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HEARING ON H.R. 1842, TO TERMINATE FUR-
THER DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF THE AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS
INITIATIVE

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1997

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 12 p.m., in room
1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Helen Chenoweth
presiding.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [presiding] The Committee on Resources will
come to order.

The Committee is meeting today to hear testimony on my legisla-
tion, H.R. 1842, which is a bill to stop the American Heritage Riv-
ers Initiative.

I would like to welcome our witnesses, many of whom have trav-
eled thousands of miles to get here, and two of my constituents
from Idaho, Lois Van Hoover, representing the Idaho Multiple
Land Use Coalition, and Bill DeVeny, representing the Idaho Farm
Bureau Federation. We also have a number of Members of Con-
gress today, and I welcome you all.

I'm honored to be here in the chair today, and I greatly appre-
ciate Chairman Don Young’s allowing me to conduct this hearing.
I've been looking forward to it, but it seems to me that something
is wrong with the picture that we’re going to be seeing today—
wrong procedurally. We are doing things exactly backward.

Generally, and if things are in correct constitutional order, it is
the legislative branch of government that creates the programs and
the executive branch that carries them out. Here, though, with the
American Heritage Rivers Initiative, there’s been a complete and
literal flip-flop between the roles and duties of the Congress and
the Clinton Administration. Instead of Congress making the pro-
posal and the administration commenting on it, it is the Clinton
White House dreaming up the initiative, and we, the Congress, are
the ones commenting. We are actually in the position of taking tes-
timony, not on the creation of a new program, but on how to stop
one.

This initiative clearly violates the doctrine of separation of pow-
ers as intended by our Founding Fathers. And as James Madison
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wrote in Federalist No. 47, “The accumulation of all powers, legis-
lative, executive, and judiciary in the same hands, whether of one,
a few or many, and whether hereditary, self-appointed, or elective,
may justly be pronounced the very definition of tyranny.”

My colleagues, this American Heritage Rivers Initiative is being
thrust upon the American people in the exact manner James Madi-
son warned us against.

I introduced H.R. 1842 on June 10, shortly after President Clin-
ton’s American Heritage River Initiative was first published in the
Federal Register. This legislation, which is co-sponsored by 38
Members, would prohibit Federal agencies from spending any
funds on this unauthorized, unappropriated, and intrusive pro-
gram.

On Sept. 11, and with no consultation with the leadership of
Congress, President Clinton issued Executive Order 13061 direct-
ing 12 Federal agencies to implement this program. Many Ameri-
cans are disturbed by this arbitrary use, and many would say
“abuse” of Presidential authority.

I, along with millions of other Americans, was shocked and ap-
palled that President Clinton would use so Draconian a process to
rob people of their constitutional rights and patently ignore the leg-
islative branch of government. However, I should not be surprised
by this display of power. After all, this is the same administration
which locked up 1.7 million acres in Utah without even consulting
Utah’s Governor and their congressional delegation, not to mention
other State and local officials.

It’'s also the same administration that proposed a $64 million
buyout of a mining property in Montana to a Canadian company
without consulting the Montana Governor and its congressional
delegation, or the U.S. Congress. This program is illegal, has not
met public requirements, misappropriates funds Congress man-
dated for other purposes, and usurps individual water rights, pri-
vate property rights, and the sovereignty of all 50 States. It defies
the imagination how President Clinton could ram this initiative
down our throats, despite massive resistance outside the Wash-
ington, DC beltway.

In addition to the violation of water and property rights, what I
find very, very troubling is how an agency like CEQ, with a budget
of only $2.4 million, can run a program like the American Heritage
Rivers Initiative, which costs by very conservative efforts $4 mil-
lion to $7 million every year so far. Where is the money coming
from? And who appropriated it? Who authorized it to be spent like
this?

No place in U.S. Statutes can you find the phrase, “American
Heritage Rivers Initiative,” and no place can you find the position
of a “river navigator” or the term “river community.” And this leads
me to wonder whether the Anti-Deficiency Act of 1982, which pro-
hibits and proscribes criminal sanctions for the expenditure of Fed-
eral funds for unauthorized purposes, is implicated.

And certainly one is left to wonder if this meets the requirements
of 31 U.S.C. 1301(a), which states, “Appropriations shall be applied
only to the objects for which the appropriations were made.”

Beyond the constitutional and legal questions raised by the exec-
utive order, there are some fundamental questions that I share
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with many of my colleagues. If this program is 100 percent hon-
orary, voluntary, and non-regulatory, then why is it being done by
the Federal Government and with no less than 12 agencies?

If it is 100 percent voluntary, why does the program not explic-
itly require that the Federal agencies get written permission from
private land owners before their land is included within an Amer-
ican Heritage Rivers designation?

And why did the Council on Environmental Quality totally ignore
the request of 55 Members of the House, who requested that the
public comment period on this initiative be extended beyond Au-
gust 20?

I look forward to hearing Ms. McGinty’s response to these and
other questions, and I also look forward to hearing from other wit-
nesses today.

Mr. Chairman, I—the Chair now recognizes the Ranking Mem-
ber, Mr. Pallone, for an opening statement.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE FRANK PALLONE, JR., A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW
JERSEY

Mr. PALLONE. Well, thank you for the title, Madam Chairman.

Let me first, if I could, request unanimous consent to include in
the record four documents. One is a statement from Lieutenant
Governor Bob Kustra, of Illinois, who was an invited witness but
couldn’t make it; second, testimony from Mayor Larry Chavis—I
guess—of Richmond, Virginia; third, statements from Representa-
tive Furse and Representative Gejdenson, and, finally, a letter
from, well—American Rivers—I’m not sure exactly what that refers
t% but American Rivers. I would ask unanimous consent to include
those.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection, so ordered.

[The prepared statement of Governor Kustra follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB KUSTRA, LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR, ILLINOIS

Mr. Chairman. Distinguished members of the committee. I want to thank you for
the opportunity to address what I believe is a very important issue not only for my
state of Illinois but for the country in our efforts to improve our rivers and streams.

Just as our rivers and watersheds cross many governmental boundaries, our ef-
forts to revitalize these resources must be a partnership of local, state and Federal
efforts. The American Heritage Rivers Initiative proposed by President Clinton in
his State of the Union Address, and detailed 2 weeks ago, provides us with a great
opportunity for us to navigate through what some have seen as a river of bureau-
cratic red tape in getting the help and assistance we need for river improvement
at the state and local levels.

We are currently in the process of preparing our nomination of the Illinois River
Watershed for such designation.

The strength of this new initiative is that it will help us better coordinate Federal
services and assistance. The Illinois River watershed is a vast 75,000 square mile
area encompassing 55 of our 102 counties. Approximately 80 percent of the river’s
watershed is within our state’s jurisdiction, which is an asset; however, Federal
agency programs in the watershed area also have a strong impact on the ecosystem,
from navigation to soil conservation, from Chicago to St. Louis.

The improved service delivery, technical assistance, coordination of Federal in-
volvement, and work toward our local communities’ objectives will be key benefits
this initiative can provide our Illinois River Watershed should we receive this des-
ignation.

Simply put, we see this initiative as providing coordination for a revitalization ef-
fort that will benefit not only our state but the entire nation as well.
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This initiative embodies what many have said is a fundamental role of our Fed-
eral Government—to complement local and state initiatives. We support this pro-
gram for the following reasons:

1. The American Heritage Rivers initiative is voluntary—we initiate whether
to participate or not. We realize the importance of the Federal Government in
joining our state and local partnership in progress. No one has forced our hand
in this matter, and should we receive this designation we may exit the program
at any time.

2. It is locally driven—our communities throughout the 55 counties of the Illi-
nois River Basin are currently at work with their efforts to improve the water-
shed. Those that live, work and play along the river know what’s best for this
vital resource. They will not give up their right to dictate the future of a river
that has shaped the history of their communities. There will be no takeover
under this Initiative.

No one, however, can underestimate the technological and informational re-
sources that the Federal Government can provide to our local efforts. This ini-
tiative enables us to look to the Federal Government as a clearinghouse of
knowledge and expertise in river improvement and revitalization. For towns
like Havana, population 7,000, and larger cities like Chicago, this is an enor-
mous opportunity to put the Federal Government to work for them, not the
other way around.

3. There are no new regulations or rules dictated by the Federal Government.
Contrary to what some critics of this proposal say, we find nothing in the mate-
rials that recommends further restricting what our local communities can or
cannot do with their efforts along the river.

4. There is also a great opportunity under this initiative to learn what the
Federal Government is doing right and what it is doing wrong as it relates to
our rivers and streams. Through this initiative, the Federal Government will be
listening to state and local communities that have lived with Federal Govern-
ment involvement in the past. This dialog and interaction at the local level will
enable the Federal Government to study and improve how it provides assistance
to communities throughout the nation.

Unfortunately, not all view this initiative in a positive light. It has been described
as a program “unleashing United Nations troops patrolling the Illinois River’s curv-
ing path.” The program has been portrayed as a “new Federal land-use scheme,”
that the Federal Government “will control all land use and will police this initiative
by aerial photography and satellite surveillance.”

We have seen nor heard anything from the Federal Government that would indi-
cate they are interested in pushing us around in Illinois. What they are interested
in doing is maintaining the quality of one of this Nation’s most important rivers.
Furthermore, there is nothing in our plans for the Illinois River that could be de-
scribed as a take-over, or that is in any way going to take land away from anyone.

While some may see controversy, we see opportunity in the American Heritage
Rivers Initiative. We feel the Federal Government is needed here to be a partner,
not a manager or boss.

To understand why I believe this initiative is important to my state, one must
understand the integral part the Illinois River and its watershed have played in our
state, regional, and indeed national histories.

The Illinois River flows diagonally across the State of Illinois, beginning southeast
of Chicago and joining the Mississippi near St. Louis. Eighty percent of the lands
that drain into the Illinois River are in the State of Illinois. Because of the ways
we have used the river and the land, the river has experienced both decline and
recovery.

In fact, the National Research Council, which is associated with the National
Academy of Science and the National Academy of Engineering, named the Illinois
River as one of three river-floodplain ecosystems in the United States that are prior-
ities for restoration.

Throughout the history of our nation’s expansion westward, the Illinois River and
its tributaries have served as a major transportation highway for goods and prod-
ucts.

* More than 50 percent of the commercial traffic on the Mississippi River above
St. Louis comes from the Illinois waterway;

¢ More than 60 million tons of commodities are shipped on the Illinois River annu-
ally;

» Approximately one half of the 1.4 billion bushels of corn produced in lllinois trav-
el the Illinois waterway; and
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b * Ninety percent of our state’s population live and work within the Illinois River
asin.

The Illinois River was once unparalleled in this country as a natural resource. But
since the turn of the century, as the state’s population and economic base grew, the
Illinois River has experienced profound changes.

By the 1950’s, virtually all aquatic vegetation had vanished from the Illinois River
and its backwater lakes due to water pollution and modified water levels. As a re-
sult fish, mammals, waterfowl, clams, and other related life forms declined dras-
tically. Without the vegetation, sediment was no longer anchored to the bottom of
the riverbed and lakes, but rather was stirred up in the water by wind and boat
movement.

To this point in the state’s history, agricultural productivity soared, as did popu-
lation growth and urban growth. The increasing movement of soil from the land,
due to channelized streams, eroding streams, and land conversion greatly increased
the amount of sediment reaching the Illinois River.

Since this time, agricultural practices have been modified to keep more of the pro-
ductive soil in place. Industries and municipalities have markedly improved sewage
and wastewater treatment methods under the Clean Water Act.

As of 1995, more than three-fourths of the state’s farmland is at “T,” the tolerable
rate of soil loss where soil building processes replace the amount of soil lost. In the
Upper and Lower Illinois River Basins, more than 4.2 million acres of cropland are
in conservation tillage systems.

The Illinois River and its backwater areas occupy about one-third of the flood-
plain, of which 47,000 acres are in state and Federal ownership and 34,000 are
owned by private sporting clubs. Forests along the Middle and Lower Illinois River
are among the largest remnant forest ecosystems in the state north of the Shawnee
National Forest. Today more than 20 communities rely on the waters of the Illinois
and its tributaries for their drinking water, and sportfish and waterfowl populations
are growing.

Citizen action in the Illinois River watershed also is widespread and diverse in
communities like Meredosia with a population of just under 1,200 and in the Chi-
cago suburbs 100 times the size of Meredosia.

The Chicago River, for example, is enjoying unprecedented attention for restora-
tion and economic development. More than two hundred miles south, citizens in
Meredosia have created a River Museum and annual Riverfest celebrating the riv-
er’s past abundant fish, fowl and mussel populations that supported substantial har-
vests. In the early 1900’s there were 15 factories along the Illinois River manufac-
turing buttons from mussel shells. In partnership with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the area’s backwater lake is being restored through active management,
providing habitat for migrating waterfowl. Walking paths and economic develop-
ment are results that celebrate the river’s past as well as Meredosia’s future.

Despite the seemingly remarkable recovery, the future of the watershed and the
river corridor are truly imperiled.

Each year more than 14 million tons of sediment are transported through the wa-
tershed. More than half of this sediment load is deposited in the Illinois River Val-
ley, and the balance is carried to the Mississippi River.

Most backwater lakes have lost more than 70 percent of their storage capacity,
destroying wildlife and recreational areas. In northeastern Illinois, during a recent
20-year span, land conversion for residential purposes grew by nearly 50 percent
while population increased by less than 5 percent. Erosion control is needed on 4.1
million acres of cropland in the Upper and Lower Illinois River Basins.

Stormwater management is a vexing problem throughout the watershed. Sudden
flooding, from both large and small storm events, occurs due to past alterations to
speed water from the land. Swiftly moving waters take more sediment, carving
away at stream banks.

The sediment, coupled with unseasonal flooding, yield a river system less capable
of “managing” its sediment through a natural pattern of deposition, drying and com-
paction. Operation and maintenance of the navigation system is increasingly dif-
{icullt, due to accumulation of sediment in the channel and rapidly fluctuating water

evels.

The diversity of interests and stake holders throughout the watershed is evident
in reviewing the history of the region. When issues and interests overlap and com-
pete, disagreements often arise about which management approaches to take.

Yet, despite this diversity, there is strong agreement that the future condition of
the watershed of the Illinois River and its tributaries will greatly influence the re-
gion’s capacity for navigation, recreation, economic prosperity, and ecological bal-
ance.
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We recognize that for our state, region and nation, if this important highway can-
not be traveled, if this great recreational outlet cannot be utilized, and if this nat-
ural resource cannot be preserved, then our health is indeed in jeopardy.

Over the past 2 years, we have brought competing interest to the table to discuss
ways to protect and restore the river, and we produced comprehensive management
plan guided by principles rooted in fairness and emphasizing a volunteer approach.

In January as we unveiled this Integrated Management Plan for the Illinois River
Watershed, I said, “There are no quick fixes or easy outs. It’s time to roll up our
sleeves and get to work, putting aside political and professional differences. We face
a long-term commitment to seeing that this vital economic, ecological and aesthetic
resource is improved for future generations.”

