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AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS

INITIATIVE

HON. HELEN CHENOWETH
OF IDAHO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 15, 1998

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to enter into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
a paper published by the Heritage Foundation
earlier this year entitled Good Politics, Bad
Policy: Clinton’s American Heritage Rivers Ini-
tiative. Authored by Alex Annett, this paper
outlines how AHRI implements a new Federal
program by fiat, violates the Constitution, the
National Environmental Policy Act and the
Federal Land Management and Policy Act.
Furthermore, it discusses AHRI’s threat to
property rights and States’ rights. I encourage
my colleagues to learn more about this illegal
Federal program which is one more example
of President Clinton’s abuse of executive
power.

[From the Heritage Foundation, February 2,
1998]

GOOD POLITICS, BAD POLICY: CLINTON’S
AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS INITIATIVE

(By Alex Annett)
‘‘The AHRI creates, by executive fiat, the

most all encompassing regulatory regime
ever to be imposed on private landowners.
Most other land use programs have been de-
signed to protect Federal Land. And in the
case of the Clean Water Act and the Endan-
gered Species Act, Congress passed these reg-
ulations. Never has an executive dared to as-
sert so much control over private property
through his own declaration.’’ Nancie
Marzulla, president and chief counsel, De-
fenders of Property Rights.

During the 1997 State of the Union address,
President Bill Clinton announced a new fed-
eral program entitled the American Heritage
Rivers Initiative (AHRI), which he intended
to support communities in their efforts to
restore and protect rivers across the United
States. To many, this lofty goal sounds good.
But, on closer inspection, the pristine image
it paints becomes murky, revealing a pro-
gram that violates many constitutional and
statutory provisions, involves the federal
government further in local and state envi-
ronmental issues, is inefficient and wastes
tax dollars, and threatens personal property
rights.

Nevertheless, President Clinton appears
ready to begin implementing his initiative,
although he has neither the constitutional
authority to do so nor the intention of ask-
ing Congress for such authority. He also ap-
pears unconcerned that promoting this ini-
tiative could suggest to many that, for his
Administration, the ‘‘era of big government’’
is not over. Congress should consider taking
immediate action to block Clinton’s river
initiative before it floods America’s commu-
nities with layers of federal bureaucracy and
further muddies the balance of power in
Washington, D.C.

IMPLEMENTING A NEW FEDERAL PROGRAM BY
DECREE *

*Footnotes at end of article.
President Clinton unveiled new details

about how he plans to implement his new
American Heritage Rivers Initiative when he
issued Executive Order 13061 on September
11, 1997.1 Through executive order, Clinton
has established an American Heritage Rivers
Interagency Committee to oversee imple-
mentation of the initiative. Members of the
committee will include the secretaries of the
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, De-

fense, Energy, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Interior, and Transportation; the at-
torney general; the administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency; the chair-
persons of the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, the National Endowment for
the Arts, and the National Endowment for
the Arts, and the National Endowment for
the Humanities; or designees at the assistant
secretary level or their equivalent.

To nominate a river for designation as an
American Heritage River, a local community
must submit a river nomination packet to
the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality. The packet must include: a descrip-
tion of the river or river area 2 to be consid-
ered, its notable resource qualities,3 a clear-
ly defined vision for protecting the area and
a specific plan of action to achieve it, evi-
dence that a range of citizens and organiza-
tions in the community support the nomina-
tion and plan of action, and evidence that in-
dividuals in the community have had an op-
portunity to discuss and comment on the
nomination and plan of action.

The Council on Environmental Quality will
select a panel of experts to review the nomi-
nations and make recommendations to the
President. From these recommendations, the
President would select ten rivers or river
area to designate as American Heritage Riv-
ers. These American Heritage Rivers would
receive preferential treatment for federal
dollars and the support of other federal pro-
grams.

On the surface, President Clinton’s pro-
gram looks appealing. Rivers have played a
vital role in the country’s history, culture,
recreation, health, environment, and econ-
omy. Finding ways to encourage states and
local communities across the country to be-
come involved in improving the water qual-
ity of their rivers and revitalizing their wa-
terfronts is commendable. The AHRI, how-
ever, will amount to little more than a sur-
face ripple in accomplishing these goals.

