
 
2008 Presidential Questionnaire 

Senator Barack Obama’s Response 
 
On behalf of the Board of Trustees and members of the League of Conservation Voters, 
thank you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire, and thank you for your service 
to our country.  
 
This questionnaire is designed to elicit your responses and your ideas regarding what 
environmental and conservation groups consider the most important national issues of the 
day. Responses may inform LCV’s educational and legislative programs and action LCV 
takes in the 2008 presidential election, primary and general.  
 
Responses should be considered public. Although LCV may choose not to publicize 
responses to every question, verbatim responses from each candidate may be reproduced 
and distributed publicly for at least some questions. Your responses may be shortened, if 
necessary, but will not be edited in substantive ways. If you choose to refer us to a 
position paper or website, please indicate exactly what text you would like us to cite. For 
candidates choosing not to respond to the questionnaire, LCV will note as much in its 
public materials. 
 
LCV and its partners in the environmental policy arena believe that American voters are 
determined, to a greater degree than ever before, to make the environment a voting issue 
in 2008. Numerous opinion surveys, as well as the recent volume of news stories about 
energy and global warming issues, bear this out. Voters will be interested not just in how 
you plan to respond to these challenges, but also what priority you assign to them. This 
questionnaire is one of the primary ways they will get this information. 
 
Again, thank you for taking the time to respond. In order to make sure the voting public 
receives this information early enough to make sound judgments on their choices in 2008, 
we ask that you respond by a deadline of Friday, June 1, 2007.   All responses need to 
be filed electronically in Microsoft word format and sent to political@lcv.org.  Please ask 
for an electronic receipt. 
 
Good luck on your campaign. 

mailto:political@lcv.org
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Gene Karpinski 
President 

QUICK LINKS 
 
General:  Q.1: First 100 Days, Energy and Global Warming 

Q.2: First 100 Days, Other Environmental Priorities 
Q.3: First 100 Days, Priority Compared to Other Issues 
Q.4: Influences on Environmental Policy 

 
Global Warming & Energy:   

Q.5: Mandatory Emissions Caps 
Q.6: International Action on Global Warming 
Q.7: Fuel Efficiency Standards 
Q.8: Renewable Energy Standards 
Q.9: Efficiency Standards 
Q.10: Nuclear Energy 
Q.11: Liquid Coal 
Q.12: New Coal Plants 

 
Public Health:  Q.13: Air Pollution 

Q.14: Superfund “Polluter Pays” 
Q.15: Chemical Security 
Q.16: Clean Water Act 
Q.17: Environmental Justice 
Q.18: Pesticides and Rural Communities 
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Q.20: Oceans: Offshore Drilling 
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Q.30: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
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SECTION ONE: General Questions 
 
Q.1: As you know, a common rubric for measuring the results of a new presidential 
administration is to evaluate priorities for its first 100 days in office. The League of 
Conservation Voters believes that the one issue area voters will be most focused on, 
when it comes to the environment, is energy and global warming.  
 
If you are sworn in as the 44th President of the United States, what will be your priorities 
in the energy and global warming arena for your first 100 days in office, and why? These 
may be achievable by executive action, legislative action, international action, or 
appointments. 
 
Putting a price on carbon is the most important step we can to take to reduce emissions. 
As president, my first priority to combat global warming will be enacting an economy-
wide cap on U.S. carbon emissions that will reduce U.S. emissions by the amount 
scientists agree is necessary (80%) for the U.S. to bear an equitable share of the global 
emissions reduction burden.  I will devote significant resources from a permit auction 
toward accelerating the development and deployment of low carbon technologies, 
addressing the economic challenges imposed on key industrial sectors, and providing 
meaningful incentives for action by developing countries.      
 
Another top priority for my energy and global warming agenda will be changing the cars 
we drive and the fossil fuels we burn. I will increase fuel efficiency standards to the 
limits of technological and economic feasibility; introduce legislation to lift the 60,000-
per-manufacturer cap on buyer tax credits to encourage more Americans to buy ultra-
efficient vehicles; and encourage automakers to make fuel-efficient hybrid vehicles by 
helping them shoulder the health care costs of their retirees.  Domestic automakers will 
get health care assistance in exchange for investing 50 percent of the savings into 
technology to produce more fuel-efficient vehicles.  In addition, I will provide 
automakers with generous tax incentives for retooling assembly plants.  
 
To change the fuels we burn, I introduced legislation to enact a National Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard that will reduce the lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions of passenger 
vehicle fuels sold in the U.S. by 10 percent in 2020 and require additional reductions of 
1% annually thereafter. 
 
Q.2: Please respond to the same question as Q.1 but focusing on environmental issues 
outside of the energy and global warming arena. 
 