We have begun putting the recommendations of our plan in place. We know that
this is a partnership of state and local entities, working with our private sector.

Carrying out these recommendations will go a long way toward saving the Illinois
River for future generations. In the future, we must monitor our progress and evalu-
ate our efforts, and we certainly must never forget just how important and fragile
this river is.

I see the steps we have taken at the state and local level as providing the basis
for a unique partnership with our Federal Government through the American Herit-
age Rivers Initiative.

Some 87 years ago, President Theodore Roosevelt viewed the Illinois River and
its valley from the scenic bluffs of Peoria’s Grand View Dive. He said, “I have trav-
eled all over the world, and this is the world’s most beautiful drive.”

It is our hope that the American Heritage Rivers Initiative and our state and local
efforts already underway will once again enable passers-by to remark on the beauty
of this great natural resource.

We have everything to gain by acting now to save this vital natural resource and
everything to lose if action is not taken.

Again, I want to thank this Committee for the opportunity to address its members
today and I look forward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Chavis follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. LARRY CHAVIS, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND

Good morning ladies gentlemen, Chairman Young, Congressman Miller, members
of the Resources Committee and all others who have taken the time to be with us
here today.

Thank you for allowing us to address you today—for the opportunity to tell you—
from a grass-roots and urban perspective—just what the American Heritage Rivers
Initiative has already done for localizes up and down Virginia’s historic James
River. Positive changes are happening on our river: changes brought about well in
advance of any possible designation for the James as an American Heritage River.

Vice-Mayor Baskerville and I are here today as representatives of the James
River Heritage Partnership.

We are a dedicated group of well over 150 individuals, representing

* 20 counties, 9 cities, 2 towns, 2 Native American Tribes,

* 8 regional planning district commissions,

¢ dozens of non-profit agencies dedicated to outdoor recreation and natural re-
source protection, historic preservation and cultural awareness

« dozens of riparian corporations, and most importantly

e the hundreds and hundreds of private citizens in the communities along the
James who are supportive of our efforts.

The mere fact that we have all come together to achieve a common goal is unprec-
edented in the history of Virginia. Given the state’s unique political structure—
which often separates rather than unifies localities—working together—as we are
now—is the exception and not necessarily the rule. From this perspective, the Amer-
ican Heritage Rivers Initiative has already worked wonders for us.

On Friday of last week, the city of Richmond welcomed Senator Charles Robb and
the U.S. Secretary of Transportation Rodney Slater to the banks of the James River.
This was a golden opportunity for members of the Partnership to show our guests
the exciting, innovative programs happening along the James. The American Herit-
age Rivers Initiative affords riverfront cities like Richmond a chance to rediscover
the vital roots of their downtowns, to once again nurture and enjoy riparian land
that for years has either been isolated or underutilized.

Along the James River, we have

» Extensive and ongoing waterfront development activities at Hampton Roads and
Lynchburg,
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» Cooperative initiatives among all 19 soil and watershed conservation districts in
the James River watershed to develop The Chesapeake Bay Tributaries Strategy.

* Habitat restoration programs aimed at restoring and protecting the summer
nesting grounds of the bald eagle, and year-round populations of striped bass, shad
and river herring

None of these initiatives are being developed, I might add at to expense or exclu-
sion of our corporate neighbors along the James, many of whom contribute signifi-
cantly to river stewardship programs in addition to the important contributions they
make to our regional economies.

The members of the James River Heritage Partnership are working together to

develop active programs that highlight the economic, cultural and natural re-
sources of this important river, which represents the common wealth of our many
diverse heritages—whether European, African, or Native American

We are working together to

Gain designation for the entire James River, from its headwaters at Irongate in
Botetourt County to where the River flows into Chesapeake Bay at Hampton Roads,
450 miles of some of the most scenic lands in the entire country

We are working together to

Be among to first ten rivers to be rightly called an American Heritage River

We are working together because the river will continue to impact us all.

Since President Clinton announced this initiative during his 1997 State of the
Union message the program has had its detractors. It is to the opponents of the
President’s Initiative—some of whom we respectfully address this morning—that I
submit the following points for consideration:

First and foremost, The American Heritage Rivers Initiative does not seek to

« jeopardize the rights of riparian property owners whether they are large cor-
porate citizens so vital to the regional economy of western, central and/or Tidewater,
Virginia or to the small farmers or other private individuals who own land adjacent
to the river

The Initiative does not seek to

* Advocate for the imposition of any new federal mandates or regulations that
would in any way hamper the rights of riparian localities to make their own land
use decisions.

For these reasons and so many others that time does not allow me to expound
on, the American Heritage Rivers Initiative represents the potential for positive
working relationships between federal agencies and local communities dedicated to
being good stewards of their rivers. We sincerely hope that what you have heard
today will enable you to make the right decision and allow for the American Herit-
age Rivers Initiative to go forward.

We thank you very much for the chance to give voice to our support of the Presi-
dent’s Initiative. The City of Richmond anticipates great and lasting benefits to all
Virginians should the James achieve the status of an American Heritage River. A
status I might add that it greatly deserves.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Furse follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. ELIZABETH FURSE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF OREGON

I appreciate the opportunity to express any strong support for the American Her-
itage Rivers Initiative.

President Clinton announced this initiative as a way to assist local communities
in realizing the goals of revitalization they have for their own rivers. By providing
a supportive Federal-local partnership, this voluntary initiative will essentially help
local people help themselves. The initiative involves no regulations, no Federal man-
dates, and no unwilling participants. Instead it helps communities tap into the myr-
iad of resources available to restore and protect the environmental, cultural, rec-
reational, and historic values of their favorite waterway.

Not only do I support the American Heritage Rivers Initiative in general, I specifi-
cally am supporting the nomination of the Willamette River, which flows through
the heart of Portland, as one of the ten selected American Heritage rivers.

Oregonians remember the days when the Willamette was one of the most polluted
rivers in the country. The waters of this river were so choked with pollution that
when live fish were put in a basket and lowered into the river to check the water
quality, it took only a minute and a half for the fish to die. Oregonians remember
the phrase they used as youngsters to describe swimming in the river—the “Willam-
ette River stroke”—a phrase which refers to the fact that they would have to clear
a path through the floating sewage debris in the water before they could swim.
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But those days of neglect are gone and now the Willamette is the focus of a mayor
campaign of restoration and protection. This effort has widespread local support and
has been endorsed by Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber, Oregon state agencies, the
city of Portland, Portland Audubon Society, the Student Watershed Research Project
at the Saturday Academy, the Willamette Riverkeepers and countless other organi-
zations and citizens.

These Oregonians hope to capitalize on the assistance that would be provided
through the American Heritage Rivers Initiative to turn their dream for the Willam-
ette River into a reality.

I support these efforts to restore the Willamette and I support the American Her-
itage Rivers Initiative, which will help foster this and other local efforts to revive
and celebrate the rich river heritage of this country.

[The information referred follows:]



Amertcan ‘Revers

September 23, 1997

Re: September 24 Hearing on H.R. 1842 / American Heritage Rivers

Dear R Ce ittee Member:

Tomormrow, the Resources Committee will hoid a hearing on H.R. 1842, legislation introduced by
Representative Helen Chenoweth (R-ID) to "terminate” the President's American Heritage Rivers
Initiative. American Rivers urges vou to oppose Rep. Chenowetht's legislation,

Last week, a resounding bi-partisan majority of the Senate rejected a rider to the Interior
Appropriations bill that would have effectively killed this important Initiative. By a vote of 57-42,
the Senate approved a motion offered jointly by Senator Dodd (D-CT) and Senator D'Amato (R-NY)
1o table Senator Hurchinson's (R-AR) dment (voting list enclosed)

Despite charges by some of its critics, the American Heritage Rivers Initiative does not represent a
federal takeover over of local land use decisions. The Initiative does not infringe upon private
property rights. And, despite the lurid charges of some, it is not part of a United Nations scheme to
control America's rivers.

The American Heritage Rivers Initiative will make the federal government a better partner for
communities across the nation as they protect and revitalize their hometown rivers. At its heart. the
Initiative is about community revitalization and providing more efficient and effective federal
programs and services 10 assist community-led conservation initiatives.

Ni C ities th hout the nation are eager to participate in this new Initiative. [n late
June, the U.S. Conference of Mayors adopted unanimously a resotution supporting the Initiative.
And, on July 14, two letters signed by 220 of the nation's leading river, fisheries, business and
historic preservation groups were delivered to each Representative (enclosed).

If you have any questions concerning this important Initiative, and how it can assist communities in
your District, please do not hesitate to communicate with me or Tom Cassidy, American Rivers'
General Counse!.

Sinceretly,

T Rheceel A. Coddarn,

Rebecca R, Wodder.
President

enclosures

(® Privted on 100% recycied

1025 VERMONT AVE., N.W. ¢ SUITE 720 * WASHINGTON, DC 20005 [
paper with soy ink (202) 547-6900 ¢ (202) 347-9240 (fax) e of a0 e
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Mr. PALLONE. Thank you. And Madam Chairman, let me say
that I am opposed to your legislation, and I am very much sup-
portive of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. I have to say
very emphatically that my constituents, and not only in my dis-
trict, but throughout the State of New Jersey, are very excited
about this initiative and, frankly, I think, would be just as shocked
to think that there is opposition to it as I think you are shocked
to think that it would proceed.

So, I guess it sort of indicates that there is a big discrepancy, you
know, maybe in different parts of the country or in different
ideologies. But I do want to stress that this is something that a lot
of people are excited about and are very much in favor of, not only
in my district and in New Jersey but, I think, throughout the coun-
try.

And I think the reason for that is very simple. Our country has
been built around our Nation’s rivers. From the very beginning riv-
ers served as an essential means of transportation, as a conduit for
trade and commerce, and as a source of unlimited recreational op-
portunities.

The goal of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, as an-
nounced by the President in the State of the Union address and as
outlined in two separate Federal Register notices and an executive
order that you mentioned that was signed by the President earlier
this month, is to support communities in their efforts to restore
and revitalize the economic, historic, cultural, recreational, and en-
vironmental values of their rivers. It’s really not something, I
think, that you can argue about in terms of the purpose of the ini-
tiative.

And, again, I would stress, this is a non-regulatory program. The
American Heritage Rivers Initiative imposes no new Federal regu-
lations. It’s also a domestic initiative. The American Heritage Riv-
ers Initiative does not give foreign governments or international or-
ganizations any role or authority over these rivers.

But really, most importantly, and I know that the Chairman
mentioned it, but I have to stress again that this is a purely vol-
untary program. Local communities must nominate their own river
for designation as an American Heritage river and must define
their own plans for the river. In order to receive a designation, the
nomination must have broad-based support from the local commu-
nity, and it’s my understanding that if the river nomination does
not have the support of the Member of Congress from that district,
it will more than likely be denied a designation as an American
Heritage river.

If there’s a river community in any Member’s district that does
not want to participate in this initiative for any reason, the com-
munity does not have to participate. I'm certain that those commu-
nities which are looking to have rivers designated would welcome
the reduction in competition. I have to say that, actually, when I
told some of my constituents that there were a lot of Members in
Congress who were opposed to this, in some ways they were happy
because they figured, well, maybe that means there’s less competi-
tion; there won’t be as many candidates.

The bottom line on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative is
that it is really a prime example of good government at work. The
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initiative is going to reduce overlapping efforts among Federal
agencies, cut bureaucracy and red tape, and spur economic develop-
ment in local communities.

And I think that—I know that the Chairman mentioned the
Council on Environmental Quality. That is really what I think the
job of that council is. I mean, the whole purpose of the council and
what I have seen them do, not only in this case, but in many oth-
ers, is to simply try to reduce red tape, to cut bureaucracy, to basi-
cally bring together Federal agencies—I know the Chairman men-
tioned 12. In a way, that makes it more likely that a project moves
forward in a collective way without having to go through a lot of
hurdles.

And T've seen the Council on Environmental Quality most re-
cently work very effectively in this way with an effort to put an end
to the dumping of toxic dredge materials off the coast of my district
in New Jersey. On September 1, we actually announced the end of
the dumping of toxic dredge material. Kathy McGinty was there in
New Jersey to announce it, and if it wasn’t for the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality and their work in trying to basically sift
through all of these different Federal agencies and come to a con-
clusion and get everybody collectively to come to a consensus, we
would still have that dumping of toxic dredge material.

So, I think the purpose of the CEQ is pretty clear. I don’t think
it’s to create more bureaucracy or to get around Congress. I think
it’s just the opposite. It’s to try to bring Federal agencies together
to establish a consensus, and I think this American Heritage Riv-
ers Initiative is just another example of that.

None of these things are going to proceed without consensus, and
I am certain that any Member of Congress could veto the proposal
in their district and it wouldn’t even get to the CEQ unless there
was broad bipartisan support for the river being designated.

I would yield back, Madam Chairwoman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Pallone. And without objec-
tion, I will also enter into the record the opening statement of Mr.
Ken Calvert, my colleague from California.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Calvert follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. KEN CALVERT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Remarks on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative

I thank the Gentlelady from Idaho for bringing this issue before us today. The
current Administration has consistently been waging a war on the West, treading
on private property rights and the western way of life. Unfortunately, the Adminis-
tration has once again gone too far with the American Heritage Rivers Initiative.
I am shocked that the Administration blatantly tried to skirt around the democratic
process by enacting the American Heritage Rivers Initiative without receiving Con-
gressional approval. And carried this injustice one step further by shortening the
required public comment period.

I cosigned the letter to the Council on Environmental Quality Chairwoman Katy
McGinty advising her to extend the comment period, and I am proud to be a cospon-
sor of H.R. 1842, which would not only put a stop to further implementation of this
initiative, but also cease all funding. The War on the West has gone on for too long,
and its time we put a stop to it. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Are there any other opening statements?
With that I'd like to just proceed, then, to the Members that we
have in front of us. I'm very pleased that you’re here; that dem-
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onstrates a lot of good interest, and I look forward to your testi-
monies.

Mr. RApaNovicH. Madam Chair? Helen?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes. Yes, Mr. Radanovich.

Mr. RADANOVICH. I'd be curious to know, as we’re discussing this
issue with various witnesses, whether or not, especially Members,
whether or not they have an interest for rivers in their own dis-
tricts to be designated as opposed to rivers outside their district;
if you would, please.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Would you please repeat that? I'm sorry, Mr.
Radanovich.

Mr. RADANOVICH. I just want to make sure that any Member
that is on record for supporting or opposing Heritage Rivers indi-
cates that they have a special desire for rivers in their own dis-
tricts or rivers in other Members’ districts.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. We will, if there is no objection
from the Congressman who will be testifying, we would like for you
to indicate whether you are supporting rivers in your own district
or the issue in general.

