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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2006

THURSDAY, MARCH 3, 2005

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met at 9:31 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Conrad Burns (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Burns, Stevens, Cochran, Bennett, Dorgan,
and Feinstein.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOREST SERVICE

HON. MARK E. REY, UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL RESOURCES
AND ENVIRONMENT
ACCOMPANIED BY:
DALE N. BOSWORTH, CHIEF
HANK KASHDAN, DIRECTOR, PROGRAM AND BUDGET ANALYSIS

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Senator BURNS. Good morning. We are very pleased to welcome
Dale Bosworth, the Chief of the Forest Service, and Under Sec-
retary for Natural Resources and Environment, Mark Rey this
morning, and also Hank Kashdan, who is Director of Program and
Budget Analysis. We thank you all three for coming down this
morning.

We all know that there has been significant belt-tightening in
non-defense programs for this coming year, and of course the For-
est Service budget request we are reviewing today is currently an
example of that. The President’s budget request of $4.065 billion
for non-emergency discretionary appropriations represents a cut of
5.8 percent compared to the 2005 level of $4.239 billion.

I know that this budget climate requires some tough choices, but
some of the proposed program cuts have us a little bit troubled up
here. For example, funding for construction and maintenance has
been decreased by $134 million, roughly 26 percent, compared to
current levels. This is hard to understand given the Forest Serv-
ice’s own estimates that there is more than $8 billion in backlog
of maintenance work on the national forests.

Funding for State Fire Assistance has also been decreased, by
over $22 million, which has almost cut in half the number of com-
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munities in which the Forest Service can provide technical assist-
ance and grants for equipment. These local fire departments are
often the first to respond to wildland fires. They provide a vital
help to the Forest Service and the Department of the Interior.

Also, I am concerned about the $29.5 million cut in Forest Health
Programs in State and Private Forestry. We have millions of acres
in our Nation’s forests that are infested with insects and diseases
like the western bark beetle, the southern pine beetle, and the
gypsy moth. The dead trees that result from these pests add to our
already excessive fuel loads we have on our forests. Reducing this
program affects the agency’s ability to monitor and eradicate these
pests and diseases.

On the other side of the ledger, some programs receive signifi-
cant increases in the proposed budget request. These include: Re-
search, $9 million; Forest Legacy, $22.8 million; hazardous fuels,
$19 million; and Wildland Fire Suppression, $51.6 million. I think
we will all be interested in hearing from both of you how you for-
mulated your 2006 budget and how you made the difficult decisions
to allocate funding between the various programs.

There is another issue that concerns me also, the skyrocketing
cost of firefighting programs. The average annual cost for fire sup-

ression in the Forest Service in the last 5 years has been around
5958 million. By way of comparison, in the 5 years prior to that
it was only $352 million.

These escalating costs force the Forest Service to borrow massive
sums of money and have caused serious disruptions in the ongoing
work of the agency. For fiscal year 2004, the committee was able
to provide a special allocation of $400 million to deal with these es-
calating costs and impacts of heavy borrowing. The last fire season
was not a particularly bad one compared to what we have seen
over the last few years, but you still needed to tap into those addi-
tional funds to pay for firefighting expenses.

I would like to hear from both of you today on whether this spe-
cial allocation proved effective in the past fire season, whether you
believe that a similar mechanism is needed in the future, and how
the agency has implemented several measures the committee in-
cluded in the 2005 Interior bill to address rising fire suppression
costs. These cost-saving measures include putting in place an inde-
pendent panel to review the expenditures on large fires and devot-
ing a full-time staff to analyzing the most efficient means to pro-
cure the hundreds of millions of dollars worth of supplies that are
needed by the fire program each year.

Finally, I am pleased to see that the agency has obtained a clean
audit opinion of its books for the third consecutive year. You are
to be congratulated on that, Chief. In addition, the agency was re-
moved this year from the GAQO’s list of agencies at high risk of
waste, fraud, and abuse. I congratulate you and your leadership in
straightening up many of these problems that we had in the Forest
Service, and I know you are doing much more in this area and
hope to hear from you later today on that subject.

I thank you for joining us today. We will have a lot of questions
from this committee with regard to where we have cut and where
we have added. We would enjoy listening to your reasoning for
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that. I thank you again for coming this morning, and now I yield
to my good friend from North Dakota, Senator Dorgan.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Let me also welcome the Chief and Mr. Rey. I think you have
covered, Mr. Chairman, many of the interests that I have. I am
very interested in hearing the rationale for the budget rec-
ommendations. I must say that in the area of capital improvement
and maintenance, given what we know is the backlog and the real-
ly critical need to be funding these areas, I am very concerned
about a 40 percent reduction in facilities, a 16 percent reduction in
roads, and in deferred maintenance and infrastructure improve-
ment a 30 percent reduction—29.7 percent.

All of this begs the question, what are we going to do to address
what we know are problems here and what we know requires us
to continue to make investments to our forest lands and the prop-
erty that allows the American people to enjoy our forest lands.

So I am going to submit some questions as well at the end of this
dealing with leafy spurge and some other weed issues that I am
sure they would expect. Mr. Chairman, as you know, the Congres-
sional Review Act issue is on the floor of the Senate beginning now
dealing with the rule coming from USDA to allow the live importa-
tion of cattle from Canada. Although I believe a Federal judge in
your State of Montana yesterday issued a stay on that issue, we
will nonetheless have a 3-hour debate and a vote on the Congres-
sional Review Act trying to overturn that rule. So I will at some
moment leave to go participate in that debate after we hear the
witnesses.

But again let me thank you for holding the hearing and I am
anxious to hear Under Secretary Rey and Chief Bosworth.

Senator BURNS. Chief? Who wants to lead off down there this
morning?

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. MARK E. REY

Mr. REY. I think that would be me.

Senator BURNS. Okay, lead.

Mr. REY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Dorgan, for the
opportunity to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget for
the Forest Service. I am pleased to join Chief Bosworth in appear-
ing before you today.

As Chief Bosworth will discuss in a little more detail, this year
marks the 100th anniversary of the Forest Service. As such, I think
it is worthwhile to reflect on the fact that as a result of the agen-
cy’s multiple use management actions over the past 100 years, the
decline in forest land has stabilized and acres of forest land have
increased in some areas of the Nation. Areas destroyed by wildfire
have declined by 90 percent, forest growth is exceeding harvest,
tens of millions of acres of cut-over land have been reforested, and
much of these areas have again been harvested and reforested. Fi-
nally, populations of important wildlife species have been restored
from the brink of extinction which they faced 100 years ago.

So the situation today is far different than it was 100 years ago,
as a result of 100 years of conservation stewardship.
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Let me touch on some of the issues that the Forest Service will
be focusing on as we begin the second century. First, the health of
our Nation’s forests. The Healthy Forests Initiative and the
Healthy Forests Restoration Act provide emphasis and new au-
thorities necessary to protect communities and natural resources
from the risk of catastrophic wildfire. The fiscal year 2006 budget
for the Forest Service and the Department of the Interior together
includes about $867 million to continue implementation of the
President’s Healthy Forests Initiative. This is an increase of $57
million from last year and a substantial increase over the author-
ization provided in the Healthy Forests Restoration Act Title 1 pro-
visions.

In fiscal year 2006, the Forest Service and the Department of the
Interior land managing agencies will reduce hazardous fuels on 4.3
million acres of Federal land, an increase of nearly 300,000 acres
from fiscal year 2005, which will be an all-time record achievement
as compared to about a million acres treated annually during the
years of the decade of the 1990s.

Now, as you look at our fiscal year 2006 request for the Healthy
Forests, you are going to find that the program is oriented more
heavily toward Federal than non-Federal lands, and that emphasis
exists for three reasons. First of all, we are the only ones who can
and will treat Federal lands. We are the only governmental entity
that will do that.

Second, by and large the Federal lands are in worse shape from
a fuels standpoint than non-Federal lands. Third, there are other
programs with, in some cases, more effective delivery mechanisms
to provide assistance beyond that which we can provide to our non-
Federal partners to assist in firefighting and hazardous fuel reduc-
tion processes.

I would also note that the Forest Service will focus two-thirds of
its treatments in the wildland-urban interface to protect commu-
nities, in accordance with the priorities set in the fiscal year 2006
request.

While the effective treatment of hazardous fuels provides the
long-term protection of communities and natural resources from
the threat of catastrophic wildfire, the agency must also continue
to address fire preparedness. The Forest Service and the Depart-
ment of the Interior will maintain sufficient readiness resources to
suppress more than 98 percent of wildfires on initial attack. As a
result of the reengineering of our fleet of aviation assets in advance
of the fiscal year 2004 fire season, the Forest Service and the De-
partment of the Interior maintained—actually exceeded—the suc-
cess rate from previous years in suppressing fires on initial attack.
In 2003, for instance, we were successful in extinguishing 98.3 per-
cent of ignitions on initial attack. In fiscal year 2004, we were suc-
cessful in extinguishing 99 percent of ignitions on initial attack.
This meant 70 fewer escapements, with an average suppression
savings of about $20 million. So our reengineered aviation fleet
stood us in good stead.

As the chairman correctly noted, the money for suppression is up
this year as compared to last year. As we have in previous years,
we have budgeted the 10-year average, which continues to increase.
That accounts for that increase in the 2006 request.
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Let me talk a little bit now about Forest Service organizational
efficiency, or operational efficiency. In response to concerns about
agency accountability and management, the Forest Service has
been diligently working to improve its financial and program man-
agement. The agency’s implementation of new planning rules, for
instance, is expected to significantly reduce both the time and cost
to amend or revise land and resource management plans.

Another very important efficiency initiative contained in the
President’s budget would enable the agency to more effectively
manage its facilities. Presently the agency has over 40,000 facilities
in its inventory. That is significantly more than we need and it
averages substantially more than one building per employee. Legis-
lation proposed as part of the budget request would authorize the
sale of unneeded facilities for fair market value and the use of sale
proceeds to address our maintenance backlog. That, we believe, is
directly responsive to the reductions that we have suggested in
maintenance programs.

In addition, the legislation would provide for the establishment
of a working capital fund for facility maintenance that will assess
programs that use facilities for the maintenance of those facilities.

In response to the President’s management agenda, the Forest
Service is becoming more efficient in how it performs administra-
tive support. By the end of 2005, the agency will have completed
its implementation of a new information technology support organi-
zation and the centralization of its financial management and func-
tions. In 2006, the agency will centralize its human resource man-
agement activities. Combined, these three efforts will reduce over-
head expenses by $91 million annually, and that is money that can
be saved and thereafter reprogrammed for on-the-ground manage-
ment activity.

As the chairman noted, in recognition of the agency’s commit-
ment to sustain an effective financial management, the Govern-
ment Accountability Office removed the Forest Service from its
high-risk list. The GAO action was a direct result of three succes-
sive clean audits, the first three in the agency’s history, and the
demonstrated commitment of the administration to implement or-
ganizational changes that will ensure the Forest Service’s ability to
sustain clean audits into the future.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I look forward to working with the committee and the Congress
to enact the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget request. After Chief
Bosworth is done, we would be happy to respond to your questions.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MARK E. REY

Mr. Chairman, Senator Dorgan, and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for
this opportunity to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2006 Budget for the Forest
Service. I am pleased to join Chief Bosworth in appearing before you today. In my
testimony, I will discuss two main issues. First, I will focus on priorities for the For-
est Service as it moves into its second century of fulfilling its mission, including the
role that the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative (HFI) holds in that mission. Sec-
ond, I will discuss the reforms and efficiency actions the agency is employing to de-
liver its mission more efficiently.

As we move through the process of enacting the fiscal year 2006 Budget, all of
us in the Executive Branch, like all of you in Congress, are well aware of the chal-
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lenges faced in funding the priorities of the Nation. The President’s proposed budget
for the Forest Service addresses key priorities, makes critical tradeoffs, and de-
mands efficiency in delivery of programs. I look forward to working with you to
enact the President’s budget for the Forest Service.

MOVING FORWARD—A NEW CENTURY OF SERVICE

As Chief Bosworth will also discuss, this year marks the 100th anniversary of the
Forest Service. To give you a sense of how the Forest Service plans to move forward,
I will briefly review the mission adopted by the Forest Service in 1905 when it was
formed, and how its response to the national issues in the coming century are, for
the most part, similar.

The 1905 mandate given the Forest Service involved responding to the degrada-
tion of watersheds and the substantial loss of forests and wildlife. The agency began
taking important actions to conserve America’s resources, including the closing of
public domain lands and reserving the remaining public lands for protection and
management; promoting the conservation and productivity of forests and grasslands
regardless of ownership; acquiring scientific knowledge on natural resources man-
agement; improving management and productivity of all agricultural lands and for-
ests; and adopting and enforcing wildlife conservation laws. As a result of the agen-
cy’s actions over the past 100 years of multiple-use management, the decline in
forestland has stabilized and increased in some areas of the Nation. Areas destroyed
by wildfire have declined by 90 percent. Forest growth is exceeding harvest. Tens
of millions of acres of cutover lands have been reforested and much of these areas
have again been harvested and reforested. Finally, populations of important wildlife
species have been restored from the brink of extinction.

In the coming century, the Forest Service must focus on restoring the health of
watersheds, increasing recreational opportunities, providing clean water, estab-
lishing healthy wildlife and fish populations, and protecting communities and re-
sources from the risk of catastrophic wildfire. The agency must accomplish this
while providing minerals and forest products to meet the increasing demands of the
nation. The President’s emphasis on healthy forests makes sustainable production
of products an integral aspect of improving forest health.

HEALTHY FORESTS INITIATIVE

The HFI and the Healthy Forests Restoration Act provides emphasis and new au-
thorities necessary to protect communities and natural resources from the risk of
catastrophic fire. The fiscal year 2006 budget for the Forest Service and DOI in-
cludes about $867 million to continue implementation of the President’s HFI, which
is an increase of $57 million from last year. This amount includes a request for $492
million in hazardous fuels funding and the planned expenditure of an additional
$375 million in other habitat management activities that will reduce the risk of
wildfire. In fiscal year 2006, the Forest Service and the Department of the Interior
(DOI) will reduce hazardous fuels on 4.3 million acres, an increase of nearly 300,000
acres from fiscal year 2005, itself an all-time record.

The Forest Service will focus two-thirds of its treatment in the wildland urban
interface (WUI) to protect communities. Protecting communities from the risk of
wildfire can be accomplished by activities that result in the production of forest
products and the protection and enhancement of watersheds and wildlife. For exam-
ple, the Forest Service has worked closely with communities to complete over 600
Community Wildfire Protection Plans that identify the local strategies necessary to
protect communities and promote multiple-use management activities.

The efficient expenditure of Federal funds requires the agency to develop appro-
priate incentives that will make the use of forest products an integral aspect of the
hazardous fuels reduction. The Forest Service will make maximum use of the stew-
ardship contracting authority and the new authorities provided by the Healthy For-
est Restoration Act to make treatment of hazardous fuels more efficient. In fur-
thering this objective, the President’s Budget includes a $10 million investment to
improve facilities at the Forest Product Laboratory (FPL) in Madison, Wisconsin
that will increase research in creating new products from forest biomass.

EFFICIENT RESPONSE TO WILDFIRES

While the effective treatment of hazardous fuels provides the long-term protection
of communities and natural resources from the threat of catastrophic wildfire, the
agency must also continue to address fire preparedness. The Forest Service and DOI
will maintain sufficient readiness resources to suppress more than 98 percent of
wildfires on initial attack. This represents the same approximate level of readiness
that has occurred over the past several years. Being prepared to manage and sup-
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press wildfire requires continued emphasis on improved and efficient use of equip-
ment and personnel. As a result of reengineering the fleet of aviation assets in ad-
vance of the fiscal year 2004 fire season, the Forest Service and DOI maintained
the success rate in suppressing fires on initial attack. Increased emphasis on the
using helicopters instead of large fixed-wing air tankers enabled better pre-posi-
tioning of aviation assets in areas where the greatest danger existed and the more
accurate application of retardant. The Forest Service is currently completing a long-
term aviation strategic plan that will address the wise use of fixed-wing and heli-
copter assets, which we fully expect to further improve efficiency.

Effective use of suppression assets requires close coordination among Federal,
State, and local agencies. Under the oversight of the Wildland Fire Leadership
Council, Federal, State, and local resources are being more effectively coordinated
in response to wildfires. I am pleased with the coordination that has resulted
through this effort.

Although the fiscal year 2004 fire season was relatively mild, the agency still ex-
pended $726 million for wildfire suppression. The President’s Budget continues a
focus on reducing wildland fire suppression costs and provides suppression funds at
the ten-year average cost adjusted for inflation. Additionally, the Budget contains
incentives for reducing costs through the allocation of funds to the field and author-
izing use of unobligated balances for hazardous fuel treatments.

FOREST SERVICE OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

In response to concerns about agency accountability and management, the Forest
Service has been diligently working to improve its financial and program manage-
ment. The agency’s implementation of a new planning rule is expected to signifi-
cantly reduce both the time and cost to amend or revise land management plans.
In addition, the rule provides for a pre-decisional objection process that replaces a
less efficient appeal process. With the objection process, the public has an oppor-
tunity to make their concerns known to a higher-level official, and the agency then
has the opportunity to make appropriate adjustments before the plan is approved.
The appeal process, which was after plan approval, required any necessary or appro-
priate changes to be made through further planning processes.

Another important efficiency initiative contained in the President’s Budget will
enable the agency to more effectively manage its facilities. Presently, the agency has
over 40,000 facilities in its inventory—significantly more than it needs, averaging
substantially more than one building per employee. Legislation proposed as part of
the budget will authorize the sale of unneeded facilities for fair market value, and
the use of sale proceeds to address the maintenance backlog. In addition, the legisla-
tion will provide for the establishment of a working capital fund for facility mainte-
nance that will assess programs that use facilities for the maintenance of those fa-
cilities. Local line officers will need to assess the number of facilities that are need-
ed and the necessary operating funds to perform facilities maintenance—this creates
the incentive to keep the number of facilities to a minimum. The rest will be con-
veyed at fair market value. It is anticipated this action will reduce the agency de-
ferred maintenance backlog by 25 percent by fiscal year 2010.

In response to the President’s Management Agenda, the Forest Service is becom-
ing more efficient in how it performs administrative support. By the end of fiscal
year 2005, the agency will have completed its implementation of a new information
technology support organization and the centralizing of its financial management.
In fiscal year 2006, the agency will centralize its human resource management ac-
tivities. Combined, these three efforts will reduce overhead expenses by $91 million
annually. I appreciate the support Congress has shown as the Forest Service imple-
ments these reforms.

Even with these improvements, however, inefficiencies increase program delivery
costs and are impeding Forest Service performance. The Administration proposes
additional reforms to enhance Forest Service efforts to improve its accountability
and focus on measurable results in the management of our national forests. These
reforms will significantly reduce overhead, business management, and other indirect
costs to improve efficiency and program delivery.

In recognition of the agency’s commitment to sustained and effective financial
management, I am very pleased that the Government Accountability Office (GAO)
removed the Forest Service from its “High Risk List.” The GAQ’s action was a direct
result of three successive “clean audit” opinions and the demonstrated commitment
of the Administration to implement organizational change that will ensure the For-
est Service’s ability to sustain future clean audits.
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CONCLUSION

A “clean audit” opinion is the minimum the public should expect from the Forest
Service. Just like America’s citizens, a Federal agency should be able to balance its
checkbook. Further, the agency must demonstrate that it performs its mission as
efficiently as possible. The President’s Management Agenda is creating the frame-
work for efficiency. I believe the Forest Service has responded well and is dem-
onstrating its commitment to the efficient delivery of natural resource management
on Federal and non-Federal forest and rangelands. I look forward to working with
Congress to enact the President’s fiscal year 2006 Budget.

I would be pleased to answer any questions.

Senator BURNS. Chief, do you have an opening statement you
would like to make?

Mr. BosSwORTH. Yes, I would.

Senator BURNS. Thank you. Proceed.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF DALE N. BOSWORTH

Mr. BoswoRrRTH. Mr. Chairman and Senator Dorgan: I also am
pleased to be here to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2006 budg-
et for the Forest Service. As Under Secretary Mark Rey mentioned,
it is our centennial year in the Forest Service, 100 years of caring
for the land and taking care of the national forests and grasslands
and trying to serve the American people. It gives us a unique op-
portunity this year, I believe, to work with many of our partners
and collaborators and critics to reflect a bit on the past, but more
importantly to be looking to the future, to the next century of serv-
ice. Together, we can figure out what kind of changes we need to
make so that we will be able to continue to provide top-quality
service to the American people in managing their forests.

In my opening remarks, I would like to touch on four themes
very briefly. Those are: the budget, the tight, austere budget that
we are in; some efforts to improving efficiency under way; better
visibility and collaboration for the agency; and our efforts at inte-
grating our work more effectively.

So first, in regards to the budget situation, we at the Forest
Service recognize that we have a responsibility to help reduce the
deficit, which results in some very difficult choices that we need to
make. There are tradeoffs obviously that come with those choices,
and we have worked hard at identifying those tradeoffs and trying
to mitigate those so that we can continue to produce high-quality
services.

We have kept our focus on the top priorities. The top priorities
are reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire and continuing to im-
prove forest health conditions.

Now, in terms of efficiency, for the 4 years that I have been in
this job, we have been focusing on trying to get more and more dol-
lars, and a higher percentage of our dollars, to the ground where
the job can get done. There are two areas of efficiencies that we
keep focusing on. One is in natural resource management, getting
more efficient with the National Environmental Policy Act, devel-
oping environmental impact statements, and our consultation ef-
forts with Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries. You have
given us a lot of help through the Healthy Forests Restoration Act.
The Administration has helped with the Healthy Forests Initiative.
We have stewardship contracting that you were key to getting us
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a pilot and then the full authority. Those things have helped in
that area.

The other aspect of efficiency is in our own internal operations,
our business management practices. We have been focusing on im-
proving them and the result is, as has been mentioned before, that
we are no longer on the high-risk list from GAO and we have had
several clean audit opinions.

We would be unable to sustain those clean audit opinions if we
did not make some significant changes in how we are organized.
Therefore, we have opened up a service center for financial man-
agement in Albuquerque, New Mexico, and we are in the process
of moving people to that service center. We are going to be doing
the same kind of efforts with information technology and we are
also beginning the process of moving people to Albuquerque in our
human resources area. We expect to reduce about 1,300 full-time
equivalents, FTE’s, when we complete all of our reorganization for
the business management areas. We expect to save about $91 mil-
lion a year when we are fully implemented.

So those changes together will make a big difference in how we
can deliver the services that people want. We are also making some
reforms in facilities management and we will have some proposals
regarding these reforms that we can discuss more if you wish.

I believe that making these commitments and implementing
these changes, although they are difficult for the organization, will
result in a higher percentage of our dollars getting to the ground
to get the work done.

In the area of visibility and collaboration, we need to improve
and to continuously improve our ability to work with the public in
a very visible way. There are several areas. Probably the first
would be in the areas of partnerships. We have done a good job in
partnerships in my view, but we have great opportunities to im-
prove that.

In fiscal year 2004, we had about $500 million worth of work
that we got from partners, both in cash and in-kind work, doing
things on the ground. That was matched with about $500 million
of our funds, totaling $1 billion of work on the ground that we were
doing through partnerships. We can increase that.

Our new planning rule that just came out in December requires
independent audits at the end of the year for each forest through
an Environmental Management System. That will allow people to
know whether or not we are doing what we say we will do and
whether or not we are getting the results on the ground in the way
that we said we would do.

We will increase our monitoring and that will allow us to make
some adjustments based upon what we learn from the monitoring
and what we learn through those independent audits. I believe that
will increase our public involvement and it will also increase the
visibility of our work.

In the area of wildfire, wildfire protection agreements that we
have in communities help us to work better together with the com-
munities. We have wildfire protection agreements with over 600
communities now.

The Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act allows for recre-
ation advisory councils. Once again, that will be an opportunity for
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us to work closer with the public in determining if, when, where,
and how we should be collecting fees.

As far as integrating our work to provide for healthy forests, in
fiscal year 2006 the Forest Service will reduce fuel hazards by 2.8
million acres. About 1 million acres of that will be accomplished
with non-hazardous fuels funds, from things like wildlife habitat
improvement dollars, timber stand improvement dollars, and sale
of forest products dollars. The idea is that if we place those projects
in the right places, we can accomplish both the timber sale objec-
tives as well as fuels treatment objectives, or habitat improvement
objectives as well as fuels treatment objectives.

So our line officers are now achieving multiple benefits and mul-
tiple goals by focusing integrated treatments in the right places.

We believe that by integrating work, we will improve our effi-
ciency and we will in the end accomplish more work on the ground.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So in closing, I am looking forward to working with you. I appre-
ciate this opportunity to discuss our budget. Again, it is a tight
budget and we expect to deliver our programs by focusing on prior-
ities, by improving our efficiency, and by integrating our work. I
would be happy to answer any questions you might have. Thank
you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DALE N. BOSWORTH
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman, Senator Dorgan, and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for
this opportunity to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2006 Budget for the Forest
Service. I am privileged to be here with you today. I want to express my apprecia-
tion for the support this Subcommittee has given the Forest Service to improve the
health and sustainability of the nation’s forests and rangelands.

I am pleased to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2006 Budget request for the
Forest Service, which totals $4.07 billion in discretionary funding. It emphasizes the
top priorities of the agency, especially the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative,
that are essential to improving the sustainability and health of the nation’s forests
and rangelands. First, I will discuss the future direction of the Forest Service. Then,
I will describe our efforts to reduce wildfire threats and costs. For the remainder
of my testimony, I will highlight programs and legislative proposals that reflect new
directives or shifts in emphasis for fiscal year 2006.

FUTURE DIRECTION OF THE FOREST SERVICE

This year the Forest Service celebrates its 100th anniversary. We are commemo-
rating a century of caring for America’s national treasures. One hundred years ago,
America’s first forester, Gifford Pinchot, recognized that “our responsibility to the
Nation is to be more than careful stewards of the land, we must be constant cata-
lysts for positive change.” This advice was true in 1905 and remains a guiding light
now in 2005. Change is inevitable. This is why the Forest Service is committed to
being a catalyst for positive change into our next century of service.

Congress created the Forest Service as part of a national strategic response to the
degradation of watersheds and the substantial loss of forests and wildlife that was
occurring at a rapid rate during the last half of the 19th century. Let me briefly
reflect on how much has changed since the Forest Service was established in 1905.
During the last half of the 19th century, the U.S. population had more than tripled
and forests were being cleared for agriculture at an average rate of 13.5 square
miles per day. Wildfires were burning 20 to 50 million acres a year between 1880
and 1930. These fires, as well as unregulated hunting and logging, were threatening
long-term economic and environmental values. In fact, these activities were toler-
ated and even encouraged in the name of economic development, but it had become
increasing clear that what was going on was unsustainable.
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Establishing the Forest Service in 1905 created a direct response to these threats.
This response has been successful. The decline in U.S. forestland has stabilized and
forest acreage is now about what it was in 1905. In fact, forestland in the Northeast
has actually increased by 26 million acres since the Forest Service was established.
Areas burned by wildfire have declined 90 percent since the 1930s. Forest growth
has exceeded harvest since the 1940s. Tens of millions of acres of cutover lands that
existed in 1905 have been reforested. Many of these are now mature forests whereas
other reforested lands have been harvested a second time and are starting a new
cycle. While some wildlife species continue to face threats, many others that were
greatly depleted or nearly extinct in 1905 have increased dramatically, such as
Rocky Mountain elk and wild turkey.

The Forest Service has played a key role over the past 100 years in creating the
changes that have touched our landscapes. In January, the agency convened a Cen-
tennial Congress in Washington D.C. to discuss these changes and the future 100
years of the Forest Service. Delegates to the Congress examined issues ranging from
engaging the public in land management decisions to rewarding forest owners for
carbon sequestration, delivering clean water, and providing other multiple-use bene-
fits. We discussed how American society shifted from rural and agrarian to urban
and industrialized. This in turn influenced the mix of uses and values the public
seeks from its public lands. Today we see increased demands for recreation, greater
consumption of natural resources, and mounting pressure on public lands from new
development. Yet, at the same time, the public is expressing greater concern over
the need for sustainable resource management.

This historical shift places us in a conservation era that focuses on ecological res-
toration and long-term sustainability. We must manage the land for long-term eco-
system health and sustainable uses while meaningfully engaging the public in our
decision-making. Land managers must be adaptable, innovative, and welcoming of
new information, ideas, and perspectives. In the end, to be that constant catalyst
for positive change in this era, the Forest Service must be more collaborative, ac-
countable, and efficient in managing our natural resources.

In the face of constant change, Americans must examine their consumption
choices as an important aspect of sustainable development and ecosystem health.
The United States consumes more wood than any other country. We also consume
far more timber than we produce. The Forest Service has an opportunity to promote
sustainable wood production and consumption. For example, Americans build rough-
ly 1.5 million single-family houses each year, which consume roughly 22 billion
board feet of lumber. At the same time, we lose approximately 17 percent of this
amount to fire each year, which is equivalent to 250,000 new houses. We also lose
a significant amount to insects and diseases. If we could salvage some of this lost
wood, without compromising ecosystem health, we could help minimize our need to
import wood. When imports encourage illegal or unsustainable environmental prac-
tices abroad, then there’s a problem. This is why the Forest Service is assisting the
State Department with implementing the President’s initiative against selling ille-
gal logs. The goal of the initiative is to combat illegal logging and the sale of ille-
gally harvested timber products. But, minimizing consumption from foreign forests
is only part of the equation. If we want healthy and resilient ecosystems and com-
munities, then we need intelligent consumption balanced with sustainable manage-
ment of our nation’s forests and rangelands.

WE ARE IMPLEMENTING A LONG-TERM STRATEGY TO REDUCE WILDFIRE THREATS

Restoring fire-dependent ecosystems is the long-term solution to reduce the harm-
ful effects of catastrophic wildfire. Restoration work involves eliminating the build-
up of hazardous fuels so that natural fire regimes may be reestablished. The results
of this effort may, in some cases, take several years before we begin to see signifi-
cant changes in the way fire burns across the landscape. The President’s Healthy
Forests Initiative (HFI) is helping us tackle the process gridlock that was impeding
the restoration of fire-adapted ecosystems, including the treatment of hazardous
fuels.

In support of the HFI, the President’s Budget dedicates $281 million to treat 1.8
million acres for hazardous fuels. An additional 1 million acres will be protected as
part of other natural resource management activities. Since 2001, Federal land
management agencies have treated 11 million acres of hazardous fuels on public
lands. The Forest Service and the Department of the Interior (DOI) agencies exceed-
ed our program goals by accomplishing 2.9 million acres of hazardous fuel reduction
for 2004, including 1.6 million acres in the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI). Fifty-
seven percent of these treatments were in the WUIL
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Another part of our long-term restoration strategy is to treat the right acres, in
the right place, at the right time. Consistent with the President’s recent Executive
Order on Cooperative Conservation, the Forest Service is working closely with State
forestry agencies and other partners to coordinate fuel treatments and to provide
technical and financial assistance to reduce hazardous fuels on State and private
lands. We are also enlisting the assistance of local communities. The Forest Service
is working with coalitions of interested citizens to identify those areas in greatest
need of hazardous fuel treatments. This collaborative effort includes helping commu-
nities complete Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPP). To date, over 600
such plans have been completed or are in progress across the nation. The number
of plans will continue to grow as partnerships are formed and high-risk areas are
identified. A consistent and systematic interagency approach will have a large-scale
impact on reducing the size and severity of catastrophic wildfires. In addition, in
fiscal year 2005, a handful of pilot projects supported by our Research program will
test the strategic placement of fuel treatments on the behavior and effects of
wildland fires. If this is effective, we will be better positioned to design and locate
treatments to make a difference in the size, behavior, effects, and costs of fires. This
integrated approach will maximize our investment in fuel treatments and allow us
to build more integrated fuel treatment strategies with our partners.

The expanded stewardship contracting authority provided by Congress is another
key feature of the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative goal of reducing cata-
strophic wildfire threats by making treatment of the land more cost-effective and
collaborative than ever. For example, it allows contractors to make economic use of
materials removed during restoration or thinning projects. This incentive promotes
efficient land management practices and creates business opportunities in local com-
munities. Using the stewardship and general contracting authority that Congress
included in the Tribal Forest Protection Act (Public Law 108-278) enacted last sum-
mer, Indian tribes have the opportunity to enter into agreements with the Secre-
taries of Agriculture and the Interior to achieve additional fuels reduction work on
federal lands adjacent to their reservations. We are working with the Bureau of
Land Management and Tribes on implementation guidelines for the Act.

In all, we have a multi-faceted approach to tackling wildfire threats. Stewardship
contracting, collaborating with partners, and strategically treating hazardous fuels
are just a few examples. With your continued support of our hazardous fuels pro-
gram and the HFI, we can have a long-term impact on minimizing the threat of cat-
astrophic wildfire.

WE ARE LOOKING FOR NEW WAYS TO REDUCE WILDLAND FIRE SUPPRESSION COSTS

In addition to reducing wildland fire threats, we must also reduce fire suppression
costs. The President’s Budget proposes a $51.6 million increase above the fiscal year
2005 enacted amount for wildland fire suppression. This reflects the most recent 10-
year average for suppression costs, which are on an upward trend. Despite going
into the 2004 fire season on the heels of continuing drought and dry fuel conditions,
the fire activity resulted in a below-average year across most of the Nation. Alaska,
the lone exception, experienced its worst fire season on record with 703 fires and
6,517,200 acres burned. The lower 48 States experienced 61,873 fires that burned
1,394,144 acres. We attribute this less severe fire season to more favorable weather,
fewer dry lightning storms, and to achieving initial attack success rates of over 99
percent.

Despite this relatively “good” fire season, the agency still expended $726 million
on wildland fire suppression. The Forest Service will continue to focus on reducing
wildland fire suppression costs through incentives for efficient funds management,
effective supply chain management, and rapid demobilization of incident response
resources. The President’s Budget provides additional incentives for reducing sup-
pression costs by allocating suppression funds to the field and authorizing use of un-
obligated wildfire suppression funds for hazardous fuels treatment. Thus, a line offi-
cer’s success in reducing suppression expenses can be rewarded through the avail-
ability of more funds to reduce hazardous fuels. Additionally, the Forest Service will
work with the independent panel that was established by Congress to assess the
agency’s management of large wildland fires. The panel’s first report on the fiscal
year 2004 fire season will be completed soon.

RESEARCH GUIDES OUR DECISIONS AND DELIVERS NEW SOLUTIONS

In addition to these efforts, hazardous fuels reduction is critical to minimizing
wildland fire suppression costs. Creating market-based incentives for the removal
of this “biomass” is an important aspect of the agency’s Forest and Rangeland Re-
search program. The President’s budget includes a $10 million request for capital
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improvements in our Forest Products Lab, which has been a world leader in devel-
oping innovative products made from wood and other forest materials. Maximizing
use of forest biomass can complement forest management, provide jobs in local com-
munities, and offer a renewable energy source for our country. The agency’s Re-
search program is critical for developing new technologies that make economic use
of unmarketable and other salvageable forest materials while meeting our resource
management needs. For example, the Lab developed a new composite material for
residential siding made of recycled plastic and wood from juniper and salt cedar,
two tree species that contribute to hazardous fuel loads in the Southwest. Biomass
utilization offers a host of opportunities, many of which are yet to be discovered.
For this reason, we are pleased that the President’s Budget includes such an impor-
tant investment in our country’s future.