Environmental health, including air pollution, will be a major priority of mine. For 
example, the EPA estimates that every year, more than one in six children could be at risk 
for developmental disorders because of mercury exposure in the mother's womb.  This is 
unacceptable, and we can do better. As president, I will significantly reduce the amount 
of mercury that is deposited in oceans, lakes, and rivers, which in turn will reduce the 
amount that people ingest when eating fish.   
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Lead poisoning in children plummeted significantly since the banning of lead in paint and 
fuels -- yet today, there are 400,000 American children who continue to suffer from lead 
poisoning, most of these children from low-income families. As president, I will call on 
Congress to enact legislation I have introduced during my time in the Senate that would 
protect American children from lead poisoning. This legislation would prevent children’s 
products from containing lead, provide incentives for property owners to eliminate or 
contain lead paint in homes with low-income young children or women of child-bearing 
age, and require that all child care facilities outside the home be lead-safe within five 
years.  
 
Q.3: Many candidates for office, not just for president, intend or promise to do great 
things on many issues. How would you say environmental or conservation issues would 
rank as a priority for you in your first 100 days when compared to other issues? Why? Do 
you intend to personally attend to these issues?  
 
I believe that global warming is not just the greatest environmental challenge facing our 
planet—it is one of our greatest challenges of any kind. It is an issue that we ignore at our 
own peril and at even greater peril for our children, grandchildren, and many 
impoverished global populations. Combating global warming will be a top priority of my 
presidency, and I will attend to it personally. 
 
I am acutely aware that the health of our environment is inextricably linked to another 
one of today’s most pressing issues: America’s spiraling health care costs. In my 
Administration, environmental protection will be understood as a cornerstone of disease 
prevention.  We need to preserve our parks, forests, farms and wilderness, because they 
are beautiful and deserve our protection, but also because without these places, our 
children will become more sedentary. Our children have a right to be protected from 
environmental toxins like mercury and lead poisoning, and we must confront diesel 
pollution and the other environmental triggers that have led to an explosion in pediatric 
asthma in urban and rural areas alike.  We also need to remember that environmental 
degradation is just one more force that disproportionately hurts low-income and minority 
communities. In fulfilling this obligation to practice disease prevention, we will also be 
pursing a more effective and economically efficient approach to health care.  
  
In the end, I understand environmental protection to be a great calling on its own. But I 
also see it as part and parcel of a number of other national priorities, and that elevates its 
stature even further. 
 
Q.4: What accomplishments or experiences would you cite as influences on your 
approach to environmental or conservation issues? These may be professional or 
personal. 
 
The places of my youth profoundly influenced my understanding of the environment: 
Hawaii gave me an abiding affection for nature’s beauty, while Indonesia showed me the 
environmental degradation that can occur when greed is left unchecked.  
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My commitment to using community activism to solve environmental health problems 
dates back to my time as a community organizer in Chicago, where I helped form a 
tenants’ rights group in the housing projects that successfully organized to force the city 
and federal governments to clear asbestos from pipes in public housing developments.  
 
But without a doubt the greatest influence on me is my oldest daughter, Malia, who has 
asthma. Because of her, I have an enduring personal commitment to cleaner air. 

 
SECTION TWO: Energy and Global Warming 

 
Q.5: The League of Conservation Voters, together with the rest of the environmental 
community and much of the country, believes energy and global warming issues 
represent the most pressing environmental challenges facing this generation’s leaders.  
 
The recent Supreme Court decision in Massachusetts vs. EPA reaffirmed the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s authority to reduce carbon dioxide pollution to 
combat global warming. Would you support legislation to require reductions of 15 to 
20% by 2020 and on the order of 80% by 2050, and would you direct the EPA to achieve 
those reductions if Congress fails to act? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
I am dedicated to reducing greenhouse gas emissions by the amount scientists agree is 
necessary to stop and reverse the effects of global climate change. I believe that this is on 
the order of 80 percent by 2050, and I have cosponsored legislation introduced by 
Senators Bernard Sanders (I-VT) and Barbara Boxer (D-CA) that would achieve this 
result. 
 
Q.6: In March 2001, President Bush withdrew the United States from the Kyoto Protocol, 
which had been the driving force at the international level for mandatory commitments 
by countries to reduce their global warming pollution.  While the rest of the world 
community has moved forward to meet their pollution reduction commitments, the lack 
of leadership and engagement from the U.S. has slowed international momentum for 
stronger action, and has kept U.S. businesses from participating in the growing 
international carbon markets created by Kyoto.   
 
Would you reengage the United States in negotiations for deeper pollution reduction 
commitments with our international partners and take on commitments to reduce U.S. 
global warming pollution, providing the U.S. leadership that has been missing to reach a 
deal that will achieve the 50% reduction in global emissions that scientists say is needed 
to avoid the most serious impacts from global warming? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
As the world’s largest emitter, most vibrant economy, and technological leader, the 
United States must assert leadership to fight global warming both at home and abroad.  
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By adopting an aggressive cap on domestic emissions, the U.S. can begin to confront the 
problem while recapturing the moral authority to lead the world toward an effective and 
equitable solution.   A successful approach to climate change requires that all major 
emitting nations actively participate in the solution.  While the United States must lead, 
we must ensure that China, India, Brazil and all our major trading partners also move 
quickly to confront this shared global challenge.  
 