Impediments to achieving the AHRI’s lofty
goals have more to do with the design of the
program than with the intentions of commu-
nities. The notable problems with President
Clinton’s initiative are that:

1. It violates a number of constitutional
and statutory provisions;

2. It is wasteful and inefficient;
3. It reduces the role and authority of the

states;
4. It threatens property rights; and
5. It ‘‘serve[s] political purposes.’’
Upon close examination, it becomes clear

that the AHRI is bad policy and unconstitu-
tional and, like many of President Clinton’s
other initiatives, will become another politi-
cal pork-barrel program designed to send
federal dollars to politically important juris-
dictions across the United States.

HOW THE AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS
INITIATIVE VIOLATES THE U.S CONSTITUTION

Above almost all else, Americans love the
beauty and resources of their country. They
clearly understand that the U.S. Constitu-
tion establishes a system of government to
protect their individual rights, and that the
federal government should be expressly lim-
ited in its ability to usurp those rights. They
may disagree, at times, about how much
power its given each branch of the federal
government to settle disputes and to limit
personal freedoms, but there is no dispute
that the Founding Fathers intentionally and
explicitly designed a balance of power to pre-
vent legislative, judicial, or executive arro-
gance and abuse of power. Americans expect
their elected leaders to abide by the separa-
tion of powers delineated in the Constitu-
tion, and they want the federal judiciary on
guard to make sure they do.

Rather than honor these expectations,
President Clinton’s American Heritage Riv-

ers Initiative violates both the intent and
the letter of the U.S. Constitution. It gives
the President as well as his executive agen-
cies authorities that clearly and constitu-
tionally belong to the legislative branch of
government, and it confiscates the land use
and zoning powers of the states.
ALTERING THE CONSTITUTIONAL SEPARATION OF

POWER

‘‘The Constitution protects us from our
own best intentions: It divides power among
sovereigns and among branches of govern-
ment precisely so that we may resist the
temptation to concentrate power in one loca-
tion as an expedient solution to the crisis of
the day.’’ New York vs. United States, 112 S.Ct.
2408 (1992)

Under the U.S. system of checks and bal-
ances, the legislative branch has the power
to create laws and appropriate funding, the
executive branch is authorized to implement
and enforce the laws, and the judiciary is
given power to interpret those laws in dis-
putes.4 To explain to hesitant colonists why
this separation of powers was important,
James Madison wrote in Federalist No. 47
that the ‘‘accumulation of all powers legisla-
tive, executive and judiciary in the same
hands, whether of one, a few or many, and
whether hereditary, self appointed or elec-
tive, may justly be pronounced the very defi-
nition of tyranny.’’ 5

The Supreme Court historically has recog-
nized the importance of the separation of
powers among the President, Congress, and
the judiciary. In the case of Youngstown
Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, 6 the Supreme
Court was asked to decide whether President
Harry S Truman (during the Korean War)
was acting within his constitutional power
when he issued an executive order directing
the Secretary of Commerce to take posses-
sion of and operate most of the country’s
steel mills. The government’s position was
that the president’s action was necessary to
avert a national disaster than inevitably
would result from the stoppage of steel pro-
duction, and that in meeting this grave
emergency, the President was acting within
the aggregate of his constitutional powers.
The Supreme Court found in Youngstown
that, even with the threat of a national ca-
tastrophe, the President’s order could not be
sustained as an exercise of his authority. In
this case, the Supreme Court found no stat-
ute that expressly authorized the President
to take property as President Truman’s ex-
ecutive order intended, or any act of Con-
gress from which authority could be inferred.
The Supreme Court concluded that the
power to adopt such public policies as those
proclaimed by the executive order is beyond
question by Congress, and that the Constitu-
tion does not subject this lawmaking power
of Congress to the President.7

Supreme Court precedent suggests that
President Clinton’s Executive Order No.
13061 runs contrary to the separation of
power provisions of the Constitution. To im-
plement the AHRI, President Clinton is
claiming for himself and future Presidents
powers that belong to Congress: specifically,
authority over interstate commerce, water
rights, property rights, and the appropria-
tion of money. Through executive order,
Congress would be relegated to a role of try-
ing to stop presidential programs from being
implemented, rather than creating and ap-
proving them based on the will of the people
and funding them as authorized in the Con-
stitution.

