. Every time there is a wilderness bill in California, almost every time, I am involved in terms of my district and not involved in terms of an active participant. It happened just a few months ago. They said, "Well, we didn't know you represented that portion of that particular county." 
	 
	There have been bills come through here where people who represent the area have not participated. But let me tell you, somebody can argue with H.R. 2929. 
	 
	As I said, the Secretary of Defense said that H.R. 2929 is unacceptable. Even if you take the amendments, it is unacceptable. 
	 
	In that same letter, the Secretary of the Army, the Acting Secretary of Defense, said they support H.R. 3066. 
	 
	In fact, he said the reason for the extraordinary success of the U.S. Armed Forces in the desert 
	of Iraq and Kuwait was a direct result of the extensive training in the desert of California. Victory in combat depends upon effective training. The effective training of the U.S. Armed Forces today depends upon military facilities in California. 
	 
	Enactment of H.R. 3066 would assist in insuring effective training at military facilities in California. Enactment of H.R. 2929, even with the amendments, would degrade the effectiveness of military training at those facilities, and they urge the Members to oppose, even with the amendments, H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Somebody argues with it. Those people who use it for national defense argue with it. They do not argue with H.R. 3066. We put away 2.3 million acres. We did it intelligently. We did not say take a portion of wilderness represented by BLM and put it in the National Park Service, even though there is a 9,000-foot mountain range separating those two areas and no roads to traverse it. 
	 
	We do not care, they say, that the National Park Service has to drive 150 miles around it to 
	police the area, and that on average the National Park Service takes about $10.50 to police an acre, but BLM and wilderness takes about $2.50, and BLM has a station at Big Pine 40 miles away. 
	 
	Now, at some point there is supposed to be a compromise. The proponents of H.R. 2929 have said they entered into that compromise, yet we are going to see a whole series of amendments that ask to make fundamental changes, and the military has said after you make those changes that you are willing to offer, H.R. 2929 is still unacceptable. H.R. 3066 is acceptable. 
	 
	[*H10977] There are no amendments available for H.R. 3066. It went through the process. The public had input. It is just that what I heard from the chairman of this new committee was that we allowed the bill to be heard. The bill that came from the administration, that went through 
	the process that Congress authorized, you allowed it to be heard. 
	 
	I want to tell you, a couple years ago we were over on the Senate side in opposition to the Senate bill at that time, of which H.R. 2929 is a model, and before the committee we pleaded with the chairman of that committee. We said, "Senator, we don't have an alternative bill. We are waiting for the process to be completed." 
	 
	That Senator said, "I have a bill in front of me, and if there isn't an opposing bill, we are going to move this bill." 
	 
	You folks jumped the tracks, and I understand why you jumped the tracks. 
	 
	The gentleman attended the hearings there. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] was in Inyo County. The gentleman heard what those people had to say. A number of them were upset about what was going on. A number of them supported it, but there was a give and a take to the process, the process of give and take, everybody is culminated in H.R. 3066. 
	 
	The only reason it does not stay on the same plane as H.R. 2929 is in large part because of who represents the area itself, who runs the committees in this place, and the attitude some of you have about what representation is supposed to be about. 
	 
	It is the old saying, "What is mine is mine, and what is yours is mine." That is where we are going with H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Please take a look at H.R. 3066, 2.3 million acres, the culmination of a public process. The military is happy, everybody is happy. 
	 
	In fact, the only people who are not happy with H.R. 3066 are the people whose names are on 
	H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Please take a look at H.R. 3066, 2.3 million acres, the culmination of a public process. The military is happy, everybody is happy. 
	 
	In fact, the only people who are not happy with H.R. 3066 are the people whose names are on 
	H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. Abercrombie]. 
	 
	Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the amendment and in favor of the California 
	Desert Protection Act. 
	 
	I would like to put a human dimension, if you will, on all this. I hope that the Members will recognize that there are people in California who very much favor this act. There are people like 
	my mother who has lived in the desert, lived in Palm Springs, loves the desert as much as anybody else who comes from that area does, and for people on the floor to characterize that those who are in favor of this bill are somehow less committed to the desert and the mountains and the people and the animals and the species that are there is simply unfair and untrue. 
	 
	My father rode in those mountains and in that desert for more than 20 years. He loved it, and I am rising today in support of that in memory of my father and my mother today. She stands there in Palm Springs and expects me and expects this Congress to look to the future. She is in her eighties. Her time on this Earth is coming to an end and she expects us in the U.S. Congress to be looking out for our children and our children's future and her nephew who is in northern California, who comes to southern Cali
	 
	Let us see what it does not do. It does not stop military overflights or prevent any military activities necessary to the security of the United States. 
	 
	I sit on the Armed Services Committee and I can say that is true. 
	 
	It does not require a large appropriation or purchase of any land or adversely impacts hunting or existing water rights. That happens to be the fact of the matter. If you want to disagree with the judgment, disagree with the judgment, but to characterize those of us who support it as in any way endangering the national security is a base canard. 
	 
	What it will do is protect California's magnificent desert. It will create the Mojave National Monument. It will upgrade the national park status of the Joshua Tree and Death Valley Monuments. It will create 76 wilderness areas and protect 2,500 species of plant and animal life. 
	 
	The plain fact of the matter is that support for this bill is to support what is best about preservation in national parks, what is best about environmental preservation for the future and does not endanger in any way, shape or form, nor offer the opportunity in any way, shape or, form, for anything less. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Yes, of course, I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman knows that the establishment of the buffer zones around Chino Lake and Chocolate Mountains are affected by H.R. 2929 and prevents the bombing and the use of the Chocolate Mountains. 
	 
	Mr. ABERCROMBIE. No national security is involved in any way, shape, or form. Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I rise today because I was able to use those routes. 
	Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gentleman has a different opinion, he is entitled to it. Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Because I was able to use those routes. 
	Mr. ABERCROMBIE. If the gentleman has a different opinion, he is entitled to it. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. 
	 
	(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham], my friend, the distinguished Member from San Diego and Navy top gun, to give his opinion with respect the efficiency and effectiveness of the bombing ranges that are in question under the Lehman bill. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I flew 21 years using those ranges. I provided and drew up some of the training routes, know exactly how they are affected and how they are not affected. 
	 
	There is not a buffer range around China Lake or Chocolate Mountain. That actually endangers people's lives. 
	 
	We have lost people to Mark-82's, that is a 500-pound bomb, and Mark-83's, which is a 1,000- pound bomb. That not only affects the military, it affects civilians who want to use the camping areas around it. If that is not important to my colleague from Hawaii, saving human lives, I do not know what is. 
	 
	There is an unpaved movement corridor from Fort Irwin to the Marine Corps Base at Twenty-nine Palms. This is where we test all of our latest weapons and missiles that are used out of Point Magoo and the training range. That is critical to these areas. 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman, and I will yield very briefly to the gentleman from California 
	[Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. I simply want to ask the gentleman if he is aware of a letter submitted to me by the chairman of the Committee on Armed Services, who unfortunately was unable to stay. I will ask unanimous consent to include this letter in the Record. 
	 