So, I would like to recognize the Honorable Nancy Johnson, first,
for her testimony.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE NANCY JOHNSON, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CON-
NECTICUT

Ms. JoHNSON. Thank you very much, and thank you, Madam
Chairman for this opportunity. I appreciate your holding this hear-
ing.

I am a strong proponent of the designation of the Connecticut
River Basin as a national heritage river. It is the largest river
t]gasiﬁl in New England. It covers four States, and so on and so
orth.

But my testimony today is in support of the American Heritage
Rivers Initiative. I respect the comments you made about how this
was developed and the lack of communication, and I regret that.
But I want to address myself to why I think this innovative ap-
proach is really—why it has been so embraced in New England and
why there is so much enthusiasm for it among the local commu-
nities that I represent, all kinds of groups of people that I rep-
resent, because they really see it as an opportunity to better pre-
serve the historie, cultural, economic, and environmental value of
the rivers.

For the first time the small towns are seeing the values of the
rivers, and so they’re beginning to think that this could contribute
to their economy. So there are a lot of ideas out there; there’s going
to be a lot of development. We need to make—I mean, I want to
make sure that the development is harmonious with environmental
preservation goals as well as economic revitalization goals, and so
do the towns. So, we are a densely populated part of the country.
We have small towns, and so along the river there are many towns.

You know, on some of the western rivers there are not so many
towns along the river. There are lots of towns along our river, and
so cooperation and coordination is extremely important, but it’s
also hard. Small towns cannot afford the kind of sophisticated per-
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sonnel that can find, literally, the resources that we have already
appropriated because they’re in—what—six or eight different Fed-
eral agencies. So, we have resources out there. We have technical
assistance out there, but a little town with no expertise has a very
hard time finding these programs, integrating them, coordinating
with the town next to it.

And, truly, the opportunity here for a whole river basin to be
able to have one person in the bureaucracy who knows that river
and knows their problems and knows what people upstream are
doing and what people downstream are doing is really just an—
would be an extraordinary help to us; the problems inter-agency,
the problems with a single agency.

We have had a tremendous success rehabilitating the river front
in Hartford, and the river front in Hartford on both banks now has
parks, recreational facilities, and amphitheaters at Riverfront
Plaza. It’s become a real economic driver for the city. The area now
attracts major sporting events like professional water skiing com-
petitions, but also was the site of the champion bass fishing tour-
nament. Now who would associate that with Hartford, Connecticut?
Nobody in their right mind, a few years ago.

So, we have dealt with the river in a way that’s good for the river
and good for the economy of this urban area. But the Hartford
river front project could never have gone forward if they hadn’t
been able to get money from other places to get the sophisticated
personnel. It took them 18 months to get the permit to just do a
walkway across the river for pedestrians.

So we really do need to be able to cut through the red tape. We
really do need to be able to do inter-agency cooperation. Little
towns need somebody out there who knows the whole river and
what’s being done and can provide them with that kind of help.

Let me just conclude, because I don’t want to take too much of
your time, but I spent 10 years working with this Committee to get
the Farmington River designated as a wild and scenic river under
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers program. And it took a long
time, because in my part of the Nation local government is very,
very strong, and people are very jealous of local power. And they
were afraid that if you studied the river and you designated the
river, you would control the river.

So, our designation legislation required a Committee—this was
when Reagan was president his first term—and we had representa-
tives from every town on the Committee. The Department of Inte-
rior used to look at me and say, “We don’t do it this way. We don’t
do it this way.” I said, “You don’t understand. We have to do it this
way, because that’s the way we govern in New England.”

Anyway, out of it we came up with a designation bill, then, that
has set the model for New England, so now we have more rivers
designated, but it is completely different than the old designation
law because it retains the power to control development and prop-
erty rights and all those issues along the river. And those towns
committed themselves to a river preservation plan that the Depart-
ment of Interior said would meet the wild and scenic river criteria,
but it protected the local communities from that fear that the Fed-
eral Government would do to them that which they did not want
done to them.
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But it also gave the Federal Government support and gave the
towns the support and the technical assistance and, in fact, the
money to study the river in its initial phase that we needed in
order to get a healthy river management plan and economic devel-
opment plan in place. So, we have a unique local-Federal partner-
ship under the wild and scenic rivers program through working
with a part of the country that is absolutely committed to local con-
trol. So they see this as no new resources, no new authority, no
new mandates, but an opportunity to have somebody help them
break through the bureaucracy and the inter-agency barriers to de-
veloping and preserving our river.

So, it’s that part of it that I support. We're excited about it. We
think we’re the best application, and, as I say to the administra-
tion, you don’t ever want to have a rivers program that’s only west-
ern or only southern. And for a long time wild and scenics didn’t
have any designations in New England, so I hope, at least, the des-
ignations under this program will represent benefits across the Na-
tion.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Johnson follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. NANCY L. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you as a committed supporter of the American Herit-
age Rivers Initiative.

Ever since President Clinton announced his intention to create this program, I
have been among its leading supporters because this innovative approach is just
what my local communities need to restore and revitalize their rivers and water-
fronts. I recognized the promise this initiative holds for the historic, cultural, eco-
nomic and environmental value of rivers such as the Connecticut River in my home
state, simply by enabling local communities to gain better access to scattered Fed-
eral resources to achieve community defined goals.

The American Heritage Rivers Initiative is about making the Federal Government
a better partner with local communities in river conservation and revitalization ef-
forts. The program will assist river communities to gain timely and coordinated ac-
cess to existing programs and resources. The objective here is to provide better de-
livery of Federal services in such a way that is not only approved by local residents,
but is designed by local residents. It is entirely a “bottom up” program. For my fel-
low Republicans, this should represent a welcomed departure from more traditional
conservation programs in that it moves away from the usual Federal command and
control approach toward empowering local communities and supporting local initia-
tives.

Many of the supporters of H.R. 1842 cite their fear of an impending Federal land
grab and the loss of private property rights as justification for blocking this pro-
gram. But that will not happen under this initiative. This is an entirely voluntary
program. Even the published notice in the Federal Register stated that “The initia-
tive will create no new regulatory requirements for individuals, or state or local gov-
ernments.” The President reiterated this just 2 weeks ago in a September 11 press
conference in which he said, “Every step of the way, the initiative will be driven
by the needs and desires of the communities that choose to participate. There will
be no Federal mandates, no regulations, no restrictions on property holder’s rights.”

I believe the opposition to this program is based on a misunderstanding of its
structure and differing regional needs. This program rests on the principle of local
control and seeks to break through the bureaucratic barriers that currently block
local access to existing Federal resources. Those barriers are real and paralyzing to
small towns without sophisticated personnel and are particularly daunting to groups
of small towns that want to coordinate development projects. Because we are an old
and densely populated part of the nation, our river towns value this support to
make cooperation easier and reduce bureaucratic and interagency barriers to need
resources. The goal of this program is to improve the efficiency of government pro-
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grams and promote economic growth in river towns. Those I represent welcome this
new opportunity.

This initiative is as much about the future as it is about our past. I point to the
Connecticut River and the new Riverfront in Hartford, Connecticut. On both banks
of the river, parks, recreational facilities, amphitheaters and a riverfront plaza have
been completed or are under development. This is providing a tremendous economic
boon for the city. The area now attracts major sporting events like professional
water ski competitions and championship bass fishing tournaments. When Bud
Light sponsored a triathalon in 1992, it brought in more than 1100 athletes from
more than 30 states with an estimated local economic benefit of $4 million. The
American Fisheries Society will bring its national convention to Hartford in 1998
with an expected economic benefit of $2 million.

The Riverfront was recognized by the prestigious American Rivers organization as
being one of America’s most improved urban rivers due to its phenomenal economic
revitalization. And yet when you talk with those who were responsible for this
change they can tell you how much red tape they had to deal with to move ahead
with restoration or revitalization efforts. As successful as the Riverfront has been,
it too had to contend with lengthy bureaucratic delays even though it was in con-
stant consultation with the relevant agencies. It took the 18 months to receive ap-
proval from the Army Corps of Engineers to build a simple walk bridge. The River-
front on the Connecticut River and other waterways like it would enjoy even greater
success with the assistance that comes from receiving the designation of being an
American Heritage River.

For the sake of the local communities that surround our great rivers, I urge the
members of this Committee to support this voluntary approach to the preservation
of river areas of historic and environmental value, to the expansion of cultural rich-
ness and to the economic revitalization of our great river basins as they run through
old cities and pre-revolutionary towns alike.

I thank the members of the Committee and hope that my testimony will cause
you to reevaluate this sensible conservation program.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Nancy Johnson. I appreciate your
comments.
The Chair now recognizes Mr. Herger.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WALLY HERGER, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. HERGER. Thank you, Madam Chair, and members of the
Committee, for this opportunity to express my strong support for
your legislation and to share my strong concerns regarding the
American Heritage Rivers Initiative.

And let me state at this time, on behalf of an overwhelming
number of constituents who have contacted me over the last sev-
eral months, our northern California district stands very strongly
in opposition to any rivers being declared so under this Act within
our northern California district.

This initiative sets a terrible precedent for overriding local in-
volvement in land use, planning, and zoning issues, and totally dis-
regards authority of established community governments. It also
poses a serious threat to the rights of private property owners
across the Nation. Seventy percent of the total land base in the
United States is owned by private individuals. By implementing a
program that requires increased Federal intervention in private
property use and enjoyment, this initiative sets up a situation ripe
with the potential for abuse.

Traditionally, the Federal Government has allowed private prop-
erty owners free use and maintenance of their land, so long as it
does not interfere with the use and enjoyment of surrounding prop-
erty owners. This initiative, however, bypasses established proce-
dures and interjects the Federal Government into the planning and
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zoning processes historically undertaken at local levels as a func-
tion of properly elected local government.

Planning and zoning activities have developed along a finely bal-
anced set of practices and principles that ensures each individual
in the community first, has the right to be heard and, second, that
he or she has the right to reasonably use his or her property. By
allowing this Federal intervention, the Clinton Administration
interjects the Federal Government in the local decision process and
forces private land owners to subjugate their own land use interest
to that of the Federal Government.

How is this accomplished? To begin with, the Executive Order
fails to define how much land and how many jurisdictions will
make up the land base of the nominated rivers. Furthermore, the
person in charge of administering the designated river, called a
river navigator, would be appointed solely by the President. By dis-
regarding existing political boundaries and by appointing another
Federal agent, whose job is held only at the behest of the Presi-
dent, residents of the river community are left with no political re-
course to address damages suffered as a result of the river designa-
tion.

Through tradition and well-established legal practices, the Su-
preme Court has granted States and communities the authority to
institute local planning and zoning commissions. Under this valid
authority, these commissions follow a well-defined process to de-
velop a master plan for their communities. This master plan is
shared with the public. Proper notice is given. Comments are sub-
mitted and hearings are held. Then the master plan is voted on
and officially adopted.

Unless this process is followed, and members of the public are
given the opportunity to participate, comment, and vote, the courts
have held time and time again that any regulatory zoning ordi-
nance pursuant to the master plan is considered invalid.

The American Heritage Rivers Initiative, on the other hand, com-
pletely disregards this process and unilaterally throws out more
than 100 years of land use, planning, and zoning laws. In addition,
once an area is designated, there is no mechanism in place to allow
the community to undesignate itself. Without this power in place,
the President’s designation of a river as an American Heritage
River becomes permanent.

In effect, this initiative therefore imposes an Escalante monu-
ment on the different rivers every year. And with 70 percent of this
Nation owned by private individuals, it will do so in many areas
where no Federal interests currently exists. According to adminis-
tration officials, however, we have nothing to fear, quote: “This is
a voluntary program,” close quote. They say that only serves to,
quote, “facilitate cooperation between communities and the Federal
Government,” close quote.

We are all in favor of the benefits of facilitated cooperation; how-
ever, there is a cost involved that I do not believe the American
public is willing to pay. I do not understand how adding another
agency to the Federal bureaucracy makes anything easier for local
communities. Why, in an age where we talk about re-inventing gov-
ernment do we turn around and create more of the same? What
communities really need are for current Federal agencies to live up
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to their existing duties and are more accountable to their steward-
ship.

Madam Chair, and members, over the last couple of months I
have continually heard from the citizens of my rural northern Cali-
fornia district regarding this issue. American Heritage Rivers had
become one of the hottest topics in my area. I am here to relay my
constituents’ overwhelming sentiment opposing this initiative, and
urge this Committee and this Congress on their behalf to make
sure that not a penny is spent on its implementation.

Again, I thank you for this opportunity to testify at your hearing.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Herger follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Members of the committee for this opportunity to
share my concerns regarding the American Heritage Rivers Initiative.

This initiative sets a terrible precedent for overriding local involvement in land
use, planning, and zoning issues, and totally disregards authority of established
community governments. It also poses a serious threat to the rights of private prop-
erty owners across the nation. Seventy percent of the total land base in the United
States is owned by private individuals. By implementing a program that requires
increased Federal intervention in private property use and enjoyment, this initiative
sets up a situation ripe with the potential for abuse. Traditionally, the Federal Gov-
ernment has allowed private property owners free use and maintenance of their
land so long as their activities do not interfere with the use and enjoyment of sur-
rounding property owners.

This initiative, however, bypasses established procedures and interjects the Fed-
eral Government into the planning and zoning processes historically undertaken at
local levels as a function of properly elected local government. Planning and zoning
activities have developed along a finely balanced set of practices and principles that
ensure each individual in the community first, has the right to be heard, and sec-
ond, that he or she has the right to reasonably use his or her property. By allowing
Federal intervention, the administration interjects the Federal Government in the
local decision process and forces private landowners to subjugate their own land use
interests to that of the Federal Government. How is this accomplished?

To begin with, the executive order fails to define how much land and how many
jurisdictions will make up the land base of the nominated rivers. Furthermore, the
person in charge of administering the designated river, called a river navigator, will
be appointed solely by the President. By disregarding existing political boundaries,
and by appointing another Federal agent whose job is held only at the behest of the
President, residents of the river community are left with no political recourse to ad-
dress damages suffered as a result of the river designation.

Through tradition and well-established legal principles, the supreme court has
granted states and communities the authority to institute local planning and zoning
commissions. Under this valid authority these commissions follow a well-defined
process to develop a master development plan for their communities. This master
plan is shared with the public—proper notice is given, comments are submitted and
hearings are held,—then the master plan is voted on and officially adopted. Unless
this process is followed, and members of the public are given the opportunity to par-
ticipate, comment and vote, the courts have held time and time again that any regu-
latory zoning ordinance instituted pursuant to the master plan is considered invalid.

The American Heritage Rivers Initiative, on the other hand, completely disregards
this process and unilaterally throws out more than 100 years of land use, planning
and zoning laws. In addition, once an area is designated, there is no mechanism in
place to allow the community to undesignate itself. Without this power in place, the
President’s designation of a river as an American Heritage River becomes perma-
nent. In effect, this initiative therefore imposes an Escalante Monument on ten dif-
ferent rivers every year, and with 70 percent of this nation owned by private indi-
viduals it will do so in many areas where no Federal interest exists.