WALKING AROUND THE PROPERTY CLAUSE

The Property Clause in Article IV of the
Constitution states that ‘‘Congress shall
have power to dispose of and make all need-
ful Rules and Regulations respecting the ter-
ritory or other property belonging to the
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United States.’’ 8 Executive Order No. 13061,
however, gives the executive branch control
and authority over the country’s rivers and
their associated resources located on federal
lands, a power specifically assigned to Con-
gress. In order for the executive branch to
have authority to govern and control these
rivers and associated resources, this power
must be delegated to it by an act of Con-
gress. Congress has not given the executive
branch such authority.

TRAMPLING THE TENTH AMENDMENT

The Tenth Amendment to the Constitution
stipulates that the ‘‘powers not delegated to
the United States [federal government] by
the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the
States, are reserved to the States respec-
tively or to the people.’’ 9 Under the Tenth
Amendment, then, state and local govern-
ments retain the authority to engage in land
use planning and local zoning for public
health, safety, and welfare. President Clin-
ton’s program, however, sets a new precedent
by giving federal regulators a greater role in
land use planning, local zoning, and other as-
pects of a river’s surroundings, including
‘‘characteristics of the natural, economic,
agricultural, scenic, historic, cultural, or
recreational resources of a river that render
it distinctive or unique.’’ 10 The President
has no authority under the Constitution to
engage in land use planning and local zoning;
thus, Executive Order No. 13061 violates the
Tenth Amendment.
HOW THE AHRI VIOLATES NUMEROUS STATUTES

In addition to altering the constitutional
separation of powers, the AHRI implementa-
tion process outlined in Executive Order No.
13061 also conflicts directly with two signifi-
cant environmental laws: the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Fed-
eral Land Management and Policy Act
(FLMPA).

THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

The Clinton Administration has cited the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
as the legal basis for establishing the AHRI.
The NEPA is primarily a policy statute man-
dating that federal government agencies
consider the environmental effects of major
federal actions. The idea behind the NEPA is
that, by requiring federal agencies to con-
sider and gather information about the envi-
ronmental consequences of proposed actions,
the agencies will make wiser environmental
decisions. 11 President Clinton states that the
NEPA provides a grant of authority to estab-
lish the AHRI under authority of Section
101(b) of the NEPA. This section only sets
out the broad goal to be achieved by the
NEPA, however; it provides no authority for
action. The only authorities mandated to the
executive branch under the NEPA are to pre-
pare reports; interpret and administer fed-
eral policies, regulations, and public laws in
accordance with the NEPA; provide informa-
tion, alternatives, and recommendations;
and provide international and national co-
ordination efforts. 12 President Clinton ap-
parently has interpreted these duties to
mean that the NEPA also gives the executive
branch broad authority to develop programs.
Such authority, however, was given specifi-
cally to Congress, not the President, and
Congress has not delegated such powers ex-
plicitly to the President. Consequently, cit-
ing the NEPA as the legal basis for imple-
mentation of the AHRI is questionable.

The Federal Land Management and Policy
Act

Even if it can be argued successfully that
President Clinton’s action is consistent with
the purpose of the NEPA, the NEPA, as writ-
ten, does not trump the requirements of
other statutes. And, in the case of the Fed-
eral Land Management and Policy Act, the

President is expressly restricted in his abil-
ity to designate or manage Federal lands.
Congress enacted the FLMPA in 1976 in order
to reestablish its authority over the designa-
tion or dedication of Federal lands for speci-
fied purposes, and to circumscribe the au-
thority of the President and executive
branch to manage Federal lands. 13

In the FLMPA, Congress declared that ‘‘it
is the policy of the United States that Con-
gress exercise its constitutional authority to
withdraw or otherwise designate or dedicate
Federal lands for specified purposes’’ and de-
lineate the extent to which the executive
branch may withdraw lands without legisla-
tive action. 14 Congress thus asserted its au-
thority to create, modify, and terminate des-
ignations for national parks, national for-
ests, wilderness, Indian reservations, certain
defense withdrawals, national wild and sce-
nic rivers, national trails, and other national
recreational areas and national seashores. 15