	In a nutshell, the letter emphasizes the importance of training in the California desert. The CHAIRMAN. That particular request has to be made in the House. 
	[*H10978] Mr. LEVINE of California. Fine. Without submitting the letter, let me ask if the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter] is aware of this and if the gentleman is aware that the 
	chairman of the Committee on Armed Services, having reviewed this bill, supports it and believes 
	it does not compromise national security? 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. Let me reclaim my time and simply say to the gentleman, the gentleman who is talking right now is the gentleman who has flown Navy aircraft over the Chocolate Mountains, he is a top fighter pilot in the U.S. Navy, he knows what it is to have accidents with heavy 
	ordnance. He has reviewed the proposed new wilderness areas that are adjacent to the 
	Chocolate Mountain gunnery range, and I would rely on that gentleman before I would rely on a staff recommendation made in the House of Representatives. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield further? Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I also say to my colleague, remind him that this is the same chairman of the 
	Committee on Armed Services, by the way, my chairman, who wants to give $1 billion to the 
	Soviet Union out of the defense area. And this is also a Democrat-controlled committee. Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
	Let me simply say to my colleagues we are talking once again about a lockout of middle America, middle-class people from the desert. 
	 
	The gentleman from Hawaii talked about his mother being able to enjoy the desert, and he made a good point. I would like to mention a lady named Ida Little, from Imperial Valley, who is 84 years old, who gives wildflower tours in the desert. There is a difference between her and other people, young people who can carry backpacks and hoof it. She has to ride in a Jeep. 
	 
	People like Ida Little are going to be locked out of the massive enclosures of wilderness. There is no way that you can go into the south Algondones dunes and enjoy that territory. People like Ida Little and literally thousands of families who have recreation in the desert cannot go fly fishing in New Zealand, cannot go surfing in Australia, but who on a Sunday or a Saturday will drive into the California desert for a little time away from their bosses, they are going to find themselves locked out by a poli
	 
	They can do that now in the California desert. The Lewis alternative that reserves 2.5 million acres for wilderness certainly is a balanced alternative. 
	 
	In my case, the north Algondones dunes are going to be preserved under the Lewis alternative as wilderness. All of the species will be preserved under that particular plan. 
	 
	Once again, this is a lockout bill, it locks out blue-collar America, it is elitist. And at a time when we have lost 114,000 blue-collar jobs, throwing those families out of work in California, the last thing we should be doing is closing up their places where they have a little chance for recreation. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. DeFazio]. 
	 
	Mr. DeFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, recent hearings before Representative Sikorski's subcommittee have exposed the fact that our professional land management agencies have been politicized under Reagan and Bush more so than at any time since we adopted civil service reforms earlier in this century. 
	 
	Professional land managers have been silent for fear of their jobs. Instead of dispassionate, professional, evenhanded opinions, we get political documents rewritten by higher-ups, people on Vice President Quayle's Competitive Council. 
	 
	The administration now claims that the National Park Service does not believe the East Mojave qualifies for inclusion in the park system. It is a ridiculous and unfounded claim that flies in the face of recommendations by professional staff of both the Park Service and BLM, whose reports state unequivocally that the Mojave fully qualifies for park or monument status. 
	 
	In 1979 the BLM report says: 
	 
	It is the conclusion of the desert plan staff that cultural and natural resource values of the East Mojave study area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily qualifies for national park or monument status. 
	 
	When the California Desert Protection Act was first introduced in 1986, the Park Service 
	conducted a study to determine if the Mojave met the criteria for inclusion in the National Park System. Based on this study, the western regional director of the Park Service submitted a detailed report to the Park Service Director, which is summarized by this statement: 
	 
	The proposed Mojave National Park meets the criteria and would be a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System. We recommend its addition to the National Park System. 
	 
	Recommend, I repeat. 
	 
	Just 2 months ago that same western regional director, now retired, testified that the Park Service support of the Mojave was being misrepresented to the public and the Congress by the current administration. 
	 
	Reject the substitute, reject the politicization and this warping of the views of the professional agencies. 
	 
	Let us listen to the professionals and adopt the base bill. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman from California 
	[Ms. Pelosi]. 
	 
	Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield to me? Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman from Florida. 
	(Mr. BENNETT asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	MR. BENNETT. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF THIS MUCH NEEDED LEGISLATION. I WOULD LIKE TO SHARE SOME PARAGRAPHS FROM A MANUSCRIPT BOOK I WROTE WHILE IN THE HOSPITAL AT THE END OF WORLD WAR II. THESE PARAGRAPHS DESCRIBE THE MOJAVE DESERT WHERE I TRAINED IN 1943 FOR COMBAT IN THE DESERTS OF AFRICA. HOWEVER, WE ACTUALLY FOUGHT IN NEW GUINEA AND THE PHILIPPINES. THE PARAGRAPHS I SHARE WITH YOU ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
	 
	We arrived in the desert as the sun was setting behind the deep blue mountains in the distance. The chaplain spread the altar cloth over the hood of a jeep and we had a brief service before turning in under the stars for our first night in this once empty sea of sand, now peopled by thousands of soldiers sleeping more or less quietly side by side. 
	 
	Before leaving the desert I was assigned to Anti Tank Company and with them I went through the infiltration course and fired the 37 mm guns. This was in addition to the endless work in the PX's -- clerking and cleaning up, purchasing and bookkeeping. 
	 
	One Sunday I took the greater part of the day off and went on a prospecting hunt in the mountains, looking for semiprecious stones. I borrowed the entrenching pick with which we cracked ice at the PX, and slung a desert water bag over my shoulder for drinking water. I came back with lot of blister, a dulled pick and no valuable stones. Anyway it was a change from the mercantile business. 
	 
	I was surprised to find how many things live in the desert. There were a great many different kinds of flowering cacti. One was particularly attractive with crisp yellow-green petals and bright yellow centers. There were plenty of greaswood bushes and every hundred or so acres there would be a smoke tree suggesting a short stationary column of smoke until you came up close. 
	 
	There were coyotes, too, and some of the boys got coyote pups for pets as well as horned toads, many other types of lizards and some snakes. There were furry gophers and pack rats. One 
	morning I found a little kangaroo mouse that had trapped himself in a pop bottle. we had to break the bottle to get him out. 
	 
	On my hike to the mountains I saw several jack rabbits. They would bound ahead of me and then pause to look back at me, repeating the process over and over. 
	 
	The heat was terrific in the day but it was quite cold at night. When you sat down on your cot a huge cloud of dust would get up to let you have the seat. Water was scarce but we got along somehow. Of Course bathing in helmets was the usual procedure for settling the dust on your body. That is about all it did. 
	 
	Women scarcely ever came near out camp but once I did see one under unusual circumstances. The wind had blown down the canvas from around our box latrine. A young lady came by looking for her husband's tent and she carried on quiet a conversation with a soldier enthroned on the latrine, [*H10979] which apparently she did not recognize as such. 
	 
	There was majesty in the beauty of our desert -- the brilliant purple of encircling mountains on a clear, early morning; full daylight's pastel colors in the distance, mostly azure-grey pink, lavender, orange and light brown; the intense blue of the peaks at dusk like something done by Maxfield Parrish; midnight's deep and sparkling sky, steel blue ranges and soft grey carpets of sand, stretching easily and endlessly in starlit and moonlit swells and shallows. What I saw reminded me of the face of an oldste
	 
	Our 3 months in the desert came to a close and we chugged off to a California port of embarkation. There I became a platoon leader in reality instead of mostly on paper. I was assigned the third platoon of Anti Tank Company. With the exception of guerrilla activity in the Philippines I stayed with this platoon throughout the war. They were in every way extraordinary and wonderful men. 
	 
	Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in support of the California Desert Protection Act which is before us today. 
	 
	H.R. 2929 is a compromise bill that maintains the sanctity of wilderness, protects park land, and allows diverse multiple-use activities in other areas of the desert. 
	 