Q.7: America’s cars and light trucks consume over 8 million barrels of oil every day. As 
a result, automobiles are responsible for 20% of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. When 
Congress first enacted miles-per-gallon standards (CAFE standards) in 1975, overall fuel 
economy doubled within ten years. However, the fuel economy of today’s vehicles have 
fallen behind the level of existing technology, since there has not been a significant 
improvement in fuel economy standards for over two decades.  
 
Would you use your administrative authority to increase CAFE standards for all new cars 
and light trucks? If so, please indicate in the explanation box how high the standards 
should go and by when. 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
It is shameful that the fuel economy of passenger cars has not increased in over twenty 
years. While I believe that the Executive Branch has the authority right now to increase 
fuel economy standards for motor vehicles, I will work to ensure that authority is 
strengthened so that continual, forward progress is made in fuel economy for both cars 
and trucks.  I will require that fuel economy standards are improved by four percent per 
year towards the goal of 40 miles per gallon within ten years and 60 miles per gallon 
within twenty years of implementation.   
 
At the same time, I will provide additional flexibility to manufacturers.  My approach 
will establish different fuel standards for different types of cars.  This reform will level 
the playing field by requiring all car makers to achieve a similar rate of progress 
regardless of their vehicle mix.  It will also allow manufacturers to get credit if they 
increase the fuel-efficiency in one particular car beyond what the fuel economy standards 
require. 
 
I introduced a bipartisan plan to break the 20-year stalemate on fuel efficiency standards 
by setting a hard target of 4 percent improvement (or about 1 mile per gallon) every year.  
Instead of Congress having a big brawl every 10 or 20 years to increase standards, the 
industry would be required to meet predictable annual targets unless government 
regulators determine that the default increase is technologically or economically 
unachievable.  Recently, the Senate Commerce Committee marked up legislation 
containing many of the approaches we advocated.  While the Commerce Committee bill 
is a strong step in the right direction, that legislation weakened the improvement goal in 
fuel economy for the first decade from 4% to less than 3% annually and failed to include 
important language designed to ensure that the true costs of oil dependence are taken into 
account in the rulemaking process.  The failure to accurately account for the 
environmental, national security and foreign policy costs of our oil addiction lies at the 
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root of our failure to improve vehicle fuel economy over the last two decades.  I am 
working to see that the Senate improves upon the Commerce Committee legislation as it 
moves toward the floor later this month.  
 
Q.8: One of the best ways to reduce America’s dependence on fossil fuels and cut global 
warming emissions and other forms of air pollution is to increase our use of renewable 
energy sources, including wind, solar, biomass, and geothermal. More than twenty states 
have enacted policies that require that a gradually increasing percentage of the state's 
electricity come from renewable sources. 
  
Would you support a similar policy at the federal level, to require that at least 20 percent 
of the nation's electricity come from clean, renewable sources like wind, solar, biomass, 
and geothermal energy by 2020? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
I believe that a 20% federal RPS will add critical momentum to the renewable energy 
revolution.  We have vast potential in this country to produce clean renewable energy and 
reduce our reliance on dwindling domestic natural gas reserves. The investment certainty 
provided by a significant RPS will encourage innovation, bring down the costs of 
renewable power, encourage necessary investment in new transmission, inspire new 
domestic industries, and strengthen rural economies.  Passing a federal RPS is a priority 
for me in the upcoming Senate energy legislation. 
 
Q.9: Buildings, and the lights, heating and air conditioning systems, and appliances 
inside, are responsible for almost 40% of greenhouse gas emissions, yet technologies are 
already available that could reduce emissions by half while reducing overall costs. 
Energy (building) codes are usually adopted at the state or local level and are unevenly 
enforced. And the U.S. Department of Energy is far behind in mandating schedules for 
two dozen appliance efficiency standards. 
 
What would you do, on the federal level, to encourage efficiency in both new and old 
buildings, including such things as building codes and appliance efficiency standards? 
 
I worked with Senator Jim Jeffords (I-VT) to introduce the High-Performance Green 
Buildings Act, which would increase the energy efficiency of federal buildings and 
schools.  I also support Congressional efforts to strengthen energy efficiency standards.   
 