In fact, Congress has not withdrawn, des-
ignated, or dedicated any Federal lands for
President Clinton’s American Heritage Riv-
ers Initiative, nor has it authorized the de-
velopment of the program by the executive
branch. The legislative process for obtaining
a favored status designation for Fderal land
and resources is clearly established. Con-
sider, for example, the Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers Act adopted by Congress on October 2,
1968. 16 The act provides for the selection, by
Congress, of American rivers that, along
with their immediate environments, possess
outstandingly remarkable scenic, rec-
reational, geologic, fish and wildlife, his-
toric, cultural, or other similar values. The
rivers selected are protected for the benefit
and enjoyment of present and future genera-
tions. 17 Since 1968, Congress has designated
154 Wild and Scenic Rivers under this act,
amounting to 10,814 miles of river. 18 In fact,
Congress acted as recently as November 12,
1996, when it designated 11.5 miles of the
Lamprey River in New Hampshire and 6.4
miles of the Elkhorn Creek in Oregon, 19 fol-
lowing the designation of 51.4 miles of the
Clarion River in Pennsylvania on October 19,
1996, as part of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
program. 20 Congress is currently considering
legislation to designate three more rivers.
Representative Norman Dicks (D–WA) intro-
duced H.R. 1477 to designate 51 miles of the
Columbia River in Washington State; Sen-
ator Patty Murray (D–WA) introduced a
companion bill (S. 200) in the Senate. Rep-
resentative Martin Meehan (D–MA) intro-
duced H.R. 1100 to designate the Sadbury
Assibet and Concord Rivers in Massachusetts
for the Wild and Scenic Rivers program, and
Senator John Kerry (D–MA) introduced the
companion bill (S. 469) in the Senate. Clear-
ly, when Members of Congress believe there
is reason to act, they will act.

If President Clinton wants to see his initia-
tive implemented properly then he first
should proposed legislation to Congress and
allow Congress to approve or reject the ini-
tiative based on the merits of the proposal
and the will of the people. Because Congress
has not designated or dedicated any Federal
lands for the AHRI, or authorized the devel-
opment of the AHRI, the actions of the
President in creating and implementing the
AHRI through Executive Order No. 13061 vio-
late the FLMPA.

HOW THE AHRI THREATENS PROPERTY RIGHTS

The protection of personal property in the
Constitution is under increasing assault by
all levels of government. The right to own
and use property free from unreasonable or
arbitrary government interference is fun-
damental to American freedom and the U.S.
Constitution. In fact, the Framers of the
Constitution considered the protection of
property rights so important that they in-

cluded it in the Third, Fourth, Fifth, and
Sixth Amendments. Today, in an era of al-
most daily documented cases of unreason-
able and arbitrary interference by govern-
ment agencies, it is not surprising that the
Clinton Administration does not seem to rec-
ognize or agree with the Founders on the im-
portance of individual property rights.

This lack of appreciation for personal
property rights is an undercurrent in Presi-
dent Clinton’s AHRI. The right of individuals
who own property along designated rivers to
use their property free from unreasonable
and arbitrary government interference is
threatened by the AHRI. The Administration
has resisted adding a mandatory opt-in pro-
vision to allow the property of landowners
along designated American Heritage Rivers
to be included in a nomination only in cases
in which owners have given their written
permission. Such a provision would have
shown that President Clinton indeed was
concerned about the property rights of those
Americans whose land is located along des-
ignated rivers. The lack of such a provision
means property owners have no guarantee
that their property rights are protected.

The regulation of wetlands under the Clean
Water Act affects hundreds of thousands of
acres of property across the United States.
Implementing the AHRI will add hundreds of
thousands of acres of dry land to the federal
government’s control in perpetuity. Rather
than increase the access of people to federal
resources and protect their rights, the AHRI
will increase the access of federal bureau-
crats to private property across the United
States.