According to administration officials, however, we have nothing to fear. “This is
a voluntary Program,” they say, that only serves to “facilitate cooperation between
communities and the Federal Government.” We are all in favor of the benefits of
facilitated cooperation, however, there is a cost involved that I do not believe the
American public is willing to pay. I do not understand how adding another agency
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to the Federal bureaucracy makes anything easier for local communities. Why, in
an age where we talk about reinventing government, do we turn around and create
more of the same?

What communities really need are Federal agencies that live up to their existing
duties and are more accountable for their stewardships.

Mr. Chairman, and Members, over the last couple months I have continually
heard from the people of my rural Northern California district regarding this issue.
American Heritage Rivers has become one of the hottest issues in my district. I am
here to relay my constituents’ overwhelming sentiment opposing this initiative and
urge this Committee and this Congress, on their behalf, to make sure that not a
penny is spent on its implementation.

Again thank you for this opportunity to testify at this hearing.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger. I appreciate your tes-
timony.
The Chair now recognizes the Honorable Cliff Stearns.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CLIFF STEARNS, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. STEARNS. Good morning, Madam Chairwoman, and let me
just say I'm delighted to be here and have the opportunity to
speak. As you know, and perhaps members of the staff know, that
I am a co-sponsor of your bill to terminate the American Heritage
Rivers Initiative.

My colleague from Connecticut mentioned the good that this
bill—that the intention of the American Heritage Rivers has with
it. Let me point out that all of us—all of us—want to care about
our national rivers and waterways, but the administration’s plan
does it without the participation of Members of Congress and the
State legislatures.

I pose this question for the Members of Congress: Would you like
to have this country run by notices in the Federal Register?
Wouldn’t you like to have an opportunity for debate on the House
floor and the Senate, and then we advise the President? Well, what
the President did is notify the people that he was going to establish
this program in the Federal Register. And as you’ll recall, this pro-
posal was only allowed a 3-week pubic comment instead of the re-
quired 3 months. But there was a lot of objection; a lot of people
didn’t understand, so it was extended from June 9, 1997 until Au-
gust 20, 1997.

Clearly, many people in my State, in my congressional district in
Florida, were very concerned. There was some talk about desig-
nating the St. John’s River, which is in the State of Florida, and
it is a beautiful river. But the question became, What about private
property owners, people who are close and contiguous to the river?
Who would decide if their property was going to be impacted? How
would they have a say-so?

And, you know, when you looked at the recent Federal Register
notice, there was one page offered of vague and nebulous language
about water rights, land use, planning, and water quality stand-
ards. But it did not address the fundamental issue of how a private
land owner can be excluded from a designation. You own the prop-
erty, you don’t want to be a part of it, you don’t want to abide by
this, quote, “river navigator.”

So the real question is, Are private property owners going to be
impacted? And why won’t the administration bring it through Con-
gress and let us have a bill and debate it, instead of notifying all
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the people of this fine land that their going to do X-Y-Z in the Fed-
eral Register?

Now as you know, the Senate had a vote yesterday—last week—
concerning this, by Senator Tim Hutchinson, and he simply said,
“Let’s require that all private land owners that abut the affected
rivers be notified of this proposed designation.” There was great de-
bate on this; it did not pass.

But I think it’s incumbent upon us, who have been elected by the
people, who represent the people, to say to ourselves, “Let’s not let
the Federal Register decide what we’re going to do in this country.
Don’t let a water management within a State decide and apply for
permanent Federal regulation and designation without the State
representative, the State senator, the Governor, the Congressman,
and the Senator having some say-so and debate it openly. If the ad-
ministration wants to push this, come to Congress, ask for funding.
Don'’t strip out funding from 13 different Federal agencies and use
that money under clandestine operations to push the American
Heritage Rivers program.”

Because they continually say, “Well, it’s not going to cost any
money. It’s all voluntary.” But they’re taking money from all these
different appropriations, and that’s how theyre doing it. So let’s
ask the administration to come back to Congress and propose their
bill, and let’s talk about it. The administration’s claim continually
to say that this is voluntary, and this is something that can be de-
bated on a local level sort of sidesteps the issue that Congress
should be involved, and the Governors, as well as the State sen-
ators and State representatives.

So, obviously, Madam Chairman, I support H.R. 1842, and I
think this is an attempt by the administration to sidestep Con-
gress, just like they tried to do with Fast Track and some of these
other agreements where there’s not the participation. And, so, I
hope your bill passes. I hope many of the people on my side will
realize that they have a fiduciary responsibility to speak out and
try and let Congress take an act and implement this before the ad-
ministration does it without our vote. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Stearns. It was good to hear
your testimony.

And the Chair now recognizes The Honorable Robert Scott. Mr.
Scott.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ROBERT SCOTT, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA

Mr. ScoTT. Thank you Madam Chairman, members of the Com-
mittee. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to
speak about the importance of preserving the American Heritage
Rivers Initiative set forth by the President in an Executive Order
issued earlier this month.

The preservation of the American Heritage Rivers Initiative is
important, because just the designation of a river as an American
Heritage River alone will serve as a catalyst to increase tourism,
economic development, environmental protection, and preserve our
heritage with virtually no additional resources, other than what’s
already been appropriated.
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This initiative builds on existing community efforts, both public
and private, and provides coordination with Federal agencies to
further enhance efforts for economic revitalization, environmental
protection, and historic and cultural preservation.

I'm sure that there are several excellent candidates for designa-
tion as American Heritage rivers, and one is the James River in
Virginia. And in response to the gentleman from California’s in-
quiry, that’s in my district and one that we’re very excited about.
The communities surrounding the James River, including many of
those in my district, are excited about this opportunity and are ag-
gressively seeking designation as one of the first rivers in the Na-
tion to be designated an American Heritage river, and fittingly so.

The James River is America’s first river. The first forts and
farms and churches and villages, even the first hospital in the
English-speaking colonies, were all built along its shores. From the
first settlers at Jamestown, to the battlefields of the Revolutionary
and Civil Wars, to the dry docks of the Newport News shipyard
and other shipyards along the James River, the James has played
an important role in the development of this country.

The James River watershed, covering approximately 25 percent
of the State, has provided significant opportunities for river-related
industries along its 340-mile course for centuries for its sur-
rounding communities, including tourism, national defense, ship-
building, commercial fishing, agriculture, and more recently, Vir-
ginia’s growing industry, the wine industry. It is home for the
world’s largest natural harbor in Hampton Roads, a harbor which
easily accommodates America’s biggest ships, the 90,000-ton air-
craft carriers.

Communities surrounding the James have made a tremendous
headway in restoring its grandeur. They have spent hundreds of
millions of dollars on projects to improve the water quality in an
effort to preserve the James and to promote a healthier Chesa-
peake Bay. Efforts include the Virginia History Initiative, a public-
private partnership to develop the historical resources and tourism
in Virginia, and the James River Days, held since 1995 for white-
water races and clean-up days and historical re-enactments. So
communities of Virginia are committed to preserving the James.

While there are numerous initiatives on the State and local level
to enhance the James, at present there is no collective plan of ac-
tion with regard to river-related activities. The American Heritage
River designation will serve as a catalyst to transform the current
piecemeal approach of individual local programs into a program
with a broader agenda, whose purpose is to assist in the historic
preservation, the environmental protection, and economic revital-
ization along the entire James.

The 30 localities along the length of the river, along with their
respective planning district commissions, are actively involved in
the planning and consideration of efforts to gain designation for the
James as an American Heritage river. The effort is currently being
led by the James River Heritage Partnership, a coalition of govern-
mental, civic, and business leaders from 20 counties, nine cities,
two towns, and two Indian tribes.

I would, therefore, urge your skepticism of any efforts which
would stand in the way of the effort to combine Federal, State, and
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local resources in the pursuit of a comprehensive approach in re-
storing America’s rivers for current and future generations. Far
from being a Federal take-over, this Executive Order sets forth co-
ordination of existing Federal resources with those communities
who voluntarily wish to apply to participate in the program.

For those States or communities which have concerns about the
program because of perceived interference from the Federal Gov-
ernment, I would offer this simple advice: Don’t apply. I implore
you not to prevent other communities from taking advantage of
what others would want to pass up.

America’s first river, the James River, wants to and deserves to
be designated as the first American Heritage river. Thank you very
much.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Scott.

And the Chair now recognizes Doc Hastings, from Washington.
Mr. Hastings.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DOC HASTINGS, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASH-
INGTON

Mr. HASTINGS. Thank you, Madam Chairman, for allowing me to
testify before your Committee this morning in support of H.R. 1842
and to tell you of my opposition to the American Heritage Rivers
Initiative. I would like to express my strong support for the meas-
ure before you which would stop, I believe, all further development
and implementation of the President’s American Heritage Rivers
Initiative.

Let me emphasize this point, that this is simply not a new regu-
lation; rather, it is an entirely new program that should be author-
ized, or at the very least debated, by this Congress. This is not only
a new way of delivering Federal services, but it also provides for
a new Federal service. Let me emphasize that point: It’s not a new
way to deliver Federal services, but it is, indeed, in my mind, a
new Federal service. And if this program is truly a better way to
deliver Federal services, why don’t we just authorize this new de-
livery system government-wide?

How will this program help or hurt local residents and private
property owners? How will this new program affect the funding of
different agencies that are involved? These are questions that are
normally answered during the thorough debate that Congress en-
gages in when new programs are laid before us. However, this ad-
ministration is attempting to circumvent the constitutional role of
Congress—oversight and approval of new programs—and in my
mind, to prevent an open and fair discussion regarding the Amer-
ican Heritage Rivers Initiative.

In addition, this administration does not have a stellar record
when it comes to protecting private property rights and ensuring
local decisionmaking authority in important regional actions. For
example, in central Washington, which is part of my legislative or
congressional district, we have seen this administration attempt to
control regional land use on a massive scale through the Columbia
Basin Ecosystem management project. That proposal would,
through new regulations, control over 70 million acres in the
Northwest.
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Last year, the administration attempted to regulate eastern
Washington by designating the entire region a sole-source aquifer.
Well, since the sole-source aquifer designation hasn’t taken hold
and the ecosystem management project appears to have slowed
down—and I might say mainly through the actions of the Congress
in the funding area—this administration has found a new way to
impose their bureaucratic regulations in the West—the American
Heritage Rivers Initiative.

All new proposals of this scope should be debated by Congress,
period. Without a fair and open debate, how can we know what the
true intent is of the program? The simple answer is, is that we
can’t, and that is precisely the reason why I urge this Committee
to favorably approve H.R. 1842. We must stop this new initiative
before the administration finally succeeds in thwarting the will of
Congress and the U.S. citizens, and usurping control of our land by
passing countless new regulations.

And Madam Chairman, I would like to submit for the record two
articles, an editorial from the Tri-City Herald in my district, and
a newspaper article from the Seattle Times talking about the prob-
%ems that the tri-city area is having with the land transfer prob-
em.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HASTINGS. And I bring it to your attention for this reason.
In the last Congress we passed legislation to allow along the Co-
lumbia River, which is one of the great rivers in the country, trans-
fer of Federal property—specific Corps of Engineers property—to
the local entities, and there are five local entities that are involved
in this.

This article of August 17 and the editorial of August 17, point
out the difficulties that these local communities are having in get-
ting the Corps of Engineers simply to sit down and transfer the
land. Now I bring this to your attention because, undoubtedly,
somebody is going to come up here in favor of this initiative and
say, “This is precisely what the American Heritage Rivers Initia-
tive is supposed to resolve.”

Well, I would conclude this: Why is it that we have to have an-
other government nanny, if you will, to oversee what government
is supposed to do for people in the first place? So, if somebody were
to come up here and say that this is precisely what this new initia-
tive is all about, to take care of all of the problems in the tri-city
area on the Columbia River, I hope one of you will ask the question
of why we have to have this government nanny to oversee what
government is supposed to do for people in that area.

So with that, Madam Chairman, I want to thank you for this
hearing, and thank you for the opportunity to allow me to testify
this morning.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hastings follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. Doc HASTINGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. Chairman: Thank you for allowing me to testify before your Committee this
morning in support of H.R. 1842. I know you have several more witnesses and I'll
keep this as short as possible.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, H.R. 1842 would stop all further development and
implementation of the President’s new program, the “American Heritage Rivers Ini-



23

tiative.” And let me emphasize that point. This is a new way of delivering Federal
services but it also provides a new Federal service. And if this program is a better
way to deliver Federal services, why don’t we authorize this new delivery system
government wide?

How will this new program help or hinder the local residents and private property
owlnegﬁ? How will this new program affect the funding of the different agencies in-
volved?

These are questions that are normally answered during the thorough debate that
Congress engages in when new programs are laid before us. However, the Adminis-
tration is attempting to circumvent the Constitutional role of Congress—oversight
and approval of new Federal programs—and prevent an open and fair discussion re-
garding the American Heritage Rivers Initiative.

Furthermore, the Administration does not have a stellar record when it comes to
protecting private property rights and ensuring local decision-making authority in
important regional actions. In Central Washington alone, we have seen this Admin-
istration attempt to control regional land use on a massive scale through the Inte-
rior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. This proposal would, through
regulation, control over 70 million acres in the Northwest. Last year, the Adminis-
tration attempted to regulate Eastern Washington by designating the entire region
a “sole source aquifer.”

Since the Sole-Source Aquifer didn’t work, and the Ecosystem Management
Project appears doomed, the Administration has found a new way to impose their
bureaucratic regulations in the West—the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. All
new proposals of this scope should be debated by Congress, period. Without a fair
and open debate, how can we know the true intent of the program? The simple an-
swer 1s, we can’t. And that is precisely the reason I would urge you to approve H.R.
1842. We must stop this new initiative before the Administration finally succeeds
in thwarting the will of the citizens and usurping control of our land by passing
countless new regulations.

Thank you Mr. Chairman, for having this hearing and allowing me to testify.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hastings, and without objec-
tions,d we will accept into the record the documents that you sug-
gested.

I would love to hear from Mr. Reyes, but it looks like we're just
going to be able to run and make the vote. We have three votes
coming up, and Mr. Reyes, I think it will take about a half-hour;
there are three procedural votes. We will recess temporarily, and
tﬁen be back in 30 minutes; we look forward to hearing from you
then.

[Recess.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Committee will come to order. The Chair
now recognizes The Honorable Jo Ann Emerson, from the State of
Missouri. Ms. Emerson.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JO ANN EMERSON, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Mrs. EMERSON. Madam Chairman, and members of the Com-
mittee, I want to first thank you for holding this hearing on an im-
portant subject that is of great interest to many, many of my con-
stituents in southern Missouri, and for allowing me to testify.

As you certainly know, there is great concern among the public
about exactly what this initiative entails and many yet unanswered
questions about exactly what is being proposed.

I'll get right to the point, because I know you have other wit-
nesses that you would like to hear. In my opinion, the Executive
Order signed by the President on September 11 of this year, while
well-intentioned, I'm sure, has the potential to seriously erode one
of our most fundamental rights—the right of property ownership.