	Legislation to protect the California desert has been proposed during the last three Congresses and we can hail its consideration on the floor today as a major success for all those who have worked to forge this unique compromise. Chairman George Miller, Subcommittee Chairman Lehman, and Congressman Levine have accomplished what many believed to be the impossible. Their efforts to accommodate the many interests and activities in the desert, such as grazing, mining, offroad vehicle use, has resulted in a fai
	 
	A recent statewide poll by the Field Institute confirmed that 75 percent of Californians support greater protection of the desert environment. The public overwhelmingly supports this public land protection measure. 
	 
	H.R. 2929 will preserve, as open space, park, and wilderness areas in approximately one-third of the 25-million-acre desert region of southern California. 
	 
	The California desert is an incomparable landscape that is home to hundreds of species of wildlife, plant life, the world's largest Joshua tree forest and mammoth sand dunes. H.R. 2929 will create 76 new wilderness areas and add 3 million acres of desert as national park lands. 
	Our actions today will determine the future of the unique California desert ecosystem. By voting for H.R. 2929, we can preserve a public treasure for all time. Future generations deserve nothing less. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to join me in voting for H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. Bilbray]. 
	 
	Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding this time to me, and I rise in support of the California bill. 
	 
	I think it is a good bill. It protects the fragile ecology of the desert. I live in the southern desert myself. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I note that the substitute bill also includes part of Nevada. I was not really consulted on this. I really think we should have been consulted on this, that they should have talked to a person from Nevada before including Nevada as part of the bill. 
	 
	1940 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I was just wondering if the Representative of southern California would tell me why Nevada, the Representative from Nevada, this was not discussed with him. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I must respond to my colleague, the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. Bilbray], by saying, "You may not recall, but, when we were discussing your problems relative to the San Bernardino highway system, I discussed the desert bill with you as well. It just may have been that the highway package was much more important to you. We did discuss it. I'm sorry if I didn't make the item clear at the time, but we have discussed the matter." 
	 
	Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman describe the areas that are included in Nevada because I do not know this area very well? Could he give me a little explanation of it? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to describe the area in detail, but we do not have much time. I ask the gentleman, "Why don't you just come over here, and we'll talk about it?" 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the Lewis amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
	 
	This substitute has many shortcomings, both in what it would do and in what it would leave undone. 
	 
	In the desert, it would not provide sufficient protection for important wilderness areas that would be protected under the bill as reported from the Interior Committee. It also would not give national monument status to the very special and unique East Mojave area. 
	 
	Over the last 4 years, the Interior Committee has very thoroughly considered and analyzed many varied proposals for future management of the public lands in the California desert area, including the administration proposals as embodied in the Lewis amendment. A particular focus in our deliberations has been what management should be provided for the East Mojave. We took account of a 1979 report by BLM that concluded that the: "cultural and natural resource 
	values of the East Mojave study area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily qualified for national park or monument status." We took account of a 1987 conclusion by the professional staff of the National Park Service that the areas met the required criteria specified in the Park Service's management policies, and that the area would be a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System. 
	 
	On the basis of such studies and conclusions, and on the basis of very extensive hearings, including three hearings in California where we heard from hundreds and hundreds of witnesses, the Interior Committee voted for designation of the East Mojave as a national monument. 
	 
	National monument status for the East Mojave is a very important part of the committee's decisions about future management of the California desert. The House should reject the Lewis amendment, which in this and other ways does not do what needs to be done for the desert. 
	 
	The Lewis substitute is not just a desert bill. It is inadequate to the subject before the House. Ironically, not satisfied with the breath of this task the Lewis substitute which would designate at least 10 wilderness areas that are not even within the California desert, and in fact are many, many miles away from it -- 600 acres are even in Nevada. These are areas about which regrettably there have been no hearings at all. Because the focus was the California desert. The Interior Committee should and will 
	of California, but we have not yet done so. 
	 
	The House should not today rush to judgment concerning wilderness on BLM lands in California outside the desert. This substitute is misdirected. We should do all that is necessary in the desert, but we should not try to decide how to manage areas outside the desert, about which we do not yet know enough to make sound decisions. 
	 
	The Lewis substitute fails both those tests. It should be rejected by the House. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, with great pleasure and delight, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Dornan]. 
	 
	Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I come to the well as a Representative of a Democrat district, a blue-collar, working person's district where one can drive up and down every street 
	and see the trailers, the recreational vehicles, the Broncos, the Sierras, the off-road vehicles, the motorcross bikes, the desert dirt bikes. Every type of recreational vehicle under the Sun is in my district, the working heart of Orange County, and we love those deserts. 
	 
	[*H10980] I have four; count them, four, off-road vehicles: two Broncos and two that are made on those islands up in the Northwest Pacific because unfortunately Harley does not make them, but I love my Honda Odysseys, and I am looking to buy a Honda Pilot. I love to go out in the desert, and I swear to my colleagues that I would not run over a California poppy, and I would suggest public thrashing for any man that would hit a Joshua tree, even dent it, out there in that beautiful Mojave Desert. I have lande
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I lived out there for over 2 years with my wife. Two of my children out of five are born out there, and I say to the other party quite seriously, "I'm reaching out to you. Look at this as a protection to what we're going to pass on to our prosperity, but also look at it as a family issue." 
	 
	The gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] loves the district. He loves his district in the desert. He would not be doing something to hurt this area and doing something against the majority viewpoint. 
	These polls which are quoted about Americans wanting to lock up areas of north Alaska or the California desert, look at how the question is phrased. If one did not answer the way some of them are quoting, they would look like they did hate this beautiful planet that God has given us, but families enjoy these deserts. 
	 
	I say to my Democratic colleagues, You're not the cheese and brie set. We don't call you country club Democrats. You are blue-collar, off-road people, not autobahn, high speed, Beemer/Mercedes types, most of you. You come with your families to California, not to climb Mt. Whitney, but to enjoy the deserts, and to go Disneyland, and to use those places where you combine family and love of the countryside. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I submit my statement for the Record. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE TODAY IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT OF 1991. THIS BILL SIMPLY DOES NOT ADDRESS THE CONCERNS OF THOSE WHO ACTUALLY LIVE, WORK, AND RECREATE IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT, WHICH COVERS ABOUT 25 MILLION ACRES IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE STATE. IN FACT, MR. CHAIRMAN, THE BILL MAY NOT BE BOONDOGGLE, BUT IT IS A DUNE-BOGGLE. 
	 
	THIS BILL, IN ITS CURRENT FORM, WOULD CREATE 3 MILLION ACRES OF NEW PARK LAND AND DESIGNATE MILLIONS OF ADDITIONAL ACRES AS WILDERNESS. THESE LARGE TRACTS OF LAND ARE BEYOND EVEN WHAT THE RADICAL ENVIRONMENTALISTS CLAIM IS NECESSARY. BUT MORE IMPORTANTLY, IN LAYING ASIDE THESE ENORMOUS AMOUNTS OF LAND, H.R. 2929 
	DOES NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT ANY OF THE VITAL ISSUES RELATING TO MILITARY OPERATIONS IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERTS. INDEED, H.R. 2929 DIRECTLY IMPACTS THE MILITARY'S ABILITY TO FUNCTION IN THE AREA. AS THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE HAS STATED; 
	 
	H.R. 2929 IS CLEARLY A STEP BACKWARD WHEN COMPARED TO PREVIOUS LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES. IT TOTALLY IGNORES THE VITAL INTERESTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND IT COMPROMISES OUR FUTURE, PUTTING AT RISK THE LIVES OF OUR SERVICEMEN AND WOMEN. 
	 
	THE FOLLOWING EXAMPLES INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT [CDPA] WOULD AFFECT THE FUTURE MILITARY USE OF THE AREA, THE IMPORTANCE OF WHICH WAS MOST RECENTLY REFLECTED IN OPERATION DESERT STORM AND OPERATION DESERT SHIELD. 
	 