HOW THE AHRI TREADS ON STATES’ RIGHTS

The Founders believed that government
closest to the people works best. The Tenth
Amendment addresses the empowerment of
state and local communities to govern. It
recognizes that the federal government—as
an entity—should have only limited powers,
and that its powers should be specifically
enumerated. Water rights and land-use plan-
ning are not stipulated powers of the federal
government; historically they are subject to
regulation and control at the levels of state
and local elected government. As Chief Jus-
tice William Rehnquist has argued, taking
the control of water from the legislatures of
the various states and territories at the
present time would be nothing less than sui-
cidal. If the appropriation and use were not
under the provisions of state law, the utmost
confusion would prevail. 21

President Clinton, through his executive
order, is attempting to establish and exert
federal control over something that clearly
is under state jurisdiction. By allowing the
intervention of the federal government
through federal bureaucrats, known as
‘‘river navigators,’’ who are appointed by the
President, Executive Order No. 13061 will
interject the federal government heavily
into the local decision-making process.

The Clinton administration claims that
river navigators will not interfere in the
local planning and zoning process, yet it re-
sists incorporating a provision to prohibit
them and all other federal employees in-
volved with the initiative from intervening
in local zoning and other decisions affecting
private property and water rights. Such a
provision would ensure that the states and
local communities continue to control areas
that are rightfully under their jurisdiction.
The AHRI appears to be the program of a
President who believes Washington, D.C.,
knows best and can govern best every aspect
of life in every American Community.
HOW THE AHRI IS WASTEFUL, DUPLICATIVE, AND

INEFFICIENT

The Clinton Administration claims that
the AHRI will help ‘‘reinvent government.’’
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But President Clinton’s understanding of re-
inventing government seems to mean creat-
ing additional layers of bureaucracy. The
American Heritage Rivers Initiative, in fact,
is similar to an existing program, the Na-
tional Rural Development Partnership
(NRDP) established by President George
Bush in 1991 by executive order. The NRDP is
a flawed program: President Bush had no
congressional authority over water rights,
property rights, or the appropriation of fund-
ing when he initiated it; therefore, it also
violates a number of constitutional provi-
sions.

Like the AHRI, the NRDP planned to cre-
ate a collaborative relationship among fed-
eral, state, local, and tribal governments,
and private, nonprofit, and community-based
organizations within each state and some
territorial areas, in order to establish a com-
prehensive and strategic approach to rural
development efforts in each state. A com-
parison of the descriptions of these programs
from their respective World Wide Web sites
reveals further similarities.

According to the Web site of the National
Rural Development Partnership,22 the
NRDP’s objectives are to: Encourage and
support innovative approaches to rural de-
velopment and more effective resolution of
rural development issues; Develop innova-
tive approaches; Build partnerships among,
federal, state, local, and tribal governments
and the private sector; Encourage local em-
powerment; Involve the Departments of Ag-
riculture, Commerce, Defense, Energy, Hous-
ing and Urban Development, Interior, Jus-
tice, and Transportation, the Environmental
Protection Agency, and the Army Corps of
Engineers; and Use existing federal personnel
and funds to work with the states to bring
public and private resources together for so-
lutions to local problems.

According to the Web site of the American
Heritage Rivers Initiative,23 the AHRI is sup-
posed to: Encourage community revitaliza-
tion by providing federal programs and serv-
ices more efficiently and effectively; Develop
strategies that lead to action; Build a part-
nership between federal, state, tribal, and
local officials, as well as private for-profit,
non-profit, and community-based organiza-
tions; Encourage community-led efforts; In-
volve the secretaries of the Departments of
Agriculture, Commerce, defense, energy,
Housing and Urban Development, Interior,
and Transportation; the attorney general;
the administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency; and the chairs of the na-
tional Endowment for the Arts, the National
Endowment for the Humanities, and the Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation; and
Use existing federal staff, resources, and pro-
grams to assist communities.