While the broad goals as outlined by the President and the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality to “help communities protect their
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river resources in a way that integrates natural resource protec-
tion, economic development, and the preservation of historic and
cultural values” are laudable and things we all support, there are
still many questions to be raised about exactly what is being pro-
posed.

The problem, as I see it, is that we have an Executive Order
that, originating from the executive branch, has not gone through
the committee process and has lacked any congressional review.
Had it not been for the strong interest of this Committee and other
Members, including myself, to request that the ridiculously abbre-
viated comment period be extended, I have no doubt that this pro-
posal would have moved forward quietly within the walls of the
White House with few, if any, Members of Congress aware of it. So
I applaud you for being out in front and really paying very close
intention.

Second, this proposal is far-reaching and broad in its mandate.
It’s my understanding, from what I have read, that funding for this
initiative would come from nine Cabinet departments, and, in addi-
tion to that, there is proposed funding from a number of agencies,
including the EPA, the NEA, the NEH, and the Advisory Council
of Historic Preservation. I think that in these times of making our
government smaller and more efficient, I can hardly see how a pro-
posal that includes nine Cabinets and numerous other agencies is
in step with our efforts to streamline government.

In addition, it is my contention that, from the outset, this pro-
posal has been controlled by environmental groups that have tried
on many occasions to stop economic development, navigation, flood
control, and any other activities on our Nation’s inland water sys-
tem that may be contrary to their agenda.

I know that most of the meetings held by the CEQ were domi-
nated by the input of what I call preservationist-type environ-
mental groups, and while I was not invited to participate in one of
these meetings, a very close friend of mine, but who is an extreme
environmental activist, I might say, did attend and warned that
this could, in fact, be a black hole.

I know that none of my constituents were invited to attend, as
well, and while I applaud being able to have public hearings—peo-
ple notified through the Federal Register via Heritage Rivers web
site—most of the people in my district don’t have computers, and
I dare say that they wouldn’t know to look in the Federal Register,
as I'm sure few people in the country would know to do.

Madam Chairperson, the entire eastern boundary of my congres-
sional district borders the Mississippi River, and the Missouri
River runs through the middle of the Show-Me State just to our
north. Both of these rivers have proved vital for our State, our re-
gion, and our country’s commerce and productivity. Citizens of Mis-
souri have fought many, many battles over the years, most recently
the Midwest floods of 1993 and 1995.

We have battled many, many proposals to let our network of lev-
ees and flood control structures give way to ill-conceived ideas of
allowing our rivers to run their natural course along their original
flood plains. So, quite naturally, you can understand why we’re a
little leery, to say the least, of proposals that claim to, quote, “en-



25

hance,” end-quote, our rivers. Enhancing can take on a variety of
meanings, depending on who is leading the enhancement.

I've heard from literally hundreds of constituents throughout
southern Missouri who are adamantly opposed to the creation of
this new bureaucracy. I'm also very pleased, Madam Chairman,
that you have introduced legislation to prohibit any Federal fund-
ing to be used to implement the American Heritage Rivers Initia-
tive, and the hundreds of constituents who have contacted me have
asked me to support your legislation, which I have proudly done.

It’s also my understanding that Senator Hutchinson offered an
amendment to the Interior Appropriations during floor consider-
ation in the Senate that called for land owner consultation and
input, a clear definition of a river community, and to make the ini-
tiative subject to the existing provisions of the Clean Water and
Safe Drinking Water Acts. Unfortunately, it failed by a few votes,
and I must say that I thought that the Senator’s amendment was
certainly very responsible, and I'm very sad that it did, in fact, fail.

In closing, I’'d like to state for the record that most citizens in
my congressional district are not necessarily opposed to most of the
concepts in this initiative. Everyone wants to revitalize commu-
nities, bring in economic development, and make our cities and
towns more productive places in which to live and work. But, as
you may know, Missouri is the Show-Me State, and we feel like we
have yet to know and to be shown exactly how this plan is sup-
posed to work. Until my constituents have a clear understanding
of how this may or may not directly impact them, they’re going to
remain naturally skeptical and largely opposed to this initiative.

So I thank you again, Madam Chairman, for allowing me to tes-
tify on this important issue, and I stand ready to help in any way
and would be glad to answer any questions you might have.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Emerson follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JO ANN EMERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF MISSOURI

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I want to first thank you for holding this hearing on an important subject that
is of great interest to many, many of my constituents in Southern Missouri and for
allowing me to testify. As you certainly know, there is great concern among the pub-
lic about exactly what this initiative entails and many yet unanswered questions
about exactly what is being proposed.

T'll get right to the point because I know you have other witnesses that you would
like to hear. In my opinion, the Executive Order signed by the President on Sep-
tember 11th of this year, while well-intentioned—I'm sure—has the potential to se-
riously erode one of our most fundamental rights—the right of property ownership.
While the broad goals as outlined by the President and the Council on Environ-
mental Quality to “help communities protect their river resources in a way that in-
tegrates natural resource protection, economic development and the preservation of
historic and cultural values” are laudable and things we all support, there are still
many questions to be raised about exactly what is being proposed.

The problem, as I see it, is that we have an Executive Order that, originating
from the Executive branch, has not gone through the committee process and has
lacked any congressional review. Had it not been for the strong interest of this Com-
mittee and other Members, myself included, to request that the ridiculously abbre-
viated comment period be extended, I have no doubt that this proposal would have
moved forward quietly within the walls of the White House with very few, if any,
Members of Congress aware of it.

Second, this proposal is far-reaching and broad in its mandate. It is my under-
standing that funding for this initiative would come from 8 Cabinet departments in-
cluding the Departments of Defense, Justice, Transportation, Agriculture, Com-
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merce, Housing and Urban Development, Interior and Energy. In addition, there is
proposed funding from a number of agencies as well: EPA, NEA, NEH and the Advi-
sory Council of Historic Preservation. In these times of making our government
smaller and more efficient, I can hardly see how a proposal that includes 8 cabinets
and numerous other agencies is in step with our efforts to streamline government.

In addition, it is my contention that from the outset, this proposal has been con-
trolled by environmental groups that have tried on many occasions to stop economic
development, navigation, flood control, and any other activities on our nation’s in-
land waterway system that may be contrary to their agenda. I know that most of
the meetings held by the CEQ were dominated by the input of what I call preserva-
tionist-type environmental groups.

Mr. Chairman, the entire eastern boundary of my congressional district borders
the Mississippi River, and the Missouri River runs through the middle of the Show-
Me state just to our north. Both of these rivers have proved vital for our state, our
region, and our country’s commerce and productivity. The citizens of Missouri have
fought many battles over the past few years due to the Midwest floods of 1993 and
1995. We have battled proposals to let our network of levees and flood control struc-
tures give way to ill-conceived ideas of allowing our rivers to run their natural
course along their original flood plains. So quite naturally, we are a little leery, to
say the least, of proposals that claim to “enhance” our rivers. Enhancing can take
on a variety of meanings depending on who is leading the enhancement.

I have heard from literally hundreds of constituents throughout Southern Mis-
souri who are adamantly opposed to the creation of this new bureaucracy. Mr.
Chairman, our colleague and a valued member of your Committee, Mrs. Chenoweth,
has introduced legislation, H.R. 1842, to prohibit any Federal funding to be used
to implement the American Heritage Rivers Initiative. Congress should act upon
this bill soon and without delay. It is my understanding that Senator Hutchinson
offered an amendment to the Interior Appropriations bill during floor consideration
that called for landowner consultation and input, a clear definition of a river com-
munity, and to make the initiative subject to the existing provisions of the Clean
Water and Safe Drinking Water Acts. Unfortunately, it failed by just a few votes.

In closing, I would like to state for the record that most citizens in my congres-
sional district are not necessarily opposed to most of the concepts in this initiative.
Everybody wants to revitalize communities, bring in economic development, and
make our cities and towns more productive places to live and work. But as you may
know, Missouri is the Show-Me state and we feel like we have yet to be shown ex-
actly how this plan is supposed to work. Until my constituents have a clear under-
standing of how this may or may not directly impact them, they will remain natu-
rally skeptical and largely opposed to this initiative. Thank you, again, Mr. Chair-
man, for allowing me to testify on this important issue and I stand ready to help
in any way that I can.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mrs. Emerson. I appreciate your
testimony, and we will certainly stay in touch.

Mrs. EMERSON. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

The Chair recognizes The Honorable Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you
for being here.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Thank you very much, Mrs. Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE PAUL KANJORSKI, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

Mr. KANJORSKI. Madam Chairman, I appreciate the hearings
today, and I look at this as an opportunity to really analyze what
the American Heritage Rivers Initiative is all about.

First, if I may say, to be facetious, I had suggested that maybe
we do an amendment to the President’s order and disqualify every-
one west of the Mississippi River and south of the Mason—Dixon
line, with the exception of the James River of Virginia.

I understand the fierce individuality of the West and the South,
and I think since we’re all one Union we have to take that into con-
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sideration. But the effort and the openness expressed by the ad-
ministration in putting together the American Heritage Rivers Ini-
tiative, I think, is to be responded to in a remarkable way and not
in a conflicting way.

I look at this whole approach as intelligently, for the first time,
analyzing what should be done with our waterways. And let me say
that I come to it as a resident of one of the major old rivers of
Pennsylvania, the Susquehanna River. It has suffered through both
feast and famine, if you will. It provided the mechanism for travel
that sparked the coal and the wood of the Industrial Revolution of
America. And it has been badly misused and abused to the point
now that it is, in my area of Wyoming Valley in northeastern Penn-
sylvania, the major industrial polluter of the Chesapeake Bay be-
cause of the old mine operations and the leakage therefrom of acid
mine water and the various spoilings that occurred as a result of
bad mining practices of 150 and 100 years ago.

I look at the opportunity of the Heritage Rivers to rekindle and
refocus the spirit of local communities and local people to solve a
problem that has been long there and ignored. Now, I look back at
Europe and I compare it to America, and I say, “That’s why the
challenge.”—that 1 would like to congratulate the administration
about.

We have a window of opportunity here. It’s a very short period
of time, perhaps a decade or two, and after that, the land masses
along our rivers will be exposed to private ownership to the extent
that any attempt to use some natural methods and methodologies
of cleaning the water, such as re-manufacture of wetlands, will be
lost.

All a Member of Congress has to do to understand this is travel
through Europe, and particularly the great Rhine River of Ger-
many. There is absolutely no way that the river can be reconsti-
tuted into clean water in any other way but a manual and very ex-
pensive cleaning process, simply because, through density and pop-
ulation expansion, there are no lands along the river available any
longer to natural uses for water cleanliness.

So I urge that we support what it’s doing, and I think as Mr.
Scott said, those Members of Congress, those States and those com-
munities that either fear black helicopters or fear some conspira-
torial intention of the U.S. Government, let them wait for the sec-
ond or the third round. There’s nothing wrong with that.

Those of us in the industrial Northeast and Midwest, that under-
stand that we have a limited time of opportunity to solve the prob-
lems along our rivers or forever lose their benefits, should be given
the opportunity to act now.

The major compliment, I think, toward the entire endeavor is, it
isn’t re-instilling government; it isn’t a new program. It’s rein-
venting government in its finest way. There isn’t a Member of this
Congress that can’t appreciate the fact that regardless of all of the
projects and all of the programs that we fund and put into place,
sometimes we suffer from Catch—22 results. They just don’t get
done, or they don’t get done properly.

This whole concept of a navigator is not something to be feared.
It’s something to be taken into consideration in terms of, “It’s gov-
ernment at its best.” It’s going to use the programs and the projects
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that are out there, but they’re going to be used in a more efficient
and a more effective way and a more focused way. I only wish that
we could take this example, study it for several years, and perhaps
apply the navigator approach to economic development.

You know, I sit on the Banking Committee, and I've been heavily
involved in economic development programs in this country for the
last 13 years. And the one thing I can tell you that is lacking in
all of these programs is the inability to have the money focused
and placed and targeted in those areas that most need it, and the
reason being is those areas usually lack the grantsmanship and the
talent and the focused ability to know what programs are out
there, how they can be used, and how they can be utilized for eco-
nomic development. And the same thing is very true about the nat-
ural resources of this country.

In Pennsylvania, so unlike other States in the Union, we have
2,400 municipalities in Pennsylvania. Along the Susquehanna
River, there’s got to be, in Pennsylvania alone, more than 700 mu-
nicipalities and probably 18 counties.

There’s absolutely no way in the world that they can come to-
gether and have an impact on that river unless they are coordi-
nated and focused by the intentions of the Federal Government,
the State government—and then, with all the tools possible—and
then the navigator. It is a hope for us that this will be an oppor-
tunity to re-focus people and to take us out of the political struc-
ture of the 19th Century and, indeed, lead us to the 21st Century
so that we can be competitive.

And if we can take a natural resource, such as a river, and ac-
complish that end, we will accomplish two things. We will have
saved our natural resources, the beauty of our river, and the
healthfulness of our river, but also it will be a great tool for eco-
nomic development, and it will be a great tool for reinventing gov-
ernment, even at the local level, which, quite frankly, contrary to
most of my colleagues in Congress, I sort of fear the concept of
devolution.

We devolve power to where? To the States? To local govern-
ment?—that at this point in Pennsylvania, 95 percent of our mu-
nicipal governments have a population of less than 3,500 people
and no professionalism at all at the local level. At the State level,
where they refuse to take the responsibility of the administration
of programs and projects that are presently in existence in the Fed-
eral Government, and lose the wherewithall and the support of the
moneys that are available?

All anyone has to do to understand and appreciate the benefits
of the American Heritage Rivers concept is to come to Pennsyl-
vania, and you don’t have to come to my district in Pennsylvania.
You can go to any river in any district in Pennsylvania, and you’ll
fast appreciate that this concept of reinventing government, that
this administration is instilling through this program, will provide
an efficient and effective way to use existing programs that really
accomplish an end and will have objectives that can be tested.

I urge this Committee to put aside partisanship, put aside ide-
ology, put aside philosophies that may be held because of the par-
ticular regions or areas of the countries or propensities we have
when we come. And if you in the West, if those in the South, that
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cannot see the benefit of this program, let them stand aside. Let
us show the way in the Northeast, as we did for independence and
liberty in this country, once again, that we have a window of oppor-
tunity to save our resources. Let us do it, and do not pass the pend-
ing legislation to inhibit that program.

Thank you very much.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Kanjorski. I really appre-
ciated your comments. By the way, how would you like some
wolves in Pennsylvania?

Mr. KANJORSKI. Some——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Wolves.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Wolves?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Or grizzly bears.

Mr. KANJORSKI. I think, Madam Chairman, that we have some
wolves in Pennsylvania, but they have two legs.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. By the way, I really did appreciate your com-
ments. 'm not sure how black helicopters fall into the logic of this
whole thing, but I guess that remains to be seen.