The President’s Budget also includes a $12.8 million boost in research to fund the
Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) program to cover 100 percent of America’s for-
ests with an annual inventory. The FIA is the Nation’s only forest census, which
has been keeping track of the heartbeat and other vital statistics of America’s for-
ests for roughly 75 years. FIA is the only program delivering continuous and com-
prehensive assessments of our forests in a nationally consistent manner across all
land ownerships. Policy and programmatic decisions hinge on what the census tells
us about forest health. The FIA’s up-to-date monitoring, coupled with cutting-edge
research and our State and Private Forestry programs, also play a key role in ad-
dressing the emerging threat of invasive species. The FIA is critical to assessing our
current progress in implementing our Invasive Species Strategic Plan. Moreover,
FIA information will feed into the two national Early Warning System Centers that
we are establishing in fiscal year 2006 to identify, detect, and rapidly respond to
environmental threats, such as invasive species, diseases, insects, and fire.

OUR NEW PLANNING PROCESS IS MORE FLEXIBLE, EFFICIENT, AND RESPONSIVE

Our future forest planning efforts will focus more on emerging threats, such as
invasive species, wildfires, and unmanaged recreation. To meet these challenges, the
Forest Service recently published a planning rule that offers greater flexibility for
land managers. The rule establishes a dynamic planning process that is less bureau-
cratic, emphasizes science, and provides more opportunity for public involvement
earlier in the planning stages. Moreover, land management plans must be more
strategic, transparent, timely, and cost-effective.

This new planning process directs each forest and grassland unit to adopt an En-
vironmental Management System (EMS), which is an adaptive management tool de-
signed to provide feedback to land managers on all phases of land decisions. A key
feature of the EMS requires independent audits of our agency’s performance at 5-
year intervals to ensure that we are achieving the plan’s goals. The EMS will
ground our decisions in science and strengthen our accountability.

Public involvement in our decisions also makes us more accountable. This is why
the rule requires opportunities for public involvement at four key stages in the plan-
ning process. The rule also establishes a pre-decisional objection process that re-
places our agency’s costly and lengthy appeals process. These new features encour-
age the public to participate with land managers in the early planning stages to re-
solve any issues and concerns. This will be less adversarial than in the past where
some people waited until after a final decision to make their concerns known by fil-
ing an appeal. Under the old rule, it typically took 5 to 7 years to revise a 15-year
land management plan, and in the case of one forest, cost as much as $5.5 million.
Under the new rule, a plan revision will take approximately 2 to 3 years and cost
much less.

WE CAN REAP MULTIPLE BENEFITS FROM PRESERVING OPEN SPACE

The President’s Budget dedicates $80 million to the Forest Legacy Program,
which will protect an estimated 300,000 priority acres in fiscal year 2006. This pro-
gram is an excellent tool for reducing the loss of open space and saving working for-
ests. This program is successful, in part, because it places the important decisions
of how and where to protect open space in the hands of States, local governments,
individual landowners, and non-profit partners. Protection of open space serves mul-
tiple purposes that go beyond the obvious benefit of supporting biodiversity, main-
taining scenic beauty, and preventing conversion of land to undesirable uses. More
open space directly encourages and supports working forests, working farms, and
working ranches. This is a value-added benefit that makes it profitable to maintain
open space. We need to maintain “working forests”- those that are managed to
produce economic and environmental benefits. Study after study shows that con-
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servation of forests is one of the best methods for keeping our drinking water safe
and clean.

Another key to this program’s success is that it leverages millions of dollars at
the local level. For example, each Federal dollar typically leverages an equal amount
in non-Federal contributions. Since 1992, a $197 million Federal investment has
protected over $381 million of land value, encompassing over 1 million acres
through conservation easements and land purchases. We hope that you will con-
tinue to support this important program.

The President’s Budget also proposes an increase of $5 million for the Forest
Stewardship Program, which provides planning and management assistance to
thousands of America’s private forest owners. Federal funds are leveraged by con-
tributions from State forestry agencies that deliver this program. The improved for-
est management that results from this program benefits all Americans by providing
a full range of ecosystem services, including clean water and air, habitat for wildlife,
and forest products.

WE HAVE NEW APPROACHES TO TACKLE THE PUBLIC’'S GROWING RECREATION NEEDS

National forests and grasslands are an integral connection between the American
public and their desire to experience the great outdoors. The Forest Service hosts
more than 200 million recreation visitors each year. Reconciling this demand within
the limits of maintaining sustainable ecosystems is becoming a greater challenge
each year. To address this issue, we are looking at a variety of new approaches to
keep us in the forefront of meeting visitors’ expectations of having safe and enjoy-
able recreational experiences. Last year, President Bush signed into law the Federal
Lands Recreation Enhancement Act. This Act allows the Forest Service to charge
modest fees at recreation sites that can be used to help maintain and improve the
recreational experience of our visitors. The vast majority of recreation sites and
services will continue to be free for activities such as horseback riding, walking, hik-
ing, and general access to national forests and grasslands. The Act also establishes
citizen recreation advisory committees that will provide important input on imple-
mentation of the fee program. We look forward to working with these committees
and Congress to ensure that the public is fully involved and fees are fair for the
value received.

In the past several years, I have noted that unmanaged recreation, particularly
with respect to off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, is a major challenge to our national
forests and grasslands. The age of Americans being able to drive anywhere on Na-
tional Forest System lands has come to an end. Over the last 3 decades, ownership
of OHVs in the United States has grown from 5 million to 37 million vehicles. Na-
tional forests are experiencing an explosion of user-developed trails beyond our
agency’s capacity to manage or maintain. Some of these unauthorized trails are
causing unacceptable resource damage. In response, the Forest Service recently pub-
lished a proposed regulation on management of motor vehicle use on national for-
ests. The regulation would require forests to work closely with local communities
to designate roads, trails, and areas open to motor vehicle use and specify allowable
use by vehicle class and time of year. Motor vehicle travel off of the designated sys-
tem would be prohibited. The agency is currently developing the final rule, which
is expected to be published later this year.

WE NEED TO REVERSE THE TREND OF DETERIORATING FACILITIES

Our backlog in deferred maintenance for our infrastructure continues to be a chal-
lenge. This backlog is especially critical for facilities that provide recreation opportu-
nities to the public, as well as our administrative sites where employees work and
provide services to the public. It is appropriate that we look for solutions beyond
appropriations to tackle our deferred maintenance backlog. For example, this budget
proposes a new incentive-based approach to reduce our maintenance backlog for ad-
ministrative sites and visitor centers. Moreover, the President’s Budget proposes
new legislation that authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to sell or exchange ad-
ministrative sites that are no longer needed for National Forest System purposes.
The legislation will facilitate the timely disposal of administrative sites and free up
dollars to invest back in existing or replacement facilities. It will also provide for
the use of a working capital fund for the performance of routine maintenance. These
reforms will assist the agency in maintaining and improving the quality of its facil-
ity assets.
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WE HAVE MADE GREAT STRIDES IN PERFORMANCE AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
ACCOUNTABILITY

The Forest Service will continue agency-wide efforts to improve performance and
financial management accountability in fiscal year 2006. We have already made sig-
nificant progress toward this goal. I am proud to report that the Government Ac-
countability Office removed the Forest Service from its “high risk” list because we
achieved a third consecutive “clean” audit opinion and are implementing significant
organizational changes that ensure sustainability in financial management. Not
only is this an important accomplishment for our agency, but it demonstrates our
serious commitment to make continued improvements in financial management, as
well as build efficiency into other administrative areas that have been burdened
with outdated policies and decentralized processes. While I am pleased with our fi-
nancial management improvement, I must also acknowledge that attaining this
milestone simply means that we are now balancing our checkbook—something the
public should expect as the norm. Keeping the checkbook balanced will allow the
agency to better focus on its natural resource management functions.

Our Financial Management Improvement Project is moving forward as planned.
Later this month, the new Albuquerque Service Center will be operational, with
phased implementation throughout this fiscal year. This new center will provide fi-
nancial and budgetary services to the agency using performance standards that
focus on customer service, efficiency, and data quality. With full implementation of
financial management reforms, the Forest Service anticipates that it will realize a
$35 million in annual savings. Additionally, when other reforms are implemented,
the annual savings will increase to $91 million.

A key element of quality financial management is the ability to link funding and
expenditures to the strategic goals of the agency. In response to the Budget and Per-
formance Integration initiative in the President’s Management Agenda and the Gov-
ernment Performance and Results Act, the Forest Service is presenting an improv-
ing performance-based budget year after year. In fiscal year 2004, the Forest Service
completed a new strategic plan. This planning blueprint has helped the Forest Serv-
ice and its field units develop programs of work that address our natural resource
needs while maximizing limited resources and improving performance account-
ability. The strategic plan was the driving force in making budget decisions and re-
quests for fiscal year 2006. With important system enhancements, the Forest Serv-
ice will be able to provide project-specific information about fiscal year 2006 expend-
itures with direct linkage to our strategic plan’s goals and objectives.

To ensure that the Forest Service’s annual activities are appropriately aligned
with its Strategic Plan, the agency is making effective use of the Program Assess-
ment and Rating Tool (PART). The PART process has been used in the past to de-
velop more effective performance measures and emphasis in programs, including
wildland fire management, capital improvement and maintenance, Forest Legacy,
and invasive species. Two additional programs will be evaluated in support of the
fiscal year 2006 President’s Budget.

CONCLUSION

The President’s Budget for fiscal year 2006 delivers funding for innovative ap-
proaches as well as long-standing programs that have served the land and the
American public well. The President’s Budget also demonstrates that the Forest
Service must use incentive-based approaches to reduce costs and accomplish its mis-
sion. We must continue to work closely with Federal and non-Federal partners to
leverage alternative funds to accomplish our program of work. As I said at the be-
ginning of my testimony, we must move forward with a renewed interest in collabo-
ration, efficiency, and accountability as we enter this new century of service. We
must be rapid responders, but we must also respond to change with great care.
After all, we are the trustees of America’s greatest natural resources.

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss the President’s Budget. I look forward
to working with you to implement our fiscal year 2006 program and am happy to
answer any questions you may have.

Senator BURNS. Thank you. Thank you a lot, Chief. We appre-
ciate your statement. We appreciate your good work on the task.
Of course we realize that we are on a tight budget up here also.
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GRAZING

I want to bring up one thing that still kind of concerns me. We
talk about healthy forests and we talk about removal of fuels, and
I think we have done a lot to move in that direction and we have
accomplished a lot. I noticed in the budget that you cut $3.4 million
out of your budget for processing of grazing allotments. Now, I
want to remind our good friends this: Every place that we have
grazing, we have less fires. I think the grazing permits can be
thrown right in there with healthy forests or fuel or fire prevention
and should be moved up in the priorities. Instead, we have given
you categorical exclusion to help you increase and to deal with
those permits.

They are not moving any faster that I can see, and now we are
cutting budget from it, which, I think, does a couple of things. The
program keeps an industry alive, and it keeps your forest in a
management-type mode where we can prevent fires and provide ad-
ditional fuels reduction.

I do not see you making that connection on how important this
really is. It is a natural thing. It does not cost us anything. We,
in fact, get a few dollars back for it.

Mr. BoswORTH. Mr. Chairman, the numbers that were calculated
to show how many allotment management plans we would com-
plete were calculated prior to the time that we had the opportunity
to use categorical exclusions. Our expectation is that we would be
able to increase significantly the number of allotment management
plans each year, from about 400 probably up to around 750 allot-
ment management plans each year, with the use of the categorical
exclusion.

So that would be about 300 additional each year for the next 3
years. If we are able to complete those even faster than the 3 years
and we got the total of 900 completed that we have the authoriza-
tion for, we would be back asking you for some additional help. But
categorical exclusions are going to go a long ways toward achieving
what you are concerned about, I believe.

Mr. REY. That reduction is a reflection of our expectation that
our unit cost to do grazing lease renewals will be reduced slightly
through the use of the categorical exclusion. So that was a reduc-
tion we took, not to reduce outputs, but in recognition of the fact
that we could produce a higher level of outputs more efficiently,
given a very tight budget.

We do understand and appreciate that grazing plays an impor-
tant role in fuels reduction. In fact, in some of our national forests,
particularly the ones in the Los Angeles Basin, we let grazing
leases out to maintain fuels levels in fuels breaks for that purpose.
It is a fairly inexpensive way to maintain fuels at a certain level
in a fuel break, and grazing animals help us in our fuels reduction
and fire reduction risk purposes, with one exception. We had an
escapement on a wildfire 2 years ago in the Angeles National For-
est where one of our goats was indirectly involved, because it was
an escapement from a pagan worship ceremony where they were
sacrificing a goat and the fire got away. So in that case the goat
did not help, but normally they do.
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Senator BURNS. Well, I would think that maybe you would hang
onto this $3.4 million and accelerate the number of permits that
you could work. I would hope you could do that. But to cut back
if you are more efficient—I do not have any problem with being ef-
ficient. Therefore, we ought to see the increased numbers of per-
mits being worked and issued. That is what I am getting at.

I would say, I got the biggest kick out of—I drove on the back
side of the University of Montana a couple years ago and there
were two big truckloads of sheep being unloaded out there. They
were going up on Mount Jumbo. Well, these people standing
around, these little environmental people who have been trying to
get livestock off of public lands all these years, said: We found a
new way to control leafy spurge and spotted knapweed, and we are
paying the people that own the sheep to graze this off.

I said: By golly, wish I had thought of that. I did not want to
throw any dampness on what they were trying to do, but we know
that it works, and it has to be part of our activities to prevent for-
est fires. If one occurs, the suppression is much easier. We have
seen up in the Big Timber area where a fire just got all the way
up to a grazing lease and then it quit right there. So we think it
is pretty important.

I am pleased with your leadership on the audit. I think that was
very important because we had a long time here trying to figure
out what in the world was going on down there and how we were
using the money. I applaud you for integrating your systems of ac-
counting and also the moving, using broadband, centralizing your
bookkeeping, and all of that.

So that tells me that we ought to be a little more efficient when
we start dealing with grazing, forest stewardship, and forest
health. With the categorical exclusion that we have got in place for
you, those should move along a lot faster than I think they are
moving along right now.

I would yield to my good friend from North Dakota.

NOXIOUS WEEDS

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, let me again thank the wit-
nesses for their testimony. I indicated previously that I would sub-
mit some questions for the record. As the Chief knows, I will once
again want to inquire about leafy spurge and weed control on lands
that I believe we have a responsibility to control weeds on. I also
want to provide some other questions for which we can get some
answers.

Because of the debate on the floor at the moment on this live cat-
tle issue from Canada, I am going to go over and participate in the
debate and I know my colleagues, including the chairman of the
full committee now, who has joined us will participate. So let me
defer at this point and, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for
this hearing this morning.

Senator BURNS. I will be over to join you in just a little bit.
Thank you, Senator Dorgan.

Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for con-
vening this hearing to review the Forest Service budget for the
next fiscal year.
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HEALTHY FORESTS INITIATIVE

I notice in your statements both the Chief and the Under Sec-
retary refer to the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative. We were
really pleased that we were able to support the President’s initia-
tive and get legislation passed implementing many of the sugges-
tions that the Administration had made.

HEALTHY FORESTS RESERVE PROGRAM

I am concerned about one aspect of the budget request, though,
and that is the fact that there is no funding provided for the
Healthy Forests Reserve Program. This was part of the Healthy
Forests Initiative and we are hopeful that a way can be found to
reallocate some funds so that that program can be funded.

What is the reaction that you have to that problem? Has there
been any conversation within the Forest Service or in the Depart-
ment about reprogramming or in some other way making available
funds for the Healthy Forests Reserve Program?

Mr. REY. There have been some conversations. They have not in-
volved the Forest Service. They have been held at the departmental
level. The reason for that is that in the delegation that occurred
after the Act was passed the Healthy Forests Reserve Program was
delegated to the Natural Resources Conservation Service because of
its similarity to a number of NRCS programs like the Farm and
Ranch Land Protection Program and the Grassland Reserve Pro-
gram.

We are in the process of writing the regulations—that is, NRCS
is in the process of writing the regulations—for the Healthy Forests
Reserve Program. We expect that they will be out in proposed form
shortly. It is our expectation that we will complete those regula-
tions contemporaneously while we are working on this 2006 budget
and at some point as that occurs we would be happy to sit down
with the committee and talk about some reallocations of funds to
provide funding in the Healthy Forests Reserve Program.

Senator COCHRAN. Good. We would appreciate very much your
assistance in helping to find a way to see that funds are allocated
to that program, even though it may not be within your budget.
Your influence could help.

Mr. REY. Actually it is, because the NRCS is the other agency
I oversee. So you are complaining to the right person.

Senator COCHRAN. Okay. We also know that under the law we
passed, we encouraged more resources be made available for pest
infestation problems research, particularly into better ways to com-
bat diseases in our forests. This not only applies to our Forest
Service lands, those under your direct jurisdiction and responsi-
bility, but also private forests. I think insects do not know whether
they are on private land or public land when they start their work.
There is a lot that can be done by our Government agencies to help
private landowners. In our State, most of the land is in private
ownership and so I am hopeful that the Forest Service and the De-
partment will continue to keep that in mind and help lead the way
in developing new management and treatment methods that they
can share with private landowners.



19

Mr. REY. We have several of those under way now, mostly in the
Southeastern States. I know we have some in Georgia and some in
Arkansas. I do not recall offhand whether we have any projects in
Mississippi. But what we would be happy to do is submit for the
record a complete list of the projects so far that were developed
under I think it is Title IV of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act.

[The information follows:]

TITLE IV—SILVICULTURAL ASSESSMENTS AND ACCELERATED INFORMATION
GATHERING

Using authority provided under Title IV of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act
of 2003, Forest Service Research & Development (R&D), National Forest System
(NFS), Forest Health Protection (FHP), and State and Private Forestry (SPF) are
working together and partnering with several universities and State forestry agen-
cies to conduct landscape-scale applied research projects to address insect infesta-
tions and diseases that threaten the health of many of our forests and grasslands
in the United States. The applied research projects aim to conduct and evaluate dif-
ferent land management practices that reduce problems associated with the current
outbreaks of insects such as the red oak borer and southern pine beetle, and to
translate that information for practicing professionals, landowners, and the public.
These projects will be instrumental in mitigating the damage caused by these de-
structive insects. There are currently six silvicultural assessments underway.

Title IV also includes projects on accelerated information gathering on insects and
diseases. There are currently six of these projects planned or underway, and one has
been completed.

A complete list of Healthy Forest Restoration Act research and development
projects, under Title IV—Silvicultural Assessments, and Accelerated Information
Gathering, is below. A detailed description of each individual research project may
be obtained at http://www.healthyforests.gov/applied research/index.html.

Silvicultural Assessments:

—Research and demonstration areas of silvicultural treatments for minimizing
gypsy moth effects

—Hemlock woolly adelgid in the southern Appalachians at Otto, North Carolina
(SRS-4351)

—Applied silvicultural assessment of upland oak-hickory forests and the red oak
borer in the Ozark and Ouachita Mountains of Arkansas at Monticello, Arkan-
sas (SRS-4106)

—DMaintaining habitat diversity, sustaining oak systems, and reducing risk of
mortality from gypsy moth and oak decline on the Daniel Boone National For-
est: silvicultural approaches and their operational dimensions

—Applied silvicultural assessment (ASA) of southern pine beetle (SPB) in south-
ern pine stands west of the Mississippi River (SRS—4106)

—Silvicultural thinning treatments for hemlock woolly adelgid (HWA) damage
mitigation (NE Station)

Accelerated information gathering projects include:

—Response of bark beetle populations to wildfire and prescribed burning at Ath-
ens, GA (SRS—4505)

—Hemlock woolly adelgid in the southern Appalachians at Athens, GA (SRS-
4505)

—Trapping systems for early detection of exotic beetles at ports-of-origin and
ports-of-entry, and for detection and control of exotic and invasive beetles in
urban landscapes and managed forests at Athens, GA (SRS—4505)

—Blacks Mountain interdisciplinary research project—Cone Fire assessment

—Stand and landscape visualization systems and remote sensing of forest vegeta-
tion structure

—Rapid response treatment strategies for public and private landowners in the
South to recover from Red Oak Borer in the Ozark Mountains of Arkansas at
Monticello, Arkansas (SRS-4106)

—Genetic diversity of western white pine (Pinus monticola Dougl.) revealed by ge-
netic markers: Improving the white pine blister rust resistance breeding pro-
gram and understanding the importance of natural regeneration after biotic and
abiotic disturbances.



20

HEALTHY FORESTS RESERVE PROGRAM

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the hearing and the good job you
are doing as chairman of this subcommittee.

Senator BURNS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will ad-
dress you back as “Mr. Chairman” also.

FOREST HEALTH

I think the chairman raises a good question on our research and
the maintenance of our forests, especially with regard to insects.
They do not know whether the trees are privately owned or owned
by the Federal Government. No matter what the private people do
in order to take care of their problem, if we do not take care of
ours, theirs is an endless job and we never will get our arm around
this.

So I think he raises a good question there and we should take
a look at that.

Senator Bennett.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

LITIGATION COSTS

One of my main hobby horses that I continue to ride is the im-
pact of litigation costs, both in the Forest Service and the BLM. We
have had testimony from the BLM that litigation costs eat up
something like 50 percent of their administrative budgets, and peo-
ple keep filing delays, filing appeals, doing everything they can to
use the courts to prevent what I consider to be sound management.

The Government wins something like 99 percent of all of these
appeals, but the amount of administrative time spent dealing with
them and legal fees spent handling it are great. The folks who file
the protests really do not care about the merit of their position.
They simply want to snarl up the whole process.

Do you have a sense or can you give us a summary of where
these litigation costs are in the Forest Service?

Mr. BOSWORTH. Senator Bennett, I do not think I can give you
a specific cost regarding our litigation costs. The situation for us
is that every one of our projects in one way or another is affected
by litigation, because we have to go through additional analysis,
additional work, checking, double-checking—getting an administra-
tive file that may be 6 feet tall if you stacked it on end—assuming
we may get litigation.

So every project ends up being affected because we have people
doing work and analysis and documentation that otherwise is not
really necessary for a sound decision. They go through it in order
to make sure that if they get litigated, they will have an oppor-
tunity and a chance to win.

So if you just took the actual cost of litigation per se, the specific
amount of time we spend on it, it would not be a high percentage
of our budget, but probably 50 percent of our time goes into plan-
ning and doing analysis and documentation in the event of that
litigation. Then we often get appealed; we go through the appeals
process and then we get litigated on a proportion of those.



21

So our concern has been how to reduce that level of analysis and
work that we do so that we can make sound decisions and involve
the public, but not have to have 10 boxes worth of administrative
record to defend ourselves in court. It is very impacting in the end.

Mr. REY. I think that the costs break into three broad categories.
There is the one we can quantify for you and submit for the record
and that is the actual cost of the time spent in appeals and litiga-
tion. The second, which the Chief mentioned, is the collateral cost
of working backwards for all the projects that are affected by litiga-
tion, adding additional analysis and process in the interest of liti-
gation avoidance.

The third is the opportunity costs associated with projects that
are time-sensitive that are delayed and ultimately changed as a
consequence of the delay associated with litigation. In southern Or-
egon, for instance, we are in the middle of a matrix of lawsuits,
which is probably the best way to describe it, on the recovery
project for the Biscuit Fire, that burned in 2002, which was the
largest fire in Oregon’s history.

LITIGATION COSTS

Ultimately, by the time we sort our way through all the litiga-
tion—and so far we are winning the lawsuits; we are not losing
them—much of the salvageable timber that we would have
salvaged is going to be substantially less useful, if not worthless.
The proceeds from that salvage were going to partially pay for
much of the other restoration work that was going to be done on
those sites to stabilize those watersheds on a long-term basis.

So as we lost that potential revenue source as an opportunity
cost associated with litigation that we will ultimately win; at least
we are winning so far, even in the Ninth Circuit. We are going to
have to either forego the restoration work or pay for it out of appro-
priated dollars. So that opportunity cost is not inconsequential,
particularly in projects that are time-sensitive by their nature.

Senator BENNETT. We are the Appropriations Committee and we
have to come up with the money that you need to carry out your
mission, and it is just very frustrating to me that such a high per-
centage of the money we come up with goes into what is essentially
a totally nonproductive kind of activity. If you were losing your
lawsuits, that would indicate that you were doing something wrong
and that these people are watchdogs. But the fact that you win so
often indicates, I think, that they are not watchdogs; they are dogs
in the manger who simply do not want you to do your job and they
are using the courts as a way to try to prevent it.

ENERGY

Let me turn my attention to the question of energy resources.
There is a great deal of energy available in the Intermountain
West, where I come from, and increasing attention is being paid to
the potential of energy coming from Forest Service lands. There is
some sense of frustration that land managers on the ground do not
pay attention to energy development, they put it very much on the
back burner. Do you want to address that and agree or defend or
vigorously deny or whatever else you might have in mind with re-
spect to this question?
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Mr. REY. Well, I think I would offer an alternative perspective.
If you look at our 2006 request from among the National Forest
System accounts, what you will see is that one of the largest in-
creases is for our minerals program. A good part of that is a reflec-
tion of the fact that we know that we have a backlog of opportunity
there and a desire to be more efficient in reviewing the applications
that we get for new development. We are trying to process those
in an efficient fashion so that we can produce energy in an environ-
mentally sensitive way.

Mr. BoswORTH. If I could add just one thing to that, we are also
putting significant effort into biomass and utilization of biomass,
both in terms of research and finding places where we can utilize
some of that material to help reduce energy needs for this country.

PLANNING RULE

Senator BENNETT. Land management plans. We have talked here
before about the Dixie National Forest and how again, back to the
first subject, protests and petitions and so on have prevented us
from saving the Dixie Forest from devastation by the beetles. Peo-
ple say: Gee, if human beings go in there, somehow they will taint
the forest. The fact is, the beetles are there destroying the forest
and human beings, if they were there, could do something about it,
somehow that is okay. If nature Kkills the trees, the trees deserve
to be dead, but if human beings kill the trees and turn them into
houses, somehow that is evil. I do not support that view, but there
is that view.

Can you talk about improvements to the LMP that are coming
as a result of the new rule you adopted in December 2004?

Mr. BoswoRTH. Yes, I would be happy to do that. As you said,
in December we finalized our planning rule. We have been oper-
ating under the old planning rule that was developed in 1982, so
you can tell that is quite outdated and it was time to make some
significant revisions, in our judgment. So the new planning rule
that we have does several things.

First, I believe it will allow for better public involvement. It is
going to be shorter. We will get it done quicker. We estimate that
under the new planning rule we will be able to complete a forest
plan revision in 2 to 3 years. Under our existing time frame it has
taken us 8 to 10 years to complete a 15-year forest plan.

By having it shortened, I believe that it will allow people to be
much more engaged and much more involved. The average person
cannot be involved in a forest plan if it is going to take 8 or 9 years
to get it done. The people who are being paid can. The people from
the timber industry or the livestock industry or the environmental
industry can be involved in it. But the person down the street who
wants to go out with his family and enjoy the national forests can-
not stick with it.

So I believe that is one major change I think will help. It will
also cost less money if we get it done quicker.

I believe it will also provide for better environmental protections.
The reason I say that is because we have an Environmental Man-
agement System that we will put in place that requires an inde-
pendent audit of the forest each year and that will show whether
or not we are doing what we said we would do and whether or not
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we are getting the outcomes that we said we will get. We will in-
crease the amount of monitoring that we are doing, so that will
allow us then to make adjustments based upon what we have
learned.

So the whole notion would be, instead of trying to guess what
might happen by doing an analysis up front, we will do adequate
analysis, but we will put our emphasis into after we have imple-
mented for a year; then we look and see what actually happened
and learn from that and make adjustments. That makes more
sense to me. I think that will provide for better environmental pro-
tections.

I think it will also increase the visibility of our projects by having
independent auditors looking at what we are doing and involving
the public in that.

In the end, all of our decisions will be science-based. The plan-
ning rule requires using the best available science. Our analyses
will be reviewed by our scientists to make sure that we are actually
interpreting the science correctly.

So those are the major changes that I think will end up with a
much better process that will be more acceptable to the public.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Senator Stevens.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

RED CEDAR EXPORT POLICY

I am concerned about a few things here that I read in the budg-
et. For instance, there is a request that we change the prohibition
against export of Alaska’s red cedar to give the right of first refusal
to the timber industry and then to allow its export. Just how would
that work? Are you going to set the price and if they take it they
can buy it; if not, are you going to export it? I do not understand
that mechanism.

Mr. REY. That is basically how it would work. This would be an
opportunity to

Senator STEVENS. Well, you have got a timber industry on its
knees because of the work of extreme environmentalists in our
State and they cannot afford to meet the bid of people in foreign
countries that do not have the environmental restrictions that we
have. That is a no-brainer. I do not understand who came up with
that.

Mr. REY. No, this is an attempt to help the industry in Alaska
to market the red cedar, which they do not manufacture in Alaska,
but to also give the opportunity for the industry in the Puget
Sound to get access to those logs. The way that the system is sup-
posed to work is

Senator STEVENS. All we did was prohibit the export, Mark. We
did not say you could not sell it to Seattle. They can still sell it to
Seattle if they want to buy it. I do not understand that language
at all. I would urge you to look at it and give us a paper on what
it really means. I have been around that industry for a long time
and I never saw such a proposal, that our people can buy it if they
meet your price, is what you are saying.
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Mr. REY. No. What we are saying is that the producers in the
Puget Sound area get a right of first refusal at a set price.

Senator STEVENS. No. The language says first refusal to the
Alaska timber industry. Check it, will you?

Mr. REY. Okay, we will check on that.

[The information follows:]

Senator Stevens is correct, since the Alaska timber industry would be making the
initial purchase.

KAKE LAND EXCHANGE

Senator STEVENS. Second now, we provided $2 million to facili-
tate what was known as the Kake Land Exchange. You want to
strike that language. Why?

Mr. REY. I think the exchange is complete, is it not?

Senator STEVENS. Again, take a look at that. I do not understand
that either.

[The information follows:]

KAKE LAND EXCHANGE

In October 2000, Congress enacted the Kake Tribal Corporation Land Transfer
Act (Public Law 106-283, Kake Act), an amendment to the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act (ANCSA). The statute provides for the reallocation of lands and se-
lection rights among the State, Kake Tribal Corporation, and the City of Kake in
order to protect and manage the Kake municipal watershed.

The Kake Act provided that if the State relinquished its selection rights to 1,389
acres of Federal lands in Jenny Creek, and if Kake Tribal Corporation and Sealaska
conveyed 1,430 acres of non-Federal lands to the City of Kake, then USDA would
convey the surface estate of the 1,389 acres at Jenny Creek to the Kake Tribal Cor-
poration and the subsurface to Sealaska.

The lands conveyed to the City were encumbered by a conservation easement
granted by Kake Tribal to the Southeast Alaska Land Trust to provide for the per-
petual protection and management of Kake’s watershed. Thus, the Act authorized
“such sums as may be necessary to carry out this Act, including to compensate Kake
Tribal Corporation for relinquishing its development rights [in the lands encum-
bered by the conservation easement] and to provide assistance to Kake Tribal Cor-
poration to meet the requirements of subsection (h) [the timber export restriction].”

In fiscal year 2001, the appropriations legislation provided $5 million for this pur-
pose. The Alaska Region determined the value of the timber rights Kake Tribal Cor-
poration relinquished to be worth at least $5 million and transferred the funds.
Kake Tribal Corporation commissioned a market analysis that indicated the Cor-
poration lost $18 million in revenues. This amount was not verified or accepted by
the Forest Service using standard market value estimates. In subsequent fiscal
years (fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2005), Congress appropriated additional
lump sum payments to Kake Tribal for implementation of the Act. A total of about
$13 million has been allocated to Kake Tribal (subject to rescission percentages).
The Forest Service believes that the Kake Act has been fully implemented.

TIMBER SALE PIPELINE

Senator STEVENS. We proposed that there be $5 million be put
in to funding for the EIS’s on Alaska timber sale to ensure that
there would be a stable supply of timber, the so-called pipeline
amendment, to put some timber in the pipeline so it would be there
and the EIS’s would be cleared in advance so people knew what
they were bidding on. Right now you bid on it and then the EIS
comes along and it is stalled for 2 years. Your money is tied up for
2 years and your industry dies.

Now, what is wrong with our approach?

Mr. REY. The problem is litigation, but not the funding of the
EIS’s.
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Senator STEVENS. Well, you strike the money, $5 million for the
pipeline money. Again, I want you to look at that. I cannot believe
you would strike that $5 million. The Forest Service concurred with
us that we should find a way to get the EIS’s completed before a
timber sale.

Mr. REY. We can take a look at that.

[The information follows:]

The President’s fiscal year 2006 budget includes up to $4 million specifically for

allocation to the Alaska Region for the purpose of preparing timber pipeline volume
which is in addition to its normal allocation.

ALASKA RAILROAD

Senator STEVENS. One was provided for—$1 million for the ac-
tivities on the Chugach that relate to the partnership between the
Chugach people—as you know, it is a regional Native corporation—
and the Alaska Railroad. Why did you strike that money?

Mr. REY. It was our understanding that that was a 1-year
project. If there is a continuing need to carry that forward, that is
something we should talk about.

Senator STEVENS. What this finances is stops made in Forest
Service area, by the Alaska Railroad. Maybe you should under-
stand what it is about. It was in order to increase the recreation
opportunities in the forest area by financing the stops that are nec-
essary. You understand? We have an Alaska Railroad. It does stop.
It is like a Toonerville Trolley. It stops in advance if you tell it
where to stop.

If the people know it is going to stop in the forest, they will build
the recreational facilities for those stops in your Forest Service
area. Again, I look at this, I cannot believe that the people who
prepared it—I hope this is part of OMB’s additions to your proposal
and not the Forest Service. If not, I suggest you station some peo-
ple up in Alaska to learn a little bit about my State, okay?

Mr. REY. Okay.

Senator STEVENS. I will tell you, a kind letter will follow this.

ALASKA FIRE SEASON—2005

As you know, the last year was about the worst fire season we
have ever seen. At one time there were 6.6 million acres burning.
For 15 days the EPA rated the air quality in Fairbanks as dan-
gerous and hazardous—at 10 micrograms per cubic meter. People
were told to stay indoors, to avoid exertion. Older people had to be
moved out of the city.

I received reports that these fires could have been diminished,
but you lacked resources to fight fires in my State, whereas you
were fighting fires of 100,000 acres in the lower 48. Now, tell me,
who makes that decision that you can’t fight fires in Alaska?

Mr. REY. Those decisions are made by the incident commanders
on site in charge of the fires, and no incident commander in Alaska
was denied any resource request that he posed.

Senator STEVENS. This was reported in the paper now and was
reported to us in my offices in Alaska that the Federal agencies
lacked the resources, manpower, and equipment to handle these
fires because they were so large. They could handle minor fires, but
they could not handle large fires. Now, you know, some time ago
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the environmental community came to me and said: God made the
fires and God made the forests, so you should not interfere with
God. Is that the proposal now, we are going to let fires in Alaska
burn?

Mr. REY. No, not at all. We trust the incident commanders in
charge of fires, whether they are Alaskan fires or whether they are
fires in the lower 48, to decide what the attack strategy on those
fires is going to be and call for the resources that they need. And
in Alaska this year——

Senator STEVENS. Well, then I shall call, ask the committee to
call the people who made the decisions in Alaska to come tell us
why they did not fight those fires. 6.6 million acres of Federal for-
est burned and the fires went on for 20 days.

Mr. REY. It was a record fire season in Alaska.

Senator STEVENS. They tell me, because all the winds are bring-
ing all the snow down this year, it is going to be a record fire sea-
son again.