Reinventing government usually does not
imply duplicating a federal program already
operating in 38 states that has the same ob-
jective: promoting community involvement
and development. Beside sharing the NRDP’s
objective, the AHRI will create three new
costly layers of bureaucracy. The AHRI:

1. Creates an American Heritage Rivers
Interagency Committee that will be respon-
sible for implementing the AHRI;

2. Establishes a panel to review the river
nomination packets and recommend rivers
to the President for designation. The panel
will include representatives from natural,
cultural, and historic resources concerns;
scenic, environmental, and recreation inter-
ests; tourism, transportation, and economic
development interests; and industries such
as agriculture, hydropower, manufacturing,
mining, and forest management.24

3. Gives the Interagency Committee the
authority to transfer funds from other legiti-
mate and congressionally authorized federal
programs to fund ten new river navigators

appointed by the President. The new bureau-
crats would be paid approximately $100,000
each year to assist officials in the ten com-
munities selected by the President to locate
existing federal programs and money that
would be used to improve their waterfronts
and rivers. Funds also would be transferred
to compensate engineers, biologists, and for-
esters who would provide studies and exper-
tise in implementing the initiative. The sal-
aries of the river navigators would cost $1
million per year (which would be com-
pounded annually because ten new river
areas would be designated per year), and the
cost of the engineers, biologists, and for-
esters would be added to the already esti-
mated $4 million annual cost of the program.
It is unclear whether such authority on the
part of the Interagency Committee is a vio-
lation of the Spending Clause in Article I of
the Constitution because the Spending
Clause gives Congress—and only Congress—
the power and authority to ‘‘draw [monies]
from the Treasury.’’ 25

President Clinton is planning to imple-
ment the AHRI at a time when the country
is clamoring for Congress to downsize the
federal government and give more control
back to the states. The true definition of re-
inventing government is to make govern-
ment smaller and more efficient. It is dif-
ficult to comprehend how creating another
federal program—and one that is similar to
an existing program—and adding new layers
of federal bureaucracy will facilitate an effi-
cient method of cleaning up America’s great
rivers. Secretary of the Interior Bruce Bab-
bitt, in a recent speech entitled ‘‘United by
Waters—How and Why the Clean Water Act
Became the Urban Renewal Act That Actu-
ally Works,’’ stated:

Finally in 1972 Congress enacted a new law.
. . . [t]he Clean Water Act proclaimed a sim-
ple if awkwardly stated goal; make the na-
tion’s rivers, lakes, and shores ‘‘swimmable
and fishable.’’ As American cities used the
Act to clean up and restore their waters,
those waters, in turn have begun to heal and
restore our American cities.

Even as the Clinton Administration touts
the effectiveness of the Clean Water Act in
restoring and protecting American rivers, it
boldly declares that the country also needs
the AHRI. If Secretary Babbitt believes the
goals of the Clean Water Act already are
being achieved, then one must ask: What is
the real reason behind the Clinton Adminis-
tration’s new initiative?
AHRI’S POLITICAL AGENDA FROM A WHITE HOUSE

MEMO

One of the best ways to build or strengthen
political support in a community is by se-
lecting it to receive a massive infusion of
federal funds. Representative Christopher
Cannon (R–UT) stated on July 15, 1997, at a
House Resources Committee hearing on the
AHRI that three to five congressional dis-
tricts could be covered by each of the ten
rivers designated by President Clinton.
Using these figures, by the next presidential
election in 2000, the President would have
targeted federal funds to go to between 90
and 150 political districts. The American
Heritage Rivers Initiative is classic pork-
barrel politics.

At the same House Resources Committee
hearing, a memo from the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality surfaced that read: ‘‘Se-
lection committee will recommend more
AHR’s [American Heritage Rivers] than are
actually designated, giving someone else
(the President?) a further choice. This could
ensure that designated AHR’s: Serve Politi-
cal Purposes; are located where agencies can
staff them; and are diverse (river, landscape,
community, geography, etc.)26

The Administration memo indicates that
politics could well play a role in the designa-

tion of 10 rivers in early 1998, as well as the
designation of an additional 20 rivers before
the 2000 presidential election. The AHRI al-
lows the White House to target federal dol-
lars to communities in a way that could be
politically advantageous.

CONCLUSION

At a time when the country wants to
downsize government and revitalize the im-
portance of the Tenth Amendment, and Con-
gress is recognizing the necessity of empow-
ering local communities and states even
more, the American Heritage Rivers Initia-
tive chooses the wrong approach for preserv-
ing some of America’s great resources, its
many rivers. Although there often has been
a lack of political will in Congress to tackle
these kinds of issues—even with flagrant vio-
lations of law and terrible policy—several
Members of Congress recognize the problems
with President Clinton’s initiative and have
begun to focus their attention on it.