	IN EFFECT, THE CDPA NEGATES THE PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER AT FORT IRWIN THROUGH THE IMPOSITION OF NEW PARK AND WILDERNESS BOUNDARIES SURROUNDING THE TRAINING CENTER. IT ALSO WOULD PROBABLY PROSCRIBE CONTINUED MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS OF WILDERNESS AREAS. HISTORICALLY, AMERICANS HAVE NOT ACCEPTED MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS OF THEIR NATIONAL PARKS, AND PUBLIC PRESSURE HAS IMPOSED LIMITS ON MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS OF WILDERNESS AREAS. THUS, BASED ON PAST EXPERIENCES, THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FEARS
	 
	FURTHERMORE, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT RESERVES FOR THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT QUANTITIES OF WATER IN THE REGION TO FULFILL THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT. UNDER CALIFORNIA LAW, THE UNITED STATES, JUST AS ANY OTHER LANDOWNER, IS 
	ENTITLED TO RIPARIAN WATER RIGHTS AND A REASONABLE SHARE OF THE WATER IN THE 
	GROUNDWATER BASINS UNDERLYING THE FEDERAL LANDS. THE STATE LAW IS MORE THAN SUFFICIENT TO FULFILL ANY AND ALL NEEDS WHICH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MAY DEEM APPROPRIATE FOR FEDERAL LANDS IN CALIFORNIA. YET, THE PROPONENTS OF H.R. 2929, FOR SOME UNEXPLAINED REASON, DO NOT THINK THIS IS ENOUGH. THEY WANT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO HAVE A PARAMOUNT RIGHT TO CONTROL ALL THE GROUND WATER IN THE DESERT. THE LANGUAGE OF THE BILL IS FURTHER AMBIGUOUS AS TO WHETHER THE RIGHTS TO GROUND OR SURFACE WATER, OR BOTH, ARE BEI
	 
	FINALLY, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT WILL ELIMINATE, WITHIN 25 YEARS, ALMOST HALF OF ALL LIVESTOCK GRAZING IN THE NEW PARKS CREATED IN THE DESERT. THIS RUNS COUNTER TO THE LONG TRADITION, DATING BACK TO THE 1860'S IN SOME CASES, WHICH PERMITTED GRAZING IN THE REGION. 
	 
	CALIFORNIA IS BLESSED WITH A WIDE VARIETY OF WILDERNESS AREAS THAT ARE A TREASURE TO THE STATE. AS LONG AS THESE AREAS ARE TREATED WITH RESPECT AND REVERENCE, AND THE NEEDS OF ALL SECTORS ARE TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION, THEY SHOULD BE OPEN TO ALL TO ENJOY. SURELY, THE BEST WAY WE CAN GIVE TODAY'S CALIFORNIANS, AND ALL OTHER AMERICANS AND THEIR CHILDREN, AN OPPORTUNITY TO ENJOY AND BENEFIT FROM THIS UNIQUE AND REMARKABLE RESOURCE REQUIRES THAT WE PASS TRULY BALANCED LEGISLATION. 
	 
	FOR THIS REASON, I WILL VOTE IN FAVOR OF H.R. 3066, THE LEWIS CALIFORNIA DESERT WILDERNESS AMENDMENT, WHICH IS A COMPREHENSIVE SUBSTITUTE TO THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. THIS BETTER DESERT BILL, WHICH CREATES 2.3 MILLION ACRES OF NEW WILDERNESS, TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE INTERESTS AND NEEDS OF THE HUNDREDS AND THOUSANDS OF OTHER DESERT PEOPLE ALONG WITH THOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS. 
	 
	THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS BILL INVOLVED THE KIND OF PUBLIC INPUT THAT SHOULD BE EMPLOYED WHEN MAJOR LAND USE DECISIONS ARE MADE. IT REPRESENTS THE CULMINATION OF 15 YEARS' EFFORT TO IDENTIFY AREAS SUITABLE FOR WILDERNESS DESIGNATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH A CONGRESSIONALLY MANDATED PLAN, AND CONSIDERS THE CONCERNS OF ALL FACTIONS INTERESTED IN THE DESERT'S FUTURE. 
	 
	THE LEWIS AMENDMENT IS THE RESULT OF PUBLIC MEETINGS AND HEARINGS, 16 
	ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS, MINERAL SURVEYS, AND 40,000 COMMENTS REFLECTING THE VIEWS OF ALL WHO USE THE DESERT. APPARENTLY THE DRAFTERS OF H.R. 
	2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT, FELT NO NEED TO CONSIDER THE 
	MULTITUDE OF AVAILABLE STUDIES AND INFORMATION WHEN CREATING THEIR LEGISLATION. IT IS OBVIOUS THAT THEIR LEGISLATION FALLS SHORT OF A BALANCED APPROACH. FOR THIS REASON, H.R. 2929 SHOULD BE DEFEATED. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Jontz]. 
	 
	Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Mining Subcommittee, I know that one of the differences between these two measures, the substitute and the committee bill, is the issue of mining, and I want to take a moment to address the body on that issue because I think there should be no misunderstanding about this matter. 
	 
	In general debate it was represented by the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. Vucanovich] that we should not pass the committee bill because the U.S. Geological Survey had not done surveys of different areas with regard to minerals, implying that there was valuable minerals there that in 
	some way would be locked up by the committee bill. 
	 
	I suggest that is not true at all. In fact, the USGS has had lots of time to do surveys of these areas. They have had years, and years, and years to do surveys, and they have not done them, and I think the reason they have not done them is that there is no reason to do them, and the suggestion that we would be taking some hasty action by passing the committee bill that would have adverse consequences for mineral resources in my opinion is ill-founded. In fact, the USGS could take years, and years and years 
	 
	So, Mr. Chairman, it would be very unfortunate for us to believe that we are having an adverse impact on mineral resources and to vote for the substitute for that reason. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the California desert is very valuable. There are lots of places to run on RV's. There are lots of places to graze. There are lots of places in this country that have mineral resources. There is only one California desert, and I dare say there are a lot of families all across our country who will enjoy the desert as a park and as a monument, families who, in 
	[*H10981] fact, are owners of this because it is public land, and these families all across our country have a right to see that this very valuable resource is passed on to the next generation 
	and the generations to follow unimpaired. 
	 
	That is what the committee bill would do, and I urge the Members to reject the substitute and to support the committee bill. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to one of my colleagues, a member of our newest class of experts, the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Barrett]. 
	 
	Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding this time to me. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I rise in the strongest opposition to H.R. 2929, and I urge my colleagues to do the right thing and the fair thing by supporting the Lewis substitute. A few weeks back, when we were busy rolling over the constituents of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols], a situation that I know all too well, I wondered how long it would be before we would be hanging a sign on the Golden Gate Bridge or perhaps the Statue of Liberty reading, "Now entering North American National Park." It could be sooner t
	 
	At the rate we are going, by this time next year we may not have an election reform bill or a crime bill. The budget certainly is not going to be balanced, but I dare say that with very little effort we could very easily double or triple the size of our parks. At the very least, we could easily have the last piece of Alaska roped off and perhaps print some more money and then buy the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. Young] a ranger's hat. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, each day we open business with a series of 1-minute speeches in which we rail about the decline of American productivity or the threat from foreign competition, and we attack deficit spending that sets new records every day, and we decry the encroachment of the Federal Government into the lives of our citizens. Yet we follow those speeches with consideration of legislation that takes more and more land out of production and puts more and more people out of work. We pass legislation that author
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the proponents of this legislation contend that America needs this act. They say that this is more than a California bill, but what about the needs of California's 20th District, 35th District, 37th District, and 45th District? Do we doubt the able Representatives of those districts that much? Let them represent their constituents and let us tend to the business of representing our constituents. 
	Mr. Chairman, If we insist on passing something, let us pass the substitute offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], but better yet, let us pass legislation that America does need and then go home for the year before we do any more damage. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 9 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller], the distinguished chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, who will be making his first appearance in the well this evening. 
	(Mr. MILLER of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. Chairman, this has been a spirited and heated debate before this 
	Chamber, as are most of the debates that take place over legislation that is reported from the 
	Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, because very little that this committee does is action of an abstract nature. 
	 