As president, I will establish new green building standards for all federal facilities to 
redouble and improve upon such improvements to date.  I will implement federal policies 
(i.e., improved federal cost sharing for grants, set-asides in formula funding) to encourage 
more cities and states to enact efficient buildings codes and standards.  I will propose real 
and substantial tax incentives for homes and businesses to incorporate true efficiency 
technologies into design and construction.  I also believe we must pursue bolder energy 
efficiency technologies to give consumers and businesses real choices. The Department 
of Energy is presently behind schedule in setting over 20 new energy efficiency standards 
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required under law.  In my Administration, improving energy efficiency will be 
understood to be a patriotic priority. 
 
Q.10: After five decades, more than $85 billion in U.S. federal grants and subsidies, and 
100 commercial reactors deployed and operating in the U.S., nuclear power generation is 
a mature energy technology controlled by multi-billion dollar companies. These 
companies are fully capable of privately financing new nuclear reactors whenever they 
can be economically constructed and operated with a suitable return on investment.  

 
Do you favor continued federal government subsidies and tax breaks to these large 
energy companies, or should the government leave nuclear power to find its own way in 
the energy marketplace without further subsidies? 
 
The federal government has a long history of providing federal assistance to a wide range 
of technologies that we believe are important to national goals.  That support must be 
reviewed periodically to determine what we need to do better, or what we no longer need 
to do.  I believe future federal support for any technology must be carefully measured in 
the context of two key goals of energy security and environmental stewardship.  No 
technology offers a perfect answer, and no technology should be rejected outright.  I do 
believe, however, that any additional federal support for one technology must be weighed 
carefully with the risks or benefits of federal support foregone for other technologies.   
 
The gamut of power generation technologies -- coal, nuclear, natural gas, hydropower, 
wind, solar, geothermal -- will continue to play major roles in our national energy mix for 
the rest of our lifetimes.  The debate is to what extent will each contribute. Outright 
dismissal of any of these options is not a serious policy approach.  I do believe, however, 
that without greater investments in plant security and environmental safeguards, and a 
common-sense solution to the issue of spent fuel storage, the future for nuclear power 
remains uncertain. 
 
Q.11: Some are advocating for the development of a liquid-coal industry in the United 
States to generate fuels for cars, trucks, and planes. However, using these fuels produces 
nearly twice the global warming pollution compared with fuels we use today -- at a time 
when most believe we need to be reducing the emissions that even current fuels produce. 
  
Do you support investment in unconventional fuels, such as liquid coal, which could 
reduce foreign oil imports but at the same time dramatically increase global warming 
pollution compared with the fuels we use today? 
 
Yes:   No:  No   Explanation:  
 
A comprehensive energy policy means considering the best possible uses of all sources of 
energy – whether it’s petroleum, biomass, solar, wind, hydropower, nuclear, or coal.  If 
we’re serious about freeing ourselves from our dependence on foreign oil, we can’t leave 
any energy source off the table.  
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It is a paramount priority to pursue policies that expand the use of clean renewable 
sources of energy.  Nevertheless, coal is our nation’s most abundant fossil fuel, and if 
used in an environmentally friendly manner, it can help reduce our nation’s dependence 
on foreign oil. 
 
But the old way of using coal must end.  Any move to convert coal into liquid fuel must 
employ technologies that capture and sequester carbon and other pollutants. Moreover, 
there is exciting work underway to develop synthetic fuels from a gasification process 
that use a combination of biomass and coal.  This process achieves significant GHG 
reductions over traditional petroleum and improves our energy security.  My support for 
coal to liquids is thus contingent upon two criteria:  it must not detract from our ability to 
meet an 80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050; and it must not detract 
from our ability to meet the requirement in my National Low Carbon Fuel Standard of 
10% less carbon emissions from our nation’s transportation fuels by 2020. 
 
I have been a strong supporter of greater research into sequestration technology to 
produce more clean coal.  During the Senate consideration of next year’s budget 
resolution, I secured an additional $200 million for the Energy Department’s coal 
sequestration initiative.  And I have supported legislation by Senator Jeff Bingaman, 
chairman of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee, to strengthen the 
Department’s research efforts in this area.   
 
I firmly believe that technology can make our nation’s most abundant fossil fuel into a 
clean burning source of energy.  However, until this technology is perfected, let me be 
clear:  I do not – and will not – support the development of any coal to liquid fuels that 
emit more lifecycle carbon then conventional gasoline.  My support for coal to liquid fuel 
has been – and always will be – contingent on finding a way to remove the greenhouse 
gases emitted during production. 
  
 
Q.12: More than 100 new coal fired power plants are being planned in the United States. 
It is important that all new investments in power plants and other long-lived assets use 
the most advanced technology available, rather than lock in decades of excessive 
pollution. To accomplish this, each new plant should be required to capture and safely 
dispose of its global warming pollution.  
 
Would you support legislation that requires each new power plant to capture and safely 
dispose of its global warming pollution? 
 