Mr. REY. It is setting up to be another one.

Senator STEVENS. There are 2.2 million acres of beetle kill in the
Anchorage region. We have not been able to cut it and if it is as
dry this year in Anchorage as it was in Fairbanks last year, it
could well consume the area that has half the population of my
State. You know I live right in the middle of it, right?

Mr. REY. I think the difference here is that if cities like Anchor-
age or Fairbanks or even small communities are threatened, our
incident commanders will adopt a much more aggressive and re-
source-intensive strategy.

Senator STEVENS. Now you are saying that if there are not any
people around you let the timber burn?

Mr. REY. We do that in the lower 48 as well. We let it burn
under prescription if we know that there are no property or human
lives that are threatened. That is not unique to Alaska.

Senator STEVENS. Over 6.6 million acres of timber can burn and
you just sit by?

Mr. REY. We do not sit by.

Senator STEVENS. You did not try to contain it.

Mr. REY. We make sure that we can extinguish when it is an im-
mediate threat to human life or property.

Senator STEVENS. Well, you know it was right to the edges of the
National Missile Defense area at Fort Greeley, do you not?

Mr. REY. There were contingency plans to make sure it did
not—

Senator STEVENS. I remember going down to New Mexico where
it came right up on Los Alamos because of a decision not to fight
it about 12 miles away and the fire got away.

I tell you, I do not think you understand. Someone has got to
take a look at this. You just cannot let fires burn because you
never know where they are going to go if they really get bad.

Mr. REY. We do not just let fires burn. Where we have fire man-
agement plans that we can let them burn with some confidence
under prescription——

Senator STEVENS. Well, I ask you to check it.

Mr. REY. We can do that.
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Senator STEVENS. Last, I was told that we do have the Fire
Jumper School in Alaska in Fairbanks and during this period,
th}(l)se fire jumpers were out of the State fighting other fires else-
where.

Mr. REY. If that is the case that is because they were not called
for by the incident commanders that were in charge of fighting the
Alaska fires.

Senator STEVENS. Mr. Chairman, I ask you to call that person to
come testify before this subcommittee this year.

Senator BURNS. We will track him down.

Senator STEVENS. I do not accept the position that fires should
be left totally to go and just rage in an area like ours just because
we are so big. We have one-fifth of the land mass of the United
States. Half the Federal lands of the United States are in our
State. You are making the decision those half are subject to dif-
ferent conditions than you would make in other States.

Mr. REY. No, we are applying essentially the same standard in
Alaska that we are applying in the lower 48.

Senator STEVENS. But if the resources are not there to fight
them, how are we going to fight them?

Mr. REY. That is the issue I think we are still trying to assess,
as to whether the resources were there to fight them.

Senator STEVENS. That is the issue I would like to set. I tell you,
6.6 million acres burning in a period of 20 days has got to be exam-
ined. It may be that current needs of the United States do not need
that timber, but it takes a lot, lot longer to grow timber in Alaska
than elsewhere. You agree to that?

Mr. REY. In that part of Alaska, sure.

Senator STEVENS. Particularly in that part of Alaska, in the Inte-
rior. It is a slow growing season. We have a long season, but it is
slow growth because of the shallowness of the roots. Once they
burn, it takes years. That whole area now is just stark. It looks like
you are going through a part of hell when you drive through it.

I really urge you to get him up here because someone has got to
answer why there was not a greater attempt to stop those fires.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Thank you.

Senator Feinstein.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

As one of the co-sponsors of the Senate Healthy Forests bill along
with you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Cochran, Senator Craig, and Sen-
ator Wyden, I am very concerned by cuts in this budget. It is my
understanding that the budget proposes a 54 percent cut in cooper-
ative fire assistance, a 30 percent cut in forest health management
on State and private lands, a 13 percent in cooperative forestry,
and elimination of the economic action plan which helps businesses
economically remove hazardous fuels.

HAZARDOUS FUELS REDUCTION FUNDING

In contretemps to this, funding for hazardous fuel reduction on
Forest Service lands increases from $263 million to $281 million.
It seems to me that the way this is imbalanced gives short shrift
to what we, Mr. Rey, tried to accomplish in the Healthy Forests
bill, and I want to ask a couple of questions.
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It is my understanding that the Forest Service has the capacity
for an additional $41.4 million in hazardous fuel reduction on pri-
vate lands, four or five times as much as the approximate $8 to $10
million in the fiscal year 2006 budget for these purposes. In addi-
tion, there is capacity for an additional $15 million in hazardous
fuel reduction on State and private lands. So my question is, this
reading would indicate that the budget falls far short of the
amount needed to move ahead at full speed to reduce the risk of
catastrophic fires, certainly in southern California.

Mr. REY. I am not sure where the capacity numbers come from,
but clearly there is greater need for fuel reduction work on non-
Federal lands than the 2006 budget provides funding for. I think
we can agree on that. As I said in my opening statement, as we
moved to put together our budget under the Healthy Forests Initia-
tive and the Healthy Forests Restoration Act, we put together a
budget request that focused more heavily on Federal lands than on
non-Federal lands, and we did that for three reasons.

First, we are the only ones who treat Federal lands. We are the
only ones who can treat Federal lands. There is no other unit of
government that is going to provide money to treat our Federal at-
risk lands, either in the wildland-urban interface or outside it.

Second, if you look across the country, I think it is a fair assess-
ment to say that by and large the Federal lands are in worse shape
than the non-Federal lands. Our fuel loads are heavier.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Except, let me stop you here. It is my under-
standing from my staff that what you have done is essentially
move the activity to the cheaper areas and away from the wildland
interface areas.

Mr. REY. No, we are actually increasing the amount of treatment
done in the wildland-urban interface as compared with previous
years. But we are focusing on the Federal lands within the
wildland-urban interface, as opposed to the non-Federal lands with-
in the wildland-urban interface. And wildland-urban interface
acres are on the average more expensive to do, so you get less acres
per a set investment than you would outside the wildland-urban
interface because you have to go more heavily to the mechanical
treatment.

The third reason that we focused on Federal lands may be the
most important, and that is as we worked with our partners in the
firefighting community at both the Federal and State level, we
identified other funding streams that are available to our non-Fed-
eral cooperators, in some cases with better delivery systems than
our own.

For example, the USDA Rural Development program had a $300
million or so grant program last year using Farm bill funds to pro-
vide assistance to first responders. That is money that we are going
to try to get to our rural firefighters. FEMA has a $700 million pro-
gram to assist firefighters at the State and local level.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I guess what I see, Mr. Rey, we gave a lot
of attention—Senator Conrad was there, Senator Burns was
there—as to how we set up this bill to be able to move aggressively
in certain areas on fire. We had big discussions. It seems to me
that what you are doing is shorting part of our problem and mov-
ing the money to other places, and that concerns me.
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Mr. REY. I think I agree with the disproportionate distribution
of revenues over the whole of the problem, because we are empha-
sizing Federal lands over non-Federal lands. It does not follow,
however, that in making that emphasis we are moving the treat-
ments away from the wildland-urban interface and into other
areas. The treatments are still proportionately focused in the
wildland-urban interface. About two-thirds of our treatments in
2006 will be in the wildland-urban interface.

But even on a forest with as much non-Federal land as, say, the
San Bernardino——

Senator FEINSTEIN. That is what I was going to mention.

Mr. REY [continuing]. What we are saying is we are going to put
our initial emphasis—our proposal to you, I guess I should say, is
that we put our initial emphasis on treating the Federal lands on
:cihe 1?an Bernardino, because we are the only ones who can and will

o that.

Now, that is obviously a discussion we are going to continue to
have over the appropriations process. Last year you reduced what
we requested for hazardous fuels, so in that sense you reallocated
to hit non-Federal lands.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Not me, not for reducing.

Mr. REY. No, you did not reduce the overall effort, but you made
us switch from Federal lands to non-Federal lands. Not you specifi-
cally, but the Congress generally.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Well, take for example the bark beetle forest
that is dry and deteriorating very rapidly, which is part on Federal
and part on non-Federal land in the San Bernardino National For-
est. Does this mean you treat the Federal land and you do not treat
the rest of it?

Mr. REY. No, what it means is we think there are other mecha-
nisms for funding the non-Federal portion of the treatment and we
want to make sure as we allocate our priorities that we can do our
part of it. So on the San Bernardino or on another forest in a simi-
lar situation, what we would try to do would be to work with the
local communities, identify what funding streams they have avail-
a})le, but make sure as we did that, we have enough to do our part
of it.

In some of these forests, they are using funding streams from the
Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act to do
the non-Federal lands treatment. We do use hazardous fuels dol-
lars to help with the development of community-based fire plans
that cover both Federal and non-Federal lands. So we are not walk-
ing away from the non-Federal lands. What we are trying to do is
to strike the right balance to make sure that if you look across all
of the funding streams available that we can do a treatment that
is effective because we treat both in a strategic fashion and not get
to the point where all of the non-Federal land is treated and the
private landowners then look to us and say: Well, what have you
guys done?

Senator FEINSTEIN. I guess my concern—and let me just say this
to my colleagues who were there. If you will recall, we spent a lot
of time trying to work out a balanced formula and I think we did.
We took a lot of flak from environmentalists who said, they are just
going to turn this thing around. I do not want that to happen.
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I think that what the intent was and what we did should be car-
ried out by the Department. I think it is a real point of major in-
tegrity that we work, that the cooperative fire plans—I attended a
meeting in August in the Tahoe Basin with all of the fire commu-
nities. I am going up there again. They have all worked very hard
to do their cooperative fire plan and to see that the funding re-
mained so that that can get done.

I think it would be really very tragic if what some people said
would happen with that healthy forest plan happens, because we
tried to see that it was a balanced approach and that we did the
right thing by the urban-wildland interface.

Mr. REY. I think we are all committed to making sure that ap-
proach works and what we have to do as we go through each budg-
et cycle is try to make sure we get the right amount of funding in
each program area.

Senator FEINSTEIN. All I know is what my people tell me and
they tell me that the way this is worked out shorts California and
it moves the money to cheaper areas to do forestry work.

Mr. BoswoRTH. I would like to respond to that, Senator. As Chief
of the Forest Service, I get a number of different recommendations
from my folks saying, well, here is how we ought to allocate it
around the country. When they are looking at these recommenda-
tions from time to time, they say: Well, you know, it costs more
money to do business in California; we ought to put it in the
wildland-urban interface than some other place.

So often when they are making those considerations, those con-
siderations become available for other people to look at. All I want
to tell you is they are not decisions until I make them. I am happy
to have those considerations, but in California, even though we had
some recommendations to do some different things based on cost
per acre, we put the dollars in California where they were needed
and we kept the program at the level and will continue to be giving
a high priority for California.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Well, I had whispered in my left ear, where
I am a little bit hard of hearing, that they did this year, but what
about next year?

Mr. BoswORTH. Well, I am sure that I will get recommendations
from folks again with a variety of different choices in how we ought
to do it. But I am still going to be the one that makes the decision
and I am very concerned about those wildland-urban interface
areas in California. They are more expensive. It costs more to do
business.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I understand that. But I cannot help that in
any way. That is the way it is.

Mr. BoswoRTH. Neither can the Forest Service folks that are in
California, because it is just a higher cost of doing business. So we
are going to continue to find the right balance, but I just do not
foresee ending up shorting the areas there that have the critical
wildland-urban interface with national forest land all around them.

Again, we will continue to always look at different choices, but
I just cannot foresee a decision that would make significant reduc-
tions in California.

Mr. REY. The good news, I guess, in terms of this is that our re-
gional foresters are arguing passionately to get more money to do
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this work, and your regional forester is among the most aggressive
and passionate.
Senator FEINSTEIN. Good, we like that. Thank you very much.

COMMUNITY FIRE PLANS

Let me go to the community fire safe councils. It is my under-
standing that communities get about $40 million I requests from
the fire safe councils and that there is some additional money
available through the county payments legislation which Senators
Craig, Wyden, and I are working on to try to get reauthorized. How
are we going to implement the fire safety councils plan in the face
of these budget cuts or proposed budget cuts?

Mr. REY. Well, we do fund some of the fire planning work
through hazardous fuels dollars, which has not been cut. It has ac-
tually been increased. So there is some assistance there. The
money that is provided under the Secure Rural Schools and Com-
munity Self-Determination Act is from a mandatory account, so
that money will continue to flow as well.

So we have been so far able to keep up with the community fire
planning process. There are about 600 that have been developed so
far, which is actually pretty impressive because it has only been
13, 14 months since the bill’s enactment, and those are up and run-
ning. I think so far we have been able to keep up with the desire
of the communities for assistance with their plans.

Senator FEINSTEIN. All right. Well, we will watch and see. That
is for sure.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT—SIERRA NEVADA FRAMEWORK

Let me just say that I understand you were instrumental in
working out an agreement between the Forest Service and the Uni-
versity of California on an adaptive management plan for the re-
vised Sierra Nevada Framework. I just want to congratulate you on
that. I think it is important to have that independent review.

Can you explain to us how you envision this working?

Mr. REY. Sure. I will take the first cut at that, but the Chief and,
more notably, the regional forester will probably be much more ar-
ticulate about the details.

It is being set up as a three-part agreement between the State,
the Forest Service, and the University of California at Berkeley. In
the Forest Service there are two entities involved. There are the
national forests of the Sierra Nevada region and then there is the
1Paciﬁc Southwest Forest and Range Experiment Station at Berke-

ey.

The University of California will do monitoring of the treatments
that we apply for fuels reduction purposes in a number of sites that
are going to be selected by the university in conjunction with the
State and the Forest Service, and that will be part of our active
monitoring program that we do as we move forward to implement
the Sierra Nevada Framework.

As the results of that monitoring are made available, the univer-
sity will analyze it. It will be available for public review. The pri-
mary purpose of it, I guess to state it as simply as I can, is that
we will be evaluating whether the treatments that we have speci-
fied accomplish the results that we desire and just those results.
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We want to evaluate whether they are effective in fuel reduction
and that there are no unanticipated or unintended consequences as
a result of implementing.

If we find that either they are not effective or there are unin-
tended consequences of a negative nature, then that work will form
the basis for subsequent amendments to the Sierra Nevada Frame-
work. The University of California and the State, for that matter,
but primarily the University of California, will provide an inde-
pendent certifying capability to see that the Sierra Nevada Frame-
work works as we hope it will.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I think that is very interesting. It is going to
be interesting to see how it works out. Let me just commend you.

Do you have anything to add, Mr. Bosworth, to that?

Mr. BoswoRTH. The only thing I would add is that it is critical
for us to have a monitoring system that has public credibility.
When you look at a plan like the Sierra Nevada Framework, it is
fairly controversial, so there are differences of opinion on all sides.
The future for us is going to be in effective monitoring, and often
using independent outside parties to help us do that monitoring
and evaluation, to do the kind of adaptive management that we
need to do in the future.

That is really what this is about. So this approach has the poten-
tial to be a model for some other places if it works. I do not have
any reason to believe that it would not work well.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Well, it is certainly a hot issue. Let me just
commend both of you. I think it is a very interesting project.

QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP

Let me ask the last question on the Quincy Library Group. What
actions has the Forest Service taken to ensure that the QLG
project will meet the intent of the law in future years? Really what
I am getting at is the planned program of work in the remaining
years of the project.

Mr. BoswORTH. The budget proposal would maintain the base
level of funding for Quincy Library Group. Every opportunity we
get, we put more money into it if we can. So in fiscal year 2005,
this fiscal year, we were able to scrape up even some additional
dollars to put into QLG to do some additional work.

The funding proposal for 2006 would be the same level as it was
for 2005 and that was enacted for 2005 and the same that it was
for 2004. As I said, if there is excess money somewhere—which
there is not usually a lot, but from time to time there will be dol-
lars that will not get spent as effectively in another forest or an-
other region—whenever we have the opportunity we will put some
of those dollars into Quincy Library Group to ensure that we get
the outcomes there that you had intended.

ROAD MAINTENANCE

Senator FEINSTEIN. Just one other quick question. In places of
real road devastation, particularly in southern California, caused
by the fires, are you going to be able to help with those roads? As
has been stated, this is going to be another big fire year, I suspect,
for southern California.
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Mr. BoswORTH. Right now we are assessing primarily the flood
damage that occurred from the huge rain storms in southern Cali-
fornia. We know that there was somewhere in the vicinity of $35
million worth of damage to roads and trails, but we have not com-
pleted the analysis or the assessment. So what it will require is,
at least to some degree, given the dollars that we have currently,
that we would redirect where we can and do what we can to re-
spond to that with the dollars that we have.

Mr. REY. Similarly on non-Federal lands, the Natural Resources
Conservation Service is starting to get initial assessments of flood
damage in the form of requests for emergency watershed protection
money.

BARK BEETLE DAMAGE—SAN BERNARDINO NATIONAL FOREST

Senator FEINSTEIN. I am sorry. I said the last question. Just one
more. I am really concerned with the San Bernardino Mountains
and the bark beetle forest. The longer you leave the trees there, it
seems to me, the worse it gets. How much of that infested acreage
do you think you are able to treat this next year? Can you give me
a percentage?

Mr. BOoswORTH. I do not think that I—well, let us see. I guess
I can. Well, at least for fiscal year 2006, based on the

Senator FEINSTEIN. Assume it is 1 million acre area.

Mr. BosworTH. Well, approximately 56,000 acres would be treat-
ed with hazardous fuels funds. The 2006 President’s budget pro-
posal would allow for about 56,000 acres. Now, the total area I
think that has insect damage on the San Bernardino National For-
est I believe is around 350,000 acres or 400,000. I could be wrong
on that, though, and I would have to get you better information to
be sure. Is it 400,000? That is in the neighborhood.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Then the rest of it. Are you saying that the
rest of it is going to remain untreated?

Mr. BoswoRTH. Well, it really depends on where you locate the
treatments. You do not have to treat every acre. If we locate our
treatments in a strategic way, then that helps protect other areas
from fire or insect disease. So it is critical that we locate our treat-
ments in the right places.

For example, in a certain drainage, you may have a 100,000 acre
drainage, but you may only need to treat 25 or 30,000 acres if you
do it right, rather than every single one of the acres.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I guess the reason I am asking this is, as you
know, there are homes all in the middle of this. I mean, it is the
most complicated thing. I would like to ask that you work with us
on how you are going to do this, to try to get the most bang for
the dﬁllars in the interface areas where private property is really
at risk.

Mr. BoswoRTH. I would be very, very happy to work with you on
that. I have flown over the area. I have been driven through the
area. I have hiked through some of it, several times in the last 2
years. It is a very, very difficult area that is in a very, very terrible
condition.

Mr. REY. I think most of the treatments are being laid out with
the local communities through a task force that has been in exist-
ence for about 4 years down there. The best thing to do might be,
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if you are going to be in that area at some point this spring, to just
sit down with the task force people and have them lay out what
the program of treatments are.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I will do that, but just generally, 57,000
acres out of nearly 1 million acres of infested forest is just a little
bit. That is what I am most worried about, where we are going to
get the funds to really be aggressive.

Mr. BOSwWORTH. It is 56,000 out of 400,000. So it is still a small
percentage.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Of Federal land.

Mr. BOSWORTH. Yes.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Okay, and not the non-Federal land.

Mr. BoswoRTH. Correct.

CONDITIONS IN MONTANA

Senator BURNS. If you would like to visit Montana we will show
you some of that, you do not know what a problem is. Ours is big-
ger and we have got it up there. With that, your flood damage
down there we would take a little of it. We need moisture. We have
no snow and we just do not have a lot of moisture.

I am going to only take up one more question. We lost another
sawmill this year, you know. Owens and Hurst went down. When
we talk about her problems, we are losing our infrastructure and
people who know how to work the forests. We lose 90 jobs up there
and some allied jobs around that, that help us deal with the people
who know how to operate in the forests, even on our fires and any-
thing else.

So we have a big problem. Up there where they have diseases,
we cannot get those trees out, or the small diameter trees. We re-
tooled our mills to handle smaller diameter logs and now they can-
not get them. It goes through the appeals business and all of that,
e}\;en with hazardous fuels and healthy forests and forest steward-
ship.

So I am at a loss on how we are supposed to handle all of these
things. I think probably when you start taking some of those trees
out down there, you will probably run into some of the same prob-
lems we run into up in Montana. It sure gets in the way of good
forest management.

They have just about covered all the questions I have up and
down the line. I have a few more, but we can address those. We
are going to see a little bit of a change in funds as we work our
way through this budget, but we will come to agreement on that,
I think, fairly quickly, and I appreciate all your work.

Senator Cochran, have you got other questions for this panel?

APPROPRIATION PROCESS

Senator COCHRAN. I was going to ask, Mr. Chairman, a couple
of questions about the organization of the Forest Service in the De-
partment of Agriculture and the challenge that that presents to
you in responding to requests to testify at hearings of the Appro-
priations Committee. We just went through a reorganization of our
subcommittees and made some changes in jurisdictional respon-
sibilities in our subcommittees. You are a part of the Department
of Agriculture and you are here testifying before an Interior Appro-
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priations subcommittee. Do you also get called to testify before the
Agriculture Appropriations subcommittee as well during the con-
sideration of the budget request?

Mr. BoswoORTH. I do not get called for the Forest Service budget.
I do not testify at Agriculture Appropriations. On occasion we par-
ticipate in oversight hearings, but not from the Appropriations
Committee on Agriculture.

From my perspective, it works very well working with the Inte-
rior Appropriations subcommittee.

Senator COCHRAN. Which subcommittee actually approves your
budg}et request or provides funding for your activities every fiscal
year?

Mr. BOSWORTH. Interior does, the Interior subcommittee.

Mr. REY. I typically appear before the Agriculture subcommittee,
but for the Natural Resources Conservation Service.

Senator COCHRAN. Right, because you are also—you supervise
the Director of the NRCS, do you not?

Mr. REY. Right.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, I am curious to find out how all this
works in practice. When we start reorganizing things, sometimes it
has an impact that we do not fully appreciate while we are moving
responsibilities around among different subcommittees. I wanted to
be sure we had not made some decisions here that made it harder
for you to do your business or less efficient in terms of the time
you have to spend up here on Capitol Hill.

Mr. REY. I do not think your reorganization will affect us either
way.

Senator COCHRAN. Good. It suits you to continue the way that we
are handling your budget request each year in terms of the com-
mittees that have jurisdiction over your hearings and writing the
bill for you?

Mr. REY. I think so. The Forest Service and the Department of
the Interior land managing agencies have enough comparable pro-
grams that it probably is a benefit to look at them as a whole. So
I think it probably works just fine.

Senator COCHRAN. Good.

We thank you for the good job you are doing. We hope that the
implementation of the National Forest Initiatives through the law
that we passed is moving along the way we anticipated. You were
very active in that, Mr. Rey, and we appreciate your personal in-
volvement in coming up here to the Hill to meet with Senators as
we were working our way through that.

HEALTHY FORESTS RESTORATION ACT

Is the law living up to our expectations? Is it really giving you
the tools to better manage our forests and make sure we achieve
our goals?

Mr. REY. I think it has been so far.

Mr. BoswoORTH. I would like to respond to that. In fiscal year
2004, the amount of work that we got done far exceeded anything
that we had done in the past in terms of fuels treatment, for exam-
ple. I think that as time goes on and our folks get more adept at
using the new tools and opportunities that we have through the
Healthy Forests Restoration Act, they will get even better. Those
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kind of things help us a lot, and we are going to continue to always
look for more improvements and ways that we can modernize our
processes. We may need help in the future on some other things,
but so far, so good.

Senator BURNS. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. REY. Probably one other insight to share with you about that
is that, aside from the words in the statute and the programs that
emanated from it, one thing that I did not anticipate is how much
more enthusiasm we found at the field level in the Forest Service
and, while I cannot speak directly for them, the Department of the
Interior land managing agencies, as a consequence of Congress
speaking affirmatively in enactment of the Healthy Forests Res-
toration Act.

That has had a material effect on how people at the ground level
have felt about their activities and about their mission.

Senator COCHRAN. That is good to hear. Thank you for giving us
that information.

Senator BURNS. That, Senator, would reflect pretty good leader-
ship here at the top end. So I think Dale has done a great job and
all of you have done a great job. In some areas we will always have
conflicts. We will work our way through this budget and this ap-
propriation. With your help, I think we will come to a very success-
ful conclusion.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

There will be some additional questions which will be submitted
for your response in the record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CONRAD BURNS
FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

Question. The Forest Service has received a clean audit opinion on its books for
the last three fiscal years. The agency was also taken off the GAQO’s list of agencies
at high risk of waste, fraud and abuse this year. The Forest Service is now dras-
tically reorganizing its financial management systems by consolidating these func-
tions in one location rather than having this work done throughout the Regions of
the Forest Service.

Please explain how this reorganization will make your financial management sys-
tems better?

Answer. We were on the high risk list because we lacked accountability over bil-
lions of dollars in two major assets: Fund Balance with Treasury and property,
plant and equipment.

We believe these efforts, when implemented effectively, will provide stronger fi-
nancial management, sustain positive audit results, and ensure compliance with
federal financial reporting standards. We will be able to sustain this improved, more
efficient, and more accurate operating model.

Beginning in December 2001 and continuing throughout 2002 we developed a cor-
rective action plan, brought in contract resources to supplement agency staff, made
system improvements, performed property appraisals on major real property assets,
reconciled all asset and liability accounts and adjusted the agency’s accounting
records to reflect the results of this work. As a result of this effort, the agency re-
ceived an unqualified audit opinion on its fiscal year 2002 financial statements;
however, we had not yet proven we could sustain this outcome in future years. We
had not reached the end goal of routinely producing timely, accurate and useful fi-
nancial information.
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In the past two years we made additional progress, especially with respect to ad-
dressing several long-standing material internal control deficiencies. We resolved
material deficiencies related to fund balance with Treasury, and in property, plant
and equipment, thus increasing accountability over billions of dollars in assets. We
received unqualified audit opinions on our financial statements for fiscal years 2003
and 2004 thus demonstrating sustainability for three consecutive years.

Management has demonstrated a strong commitment to efforts that, if effectively
implemented, should help to resolve many of our remaining financial management
problems and move us toward sustainable financial management business processes.
We have a corrective action plan that we are executing and we have demonstrated
progress in addressing our financial management deficiencies. These efforts are de-
signed to address internal control and noncompliance issues identified in audit re-
ports, as well as organizational issues. For example, during fiscal 2004 we began
re-engineering and consolidating our finance, accounting and budget processes to a
central processing center in Albuquerque, NM. We previously operated in a decen-
tralized model with over 150 accounting/budget centers located through out the re-
gions (9), forests (130), stations (8) and area. The centralization effort began in
March 2004. We have redesigned financial/budget processes to operate in a central
processing center. The Albuquerque Service Center (ASC) opened on February 22,
2005. As of April 4 we have approximately 230 employees in the ASC with work
and staff migrating thru January 2006.

Question. How much money does the agency expect to save through this reorga-
nization?

Answer. The business case for this effort indicated a one time investment of ap-
proximately $45 million to be spent mostly in fiscal year 20h some small amount
being spent in the 1st quarter of fiscal year 2006. The expected annual cost savings
from this centralization effort are projected to be $36 million. The investment pay-
back period is approximately 1.7 years. We are well on track at this stage of the
project at achieving these cost savings for the investment indicated.

Question. What will be the personnel impacts on the Regions by moving all these
people to one location?

Answer. There were approximately 1,175 full time employees of whom approxi-
mately 1,055 were located in the regional offices (9), forests (130), stations (8) and
area (1). There also were approximately 800 full time equivalent employees per-
forming budget and finance work part time at the R/S/As. At the conclusion of this
centralization effort there will be 305 field budget personnel and 47 field personnel
engaged in operating the new Integrated Acquisition System. These 352 personnel
will be located at the R/S/As. Thus there will be an approximate reduction at the
Regions of 600800 personnel depending on how many of the part time FTEs are
reduced. The Albuquerque Service Center for Financial Management will employ
approximately 400 people.

PLANNING RULES

Question. In December of last year the Forest Service released its final rule revis-
ing the forest planning regulations. The forest planning process has become far too
costly and time consuming. Under the old rule, the agency was spending millions
of dollars on forest plans that were taking 5-6 years just to prepare.

Please describe how these new planning rules will streamline this process?

Answer. The new forest planning rule will improve the way the Forest Service
does forest planning. Land management plans under the new planning rule will be
strategic in nature, and more timely and cost effective. The goal is to shift resources
from extensive up-front planning, to a more balanced planning program where plans
are revised quickly, and resources are shifted from planning to monitoring. With a
more efficient revision process, we hope to get our resource specialists out of the of-
fice, and into the field.

The process will be streamlined mainly in three ways. First, the new rule pro-
motes strategic plans. The planning process recognizes that effects cannot be mean-
ingfully evaluated until the project stage. Therefore, the forest plan analysis doesn’t
typically need to be as detailed as in the past. Second, Forest Supervisors are en-
couraged to use an interactive, collaborative process to iteratively develop the pro-
posed plan. This means not only is public involvement more meaningful, but the
interdisciplinary team no longer needs to carry through three, four, five, or more
full “alternatives” though the entire planning process. Rather analysis is needed
only for the proposed plan and what narrower options remain after initial public in-
volvement is concluded. Third, because new science, assessments, or other new in-
formation can be used immediately, plans will only need to be amended when the
new information points to a need to change a plan component.
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Question. Will the public still have a full opportunity to provide input to the For-
est Service during the planning process?

Answer. Yes. Public involvement is emphasized in the 2004 rule. The Forest Serv-
ice intends to continue working closely with our public to address any concerns that
might arise with regard to the planning rule and during forest plan development.

Question. How much will the agency save in terms of time and money by imple-
menting these new planning rules?

Answer. Although the agency will save time and money on plan revisions, the
overall costs to the agency will not decrease because time and effort will be redi-
rected to plan monitoring and plan amendments. Agency time and money will be
used more effectively. The plan revision process under the 1982 rule has generally
taken 5-7 years. Under the 2004 rule, we estimate that forest plan revisions will
take approximately 2-3 years. This will enable the eventual shift of planning funds
to activities which will keep the plans current.

MONTANA TIMBER ISSUES

Question. There is a real problem in Montana with being able to provide a stable
supply of timber from the national forests. In January, it was announced that the
Owens & Hurst mill in Eureka is going to close and 90 jobs will be lost. When tim-
ber mills close it is not only devastating to the people who lose their jobs and the
economies of the towns they live in, it also damages the Forest Service’s ability to
deal with forest health issues, particularly hazardous fuels reduction. If there is not
a market for the small diameter wood that is the main component of hazardous
fuels on our nation’s forests, we will never be able to afford to remove all these fuels
with appropriated dollars.

What can the Forest Service do to improve this situation in Montana and other
states where the supply of wood from our public lands is critical to keeping mills
open?

Answer. Currently almost all regions have the capability to expand their timber
sale programs, depending on the availability of funds. In fiscal year 2005, appro-
priated Forest Products funds were moved among some regions, in part to help ad-
dress timber industry infrastructure. However, our ability to move funds among re-
gions is limited by the fact that there are widespread priorities and community
needs across the country. Moving limited funds to help one region affects our ability
to address priorities in another region. Current Salvage Sale fund balances are lim-
ited and do not provide options for additional timber harvest.

Forest Products is not the only affected funding source, as increasing emphasis
on timber activities in any place also generates additional needs for commensurate
roads and land survey support.

The agency is discussing a change in the measure of success in delivering the tim-
ber sale program, using timber volume sold instead of timber volume offered, to put
more emphasis on results.

Question. How many board feet do you expect to be able to offer this year com-
pared to last?

Answer. In fiscal year 2004 the Northern Region offered a little more than 232
million board feet of timber for sale. The target for fiscal year 2005 is about 226
million board feet, which is a result of slightly less total appropriated Forest Prod-
ucts funds plus Salvage Sale Funds being available for the Region. The Region cur-
rently has about 262 million board feet of timber involved in appeals and litigation,
and we are seeking solutions to move this volume forward to sale.

A nearly $3 million increase in fiscal year 2005 appropriated funds for the North-
ern Region is being used to offset less Salvage Sale Funds being available due to
lower collections.

The agency’s fiscal year 2004 accomplishments showed an increase in volume of-
fered for sale and volume sold over our estimate in the fiscal year 2004 President’s
Budget. This increase occurred in both live and dead volume. We anticipate a simi-
lar increase in both fiscal year 2005 and fiscal year 2006.

Question. Does the agency believe that it is critical that we maintain a robust tim-
ber mill infrastructure in order to deal with our hazardous fuels problem on the na-
tional forests?

Answer. Yes, a viable timber infrastructure is essential for accomplishing our
agency’s vegetation management objectives and restoring fire-adapted ecosystems.

GRAZING PERMITS

Question. There is a real problem with a backlog of expiring grazing permits that
need to be renewed. Congress put a schedule in place for the renewal of these per-
mits in the 1995 Rescissions Act. The agency’s budget justification says that the
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Forest Service is only getting done 50 percent of the work that you need to do each
year. In the fiscal year 2005 Interior appropriations bill the Committee provided ad-
ditional funds to address this problem and also provided a Categorical Exclusion
from NEPA for grazing allotments that met certain conditions.

Has the Categorical Exclusion helped to increase the number of grazing allot-
ments you expect to complete in fiscal year 2005?

Answer. The Forest Service will be able to accelerate the completion of allotment
planning beginning in fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year 2007 due to the Congres-
sionally authorized use of up to 900 categorical exclusions outlined in the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act of 2005 (Public Law 108-447). This helps the agency to
a large extent, although at the present pace, the agency would complete about 85
percent (including the 900 under the categorical exclusion) of the scheduled allot-
ment analyses and plans by 2010, the original scheduled end date.

Question. 1 see the fiscal year 2006 budget proposal reduces the program by $3.4
million and the number of grazing allotments processed declines by 33 percent. Why
is that when we have such a large backlog?

Answer. In addition to completion of grazing allotment NEPA analysis, the Graz-
ing Management budget line item accomplishes other important work, including the
management of grazing allotment acres to standard in accordance with forest plan
standards and guidelines, development of new allotment management plans in con-
cert with NEPA analyses, and performance of necessary implementation and effec-
tiveness monitoring. The agency’s initial focus on completion of NEPA work on ap-
proximately 317 allotments in fiscal year 2006 considered the need to balance over-
all grazing management program requirements with the 1995 Rescission Act sched-
ule and other critical resource needs. With the grazing allotment categorical exclu-
sion (CE) authority as provided in Section 339 of the fiscal year 2005 Consolidated
Appropriations Act, the agency is refocusing its efforts in order to accelerate the
number of allotments processed and decrease the backlog. A total of 400-600 allot-
ments are expected to be analyzed with plans amended by the end of fiscal year
2005.

MAINTENANCE CUTS

Question. According to the proposed budget for fiscal year 2006, the agency has
a backlog of deferred maintenance of over $8 billion. But the budget proposes to cut
the Capital Improvement and Maintenance accounts by $134 million which is a 26
percent reduction.

Why is the agency cutting this account when the backlog of deferred maintenance
needs is so high?

Answer. To balance National programs while reducing the overall Forest Service
budget, some reductions to Capital improvement and Maintenance were necessary
in fiscal year 2006.

The Forest Service expects to partially offset reductions to administrative site
maintenance and construction with the enactment of the proposed Facilities and
Land Management Enhancement Act. The Act will provide for the use of revenues
from the sale of surplus administrative site properties. Another aspect of the legisla-
tive proposal is the creation of a working capital fund for administrative facility
maintenance, whereby some maintenance costs would be funded through assess-
ment to other programs. These proposals are not expected to fully make up for the
difference between the fiscal year 2005 enacted facilities funding and the fiscal year
2006 request. Most of the reduction would come from capital investments.