Mr. KANJORSKI. I hope the Chairman will appreciate that’s all fa-
cetious, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kanjorski follows:]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I do want to let you know that we do have an-
other vote. This is a day when it seems we're being called on a lot
of votes. We just have one up, and it’s on agreeing to the legislative
branch appropriations conference report. So, we will temporarily
adjourn the Committee, and be back in just a little bit, probably
about 15 minutes.

I appreciate your patience. We may have this pattern evolve for
the rest of the afternoon, but we will continue. Thank you very
much.

[Recess.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The meeting will come to order. I'll now intro-
duce our next panel, which consists of Ms. Katie McGinty, Chair
of the Council on Environmental Quality.

But before we continue, I would like to explain that I intend to
place all witnesses under oath, and this is a formality of the Com-
mittee that is meant to assure open and honest discussions and
should not affect the witness or the testimony given. I believe that
all of the witnesses were informed of this before appearing here
today, and they have each been provided a copy of the Committee
Rules.

Ms. McGinty, if you would stand, please.

[Witness sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Ms. McGinty, would you please proceed with
your testimony?

STATEMENT OF KATHLEEN McGINTY, CHAIR, COUNCIL ON EN-
VIRONMENTAL QUALITY, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. McGINTY. Thank you, Congressman.
Madam Chairman, and members of the Committee, thank you
for the opportunity to testify today on the important American Her-
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itage Rivers Initiative, and concomitantly, to express the adminis-
tration’s strong and unequivocal opposition to H.R. 1842, that kills
the initiative, and in our mind deprives communities of the impor-
tant support that they would otherwise be entitled to.

Madam Chairman, the American Heritage Rivers Initiative rep-
resents a historic opportunity for all of us to support our citizens’
efforts to revitalize their communities. American Heritage Rivers
focuses on the powerful link between healthy rivers and healthy
communities. As prescribed by the National Environmental Policy
Act, the initiative is built on the fact that environmental, cultural,
historical, and economic goals are inextricably linked, and that citi-
zens’ voices must be heard and must be the drivers in Federal ac-
tion.

Why, rivers? Because, Madam Chair, as Mayor Richard Reardon
said of Los Angeles River, “Rivers often represent the heart of our
city’s spirit or our community’s spirit. Rivers, with their beauty,
their history, their lore, their central economic force, provide a cen-
terpiece and organizing principle around which disparate elements
of a community can and do come together to work toward the eco-
nomic, cultural, and environmental revitalization of their place,
their home.”

Madam, I've had the privilege and opportunity to see this happen
in every part of our country. My own home town is Philadelphia,
and I will tell you 20 years ago the Delaware River, the waterfront
there, was not a place that you particularly wanted to be—crime
and drugs, trash and decay.

But as our Nation’s bicentennial approached, that river, the
Delaware, captured our imaginations. It had a story to tell, we re-
alized: Penn’s landing, George Washington’s crossing. It was part
of what made our country, our city, great indeed. Philadelphians,
then, were determined to take that waterfront back, push the push-
ers out, and restore the historic buildings. Revitalizing that water-
front then compelled action to take back Front Street and then Sec-
ond Street and Third, until now, the entire downtown area is thriv-
ing and is very much alive.

Chattanooga, Tennessee: In 1969, Chattanooga was voted Amer-
ica’s dirtiest city. Today, Chattanooga is hailed as a miracle city
and one of America’s most livable. And where did that whole ren-
aissance start? Well, it started with one high school student who
said, “The Tennessee River is a special and valuable resource. Why
don’t we celebrate it by putting a first-of-its-kind fresh water
aquarium on its banks?” They did, and now that aquarium and, in-
deed, the entire city is world-renowned.

St. Paul, Minnesota: I visited there recently with Mayor Norm
Coleman and some 20 other mayors from the upper Mississippi re-
gion. They gathered because of their tremendous enthusiasm about
this program. Mayor Coleman has taken to calling renaming St.
Paul, “St. Paul on the Mississippi,” and he will tell you in no uncer-
tain terms that re-connecting the city with this wonderful river and
this wonderful resource was recently the single most important fac-
tor in his effort to convince a major software manufacturer to lo-
cate back in the city, bringing jobs back to that city. The river, re-
stored, makes that city an attractive, exciting, unique, and ex-
tremely compelling place to be.
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Members of the Committee, this spirit is alive all over our coun-
try. We are blessed because it gives us the opportunity to grow and
thrive together. We should be celebrating this spirit. You've heard
from Members of Congress today who are spearheading efforts
around the country, and you will hear from citizens from Texas,
from Montana, from North Carolina, from Pennsylvania. We should
celebrate their spirit, as the American Heritage Rivers program
does. It would be a tragedy, indeed, if H.R. 1842 were enacted, and
this Committee were to vote to crush the work of those citizens.

Madam Chairman, I would like to offer some declarative state-
ments about this program, because it’s helpful to clarify, I think,
in simple terms what this is and what it is not. What it is, it is
100 percent voluntary. Communities don’t have to participate, and
after participating, at any time, a community can opt out. It is 100
percent locally driven. This is purely a bottoms-up process. Wheth-
er to participate and the plan for participation are completely
under the control and in the hands of local citizens.

It’s 100 percent non-regulatory. There are absolutely no new reg-
ulatory requirements or restrictions of any kind that will be im-
posed on an individual or State or local government through this
initiative. It is 100 percent in compliance with, and, indeed, it is
compelled by the National Environmental Policy Act which charges
us with stopping these false choices between the economy and the
environment and, instead, integrating all of those considerations in
every action we undertake.

And, finally, it is 100 percent directed by the President’s and
Vice President’s effort to reinvent government. This initiative is a
directive to Federal agencies to serve citizens better than they
have, to do more with less, to cut red tape and bureaucracy so citi-
zens can access resources that they have paid for in an efficient
and effective way. The Federal agencies are eager to serve citizens
in this manner, and to us in the administration it is incomprehen-
sible that we would want to tell them that they should not do so.

What this program is not: It is not an attempt by Federal agen-
cies to take on new authorities or responsibilities; rather, it is an
effort to execute current authorities, as agencies should, in a coher-
ent and coordinated way. It is not an attempt to take anyone’s pri-
vate property. Private property rights will in no way be adversely
affected in this effort. And to dispel any notion to the contrary, in
conversations with various Members of Congress, the final program
incorporates language on this matter penned by President Ronald
Reagan.

Finally, the American Heritage Rivers Initiative is not a program
of the United Nations, and no foreign governments will be involved
in this in any way.

Madam Chairman, this is a positive initiative. It is based on
principles that this Committee has espoused. It is locally driven; it
cuts bureaucracy and red tape; it brings economic and social con-
cerns into the environmental picture. Purely and simply, it is gov-
ernment at the service of citizens.

It is, indeed, incomprehensible to us in the administration why
we would want to crush this effort and with it the work of thou-
sands of citizens across this country. That’s what H.R. 1842 would
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do, and that why, respectfully, Madam Chairman, the administra-
tion does strongly oppose the legislation.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. McGinty may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Ms. McGinty.

The Chair now recognizes my colleague, Mr. Reyes. I'm glad you
could join us.

And Ms. McGinty, if you don’t mind, I would like to call on the
Congressman to give his statement now. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SILVESTRE REYES, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. REYES. Thank you, Madam Chairman. It’s been kind of an
interesting day here on the Hill. I appreciate this opportunity.

Madam Chairman, and members of the Committee, I am here
today to oppose H.R. 1842, which would terminate the American
Heritage Rivers Initiative announced by President Clinton in his
State of the Union speech earlier this year.

Madam Chairman, I'll get right to the point. Communities that
don’t want to participate should not. People who do not want to
support this initiative should not. But Members of Congress who
would prevent communities like El Paso in the 16th district, which
I represent, from participating, should not, as well.

Maybe the rivers in your district are as clean as they need to be.
Maybe everyone in your district has running water. Maybe the cit-
ies in your district have all the tourists they want, and maybe your
economy is thriving and the unemployment is low. Maybe you don’t
need anyone to coordinate efforts to make the best use of existing
Federal programs. That’s nice for those that can afford that, but it
doesn’t help my district or the Texas border region, which spans
more than 1,250 miles and is marked the entire length by the Rio
Grande River.

According to a report issued this year by the Texas Water Devel-
opment Board and the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Com-
mission, the Texas border region needs about $2.5 billion—that’s
$2.5 billion—for improvements to water and waste water systems.
More than 47,000 people in this region have no water service at all.
Four counties in this region need 80 percent of the necessary im-
provements. One of those is El Paso, the most populous county in
the Texas border region and the county which I represent.

I am a very strong supporter of the American Heritage Rivers
Initiative for the following reasons. No. 1, it is voluntary and lo-
cally driven. No. 2, it creates no new regulatory requirements, and
No. 3, it uses existing Federal resources to assist communities like
ours.

I am satisfied that the concerns of the opponents of this initiative
have been addressed, and that I am working very closely with my
colleagues in Texas to submit a proposal to designate the Rio
Grande River as one of the first 10 rivers to be designated through
this initiative. Working through the Council of Governments, we
have developed a statement of principles and a memorandum of
agreement for this proposal for the communities who choose—
again, I say who choose—to participate.
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We believe this designation will accomplish three basic things.
One, it is using existing Federal resources, which will help each
community to estimate its water resources and its needs for the
next 50 years by providing technical assistance. No. 2, it is using
existing Federal resources which will help each community in their
efforts to seek Federal support for local projects that preserve the
region’s history, culture, and recreational resources. And, finally,
No. 3, using existing Federal resources, it will help each commu-
nity create and enhance its potential for increased tourism.

Finally, I want to point out that earlier this year the Texas legis-
lature passed a major overhaul of our State’s water law. Commu-
nities and regions need help as they work together to meet the
water needs for our future. Under the law signed by Governor
Bush, the Rio Grande River was cited as a special case, and State
agencies were instructed to seek Federal assistance to help commu-
nities along the Rio Grande River. To quote Winston Churchill, I
will leave you with this one thought: “Give us the tools and we can
finish the job.”

Madam Chairman, El Paso needs the tools that the American
Heritage Rivers Initiative has to offer. I urge you and this Com-
mittee to allow us to have these tools, and, therefore, I strongly op-
pose H.R. 1842, and I appreciate this opportunity to testify before
your committee. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Reyes follows:]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Reyes. I know that your time
has been fragmented, and I very much appreciate your being here
and appreciate your testimony.

Mr. REYES. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wanted to ask you, how many miles of the
River does your district cover?

Mr. REYES. Our district?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Mr. REYES. Our district probably encompasses about—I'm going
to guess—about 80 miles; I think it’s 84, but it’s about 80 miles.
One of the—just to elaborate a little on your question—one of the
important aspects of this initiative that I think it will provide for
El Paso, and really, the El Paso—Juarez region, is it will allow us
to utilize existing resources to clean up our water and our water-
shed area along the Rio Grande River.

This is an opportunity that I think is unique, because since we
share an international boundary—a city of 700,000 on our side of
the border with a city of 2 million people—it will provide us an op-
portunity to work together to make the best possible usage of some-
thing that, historically, has been used to designate our differences.
It brings together our region and our community to utilize it to the
best of both of our abilities, both on the Mexican side and the
United States side.

I have had an opportunity to discuss it with leaders on the Mexi-
can side of the river, and they’re excited about an opportunity that
finally would give us an initiative where we could clean up the
water, would promote tourism, and finally participate in the long-
range process that impacts not just El Paso—Juarez, but also all of
tlf}e communities that the river serves until it empties into the Gulf
of Mexico.
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So, 1,250 miles ultimately would be affected by just our initiative
in the El Paso—Juarez region.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I just wondered—I was just handed by Con-
gressman Bonilla his news release stating that he was in support
of my bill, and he represents 800 miles of the river. And so, there
are certainly a lot of different opinions coming out of Texas.

Mr. REYES. Well—and you know, just to clear up that, because
I have had a number of conversations with our colleague, Congress-
man Bonilla. The Laredo area supports the initiative. They’re fac-
ing essentially the same situation the El Paso—Juarez region faces,
because they’ve got Laredo on one side of the international bound-
ary and Nuevo Laredo on the Mexican side. Theyre very excited
about this opportunity to get this designation to be able to consoli-
date efforts, not just federally on our side, but internationally with
Mexico for the benefit of that whole region.

So, there is, I guess—everybody knows this is not an issue that’s
unanimously agreed to or opposed. It depends on what the local
perspective and what the local possibilities may be. So, with all due
respect to my colleague, Congressman Bonilla, there are areas
within his district that are in support of this initiative.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

Mr. Cannon.

Mr. CANNON. Thank you. I did have just one quick question for
the Congressman. If the Rio Grande was designated, or part of it
was designated as an American Heritage river, how many congres-
sional districts would touch on to the area that would be des-
ignated that way?

Mr. REYES. In Texas, there would be five. It would be Congress-
man Ortiz, Congressman Hinojosa, Congressman Rodriguez, Con-
gressman Bonilla, and myself, in Texas.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Again, Mr. Reyes, thank you very much for
your testimony and for being here with us.

Mr. REYES. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair will now recognize the members for
questions with Mrs. McGinty, and the Chair first recognizes Mr.
Cannon.

Mr. CANNON. Thank you, Madam Chair. I appreciate that.

The last time you were here, Ms. McGinty, we talked about poli-
tics and the political implications of this kind of program. You are
aware, I believe, that my concern is that having a river navigator
who is tied to the administration—this, or whatever following ad-
ministration we have—would have the ability to pressure or punish
or reward certain areas of the country or certain congressional dis-
tricts, depending upon whether you’re looking at it as a Presi-
dential election or a congressional election.

Since we had that discussion, have you had a chance to think
about the potential implications of the use of this program? What
we’re doing here is we're creating a system, as you say, to cut red
tape. That means focusing resources out of a broad program run by
people who respond to Congress into a narrow process, which may
well have significant political clout behind it. Have you considered
the implications of that? And how would you expect to avoid having
that happen?
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Ms. McGINTY. Well, the point very definitely is to have those
agencies working at the behest of local citizens, that citizens would
be in the driver’s seat. Since our earlier hearing here, we have also
worked on the concept of the river navigator and have added in the
final program a provision which states that the local community
will put together the job description, if you will, for the river navi-
gator. That person’s role and responsibility will be, again, driven
by the local community. So we have added that.

Mr. CANNON. Pardon me, but every community is going to want
the maximum number of dollars, and, therefore, the description is
going to be exactly what an administration—this or a Republican
or any other administration—would want. And to the degree that
a President has the ability to look over the country and strategi-
cally plan how to affect districts, if he’s willing to ally the power
of his office with the particular river navigator, the navigator is
going to be doing what the city wants. That’s why it would be an
effective tool.

Ms. McGinTY. Well, I'd also, though, remind us that a commu-
nity, any community, is not going to be a part of this program at
all in order for that scenario to eventuate, unless they have elected
to become a part of this program. So that, for example, if you have
in mind that this is a political tool and places will be chosen
around the country for political favor, that 1s, I think, pretty well
precluded by the notion that it’s not top down. Communities par-
ticipate bottom up.