Yes:    No: No   Explanation:  
 
I support cap and trade legislation to create the kind of carbon controlled economy where 
sequestration must be part of any design and construction of future coal fired power 
plants.  I believe government functions best when it sets appropriate standards and allows 
the private sector to determine the most effective means of achieving these standards.  
Under the carbon cap legislation I favor, investment in traditional coal facilities would be 
ill-advised, and I would not grant any free emission permits to new coal facilities that do 
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not sequester their emissions.  Moreover, I would provide significant incentives to 
accelerate the transition to sustainable coal technologies that capture and sequester their 
carbon emissions.  
 
There are those in public service who are gravely concerned about the dangers of climate 
change; there are others who believe climate change is no threat.  While that debate 
continues, I believe there is important common ground that must be pursued with 
urgency, and that is expediting federal investment to demonstrate carbon sequestration 
technology as soon as possible.  I support the recent recommendations of the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology to significantly boost federal investment in carbon 
sequestration.  In fact, I believe this is a critically important common policy ground that 
is not receiving the funding it warrants.  Carbon sequestration technologies are supported 
both by environmental groups and by industry, and without leadership, it’s highly 
unlikely to be pursued by nations that are massively investing in coal use, such as China 
and India. 
 
That common ground was illustrated by my authorship and enactment of an Obama-
Bunning-Boxer-Bingaman-Lugar amendment to the FY 2008 Senate Budget Resolution 
that provided $200 million for carbon sequestration – tripling the President’s budget 
recommendation for demonstration and deployment of sequestration technologies – a 
critically important component of the climate change debate.   When such divergent 
views on climate change can be united on a measure that actually addresses climate 
change, it is common ground worth exploring further.  Moreover, I am an original 
cosponsor of S. 962, the Department of Energy Carbon Capture and Storage Research, 
Development, and Demonstration Act of 2007, which would authorize additional funding 
for greater geographic research and demonstration of sequestration technology. 

 
* * * 

SECTION THREE: Public Health 
 

Q.13: More than 150 million Americans still live in areas that exceed the U.S. EPA’s 
health standards for particulate air pollution and smog.  These pollutants impose a 
significant burden on public health, causing premature death, heart attacks, 
hospitalizations, asthma attacks, and lost productivity at work and school, especially 
among poor people and people of color. Yet, recent research shows that current health 
standards for particulates and smog must be substantially tightened in order to adequately 
protect the public from these health hazards.  
 
Would you support the recommendations of scientific and medical experts to 
substantially tighten federal health standards for particulate air pollution and smog to 
assure protection of public health and the environment, and the adoption of strategies to 
then bring about compliance? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
The Clean Air Act guarantees all Americans, even the most vulnerable among us, the 
right to breathe clean air.  The last six years have witnessed an unfortunate politicization 
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of EPA’s standard setting process.  In my administration, public health standards would 
be set by scientists not politicians and lobbyists. 
 
Q.14: According to EPA, nearly 70 million Americans, including 10 million children, 
live within four miles of a Superfund toxic waste site. The federal Superfund law’s 
liability provisions and its “polluter pays” fees have allowed federal agencies to respond 
to thousands of hazardous material emergencies and clean up many of the nation’s most 
serious contamination cases. In 1995, however, authority for the “polluter pays” fees 
expired. Since then, the Superfund Trust Fund, the backbone of the cleanup effort, has 
been virtually depleted. Cleanup costs have shifted from industry to the general taxpayer; 
funding has dropped, and the pace of cleanup has slowed dramatically.  
 
Do you support reinstating the Superfund “polluter pays” program? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
The concept of “polluter pays” is central to the effectiveness and ultimate fairness of our 
toxic laws.  It must be reinstated. 
 
Q.15: Since September 11th, security experts have agreed that the thousands of industrial 
facilities that use or store toxic chemicals provide a target for terrorists, or as one expert 
called them, “pre-positioned weapons of mass destruction.” In 2006, the House 
Homeland Security Committee passed a comprehensive chemical security bill, H.R. 
5695. The bill would have required the most high-risk facilities to switch to safer 
materials unless their operators could show that costs were prohibitive or that safer 
technologies did not exist. Facilities would also be required to create security plans that 
would be tested in a similar manner to the drills conducted against nuclear plants. This 
legislation was set aside by Congressional leadership in favor of much weaker language.  
  
Q: Would you support new comprehensive chemical security legislation in Congress 
modeled after H.R. 5695?  
  
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
In March 2006, I joined with Senator Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) to introduce a tough 
chemical plant security bill that contains many of the provisions in H.R. 5695. 
 