Within the trails program, we plan to partially offset program reductions through
the increased use of partnerships and volunteers.

Question. How are you planning to address this enormous backlog of deferred
maintenance?

Answer. We anticipate that maintenance backlog will continue to grow; however,
we have multiple efforts underway to help positively address backlog maintenance.

—Through proposed Facilities and Land Management Act, which would provide
for the conveyance of administrative sites, we will eliminate the deferred main-
tenance liability on those facilities conveyed to other owners. At the same time
those revenues would replace other deficient facilities or perform needed reha-
bilitation work on existing facilities.

—Developing a working capital fund (WCF) for all administrative buildings pro-
vides a direct incentive for local staff to reduce facilities and optimize their
space requirements, because funds not used in maintaining facilities are avail-
able for other program needs.
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—Through facility master planning and developed recreation site master planning
efforts, we are identifying the optimum location, size and number of facilities
we can sustain into the future.

—Through the Road Analysis Process, we are taking a realistic look at budgets
and identifying roads that can be closed or eliminated, or the road standard
downgraded.

HAZARDOUS FUELS FUNDING

Question. The agency has increased the hazardous fuels reduction budget by $19
million. Over the long term, the only way to reduce the severity of our fire seasons
is by removing the excess fuels that we have in our forests. Recently, the GAO
issued a report that stated that the Forest Service and the Department of the Inte-
rior had not issued sufficient guidance for prioritizing hazardous fuels reduction
projects.

Given that the hazardous problem is so large and resources are scarce, the agen-
cies must have a way of prioritizing the most important acres for treatment.

How would the agency respond to GAO’s criticism that the Forest Service has not
prioritized these projects nationally?

Answer. Hazardous fuels activities under the Healthy Forests Initiative, the
Healthy Forests Restoration Act, and the National Fire Plan are coordinated be-
tween the Departments of Agriculture and Interior through the Wildland Fire Lead-
ership Council. This coordination covers prioritization and overall general manage-
ment objectives including accountability for activities and oversight of the develop-
ment of measures of fuel condition. Fuel characteristics, fire regime, and vegetation
are being assessed to assist in identifying areas where activities need to be
prioritized. This information is used in addition to the criteria associated with
wildland urban interface needs and needs for treatment associated with other crit-
ical areas such as municipal watersheds and protection of endangered species habi-
tat.

In addition to the above criteria and management direction, our national fuels
treatment program priorities are developed annually to utilize the latest science and
information in cooperation with Department of Interior staff, and transmitted to re-
gions, forests, and districts. That guidance shapes prioritization decisions at the in-
dividual National Forests and Ranger Districts, where fuel treatments are evaluated
on a site specific basis. In addition, other resource treatments for wildlife habitat
improvement, watershed, vegetation management, and recreation are also being de-
signed to address fuels treatment needs. Those combined objectives can help address
fuel reduction and condition class improvement goals. The timing and placement of
these treatments on the landscape are evaluated with our partners at state, tribal,
local, and other federal agencies. Many states have formal inter-agency groups to
assist in this process and we actively promote such collaboration. Projects covered
by a Community Wildfire Protection Plan are also given a priority and emphasize
the diverse partners that play a role in the prioritization process. These collabo-
rative partnerships are very well established and successful in some areas, and in
other locations some of these relationships are still being formed. Allocation of funds
to individual National Forests for these projects is at the discretion of the Regional
Foresters.

Further approaches are being developed and field-tested that integrate all of the
criteria and risks in an attempt to use the diverse data, needs, and objectives in
a repeatable and methodological fashion.

Question. How many acres do you plan to treat in 2006 compared to 20057

Answer. We plan to treat 1.8 million acres in both fiscal year 2005 and fiscal year
2006. In fiscal year 2005 we plan to treat at least 1,281,000 acres in the wildland-
urban interface (WUI). The remaining acres will be treated outside of the WUI with
an emphasis on highest departure from a reference condition for vegetation, fuels
and disturbance regimes. Additionally, an estimated 700,000 acres will be treated
as a secondary benefit of other land management activities.

In fiscal year 2006 we plan to treat at least 1,450,000 acres (80 percent) in the
WUI. Additionally, the agency plans to have a fully integrated fire-adapted eco-
system restoration program that would generate an additional 1,000,000 acres from
other land management programs.

Question. Can you explain your proposal to move the funding for hazardous fuels
reduction from the Fire account to the National Forest System account?

Answer. The transfer of the hazardous fuels budget line item to the National For-
est System (NFS) appropriation would provide better alignment with current Forest
Service efforts to integrate all vegetation treatment activities. The majority of vege-
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tation treatments and other related terrestrial and aquatic activities are funded
with NFS appropriations.

Question. Why is this transfer necessary?

Answer. Currently, a high priority for the use of NFS funds and other related ap-
propriations is ecosystem restoration, including restoration of fire-adapted eco-
systems both previous to and after significant disturbance events (wildland fires, in-
sect and disease epidemics, storm damage, etc.). An integral part of restoration in-
cludes identifying desired future vegetative conditions and designing treatments to
achieve those conditions.

This proposed shift in appropriation would allow for better internal agency align-
ment of programs. As a result, we anticipate more integrated and efficient program
management leading to the achievement of common vegetation objectives.

FOREST HEALTH PROGRAM CUTS

Question. The Committee is concerned about the large cut ($29.5 which is equal
to 29 percent) that is proposed in the fiscal year 2006 budget for the Forest Health
program in State and Private forestry. This program helps to monitor and treat mil-
lions of acres of state, federal, and private lands for insects, diseases and invasive
weeds.

How many fewer acres will be treated as a result of these cuts?

Answer. In fiscal year 2005, we plan to treat approximately 918,000 acres for con-
trol of insects, diseases, and invasive plants. In fiscal year 2006, our target is
656,000, a reduction of about 28 percent.

Question. How many acres nationally need treatment for insects and disease?

Answer. In fiscal year 2005, the national request for treatment projects for forest
insects and diseases totaled 1.2 million acres and we were able to fund approxi-
mately 76 percent of that request. We expect the treatment needs requests in fiscal
year 2006 to be as high or higher than those we received this year. The continuing
drought in areas of the West will also increase demand for projects to treat acres
at risk to western bark beetle attack. The treatment need for invasive plants control
projects on state and private lands is on a steep upward trend; in fiscal year 2005
we were able to fund programs in 27 states.

STATE AND VOLUNTEER FIRE ASSISTANCE CUTS

Question. The state fire assistance program is very important in providing grants
for equipment and giving technical assistance to local fire departments. The fiscal
year 2006 budget request proposes to reduce this program by over $22 million,
which will almost cut in half the number of communities assisted by the program.

Is this a wise cut when frequently it’s the local firefighting forces that are first
on the scene of a wildfire?

Answer. Although the proposed funding in State Fire Assistance decreased the
proposed funding for Volunteer Fire Assistance (VFA) remains the same as appro-
priated in fiscal year 2005. VFA funding is aimed specifically at building and main-
taining fire fighting capacity in fire departments serving communities of less than
10,000 people. Rural and volunteer fire departments provide a first line of defense
in coping with fires and other emergencies in rural areas and communities. These
departments provide nearly 80 percent of initial attack on wildfires in the United
States. We anticipate that maintaining current funding levels in Volunteer Fire As-
sistance will help maintain rural fire fighters capability to respond to National For-
est fire emergencies as they have in the past.

Question. Isn’t it true that other grant programs for firefighters through agencies
like FEMA are not specifically for wildland firefighting so this is the only grant pro-
gram for this purpose?

Answer. Although FEMA programs are not specifically aimed at wildland fire
fighting capability and rural fire departments, those departments are not excluded
from FEMA grant programs. They compete for grant funding with other fire depart-
ments.

FIRE READINESS CAPABILITY

Question. Over the last several years, the Committee has had some difficulty
working with the agency on funding for the Fire Preparedness budget. This is the
program that puts in place firefighters, engines, and other basic firefighting assets
at the start of the fire season. In fiscal year 2005, the Committee had to add $20
million to the request for preparedness in order to maintain the same number of
firefighters and engines as the agency had in the previous year.
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In the budget for fiscal year 2006, you have reduced the program by roughly a
half million dollars, but your budget justification claims that you will hire more fire-
fighters and deploy more engines. How is this possible with less money?

Answer. The agency will maintain a level of readiness approximate to that at-
tained in fiscal year 2004. This level will be achieved through efficiencies imple-
mented in the program leadership functions and agency-wide overhead.

Question. Can the agency assure the Committee that at the level of funds re-
quested for fiscal year 2006 you can maintain readiness at current levels?

Answer. Yes, the Forest Service is committed to maintaining firefighting readi-
ness comparable to the fiscal year 2004 level without sacrificing firefighter safety.
An errata sheet was submitted identifying the Forest Service’s resource capability
consistent with the President’s Budget and actions relative to the agency’s airtanker
fleet capability. The updated errata sheet specifies a capability comparable to the
previous year. The content of that errata sheet is as follows:

—Employ 10,480 firefighters.

—Employ 399 prevention technicians.

—Employ 277 smokejumpers.

—Maintain 66 Type I crews (hotshot crews).

—Maintain 995 engines.

—DMaintain 63 water tenders.

—Maintain 123 dozers.

—DMaintain 29 tractor plow units.

—DMaintain 86 Type I, II, and III helicopters for local mobilization.

—Maintain 7 Type II efficiency helicopters for national mobilization.

—Maintain 6 Type I helitankers for national mobilization.

—DMaintain a fleet of up to 20 airtankers. However maintain the overall produc-

tion capability of our prior fleet of 33 airtankers through the use of single en-
gine airtankers (SEATS), Type I helicopters, and Type II helicopters.

AIR TANKERS

Question. In 2004, the Forest Service and the Department of the Interior were un-
able to use the majority of the large air tanker fleet for aerial fire suppression oper-
ations. The agencies replaced these aircraft with single engine air tankers (SEAT’s)
and helicopters. Eventually eight P-3 Lockheed aircraft were returned to the air
tanker fleet and the agencies were contracting to review the service life of the re-
maining air tanker fleet.

What is the status of the reviews of the large air tanker fleet to determine their
operational service life?

Answer. An operational service life for the P2V is currently being developed by
Avenger Aircraft and Services. Contracts for the Douglas aircraft (DC-4, DC-6, and
DC-7) are currently being negotiated.

Question. If the aircraft reviews have been started, when do you expect a final
report on the operational service life of the aircraft?

Answer. A preliminary operational service life is scheduled to be available on
June 1, 2005. This preliminary operational service life will provide enough informa-
tion to determine if some aircraft can be returned to service. A final report will be
available when operational loading data in the wildfire environment has been col-
lected and an operational service life for the wildfire environment is determined.

Question. Will the final reports on the aircraft service life be completed before the
start of the 2005 wildfire suppression season?

Answer. No.

Question. If the aircraft are not accepted, what are the plans for replacing the
large air-tanker fleet and at what additional cost?

Answer. Short term plans for the 2005 wildfire season call for replacing large
airtankers with helitankers, type I helicopters, and single-engine airtankers. We an-
ticipate the cost of these resources will be comparable to 2005 airtanker costs.

Question. What are the long-term plans to modernize the air tanker fleet?

Answer. Long term plans to modernize the fleet include:

—Contractor-owned and operated aircraft such as the BAe 146 and Boeing 747.

—Government-owned ex-military aircraft such as the P-3 Orion and the S-3 Vi-

king operated by contractors as government furnished equipment.

—Development of a purpose-built airtanker operated by contractors as govern-

ment furnished equipment.

Question. What aircraft are being reviewed, what is the timeline to replace the
existing aircraft, and what role will the existing aircraft companies on contract have
in this future organization?



43

Answer. Aircraft currently under review are ex-military P-3 and S-3 aircraft. Re-
placement timelines vary from 6-14 months depending on the aircraft. Roles for ex-
isting airtanker companies may include possible contracts for airtanker conversions,
maintenance, and pilot services.

FIRE SUPPRESSION COSTS

Question. The Committee is concerned about the rising costs for firefighting. The
average annual cost of fire suppression for the Forest Service over the last 5 fiscal
years (fiscal year 2000-fiscal year 2004) has been $958 million. By way of compari-
son, in the 5 years prior to that it was only $352 million. In the fiscal year 2005
appropriations bill the Committee included several measures to address these rising
costs, such as putting in place an independent panel to review expenditures on large
fires, and devoting personnel to analyzing the most efficient means to procure the
hundreds of millions of dollars worth of supplies that are needed by the fire pro-
gram each year.

Please provide the Committee with an update on how you have responded to these
instructions from the Committee?

Answer. The answer is under review by the USDA’s Under Secretary for Natural
Resources and the Environment.

Question. Please describe what level of savings the agency might expect to achieve
by putting these measures in place?

Answer. The agency is not prepared to make a definitive cost saving estimate, ex-
cept for individual fires that have been reviewed. Because all fires are unique, pro-
jecting savings from a small sample across all large fires would not provide the in-
formation needed to target specific cost saving opportunities. However, completion
of the cost benefit analysis and associated implementation strategy, the Office of the
Inspector General’s Large Fire Cost review, and the method of supply analysis
should provide the foundation for such an estimate later this calendar year.

WILDLAND FIRE OUTLOOK FOR THIS YEAR

Question. The Committee is very concerned about the drought conditions that per-
sist in Montana and much of the Interior West and what that will mean for this
year’s fire season. Mountain snowpack is at or near record low levels in parts of
Washington, Oregon, Idaho and Montana.

What do the agency’s fire models predict for this year’s fire season in the Interior
West?

Answer. The Wildland Fire Outlook—February through August, 2005 is per the
National Interagency Fire Center’s Predictive Services Group, and was issued Janu-
ary 26, 2005.
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The outlook for this year’s fire season shows above normal fire potential in the
Pacific Northwest, Northern Rockies, the lower elevations of the Great Basin, and
over much of Florida. Some key points of the upcoming season include:

—Mountain snow packs are at or near record low levels in portions of Wash-
ington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana and northwest Wyoming. This situation, com-
bined with long term drought and vegetation mortality from insect damage, will
increase fire potential in portions of the West.

—Winter storms have brought heavy rain and snow in California, Colorado, and
the Southwest. This weather will help moderate the fire season in the moun-
tains but will increase fire potential in the lower elevations of Nevada, Utah,
and the California deserts, due to heavier concentrations of fine fuels.

—Florida has been drier than normal so far this winter. This situation, combined
with downed trees from the 2004 hurricanes, will lead to the potential for an
active fire season.

Question. Nationally, does the Forest Service expect a severe fire season in 2005?

Answer. Alaska.—Snowpacks are currently running near to well above normal
over most of the state. However, snowpack plays only a small part in determining
the intensity of the summer fire season. At this time, the fire season outlook calls
for equal chances of an above, below, and normal fire season. If the late spring
through June temperatures turn out to be warmer than normal, then the potential
for an active fire season would increase.

West.—The abundant winter precipitation should result in a later start and the
potential for a less severe fire season in the Southwest. The areas with the highest
fire potential extend from the Cascades across Idaho and into Montana and north-
west Wyoming. This prediction is primarily due to the very low snowpack and a
warmer than normal spring forecast. However, there are still many unknowns; such
as the character of the snowmelt and summer lightning pattern.

South and East.—In the South, the main area of concern is in Florida where a
dry winter, downed fuel buildup from the hurricanes, and localized insect mortality
have lead to the potential for an active fire season. The fire season in the East is
expected to be normal to below normal, but may begin earlier than normal. This
prediction is due to below average snow cover in north-central states which could
make fine fuels available for ignition earlier in the season than usual.
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OFF HIGHWAY VEHICLE RULEMAKING

Question.The Chief has identified unmanaged recreation as one of the four major
threats to our national forests. The agency plans to issue a new national policy deal-
ing with the use of Off Highway Vehicles (OHV’s) in national forests. Obviously, this
is an issue which is very important to many of our constituents who use OHV’s.

When does the agency expect to issue a final rulemaking on this issue?

Answer. The Forest Service hopes to issue a final travel management regulation
in spring 2005.

Question. Does the Forest Service expect the rule to place much greater restric-
tions on the use of OHV’s?

Answer. The proposed rule would require designation, at the local level, of roads,
trails, and areas for motor vehicle use. Once designation is complete, the proposed
rule would prohibit use of motor vehicles off the designated system. The proposed
rule provides a national framework for local decisions—which routes and areas are
designated for motor vehicle use would be determined at the local level, after public
involvement and coordination with state, local, and tribal governments.

The proposed rule represents a shift to a designated system of routes, rather than
open cross-country travel. This shift is called for due to the expansion of OHV avail-
ability and technology. The agency expects that some existing unauthorized routes
would be designated, thereby increasing the system of managed motor vehicle trails.
The agency anticipates that other existing unauthorized routes will not be des-
ignated, and use on these routes will be prohibited. Determining which routes fall
into each category is a local decision.

Question. What has the agency been hearing from OHV user groups about the
need for a national policy on OHV use?

Answer. The Forest Service received over 81,000 comments on the proposed regu-
lation, reflecting a wide range of interests and points of view. Some respondents
called for a ban on OHVs on national forests and grasslands, while others objected
to any limits on OHV use. Many respondents, including several national OHV user
groups, endorsed the concept of managing OHV use on a designated routes basis.
Concerns were expressed about the agency’s funding, commitment, and ability to en-
force designations.

NEED FOR SPECIAL FIREFIGHTING ALLOCATION

Question. Last year, the Committee was able to provide a special allocation of
$400 million to deal with the skyrocketing costs of the firefighting program and the
impacts of heavy borrowing. These funds were available only after the agency had
expended all of its regularly appropriated funds. The agency needed to tap this allo-
cation for $150 million in what was a pretty light fire season compared to what we
have experienced over the last 5 years.

Was having this special allocation effective in terms of preventing the need to bor-
row from non-fire accounts?

Answer. The emergency supplemental funding for fire fighting allowed the agency
to execute emergency fire suppression responsibilities without disrupting other
agency programs. As you know we spent $726 million in fire suppression, which ex-
ceeded the amount appropriated by $125 million. We were able to make use of the
emergency contingency rather than transfer from other appropriated accounts and
?elped lessen inefficiency and program disruptions caused by mid-season fire trans-
ers.

Question. When the agency doesn’t have to borrow funds from other programs is
it able to determine how much more of the regular program of work can get done?
For example, was the Forest Service able to offer more board feet for sale, or treat
additional acres for hazardous fuels?

Answer. To underscore the benefits of avoiding fire transfer we note that we sig-
nificantly exceeded key performance targets including Timber Volume offered (+ 110
percent), Hazardous fuels acres treated (4113 percent), Noxious weeds acres treated
(+154 percent), Grazing allotment NEPA (+ 110 percent), and miles of Roads and
Trails maintained (+ 152 percent). We do not believe we could have experienced this
same level of performance if we had to transfer funds for Fire Suppression.

Question. Does the agency believe that a similar mechanism is needed for fiscal
year 2006 to prevent the massive borrowing that has happened in recent years?

Answer. In fiscal year 2006 the President’s budget is $700 million for suppression.
The Forest Service will also have any remaining unobligated balances available for
fire suppression. If a severe fire season occurs in fiscal year 2006 resulting in sup-
pression costs that exceed available funding, additional funds will be redirected
from other agency programs. The agency is working aggressively to contain suppres-
sion costs by developing effective and efficient wildfire suppression methodologies
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that provide for public and firefighter safety, while striving to minimize the need
for transfers from other programs.

BACK COUNTRY AIRSTRIPS

Question. The Committee has heard concerns that our nation’s parks and forests
are being closed off to visitors from the air who utilize airstrips on public lands
known as back country airstrips. These same airstrips are also critical for pilots fly-
ing over rural areas like Montana, who either encounter an emergency or have to
wait out less than desirable weather.

What is the Forest Service’s position as it relates to protecting aircraft access and
for preserving back country airstrips?

Answer. Backcountry airstrips are generally managed for “emergency use only”
with the understanding that sporadic use will occur. Over the years, the Forest
Service has recognized that some level of maintenance is necessary at these air-
strips for them to continue to function as emergency airstrips. Annually, Forest
Service staff inspects each backcountry airstrip to assess current conditions and de-
termine any maintenance needed to keep them serviceable. Forest Plan direction
proviiies for continued maintenance of these airstrips in order to keep them func-
tional.

For example in the State of Idaho, the Forest Service is currently working closely
with the state in several areas. We are working with the Idaho Transportation De-
partment, Division of Aeronautics and the Idaho Airstrip Network Steering Com-
mittee on an Idaho Airstrip Action Plan, part of the transportation plan for the en-
tire state, that includes all backcountry airstrips administered by the Forest Serv-
ice. We are working with the Idaho Division of Aeronautics on a landing strip classi-
fication system which will provide the public with basic information on each landing
strip in terms of facilities, maintenance, and adjacent facilities and activities. We
are also working with the Division of Aeronautics in development of an “Operations
and Maintenance Plan” format for landing strips located in the Frank Church River
of No Return Wilderness, leading to a consistent and collaborative approach in man-
agement of these backcountry airstrips.

Question. How many of these airstrips have been closed in the past 5 years?

Answer. The Forest Service has not closed any backcountry airstrips to public ac-
cess in the past five years.

Question. Do you have any plans for closing airstrips in the future?

Answer. At this time, the Forest Service does not have any plans to close
backcountry airstrips.

NEW FIRE TECHNOLOGIES

Question. The Committee is aware of several new kinds of technologies that are
being tested and considered for wider use by the fire program. One of these is an
enhanced infrared sensor system called FIREWATCH. Please provide the Com-
mittee a more detailed discussion of the technical aspects of the FIREWATCH sys-
tem. In particular, describe the enhanced vision capabilities of the infra red sensors
during moderate to heavy smoke conditions.

Are the mapping capabilities compatible with other software systems already de-
ployed by the USFS/BLM?

Answer. The FIREWATCH aerial supervision/remote sensing program was devel-
oped to fulfill aerial supervisory needs and improve incident management situa-
tional awareness. The aircraft is a Bell 209 Cobra helicopter that has been com-
pletely rebuilt, rewired, and has all weapons systems removed. The aircraft is
equipped with many integrated, technologically advanced systems. These systems
will assist the Air Tactical Group Supervisor (ATGS) in supervising aircraft over an
incident, and will also gather and transmit real-time information for incident man-
agement to enhance operational efficiency.

The aircraft is equipped with state-of-the-art high tech systems:

—Two separate infrared sensors

—Digital low light color camera

—Laser range finder

—Laser illuminator

—Type 1 ATGS communication system

—Live infrared sensor, color camera video. And audio are transmitted through a

television quality airborne microwave transmission system

—ARCGIS (ESRI shape file) interagency fire program compatible mapping data

system

—%eal-time satellite map data transmission capability and/or USB Mass Storage

evice
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—Geographically referenced inertial navigation system

The FLIR is integrated to work with an Avalex moving-map program that can dis-
play street, topographic, and aeronautical maps. The infrared sensor provides the
capability to see fires through smoke and haze day or night. Since the infrared
imager is integrated with the onboard mapping system, it is able to very accurately
determine the position of items of interest, which are observed on the ground. By
directing the sensor along the perimeter of a fire the system can accurately map
the fire. Immediate delivery of map data is made possible through a data trans-
mission kit equipped satellite phone. Video and infrared data and all cockpit audio
are also recorded on an Avalex system digital video (DVD) recorder. The aircraft is
equipped with a multi-channel microwave transmitter capable of down linking real
time color or infrared camera images to a portable microwave receiver and/or data
recovery van.

FIREWATCH Benefits to Incident Management

Visibility.—The Bell 209 seating arrangement allows the ATGS a full 300+ de-
gree horizontal and unlimited vertical field of vision.

Maneuverability.—Capability of hovering and slow flight provides the aerial su-
pervisor a superior platform for analyzing critical situations. Target determination,
reconnaissance, and situational interpretation are greatly enhanced, therefore allow-
ing more accurate interpretation of situations for firefighters.

Human Aiding Technology.—First identified by the Tactical Aerial Research Man-
agement Study (TARMS) as a future component to enhance the aerial supervisory
mission, advanced technology provides incident staff real-time information critical
for situational awareness and cost effective decision-making. Live video (color cam-
era or infrared sensor) and audio can be sent via microwave to an incident command
post for immediate interpretation by incident staff. Infrared capability allows the
image of a fire’s perimeter to be viewed regardless of smoke. Transmission of map
data can be emailed in flight or delivered by removable hard drive (USB Mass Stor-
age Device). FIREWATCH can deliver a portable “briefcase” downlink receiver; this
monitor enables tactical ground firefighters to receive FIREWATCH live video
transmissions while actually “on the line”. DVD recordings and map data can be de-
livered to incident planning staff for interpretation to determine effective and effi-
cient fire planning.

Direct Communications.—The helicopters ability to operate locally and land at an
incident provides the opportunity for aerial supervisors to meet directly with inci-
dent staff. Eye-to-eye discussion and delivery of real-time intelligence can be an in-
valuable strategic asset.

Speed.—The Cruise speed of the Bell 209 Cobra is similar to many fixed wing air
tactical aircraft in use today (cruise speed 160 statute miles per hour), and mission
flight endurance of up to 3.3 flight hours.

Crew Comfort.—A fully functional heating and air conditioning system reduces fa-
tigue and provides the flight crew a very comfortable working environment for ex-
tended flights.

Cost.—The Bell Model 209 FIREWATCH helicopter provides capabilities normally
provided to incidents by two aircraft for the cost of one. Normally an aerial super-
visory aircraft is ordered for an incident, and then a second aircraft is ordered to
provide remote sensing information (Aircraft equipped with infrared sensor and/or
mapping capability). Intelligence gathering missions normally do not require the
commitment of an aircraft for a full day, but often, full day costs are incurred.
FIREWATCH is staffed and operated by fully qualified Air Tactical Group Super-
visors (ATGS) that can provide relief Aerial Supervisory coverage between intel-
ligence gathering missions, consequently reducing the requirement for a relief
ATGS. Occasionally, smoke inversion may limit aircraft operations, but
FIREWATCH helicopter operations may continue. FIREWATCH can reduce incident
costs by fulfilling helicopter coordinator duties.

Ques{t)ion. In testing, did the real time mapping capabilities meet, or exceed, expec-
tations?

Answer. In initial testing and in the first season of fielding the FIREWATCH sys-
tem, it clearly exceeded expectations. Furthermore, acquired system improvements
will increase speed, integration, and capabilities of the mapping system. The agency
is presently working on a system that will allow FIREWATCH information to have
real time computer-online capability. This capability will be on web-sites to fire
managers as well as public service for emergency information.

Question. Please provide the Committee a detailed discussion of other platforms
besides helicopters to which the FIREWATCH suite could be applied and whether
the system could be “modularized”, or shared between various platforms?
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Answer. The FIREWATCH system initially used a military surplus AH-1 Cobra
airframe as a surrogate. The AH-1 airframes were readily available, inexpensive,
and could be rapidly outfitted. The focus throughout the initial fielding was, how-
ever, to design a system that could readily be installed and fielded on any other air-
borne platform. As a result, the FIREWATCH system is totally modularized and can
be fielded on practically any other airborne platform. Installation design provides
for readily transferring the system from one aircraft to another. While installation
on a specific aircraft may require FAA approval, numerous aircraft and airframes
will be able to accommodate FIREWATCH.

Question. What are the comparative costs and cost savings associated with deploy-
ment of the FIREWATCH system on multiple platforms?

Answer. The comparable equipment cost for the technology suite installed in the
FIREWATCH aircraft will be similar for any aircraft platform. The conceptual de-
sign of the FIREWATCH technology suite included the objective of compatibility for
installation in any future aerial platform. Cost for research and development have
already been borne in the engineering of the first FIREWATCH aircraft. No further
major development costs would be necessary on other aerial platforms.

Question. To date the FIREWATCH system has only been deployed in R-5 Cali-
fornia but it appears this coming year the heavy fire incidents are likely to fall in
other parts of the west, primarily the Northern, Intermountain, Pacific and North-
west Regions. Does the agency plan to test the FIREWATCH system in these other
parts of the country?

Answer. Yes. FIREWATCH is considered to be a national resource available to
any Federal, state, or local agency. FIREWATCH recently responded to a request
from the Department of the Interior, Office of Surface Mining, to determine loca-
tions of underground coal seam fires with its infrared sensor and mapping systems.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY
FOREST LEGACY

Question. In fiscal year 2003, 2004, and 2005, how many applications did the For-
est Service receive for Forest Legacy proposals and what was the total dollar
amount requested? For each of these years, how many applications was the Forest
Service able to fund?

Answer. Below is a table identifying the number and funding level for all pro-
posed and funded projects for fiscal year 2003, 2004, and 2005, including new state
start-ups.

Number
Year of Amount of Number Amount
pro- proposals funded appropriated
posals
2003 129 $229,371,725 43 $64,682,000
2004 119 265,375,541 44 167,298,000
2005 81 162,026,975 39 259,496,000

10f which $6,914,000 is from prior year funds.
20f which $7,198,000 is from prior year funds.

NORTHERN FOREST LANDS COUNCIL—NORTHEAST STATE FORESTERS ASSOCIATION
REPORTING

Question. Last year was the tenth anniversary of the publication of the Northern
Forest Lands Council’s “Finding Common Ground: Conserving the Northern Forest.”
The Forest Service was instrumental in convening the Council and publishing the
report. It also has been the key federal partner in implementing the report’s rec-
ommendations. The Northeast State Foresters Association published a report as-
sessing the region’s progress in meeting those recommendations. Is the Forest Serv-
ice following up on that assessment and how can the Forest Service help the region
address recommendations that NEFA identified as unmet?

Answer. The Forest Service’s Northeastern Area (NA) office has been integrally
involved in the efforts spearheaded by NEFA (North East State Foresters Associa-
tion) at the ten year anniversary of the original Northern Forest Lands Council re-
port. In these efforts NEFA analyzed changed conditions in the Northern Forest re-
gion, assessed how well the original 37 recommendations had been implemented,
and recommended what still needed to be done.

In the last two years NA provided NEFA 4 grants totaling $89,900 to do the as-
sessment and the subsequent follow-up work. That $89,900 was matched with
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$89,900 in nonfederal contributions. In addition NA has provided a liaison on the
NEFA team, the field representative from its Durham, NH Field Office. NEFA has
not yet published the final assessment but will shortly. The most recent grant pro-
vides NESFA $35,000 in funds, matched with an equal amount of nonfederal sup-
port, to publish, distribute, and spread the word about the assessment, including
briefing the 4 governors (Vermont, Maine, New Hampshire, and New York) who
named team members to the assessment “Forum” working group. The Forest Serv-
ice’s Durham Field Office public affairs specialist will assist NEFA in designing and
ir{lplementing an outreach strategy to notify the public that the assessment is com-
plete.

As the draft NEFA report notes, the assessment efforts at the 10th year anniver-
sary were done with a tiny fraction of the dedicated $5 million in federal, state, and
other resources that attended the original Northern Forest Land Council’s work. NA
will continue to support the work of NEFA, within the limits of its annually appro-
priated funding in programs such as Forest Stewardship, Economic Action Pro-
grams, Forest Health, and Urban and Community Forestry.

The draft assessment report recommends that the governors of Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, and New York embark on an initiative that provides a sus-
tained focus on the challenges and opportunities common to the Northern Forest ge-
ographies of the 4 states.

Recommendation 1.—Invest public and private resources to develop and imple-
ment community and economic development strategies across the region to reinvigo-
rate the rural economies of the Northern Forests.

Recommendation 2.—Continue public and private investment in conservation and
forest stewardship efforts.

Recommendation 3.—Support private forest landowners in practicing sustainable
forest management while encouraging public access to private land for recreation.

Recommendation 4.—Create a collaborative regional effort to ensure the imple-
mentation of the initiatives in the assessment report with the governors initiating
a continuing coordinating mechanism to provide a sustained focus on the challenges
and opportunities common to the Northern Forest geographies of the four states.

The scope of such an initiative far exceeds the expected program funding the For-
est Service receives in the applicable programs. However, we will continue to ad-
dress unmet needs identified in the Northern Forest Lands Council 10th Anniver-
sary Forum Final Report a bit at a time as provided by our current levels of pro-
gram funding.

GREEN MOUNTAIN NATIONAL FOREST LAND ACQUISITION

Question. The Forest Service has recommended that $400,000 be reprogrammed
from the Green Mountain National Forest’s land acquisition account for other
projects outside the Forest. How will this reprogramming affect the Green’s land ac-
quisition program? In particular, are there pending projects that will be delayed be-
cause of the reprogramming or lack of funds?

Answer. The fiscal year 2005 Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2005, Public Law
108-447, reduced the Land Acquisition program’s unobligated balances by
$11million. The Eastern Region’s share of this reduction was $1.9 million. The Re-
gion analyzed each Forest’s carryover balances and proportionately assessed those
forests that could not expend all of their carryover balance during fiscal year 2005.
It was determined that the Green Mountain National Forest’s contribution to the
reduction would be $400,468 based on equitable forest shares of available carryover
within the Region. It is not expected that this assessment will delay any pending
projects in fiscal year 2005 on the Green Mountain.

NORTHEASTERN RESEARCH STATION BUDGET

Question. What is the impact of the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget rec-
ommendation for the Northeastern Research Station, particularly in the area of
recreation research?

Answer. The President’s fiscal year 2006 budget request for the Northeastern Re-
search Station proposes no recreation research. Funding is directed to higher pri-
ority programs such as Forest Inventory and Analysis.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN
LEAFY SPURGE

Question. In fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004, the Interior bills contained
$300,000 for leafy spurge control in North Dakota in an effort to address the weed
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problem on the grasslands. Last year, for fiscal year 2005, that amount was in-
creased to $350,000.

Please tell the committee what progress has been made thus far with these funds?
For example, how many acres have been treated? Which entities have been doing
this work? And how many more acres remain to be treated?

Answer. Along with Forest Service staff, the following entities have participated
in the treatment of noxious weeds: Sheyenne Valley, Little Missouri, McKenzie
County and Grand River Grazing Associations; Billings, McKenzie, Slope, Golden
Valley, Ransom and Richland County Weed Control Boards; Rocky Mountain Elk
Foundation, State of North Dakota, and U.S. Department of Agriculture. Most of the
treatment of noxious weeds through chemical application has been by the Grazing
Associations and County Weed Control Crews. The Forest Service has been most
heavil{ involved in the movement of leafy spurge beetles and other methods of weed
control.

The Dakota Prairie Grasslands (DPG) noxious weed program is an integrated ap-
proach to weed suppression and eradication, and includes herbicide control, biologi-
cal control, goat and sheep grazing, mechanical and re-vegetative treatments, and
education and prevention. In 2002, 13,694 acres of noxious weeds were treated
across the DPG. In 2003, 16,536 acres were treated, and in 2004, 10,958 acres were
treated. Future treatment needs cannot be accurately described in terms of acres
remaining to treat. The target species is aggressive and persistent, and a long-term
treatment strategy involving successive treatments over an extended period is most
effective. The DPG is working on a definitive weeds inventory; but it requires time
and funding to implement. The benefits of fully implementing this type of inventory
needs to be weighed against diverting funds from immediate treatment needs.

Question. I am also concerned that this work is not going to be continued in fiscal
year 2006. Under the President’s request, the Vegetation and Watershed account is
up by $4.1 million, but your budget justification doesn’t specify any set amount for
leafy spurge control on the grasslands. Does the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget
request contain the $350,000 needed to continue this work?