Mr. CANNON. But many communities will want to participate in
a program where they can cut the red tape

Ms. McGINTY. Yes.

Mr. CANNON. [continuing] and shake money out of current pro-
grams. So you're going to have—even though, I think, that if you
listen to the testimony and who’s interested, we have a very dif-
ferent problem on the Rio Grande River, as Mr. Reyes just talked
about, from what we have in most of the rest of the West. We have
a very different problem in the Northeast, where mining has been
terrifically destructive, where we have brown sites. So we have
very different problems around the country.

Nevertheless, virtually every city is going to want to be able to
shake some of that cash loose, and in the end I don’t see—I don’t
think you’re being responsive to the question. How is it that you're
going to create a context for the river navigator to operate that
dolelsn’t allow him to also reward or punish people or regions politi-
cally.

And let’s take, for example, over the next three years or so, be-
fore the next Presidential election, I suspect that you’re going to go
through two or three iterations of awarding these initiatives. That
would mean 10 in 1998, 10 in 1999, and probably 10 in the year
2000.

Ms. McGINTY. Unless this program kills us first.

Mr. CANNON. Pardon me? Well, that’s what we hope—that’s what
some of us hope, of course—with some reason, I think.

[Laughter.]

Mr. CANNON. But Mr. Reyes has just testified that five districts,
five congressional districts, would be affected in Texas alone.

Ms. McGINTY. Yes.
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Mr. CANNON. My guess is you're going to average three districts.
If you have 30 rivers or systems named as an American Heritage
Rivers under the initiative, that would be in the ball park of 90 or
100 congressional seats. That is a terrific amount of narrow par-
ticular contact. Every President, as I said before, Republican or
Democrat, has tried to boost the economy appropriately to enhance
his likelihood of getting re-elected. That is such a tempting tempta-
tion, and I think that this administration has shown that it is will-
ing to submit to those temptations in the past.

How on earth could we look at this program and say that we can
protect that from happening?

Ms. McGINTY. Well, I just can, I guess, itemize the things we've
tried to do to insulate this from politics. One, again, is that it is
bottom-up; it’s not top-down. That’s one.

Two, what the river navigator him or herself will be able to do
will be described and prescribed by the local community.

Three, we have also added the notion of a blue ribbon FACA
panel will be brought together to help in the selection of these
things. So it won’t just be the administration making this

Mr. CANNON. Will that panel have oversight or just be part of the
selection process?

Ms. McGiNTY. We will have out for comment what the role of the
FACA should be. Certainly, it will have a major role in the selec-
tion.

Mr. CANNON. OK. Could I ask unanimous consent for another
couple of minutes, please?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Mr. CANNON. So what you're saying is what you said before, but
I don’t think it responds to what I believe is the fact. Every city,
every community, every river basin community is going to want
money.

Ms. McGINTY. Sure.

Mr. CANNON. And, therefore, they are not the people to control
how the goodies are passed out by a river navigator who can easily
have highest-level access in this administration or any other ad-
ministration. Where is the safeguard that will keep the integrity of
the programs that are going to be rated for these narrow commu-
nities which will want the money? They will want the rating to
have because they get a disproportionate particular benefit.

Ms. McGINTY. Well, let me respond in this way, because I think
it relates to questions that have also been asked previously by this
Committee, and that is, that to the extent you’re envisioning a sce-
nario where programs can be channeled toward a certain commu-
nity as opposed to another one, there is nothing in this initiative
that can touch the criteria that are written in law and regulation
for every program that’s authorized and appropriated by this Com-
mittee or others in the Congress.

Mr. CANNON. Pardon me, Ms. McGinty, because my time is lim-
ited, but what you’re doing, what you have said, your stated objec-
tive is to cut red tape?

Ms. McGINTY. Yes.

Mr. CANNON. Now the red tape is the process that protects the
integrity of how we dish out money in America. What you're sug-
gesting is that we’re going to cut the red tape on the one hand, but
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it won’t be cut in such a way as to give a disproportionate benefit
that has a political ring to it, and I don’t understand. Those are
inconsistent positions. In other words, you want to do with this bill
what seems to me to open the Pandora’s box of political favor-
itism—a wharf goes here, not there; this is a Democrat or that’s
a Republican; he gets the benefit; the district doesn’t. It seems to
me that you’re creating my case for me by the way you’re answer-
ing the question.

Ms. McGinTY. Well, I mean, I would assume that there is plenty
of red tape that can be cut before we get to the essentials of a pro-
gram. Indeed, I think this Congress has stated many times that
there is at least a little bit of inefficiency out there that maybe we
could work on eliminating, and we’re trying to do that.

Mr. CANNON. And, frankly, the inefficiency is significant, but it
doesn’t go to what I think may create a much greater inefficiency
by cutting out the safeguards. And what I haven’t heard yet—and
of course we've talked about this before, but I have not yet heard—
anything, any part of the program, any context that will protect
this program from the whims or desires of a powerful President in
an election year, and that concerns me greatly. There are many
other concerns that I have; we don’t have time to go into those.

But how could I support a program that is tailormade to slit the
purse and drop money where it will have the most political impact?
I think that’s improper, and that’s why I oppose your program and
support this bill.

Ms. McGINTY. The last thing I'd just say is the oversight role of
this Committee, and every other committee on Capitol Hill, will
certainly be there and retained, in order to oversee how the various
programs are being——

Mr. CANNON. That oversight would be dramatically different if
the Congress was controlled by the same party as the administra-
tion. This Democratic administration or a Republican administra-
tion—the intensity of the desire to oversee is not there, and this
is not a little thing; this is a huge political impact.

And 1 apologize, Madam Chairman, for going overtime here.
Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Radanovich.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Thank you, Madam Chair.

And welcome, Ms. McGinty, to the panel. I am also vice chair-
man of the Western Caucus, and would like to extend an invitation
to you to visit with our Western Caucus at some time in the
future—

Ms. McGiNTY. Thank you.

Mr. RADANOVICH. [continuing] if you'd like.

Ms. McGiINTY. Yes. Thank you.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Previously to coming to Washington, I was a
Mariposa County supervisor in California, a small county of about
15,000 people. Mariposa has about 1,500 people in it. And through
my work on the planning commission and also the county board of
supervisors, we were able to bring into the county general plan a
small creek called Mariposa Creek, which drains into the San Joa-
quin River, which eventually drains into San Francisco Bay, and
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did it without Federal participation. I have to tell you that I object
strongly to this initiative.

And I wanted to bring that up along with the other examples
that you had brought up that were originated without Federal par-
ticipation. And I'm afraid that something like this initiative is a bit
like what happened in the crime bill a few years ago with midnight
basketball, that was brought up in one community in an urban
area; it was a great idea for a school district somewhere to open
up the gyms to people all night. It ended up being an idea that
somebody got a hold of, made a Federal program out of it, and we
realized that a one-size-fits-all-type approach to some of this stuff
was just foolish.

And I have to admit that I feel the same way about this initia-
tive. I would rather, if the administration is concerned about the
rivers in this country, that they would realize that you actually get
better environmental protection by encouraging private property
incentives and local control, and not through Federal programs.

And, you know, most of the people that testified in favor of the
Heritage Rivers—in fact, I've got the list of those States, the people
that testified for it, and how much Federal ownership is involved
in their States. I come from California; 44 million acres are owned
by the Federal Government, which is—California is a big State, but
that totals 48 percent of our land mass. And we had a gentleman
from Pennsylvania testifying about the fact that maybe some peo-
ple in the West are fearful of black helicopters and all these other
things, but Pennsylvania is less than 5 percent owned by the Fed-
eral Government; New York is .5 percent; Virginia is a little bit
more, somewhere between 5 and 20 percent. Connecticut—my
friend Nancy Johnson was testifying for it—less than 1 percent of
Connecticut is in Federal ownership. Texas—my good friend from
Texas comes from a State where about 5 percent or less is owned
by the Federal Government.

And my advice to any of them is that, if you want to take care
of an issue, the last person you want involved in it is the Federal
Government, and it’s almost a smack in the face to your citizens
to not understand why you can’t come up with these solutions on
your own, as evidenced by your examples that you pointed out
prior to going into the development of the Heritage Rivers.

So what I would like to see, in my view, the administration do
is encourage—for example, in California there was an air quality
issue for the San Joaquin Basin. As you know, it’s ringed by the
coast range and the Sierra Nevadas. In order to address the prob-
lem, the counties got together and formed a joint powers agreement
to deal with the problem. So this was intrastate, which may be a
little bit different than the gentleman from the Rio Grande, who
has an international border to deal with, but it was an issue where
the counties took care of their own problems through a joint powers
agreement. I would venture to guess that would be probably the
same solution for Nancy Johnson in Connecticut, and most of the
other people that are in there.

And rather than developing a new program like this, and having
a river navigator and some of these things, you’re more better off,
I think, encouraging communities to begin to realize what are the
assets in their own communities—these rivers and these things.
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I come from a State, again, that’s 48 percent federally owned.
The tiny river that I—or the tiny creek that I had a hand in help-
ing out is connected by about 3 hours’ drive to the San Francisco
Bay. People that are in and around the San Francisco Bay are not
necessarily conducive, nor are they very well-informed as to what’s
best for the riparian nature in my own area. Those rivers in be-
tween, too, also drain through the San Joaquin Valley, which is
some of the richest farm ground in the United States, which, by
current Federal policy, is going to lead to the urbanization of that
valley and the degradation of that environment, simply because we
have got a community that is not close to the resource, and which
I feel is the future of environmentalism, and that’s why its nexus
should be around local control and private property rights, because
those people that are so closely attached to the environment know
how to take care of the environment better than those that are far
away.

Conversely, those people that are farther away from the environ-
ment and live in urban areas are less subject to flighty ideas of na-
ture and environmental protection, promoted by people that are
really out of touch with good environmental protection. And so to
develop another Federal program, rather than encouraging what’s
going on in the first place, I think is counterproductive. And that’s
why I object to—actually in support of Ms. Chenoweth’s bill, but
also object strongly to—I think it’s a novel approach on the part of
the administration to deal with a serious issue. And I think if you
want to be really serious, you need to begin to deal with ways to
encourage people to do what they’re doing already.

Ms. McGINTY. Madam Chair, if I might respond? I see the light’s
on.
Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes.

Ms. McGINTY. Thank you.

There’s much in what you said, which is what we are at least en-
deavoring to do here, and I would very much welcome the oppor-
tunity to visit with you to discuss it in more detail, but let me just
hit on a couple of the points that I think you so well-articulated.

The effort here is to have local people connected with their envi-
ronment, their economic resources, identify what they consider to
be their challenging, and to plan the vision for their own future.
But the only point is that, in response to that, shouldn’t those com-
munities have access to the resources that they are paying for,
whether it is, as you suggest: Can they get information on what are
their economic assets? Are there data bases that can help them to
analyze that? What about the qualities of their river and the wa-
tershed area?

The fact is that there are technical resources, financial resources,
that are deposited in these various Federal agencies, but it is hard
for local communities, struggling with their own issues and prob-
lems, to be able to go to the myriad of agencies and demand those
resources.

Mr. RADANOVICH. If I can respond just briefly and have a little
more time, Madam Chair—I wouldn’t—let me comment on that,
and that is to say that it is not the issue of access to information;
it is the inspiring of local citizens to see that happen with their
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own local communities. You can’t develop a Federal program that
accomplishes that.

Ms. McGINTY. Agreed, but this program will not take that to a
community. Again, it’s a community inspired to come together that
comes to us and submits an application. This is locally driven. And,
in fact, since the President announced this initiative, many commu-
nities have become inspired to pull together themselves and to say,
hey, we’'re proud of our place; we can compete for this. And they
are coming bottoms-up to us; we’re not going top-down to them. It
is their initiative.

Mr. RapANOVICH. Well, all I can say is that I don’t want the peo-
ple of the Bay Area coming to my small community in Mariposa
telling me how to run a river.

Ms. McGINTY. And under this program, they will not be able to.
They will not be able to submit an application under this program.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Thank you very much.

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Farr.

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much. I'm very interested in this
issue, and I think I'm very surprised at what I'm hearing in this
hearing today, statements that people have made, including some
of my colleagues from California. I, like you, served in county gov-
ernment and went on to serve in the legislature and chaired the
local government committee, which had jurisdiction over 6,000 gov-
ernments in California, and formed the Tourism Caucus in the
California legislature. And when I've been back here, I've formed
the National Scenic Byways and All American Roads Caucus,
which is made up of Republicans and Democrats from around the
country.

And I just notice, looking down the list, that all the people that
oppose this legislation, none of them have a Scenic Byway or All
American Road in their district. So I guess you have—like Winston
Churchill said: the greatest thing to fear is fear itself—by people
who haven’t realized what benefits can be derived.

And let me understand this. This is a bottoms-up process. It
doesn’t exist without people coming and petitioning and wanting a
Heritage River, isn’t that correct?

Ms. McGINTY. Yes, it is correct.

Mr. FARR. And if you come to the government right now and try
to petition for anything, you have all different departments you
have to go to, and what you’re trying to do is consolidate in one
stop? I mean, it’s interesting that the same people who support fast
track oppose this kind of position of trying to have fast track in the
government bureaucracy, so that you can get a decision.

So what you’re trying to do is two-part. One is initiate from the
bottoms-up an application for a Heritage River, and if that applica-
tion is approved, then consolidate the decisionmaking process so
that they can get answers to questions quickly without having to
say that you’ve got to go to 13 different doors and different depart-
ments to get a response; is that correct? That’s all it really does?

Ms. McGinTy. That’s pretty much it, yes, sir.

Mr. FARR. Well, then, where is all this fear? I mean, everybody
I know is trying to get more help to try to promote our outdoors.
I mean, the last time I checked, tourism in America, I never found
a tourist that went out to look at oil wells and real estate signs.
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Mega-Trend says that the biggest economy in this country in the
outdoors is watchable wildlife, and that more people are looking at
wildlife than all the national professional sports in this country. I
mean, it’s a big, big economy.

Mr. Radanovich, who opposes this Federal idea, comes out and
lobbies for Federal water supports for his crops, lobbies for Federal
money to promote wine sales overseas, lobbies for cotton subsidies,
lobbies for help for the famous Federal Yosemite National Park in
his district, lobbies for moneys for the road to get to Yosemite, and
has I think stated very well that he was able on a county board
of supervisors to protect the riparian corridor of a creek. And,
therefore, you don’t need the Federal Government to protect
creeks

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I'd remind the gentleman from California that
the issue is American Heritage Rivers

Mr. FARR. And I'm getting to that. This is exactly—you’ve made
my point, that this is not called the American Heritage Creek; it’s
called the American Heritage River because the river runs through
it. It runs through a lot of stuff, sometimes even more than one
State. So you need a Federal role in order to protect the river.