Q.16: The Clean Water Act has been the foundation of the nation’s clean water 
protections for the last 35 years, protecting rivers, streams, lakes, and ponds from 
pollution and destruction. Small rivers, intermittent streams, and so-called “isolated” 
wetlands play a crucial role in maintaining water quality. Efforts are underway in the 
current administration and the courts to limit the ability of the federal government to 
protect these resources, which account for up to 60% of the nation’s waters.   
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Would you support legislation in the U.S. Congress to reaffirm the historic scope of the 
Clean Water Act to protect the nation’s waters, including these intermittent streams and 
isolated wetlands? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
Having lived near Lake Michigan for 20 years, I have a deep appreciation for the need to 
protect our nation’s waters.  I have cosponsored legislation to protect and restore the 
Great Lakes and am a strong supporter of the Great Lakes Regional Collaboration.  
During my time in the Senate, I also have fought for greater funds to improve the water 
quality in our rivers, streams, and lakes generally.  
 
Q.17: Some communities in America, especially communities of color and poorer 
communities, suffer disproportionate impacts from environmental degradation. Evidence 
of environmental disparities includes: higher incidences of childhood lead poisoning 
among African-American and lower-income children, higher exposures to air pollution in 
people of color, higher penalties for violations of federal environmental laws levied in 
white communities compared to minority communities, and many others.  
 
What is your vision for enforcing all relevant environmental regulations and laws for 
communities of color and low-income communities?  Are there ways you believe our 
federal environmental laws can be improved to better protect all communities equally, 
especially those now experiencing disproportionately high pollution levels?  
 
 
While working as a community organizer in Chicago, I helped form a tenants’ rights 
group in the housing projects that successfully organized to force the city and federal 
governments to clear asbestos from pipes in public housing developments. I became 
acutely aware of the importance of enforcement, and equally, of community activism that 
holds government accountable, especially for the health of the most vulnerable 
communities. 
 
Despite the tremendous environmental progress this nation has accomplished since the 
1970s, there remain significant areas of environmental degradation scattered throughout 
our nation.  These pockets are some of the most highly concentrated and severely 
polluted areas that one could encounter - - and not surprisingly, but certainly shamefully, 
they correspond directly with where low-income and minority Americans reside, both 
urban and rural.  It is unacceptable that the current Administration’s environmental 
policies have resulted in essentially ranking these lower-income regions of the country at 
the bottom of our list of priorities.  When I am President, I will resurrect the purpose of 
civic environmental responsibility, and restore priority remediation to these long 
neglected communities so that living daily with extreme environmental pollution and 
health risks will be a condition of the past. 
 
One issue that I have worked on extensively is lead poisoning, and as President I will 
complete this work. I will call on Congress to enact my legislation that will require and 
help pay to make all child care facilities outside the home—including Head Start 

 12



League of Conservation Voters – 2008 Presidential Questionnaire, Page 13 of 18 

programs—lead-safe within five years. I will also provide incentives for property owners 
to eliminate or contain lead paint in homes with low-income young children. 
 
As a Senator, I introduced the Healthy Communities Act, and as President, I will use that 
office to push for its passage. It addresses environmental health concerns in a 
comprehensive fashion, building upon many of the successful federal initiatives and 
filling in gaps in other critical areas. The bill establishes an independent advisory 
committee to provide recommendations across all relevant Federal agencies. It asks the 
CDC and the EPA to assess and report on the environmental public health of the nation, 
and each state. The Health Action Zone Program will provide intense Federal attention 
and resources to clean up and address the health needs of the nation's most blighted 
communities. Environmental research is expanded, including biomonitoring and health 
tracking initiatives. Finally, the Act promotes environmental health workforce programs 
at the CDC and the NIH.  
 
I also introduced, and as President will call upon Congress to enact the Healthy Places 
Act, which establishes an interagency working group to discuss environmental health 
concerns, particularly concerns disproportionately affecting disadvantaged populations. 
 
 
Q.18: In recent years, the key agencies charged with protecting the safety and health of 
Americans and our food supply (U.S. EPA, FDA and USDA) have made decisions that 
put farm workers, children, and rural communities at high risk of exposure to pesticides 
known to be carcinogens, developmental toxicants, and neurotoxicants. For example, 
while more than 50 countries have banned all uses of the insecticide lindane, it is still 
approved by the FDA for pharmaceutical use in the U.S. And in August of 2006, 
hundreds of EPA staff scientists protested industry influence on the scientific integrity of 
the process that led to EPA's blanket approval of continued use of the highly toxic 
organophosphate insecticides that many people are exposed to through food, water and 
air. 
 
If elected, how will you limit industry influence on these agencies, protect U.S. residents 
from these toxic pesticides, and promote the use of established, safer alternative pest 
control methods? 
 
This administration has undermined the use of science in policy-making throughout the 
government, all the while empowering industry lobbyists. As President, I will return our 
agencies to their proper function—safeguarding the public, not special interests. I will 
take seriously my power of appointment, choosing for key posts experts who are 
dedicated to the mission of their agency and who will value the conclusions of staff 
scientists.  
 