Answer. The war on weeds will be a part of our program in fiscal year 2006 and
well into the future. Leafy spurge is a very difficult species to eradicate. Older
plants will be the focus of non-chemical suppression efforts, such as goat grazing,
while young/new infestations are targeted for aggressive herbicide control. Biological
control will also be used to reduce and control spurge populations.

GRAZING ALLOTMENTS

Question. The Forest Service is in the process of completing its scientific review
of grazing allotments on the Dakota Prairie Grasslands (DPG). The Scientific Re-
view Team’s final report is due out in the near future and early estimates predict
grazing activities on the grasslands could be cut by 15 to 35 percent.

One of the reasons associated with the sharp cuts is that the management plan-
ning strategy has moved from livestock emphasis to ecosystem restoration. The
management plan emphasis is included in the Dakota Grassland Plan and the move
from a livestock emphasis to an ecosystem restoration plan has already been ap-
pealed by the ranchers and the ranchers lost. I believe we can have both and that
developing an appropriate management plan is not an either/or proposition.

Often ranchers get unfairly criticized for what those in some sectors refer to as
“abusing the land.” However, as someone familiar with ranching, I think the ranch-
ers themselves are the best people to ensure that the land they graze remains envi-
ronmentally sound because it directly affects their livelihoods and economic situa-
tions.

Recently the Forest Service proposed a new rule that would put social and eco-
nomic interests on the same level as environmental interest when developing man-
agement plans. I believe this common-sense approach is needed because too often
we dismiss economic and social consequences that impact local towns and commu-
nities.

My question is this: Will the Forest Service review the DPG Management Plan,
taking into account social and economic impacts, as described in the new rule? And
if not, why not?

Answer. The National Forest Management Act requires consideration of social
and economic aspects in planning. The current Dakota Prairie Grassland (DPG)
Management Plan was completed under the 1982 planning rule. At the time of the
DPG’s plan revision these elements were considered and displayed.

The new planning rule provides an option for national forests and national grass-
lands to amend a plan under the 1982 rule for three more years. Therefore, any con-
ditions that may precipitate a plan revision or amendment on the DPG would take
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into account social and economic impacts regardless of which planning rule is fol-
lowed.

As a final point, any future project-level planning would need to consider social
and economic impacts on a site-specific basis, regardless of which rule the plan was
written under.

FIREFIGHTING BORROWING

Question. For several years in a row, Congress has not appropriated enough
money for fighting fires. As a result, the Forest Service was forced to borrow money
from its non-firefighting accounts to supplement the firefighting budget. Congress
was then forced to come back and reimburse the Service for its extra costs. Not only
is that an extremely inefficient way of doing business, but since we have not reim-
bursed the full amount that was borrowed, some of the Service’s programs were
being cut to absorb the difference.

This past year, fiscal year 2005, Congress addressed the problem by adding $394
million for fire suppression activities, in addition to the $649 million in the base ac-
count. The president’s budget is seeking an increase of $51 million in suppression
funds for fiscal year 2006, but that still puts the request at only $700 million. That’s
at the 10-year average, but I'm concerned with what happens if next year turns out
to be another $1 billion plus fire year. What other proposals does the Forest Service
have to help alleviate this problem?

Answer. In fiscal year 2005 the agency has approximately $1.2 billion available
for emergency suppression. This amount includes an annual appropriation of $649
million; supplemental appropriations of $394 million; and carryover from fiscal year
2004 of $313 million, less a $149 million pay back to K-V. We anticipate this
amount will be sufficient for fiscal year 2005. In fiscal year 2006 the President’s
budget is $700 million. The Forest Service will also have any unobligated balances
available following the fiscal year 2005 fire season. If a severe fire season occurs
in fiscal year 2006 resulting in suppression costs that exceed the funding available,
additional funds will be redirected from other agency programs. The agency is work-
ing aggressively to contain suppression costs to developing effective and efficient
wildfire suppression that provides for public and firefighter safety, and striving to
minimize the need for transfers from other programs.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator BURNS. I thank the members for attending this morning.
I thank the panel for appearing this morning. The subcommittee
will stand in recess to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, March 10,
in room SD-124. At that time we will hear testimony from the
Honorable Gale A. Norton, Secretary of the Interior.

[Whereupon, at 10:55 a.m., Thursday, March 3, the subcommit-
tee was recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, March 10.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Senator BURNS. We will call the subcommittee to order.

We have got a lot of work going on this morning. We have got
a couple of members here who are in the middle of markups, and
we have got markups along with those fellows over there.

I am going to forego my opening statement right now. The chair-
man of the full committee is here. I guess not the full committee.
But Mr. Stevens is here.

Because he has a markup starting over in Commerce, where Sen-
ator Dorgan and I are supposed to be in a little bit, and then you
have got a markup in Budget, and I understand that is taking up
your time for Senator Allard.

So I will call on Mr. Stevens, if you have an opening statement
and want something for the record, you are free to do that at this
time.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. I accept your yielding
to me on a matter of age. All right?

Senator BURNS. I was afraid to say that.

Senator STEVENS. Madam Secretary, I will see you later this
afternoon, but I have come over to specifically put in the record

(53)
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some questions I would ask you to respond to. I am really very se-
riously worried about the budget and how it affects my State. As
I told you, we had 703 fires totaling 6.5 million acres that burned
last year, and the effort to fight those fires was just absent. So I
would hope that you respond to that.

The other thing that worries me considerably is—you know, most
of my friends here do not understand this, but I was one of the
original co-sponsors of the Endangered Species Act. We have listed
the spectacled eider and the Stellers eider. These two species have
now been listed as threatened, but the money for dealing with en-
dangered species and threatened species in Alaska is reduced by $1
million. I just do not understand that. I do not ask you to answer
now, but I just hope you would answer for the record and work
with us as we try to correct some of these things.

We are besieged this year more than ever before with attacks be-
cause of our pork, the add-ons, the changes we make in the budget.
I think we need to reprioritize the budget and I hope you will assist
us in this regard to take care some of the meaningful problems in
our States.

I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Senator Allard, you are in the middle of a mark-
up upstairs right now, I guess.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD

Senator ALLARD. We are and actually we have moved it over to
}:lhe Capitol because we have a lot of votes this morning too on the

oor.

I just want to personally welcome the Secretary here. We go back
a ways in Colorado. I just want to state for the record I think she
is doing a great job and have appreciated working on many issues
very important to Colorado and the western States.

There is no doubt, Mr. Chairman, that this is going to be a very
tight budget year. While we go through this budget on Interior, I
think we have to be very deliberative and very careful the way we
move forward on that. I want to be a positive force in our efforts
to make sure that we can restrain spending. We need to do that
because of the deficit accumulation, but also we need to do it very
thoughtfully.

So I just wanted to welcome her briefly and thank you, Mr.
Chairman. This is my first subcommittee and I am looking forward
to working with you and the other members, Mr. Chairman, and
I Wi}lll submit my full statement for the record. Thank you very
much.

Senator BURNS. Without objection, that statement will be made
part of the record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD

Mr. Chairman, Thank you for holding this hearing today. I am pleased to have
a chance to discuss the projected budget for the Department of Interior. I'd like to
extend a special welcome to Secretary Norton. Gale and I go way back, and I think
that she has done an exceptional job in handling an agency that is very important
to Colorado, and the nation.

Specifically I want to thank you for the work that you, and the rest of the Admin-
istration, have done to protect state water rights, and to foster an atmosphere of
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cooperation—rather than oppressive mandates—with regard to the potential listing
of “endangered species.”

We all know that this is going to be a tough budget year. The President had dif-
ficult decisions to make in his projected budget request. While I realize that difficult
adjustments must be made, I think that we must be careful and deliberative when
making these adjustments.

I am going to have to leave early to participate in the Budget Committee mark-
up, but I look forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and the rest of the Com-
mittee, to see that worthy projects and programs continue to be funded in a respon-
sible manner.

Senator BURNS. I have got a short statement here that I will
open up with this morning and I will turn to my friend from North
Dakota.

Good morning and welcome, Madam Secretary, to this sub-
committee.

The budget, it looks like, presents several challenges, as you
have heard from two members of this committee. Like most agen-
cies in Government, you have been charged by your President and
his eyeshades over at OMB to write a budget that helps reduce the
size of the deficit. I do not envy your task, even though it is an im-
portant one. Neither do I envy the task that lies before this sub-
committee, as we begin to put the appropriations bill together.

The bottom line is that the request under this subcommittee’s ju-
risdiction is about $600 million below last year’s discretionary
spending, and that is without factoring in hundreds of millions of
dollars that it takes just to keep pace with pay increases and other
fixed costs. Maybe we better start looking down there and see how
much dead wood you have got around the Department of the Inte-
rior to find some savings. If you can find some, I would appreciate
any information that you could forward to this subcommittee. But
our fixed costs total about $159 million in the Department of the
Interior alone.

All of this translates into some pretty stark math within your re-
quest. You have elected to zero out the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund State assistance program for a savings of around $90
million. You have reduced Payments in Lieu of Taxes by $27 mil-
lion. You have reduced funding for a variety of Indian education
programs, such as Tribally Controlled Community Colleges and the
Johnson-O’Malley grants. And you have proposed to terminate the
rural fire assistance program, cut in half the Save America’s Treas-
ures program, and reduce by $28 million the Mineral Resource pro-
grams within the U.S. Geological Survey.

I do not say all this to imply that cutting or terminating pro-
grams is necessarily bad. Obviously, we have to make some tough
choices in order to control Federal spending and weed out the pro-
grams that are not working so well. I think what we are interested
in is what is behind the choices that you have made.

Your budget also made room for a number of significant in-
creases. Funding for historical accounting of Indian trust accounts
is up $78 million. Let me sort of have a little word about this. I
do not know whether we are getting anywhere or not. This looks
like we are just pouring money down a black hole, and between you
and judges and everything else, it has got most of us up here on
the Hill sort of confused.

You have asked for an additional $21 million for Private Stew-
ardship and Landowner Incentive programs, $58 million for aban-
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doned mine lands, and $20 million for the troubled LANDSAT pro-
gram. You have requested $12.5 million for a new Preserve Amer-
ica program.

What we hope to achieve today is a better understanding of why
some of these items were viewed as higher priorities than those
that were cut. I do not anticipate that the budget resolution that
Congress will soon adopt will provide any great relief to this com-
mittee. So I will have to wrestle with many of these same questions
and tradeoffs. We hope that you can help us with your testimony
and as we work in the weeks ahead to come down with a budget
and appropriation that we can live with. So I would appreciate
your being as candid as you possibly can in this area.

I want to thank you again because I certainly appreciate in the
past that we have worked together on many programs and we have
worked our way through them. I appreciate that cooperation. But
we seriously have a huge challenge ahead of us today.

By the way, I will give you some idea of what is ahead of us
today from a time standpoint. These are the questions. There are
four questions on each page. So I hope you have maybe packed a
lunch or something. We will work our way through it.

Now I would turn to my good friend and ranking member on this
committee, Senator Dorgan.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Madam Secretary, welcome.

The chairman has raised a number of issues that I would also
echo. I think funding for tribal colleges, the recommendation really
just retracts the last 2 years of progress that we have made, zero-
ing out the funding for the United Tribes Technical College, a col-
lege which you visited in Bismarck, and also Crownpoint in New
Mexico is something I certainly do not support.

The cuts in funding in a number of areas. Payments in Lieu of
Taxes, for example, I think is difficult and troublesome. There are
just a number of areas I think that we need to work through.

I do not understand this historic preservation fund called Pre-
serve America. You are cutting heritage area funding. You are cut-
ting Save America’s Treasures funding, and then to create a new
essentially non-Federal program with Federal money to accomplish
the same goals. My guess is, my hope is that we will strike that
as we did last year.

We want the Agency to do well. I notice in your testimony you
anticipate opening ANWR to drilling. Let me just make an observa-
tion about that. Every 25 years or so we go through this angst
about an energy plan and our response to it is to dig and drill. So
every 25 years, we will select some other pristine spot and drill
there and dig someplace else, and we will not have enhanced our
country’s energy future at all. We need to move to a different con-
struct for energy.

But I think, as you know, the issue of drilling in ANWR is con-
troversial. I respect those who support drilling in ANWR, but I per-
sonally think all that does is just repeats the same old, tired argu-
ments that we do every 25 years that never actually makes Amer-
ica less vulnerable. We are more vulnerable than ever. Now 60 per-
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cent of our oil comes from off our shores, much of it from troubled
parts of the world. The solution is not to drill in ANWR. The solu-
tion is to go to a hydrogen fuel cell economy and stop running gaso-
line through carburetors. The President has taken a baby step in
that direction which I support. I would support a much more ag-
gressive and bold step.

There is a lot in this budget to chew on, as the chairman indi-
cated. We want to work with you. We want the Department of the
Interior to do well, to function effectively and efficiently. I hope
that perhaps we can spend a little time talking about our trust re-
sponsibility with respect to Indian education as well at this hear-
ing.

But as the chairman indicated, we are going to have probably an
abbreviated hearing because of a markup going on in the Com-
merce Committee.

But, Madam Secretary, you have been doing this now for some
long while. We are glad you are back with us and look forward to
talking to you about these issues. Ms. Scarlett, and is it Mr.
Trezise?

Mr. TREZISE. Yes.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you for being with us as well.

Senator BURNS. Thank you very much.

Senator Leahy.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY

Senator LEAHY. Mr. Chairman, I will have questions. I could not
help but think when Senator Dorgan was talking about opening up
the Arctic Refuge, they are assuming $2.4 billion from lease sales.
I will be interested in hearing how much you are going to sell it
for. We did a quick calculation. To make that, you would have to
be selling these leases for around $4,000 to $6,000 an acre on the
North Slope. I think they have averaged around $50 per acre. So
I will ask the specific question just how you reach that amount.

Also I will have questions on the fisheries budget because I no-
tice that, notwithstanding a very clear congressional requirement,
you have cut back very considerably from what the Republicans
and Democrats on this committee and the Congress had voted for.
But I will hold those for the questions, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Senator Leahy.

Madam Secretary, we look forward to hearing your statement
and, once again, welcome to the subcommittee.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. GALE A. NORTON

Secretary NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee. I am happy to be here this morning
along with Lynn Scarlett who is our Assistant Secretary for Policy,
Management and Budget and our nominee for Deputy Secretary, as
well as John Trezise who heads our budget operations.

COBELL LITIGATION

Before highlighting our priorities, I would like to provide some
information about the Cobell litigation. We received a ruling on
February 23 from Judge Royce Lamberth. He reinstituted the in-
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junction that he issued in September 2003. It ordered the Depart-
ment of the Interior to perform an expansive accounting of indi-
vidual Indian trust accounts and assets. This order requires us to
go back to 1887 to verify every single transaction that has taken
place since that time. This undertaking involves finding and index-
ing millions of canceled checks, invoices, leases, ledgers, and other
documents. It is the equivalent of going back to your great grand-
father’s financial accounts and trying to find every piece of paper
that underlies those transactions.

Many of the necessary documents are currently housed in Fed-
eral archive facilities. Many other records are held by those who
have leased Indian lands like oil and gas companies, timber compa-
nies, farmers, and ranchers. The judge has ordered us to develop
a plan for subpoenaing these records from the private sector.

Other records are held by Indian tribes or individual Indians.
These records will presumably also need to be acquired.

We would need to index and electronically image these docu-
ments so they can be effectively used by the accountants. The De-
partment has estimated that the total cost of this accounting work
would be $10 billion to $12 billion. That includes no payments to
anyone. That is just purely for the accounting work. To put that
in perspective, the entire annual budget for the Bureau of Indian
Affairs is $2.2 billion. Though our budget contains an increase to
carry out the Department’s plan for historical accounting, the De-
partment’s budget was obviously not constructed to address these
requirements for 2005 or 2006.

As you may recall, the September 2003 order from Judge
Lamberth was stayed by the Court of Appeals and by a congres-
sional appropriations rider. The Court of Appeals later held that
the congressional action invalidated Judge Lamberth’s 2003 order,
but it declined to address the underlying merits of Judge
Lamberth’s order.

We are working with the Department of Justice on the courses
of action that are available to us. It is my understanding that we
have filed a motion for stay with the Court of Appeals.

TRUST MANAGEMENT AND HISTORICAL ACCOUNTING

Our efforts to improve trust management and to do historical ac-
counting have necessarily been a high priority. We have a chart
that shows the Department’s combined appropriations for the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs and the Office of Special Trustee which have
increased 8 percent during our term, compared to 2 percent growth
in the Department’s overall budget. Within these agencies, pro-
grams directly related to trust have increased by 97 percent.

The chart we have here shows that the unified trust budget is
now 24 percent of the combined spending in Indian country, as
compared to 1996 when it was 9 percent.
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The 2006 budget proposes $591 million for Indian trust manage-
ment. Interior is aggressively pursuing historical accounting activi-
ties. Our results to date indicate that there are differences involv-
ing both overpayments and underpayments, but they tend to be in-
frequent and small. A net of about $1.5 million in differences has
been found, involving a throughput of over $15 billion, which in-
cludes both tribal and individual funds. That is considerably less
than the amount of funding we have spent to identify those dis-
crepancies.

There is a vast gap between our findings in looking at the histor-
ical accounting and our legal positions about what types of ac-
counts and how far back in history we should go, compared to the
plaintiffs’ allegations that we owe $176 billion. The vast difference
has made ordinary settlement elusive.

The litigation focuses to a large degree on what instructions Con-
gress gave Interior in the 1994 Indian Trust Fund Management
Reform Act and earlier statutes. This situation perhaps presents an
historic opportunity to address this problem by fixing some long-
standing problems in Indian country like fractionated land owner-
ship that hampers economic development. We perhaps have the op-
portunity to modernize antiquated arrangements that cause us to
spend over $100 to manage an account with 50 cents or spend an
average of $5,000 per probate for probate accounts with as little as
11 cents.

I am pleased that Chairmen McCain and Pombo are making this
a high priority and I hope that the appropriators will also continue
their interest so that we can reach a bipartisan solution.
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BUDGET OVERVIEW

Beyond Indian trust responsibilities, Interior’s mission is multi-
faceted and complex. Our overall 2006 request for programs is
slightly less than 1 percent below the 2005 level. Our proposed
budget continues the funding provided for park operations in 2005
and funds fixed costs. At the level proposed in our 2006 budget,
park operations funding will be 25 percent higher than in 2001.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND HERITAGE TOURISM

In addition to enjoying outdoor recreation on public lands, more
and more Americans are visiting historical and cultural sites. The
National Park Service offers several programs that focus on his-
toric preservation and heritage tourism. The 2006 budget contains
$66 million for historic preservation and heritage tourism including
$12.5 million for Preserve America. Initiated by the President and
First Lady, Preserve America recognizes community efforts to de-
velop sustainable uses for their sites and to develop economic and
educational opportunities related to heritage tourism. To date, over
200 communities in 34 States have been designated as Preserve
America communities.

ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

Interior is one of the few Federal agencies that takes in more
money than it spends. The key generator of revenue is responsible
energy development. In 2006, Interior will help meet America’s en-
ergy needs by providing appropriate access for exploration and de-
velopment on Federal lands and portions of the Outer Continental
Shelf, expediting permitting and rights-of-way processing and en-
couraging development and use of clean, renewable energy. The
2006 budget provides $530 million for energy programs through ap-
propriations and user fees, an increase of $22 million.

The budget assumes enactment of legislation to open the 1002
area of the coastal plain in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to
oil and gas exploration and development. The U.S. Geological Sur-
vey estimates that the entire ANWR assessment area contains a
mean of 10.4 billion barrels of technically recoverable oil. That is
a very significant amount.

We have a chart that shows the estimate for the ANWR area in
comparison with other onshore areas. The ANWR area is the col-
umn that is furthest to the left. It is far larger than any of the
other areas, and yet the geographic area is far, far smaller. The po-
tential daily production from this area alone is larger than the cur-
rent daily onshore oil production of any other State. The currently
available estimates project that $2.4 billion in revenue will come
from the first bonus bid lease sale in 2007. The Congressional
Budget Office recently did its own calculations and estimated that
sales would produce bonus bids of $5 billion between 2007 and
2010.
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USER FEES

Consistent with the Government’s policy to charge for Govern-
ment services where the direct beneficiaries can be identified, the
2006 budget for the Minerals Management Service includes $19
million in new fees charged to offshore energy producers.

The Bureau of Land Management will also increase its fees to
energy companies for onshore permit processing from $2 million in
2005 to $11 million in 2006. The proposed BLM energy budget
would enable them to reduce the backlog of applications for permits
to drill pending over 60 days from nearly 1,700 to 120 by the end
of 2006.

COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION

Protecting wildlife and habitat is one of Interior’s most important
functions. Over the past 4 years, Interior has promoted cooperative
conservation by joining with citizen stewards to conserve open
space, restore habitat for wildlife, and protect endangered and at-
risk species. We are supporting these conservation efforts through
grant and cost-sharing programs that emphasize local initiatives
and partnerships. From 2002 through 2005, our conservation part-
nership programs have provided $1.7 billion for conservation in-
vestments, and that is shown on this chart. As you can see, we
have significantly increased the grant programs for conservation.



62

Department of the Interior
Cooperative Conservation Programs

400

Challenge Cost Share (BLM, FWS, NPS)

FWS Coastal, Joint Venture, Partners

350

Landowner Incentive Program
Private Stewardship Grants
300

North American Wetlands Conserv, Fund

Coop. Endangered Species Conserv. Fund

)
EEENEE S

State & Tribal Wildlife Grants

millions of dollars
=]
2
|

-
o
-

100

004 2

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2 005 2006

In the first 3 years of President Bush’s administration, for exam-
ple, we restored, protected, or enhanced over 1.4 million acres of
prairie and upland habitat through just two of these conservation
programs: our Partners for Fish and Wildlife program and our
Coastal program.

The 2006 budget includes $379 million for cooperative conserva-
tion grant and challenge cost-share programs. These grant pro-
grams help us protect wildlife and habitat alongside productive
farming and ranching. They support conservation efforts that help
avoid the need to list species as endangered or find cooperative

ways to recover endangered species.
ABANDONED MINE LAND RECLAMATION

The Department of the Interior also does restoration work to re-
claim abandoned mine lands. Today more than 3 million Americans
still live less than 1 mile from dangerous abandoned coal mines.
We want to work with Congress to update the Surface Mining Act.
Our 2006 budget facilitates congressional action by providing
money to expedite cleanup of high priority sites, but also providing
$58 million to fairly address longstanding commitments to States
and tribes that have already achieved their reclamation goals. The
admlilnistration’s approach would remove risk to 140,000 people an-
nually.

WILDLAND FIRE

Interior is also reducing risks to communities adjacent to public
forests and rangelands that face potential for catastrophic
wildfires. Through the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative and
the bipartisan Healthy Forests Restoration Act, we are reducing
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hazardous fuels, thinning trees and brush, and removing dead
wood and invasive plants. Over the past 4 years, together with the
Forest Service, we have thinned about 12 million acres of public
lands. The 2006 budget provides an increase of $10 million for haz-
ardous fuel reduction projects. Working with the Forest Service, we
expect to complete more than 4 million acres of projects in 2006.

STEWARDSHIP CONTRACTING

Stewardship contracting provides a new kind of partnership ena-
bling those working with us to retain wood products in exchange
for the service of thinning trees, underbrush, and other vegetation.
This public/private partnership helps us expand our ability to ad-
dress hazardous fuels.

SCIENCE

Science is a foundation for the Department’s land management
decisions, supporting all of our activities. The U.S. Geological Sur-
vey budget includes an increase of $20 million in land remote sens-
ing to continue to collect and archive satellite imagery of the
United States. The 2006 budget proposes $5 million for the USGS
to work in partnership with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration to enhance our tsunami early warning system to
protect U.S. coastal residents in the States and territories.

MANAGEMENT EXCELLENCE

I want to conclude my discussion by briefly addressing our efforts
to manage Interior more effectively and efficiently. Behind all of
our programs, out of the limelight, rests a management foundation
through which we strive to improve program efficiency. The Finan-
cial Business and Management System will integrate financial
management, procurement, property management, and other sys-
tems. Today we have over 120 different property databases and 26
different financial management systems. Our managers often oper-
ate with dozens of different information management systems, each
needing different passwords and training. The 2006 budget in-
cludes $24 million for the new system, an increase of $10 million.
Ultimately we anticipate being able to eliminate some 80 different
information systems, saving us time and money. Through this and
other innovations, our bureaus work hard to achieve management
excellence.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Our 2006 budget supports our vision of healthy lands and wa-
ters, thriving communities, and dynamic economies. We look for-
ward to working with Congress to advance these goals. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. GALE A. NORTON

Good morning. I am pleased to be here to discuss the fiscal year 2006 budget for
the Department of the Interior. I appreciate the opportunity to highlight our prior-
ities and key goals.

The Department of the Interior’s mission is complex and multifaceted. Our 70,000
employees contribute to the Nation’s environmental quality, economic vitality, and
the well being of communities. Our mission encompasses resource protection, re-
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source use, recreation, and scientific, educational, and other services to commu-
nities.

The Department’s geographically dispersed responsibilities are inspiring and
sometimes challenging. Through our programs, we have close connections to Amer-
ica’s lands and people. We protect some of the Nation’s most significant cultural,
historic, and natural places. We provide access to resources to help meet the Na-
tion’s energy and water needs, while protecting natural and cultural resources. We
provide recreation opportunities to over 477 million people annually on our parks,
refuges, and other public lands. We serve communities through science, wildland
firefighting, and law enforcement. We fulfill trust and other responsibilities to
American Indians, Alaska natives, and the Nation’s affiliated island communities.

Four principles shape our 2006 budget. First is the power of partnerships to lever-
age resources and achieve results. Second is the imperative of fiscal constraint to
maintain a dynamic economic context. Third is an emphasis on investments that
will help Interior work smarter, more efficiently, and more effectively. Fourth is the
importance of funding activities and programs linked to core Departmental respon-
sibilities.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

Performance lies at the center of the President’s 2006 budget request. The Presi-
dent’s proposal also demonstrates the fiscal restraint necessary to halve the deficit
by 2009 and maintain the Nation’s dynamic economy.

The 2006 budget request for current appropriations is $10.8 billion. Permanent
funding that becomes available as a result of existing legislation without further ac-
tion by the Congress will provide an additional $4.2 billion, for a total 2006 Interior
budget of $15 billion.

For programs funded by this Subcommittee, the 2006 request includes $9.8 bil-
lion, a decrease of $69.7 million, or 0.7 percent below the 2005 level. Excluding con-
tingent emergency fire funding provided in 2005, the 2006 request is an increase
of $28.9 million or 0.3 percent over 2005.

The budget projects receipts collected by the Department in 2006 to be $13.8 bil-
lion, an increase of $914 million and equivalent to 141 percent of the Department’s
current appropriations request to this Subcommittee.

Interior manages over 500 million acres and some 40,000 facilities at 2,400 loca-
tions. These responsibilities engage Interior as a principal manager of real property
and other assets that require ongoing maintenance, direct services to public lands
visitors, and ongoing activities to ensure public access, use, and enjoyment. As a re-
sult, a key goal of the Department’s 2006 budget is to fund pay increases and other
nondiscretionary cost increases for health benefits, workers and unemployment com-
pensation payments, rental payments for leased space, and operation of centralized
administrative and business systems. Providing for these costs will allow the De-
partment to maintain basic services while continuing to improve efficiency and effec-
tiveness to better serve the public.

The budget includes $158.6 million for nondiscretionary, fixed-cost increases. Of
this total, nearly three-quarters, or $115.7 million, funds higher pay costs. The
budget assumes a January 2006 pay increase of 2.3 percent.

Our budget also includes a number of key initiatives that will help us achieve our
goals. Key activities include our efforts to:

—Pursue responsible energy development;

—Expand opportunities for cooperative conservation;

—Enhance recreation opportunities on Interior lands;

—Increase forest and rangeland health,;

—Continue the clean up of abandoned mine lands;

—Advance trust reform; and

—Reduce risks resulting from natural disasters.

In his February 2 State of the Union Address, the President underscored the need
to restrain spending in order to sustain our economic prosperity. As part of this re-
straint, it is important that total discretionary and non-security spending be held
to levels proposed in the 2006 budget. The budget savings and reforms in the budget
are important components of achieving the President’s goal of cutting the budget
deficit in half by 2009 and we urge the Congress to support these reforms. The 2006
budget includes more than 150 reductions, reforms, and terminations in non-defense
discretionary programs, of which four involve Interior programs. The Department
wants to work with the Congress to achieve these savings.
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ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

ANWR Exploration and Development.—Our 2006 budget continues our quest to
achieve healthy lands and water, thriving communities, and a dynamic economy.
Predictable, readily available supplies of energy at reasonable costs underlie both
community well-being and economic action.

In 2006, with Congress’ assistance, Interior will help meet energy needs by pro-
viding appropriate access for exploration and development of the coastal plain of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and portions of the Outer Continental Shelf; expe-
diting permitting and rights-of-way processing; and encouraging development and
use of clean, renewable energy.

Interior’s 2006 budget provides $530 million for energy programs through annual
appropriations and user fees, an increase of $22 million.

The budget assumes enactment of legislation to open a portion of the coastal plain
in the ANWR to oil and gas exploration and development, with the first lease sale
planned for 2007. The U.S. Geological Survey estimates that a mean expected vol-
ume of 10.4 billion barrels of technically recoverable oil can be expected if Congress
lifts the ban on development in ANWR. At peak production, daily production from
this area could be larger than the current daily onshore oil production of Texas.

The budget assumes the first ANWR lease sale would produce an estimated $2.4
billion in bonus bids in 2007, the same estimate we have used for several years.
It is based on conservative assumptions. The Congressional Budget Office recently
estimated the first lease sale would produce bonus bids of $4 billion.

ANWR exploration and development would occur within a 1.5 million-acre area
of the 19 million-acre refuge. Actual energy development would occur on no more
than 2,000 acres, or one-hundredth of one percent of the refuge. Through increased
knowledge, experience, and technological advances, the footprint of energy develop-
ment will be dramatically reduced from older development sites on the North Slope.
For example, use of seasonal ice pads for exploration will limit site disturbance, and
extended-reach drilling will reduce the number of sites by allowing development of
over 50 square miles of subsurface resources from one single point on the surface.

The budget includes $1.6 billion for resource use to better meet the increasing de-
mands for water resources, to carry out the National Energy Policy, and to maintain
appropriate access to other resources on public lands. Key initiatives include:

Minerals Management Service—The 2006 budget proposes $290 million for MMS,
a $12.6 million increase over 2005. This total includes a request for $167.4 million
in annual appropriations and $122.7 million in offsetting collections. The proposed
budget will enhance services and programs that protect the environment and off-
shore workers. It will also enhance methods to collect, account for, and disburse rev-
enue from Federal and American Indian lands. The $12.6 million net increase com-
pared to 2005 includes a $19.0 million increase in offsetting collections and a $6.4
million decrease in annual appropriations.

BLM O:il and Gas Processing.—The 2006 budget will increase the Bureau of Land
Management energy and minerals program from an estimated 2005 funding level
of $108.5 million in appropriations and user fees to a 2006 funding level of approxi-
mately $117.6 million. This net increase will enable BLM to accelerate the proc-
essing time for applications-for-permits-to-drill and reduce the permit application
backlog pending for over 60 days from 1,681 to 120 by the end of 2006.

RESOURCE PROTECTION

The 2006 budget calls for $2.6 billion for resource protection programs that im-
prove the health of landscapes and watersheds, sustain biological communities, and
protect cultural and natural heritage resources. In August 2004, President Bush
signed an Executive Order on Cooperative Conservation requesting that agencies
strengthen efforts to work cooperatively with States, Tribes, local governments, and
others to achieve conservation goals.

Over the past four years, the Interior Department has encouraged cooperative
conservation through various grant programs, administrative actions, and policies.
These efforts emphasize innovation, local action, and private stewardship. They
achieve conservation goals while maintaining private and local land ownership.
They foster species protection through land management and cooperative, on-the-
ground habitat improvements, complementing traditional funding of ESA regulatory
programs.

Key initiatives in resource protection include:

Cooperative Conservation Programs.—Through partnerships, Interior works with
landowners and others to achieve conservation goals across the Nation and to ben-
efit America’s national parks, wildlife refuges, and other public lands. The 2006
budget includes $381.3 million for the Department’s cooperative conservation pro-
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grams. These programs leverage limited Federal funding, typically providing a non-
Federal match of 50 percent or more. They provide a foundation for cooperative ef-
forts to protect endangered and at-risk species; engage local communities, organiza-
tions, and citizens in conservation; foster innovation; and achieve conservation goals
while maintaining working landscapes.

Our budget proposes funding for the Landowner Incentive and Private Steward-
ship programs at a total of $50.0 million, an increase of $21.4 million from 2005.
Through these programs, our agencies work with States, Tribes, communities, and
landowners to provide incentives to conserve sensitive habitats in concert with tra-
ditional land management practices such as farming and ranching, thus maintain-
ing the social and economic fabric of local communities.

Our budget proposes to fund challenge cost-share programs in BLM, FWS and
NPS at $44.8 million. These cost-share programs better enable Interior’s land man-
agement agencies to work together and with adjacent communities, landowners, and
other citizens to achieve common conservation goals. The 2006 proposal represents
an increase of $25.7 million.

The challenge cost-share program includes $21.5 million for projects that are tar-
geted to natural resource conservation. In 2004, the Congress provided $21.2 million
for these cost-share grants. Leveraged with matching funds this provided a total of
$52 million for on-the-ground projects including more than $19 million for projects
to eradicate and control invasives and weeds.

For example, in New Mexico, the Bosque del Apache refuge is working with the
local community to restore riparian habitat along the Rio Grande River by elimi-
nating tamarisk on over 1,100 acres.

We also propose level or increased funding for a suite of other FWS cooperative
programs: the Partners for Fish and Wildlife program, the Coastal program, the Mi-
gratory Bird Joint Ventures program, the North American Wetlands Conservation
Fund, the State and Tribal Wildlife grants program, and the Cooperative Endan-
gered Species Conservation Fund. These programs support a cooperative approach
to conservation that emphasizes voluntary partnerships with private landowners,
local governments, Tribes, and community organizations.

Sustaining Biological Communities.—Targeted increases in FWS and BLM will
focus new resources on the recovery of endangered, threatened, and at-risk species
and increase interagency efforts to curtail harmful invasive species. We propose a
programmatic increase of $1.9 million for general activities in the Fish and Wildlife
Service ESA recovery program and $7.0 million in BLM to strengthen and expand
efforts to conserve and restore sagebrush habitat to maintain sage-grouse popu-
lations. An increase of $2.3 million in FWS, BLM, and USGS will support invasive
species work on an eco-regional basis.

Klamath River Basin.—The 2006 budget commits $62.9 million toward finding
long-term solutions to water issues in the Klamath Basin and proposes an 8.4 per-
cent increase for Interior Department programs in the basin. In the short-term,
water-supply shortages will continue to present challenges. As of mid-February, the
snow pack in the upper Klamath River basin was 47 percent below average. With
depleted groundwater supplies and expected continued drought conditions, the risks
to endangered and threatened fish in the basin persist. We also anticipate impacts
to the people and communities dependent on the river, including upper basin
irrigators and downstream Indian and commercial fishermen.