	Very often we consider legislation on the floor of this Congress from different committees where we do not know the impact of it for years to come. We speculate about that impact, and we are not sure what constituencies are affected or what areas are affected. That is not usually true with the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs because, as we are tonight, we are designating lands for different uses, in many instances for uses different than they were prior to the passage of this legislation, some new
	 
	I tried as the chairman of this committee to treat this bill differently. I tried to treat it differently to make sure that what we did not accomplish was what was talked about in our State for many years, and that was what was called an attempt to lock up the desert. 
	 
	I am a backpacker, but I do not think all people who want to enjoy our natural resources should have to backpack. I am a dirt biker, but all people who enjoy our natural resources should not have to travel by dirt bike. I ride all-terrain vehicles, but all people should not have to ride all- terrain vehicles. I choose not to ride around in a Winnebago, but people who do should have access to our parks, should have access to our monuments, and should be able to see the great assets and the great jewels of th
	 
	That is why this bill was treated differently. I did not believe that an effort to preserve the great California desert, to preserve part of our environment -- and I mean our total environment -- should be done in a way that we would throw people out of work or shut down going concerns, be they extracting minerals or other businesses. 
	 
	I felt that we should make every effort to preserve them. We should understand that this park comes after them, and in fact, as the chairman of this subcommittee said, we did that. But for two sand and gravel mines, the rest of them were allowed to continue. For those who have perfected rights in mining, they will be allowed to continue. For those who were in the wilderness areas, they will be allowed to continue. 
	 
	That is not by accident; that is by direction, because we have got to understand what the real debate is about. We have heard a great deal over the last years about the multiple use, and our friends on the Republican side of the aisle very often refer to their support of the multiple use. Multiple use means multiple use, not my use, not your use, and in this bill there is essentially no use of the land that is allowable today that is precluded. 
	 
	Some are different. Some of those people who enjoy the 568,000 acres for off-the-road vehicles, those who enjoy that hobby of theirs and indulge in that family activity, as I do, will now only have 500,000 acres to enjoy. Those who want to race along the 35,000 road miles on their dirt bikes and other vehicles will now only have 33,000 miles to race along. For those who want the quiet and the peace and the opportunity to take photographs and enjoy the wonderful 
	wilderness areas, this bill addresses their desires. And if there are problems -- and believe me, the problems were not there until it was understood that this bill was going to come on the floor 
	-- with overflights and with our capabilities to train, those too will be addressed in this process. 
	 
	Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me say this about this committee. I am new to the chairmanship of this committee, but those who spoke so outrageously about the process never once called my office and complained, never once asked me to intercede, never once asked me to get a witness on who was denied, if there were any, never once asked if I could help. They asked me to delay twice, and we did. We delayed those hearings at the request of the minority. 
	 
	So everybody in this bill has been treated fairly. Those voices have been heard, and that is the way it is going to be in this committee. An opportunity was made for the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] to offer his amendment, and he chose apparently not to do that because they believed they did not have the votes. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for one quick question? 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, let me finish first, and then I will yield to the gentleman. Before we went to the Rules committee, I talked to the gentleman from California ]Mr. Lewis], 
	and I said, "I will request a rule, and I want you to know in advance it is moving rather quickly, so, Jerry, make up your mind what amendments you wanted now so you will have all your amendments  [*H10982]  ready in case they say they have to be put in the Record, because I will ask for an open rule, but because of the time they may say they have to be printed or what- have-you." 
	 
	We had that discussion. In my committee I do not cut off debate. In my committee I do not ask for closed rules because I believe, with the work of my subcommittees, my chairmen, and the members of my committee, we can stand the scrutiny of this House. And this bill does that. It is not what the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] would want, and I understand that. I appreciate that. It is not what many other Members would want, those who were supporting the earlier Cranston-Levine bill. 
	 
	But we have worked those differences, and we will continue when we get to the amendments, to shape and modify this bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this is a terribly important bill, a terribly contentious bill, but a bill that should be passed to preserve the California desert. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to ask a question. I would like to ask the question on the mining. With the problems we have with oil and in the future, does this exclude geothermal drilling for future energy sources? When you say existing mining and look into the desert, I know in our particular area we are doing geothermal drilling. That would preclude it, as I understand it. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, in the last several weeks, I have been meeting with representatives of the utilities that have a great interest in that, and they have raised no objection about that to this legislation. As late as last night they told me of their support, as have the members of the mining industry. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield further, will this prevent future 
	exploration for geothermal? It is an important energy source. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. LEHMAN of Calironia. Mr. Chairman, in putting this bill together we have excluded geothermal areas in the bill. As part of the process, we have gone over it in the past year. I am sure there may be some included, but, there again, we have tried to balance it out. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would point out in China Lake, where the substantial geothermal resources are, that is withdrawn. I might also add to the gentleman's comment, we had a hearing on the military withdrawals. No Members requested to appear before it. It was clear and evident at that time, with the sponsorship of myself and the gentlemen from California, Messrs. Miller, Lehman, and Levine, that that amendment was going to be offered in that hearing. 
	 
	I might repeat the testimony from the Department of Defense. We had a lot of other people claiming they are experts here today about things, but they said, "I am delighted to be here and have the opportunity to testify in favor of this bill. The Department of Defense is delighted with the withdrawal provisions. We have been wanting to get this settled for some time, as you know." 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, he did not ask for an expansion or any additional withdrawals. I am not aware of any additional withdrawals that the Department of Defense sought. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, I use this time just to simply pay my compliments to the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] and to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] for the work, the hours, and time that they have put in on this legislation in the committee, as well as to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] who has struggled for a number of years now to get this matter to the floor of this Congress and to have it become the law, and all of the other members of the com
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT, DESERVES OUR SUPPORT. 
	 
	THE CONGRESS HAS HELD A LONGSTANDING INTEREST IN PROTECTING THE RESOURCES OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. IN 1976, WE PASSED THE FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT AND POLICY ACT [FLMPA] WHICH RECOGNIZED THE UNIQUE ENVIRONMENTAL, SCENIC, AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES OF THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. FLMPA DIRECTED THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO PREPARE AND IMPLEMENT A COMPREHENSIVE LONG-RANGE PLAN FOR THE CALIFORNIA DESERT CONSERVATION AREA. IN RESPONSE, THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT [BLM] RELEASED THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PLAN FIRST IN 1
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, MANY PEOPLE WERE UNHAPPY WITH THE BLM'S FINAL CALIFORNIA DESERT PLAN. MANY BELIEVED THE PLAN WAS SKEWED TOWARD MINING, GRAZING AND OTHER CONSUMPTIVE USES. 
	 
	RECOGNIZING THAT SOMETHING HAD TO BE DONE TO PROTECT THE AREA'S NATURAL RESOURCES WITHOUT ELIMINATING DEVELOPMENT, SENATOR CRANSTON INTRODUCED THE 
	FIRST CALIFORNIA DESERT BILL IN 1986. SINCE THEN, COMPANION BILLS IN EACH SUCCESSIVE CONGRESS HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED BY SENATOR CRANSTON AND MY COLLEAGUE FROM CALIFORNIA, CONGRESSMAN MEL LEVINE. 
	 