For example, on June 10, 1997, Representa-
tive Helen Chenoweth (R–ID) and 46 cospon-
sors introduced H.R. 1842 to terminate fund-
ing by any federal agency for the AHRI. The
bill passed the House Resources Committee
by voice vote on November 5, 1997. In addi-
tion, on December 10, 1997, Representatives
Chenoweth, Richard Pombo (R–CA), and Bob
Schaffer (R–CO), and House Resources Com-
mittee chairman Don Young (R–AK) filed a
lawsuit in U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia to challenge the constitu-
tional authority of the President to imple-
ment this initiative.

Because President Clinton plans to des-
ignate the first rivers in early February, the
time has come for every Member of Congress
to take a long, hard, and honest look at the
AHRI program. It is an indefensible waste of
taxpayer dollars. Through its Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers Program and numerous other
water quality initiatives, Congress already
has devoted considerable resources to clean-
ing, restoring, and enhancing America’s riv-
ers with great success. But even more dis-
turbing than the waste, the AHRI program
seriously undermines congressional author-
ity and upsets the delicate balance of power
so carefully crafted in the U.S. Constitution.

Congress must exercise its proper statu-
tory and constitutional authority to bring
this program to an end before it is launched.
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LETTER FROM VINCENT
PISCITELLO ON LIVING WAGES
FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
WORKERS

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 15, 1998

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the issue of
prevailing wages for workers on government
construction projects has been a major topic
of debate during the 105th Congress. In his
letter to members of the Cleveland City Coun-
cil, Mr. Vincent Piscitello, President of VIP
Restoration Inc., presents an articulate and
compelling argument for the importance of
paying employees a living wage when they
renovate schools in the Cleveland area. I com-
mend Mr. Piscitello for his clear thinking and
commitment to working families, and offer his
letter to be included in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

VIP RESTORATION, INC.,
Cleveland, OH, October 6, 1998.

Re the elimination of prevailing wage re-
quirements for work performed at the
Cleveland City Schools.

City of Cleveland Council Members,
Council Chambers,
Cleveland, OH.

DEAR COUNCILPERSON: You may or may not
be aware that the Cleveland City Schools has
dropped the prevailing wage requirement for
construction projects on city schools and fa-
cilities. The prevailing wage guidelines re-
quire contractors to pay their employees a
decent living wage. The elimination of this
requirement is result of the passage of State
Senate Bill 102.

Ostensibly, using underpaid workers re-
duces construction costs and therefore the
tax burden on the citizens. While many good
arguments can be made regarding the fallacy
of the proposition that low paid, unskilled
workers could complete projects on time,
with high quality, and within budget, I be-
lieve that the more immediate and impor-
tant issue is the elimination of good paying
jobs with benefits.

Over the years unions (supported by pre-
vailing wage requirements) have provided
good paying jobs. They have enabled many
to climb the ladder into middle class and
prosper. Unions provide training, a living
wage, and benefits. Union members have
gone on to own their own business, send
their kids to college, and generally benefit
society by being able to provide for their
families.

A non-union job paying $9 dollars an hour
without benefits is fine for a single young
person with no dependents. But how do you
expect a person (or two) who has worked a
full day and takes home $64 after taxes to
support their family? Medical emergency?

Just don’t have them. Saving for retirement?
Not possible. By increasing dependency upon
governmental entitlement programs this leg-
islation actually increases overall costs and
the burden on the taxpayer.

Currently, many unions are looking for
young energetic men and women to become
apprentices. Is there an opportunity for un-
deremployed inner city youths to learn a
trade, have a decent paying job, and build a
solid fiscal foundation for themselves and
their families? I think so. But eliminate the
prevailing wage requirements and you elimi-
nate opportunity.

Are the lawmakers who passed this legisla-
tion and administrators who choose to im-
plement it in on a conspiracy to hold down
the working person? I don’t really think
they are but I do believe they are short
sighted and may have a bad case of ‘‘I got
mine’’.