The Bureau of Reclamation is currently putting together a water bank of over
100,000 acre-feet to help meet water needs this calendar year for coho salmon. Ef-
forts are also underway to recover listed species and improve conditions by restoring
the water-retention capability of the riparian and adjacent habitat. The budget re-
quest includes $7.5 million for the FWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife program for
these efforts; $6.0 million for land acquisition to acquire the Barnes Tract, which
will provide nursery and other habitat for the endangered fish and increase water
in Upper Klamath Lake in most years; and $1.2 million to fund pumping neces-
sitated by the removal of Chiloquin Dam, which will improve fish migration and
spawning. To move this project forward, a reprogramming letter proposing to con-
struct the replacement water system for Chiloquin Dam will be submitted to the
Subcommittee soon.

Finally, the budget request includes $500,000 for a FWS prototype program to ac-
quire and transfer water rights to the wetlands in the Klamath Basin refuges.
These key wetlands on the Pacific Flyway depend entirely on return flows from the
Klamath Irrigation Project. The wetlands need a reliable source of clean water as
a hedge against droughts and to provide a base amount of water to which the return
flows can be added.

Everglades Restoration.—Within the 2006 request for NPS construction is $25 mil-
lion for the Modified Water Deliveries Project, a key to restoring natural flows in
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the Everglades. Under a new agreement between the Department and the Corps of
Engineers, the cost to complete the project will be shared by NPS and the Corps.
The 2006 budget for the Corps includes $35.0 million for the Mod Water project.
Over the period 2007 to 2009, the Corps will contribute an estimated additional
$88.0 million and the NPS an additional $41.0 million. The 2006 NPS contribution
consists of $8.0 million in new funding and $17.0 million redirected from unobli-
gated balances for Everglades land acquisition not currently needed for high-priority
acquisitions.

Abandoned Mine Lands.—Today, more than 3 million Americans live less than 1
mile from dangerous abandoned coalmines. Consistent with the Administration’s
2005 reauthorization proposal for the 1977 Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act, the 2006 budget supports the Administration’s vision to reauthorize the AML
program. The Administration’s approach would remove risk to 140,000 people annu-
ally.

Our budget provides $147.5 million in AML grants to expedite clean up of high-
priority sites and another $58.0 million in AML grants to fairly address long-stand-
ing commitments to States and Tribes that have already achieved their reclamation
goals. Under the funding formulas in the 1977 Act, AML funding is increasingly di-
rected to States with significant coal production, but few, if any, abandoned mines.
The Administration’s approach would direct new AML funding to reclaim unhealthy
and unsafe abandoned mines and provide to States that have already completed
mine reclamation repayment of their statutory share of AML fees collected under
the 1977 law.

RECREATION AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Lands and waters managed by Interior offer unparalleled outdoor recreational op-
portunities. The bureaus of Land Management, Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and the National Park Service manage an inspiring and diverse collection
of natural wonders. For example, in 2003 our National Wildlife Refuges attracted
2.2 million hunting visits and 6.6 million fishing visits. The FWS looks for opportu-
nities to add new or expand existing public hunting and fishing programs. There
are currently 308 national wildlife refuges that are open to hunting and 270 refuges
that are open to sport fishing.

Overall, the budget includes $1.3 billion in investments for recreation programs
that will improve visitor services and access to recreation opportunities.

This total includes an increase of $33 million to respond to growing demands for
recreational activities on public lands, to provide a safer environment for refuge visi-
tors, and to ensure continuous enhancements to visitor services at parks. In addi-
tion, the budget provides $82 million in the operating accounts of BLM, FWS, and
NPS to cover increased pay and other fixed costs and maintain existing performance
and service levels to the public.

The Federal Lands Enhancement Recreation Act.—Passed by the 108th Congress
and signed into law by the President on December 8, 2004, the Federal Lands
Recreation Enhancement Act will enable Interior land management agencies to im-
prove recreation and visitor amenities on public lands. The Act provides a 10-year
extension of the recreation fee program piloted with the Recreation Fee Demonstra-
tion program. The Act establishes important parameters for the program to ensure
that fees are charged only in appropriate locations and revenues are appropriately
spent on infrastructure and services that directly benefit the public.

The Department is working closely with the U.S. Department of Agriculture on
key implementation issues, such as development of long-term, multi-agency fee
guidance, and the creation of the new “America the Beautiful Pass,” which will
cover entrance and standard amenity fees for the five agencies authorized under the
Act. The Departments are committed to creating a dynamic program responsive to
the public and Congress during the implementation process.

In 2006, the Department will continue to transition from the Recreational Dem-
onstration Program to the provisions of the new Act. Working with the Congress,
the Department has established a set of principles to guide the program during the
transition period. Specifically:

—No new fee areas will be created.

—Agencies will conduct an interim evaluation of existing fee sites based on the

new criteria and prohibitions.

—The Golden Eagle, Golden Age, and Golden Access Passes, and the National

Park Pass will continue to be sold until the America the Beautiful Pass is avail-
able.
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—Existing Golden Eagle, Golden Age, and Golden Access passes and National
Park passes will be “grandfathered in” under their existing benefits and will re-
main valid until expired.

—Specific site, forest and regional passes, such as southern California’s Forest
Service Adventure Pass, will continue to be available.

The Act includes criteria and directions that address issues raised by the public
and members of Congress regarding recreation fees. For example, the Act prohibits
fees for BLM and the Forest Service for general access to national forests and grass-
lands, access to overlooks and scenic pullouts, and areas with low or no expendi-
tures for facilities or services. The use of Recreation Resource Advisory Committees
required by the Act will ensure public input on decisions about expanding the fee
program by providing the public and local communities an opportunity to make rec-
ommendations to the BLM or the Forest Service on specific recreation fee sites and
fees. Public notice and participation provisions will guide the Department’s efforts
to conduct a program that is accountable and transparent. Under the Act, the vast
majority of recreation sites will continue to be free.

Park Maintenance Backlog.—Through President Bush’s commitment to address
the maintenance backlog in parks, over the past four years more than 4,000 projects
were undertaken to maintain, repair or replace park facilities. The 2006 budget in-
cludes $716.6 million for construction and park facility maintenance, an increase of
$29.0 million. Included within the increase are an additional $22.2 million for NPS
construction and $3.4 million in the repair and rehabilitation program to repair
high-priority historic buildings. Including funds in the President’s proposal for reau-
thorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, total NPS de-
ferred maintenance funding will exceed $1.1 billion in 2006. The 2006 request will
bring funding for park maintenance over five years to $4.9 billion, as pledged by
then-Governor Bush in 2000.

Preserving Cultural Landscapes.—More and more Americans are visiting historic
and cultural sites across the Nation. In 2002, 81 percent of adults in the United
States included at least one cultural, historic, or heritage activity in their vacation
plans. Linking historic preservation to educational and economic opportunities en-
sures sustained commitment to those places that bring alive our nation’s cultures
and history.

Through its Preserve America initiative, the Administration is recognizing and en-
couraging heritage tourism as a significant economic development and educational
activity. Over 220 localities have been designated Preserve America Communities,
serving as a focus for civic pride and a catalyst for preservation. The Administration
proposes $12.5 million in competitive grants to encourage community preservation
of our cultural, historic, and natural heritage through education and heritage tour-
ism.

Overall, the budget proposes $66.2 million for the Historic Preservation Fund,
which includes funding for Preserve America, as well as $15.0 million for Save
America’s Treasures, and $38.7 million for grants to States and Tribes. The budget
includes an additional $5.0 million for National Heritage Areas.

SERVING COMMUNITIES

With its broad-ranging responsibilities, Interior’s activities touch the lives of all
Americans. For example:

—Interior’s U.S. Geological Survey, the nation’s premier earth sciences agency,
generates scientific information that helps inform decisions about land and
water management. Its hazards monitoring helps reduce risks to communities
associated with earthquakes, tsunamis, floods, mudslides, and volcanoes.

—Through performing its responsibilities to Native Americans, Alaska natives,
and other communities, Interior helps educate children and enhance the eco-
nomic well being of these communities.

—Interior’s implementation of the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative and the
Healthy Forests Restoration Act is enhancing forest and rangeland health and
reducing risks to communities from catastrophic fires.

Interior’s budget includes $5.1 billion to serve communities by improving Indian
trust management and services to Tribes and individual Indians; providing re-
sources for Indian education and other social services, advancing the Healthy For-
ests Initiative and related wildland fire activities; strengthening law enforcement;
and enhancing scientific and hazards warning information for our agencies and the
public. Key initiatives include:

Trust Programs.—The budget provides $591.4 million to continue the Depart-
ment’s ongoing efforts to reform management of its fiduciary obligations to Tribes
and individual Indians, to continue historical accounting efforts for trust funds, and
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to reduce the exponentially growing costs of maintaining fractionated interests of In-
dian lands. Within this total, the President’s budget proposes to increase funding
for historical accounting from $57.2 million to $135.0 million. An increase of $9.6
million would strengthen efforts to address the current backlog of unresolved pro-
bate cases.

On February 23, the Cobell court issued an order reinstating the historic account-
ing structural injunction previously issued on September 23, 2003, directing the De-
partment to conduct a far more expansive accounting and requiring that it be com-
pleted under even more constrained time lines than the Department had planned.
Preliminary estimates developed by the Department estimate the costs to comply
with the order at between $10 to $12 billion. The new injunction requires extensive
work beyond what is currently budgeted in 2005 or proposed in 2006 to be com-
pleted by January 6, 2006. In addition to the completion of accounting for all judg-
ment and per capita accounts back to 1887 and the completion of the accounting
for all transactions in land-based accounts back to 1985, the court order directs the
indexing of all trust-related records located at federal facilities in Albuquerque, New
Mexico, and Lee’s Summit, Missouri, the collection of all relevant trust records held
by third parties, the systems tests related to electronic data gaps, and the systems
conversion from the Integrated Records Management System to the Trust Funds Ac-
counting System. The Department’s budget for 2005 or 2006 is not constructed to
address these requirements. The Department is in continuing discussion with the
Department of Justice on the course of action available to the Department.

BIA Detention Centers.—The budget includes increases of $16.7 million for deten-
tion centers in Indian country. Of the total, $7.3 million will support detention oper-
ations at four new centers currently under construction with Department of Justice
funding and for facility operations and maintenance at 19 detention centers built
with DOJ grants since 2001. The balance of the increase addresses substandard fa-
cility conditions in older BIA detention facilities highlighted in a recent report by
Interior’s Inspector General. The budget for detention center improvement and re-
pair will nearly double, with an additional $4.4 million. An increase of $5.0 million
will support contracts to place arrested and convicted persons in non-BIA detention
facilities that meet national standards when adequate BIA facilities are unavailable.

Indian Education.—To complement BIA efforts to implement the No Child Left
Behind Act, the 2006 budget proposes $2.0 million to pilot leadership academies at
four BIA schools. Leadership academies in public school systems have been success-
ful in raising the academic performance of school children and motivating them to
continue their education.

To continue improving facility conditions at BIA schools, the budget includes
$173.9 million for education construction. This amount will fund replacement of the
Porcupine Day School in South Dakota and the first replacement phase of the
Crownpoint Community School in New Mexico. It will also fund four major facilities
improvement and repair projects. In order to allow focus on the 34 school replace-
ment projects funded in prior years that are in design phases or under construction,
the education construction budget reflects a reduction of $89.5 million from 2005.

Healthy Forests.—The 2006 budget supports the President’s Healthy Forests Ini-
tiative with a $211.2 million budget for hazardous fuels reduction in the wildland
fire program, a net increase of $9.8 million over the 2005 enacted level. The haz-
ardous fuels budget includes a program increase of $10.3 million for fuels projects,
partially offset by a scheduled $2.5 million reduction in funding for development of
the LANDFIRE vegetative mapping and imaging system.

Funding in the wildland fire program, together with funds for forest and range
improvement in the land management agencies and the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
will provide approximately $313.0 million in 2006 to reduce the build-up of haz-
ardous fuels in the Nation’s forests and rangelands, reduce the risk of catastrophic
fire to communities, protect threatened and endangered species, and support other
activities under the Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003.

Wildland Fire—In addition to funding additional hazardous fuels reduction
projects, the 2006 wildland fire budget includes increases of $15.7 million to fund
suppression operations at the 10-year average and $5.0 million to maintain the 2004
aviation fleet reconfiguration. In total, the 2006 budget for wildland fire manage-
ment is $756.6 million, a net increase of $23.9 million over 2005, not including $98.6
million in 2005 contingent emergency funding.

Rural Fire Assistance.—The 2006 budget for Wildland Fire continues partnerships
with local fire departments, proposing an increase in the Preparedness program to
provide advance training to local fire fighters to help build a ready reserve of local
firefighters that can support extended attack and thereby improve the effectiveness
of Federal cooperation with local firefighting agencies. Rural fire assistance grants,
which provided funds to local fire departments for equipment and basic training, are
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eliminated as a separate funding source in anticipation that equipment and training
needs of local fire departments will be met through the much larger Forest Service
and FEMA fire assistance programs.

Tsunami Warning System.—As part of a $37.5 million, two-year commitment by
the Administration to expand U.S. tsunami detection and monitoring capabilities,
the 2006 budget includes $5.4 million for USGS facilities and operations to provide
more robust detection and notification of earthquakes that could trigger tsunamis.
The President has submitted a 2005 budget supplemental request proposing $8.1
million for USGS to begin work on these enhancements. The balance of the funding
for the tsunami warning system is in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration’s budget.

Landsat.—The 2006 budget requests $7.5 million for USGS to begin work on an
upgraded ground-processing system to acquire, process, archive, and distribute data
from a new generation of satellite-based land image sensors. The first of two
Landsat Data Continuity Mission sensors will be flown on a NOAA polar orbiting
satellite scheduled for operation in 2009. To continue the 30-year unbroken record
of data on the Earth’s continental surface collected by the Landsat program, the
budget also contains a $12 million increase to support continued operation of the
Landsat 7 satellite in 2006 and to repay a planned reprogramming for 2005 Landsat
7 operations. Although Landsat 7 data remain valuable and usable, revenue from
commercial sale of the data that normally supports the Landsat program has sharp-
ly decreased as a result of the failure of the satellite’s scan line corrector.

Payments in Lieu of Taxes.—PILT payments are made to local governments in
lieu of tax payments on Federal lands within their boundaries and to supplement
other Federal land receipts shared with local governments. The 2006 budget pro-
poses $200.0 million for these payments. The 2006 request is 60 to 97 percent high-
er than the PILT payments during the 1990s, but is a reduction of $26.8 million
from the record high 2005 payment level.

PROGRAM TERMINATIONS AND REDUCTIONS

As part of the President’s effort to halve the budget deficit by 2009, the 2006
budget for the Department makes difficult choices to terminate or reduce funding
for programs that are less central to the Department’s core missions, have ambig-
uous goals, duplicate activities of other agencies, or require a lower level of effort
because key goals have been achieved. Terminations and reductions include lower
pri?rgcy and one-time earmarks enacted in 2005. Other terminations and reductions
include:

LWCF State Grants.—The 2006 budget terminates funding for Land and Water
Conservation Fund State grants, a reduction of $89.6 million from the 2005 level.
LWCF State grants support State and local parks that have alternate sources of
funding through State revenues and bonds. As the nation strives to trim the Federal
deficit, focusing on core Federal agency responsibilities is imperative. A 2003 PART
review found the program could not adequately measure performance. The 2006
budget continues funding for the administrative portion of the grant program at
$1.6 million, which will be used to review the accountability and performance of
grants provided in previous years.

Jobs-in-the-Woods.—The budget proposes to discontinue BLM’s Jobs-in-the-Woods
program, which was created in the early 1990s as a temporary program to assist
displaced timber workers in the Pacific Northwest by offering resource-based job op-
portunities to improve water quality and restore Oregon’s coastal salmon popu-
lations. As most workers have transitioned and timber sales are increasing, the
budget proposes to focus resources on programmatic priorities, including offering the
full allowable sale quantity under the Northwest Forest Plan and supporting the
Plan’s requirement that late-succession reserves be managed to stimulate old
growth characteristics.

USGS Minerals Resources Program.—The budget reduces funding for the USGS
Minerals Resources program by $28.5 million. The budget continues funding for
minerals surveys and studies relevant to ongoing Federal energy, land management,
regulatory, and remediation activities. Funding is reduced for studies and informa-
tion gathering for regional and local activities more oriented to the interests of
States, local governments, and universities, all of whom are significant users of in-
formation generated by the Minerals Resources program.

Johnson-O’Malley.—The budget includes a reduction of $8.8 million for the John-
son O’Malley grant program. These grants for Indian children attending public
schools do not currently address a focused goal for academic achievement and dupli-
cate similar funding made available by the Department of Education. The budget
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provides $7.8 million for grants to continue the highest-priority components of this
program.

NPS Statutory and Contractual Aid.—The budget does not continue funding for
$11.2 million in Statutory and Contractual Aid activities that are secondary to the
primary mission of the National Park Service.

MANDATORY PROPOSALS

Accompanying the 2006 budget are several legislative proposals that affect receipt
or spending levels in 2006 or in future years. These proposals, which will be trans-
mitted separately from the budget for consideration by the Congress, include:

Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act.—The budget proposes to amend
the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act of 1998 to return 70 percent of
the receipts from land sales under the Act to the Treasury, where receipts from land
sales have historically been deposited. The Act, as amended by Public Law 107-282,
authorizes the disposal through sale of approximately 49,000 acres of federal land
in Clark County, Nevada. Five percent of the proceeds are provided to the State of
Nevada for use in the State’s general education program and 10 percent are pro-
vided to the Southern Nevada Water Authority for water treatment and trans-
mission facility infrastructure in Clark County. The remaining 85 percent of funds
are deposited in a special account to acquire environmentally sensitive lands in Ne-
vada; make capital improvements to areas administered by NPS, FWS and BLM in
Clark County; develop a multi-species habitat plan for Clark County; develop parks,
trails and natural areas and implement other conservation initiatives in the county;
an reimburse BLM for costs incurred in arranging sales and exchanges under the

ct.

The receipts generated by these land sales so far have been nearly eight times
higher than anticipated, with future revenue projections of almost $1 billion per
year. When SNPLMA was originally passed, proceeds from land sales under the bill
were estimated at roughly $70 million per year. Sale proceeds were $530.5 million
in 2004 and are estimated to be $1.2 billion in 2005.

When the law was enacted, there was general agreement that a substantial por-
tion of the revenues generated would be spent to acquire and conserve other lands
around Nevada. However, as land sale receipts under the Act have increased in the
last few years, the available funding has outpaced land acquisition needs. These
funds are increasingly being dedicated to local projects—and many more projects
than originally anticipated are being formulated without the accountability of fur-
ther consideration by the Congress.

The budget proposes that, beginning in 2006, 70 percent of all revenues from
these lands sales would be returned to the Treasury, with the percent of receipts
deposited in the special account set at 15 percent. The amount of revenue currently
provided to the State and to the water and airport authorities would not change.
Total combined revenues retained in the State would total 30 percent, with revenues
for 2006 for these purposes projected at $292.3 million, an amount four times larger
than original projections in 1998 at time of enactment of the legislation.

BLM Range Improvement.—The budget for BLM proposes to discontinue manda-
tory appropriations from the Range Improvement Fund totaling $10.0 million annu-
ally. Instead, revenues will be deposited to the Treasury. To address rangeland im-
provement needs, the discretionary budget request for BLM includes $6.0 million to
focus on projects to improve rangeland health conditions, such as weed control, es-
sentially replacing funding provided through the Fund. These projects are part of
the Department’s cooperative conservation request and will be matched by partners.
Other operational increases for BLM, including $7.0 million for sagebrush habitat
and sage grouse protection and $1.3 million for invasive weed control, will also sup-
port rangeland improvement goals.

MANAGEMENT EXCELLENCE

As public demands for Interior services increase—from Indian children who need
schools to visitors who seek more outdoor recreational opportunities on our public
lands—Interior must continue to enhance service and spend dollars wisely. Behind
all our programs, out of the limelight, rests a management foundation through
which we strive to improve program efficiency and effectiveness. The Departments
and its bureaus continue to implement performance improvements.

Our 2006 budget includes investments in tools to enable our employees to do their
jobs more efficiently and generate cost savings by implementing standardized sys-
tems.

The Department currently uses 26 different financial management systems and
over 100 different property systems. Employees must enter procurement trans-
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actions multiple times in different systems so that the data are captured in real
property inventories, financial systems, and acquisition systems. This fractured ap-
proach 1s both costly and burdensome to manage. We have underway an integration
of our financial and business management systems to streamline and modernize
basic administrative activities.

Our budget proposes an increase of $9.5 million to support continued implementa-
tion of the Financial and Business Management System that will integrate financial
management, procurement, property management and other systems. Through this
effort, we will reengineer administrative processes throughout the Department. As
the new system becomes fully operational, we will retire over 80 legacy systems and
replace their functions with standardized business processes within the new, inte-
grated system. In 2006, the National Park Service and Fish and Wildlife Service are
scheduled to transition to the new system.

The 2006 budget includes a $7.0 million increase for continued implementation of
the Enterprise Services Network. The network leverages the existing BIA Trustnet,
expanding it Department-wide, to provide secure, state-of-the-art internet and
intranet connections and a fully functional operational center for data communica-
tions. In addition to providing better services for many Interior offices, the system
will provide a uniformly secure environment, standardized and efficient 24-hour/7-
day operations, and improved technical support.

CONCLUSION

The budget plays a key role in advancing our vision of healthy lands, thriving
communities, and dynamic economies. Behind these numbers lie people, places, and
partnerships. Our goals become reality through the energy and creativity efforts of
our employees, volunteers, and partners. They provide the foundation for achieving
the goals highlighted in our 2006 budget.

This concludes my overview of the 2006 budget proposal for the Department of
the Interior and my written statement. I will be happy to answer any questions that
you may have.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Madam Secretary. Now we have
been joined by the chairman of the full committee. Senator Coch-

ran, do you have any statement or anything that you want to add
to this illustrious group?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to
join you this morning and greet the Secretary of Interior, com-
mending her for her strong leadership at the Department and con-
gratulating her for her continued service as Secretary. We appre-
ciate your willingness to do this very difficult but important job.

I look forward to hearing more about the budget request and also
any requests that you want to tell us about in connection with the
supplemental request that is coming up. I understand there may
be supplemental funds in the 2005 year needed by the Department
of the Interior, and since that is coming up pretty soon, I would
like to know what the specifics are about that request.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We have been joined by Senator Feinstein, a valuable member of
this panel, and we welcome you this morning.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have
a number of questions. I will hold for my turn, but I just wanted
to say two things.

The first is I want to thank the Secretary for her help with
CALFED and particularly Jason Peltier. I want to thank him for
his help and Bennett for his help as well. It is very much appre-
ciated. Thanks to members of this committee and other places, we
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got the bill through both houses and signed. I am really quite de-
lighted. So thank you.

I also want to welcome Lynn Scarlett and I want her to know
because she is soon to be Deputy Secretary, that I would have in-
troduced you yesterday if I could have. You are from a great city
in my State, and I certainly want to welcome you and look forward
to working with you.

Those are my comments. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Thank you.

We will probably never make it through all these questions.

Secretary NORTON. I think I am glad to hear that.

Senator BURNS. By the time we do that, we will all be vested if
you just walked into the Congress, I will tell you this.

WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

But there is something that has been sort of my topic here and
the source of many of my phone calls is the Wild Horse and Burro
program. As you know, we have grappled with this program many,
many years. I know there were a lot of people who had their res-
ervations about this. Could you update us on the sale program? Be-
cause I understand you have been through one now, I think, maybe
more. You might update us.

The Department has taken great steps and has worked very hard
that these horses be sold under the right circumstances and for the
right reasons. Could you bring us up to date on what is happening
in that particular program?

Secretary NORTON. Mr. Chairman, we have been working hard
with the Wild Horse and Burro program to find creative ways to
address our wild horse population. Obviously,we have the horses
that are on the range and we are looking at things like birth con-
1:1‘01 1for those, as well as trying to keep to appropriate management
evels.

For those that are in our adoption program or long-term care, we
are doing things like, for example, working with Indian tribes to
see if some of those would be interested in having some horses for
their lands. We are working with ranchers. There was one that re-
cently, it is my understanding, took about 200 wild horses with the
idea of working on further adoptions through his own initiative.

We believe that there are people who would be interested in
horses both in expanded attempts to try and get the young horses
for gentling; as well as some people that just have open lands and
would be happy to welcome these horses.

We are working with some additional flexibility we have, because
of your actions, to see that the horses go to good locations. We do
recognize the sale authority that you have provided. Our activities
right now are focusing on trying to find creative ways to avoid hav-
ing those horses be in long-term Federal care, which is very expen-
sive.

Senator BURNS. Well, it was my intention all along. I think
America’s imagination will get these horses taken care of. This old
business of everybody thought they would all go to slaughter was
crazy. I know better than that. Those people who would proclaim
that know very little about the livestock business, to be right hon-
est with you.
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RECREATION FEE PROGRAM

Recreation Fee program. Let us shift gears here a little bit. Last
year in the omnibus appropriation bill, the Congress extended the
Recreation Fee program on a long-term basis. I fought this move
along with other members of the subcommittee because I believe
authorizing committees of jurisdiction were the appropriate bodies
to deal with this legislation, but we did not prevail.

You are aware, Madam Secretary, that there is still some dis-
agreement out in the land about whether these fees are appro-
priate, on what activities they should be collected, and how the col-
lection should be spent.

Are there things in last year’s authorizing bill that will help ad-
dress some of these concerns, and how will the new program be dif-
ferent than the fee program that has existed for the past several
years?

Secretary NORTON. We certainly, Mr. Chairman, did recognize
the concerns that were raised by a number of people about fees
being charged in inappropriate places or having fees be used for
things that were not really providing the visitor services that we
need. We learned from the demonstration project what things work
and what things do not.

In the new authorizing legislation, there are specific require-
ments about what kinds of facilities need to be provided to people
to justify the charging of fees. I know we are going through our
specific areas to make sure that they are in compliance with the
new legislation. I understand the Forest Service is also going
through that exercise.

In addition to that, the legislation establishes recreation resource
advisory councils so that we have members of the public reviewing
any new fees being charged in new areas and providing us direct
feedback on whether those were a good ideas or not. We would
have to report if we wanted to charge a fee despite the rec-
ommendation of that advisory committee.

This is a work in progress and we understand that public sup-
port for fees can be very good if people feel like they are getting
their money’s worth. It is very, very rare for this to happen, I think
anywhere in life for people to say you ought to charge more. But
I have had people stand up in public meetings that we have done
and say, “you do not charge enough for your public lands. I pay a
whole lot more for any other form of recreation for my family than
when going to visit a national park.”

We want to be sure, though, when we do that, to see that the
fees are being used for appropriate activities and to demonstrate to
people that they are being used appropriately. We want to continue
working with you, with Members of Congress that might have com-
plaints on a local level about fees to see that we are carrying for-
ward this very important management tool in a responsible way.

Senator BURNS. Well, I thank you. I will just answer, not as a
Senator but as an auctioneer, take the money.

For those who want to give more, let them spend more.
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BLACKFOOT CHALLENGE

I will have one more question, and this is really important in my
State. This is probably one of the largest actions that I have had
the privilege of working on. The Blackfoot River watershed is an
extraordinary place up in Montana. If you have not been there, I
would certainly invite you, along with Ms. Scarlett, to join me up
there this summer.

The great strength of this valley is its community of citizen stew-
ards led by the Blackfoot Challenge. It exemplifies the spirit of co-
operation and conservation that you, the President, and I are work-
ing to encourage and we support. We have been working hard to
help the challenge achieve its goal of conserving this remarkable
place and the community that lives there. I have been pleased the
President requested funding to support this community-led initia-
tive in both the 2005 and 2006 Forest Service budget.

I am concerned, however, that your Department has not been
supportive of this project as it should have been, despite the par-
ticipation of the local BLM and Fish and Wildlife officials from the
get-go. Can you explain to me why the Department has yet to rec-
ognize the conservation opportunities that the local community, the
Forest Service, and the Congress have clearly recognized? I am
particularly concerned that the BLM, an agency whose mission I
strongly support, has not been acting in support of this project?

Secretary NORTON. I would be happy to look into that. It sounds
like an ideal project for many of our cooperative conservation
grants. So there may be some opportunities for them to apply for
competitive grants.

[The information follows:]

BLACKFOOT CHALLENGE

Secretary NORTON. The Blackfoot River Watershed Land and Water Conservation
Fund LWCF project is part of a multi-phase land acquisition project. In order to im-
plement the project, BLM is conducting appraisals, land use planning, and environ-
mental clearances for the project. During fiscal year 2004, the Bureau carried over
$2.9 million in funding appropriated for the project. The Phase I Acquisition was
completed in February 2005 with the acquisition of 2,500 acres. During fiscal year
2005, an additional $4.9 million was appropriated for the purchase of approximately
4,000 acres. The BLM will complete the appraisal on the Phase II Acquisition by
the end of fiscal year 2005, and has completed the appraisal on the Phase III Acqui-
sition.

Secretary NORTON. Also, the Bureau of Land Management, the
Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Park Service have chal-
lenge grant programs that are essentially available to our man-
agers to apply for assistance to help fund projects that are working
in cooperation with local communities. We very strongly support
that type of multi-agency, public/private, Federal, State, local kind
of approach, and our grant programs are really designed to encour-
age and facilitate those activities.

Senator BURNS. Well, as you know, this was a homegrown agree-
ment and it has got a lot of moving parts to it. There is no doubt
about that.

CONSERVATION EASEMENT PROGRAMS

Last fall your Fish and Wildlife Service Director, Steve Williams,
announced the start of planning for the conservation easement pro-
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grams to protect working landscapes and natural resources along
the Rocky Mountain front and also in this particular place. I hope
this program will be a fine example of cooperative conservation by
ranchers, conservationists, and the Service.

When do you expect this long-delayed planning effort to be com-
pleted? Do you have any idea?

Secretary NORTON. I am sorry. We do not have that information
with us, but we will be happy to provide it.

[The information follows:]

PROPOSED ROCKY MOUNTAIN FRONT CONSERVATION EASEMENT PROGRAM

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposed to expand its existing conservation
easement program to include a new project area along the Rocky Mountain Front,
in north-central Montana. The proposed Rocky Mountain Front Conservation Ease-
ment Program would authorize the Service to use Land and Water Conservation
Fund monies to purchase easements from willing sellers on up to 170,000 acres of
private land. The goal of the Program is to work proactively with private land-
owners to protect important habitat and maintain connectivity between core blocks
(“biological anchors”) of public and private conservation lands.

The Program would not authorize any fee title acquisition. A local landowner ad-
visory council, consisting of ranchers, business owners and government officials from
Lewis & Clark, Teton, and Pondera Counties, strongly support a conservation ease-
ment approach as a means of conserving the historic ranching heritage on the
Front.

The Front is a high-priority conservation area for the Service and its partners in
the conservation community, including the State of Montana, the Boone and Crock-
ett Club, and The Nature Conservancy, because it is the only remaining landscape
in the Continental United States with a complete, intact and functional assemblage
of large mammalian carnivores, including the grizzly bear, gray wolf, wolverine, and
lynx.

The Preliminary Project Proposal for the Program was approved by the Service’s
Mountain-Prairie Regional Office in April, 2002 and forwarded to the Director’s of-
fice for approval. The Director approved the PPP in October, 2004. This approval
provided the Service’s Regional Office with the authority to proceed with detailed
planning to consider the establishment of the easement program. Since October, the
regional planning team has met with the Montana Congressional delegation, con-
servation and sportsmen’s groups, federal agencies, state and local governments,
tribes, and various local business interests. The team has also held three public
scoping meetings at various locations near the project area.

The Regional Office is currently developing an Environmental Assessment, pursu-
ant to the National Environmental Policy Act, to analyze the effects of establishing
an easement program on the Front. The Region’s goal is to complete the EA in the
Spring of 2005. Per current Service policy, the EA, FONSI and associated docu-
ments will then be submitted to the Director for his concurrence.

Senator BURNS. Oh, good. That is that big packet that is going
to show up on your doorstep.

Senator Dorgan.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

TRIBAL COLLEGES

Madam Secretary, let me ask, as you might expect me to ask,
about tribal colleges. As I indicated, the proposed cut in funding for
tribal colleges really will wipe out the 2 years of progress that Sen-
ator Burns and I and other Members of the Congress have made
on tribal college funding. Can you describe why these cuts are
being proposed?

Secretary NORTON. We have had to make some tough choices, as
we have looked through our Department for ways to handle our In-
dian trust responsibilities, as well as to meet the overall needs
with a tight budget. What we have done is to look to other Depart-
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ments, in part, and the cooperation that we can do with other De-
partments to see how those issues can be addressed.

Since 1996, the student count at tribal community colleges has
increased by 41 percent. At the same time, our funding will have
increased by 61 percent through the 2006 budget. The President’s
budget provides about $9,500 per student at tribally controlled uni-
versities, funded by the BIA and the Department of Education, and
the average community college receives about $6,600 in revenue
from all sources.

We are working, first of all, with the Department of Labor. They
have a jobs program that provides about $250 million to commu-
nity colleges across the country. We met with them and talked
about how we can make sure that the colleges that we are involved
with are eligible for that and involved in that. The Assistant Sec-
retary that deals with those programs has agreed to have our As-
sistant Secretary for Indian Affairs, or the person acting in that ca-
pacity, to be on the selection committee as grants are being made
for those programs.

We also have talked with the people at United Tribes Technical
College to see if there are some opportunities for using their facili-
ties and working together on training that we need for our employ-
ees in the Bureau of Indian Affairs and Office of Special Trustee;
and to see if there are ways we can work with their graduates be-
cause I think they have some skills that we need.

Senator DORGAN. Madam Secretary, I wonder if my staff could
work with your staff. We have a very different view of support of
these students. You are suggesting the support is nearly double the
support of students in community colleges. My figures show it is
about 50 percent, half. So there is a very wide disagreement here.
I would like my staff to engage with your budget folks and see if
we can understand what the facts are there.

Secretary NORTON. I would appreciate that.

[The information follows:]

TRIBAL COLLEGE FUNDING

The Department has provided information to the Senator’s staff on the per-stu-
dent funding at tribal colleges. Additional information can be provided upon request.

STATESIDE GRANTS PROGRAM

Senator DORGAN. Land and Water Conservation grants. Your
budget would eliminate the State-side assistance grants through
the LWCF. The Senate budget actually includes slightly over %1
billion for those same grants, but that is paid for by the ANWR
revenues. On the other hand, your recommendation for eliminating
the grants, I believe, is saying that that money is more appro-
priately funded through State revenues or bonding I guess. Is that
correct?

Secretary NORTON. Actually a variety of our conservation grants
that are funded through the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
The State grants are just one aspect of that. We strongly support
having various programs that are funded through the Land and
Water Conservation Fund that all go toward open space, environ-
mental protection, and so forth.
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As to the State assistance grants, there was a study done by the
Office of Management and Budget that reviewed that program.

Senator DORGAN. Is this PART?

Secretary NORTON. Yes, it is.

Senator DORGAN. The infamous PART study.

Secretary NORTON. Yes. It is the PART study.

We have been enthusiastic about that program, but as we looked
at it more closely, we found that it did not do as good a job in hav-
ing clearly defined goals and in meeting those goals as some other
programs. Our other programs allow us to see that environmental
needs are really prioritized. It has allowed us to deal with endan-
gered species such as sage grouse. It has allowed us to restore wet-
lands, things that are not really captured within that State-side
program.

Senator DORGAN. As you know, the PART studies have been very
controversial. Would you think maybe we should have a PART
study of the Office of Management and Budget?

Secretary NORTON. I will let you all decide that.