	RATHER THAN PROLONG THE DEBATE AT THE EXPENSE OF THE NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT AREA, THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR THIS YEAR CREATED A NEW SUBCOMMITTEE SPECIFICALLY TO ADDRESS THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. CHAIRED BY CONGRESSMAN RICHARD LEHMAN, THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL OVERSIGHT AND CALIFORNIA DESERT LANDS HAS WORKED WITH CONGRESSMAN LEVINE AND OTHER MEMBERS OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE TO CRAFT THE BILL WE ARE CONSIDERING TODAY. 
	 
	AFTER MORE THAN 15 YEARS OF QUESTIONING, WHAT IS THE BEST APPROACH TO MANAGING THE DESERT, H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT ANSWERS THOSE WHO SAID WE NEED TO ACHIEVE A BALANCE. AT THE SAME TIME, AS H.R. 2929 PRESERVES NATURAL AND SCENIC AREAS FOR THE ENJOYMENT AND EDUCATION OF FUTURE GENERATIONS, H.R. 2929 ALSO PROVIDES RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES, AND ALLOWS MINING, GRAZING, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES TO CONTINUE IN SPECIFIC AREAS. 
	 
	SUBCOMMITTEE CHAIRMAN LEHMAN AND CONGRESSMAN LEVINE, THE SPONSOR OF H.R. 
	29292, DEVOTED A GREAT DEAL OF TIME AND EFFORT TO THIS LEGISLATION. THERE HAVE BEEN SIX HEARINGS, INCLUDING THREE IN CALIFORNIA, ON THE CALIFORNIA DESERT SINCE 
	1986, WHEN SENATOR ALAN CRANSTON FIRST INTRODUCED HIS DESERT PROTECTION BILL. 
	MOST RECENTLY, THE HOUSE INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL OVERSIGHT AND CALIFORNIA DESERT LANDS HELD A HEARING SEPTEMBER 16, 1991 ON H.R. 2929 AND H.R. 
	3066, INTRODUCED BY CONGRESSMAN JERRY LEWIS. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, H.R. 2929, AS REPORTED, CREATES A NEW 1.5-MILLION-ACRE MOJAVE NATIONAL MONUMENT, AND DESIGNATES 4.3 MILLION ACRES OF FEDERAL LAND IN CALIFORNIA AS WILDERNESS. IN ADDITION, H.R. 2929 ADDS ABOUT 1.5 MILLION ACRES OF LAND CURRENTLY MANAGED BY THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT TO THE EXISTING DEATH 
	VALLEY AND JOSHUA TREE NATIONAL MONUMENTS, AND THE MONUMENTS ARE REDESIGNATED AS NATIONAL PARKS. 
	 
	MANY CITIES AND COUNTIES IN CALIFORNIA, INCLUDING LOS ANGELES, SAN FRANCISCO, SAN DIEGO, RIVERSIDE, AND FRESNO HAVE PASSED RESOLUTIONS SUPPORTING THE PASSAGE OF H.R. 2929. IN ADDITION, THE CALIFORNIA AFL-CIO, CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION, SIERRA CLUB, WILDERNESS SOCIETY, NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY, AND OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS ALSO ENDORSE THE BILL. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON, THE LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS CO. HAVE A
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, I'D LIKE TO HIGHLIGHT A FEW PROVISIONS OF THE BILL, INCLUDING SECTION 
	610 WHICH IS IMPORTANT TO THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN CALIFORNIA, AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION. THIS PROVISION IS AN INNOVATIVE APPROACH TO ADDRESS A SERIOUS CONCERN RAISED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION. 
	 
	AS MY COLLEAGUES MAY KNOW, 3 YEARS AFTER CALIFORNIA BECAME A STATE, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN 1853, GAVE SECTIONS 16 AND 36 OUT OF EVERY TOWNSHIP TO CALIFORNIA AS A REVENUE SOURCE FOR PUBLIC EDUCATION. TODAY, THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION OWNS APPROXIMATELY 270,000 ACRES OF LAND, AND 53,000 ACRES OF MINERAL INTERESTS WITHIN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT. THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION MANAGES THESE LANDS FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN CALIFORNIA. ONCE H.R. 2929 IS ENACTED, THE COMMISSION'
	CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. 
	 
	[*H10983] WHEN THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERED H.R. 2929, WE INCLUDED SECTION 610 TO PROTECT THE INVESTMENT OF THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN CALIFORNIA AND ADDRESS THE CONCERNS OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION. SECTION 610 
	DIRECTS THE INTERIOR SECRETARY TO NEGOTIATE A LAND EXCHANGE AGREEMENT WITH THE COMMISSION. THE AGREEMENT WOULD PROVIDE FOR THE EXCHANGE OF STATE SCHOOL 
	LANDS FOR NONREVENUE-PRODUCING FEDERAL LANDS. 
	 
	THE CONGRESS WOULD BE REQUIRED TO APPROVE ANY LAND EXCHANGE CONSISTING OF MORE THAN 5,000 ACRES OF FEDERAL LAND OR INVOLVING FEDERAL LANDS VALUED AT MORE THAN $5 MILLION. THE PROVISION WILL GIVE THE CONGRESS THE OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW LARGE LAND EXCHANGES TO MAKE SURE TAXPAYERS RECEIVE FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR THEIR FEDERAL LANDS. IN ADDITION, THE PROVISION IS CONSISTENT WITH THE BLM'S OBJECTIVE IN THE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE EAST MAJOVE NATIONAL SCENIC AREA TO ACQUIRE 
	149,210 ACRES OF INHOLDINGS, MANY OF WHICH ARE OWNED BY THE CALIFORNIA SATE LANDS COMMISSION. 
	 
	IF THE STATE CONTINUES TO OWN INHOLDINGS AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1996, H.R. 2929 
	PROVIDES THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION WITH A MONETARY CREDIT ACCOUNT EQUIVALENT TO THE VALUE OF THE STATE'S INHOLDINGS. THE COMMISSION MAY USE THE 
	CREDITS IN THIS ACCOUNT TO BID AS ANY OTHER BIDDER FOR SURPLUS FEDERAL PROPERTY 
	SOLD IN CALIFORNIA. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, I UNDERSTAND THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT IS CIRCULATING A DOCUMENT THAT SUGGESTS THAT THE LANDS OWNED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION ARE WORTH AS MUCH AS $93.2 MILLION -- MORE THAN 250 PERCENT HIGHER THAN THE $35 MILLION PRICE TAG ESTIMATED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION. SOMEONE'S WRONG. I SERIOUSLY DOUBT THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION'S OWN REPORT WOULD DEFLATE THE PRICE OF THE STATE'S LANDS. I QUESTION THE ACCURACY OF BLM'S NUMBERS WHICH I UNDERSTAND WERE PREPAR
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, I ALSO SUGGEST THAT THE BLM'S REPORT, "INHOLDING ACQUISITION COSTS," IS A POLITICAL DOCUMENT BEING CIRCULATED BY THE BLM IN AN EFFORT TO KILL H.R. 2929. IF IT ISN'T, THEN WHY WEREN'T ALL MEMBERS OF THE INTERIOR COMMITTEE, INCLUDING MYSELF, PROVIDED A COPY OF THE REPORT? 
	 