For example, we need to prevent our government from testing pesticides on human 
subjects. This is just common sense, but with the present administration, it’s been a tough 
road. I was an original cosponsor of legislation by Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-CA) to prohibit 
the testing of pesticides on humans, and we passed that legislation.  Unfortunately, the 
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EPA ignored parts of it when making its rule, and so they are now being taken to court. 
Under an Obama administration, that never would have happened. 
 

 
* * * 

SECTION FOUR: Natural Heritage 
 
Q. 19: Ocean-related activities directly contribute more than $117 billion to American 
prosperity and support well over two million jobs. Yet, two recent blue-ribbon 
commissions have detailed declines in ocean health ranging from depleted fish 
populations to the detrimental impacts of climate change on ocean productivity. Both 
commissions called for a fundamental shift in how the federal government manages 
America’s oceans from a single-species approach to a more comprehensive approach 
known as ecosystem-based management. 
   
Do you support management of America’s oceans that will fully protect and restore the 
health of marine ecosystems, even if it may result in short term economic hardship? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
America’s oceans are a tremendous and beautiful resource, and it is our solemn 
responsibility to protect them for future generations. Responsible leadership, whether in 
business or government, requires a willingness to make investments that are costly in the 
short term but deliver worthwhile benefits in the long run.  
 
 
Q.20: In 1982, the perils associated with oil and gas development along the country’s 
outer continental shelf prompted Congress to create the first offshore oil and gas drilling 
moratorium. In 1991, President George H. W. Bush instituted a separate set of executive 
deferrals on new coastal drilling, which President Bill Clinton extended through 2012, 
protecting large and sensitive areas off the Atlantic, Pacific, and eastern Gulf coasts.  In  
2006, for the first time in more than twenty-five years, Congress voted to allow oil and 
gas drilling in 500,000 acres of previously protected waters in the eastern Gulf of  
Mexico.  And in April 2007, the Bush administration's Department of the Interior 
released its 5-year plan for offshore oil and gas drilling in the Outer Continental Shelf, 
calling for drilling in Alaska’s Bristol Bay and for the first time off the Virginia coast.  
   
Do you support maintaining current moratoriums on new offshore oil and natural gas 
drilling? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
 
 
Q.21: For more than 30 years, the Endangered Species Act has helped prevent the 
extinction of our nation’s wildlife treasures, including the bald eagle, the Florida 
manatee, and the California condor. Despite the Act’s outstanding success, there have 
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been numerous attempts in recent years to significantly weaken it both administratively 
and legislatively. These include proposals to weaken habitat protection, make it more 
difficult to add species, undermine scientific decision-making, weaken oversight of 
federal agency actions, remove or undermine the goal of recovering listed species, and 
write into law monetary compensation for developers who claim their property has been 
“taken” by the act’s protections.  
 
Do you support maintaining the strong protections of the Endangered Species Act, and do 
you think the Act is fundamentally sound? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
 
 
Q.22: The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is our nation's largest refuge and the only 
untouched Arctic ecosystem in the United States. It is home to the calving grounds of the 
migratory Porcupine caribou herd.  It is also the most important land denning habitat for 
the imperiled polar bear and over 135 different species of migratory birds. Existing law 
requires an act of Congress before oil and gas exploration or development could proceed 
in the refuge. Conservationists advocate its designation as wilderness to ensure its 
permanent protection for future generations. 
  
Do you support protecting the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge from repeated attempts at 
oil and gas development by permanently designating it as wilderness? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
I strongly reject drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge because it would 
irreversibly damage a protected national wildlife refuge without creating sufficient oil 
supplies to meaningfully affect the global market price or have a discernable impact on 
U.S. energy security.  We should be cherishing our natural treasures, not defiling them 
for no good reason. 
 
 
Q.23: In recent years, policies and procedures have been implemented that bypass 
environmental reviews in order to give industries greater access to public lands, including 
national forests. In 2005, the widely popular Roadless Area Conservation Rule was 
repealed and replaced by a state-by-state petition process. The courts have since 
reinstated the Roadless Rule.   
 
Would you support and defend (in federal court) codification and reinstatement of the 
2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, allowing some of our last substantially 
untouched public lands to remain intact for future generations?  
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
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Road construction in national forests can harm fish and wildlife habitats while polluting 
local lakes, rivers, and streams. The Roadless Area Conservation Rule—which was made 
on the basis of extensive citizen input—protects 58.5 million acres of national forests 
from such harmful building. I will be proud to support and defend it. 
 
 
Q.24: Passed 135 years ago, the 1872 Mining Law still governs hardrock mining on 
public lands, even though the mining industry has greatly changed. The law allows 
private companies to take valuable minerals, including gold, silver, and uranium, from 
public lands without payment to the taxpayers and without consideration for the 
environment, which has led to pollution in 40% of the headwaters of all western 
watersheds. Federal land management agencies have consistently argued that, because of 
the law, they cannot deny hardrock mining proposals regardless of the potential 
environmental impacts.  
 