BIA SCHOOL REPLACEMENT FUNDING

Senator DORGAN. Let me ask about BIA school replacement fund-
ing. As you know, that is another situation that many of us care
deeply about. 184 schools are operated by the BIA, 48,000 kids.
There is a very substantial cut in replacement funding. My under-
standing is that it is because there are carryover funds, and yet,
for example, in the National Park Service there are much greater
carryover funds. Yet, their construction funding is actually up
when, in fact, BIA school construction funding is cut rather dra-
matically. Can you describe the reason for that?

Secretary NORTON. Over the last 4 years, we have obtained a
total of over $1.1 billion in funding for construction of Indian
schools and have been working to see that those schools are actu-
ally constructed. We now have 34 schools that have been funded
through our programs. Only nine have been completed. Our focus
right now is really working with the tribes on getting the construc-
tion completed.

We, nevertheless, are continuing funding at a level that is nearly
three times as high as it was in the late 1990’s. We are providing
very substantial funding for repair work at the schools. It is not
quite $1 million per school on average but it is a very high level
of funding. So we are going to be working through time to address
this issue and to try to be sure that we continue to work towards
better quality schools for our Indian children.

Senator DORGAN. You know, one-third of those schools are de-
fined as in “poor quality.” So my concern, Mr. Chairman, is that
cutting the construction funding at a time when fully one-third of
those schools for young Indian children run by the BIA are poor
quality schools. I really think we need to try to continue that fund-
ing process.

Well, Madam Secretary, my colleagues I know want to ask ques-
tions. Senator McCain and I have a bill over in Commerce that is
being marked up, and I need to go over there.

I would like to submit some additional questions. Again, while
we might disagree from time to time on some issues, I appreciate
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your service to our country, and I hope that you will accept the
questions that I will just submit in writing in order to save some
time this morning.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Senator Dorgan.

Senator Leahy.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LEASE SALES

Secretary Norton, I had mentioned the Budget Committee’s lan-
guage which says that we will get $2.4 billion in revenues in 2007
from lease sales on the Arctic Refuge. How much will the leases
have to sell for to reach that $2.4 billion?

Secretary NORTON. I do not have that number handy. I assume
your calculation is fairly correct.

If I can explain the process that we would go through and also
that resource.

Senator LEAHY. And if you might also point out, if they would
have to sell for between $4,000 and $6,000 per acre, when the aver-
age has been around $50 per acre, why that sudden jump, or is it
kind of smoke and mirrors as a way to use the budget resolution
as a way to get through ANWR in a way it might not get through
otherwise?

Secretary NORTON. The figures you are using for comparison are
from the National Petroleum Reserve. There we have an area of 23
million acres that has a resource estimated amount that is smaller
than the amount of oil that is predicted to be in the 1.5 million
acres of ANWR that would be considered for energy exploration.
So, in effect, you have more oil in one-twentieth of the acreage than
you have in the National Petroleum Reserve.

Senator LEAHY. Even if you made it 20 times, it still does not get
anywhere near the $4,000 to $6,000.

Secretary NORTON. Actually we have areas in the National Petro-
leum Reserve where we have received about $1,000 an acre.

Senator LEAHY. Here you would have to get $4,000 to $6,000,
and a number of the companies have pulled out of the industry lob-
bying firm that is pushing for this drilling. I just wonder how these
figures come. I really would like a very clear answer. In doing that,
what kind of a split does that assume with Alaska?

Secretary NORTON. First of all, the Congressional Budget Office
did its own analysis and their analysis reached a higher number
than ours did. My understanding is the split with Alaska would be
the 50/50 split that is the arrangement through the Mineral Leas-
ing Act with all of the other States in which

Senator LEAHY. Governor Murkowski said Alaska will sue the
Federal Government if they do not get 90 percent.

Secretary NORTON. I understand that the 90/10 split is a popular
position in Alaska, but certainly everything I have heard from the
Congress is a 50/50 split.

Senator LEAHY. Would the administration fight Governor Mur-
kowski on that?

Secretary NORTON. Yes. Our understanding is the appropriate
approach is a 50/50 split, or whatever Congress designates in the
legislation, but that is what we assume it would be.
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FWS FISH HATCHERIES

Senator LEAHY. Well, I am glad to hear you say whatever we
designate in the legislation.

It raises another area. I am thinking back at the beginning of the
administration, one of the catch phrases your Department used
was it put the fish back in the Fish and Wildlife Service, something
I certainly agree with and I expect most of us would. I was in-
formed last year that region 5 faced such severe budget shortfalls
that the Pittsford Hatchery on the New Hampshire-Vermont border
would close. Salmon production at the White River Hatchery in my
State would be cut by more than 60 percent. Similar cuts are pro-
posed for other hatcheries in the region. It decimated efforts to re-
store Atlantic salmon to the Connecticut River.

Now, Chairman Burns and Senator Dorgan put in extra funds,
and reprogramming language allowed the Service to avoid these
cuts, and I appreciate that. Then the Department ignored congres-
sional direction in the 2005 appropriations bill to increase the base
fisheries budget in 2006.

So do we have a commitment to keep these facilities running at
the 2005 level, as the appropriations bill had said?

Secretary NORTON. Our overall approach on the fisheries budget
has been an increase. There was a $4 million increase last year,
and our budget for 2006 includes an additional increase of $2.7 mil-
lion for hatchery operations and maintenance. The reductions in
the fisheries program were in congressional earmarks. Offsetting
these reductions, we also have significant increases in competitive
wildlife grant programs of $38 million and in partnership cost-
share programs of $37 million.

Senator LEAHY. Does that mean you will or will not ignore the
congressional direction in the 2005 appropriations to increase the
base fishery budget in 2006?

Secretary NORTON. I believe we have increased the base fisheries
budget, and I believe the answer I just gave you is indicative of an
increase.

Senator LEAHY. So your commitment is these facilities will keep
running at the 2005 level?

Secretary NORTON. I do not have information about specific facili-
ties and how the Fish and Wildlife Service is allocating that.

Senator LEAHY. Would you answer for the record then whether
they will be kept at the 2005 level, which is basically what the con-
gressional directive was?

Secretary NORTON. Do we have information about the Vermont
facilities?

Mr. TREZISE. Senator Leahy, we will have to submit specific
numbers for the record. A portion of the 2006 increase that we
have requested has not been allocated to individual hatcheries. It
is certainly, though, as I understand it, the intention of the Fish
and Wildlife Service to use that increase across the system to
maintain hatchery operations at least at the 2005 level.

Senator LEAHY. So they would be kept running at the 2005 level?

Mr. TREZISE. It is my understanding that is the Service’s inten-
tion, yes.

[The information follows:]
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NEW ENGLAND NATIONAL F1SH HATCHERY FUNDING

Final fiscal year 2006 allocations to both Pittsford and White River NFH’s will
be dependent on actual appropriation amounts received, but assuming the Service
receives the same level of base funding in fiscal year 2006 as was received in fiscal
year 2005, plus requested pay uncontrollable funding, the Service intends to fund
both Pittsford and White River NFH’s at the same levels as in fiscal year 2005.

The fiscal year 2006 President’s Budget request includes a net increase of $2.111
million in Hatchery Operations; within this amount, $44,000 is requested to par-
tially restore the across-the-board rescissions received in the fiscal year 2005 appro-
priations, and $2.231 million is requested to implement 34 high priority FONS
projects which are identified in the budget request. Offsetting reductions include a
technical adjustment to shift $158,000 to Fish and Wildlife Management Assistance
and $6,000 in expected savings through improved vehicle management. An addi-
tional $796,000 is also requested for pay and uncontrollables. The funds requested
to offset the fiscal year 2005 rescissions and for pay and uncontrollables will be used
across the system to maintain hatchery operations at the 2005 level to the extent
possible. The funds requested to implement the 34 high priority FONS projects will
be allocated to the specific stations implementing those projects. Neither Pittsford
n}cl)r thite(al River National Fish Hatcheries have been identified as receiving any of
these funds.

Senator LEAHY. Then we have the potential effects of cuts to the
fishery budget at the Lake Champlain management office. One of
the things they do is control sea lampreys in the lake, something
Vermont and New York have worked on. We have finally turned
the corner in controlling the invasive species that is devastating
our salmon and lake trout population. Vermont, Governor Pataki,
and others have worked hard on this. Governor Douglas in
Vermont, Governor Pataki in New York. Can we assure them that
the Department will not cut its support for this program?

Mr. TREZISE. Senator Leahy, base funding for the operation of
the office is continued in the 2006 budget at the same level as in
2005.

Senator LEAHY. And can you answer specifically for the record
whether there will not be cuts in this critical program?

Mr. TREZISE. We will have to answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

LAKE CHAMPLAIN FISHERIES

The Service is committed to its partnership with New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation and Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department in the
Lake Champlain Fish and Wildlife Management Cooperative, which manages the
fish and wildlife resources of Lake Champlain. Sea lamprey management is central
to the Cooperative’s long-term effort to restore native species and improve rec-
reational fisheries worth an estimated $200 million annually.

The Service and its State partners implement a multifaceted approach to control-
ling parasitic sea lamprey populations by installing barriers to spawning migrations,
trapping migrating adults and applying target-specific pesticides, known as
lampricides. To guide these control efforts, the Service conducts quantitative sea
lamprey assessment surveys and numerous presence/absence surveys in tributaries
and delta areas throughout the basin. In addition, the Service supports extensive
regulatory/permit requirements and places high priority on the development and in-
vestigation of sea lamprey control techniques that may provide useful alternatives
to lampricides, engaging a variety of stakeholders to further the science of sea lam-
prey management.

Approximately 70 percent of the Service’s Fish and Wildlife Management Assist-
ance program budget on Lake Champlain is focused on sea lamprey management
and associated restoration of native fish species. Direct management of sea lamprey
accounts for approximately 50 percent of the Service’s Fish and Wildlife Manage-
ment Assistance program budget, while related salmonid assessment and restora-
tion activities account for an additional 20 percent.

Final fiscal year 2006 allocations to the Lake Champlain Fish and Wildlife Re-
sources Office will be dependent on actual appropriation amounts received, but as-
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suming the Service receives the same level of base funding in fiscal year 2006 as
was received in fiscal year 2005, plus requested pay uncontrollable funding, the
Service intends to fund this office and its sea lamprey management activities at the
same levels as in fiscal year 2005.

ANWR LEASE SALES

Senator LEAHY. Madam Secretary, I am not trying to play games
on the lease sales and the amount. Obviously, your Department is
going to have to have specific figures of what those lease sales are
going to be. Can you supply for the record, as soon as possible, spe-
cifically what your Department estimates the lease sales will be?

Secretary NORTON. That information is included within the budg-
et.

The other point that I should make is that before lease sales
would occur, there would be additional very high-tech seismic work
done in that area. So everyone would have a much better under-
standing of exactly what resources are there and where they are
located. So that could make a difference either positively or nega-
tively.

Senator LEAHY. And I understand that, and that is fair. But
somebody had to make some estimates to get to $2.4 billion.

Secretary NORTON. Those are the same figures that have been
used for about a decade and have not been adjusted upward with
the new increases in the price of oil.

Senator LEAHY. I understand. But you will keep us posted if
those figures are changing or if those figures are still valid in your
Department? Maybe I should ask the question this way. Are those
figures still valid in your Department today and will you let us
know if they change?

Secretary NORTON. We believe those are valid figures, and we
would let you know if those change, but I do not anticipate any
change during this current year.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Senator Leahy.

Senator Cochran.

NATCHEZ TRACE PARKWAY

Senator COCHRAN. Madam Secretary, we are very pleased that in
May we are going to celebrate the completion of the Natchez Trace
Parkway, which spans the distance between Natchez, Mississippi
and Nashville, Tennessee. There are a lot of living history sites
along the way, and it is a beautiful parkway. I mention that in
hopes that you may be able to come to the celebration. There are
going to be two events in Mississippi: one in Clinton, Mississippi
very near Jackson, which is one of the areas that was last com-
pleted along the parkway; and at Natchez, which, of course, is the
southern terminus of the parkway, but is also the site of the Natch-
ez Historical Park, which enhances the pleasure of those who visit
that area of our State. It is a great achievement.

It was started by authorizing legislation 67 years ago. I remem-
ber it because that is the year I was born. It has taken that long
to finish the parkway. But it is due to the hard work of a lot of
people along through the years and many in the administration
have taken an active part in it.
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I was just thinking about one of the highlights, the establish-
ment of the National Historical Park at Natchez. Manuel Lujan
was the Secretary of Interior at that time. He came to Natchez and
spoke at the dedication of one of the facilities that had been in-
cluded in the parkway, one of the antebellum homes, Melrose,
which provides visitors an opportunity to understand a little bit
about the way of life back in the early days of that region of the
country, one of the earliest settled areas of the new United States,
as a matter of fact.

I bring that up to mention that the Department’s continued sup-
port for maintenance and the pleasure of visitors who come to see
that area would be deeply appreciated. The superintendent of the
parkway, Wendall Simpson, is an outstanding individual whose has
devoted a lot of time and effort and hard work to the completion
of the project, but also to the enhancement of the beauty, maintain-
ing the parkway. It has really been a great thing to observe over
the years, and it is culminating in the final completion of the park-
way.

I will get you the dates. So you will have a look at your calendar.
I hope you will be able to come down and help us celebrate this
great occasion.

One of the interesting things too about the northern area of the
parkway is, as you get up into Tennessee, you come to a site where
Meriwether Lewis, from the famous Lewis and Clark Expedition,
died. There is a marker there to commemorate his death and his
life, and his contribution to the exploration of the new United
States at the request of Thomas Jefferson. This is an area that is
rich in history and significance for many reasons, and I am sure
that at some point we will probably see a request coming in for a
facility to be located up there in the Tennessee area so people can
enjoy the significance of that part of the parkway as well.

Well, that is enough of the parochial interests. I wanted to bring
that to your attention and let you know about how proud we are
of the work of the Department in that area. And thank you and
youlr colleagues at the Department for their help in making this a
reality.

Secretary NORTON. Thank you very much. I recently read a book
that was set in that area, and I do look forward to seeing it. I have
heard so much about how beautiful that is.

MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Also, I want to personally thank you for your work on the Migra-
tory Bird Conservation Commission. You are a very dedicated
member of the Commission and have put a lot of your personal
time into seeing the success of the work of that commission. I ap-
preciate that.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you. It is a pleasure working with you
on that Commission. You chair it. You are the chairwoman.

HOLT COLLIER WILDLIFE REFUGE

We are also happy that recently we celebrated a new opening of
a wildlife refuge. We dedicated the Holt Collier Wildlife Refuge, the
first wildlife refuge to be named for an African American. He is the
fellow who took Theodore Roosevelt on the bear hunt down in the
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Mississippi Delta where the bear was lassoed because he was about
to get away, and they said, shoot the bear, Mr. President, and he
would not shoot the bear because they had a rope around his neck.
Some cartoonist in New York put that in the newspaper in a story
about it, and hence, the teddy bear. An enterprising toy store
owner decided to capitalize on the notoriety of Teddy Roosevelt.

So we had a great celebration the other day at the Mississippi
Museum of Natural History where we dedicated this new refuge.
But it is one of many throughout the country that help serve the
purpose of wildlife habitat protection, and part of the funds that
people pay for duck stamps and the privilege of hunting migratory
birds is to go into a fund where we set aside certain amounts to
protect wildlife habitat. This is one of the newest areas in our State
that joins the refuge system. Fittingly enough, it is a part of the
Theodore Roosevelt Wildlife Refuge system in our State. We are
very proud of that connection with the former President.

TSUNAMI WARNING SYSTEM FUNDING

Let me ask you a question about the supplemental. I had some
notes from my staff indicating that there would be a request for ad-
ditional funds for supplemental funding for a tsunami warning sys-
tem, and that involves the USGS, U.S. Geological Survey, and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Is that some-
thing that the Department is involved in in some way? Could you
tell us what your needs are in connection with this supplemental
request?

Secretary NORTON. The U.S. Geological Survey provides half of
the equation in trying to determine tsunamis. We are the ones that
monitor earthquakes all over the world and are able to quickly de-
termine the size, intensity, and location of the earthquakes, and
then that information is given to the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration that has wave monitors and so forth that
then can provide tsunami warnings.

Since the very tragic situation in the Indian Ocean, we have fo-
cused on our activities, as well as those of NOAA, to determine how
we can be most effective both internationally but also in protecting
our own coastline.

From the Department of the Interior perspective, we want to
make sure that our National Earthquake Center, which is in Gold-
en, Colorado, is staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and that
we are able to quickly provide information. We are also looking at
other enhancements to our system.

Lynn, would you like to add something on that?

Ms. SCARLETT. Yes. As part of that effort, I believe in the supple-
mental there is a proposal for the Department of the Interior and
USGS for about $8 million, with an additional $5 million in our
2006 budget request that would amplify that.

Senator COCHRAN. Is that fund that you are requesting the $8.1
million—that is consistent with my information as well. Is that
needed in this fiscal year or should it be made a part of the next
year’s appropriation? What is the urgency? How will the money be
spent if it is provided in the supplemental?

Mr. TREZISE. Senator Cochran, most of that money is for tech-
nology upgrades, both hardware and software, that need to be initi-
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ated now so that we can get them in place as soon as possible, and
certainly in 2006, to have a higher level of ability to monitor and
disseminate information on earthquakes.

Senator COCHRAN. Will this protect the United States and its ter-
ritories, or will it protect other areas such as in the Indian Ocean?

Secretary NORTON. There are protections that will assist with
both. In many parts of the world, there are earthquake monitors
that exist that provide information to our system, but they are not
directly wired into our system to get information in real time. You
have to have somebody go out and check and send in the informa-
tion. So being able to have immediate access to that will help
worldwide.

We also want to look more closely at our own coasts and espe-
cially in the Gulf of Mexico area to see that we are enhancing our
ability in those areas. The most vulnerable areas are actually our
territories as opposed to the U.S. coastline, but we want to see that
we are looking at the Gulf of Mexico.

HEALTHY FORESTS RESTORATION ACT

Senator COCHRAN. My final comment is about your cooperation
and leadership in the implementation of the Healthy Forests Res-
toration Act, which we passed here in Congress. We thank you for
your leadership in implementing that legislation. We hope that you
will let us know about the levels of funding that you may need to
help ensure that we continue to do a good job of stewardship not
only with our U.S. forest lands but also to assist private land-
owners in helping to protect their lands, and that is part of this
restoration act as well. Thank you very much.

Secretary NORTON. Thank you.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Senator Cochran.

CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS

In the area of contract support costs in the recent court decision,
the court ruled that tribes have not been fully reimbursed for self-
determination contracts that they have entered into with the In-
dian Health Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Can you give
us a short synopsis of the Supreme Court decision and how that
impacts the Department of the Interior?

Secretary NORTON. As you mentioned, that is a very recent deci-
sion. Our lawyers in the Solicitor’s Office are taking a close look
at that decision. Their preliminary analysis is that the decision will
not require significant retroactive payments by the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs.

As the subcommittee is aware, for a number of years, the Inte-
rior Appropriations Act has contained bill language that caps the
amount of funding available for contract support for both BIA and
the Indian Health Service. The Cherokee Nation case involved
claims for contract support from IHS for a period before the legisla-
tive cap was put in place. The Office of the Solicitor indicates that
there are no pending cases against BIA involving claims for con-
tract support for years prior to the legislative cap.

Senator BURNS. Will this budget that we are talking about here
impact this 2006 fiscal year? And should there be any left for the
2005?
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Ms. SCARLETT. I do not believe we anticipate an impact for 2006
nor for 2005.

PRESERVE AMERICA PROGRAM

Senator BURNS. I, like Senator Dorgan, am concerned about Pre-
serve America. We have several programs out there right now, as
you well know, that deal with American heritage spots, and now
we have added another one here. Give me your idea. How come we
cannot assume that there is a lot of redundancy here, and how will
this new program be different than the ones that we already have
in existence?

Secretary NORTON. Preserve America differs from our other pro-
grams in a couple of ways.

First of all, the Save America’s Treasures Program is a very good
program and we do continue that program, although we would pro-
pose reducing funding. That program focuses on bricks and mortar.

We also have the heritage area program which is somewhat more
akin to Preserve America in focusing on heritage tourism and on
local efforts to try to incorporate historic preservation into tourism
and into commercial activities.

The Preserve America program is a competitive grant program.
It does not create the kind of ongoing Federal funding relationship
that is created by the heritage area program. It is something that
is available to more communities and is more focused on assisting
community efforts. It does more to really bring in a public/private
partnership for protection of our historic heritage.

Senator BURNS. We may have a little discussion about that later
on, but we will try and work our way through it.

RURAL FIRE ASSISTANCE

In the Bureau of Land Management, rural fire assistance. I am
very concerned about this. You have proposed an elimination of
that program administered by the BLM. The budget justifies this
cut by arguing that the Forest Service and FEMA have similar pro-
grams. I must point out to you that the Forest Service account for
State and local fire assistance was cut by $22 million. We just had
the chief up here the other day and talked about that. The FEMA
assistance grant has been cut by almost $100 million. So what you
have done here sort of impacts this whole thing. So can you explain
the rationale for eliminating your program?

Secretary NORTON. Our program was yet another grant program,
a very small one in comparison with the other programs. It seemed
like a duplication of effort with what the other larger programs
were already doing. We work very closely with the Forest Service
on all aspects of our forest fire activities.

We are also working with FEMA very closely. As you know, a lot
of their program funds originally went to things that were related
to homeland security and they have put in place a lot of activities
and funding for that. We also have an MOU with them and we are
working to refine that to have their much larger funding—this year
the program is funded at $500 million—to have some of that be
available for rural fire assistance. So we felt like overall from the
Federal Government, it was a more efficient way to deliver those
grant funds.
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Senator BURNS. If you—I am sorry, Ms. Scarlett. Would you like
to comment?

Ms. SCARLETT. I might add to that. We also have $1.9 million
within the preparedness program that would also go towards rural
fire assistance directly from the Department of the Interior, and
then we would be augmenting that by working with the funds that
the Secretary noted from FEMA.

Senator BURNS. If you could do a report on how you think inter-
acting with the other agencies such as FEMA and the Forest Serv-
ice and sort of lay that out for the concerns of the committee. We
are looking at probably the lowest snowpack that I have ever seen
in the State of Montana, and we are not any better off in the plains
where most of the BLM land is. And of course, in Montana most
of the forests are with the Forest Service. If we do not have a very
good April, May, and June, I fear we are in deep trouble. So that
is why I am concerned about this. If you could give us some idea
on how you will interact, understanding the conditions of the
northern high plains.

I realize down in Colorado that is your home country, that jet
stream just went south this year and it stayed down there, and
when it does not whip up and down in your weather patterns, some
places get caught off about that. But if you could have some sort
of a report to us on how that interaction is going to happen and
the dollars involved, I think it would allay a lot of concerns that
this committee might have.

[The information follows:]

RURAL FIRE ASSISTANCE

The requested information on how the Department of the Interior’s Wildland Fire
Management program will work with FEMA and the Forest Service so that RFDs
continue to receive federal assistance follows.

The National Fire Plan represents a long-term commitment and investment to
help protect communities, natural resources, and most importantly, the lives of fire-
fighters and the public from the risks of wildland fire. Rural fire departments are
a vital resource in assisting the Department in meeting its fire management respon-
sibilities. The program will continue to support these critical relationships through
a variety of means.

The Rural Fire Assistance program was authorized in the Department of the Inte-
rior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001, Public Law 106-291, to en-
hance the fire protection capability of rural fire departments (RFDs). The program
provides funds to rural/volunteer fire departments that serve small, rural commu-
nities to purchase training, equipment, and fire prevention activities. Funds are pro-
vided on a cost-shared basis. Participating bureaus include Bureau of Indian Affairs,
National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Since 2001, the program has provided $50 million in grants that have been
used to train more than 12,000 firefighters, provide PPE to more than 100,000 fire-
fighters, and conduct over 1,000 workshops in small communities.

The Department is committed to continuing to enhance RFDs’ capacity to protect
communities from wildfire while increasing their level of safety. The 2006 budget
request includes $1.9 million in new preparedness funding to further wildland fire
training for RFDs. The ready reserve proposal would strengthen initial attack and
develop extended attack capabilities by training 1,000-2000 firefighters each year
and equipping them with personal protective equipment (PPE). Communities will
benefit by having skilled cadres of local firefighters available to reduce loss of prop-
erty and natural resources.

The Wildland Fire Leadership Council (WFLC) was established in April 2002 to
implement and coordinate the National Fire Plan and provide leadership to address
interagency differences to ensure seamless delivery of a coordinated fire protection
program. Members include senior officials from the federal fire agencies, bureau
heads, and state, tribal and county representatives. In January 2003, WFLC mem-
bers from DOI, USDA, FEMA and the National Association of State Foresters
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signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to promote consistent and system-
atic federal assistance to fire departments and support national efforts to improve
firefighter safety, protect property, and save lives with respect to catastrophic
wildland fire.

Under this agreement, partnering agencies developed a collaborative approach to
review competitive applications for grant awards as well as discuss the various pro-
gram parameters. While our relationship has been enhanced, the partnering agen-
cies have also provided the public better information about our collaborative work.

The next step in furthering this collaboration is to enhance the existing MOU.
Talks between the partnering agencies are underway, and have focused on means
to emphasize the small rural departments that are vital to wildland fire initial at-
tack success. In particular, the large FEMA Assistance to Firefighters Grant (AFG)
program has a number of components that would be suitable to serve RFDs that
perform wildland firefighting duties. This program seeks to support organizations
that lack the tools and resources necessary to protect the health and safety of the
public and their emergency response personnel with respect to fire and other haz-
ards. Grants may also be used for training, equipment, and PPE, as well as fitness
and wellness, and structure modifications not funded by RFA.

Discussions for MOU revision have included the following points:

—Provide additional information to FEMA on wildland firefighting priorities and
needs. This information could possibly be incorporated into annual guidance
issued for prospective grant applicants or as website links.

—Further formalize DOI, Forest Service and FEMA peer review of FEMA awards.
The existing MOU encourages sharing information about pending grant applica-
tions among the various partnering agencies, as well as coordinating application
reviews. Efforts to further integrate all partners in the peer review process in
some cases are restricted by authorizing statutes. For example, federal employ-
ees are prohibited from participating with members of fire service organizations
for the purpose of determining criteria for awards. However, peer review panel
chairs must be federal employees. Final language refining the level of federal
participation appropriate in the criteria development process will be carefully
considered.

—Share additional website information. This exchange will likely take the form
of additional links between partners’ websites, and should be readily accom-
plished.

—Coordinate educational efforts for grant workshops. These efforts will further
“one-stop- shopping” so that grant workshops provide more information about
the breadth of resources available to RFDs.

Within the larger AFG program are several smaller components that could be
suitable for RFDs seeking assistance for wildland fire training and equipment. Fire
Prevention and Firefighter Safety (FPS) grant applications will be accepted in Sep-
tember 2005. This 5 percent set-aside could be used for things like planning, coordi-
nating, community awareness and Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs).
The Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response (SAFER) grant program
(new in 2005) will be open in June: guidance is still pending.

The Department recognizes constraints on the various federal grant programs. Ef-
forts to best utilize scarce resources, further community protection and safety, and
enhance RFDs’ capacity to reduce the loss of property and natural resources provide
the opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness of our overall interagency program de-
livery. We look forward to continued discussions with partnering agencies and ex-
pect to finalize an enhanced MOU by summer.

The following table summarizes agency fire grant appropriations from fiscal year
2001-fiscal year 2005.
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Cumulative
AGENCY/PROGRAM FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 Totals

FEMA

Assistance to Firefighters (AFG) $ 100,000 $ 360,000 $ 750,000 $ 750,0001 $ 650,000|$% 2,610,000

USDA FS

Volunteer Fire Assistance (VFA) $ 13251 | $ 13,315 § 13:198 |5 13,175 | $ 13,806 | $ 66,740
State Fire Assistance (SFA) $ 77,828 | % 81,6931 % 91,738 | $ 84,447 | § 73,099 | $ 408,805
Total USDA FS $ 91,079 | $ 95,008 | $ 104931 |$ 97,622 | $ 86,905 | $ 475,545
DOI

Rural Fire Assistance (RFA) $ 9978 | $ 10,000 | $ 9935 % 9877 | % 9,861 | $ 49,651
TOTALS $ 201,057 | $ 465,008 | $ 864,866 |$ 857,499 |% 746,766 | $ 3,135,196

FY 2001 - FY 2005 Fire Grants ($000)

State Fire Rural Fire
Assistance Assistance
(SFA), $408,805 (RFA), $49,651

" -
olunteer Fire Assistance to

Assistance Firefighters
(VFA), $66,740 (AFG),
$2,610,000

Senator BURNS. This is going to be my last question and then I
am going to send this whole thing down to you.

RANGE IMPROVEMENT FUND

In the area of range improvement funds, I noticed you eliminate
those monies. As you know, we work very closely in range improve-
ment with the Society of Range Management, which is a rancher-
funded organization, and use that. We still have work to do in
habitat and riparian areas. That is how we really averted the sage
grouse controversy because a lot of people took it at its word up
front and went to work on that. A lot of States did, anyway, work-
ing with our grazers and our recreation people. I have some con-
cern about that.

Also, I know this is hard to understand here in Washington,
D.C., but you ought to go to some of these glitzy kind of receptions
and somebody walks up to you and says what are you working on
today, and you say weeds. See how fast you are standing there by
yourself.

A lot of folks do not know the invasive weeds or noxious weeds
that we have to contend with. That was part of this fund. So I am
kind of concerned about that because we still have a weed problem.
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Secretary NORTON. Mr. Chairman, our proposal is one that would
continue our funding for those programs at the current level, work-
ing through our challenge cost-share program and deferred mainte-
nance funding. What our proposal does is move away from manda-
tory funding for those purposes. We certainly recognize the impor-
tance of invasive weeds. I have my own share of understanding
about cheat grass and things like that. We do recognize that is im-
portant. This is just a change in the way in which the funding is
structured.

Senator BURNS. For years and years and years, groups have
sought to eliminate grazing on public lands. The other day we saw
where they actually paid a sheepman to come in and mob off the
side of the mountain in order to get rid of weeds. That is the best
control we have. They were so glad that they had come up with
that idea, that grazing those things off is better than using chemi-
cals or spray or hand eradication or anything like that. They came
up with this idea they were going to use sheep to do it. Gosh, I
wish I had thought of that.

Senator Feinstein.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

RURAL AND COMMUNITY FIRE FUNDING

Madam Secretary, I want you to know that I share the chair-
man’s concerns about the rural and community fire funding. I too
would like to see that report. I think we have got big problems, not
having to do with your Department, but certainly the other Depart-
ment with respect to seeing that those hazardous fuels monies
could really go where the need is, particularly in the urban inter-
face areas, which are more expensive to treat. That is really not
your problem, but it is my problem.

LESLIE SALT PONDS

I wanted to talk with you about something you said, and that is
the subject of private/public partnerships. In my State, I think one
of the best private/public partnerships was something that I had
something to do with, and that was the private/public partnership
that we hope will result in the largest wetlands restoration in our
State. That is the conversion of the Leslie Salt Ponds in San Fran-
cisco Bay back into wetlands. The bay has lost 90 percent of its
wetlands

We put together a private/public partnership of $100 million to
buy those salt ponds from Cargill. My understanding is that the
conversion is going rather well. As a matter of fact, as I fly home
and we fly on the landing pattern over the salt ponds, I see them
bit by bit changing back into wetlands and bay waters. It is indeed
very exciting. We have had great cooperation from the Hewlett, the
Packard, the Gordon Moore Foundation, the Richard Goldman
Foundation, the State in putting up the money, and the Federal
Government put in $8 million of that $100 million.

DON EDWARDS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

A problem has arisen with the Don Edwards National Wildlife
Refuge with the addition of 9,600 acres to that refuge. It is my un-
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derstanding that Fish and Wildlife has said that that would cost
another $540,000 in O&M. It is also my understanding that the
President’s budget proposes to remove $532,000 fiscal year 2005
appropriations for conservation work on the refuge. I think these
are important dollars.

So my question is, how will the Fish and Wildlife Service make
up this $532,000 cut?

Secretary NORTON. I am enthused about the Don Edwards Wild-
life Refuge, having once been a resident of the San Francisco Bay
area.

Senator FEINSTEIN. You have been out there and you have seen
what we are doing.

Secretary NORTON. Yes. That is a spectacular piece of property.

We view that as a prime place for the Partners in Fish and Wild-
life program and for some of our other conservation programs. We
are requesting a $12 million increase for the general program ac-
tivities in the partners program and believe that the Don Edwards
Wildlife Refuge restoration would be a great example of the kinds
of things that we could do with that program.

We also have funding that we are working through with the U.S.
Geological Survey for some research at the wildlife refuge. So what
we would propose to do is work with our existing, funded programs
to address the work in that area.

Senator FEINSTEIN. So far you are batting 1,000. Let us see if it
continues.

USGS ASSISTANCE TO REFUGES

I also understand that two important sources of 2005 funding for
USGS assistance to refuges totals about $900,000, and that will no
longer be available in fiscal year 2006. Now, it is my understanding
that these monies are used really to do critical studies on mercury
and other pollutants in refuge areas. To be specific, this is $195,000
in USGS science support funds and $750,000 from the California
Coastal Conservancy. Now, that is not your problem, but I under-
stand those monies are no longer going to be available.

So my question is, what will happen with some of those critical
studies that need to be done?

Ms. SCARLETT. Senator, with the USGS we have what is called
a Priority Ecosystems program from which monies went to this
work. Also the State of California funded the research that you are
identifying. That program is funded in 2006 at the same level as
2005, and we would anticipate that the science projects at Don Ed-
wards would, likewise, in 2006 be eligible for funding.

The other portion of funds came from what is called a USGS
Quick Response program. That is funded at $350,000 in 2006. The
distinction there, we would need to look at whether the Don Ed-
wards Refuge would be eligible for the criteria set under that Quick
Response program.

Senator FEINSTEIN. May I ask, Madam Secretary, then that you
work with us so that we know?

Secretary NORTON. We would be happy to do that. I would also
point out that we have significantly increased the operations fund-
ing for the Fish and Wildlife Service over the last several years and
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view that also as being available to help with that Don Edwards
Refuge.
Senator FEINSTEIN. Thanks very much.

LWCF FUNDS REPROGRAMMING

Now a question on the reprogramming of Land and Water Con-
servation funds. It is my understanding that last year’s omnibus
included a provision that rescinded $10 million in unobligated BLM
Land and Water Conservation funds. I am concerned that an Inte-
rior plan to allocate to California a disproportionate share of the
rescinded funds, and by that I mean that $7 million out of the $10
million would be taken out of California projects. That could make
acquisitions very difficult, and specifically the Cathton property
near Palm Springs, which Representative Bono and I wrote to you
abmit. I do not know if you saw the letter but we wrote very re-
cently.

So my question is, how does the Department plan to ensure that
these cuts are made fairly and the burden is shared equally across
other States?

Secretary NORTON. I would like to ask Lynn Scarlett to address
that in some detail.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you.

Ms. SCARLETT. Yes. Thank you, Senator.

At issue was $16.8 million in specific projects earmarked by the
Congress but for which $6.8 million were provided. My under-
standing is that the Bureau of Land Management looked at its un-
obligated acquisitions across the Nation and looked at its existing
priorities and determined which of the $10 million in unobligated
balances it would then utilize for those programs authorized in the
2005 budget.

I believe that reprogramming actually has already been under-
taken. I think it has already been approved, if I am not mistaken.

Mr. TREZISE. Notification has been submitted to the subcommit-
tees, yes.

Ms. ScARLETT. With the particular property that you have men-
tioned and the distribution of those unobligated balances for the
State of California. If, as Congress reviews our reprogramming re-
quest, we need to go back and look at that, we certainly would do
so.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I appreciate that. And you remember where
you are from.