And I guess what I'm worried about is that the legislation sug-
gests that we've got to go out and fear something that the commu-
nity has to start in the first place. I thought we were the ones that
supported local government and local control. Why are we trying
to tell our communities that they can’t come to Washington and
ask for help with trying to do something that’s a lineal in effect.

Ms. McGINTY. Yes, and I do want to just underscore that this is
completely at the initiative of communities. I have to echo what
Congressman Scott said before me, which is if a community does
not want to participate, they simply should not apply. There is
enough interest in this program that there will be plenty of com-
munities who do need the resources, as Congressman Reyes has
said, to be able to revitalize their economy and bring life back into
their communities.

Mr. FARR. Well, I am very—we are very involved in the National
Scenic Byway and All American Roads, and it’s gotten so much
popularity because of the fact that if you protect the right, the sce-
nic viewshed of these highways, and you keep them rural and you
keep them in their natural state, people can see the great America
experience, and then Congress Members from those districts lobby
like mad in ISTEA to protect it, in a caucus we've formed to do it.
Because why? It’s jobs; it’s not just pretty scenery. It’s more em-
ployment; it’s more visitation; it’s more opportunity. And I would
just hope that people who think that there’s some kind of—that
this is a siege of local control, this is a threat of local control, are
just upside-down in that attitude. You know, they’re the same peo-
ple that will come here—I see there’s a lot of city and county folks
that come here; they come here and lobby for all kinds of Federal
help, for community block grants, for highway money, for housing
money, for all kinds of stuff, and the Farm Bureau’s included. I sit
on the Agriculture Committee; I watch it all. And then they turn
around and think that this is going to be some kind of threat.

I can guarantee you, I represent the central coast of California.
We get no Federal subsidies in agriculture, and we do a better job
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of agriculture than anybody. We also have the California coast of
Big Sur and Monterey and Carmel, and these towns are towns that
would support this in a quick minute, because it’s going to be more
jobs and more opportunity and better for the local economy. I think
the President’s doing a great job, and I'm really proud of the work
you’re doing for the President.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I want to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. I do want to remind the gentleman from California, with re-
gard to the fast track comment, the President is in favor of fast
track and the President is in favor of the American Heritage Riv-
ers, and I won't yield

Mr. FARR. And there is fast track in this bill.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Excuse me. And, also, I wanted to let you
know that Congress did crate a Pennsylvania oil field heritage
area, so apparently the politicians believe that people still go look
at oil fields.

Mr. RApANOVICH. Well, if the Chair would yield, too—if you don’t
mind, the only statement that I want to make is it’s not an issue
of fear; it’s an issue of how—what is the best way to take care our
environment? And a program coming from Washington, in my view,
does not encourage what I think the future of environmentalism is,
and that is local control and private property incentive.

Mr. FARR. And that’s why we created national flood plain insur-
ance, because local control could not deal with flooding rivers.

Mr. RapaNovicH. This is with regard to rivers, and I'd let my
statement stand.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. These are the times
that try men’s souls with regards to votes on procedure about every
15 minutes, and I know your souls are being tried; the soles of my
feet are being tried. I wore the wrong shoes today.

But, anyway, I am very sorry; we are called for another vote.
This vote is on a motion to adjourn, and as far as I know, unlike
last time, it will only be one vote, and as such, we’ll probably be
back in 15 minutes, and we will then resume with questions from
Mr. Schaefer. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Committee will resume with questioning
from Mr. Bob Schaefer from Colorado.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Ms. McGinty, wel-
come to the Committee.

Ms. McGINTY. Thank you.

Mr. SCHAFFER. I wanted to just say I was encouraged actually by
the comment you made, I believe it was, to Mr. Cannon about
the—or maybe it was Mr. Radanovich; I don’t recall at the mo-
ment—about accountability with respect to the Congress——

Ms. McGINTY. Yes.

Mr. SCHAFFER. [continuing] and our involvement in the Heritage
Rivers Initiative, and so on; that our role as overseers or the over-
sight capacity this Committee has does, in fact, give us a certain
amount of leverage. And so I would like you to expound on that a
little bit more, if you would, about how you envision that taking
place at some other point in time, if maybe a year from now we
find some irregularities to which we might object, and how you
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would envision our interaction taking place in a way that would re-
sult in meaningful progress.

Ms. McGINTY. Yes. Well, just as an example, there may be a
community that, as part of their plan, for example, would like help
in accessing brown fields grants. That would be one part of their
plan. They’ve got an abandoned industrial site on a riverfront; they
would like grant money to help revitalize that. They go to the river
navigator and they say, “This is something we’re interested in.
How can you help us to pursue that objective?” And the river navi-
gator’s job would be to facilitate their work with the Environmental
Protection Agency to secure a brown fields grant.

Now this Committee or the appropriate committee on Capitol
Hill that has oversight on EPA’s budget, and the brown fields pro-
gram in particular, would retain that oversight if the Committee
felt that that particular community was not the proper recipient of
a browns field grant. And that all is intact.

Mr. SCHAFFER. We're actually moving in a little bit different di-
rection. I mean specifically with respect to the Council on Environ-
mental Quality——

Ms. McGINTY. Yes.

Mr. SCHAFFER. [continuing] and the implementation of this Act.
Because what this question and this bill is all about is just the
cash, frankly, at this point and whether the Congress has any rec-
ognizable role, at least on the administration’s viewpoint, in the
dollars associated with implementing the plan.

Let me just direct my comments that way. How much is the pro-
gram going to cost?

Ms. McGINTY. Well, there are no new or additional funds that
are involved in this program at all because the program is only
about coordinating programs that are otherwise authorized and ap-
propriated by Congress.

Mr. ScHAFFER. We're talking about 10 new, potentially 10 em-
ployees, new employees a year? I don’t know what all other addi-
tional costs that are associated with just the organization, and so
on, but there must be some sense of what the expenditures involv-
ing this initiative amount to. Can you tell us what that might be?

Ms. McGINTY. Well, the staff that have been involved in this ini-
tiative to date, and the ones that will continue to be involved, are
already Federal employees charged with programs and responsibil-
ities that bear on river revitalization. That’s what they do. They
are now doing it in a coordinated fashion. That’s the difference.

Mr. SCHAFFER. So the program is free to the American taxpayers;
is that what I'm hearing?

Ms. McGINTY. No, it is not free, because there are endless num-
bers of programs authorized and appropriated by the Congress that
exist and that will be coordinated through this initiative.

Mr. SCHAFFER. For 10 river coordinators or 10 navigators, as
they are called, which will be—they may be employed in some
other agency or department presently. When you bring these re-
sources through the coordination of the Heritage River Initiative,
do you have any estimate on what the cost of the initiative would
be, of that consolidation would be? How much money are we

Ms. McGINTY. No, I understand. We do not expect there would
be any additive cost, because the persons involved in this initiative
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are already Federal employees charged with these responsibilities.
We will be asking those employees to do more, but that’s part of
the reinventing government initiative; it’s do more with less, and
we’ve had success in asking employees to do more with less.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mrs. Johnson from Connecticut, when she spoke
earlier, mentioned that one of the projects in Hartford, Connecticut
was held up for a considerable amount of time because it took 18
months to get Federal permit.

Ms. McGINTY. Yes.

Mr. SCHAFFER. When it comes to asking Federal employees to do
more, wouldn’t one example be speeding up the time it takes to get
a permit from the Federal Government were they are currently and
without the need for a new program?

Ms. McGINTY. Absolutely, and that’s why this isn’t a new pro-
gram; it is expediting, making more efficient, the programs that
are out there and existing.

Mr. SCHAFFER. If in a year from now this Committee may have
questions about the budgeting, the funding, associated with the ini-
tiative, how would you propose that the Congress deal with the
costs associated with the initiative?

Ms. McGINTY. Well, I am certainly, and will be, responsive to the
Committee at any time. And in addition, again, each of the agen-
cies that will be participating are certainly obliged to be, and will
be, responsive to members of the Committee and to the Congress
in general.

Mr. SCHAFFER. I appreciate the commitment for responsiveness.
Back on June 4, this Committee sent a letter to you asking for a
comprehensive review of all budgetary reprogramming required in
fiscal year 1998 be provided to the Committee. As of today, we
have not received any kind of response. Are you aware of any re-
sponse that you have given us with respect to that letter?

Ms. McGINTY. The response given at the hearing—and I'll reit-
erate it here today—is that there will be no need for reprogram-
ming. We have not reprogrammed in 1997. We will not request any
reprogramming in 1998, but we will submit that to you formally in
writing as well.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Have you submitted anything to us so far?

Ms. McGINTY. Not in writing, no.

Mr. SCHAFFER. On July 3, this Committee requested to provide
detailed accounting of all travel costs, per diem, and meeting costs
for the Federal agency personnel involved in the American River—
Heritage River stakeholders’ meetings that have already been held
throughout the United States during April and May. We have not
received any response to that inquiry. Are you aware of any re-
sponse that you might have made that we may not have received?

Ms. McGINTY. I'm sorry, I'm not aware of the inquiry, but I cer-
tainly will look into it.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Do you think it’s possible that there were travel
costs, per diem, and other meeting costs associated with those
stakeholder meetings?

Ms. McGINTY. I would assume so, yes. I mean, we were imme-
diately responsive to any invitation from any person in any part of
the country to come and hear concerns and/or to provide further in-
formation for those who want to participate in the program.
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Mr. SCHAFFER. Back on July 31 of this year, this Committee re-
quested that you provide detailed answers to questions for the
record on the Committee with respect to the American Heritage
Rivers Program, and that, the meeting that we had on July 15, and
those questions were directed at the Council on Environmental
Quality, the Department of the Interior, and the Department of Ag-
riculture. Your agency was requested to coordinate the responses
to those questions. As of today, we have not received any response
from the Council on Environmental Quality. Do you know if
that’s

Ms. McGINTY. Yes, that’s what I was originally referring to. We
responded orally. We will respond in writing very soon.

Mr. ScHAFFER. What has occurred in the interim between those
previous meetings and today, unfortunately, is that the administra-
tion has gone ahead with an Executive Order and that rules have
been suggested in The Federal Register—all outside of the ac-
knowledgment of these three written inquiries on behalf of a con-
gressional committee. So I really go back to my original question
on accountability and oversight. When you reassure this Com-
mittee that there will be an opportunity for exchange and that this
kind of exchange is the way that we exercise accountability on be-
half of the American taxpayers, I'd just merely point out that it
is—that my confidence that that will occur is eroded somewhat be-
cause of the several efforts that this Committee has made just to
get simple and basic information that we have not received; the co-
operation and coordination has not occurred on a Committee basis,
and the administration has gone forward anyway with an Execu-
tive Order and with rules in the Federal record, and has essentially
ignored the House of Representatives and the Resources Com-
mittee.

Ms. McGIiNTY. Well, I would say, sir, with all due respect, we,
ourselves, visited on this issue, and you raised several issues—all
of which were addressed in coordination with your office imme-
diately by my office, and they are reflected in the final program.
Whether it was your questions concerning water rights or your
questions concerning local land use decisions—all of those we im-
mediately responded to. The program details that are in the final
program here are very responsive to issues that were raised by
Members of Congress.

In addition to what I had referred to before, Congressman Skeen
had raised a question about property rights, and in coordination
with him, the program now has language penned by President
Reagan that he agreed to and that is now here. So when it comes
to the substantive programmatic details, we have been very respon-
sive, and the program reflects the very valuable input of this Com-
mittee and other committees.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Well, I'm more than willing to acknowledge and
commend you for the communications you've had with individual
members of the Committee. I don’t want to detract from that be-
cause I believe that to be also important. But with respect to ac-
countability and oversight, you specifically mentioned this Com-
mittee, and this is the Committee that deals with resource-related
topics. My status as a Member of Congress is not—is nowhere near
the status of a sitting committee with a chairman and members
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that are appointed and formally appointed, and so on. That is the
context with which I think you raised your assurances of account-
ability and the questions that I asked regarding the specific inquir-
ies, written inquiries, that were made through this Committee that
were ignored.

So why is it, do you believe, the American public should place
any confidence in this oversight and accountability relationship
that the Congress has with the administration, when the three doc-
umented examples of requests for information have gone unan-
swered, and in the meantime the administration moves far ahead
anyway with Executive Orders and rulemaking within the Federal
Register?

Ms. McGiNTY. Well, I would say, sir, that today’s proceedings are
strong evidence of the vigorous oversight role and the tenacity of
this Committee to be very much involved in this program, and to
make sure that oversight is being conducted.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Lacking other members, Madam Chairman, may
I ask unanimous consent for a little more time?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Absolutely.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Let me ask about the 90-day comment period.
The comment period ran from May 19 to August 20, as I recall.
There was a request from—I don’t know; it seems 20—from 55
Members of Congress to extend that comment period further. That
request was rejected, and I'd like to ask you why that request was
not honored.

Ms. McGINTY. Yes, there were equal requests not to extend the
comment period, both from the House and the Senate, many Mem-
bers saying that their communities were anxiously awaiting this
program, wanting to participate and asking us, in light of the fact
that we had had more outreach and communication and public
comment on this initiative than almost any initiative that one can
think of, that it was time to move on and not to delay and frustrate
communities who were waiting to participate.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Well, notwithstanding the opinions or the dif-
ferences of opinions by Members of Congress, the decision was
made, nonetheless, to not extend

Ms. McGINTY. Yes, with this

Mr. SCHAFFER. [continuing] the comment period, and that’s the
decision that I'd like you to defend.

Ms. McGINTY. And that’s what I am trying to do. There were two
requests to extend the comment period. We responded positively to
the first request, and we did extend the comment period for more
than 60 days. When the second request came, at that point after
we had had more than 90 days of public comment, when the second
request came, there were equal requests saying, “Please don’t frus-
trate the citizens in my community any longer. They have been
waiting since the President’s State-of-the-Union Address in Janu-
ary of the year. It’s time for the delay to stop and let’s move on.”

And we thought that the proper balance was, having respected
those who wanted delay in the first instance, that respect was due
to those who were vigorously opposed to further delay in the second
instance, and that was a fair way to move forward.

Mr. SCHAFFER. So in the second instance, the requests for addi-
tional extension of the—or extension of the comment period were,
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in your opinion, just not as persuasive as those to close the com-
ment period at the 90 days? Is that accurate?

Ms. McGINTY. Especially given the fact that we had 90 days of
comments; we had visits with more than 100 Members of Congress;
we traveled to every region in this country where there were public
hearings. I personally had traveled to every place I was invited to
come and hear from communities who are interested in this. The
outreach on this is extensive, which is why I answered your earlier
question about whether or not there were expenditures in travel on
this program: There certainly have been, because we have been
enormously responsive to those who have wanted to comment and
to be heard on the program.

Mr. SCHAFFER. During the comment period, the report that you
published suggested there were approximately 1,700 comments re-
ceived, and throughout the course of the appendix of that as well—
I think it’s appendix 2—it gives a summary of what some of those
comments were, and kind of categorizes them. But nowhere in th