	AS FOR THE PRIVATE INHOLDINGS, BLM'S RECENT REPORT SAYS THEY ARE WORTH FROM 
	$142.8 MILLION TO $408.1 MILLION. IN CONTRAST, CBO'S COST ESTIMATE DATED JANUARY 
	29, 1990 SAYS THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT HAS ESTIMATED THAT THE TOTAL SURFACE VALUE OF THE 550,000 ACRES IS $70 TO $80 MILLION. EVEN THE MAJOR PRIVATE LANDOWNER IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT BELIEVES THE BLM'S NUMBERS ARE HIGH. 
	 
	IF WE ARE TO BELIEVE BLM'S RECENT ESTIMATES, THIS MEANS THE PRICE OF REAL ESTATE IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT INCREASED AS MUCH AS 500 PERCENT FROM JANUARY 1990 TO TODAY. MR. CHAIRMAN, I SUSPECT THE BLM IS INFLATING THE COST OF THE LANDS TO SUPPORT THE FAULTY ARGUMENT THAT WE CAN'T AFFORD H.R. 2929. IN REALITY, WE CAN'T AFFORD NOT TO PASS H.R. 2929. 
	 
	H.R. 2929 IS A COMPROMISE IN THE BEST SENSE OF THE WORD. WHILE NOT EVERYONE AGREES WITH H.R. 2929, THE SUPPORT WE'VE RECEIVED FROM ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS, AS WELL AS SOME MINING COMPANIES AND PEOPLE FROM DESERT COMMUNITIES LEADS US TO BELIEVE THAT WE SHOULD SUPPORT H.R. 2929. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, AFTER MORE THAN A DECADE OF CONTROVERSY, BALANCE HAS BECOME THE WATCHWORD. H.R. 2929 ACHIEVES THE BALANCE WE SOUGHT TO FIND. THE LEGISLATION 
	PRESERVES MILLIONS OF ACRES OF LANDS AT THE SAME TIME AS IT ALLOWS THOSE WHO USE THE LAND FOR MINING, GRAZING, AND RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES TO CONTINUE THEIR PURSUITS IN SPECIFIC AREAS. 
	 
	I ENCOURAGE MY COLLEAGUES TO JOIN ME IN SUPPORTING H.R. 2929. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would state that the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] has 4 1/2 minutes remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 3 minutes remaining. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Anderson]. 
	 
	Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the substitute offered by the gentlemen from 
	California, the same gentlemen who represent the desert area that we seek to protect today. 
	 
	The desert of California is a stunning place. I grew up there, went to elementary school there, and still love to visit when I can. The desert's scenic beauty, its ecological significance -- the desert's very importance as a natural and pristine ecosystem -- is not in question today. Instead, the question is the extent of protection this desert area needs. I want to compliment my two Democratic colleagues, Mr. Levine and Mr. Lehman, for their work on behalf of the desert. They have worked to accommodate the
	 
	H.R. 2929 would create millions more acres of protected land than this substitute would. I'm not sure representatives from other, non-Western States quite understand how large a million acres is. We are shutting off vast areas of desert today over the objections of the men who were elected to represent the people who live there. Please, vote to support the Lewis substitute. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume for closing on this side. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, it seems to me it is important that we make a couple of fundamental points, one of which was just alluded to very effectively by my colleague from California [Mr. Anderson]. 
	 
	First I would like to indicate a very important area of support from a gentleman from California who has a long record as a very, very significant contributor to our environmental concerns in our State. Though a staunch environmentalist, California Gov. Pete Wilson thinks locking up the desert will limit access to only those hardy enough to backpack in. He noted last year that only 
	300 miles of trails would be retained in the proposal before us and access to over 7,000 miles would be lost. 
	 
	"Some groups want to save the desert from the people," he said. "I think we should save the desert for the people." 
	 
	It is very, very important that we recognize the significance of the contribution that this desert adds to our military strength, so I would read aspects of a letter that we received dated November 21, 1991: 
	 
	Dear Mr. Chairman: We oppose the California Desert Protection Act of 1991 (H.R. 2929) and support the California Public Land Wilderness Act (H.R. 3066). Adoption of amendments to H.R. 
	2929 expected to be offered by Congressman Vento and Blaz would address defense concerns related to military overflight, the National Training Center, and land withdrawals, but H.R. 2929 
	still would not address the following defense needs addressed in H.R. 3066: (1) the 
	establishment of buffer zones around China Lake and the Chocolate Mountains; (2) an unpaved movement corridor from Fort Irwin to Marine Corps Base Twentynine Palms through the Cady Mountains; and (3) utilities through the Cleghorn Lakes required to develop the intended electronic ranges in the southeastern section of Marine Corps Base Twentynine Palms. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I would remind Members that in its present form H.R. 2929 is very definitely on the veto list of the President of the United States. Indeed, we are long past the point where we ought to be solving the problem of the California desert. Unless we see significant compromise, that goal of all of us is not going to be attained. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, as I close, most importantly I would urge Members to recognize the fact that this is a most unusual debate we have had. Never since have been in the Congress have I seen us in a circumstance where four Members of the House who represent the people of the desert suddenly are being run over by a committee that absolutely had precommitted themselves to pass the legislation introduced and cosponsored by the chairman of the subcommittee. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I take this time to agree with my colleague from California, this has been a contentious debate, worthy of the diversity of our State, and I think it has been a good and fair fight under the rule here on the floor. 
	 
	Again I want to express my appreciation to the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] for his cooperation, to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], and to the full committee chairman. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of my time to the original sponsor of this bill, the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] is recognized for 2 1/2 minutes. (Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) [*H10984]  Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, this debate has focused on both process 
	and substance, and I would like to close the debate briefly by focusing on each. 
	 
	On process I think the chairman of the full committee and the chairman of the subcommittee have done an excellent job of spelling out just how open this process is. Generally private communications between Members do not become a part of the discussion on the House floor, but in light of some of the misunderstandings, I do think it is important to understand and underscore that there have been extensive efforts by those of us on this side of the aisle, those of us working to see that the California desert i
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this has been done repeatedly. They have been involved in hearings. They have been involved in the process. It has been an open process. 
	 
	The gentleman from California earlier raised a question about the Cottonwood Mountains. The reason I was surprised he raised it is that this has been an area that has been recommended by the National Park Service and by the BLM for inclusion in the National Park Service. I have that recommendation here. 
	 
	On the merits, Mr. Chairman, there have been three issues mentioned repeatedly by the opposition. 
	 
	First, the issue of the military. And I would simply conclude this side's debate by referring to a 
	statement that was going to be made by the chairman of the Committee on Armed Services. He gave me the statement. He was not able to stay here for the conclusion of this debate, but I simply want to quote two aspects of it. 
	 
	As chairman of the Armed Services Committee, I recognize that our military forces must train as they will fight. The success in Operation Desert Storm demonstrated the vital importance of our facilities in the Southern California desert. 
	 
	And he concludes by saying he supports the bill, he believes that it is consistent with training and with our national security. 
	 
	Second, the East Mojave, the gentleman on the other side of the aisle opposed East Mojave inclusion as a national monument. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, both the National Park Service staff director and the BLM staff director have proposed that the East Mojave be included in the National Park System. The Park Service 
	Director suggested that it "would be a worthy and valuable addition to the Park System," and the 
	BLM Director concluded that the area readily qualifies for Park Service or monument status. 
	 
	In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge a "no" vote on the Lewis amendment, to preserve the California desert for the people of California and the people of America. I strongly urge a "no" vote on the Lewis amendment. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 
	 
	The question is on the amendment in the nature of a substitute offered by the gentleman from 
	California [Mr. Lewis]. 
	 