State Senate Bill 102 does not require a
school district to hire contractors who em-
ploy non-union personnel or pay low wages,
a school system can choose to require pre-
vailing wage. Other school districts have
agreed to continue to use prevailing wage
guidelines. The Construction Employers As-
sociation is working with many local school
districts to inform them of their rights, the
benefits of keeping prevailing wages, and the
opportunities available to high school grad-
uates looking to enter the trades.

It is important that your constituents
have decent paying jobs allowing them the
opportunity to provide for their families. We
need your help to inform the powers that be
that prevailing wage requirements need to be
maintained when performing work at the
Cleveland City Schools.

Please contact John Porada of the CEA at
(216) 398–9860 or me at my offices with any
questions.

Sincerely,
VINCENT PISCITELLO,

President.
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HOW LONG UNTIL THE Y2K
COMPUTER PROBLEM?

HON. JOHN LINDER
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 15, 1998

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, there is approxi-
mately 1 Year, 2 Months, 16 Days, 10 Hours,
56 Minutes, and 43 Seconds until the Year
2000 computer problem affects computers and
computer chips worldwide on the morning of
January 1, 2000.

As we know, many computers will be unable
to process dates beyond December 31, 1999,
making the year 2000 indistinguishable from
the year 1900. The potential technological tur-
moil could cause computers to generate incor-
rect data or stop running. Credit cards, ATM
cards, security systems, hospital equipment,
telephone service, electricity, and paycheck
systems could be affected. I don’t think any-
one is sure what will happen.

Fortunately, in the year 2000, we have a
few days to recover after the Y2K problem hits
because January 1 falls on Saturday. How-
ever, we lose one potential additional day be-
cause the New Year’s Day holiday—by law—
must be observed on the previous Friday, De-
cember 31, 1999.

I have introduced legislation that will provide
the public and technology professionals with
an additional day, prior to the start of the first
workweek in January 2000, to work on repairs

on failed computer systems caused by the
Year 2000 computer problem. H.J. Res. 130
will move the New Year’s Day holiday in the
year 2000 to Monday, January 3, 2000.

Mr. Speaker, congressional committees
have been successfully working to prepare the
nation for Y2K, and this is just another pro-
posal that may help ease the difficulties we
face. It is not a silver bullet to solve the prob-
lem. It is vital that all businesses and govern-
ment agencies continue to mobilize and work
to repair computers in the remaining 442 days
before the Y2K problem strikes. H.J. Res. 130
simply ensures that businesses, the public and
computer experts have an additional 24 hours
to respond to problems that may arise.
f

IN HONOR OF MICHAEL FLEET ON
HIS RETIREMENT

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 15, 1998

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to congratulate Michael
Fleet on his retirement from the Santa Ana
Police Department.

Mike began working for Santa Ana Police
Department on September 14, 1970 as a po-
lice officer. In September of 1986, he was as-
signed to work in the Canine Unit as a han-
dler.

Officer Fleet and his canine, Carlos, were
assigned to work narcotic enforcement where
Officer Fleet remained for the duration of his
career. Mike and Carlos achieved national
records for drug seizures. They seized over
$56 million in drug monies and over 20 kilos
of cocaine.

In 1991, Mike and his partner, Carlos, were
awarded Uniformed Officer of the Year from
the Drug Enforcement Agency.

During his career as a police officer, Mike
distinguished himself as a hard-working and
dedicated law enforcement officer. He has
earned the respect and admiration of all of his
colleagues in the law enforcement community
for his commitment to the city of Santa Ana.

Mike is known to many around the depart-
ment as a ‘‘Dad’’ for the generosity and com-
passion he shows to all of his colleagues. A
true cowboy at heart, Mike enjoys riding
horses and listening to country music in his
free time.

I am very proud of you, Mike, for all your
bravery and your selfless dedication to your
career and your community.

Have a wonderful retirement!
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE CITY
OF RIVERSIDE

HON. KEN CALVERT
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 15, 1998

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate the city of Riverside, California,
which was recently awarded the distinguished
honor of being named an All-America City.
The All-America City designation, first award-
ed 49 years ago, is designed to recognize cit-
ies across our nation that have exemplary pro-
grams and initiatives that combat problems
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