Would you support reforming the 1872 Mining law in a way that safeguards water 
resources, gives a fair return to the taxpayer, and allows land managers to balance mining 
equally against other potential uses of public lands?  
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
The mining industry plays an important role in the economies of many Western states and 
helps to provide our country with a supply of important minerals.  However, mining has 
significant environmental implications that we need to take into account.  Moreover, 
current law does not require the industry to pay royalties on benefits that arise from using 
publicly owned resources. We need to update the Mining Law of 1872 to improve 
environmental protection and require reasonable compensation for the use of federal land 
while taking into account the effect of new regulations on this important industry. 

 
* * * 

SECTION FIVE: Adequate Funding 
 
Q.25: The Land and Water Conservation Fund, established in 1964, is one of our nation’s 
best tools to address the increasing loss of open space, forests, and wildlife habitat. It 
provides funding for acquisition of lands for our national wildlife refuges, parks, forests, 
monuments, and recreation areas.  It also provides matching funds for state purchase of 
open space and development of parks. The Fund is authorized to receive $900 million 
annually in dedicated funding from oil and gas drilling off of the outer continental shelf 
of the U.S. But, past congresses and administrations from both parties have failed to 
appropriate the full $900 million annually, diverting most of the money to the general 
fund of the federal treasury. 
 
Do you support fully funding the Land and Water Conservation Fund? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
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I am a long-time supporter of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, and have signed 
letters of support urging more money for the fund every year that I have been in the U.S. 
Senate. 
 
Q.26: From Acadia to Yosemite, America's 390 national parks protect and interpret some 
of the nation's most treasured natural and cultural resources. Unfortunately, the National 
Park System has an annual operating deficit in excess of $800 million, a land acquisition 
shortfall of $1.9 billion, and a multi-billion dollar maintenance backlog. The National 
Park Service will celebrate its centennial in 2016, less than ten years from now, and the 
American people are united around the idea of fully addressing the needs of the National 
Park System in time to celebrate the Centennial.   
 
Do you support reinvesting in our national parks through a sustained effort over the next 
ten years to establish reliable sources of funding and eliminate the National Park Service 
funding shortfall?       
 

Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
 
 

* * * 
SECTION SIX: Environment In a Larger Context 

 
Q.27: Many recent international trade agreements do not include strong and enforceable 
environmental standards to combat problems such as trade in illegally logged timber, or 
require countries to enforce their obligations under international environmental treaties.  
Multinational companies can also use them to challenge state and federal environmental 
and public health laws before international tribunals. Since "fast track" authority does not 
allow for amendments or real debate, congressional attempts to correct environmental 
deficiencies have failed.   
  
Do you support including in trade agreements binding requirements for compliance with 
environmental laws and environmental treaties, a prohibition on trade in illegally logged 
timber, provisions to ensure trade agreements do not undermine our own environmental 
laws, and greater congressional involvement in developing our trade policy? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
 
 
Q.28: The states have long been the laboratories for innovative environmental and public 
health policy, often enacting protections that are stronger than those provided by federal 
law or filling gaps where protections do not exist. In recent years, states have enacted 
tougher laws on global warming-causing pollution from automobiles, for example. 
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Do you support allowing states to enact these kinds of environmental and public health 
standards that are more protective than federal standards?     
  
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
It is important for states to be able to take the lead in protecting the environment when 
federal leadership is lacking, as it has been under the current administration. At the same 
time, there is value in having environmental standards that, to the maximum extent 
practicable, are equivalent throughout the nation. Otherwise, regulatory patchwork quilts 
can harm manufacturers who are trying to sell their products nationwide.  
 
As President, I will be a partner in pushing the envelope on environmental initiatives, so 
that important environmental and public health standards are the law of the entire land. 
 
 
Q.29: World population is increasing by 77 million people per year. Continued 
population growth aggravates virtually every environmental problem, including 
deforestation, extinction of species through habitat loss, land degradation, global 
warming, air and water pollution, and freshwater scarcity. Through its assistance for 
family planning services, the U.S. government has contributed significantly to the fertility 
decline that has occurred in developing countries since the 1960s. By law, no U.S. 
foreign assistance funds may be used to provide abortion services. 
 
Do you support increased funding for the U.S. portion of international population 
assistance necessary to achieve universal access to contraception by the year 2015? 
 
Yes:  Yes  No:     Explanation:  
 
 
 
Q.30: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) provides federal agencies with 
clear statutory direction to incorporate environmental values into their decision-making. 
NEPA requires federal agencies to publicly disclose the environmental consequences of 
significant projects before taking steps that may significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment. It has helped ensure that public resources are managed, and public 
funds are spent through a public process. Critics of NEPA say it impedes development 
and costs too much money and time.   
  
Do you support NEPA as is, and what, if any, changes to NEPA would you support? 
 
I support NEPA, and do not believe changes are necessary. 
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