	The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. RECORDED VOTE 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote was ordered. 
	The vote was taken by electronic device and there were -- ayes 150, noes 241, not voting 43, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 420 in the ROLL segment.) The Clerk announced the following pair: On this vote: 
	Mr. Quillen for, with Mr. Torricelli against. 
	 
	Mr. ORTIZ, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and Mr. HERTEL changed their vote from "aye" to "no." Mr. ESPY changed his vote from "no" to "aye." 
	[*H10985] So the amendment in the nature of a substitute was rejected. The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee do now rise. 
	 
	The motion was agreed to. 
	 
	Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. Browder] having assumed the chair, Mr. Barnard, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union, reported that that Committee, having had under consideration the bill (H.R. 2929) to designate certain lands in the California desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley Joshua Tree, and Mojave National Parks, and for other purposes had come to no resolution thereon. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Allard 
	[Roll No. 420] 
	 
	AYES -- 150 
	 
	Allen 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Anderson 
	Anthony 
	Archer 
	Armey 
	Ballenger 
	Barrett 
	Barton 
	Bateman 
	Bentley 
	Bereuter 
	Bilirakis 
	Bliley 
	Boehner 
	Brewster 
	Bunning 
	Burton 
	Bustamante 
	Callahan 
	Camp 
	Chandler 
	Chapman 
	Clinger 
	Coble 
	Coleman (MO) 
	Combest 
	Condit 
	Coughlin 
	Cox (CA) 
	Cunningham 
	Dannemeyer 
	Davis 
	DeLay 
	Dickinson 
	Dingell 
	Dornan (CA) 
	Dreier 
	Duncan 
	Edwards (OK) 
	Emerson 
	Espy 
	Ewing 
	Fields 
	Franks (CT) 
	Gallegly 
	Gekas 
	Geren 
	Gillmor 
	Gingrich 
	Goodling 
	Gradison 
	Grandy 
	Gunderson 
	Hall (TX) 
	Hammerschmidt 
	Hancock 
	Hansen 
	Hastert 
	Hayes (LA) 
	Hefley 
	Henry 
	Herger 
	Hobson 
	Holloway 
	Hopkins 
	Horton 
	Houghton 
	Hubbard 
	Hunter 
	Hutto 
	Hyde 
	Inhofe 
	Johnson (CT) 
	Johnson (TX)
	Jones (NC) 
	Kasich 
	Klug 
	Kolbe 
	Kyl 
	Lagomarsino 
	Lent 
	Lewis (CA) 
	Lightfoot 
	Livingston 
	Lowery (CA) 
	Marlenee 
	Martin 
	Martinez 
	McCandless 
	McCrery 
	McEwen 
	McMillan (NC)
	Meyers 
	Miller (OH) 
	Molinari 
	Montgomery 
	Moorhead 
	Nichols 
	Nussle 
	Olin 
	Oxley 
	 
	Packard Penny Ray Ridge Rogers 
	Sarpalius Schulze Shuster Skelton Spence Stump Tauzin 
	Thomas (CA) Vander Jagt Walsh 
	Wolf 
	Parker Peterson (FL) Regula 
	Riggs 
	Rohrabacher Schaefer Sensenbrenner Sisisky 
	Smith (OR) 
	Stearns Sundquist Taylor (MS) Thomas (WY) Vucanovich Weber 
	Young (AK) 
	Paxon Pickett Rhodes Roberts Santorum Schiff Shaw Skeen 
	Smith (TX) 
	Stenholm Tanner Taylor (NC) Upton 
	Walker 
	Weldon 
	Zeliff 
	 
	NOES -- 241 
	 
	Abercrombie Andrews (TX) Atkins Barnard Berman Blackwell Borski Browder Bryant 
	Campbell (CO) Carr 
	Collins (MI) 
	Costello Cramer DeLauro Dicks Downey Dymally 
	Edwards (CA) English Fascell Feighan Foglietta Frank (MA) Gejdenson Gilchrest Gonzalez 
	Ackerman Annunzio AuCoin Beilenson Bevill Boehlert Boucher Brown Byron Cardin 
	Coleman (TX) Conyers 
	Cox (IL) Darden Dellums Donnelly Durbin Early 
	Edwards (TX) Erdreich Fawell 
	Fish 
	Ford (MI) Frost Gephardt Gilman Gordon 
	Andrews (ME) Applegate Bacchus Bennett Bilbray Bonior  
	Boxer 
	Bruce Campbell (CA) Carper 
	Collins (IL) Cooper  
	Coyne DeFazio Derrick Dooley  
	Dwyer  
	Eckart  
	Engel  
	Evans  
	Fazio  
	Flake 
	Ford (TN) Gallo Gibbons Glickman Goss 
	 
	Green 
	Guarini 
	Hall (OH) 
	Hamilton 
	Harris 
	Hatcher 
	Hayes (IL) 
	Hefner 
	Hertel 
	Hoagland 
	Hochbrueckner 
	Horn 
	Hoyer 
	Huckaby 
	Hughes 
	Jacobs 
	James 
	Jefferson 
	Jenkins 
	Johnson (SD) 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Kleczka 
	Kopetski 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	LaRocco 
	Leach 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL) 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA) 
	Lewis (FL) 
	Lewis (GA) 
	Long 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McCollum 
	McCurdy 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillen (MD)
	McNulty 
	Mfume 
	Miller (CA) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	Moakley 
	Mollohan 
	Moody 
	Moran 
	Morella 
	Murtha 
	Nagle 
	Natcher 
	Neal (NC) 
	Nowak 
	Oakar 
	Oberstar 
	Obey 
	Olver 
	Ortiz 
	Orton 
	Owens (NY) 
	Owens (UT) 
	Pallone 
	Panetta 
	Pastor 
	Patterson 
	Payne (NJ) 
	Payne (VA) 
	Pease 
	Pelosi 
	Perkins 
	Peterson (MN) 
	Petri 
	Pickle 
	Porter 
	Poshard 
	Price 
	Rahall 
	Ramstad 
	Rangel 
	Ravenel 
	Reed 
	Richardson 
	Rinaldo 
	Ritter 
	Roemer 
	Ros-Lehtinen 
	Rose 
	Rostenkowski
	Roukema 
	Rowland 
	Roybal 
	Sabo 
	Sanders 
	Sangmeister 
	Savage 
	Sawyer 
	Saxton 
	Schroeder 
	Schumer 
	Serrano 
	Sharp 
	Shays 
	Sikorski 
	Skaggs 
	Slattery 
	Slaughter 
	Smith (FL) 
	Smith (NJ) 
	Snowe 
	Solarz 
	Spratt 
	Staggers 
	Stallings 
	Stark 
	Stokes 
	 
	Studds Synar Thornton Unsoeld Visclosky Waters Whitten Wise 
	Zimmer 
	Swett Tallon Torres Valentine Volkmer Weiss Williams Wolpe 
	Swift Thomas (GA) Traficant Vento Washington Wheat 
	Wilson 
	Wyden 
	 
	 
	NOT VOTING -- 43 
	 
	Alexander Baker Clay 
	de la Garza 
	Dorgan (ND) Johnston Lipinski Michel Murphy Pursell Roth 
	Smith (IA) Towns Wylie 
	Young (FL) 
	Andrews (NJ) Brooks Clement Dixon  
	Gaydos Kolter  
	Lloyd Morrison Myers Quillen Russo Solomon Traxler Yates 
	Aspin Broomfield Crane Doolittle Ireland Laughlin McDade Mrazek 
	Neal (MA) 
	Roe Scheuer Torricelli Waxman Yatron 
	 