Senator BURNS. I will remind her.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Good.

DESERT PROTECTION ACT

I am glad the chairman is here because I want to talk to you just
for a minute about the Desert Protection Act. That is a bill that
I wrote. We were intimately familiar with it. It is a big park and
wilderness bill. When the bill was written, we were aware that
there were certain grazing operations on national park land. I went
down and I looked at them.

This was really kind of the old West still existing in the desert.
I remember visiting the Blair family. They live 50 miles from the
nearest school, 75 miles from the nearest store. Kathy Blair took
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her children to school both ways. That is 100 miles a day driving.
They had their own generator way out in the middle of the desert.
They had about 500 head of cattle. His father, his grandfather had
worked that.

I wrote the bill specifically with the intent that the existing graz-
ing would continue at the existing level. What I have noticed now
are efforts to do away with the water, make it more difficult. There
were only five ranchers left. Rob Blair wants to move out. It is just
too hard now. Senator Burns helped me with some language on,
one, to make it even clearer as to what the intent was.

I believe that the Park Service should make every effort to allow
the existing ranchers who wish to do so to continue to ranch within
the confines of the bill’s language.

Now, this language can come into conflict with the Endangered
Species Act involving the desert tortoise. I recognize that.

But I guess what I want to ask you, offering a grazing permit,
but withholding water facilities is an empty gesture. Will you com-
mit to allowing the return of the previous water facilities under
this temporary grazing permit?

Secretary NORTON. Senator Feinstein, I appreciate you bringing
this to my attention. I have a prepared response from my staff, but
I am concerned, as you are, about some of the questions that are
raised. I want to find out some more about this and how much of
this is necessitated by endangered species requirements and how
much might be just not having an appreciation for the grazing her-
itage of the area. I do understand that there is one particular per-
mit that has—not the individual you mentioned—that has some
specific problems. But I would like to take a look a little more
closely myself at the issues that you have raised.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Yes. So you know the legislative history, this
was a tough bill to do. It was filibustered on the floor. The desert
is not like Yellowstone. It is not like Yosemite. It is totally dif-
ferent. I mean, we have got millions of acres in this bill, at least
7—8 million acres. It has got everything there. The thrust of the bill
was that no private property owner be displaced, no eminent do-
main. Everything would be willing seller/willing buyer. And exist-
ing grazing could continue sort of in the tradition of the old West.

I know what happens. I understand it. I know the environmental
thrust is, well, get these grazers, make it more difficult so they will
move out, and there will be just wilderness with nothing else. But
that has not been its history. I think there is a richness in its his-
tory. So the bill was written to protect that historic richness, and
that is really what I want to share directly and publicly with you.

Secretary NORTON. Thank you very much. I will look into it some
more.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you, and would you let me know?

Secretary NORTON. All right.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Great. Thank you.

CALFED. One part of the CALFED water program——

Senator BURNS. Will the Senator yield just for a comment?

Senator FEINSTEIN. Certainly.

Senator BURNS. I can remember that issue. I would advise the
Secretary that there are some things that go on out there that you
are unaware of. Using the endangered species, I think it is a weak
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answer. I think those people just come up with reasons to make it
tough. I will tell you, if you find somebody that is doing that and
they cannot substantiate it, fire them because some of these people
in the Park Service are just absolutely dedicated to a different idea
of what makes this country work than Senator Feinstein and I. So
do not look at nothing. Just do what the legislation says. I mean
it. I get upset when these people come up and give some damned
bureaucratic answer that does not mean a thing. Maybe I get really
upset about that.

I know what she was trying to do and we tried to do it just ex-
actly the way it should have been done in the first place. Now we
find other reasons. That is weak. Enough said.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate your sup-
port very, very much.

CALFED

Let me speak about CALFED. The one program that is within
the jurisdiction of this subcommittee is the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice’s programs. In restoring habitat for endangered salmon, I un-
derstand there are proposals to concentrate funding on projects
that provide the greatest increases in fish populations per dollar
expended.

What I would like to ask is that you provide me with a list of
the most potentially promising ecosystem restoration projects in
California and how these projects will advance us toward the fish
doubling goals of the CVPIA. I think those are good goals. When
we put together the CALFED bill, again, we were very serious in
the ecosystems restoration and fish restoration. So it would be
helpful if I were to technically know which are the most promising
restoration areas for fish.

Secretary NORTON. That seems like an excellent question, and we
will try to answer that as well as we can.

[The information follows:]

CALIFORNIA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECTS RELATING TO CENTRAL VALLEY
ANADROMOUS FISH DOUBLING

Much of the restoration to date, conducted by the Fish and Wildlife Service under
the authority of the Central Valley Improvement Act (CVPIA) and CALFED Bay-
Delta program, has been focused on physical restoration to improve habitat condi-
tions within the system. While these efforts have made significant progress towards
the doubling goal, the Service believes increasing instream flow for fish passage,
spawning and rearing is critical if the doubling objective is to be achieved. Habitat
restoration remains a critical component, and coupled with instream flow for fish
passage, can advance the goal of anadromous fish restoration. Three programs with-
in the Service are focused on water acquisition for instream flow; the CVPIA 3406
b(3) Water Acquisition Program (WAP), the CALFED Environmental Water Pro-
gram (EWP), and the CALFED Environmental Water Program. The CVPIA b(1)
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) serves as the primary habitat res-
toration program. All of these programs undergo extensive, stakeholder processes
that identify priority projects and streams targeted for funding.

CURRENT FISCAL YEAR 2005 PROJECTS

The Service receives money annually through the Bureau of Reclamation to imple-
ment the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. The Bureau of Reclamation as-
sesses a mitigation fee on water and power beneficiaries of the Central Valley
Project. Fee collections comprise the Restoration Fund from which the Bureau of
Reclamation allocates funds to the Service for restoration purposes. The programs
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and funding amounts described below will assist in advancing the anadromous fish
doubling goal during fiscal year 2005:

$5,181,000 was provided to the Service for the Anadromous Fish Restoration Pro-
gram. Section 3406(b)(1) of the CVPIA directs the Secretary of the Interior to de-
velop and implement a program that makes all reasonable efforts to at least double
natural production of anadromous fish in California’s Central Valley streams on a
long-term, sustainable basis. The major resulting program is known as the Anad-
romous Fish Restoration Program. Since 1995, the AFRP has helped implement over
195 projects to restore natural production of anadromous fish.

$617,000 was provided to the Service for the Clear Creek Restoration Program.
The Clear Creek Fish Restoration Program was established to implement restora-
tion within the Clear Creek watershed as provided for under section 3406(b)(12) of
the Central Valley project Improvement Act. The Service and Reclamation have
worked closely with California Departments of Fish and Game and Water Re-
sources, the National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, county and local
agencies and organizations, stakeholder groups, and the general public to provide
planning and implementation of restoration actions in the Clear Creek watershed.
The Clear Creek Coordinated Resource Management Planning group and the Clear
Creek Technical Team work directly with local entities to achieve Clear Creek Fish
Restoration Program objectives.

$581,684 was provided to the Service for the Anadromous Fish Screen Program.
The primary objective of the Anadromous Fish Screen Program is to protect juvenile
Chinook salmon, steelhead trout, green and white sturgeon, striped bass and Amer-
ican shad from entrainment at priority diversions throughout the Central Valley.
Section 3406(b)(21) of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act requires the Sec-
retary of the Interior to assist the State of California to develop and implement
measures to avoid losses of juvenile anadromous fish resulting from unscreened or
inadequately screened diversions on the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, their
tributaries, the Delta and the Suisun Marsh.

LONG TERM PROJECTS

The following projects are also high priorities, however they are projected to take
a decade to complete.

WATER ACQUISITION FOR INSTREAM FLOW TOP PRIORITIES

Clear Creek.—Generate medium high flows to recreate basic geomorphic processes
and improve habitat quality and quantity for spring-run Chinook salmon and
steelhead. The ten year program includes monitoring.

Deer Creek.—Combine water use efficiency and ground water exchange to provide
50 cfs at critical times to allow unimpaired passage of spring-run and steelhead. The
ten year agreement includes monitoring.

HABITAT RESTORATION TOP PRIORITIES

Habitat restoration projects are implemented through a competitive, public re-
quest for proposals that includes extensive program, scientific, and budget review.
Public notification is required before projects are funded, and environmental compli-
ance (consistent with the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act, National
Environmental Policy Act; State and Federal endangered species acts, etc.) is also
necessary. A single entity cannot double natural production of anadromous fish
throughout the Central Valley, partnerships are needed. Voluntary collaboration to
achieve mutual goals and objectives will accelerate accomplishments, increase avail-
able resources, reduce duplication of efforts, encourage innovative solutions, improve
communication, and increase public involvement and support through shared au-
thority and ownership of restoration actions.

The habitat projects below have a high potential for contributing to the CVPIA
anadromous fish doubling goal.

Clear Creek.—Stream channel and flood plain restoration projects to restore eco-
system function and increase spawning and rearing habitat and thereby increase
fish production.

Sacramento River—Improve passage at Red Bluff Diversion Dam for salmon,
steelhead, and sturgeon.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you very much.
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HEADWATERS FOREST RESERVE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

If I may, just a couple more. The BLM’s California office believes
that about %1 million annually for the next 5 years is needed to im-
plement the headwaters forest reserve resource management plan.

What I would like to ask is, if you have a position with respect
to full implementation of the headwaters plan, would you tell us?
And how much is in the 2006 budget on this issue?

Secretary NORTON. It is my understanding that we are on track
with the implementation of that program. We have $1.2 million
that is allocated for implementation for 2005 and 2006. We do view
that as an important goal.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you very much.

HAZARDOUS FUELS REDUCTION PROGRAM

Let me just ask a question along the lines of the dialogue that
you and Senator Burns had. The BLM hazardous fuels reduction
program is also important for California. Particularly, we rely on
the $2 million of annual grants for local fire safe councils to imple-
ment community protection measures. I attended a Tahoe summit,
which I hope one day you will be able to attend, where all of the
jurisdictions around Lake Tahoe got together to do their fire plans.
The point I guess is that these grants I think are important. The
planning is going on all throughout the State.

Do you plan to continue these grants?

Secretary NORTON. Our overall program that this is funded from
is the hazardous fuels program, and that has an increase of $9.8
million for this year.

The California Fire Safe Council is a very good program and we
support the work that they are doing. The allocation of financial
support to particular States and local programs is something that
is done as we weigh the needs and the merits of each of those pro-
grams later on in the year. But we do support the overall work of
the program. I cannot give it a specific dollar amount, but it is the
kind of collaborative effort that we think makes a lot of sense.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Terrific. Thank you very much.

LAKE BERRYESSA

Now, I guess a few days ago, we were visited by supervisors from
Napa County who are having problems with the recreational facili-
ties at Lake Berryessa, which is currently managed by the Bureau
of Reclamation. I guess what I would like to ask is if you will work
closely with our office and the county supervisors in looking at the
options, as you undertake the EIS process for a new visitor services
plan. Particularly Supervisor Dillon of Napa County was back here,
and there have been two extensions of public comment. My under-
standing is the plan has been recently released for more public
comment.

The county provides the police and public services at Berryessa,
which amounts to about $800,000 a year, and currently there are
about 1,300 privately owned trailers on the west shore of the lake,
and there is limited public access. So the trailer owners want the
no-action alternative. That is kind of where we are. I do not know
what the bureau’s position is on this, but we have got a conflict.
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Secretary NORTON. We understand this is a situation with a long
history. We are very committed to going through the NEPA process
and would be happy to work with you as we continue on that proc-
ess. Reclamation expects to have their final environmental impact
statement and record of decision in the summer or fall of this year.
You are correct that we have asked for additional public comment.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Terrific. Now, just one last one and then I
am finished.

PARK OPERATIONS

The $55.5 million increase in the President’s request for park op-
erations is almost entirely, we understand, for fixed costs, includ-
ing pay and benefit costs to cover current Park Service employees.
I think it is great that these costs are finally being budgeted for,
but I understand there are no programmatic increases for oper-
ations. How are you going to manage?

Secretary NORTON. The way in which our park funds are usually
allocated is to each park individually. Within that they allocate it
to the kinds of programs that they think are most significant for
that individual park. We have increased funding. There was a sig-
nificant increase in funding for 2005, and we continue with in-
creases for 2006.

We are also trying to look at ways in which we can operate more
effectively system-wide. Some of our regional directors have been
looking at what I think are good ideas, trying to look at efficiencies,
including those between parks. For example, if we have two neigh-
boring parks that each want to have a new archaeologist on staff,
they look to see whether we might be able to share an archaeolo-
gist between the two parks. I think there are some things like that
that may be helpful as well.

We want to be sure that we are continuing to tackle the mainte-
nance backlog and our request provides the funding for that, as
well as for enhancing our visitor services.

MARIJUANA PROPAGATION IN NATIONAL PARKS

Senator FEINSTEIN. Finally, I just want to give you a challenge.
There is a lot of marijuana being grown in national parks, and par-
ticularly the King’s Canyon Sequoia National Park. I would like to
bring that to your attention, if I might.

Secretary NORTON. I have heard about some of those situations.
We do have some additional staffing to try and deal with that. Last
year at Sequoia King’s Canyon there were 15 arrests of individuals
who were cultivating marijuana gardens within the park’s bound-
aries. It is obviously a situation where we need to work very closely
with the DEA and with other law enforcement agencies, as well as
use our increased staffing for this.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thanks for being on top of it. I appreciate it.
I very much appreciate your cooperation and your responses.
Thank you so much.

Secretary NORTON. Thank you, Senator.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Thank you, Senator Feinstein.

I am going to send a whole bunch of questions down there for
you. We will work our way through this thing one way or the other.
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Working with you is a delight anyway, and I appreciate your pa-
tience today and your appearance here.

I do have an announcement just for the record. The Department
of Energy hearing is canceled for next week, but our next hearing
will be with the EPA folks, Senator Feinstein. That will be on April
14.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you.

Senator BURNS. We will get those schedules out to the rest of the
members of this panel.

ADDITIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Again, the record will be left open, and if you would respond to
those questions for the record, I would certainly appreciate that.

Secretary NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS. Thank you and thank you to your good staff. You
have wonderful staff. They have been very cooperative in working
our way through this. I certainly appreciate that too. Thank you.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing.]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

STATE ASSISTANCE (“STATESIDE”) PROGRAM

Question. Your budget request proposes to zero out the Stateside program, which
provides grants to states for recreation development and land acquisition. The ra-
tionale seems to be that the program does not have adequate performance meas-
ures, and might be viewed as more of a state or local responsibility.

Can you elaborate on the reasons for your proposing not to fund the program?

Answer. As the Administration strives to reduce the Federal deficit, focusing on
high-priority direct Federal responsibilities is imperative. The reduction in State
Conservation grants will allow NPS to focus on park activities while helping to re-
duce the deficit.

Question. Does your request represent a temporary reduction from the Adminis-
tration’s point of view, or are you proposing to terminate the program?

Answer. Budgets are prepared on an annual basis. Funding availability changes,
priorities are reevaluated, and other factors differ from year to year. The Adminis-
tration proposes that the State Conservation grants program receive no new grant
money in fiscal year 2006. Funding in fiscal year 2007 and beyond will be deter-
mined as part of the regular budget formulation and review processes that precede
those budgets.

Question. In tight budget times I'm the first to admit that we need to focus on
the primary responsibilities of the Federal government. I note, however, that other
state grant programs escaped the budget knife. The State and Tribal Wildlife Grant
program, for example, is increased from $69 million to $74 million. One could cer-
tainly argue that management of fish and game not listed under the ESA is a state
responsibility.

Can you explain the disparate treatment of these two programs?

Answer. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s State and Tribal Wildlife Grant pro-
gram directly supports the Service’s mission of working with others to conserve, pro-
tect and enhance fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats; and is an important
component of the Department’s cooperative conservation initiative. The long-term
goal of the State and Tribal Wildlife grant program is to stabilize, restore, enhance,
and protect species and their habitat that are of concern—this includes listed, at
risk, and other species. A significant number of species currently protected under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) reside, for all or a portion of their lives, on pri-
vate lands. Additionally, many more species living on private lands are either at
risk or potentially at risk of being listed under the ESA. Through the State and
Tribal Wildlife grant program, the species and their habitats that are in the most
need of conservation benefit. These efforts help the nation avoid the costly and time
consuming process that occurs when a species’ population plummets and needs addi-
tional management protection through the Endangered Species Act and other regu-
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latory protections. Since many issues related to wildlife conservation are not con-
tained by jurisdictional or administrative borders, the program also helps to ensure
that the Fish and Wildlife Service and the States coordinate efforts to conserve
threatened and endangered species, manage migrating birds, and prevent other spe-
cies from becoming listed on the Endangered Species list.

All States are nearing completion of their Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation
Plans. These plans will have prioritized lists of conservation actions that will help
States stabilize or increase their wildlife populations in a strategic, cost-efficient
manner that is based on sound science. In order to ensure that species are bene-
fiting from the conservation actions, all States will have in place strong monitoring
programs. Because of this focus on local input, prioritization of actions, and moni-
toring, the Department is confident that the funds requested for this program will
generate significant on-the-ground results.

In contrast, the National Park Service’s LWCF State grants program funds im-
provements to State and local parks that are more appropriately funded through
State funding. Furthermore, a PART review in 2003 found that this program could
not measure performance or demonstrate results.

PRESERVE AMERICA

Question. Your budget once again includes funds ($12.5 million) for a new “Pre-
serve America” program to provide grants to communities to develop heritage tour-
ism.

As you know, there is already intense competition for funds in the arena of his-
toric preservation and heritage programs. States and tribes—charged by Congress
with administration of the Historic Preservation Act—are seeking additional funds
to maintain current operations and allow for new tribal programs. Congress last
year authorized three new heritage areas, and has many more proposals pending.
The Save America’s Treasures program is highly competitive. And we now have tar-
geted, authorized programs for Historically Black Colleges and California Missions,
with other legislation pending.

Why do we need to create another new program in this arena?

Answer. Preserve America embodies the Administration’s commitment to heritage
tourism and historic preservation as economic engines capable of driving local and
regional economies. The Administration’s fiscal year 2006 budget request of $12.5
million for Preserve America grants, which is only one component of the Preserve
America initiative, would offer a new type of Federal preservation funding that
would support local, state, and tribal heritage tourism initiatives, promotion and
marketing programs, and development of directly related interpretive and edu-
cational programs.

Federal preservation funding needs to evolve to reflect the increasingly important
role that historic preservation and heritage tourism will play in community eco-
nomic revitalization in the 21st century. Since the 1980s, increasing numbers of
communities have begun rehabilitating their historic downtowns, encouraging rein-
vestment in their communities. Communities are also using preservation to encour-
age heritage tourists to visit (and spend their money). These trends are creating
new jobs and new revenue while preserving the historic properties that help give
communities their unique sense of place and history.

Despite the growing importance of preservation and heritage tourism to commu-
nity revitalization throughout the country, no nationwide Federal assistance is fo-
cused specifically on this issue. Other programs are much broader in scope—such
as the historic preservation grants-in-aid to States and Tribes—or much narrower—
such as programs for Historically Black Colleges and Universities. The Save Amer-
ica’s Treasures program funds critical “bricks and mortar” projects, but not creation
of management strategies and partnerships for linking preservation with heritage
tourism. Funding for National Heritage Areas does address such issues, but is re-
stricted to a limited number of discrete geographic areas. Preserve America Grants
will fill a void by directly assisting communities nationwide in using and promoting
their historic assets in ways that will spur economic development. In addition, Pre-
serve America grants would place special emphasis on significant and creative pri-
vate-public partnerships that could serve as models to communities.

Question. What is the Federal role that isn’t currently being fulfilled?

Answer. Tourism is a key ingredient in the national economy, and a significant
component of many local economies. It is the third largest retail sales industry,
amounting to about $528.5 billion in 2002. Tourism is also one the Nation’s largest
employers, with 7.2 million direct employees and nearly 10 million indirect employ-
ees. Heritage tourism, including visiting historic sites and museums, ranked third
among tourism activities and destinations, following shopping and outdoor activities.
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Nationally, in 2005, annual revenues from cultural and heritage tourism are ex-
pected to reach $200 billion.

While we readily recognize that historic preservation contributes to heritage tour-
ism, which in turn contributes to the economy, it is also important to recognize that
the effects are circular: heritage tourism is a very important contributor to the pres-
ervation of the nation’s historic resources. In many cases, the anticipated revenues
from heritage tourism become the economic engine that drives the initial investment
in preservation and rehabilitation of those historic resources that will become tour-
ism destinations. By focusing on this circular effect, Preserve America grants will
strategically carry out the National Historic Preservation Act mandate that the Fed-
eral Government will “use measures, including financial and technical assistance,
to foster conditions under which our modern society and our prehistoric and historic
resources can exist in productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other
requirements of present and future generations.”

The Administration’s Preserve America grants will assist local, State, and tribal
jurisdictions to capitalize on this new economic reality. The Federal Government can
play a critical role by providing seed money to support planning, development, im-
plementation, or enhancement of innovative activities and programs in heritage
tourism, adaptive reuse, and “living history” programs that can be replicated across
the country. The Administration’s proposed Preserve America grants would provide
neeé(lield program incentives and the investment opportunities to produce such local
models.

At a time when State and local governments, including counties and municipali-
ties, are bearing much of the State fiscal difficulties, local tourism in general and
heritage tourism in particular can help local governments develop their own revenue
streams through sales and bed tax revenues and other indirect income derived from
the tourist service economy. This economic value also translates into more, improved
historic preservation activity and appreciation for the Nation’s history as well as its
heritage resources. The grants would also help other levels of government with im-
Fortant program start-up funds and the related tools they need to improve their ef-
orts.

Question. Why are Preserve America grants proposed to be distributed through
a new national grant-making structure, as opposed to being administered by the
state historic preservation offices?

Answer. It is appropriate to target Federal investment in this new program
through a nationally-competitive approach, rather than through the State allocation
formula. While the formula for allocating annual operating funds to State Historic
Preservation Officers is an appropriate and effective method of assistance for those
State functions set out in the National Historic Preservation Act, the Federal Gov-
ernment has often recognized that specifically targeted preservation efforts—such as
grants to Historically Black Colleges and Universities, or the Save America’s Treas-
ures grants—are more effectively focused through a centralized program. Preserve
America grants fall under the category of specifically targeted efforts that will ben-
efit from a focused national competition.

Both State Historic Preservation Offices and Tribal Historic Preservation Offices
are proposed among eligible applicants for Preserve America grants, in addition to
designated Preserve America Communities and Certified Local Governments seek-
ing Preserve America Community designation.

FINANCIAL AND BUSINESS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (FBMS)

Question. The Department is in the midst of a major acquisition for its Financial
and Business Management System. While we haven’t given you 100 percent of what
you’ve requested for this project, our investment to date is very substantial.

My fundamental question is what steps are you taking to ensure that this major
system acquisition doesn’t wind up like so many others in government, which is to
say in the trash can?

Answer. The Department has used a planning and implementation process that
is guided by investment control processes, put in place a governance process and
management structure to ensure adequate oversight, monitoring, risk management,
and test and user acceptance.

First, the Department undertook an extensive planning process that modeled the
current business processes (as is) and sought bids for design and deployment of an
off-the-shelf system that would provide the Department with a system that meets
its needs. Selection of a contractor followed an exhaustive and thorough evaluation
of alternatives and full review and acceptance of a business case.

The Department’s project lead managers evaluated the projects completed by the
contractor and made site visits to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The man-
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agers evaluated the deployment of software by other Federal agencies to gain knowl-
edge about best practices and gain understanding of potential risks.

Once a contractor was selected, the Department put in place a governance struc-
ture for project decisions based on evaluation of risk. A full-time project manage-
ment office was put in place to maintain continued project management. Deploy-
ment to bureaus of modules would be subsequent to testing and user acceptance.
The Department contracted with an independent verification and validation IV&V
contractor to provide oversight for the project, put in place a change management
process, and created operational environments in which to develop, test, and operate
the system.

The project has a strong governance structure including an Executive Steering
Committee of senior bureau business leaders and the Department’s Chief Informa-
tion Officer. They oversee the project and take management actions necessary to en-
sure that the investment benefits will be realized.

ICON SECURITY—U.S. PARK POLICE

Question. Madam Secretary, for several years now we have been working with the
U.S. Park Police to ensure that the funds we provide them are properly managed,
and that the organization itself has a clear mission. This is more important than
ever given the role the Park Police plays in protecting some of our icon parks.

Can you give us a status report on these efforts? What changes have been made
and what changes are underway?

Answer. In August 2003 the Department directed a comprehensive internal effort
to complete the task of clearly defining the mission, priorities, and responsibilities
of the Park Police. Shortly after this internal review began, the House Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies requested NAPA to follow up
on its 2001 recommendations and again assess USPP’s mission and functions, the
priorities and resources assigned to them, and the feasibility of adjusting current
functions. Because this essentially became a parallel effort, the Department closely
coordinated with NAPA, realizing that it was critical to incorporate NAPA guidance
in our final efforts. NAPA’s new methodology for assessing USPP operations and es-
tablishing priorities for USPP functions was of immense help in providing answers
to significant budget and management concerns.

Working closely with the NPS Deputy Director, the Acting USPP Chief, and
NAPA, the Department has completed a thorough mission review. Implementation
of the principle recommendations concerning mission clarification, responsibilities,
and priorities are well underway. Many of the other NAPA recommendations are
also completed, while some have made significant progress, but remain ongoing. The
Department is continuing to follow up on all NAPA recommendations that are not
yet completed. The internal review, Report to the Secretary, U.S. Park Police Mis-
sion Review, dated December 17, 2004, was provided to the Subcommittee and in-
cludes a detailed report on each NAPA recommendation.

Question. Have we made it to the point where we’re less likely to be surprised
by mid-year reprogramming requests, or by actual force levels that don’t match
budget forecasts?

Answer. We have reached the point where the Park Police can manage its Force
and its finances at a high level of expertise. This confidence is realized by the work
of the Park Police during the Department’s mission review and the selection of
Dwight Pettiford as the permanent Chief of the U.S. Park Police. Chief Pettiford,
who was the acting Chief for about a year, was instrumental in helping to bring
the Park Police mission review and operational priorities of the Park Police to clo-
sure. We also hired an experienced Chief Financial Officer for USPP in October
2004 who will assist the Chief to better manage the budget. The Department will
also continue a high level of commitment into the future, helping the Park Police
to finalize the remaining NAPA recommendations; reviewing and implementing the
draft USPP Strategic Plan, which is under review by the NPS; reviewing the USPP
draft staffing model upon its completion; and providing specific guidance for the
2007 budget formulation cycle.

RECREATION FEE PROGRAM

Question. Last year in the omnibus appropriations bill Congress extended the
recreation fee program on a long-term basis. I fought this move along with other
members of this subcommittee because I believed the authorizing committees of ju-
risdiction were the appropriate bodies to deal with this legislation. But we did not
prevail.
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You are aware, Madam Secretary, that there is still some disagreement out in the
land about whether fees are appropriate, on what activities they should be collected,
and how the collections should be spent.

Are there things in last year’s authorization bill that will help address some of
these concerns? How will the new program be different than the fee program as it
has existed for the past several years?

Answer. The new Act provides for a nationally consistent interagency program
with clear criteria for determining appropriate sites eligible for applying recreation
fees, additional on-the-ground improvements to visitor services at recreation sites
across the nation, a new national pass for use across interagency Federal recreation
sites and services, and more public involvement in the program. Unlike the Fee
Demo Program, which provided broad authority to charge fees, the Act specifically
limits fees to sites that have a certain level of development and meet specific cri-
teria. The Act includes additional safeguards against unwarranted expansion of the
program by creating Recreation Resource Advisory Committees in every state or re-
gion and providing other public participation opportunities.

Implementation of a well-run and streamlined recreation fee program that maxi-
mizes benefits to the visiting public is a top priority for the Departments. On De-
cember 17, nine days after FLREA was signed into law, the interagency Recreation
Fee Leadership Council (Fee Council) convened and approved an Implementation
Plan. The Fee Council, whose members include officials of both Departments, was
created in 2002 to facilitate coordination and consistency among agencies on recre-
ation fee policies. Our Implementation Plan includes the creation of a Steering Com-
mittee to oversee day-to-day implementation, as well as several technical working
groups for each of the key areas. The Fee Council created the following technical
working groups:

—National Pass Working Group

—Fee Collection/Fee Expenditure Working Group

—lé’}ublic Participation/Recreation Resource Advisory Committees (RAC) Working

roup

—Communications Working Group

The Implementation Plan sets forth preliminary implementation timelines by
identifying short-term, medium-term, and long-term tasks and designates staff with
the lead responsibility to accomplish those tasks. The working groups are drafting
guidance, developing detailed action plans, and discussing key issues to ensure com-
pliance with the new law. One of the short-term tasks of the Fee Collection/Fee Ex-
penditure Working Group is to ensure that all sites that charge recreation fees con-
form to the infrastructure and other requirements of the new law. Although this re-
view continues, the following are examples of sites that have already made changes
to their fees under FLREA:

—Gavin’s Point National Fish Hatchery (FWS) no longer charges an entrance fee.

—Arapaho National Recreation Area (Forest Service) no longer charges an en-

trance fee for the entire area, but may charge a standard amenity recreation
fee at localized developed sites.

—At Imperial Sand Dunes (BLM), recreation fees for two overlooks and a trail-

head were eliminated.

—Quake Lake Visitor Center and Lewis and Clark Visitor Center (Forest Service)

no longer charge for children under 16 years of age.

Implementation efforts that will require longer timeframes to implement include
establishment of RACs and the implementation of the America the Beautiful Pass.
Successful implementation requires that we provide opportunity for public input.
The RAC Working Group will need to closely coordinate on the nominations process
with states, counties, and the numerous recreational, tourism, and other groups in-
terested in serving on the RACs.

A number of factors have led us to set a target date of 2007 for the America the
Beautiful Pass, such as an interest in conducting “listening sessions” to provide pub-
lic input on the pass, conducting marketing surveys, and developing a process for
fulfillment and marketing proposals. We also are taking into consideration the long
lead time needed for certain aspects of the pass, such as the image competition. We
believe the America the Beautiful Pass has tremendous potential to provide visitors
with a seamless visitor experience, allow interesting and creative partnerships with
communities on visitor facilities and services, and educate visitors about the tre-
mendous recreational opportunities on our Federal lands.

We look forward to working with any interested parties and Congress as we move
forward to implement this very important program.

Question. Beyond the requirements of the law, what other steps are you taking
to ensure that the Department doesn’t overreach in charging fees, and that the fee
money itself is spent in the most beneficial and appropriate way?
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Answer. The Departments view the passage of FLREA as the beginning of an im-
portant opportunity to create a sensible, visitor friendly, efficient recreation fee pro-
gram. FLREA creates a dynamic program that we intend to implement in a way
which will respond to lessons learned and build on success stories.

We want to ensure that fees only are charged where enhanced visitor facilities
or services are provided and that a majority of the fees are reinvested into visitor
facilities and services at the site. Toward this end, we not only are implementing
the explicit safeguards against unwarranted expansion found in FLREA, but also
are developing guidance and processes that take into account specific agency and
site differences. The agencies are working together to draft specific guidance, de-
velop detailed action plans, including timelines, and discuss key issues.

One of the short-term tasks of the Fee Collection/Fee Expenditure Working Group
is to develop guidance on where fees may be charged and spent to enhance the vis-
itor experience. Such guidance should work in concert with existing systems in the
agencies that identify priorities and needs. For example, NPS has put in place a fa-
cility management system that “grades” facilities and other assets based on a facil-
ity condition index (FCI). Similarly, BLM is implementing the Facility Asset Man-
agement System (FAMS) to plan and track facility-specific maintenance needs and
costs, to prioritize and monitor maintenance activities, and to prevent a recurrence
of maintenance backlogs.

We also understand that the public participation provisions in FLREA are a key
component to creating a visitor-friendly recreation fee program. The Public Partici-
pation/RAC working group is developing detailed guidance to ensure the public is
provided with opportunities to participate. In developing the RACs, we will closely
coordinate on the nominations process with states, counties, and the numerous rec-
reational, tourism, and other groups interested in serving on the RACs.

We have begun providing opportunities to participate during the implementation
phase of FLREA. In addition to responding to a number of specific inquiries on im-
plementation, the National Pass Working group has hosted two “listening sessions”
to provide the public and members of the recreation community with an opportunity
to share ideas about the implementation of the America the Beautiful Pass. We an-
ticipate keeping the public informed and seeking input on the implementation proc-
ess through additional stakeholder meetings, Congressional briefings, and web post-
ings.

RELOCATION COSTS

Question. I note from the budget justifications that you are more tightly managing
various “contingency accounts”. The National Park Service notes that relocation
costs accounted for 25 percent of its contingency account expenditures in fiscal year
2004, for a total of close to $5 million. This is a significant amount.

Has the Service or the Department recently reviewed its policies and procedures
with an eye toward reducing relocation costs?

Answer. Each year the National Park Service’s Accounting Operations Center pre-
pares an Agency Relocation Cost and Management Data analysis that is submitted
through the Department to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).

The Department has undertaken a review of current relocation policies and prac-
tices with an eye to improving effectiveness and efficiency. Thus far we have exam-
ined the current practices, policies and costs, and are considering policy changes to
the relocation service contract: the time allowed employees to conduct house hunt-
ing, the duration of temporary quarters, and the duration allowed for household
goods storage.

Question. If not, why not? If so, what changes have been made and what results
have those changes had?

Answer. The National Park Service complies with the relocation policies in Chap-
ter 302 of GSA’s Federal Travel Regulations. The costs of relocation have been ris-
ing in recent years, especially with respect to the “homesale program” and “tem-
porary quarters”. Home values in major metropolitan areas have appreciated by as
much as 300 to 400 percent in the last few years, increasing NPS costs for the
homesale program. Large portions of the relocation program are fixed as a percent-
age of the value of the house.

NPS managers pay the relocation costs of employees when they successfully com-
pete for a park position in another location. In many cases, parks are limited in
being able to fill positions in cases when the best (or only) candidate is too expensive
to relocate.

The NPS, in conjunction with GSA policy, offers an incentive to employees to sell
their own home, thus decreasing the expense to the agency. Employees who sell
their own home receive an incentive that is the lesser of 5 percent of the value of



104

their home or the difference between the appraised and amended value of the home.
This typically results in expenses to NPS that are between 4 and 9 percent less than
if a contractor sells the home. With regard to covering temporary quarters and sub-
sistence expenses, the NPS encourages employees to make advance house-hunting
trips, enabling the NPS to limit the length of time employees reside in temporary
quarters to 30 days. The Department plans to pursue its examination of options to
reduce costs through the changes to relocation policies and practices.

SAFECOM AND DISASTER MANAGEMENT

Question. Last year this subcommittee prohibited the Department from transfer-
ring funds to implement the government-wide SAFECOM and Disaster Manage-
ment programs, though we did not prohibit you from participating in these initia-
tives.

What has been your involvement to date in these initiatives? Has your inability
to cg)ntribute funding hampered your participation from a Departmental point of
view?

Answer. The Department has significant involvement in SAFECOM. This includes
participation in the subcommittees, drafting and recommending standards and par-
ticipation in the advisory committee. Several headquarters and field staff have also
attended SAFECOM sponsored event such as the Federal Partnership for Interoper-
able Communications. The inability to provide funding to SAFECOM has not ham-
pered Departmental participation in SAFECOM.

For Disaster Management, the Department has initiated actions to provide emer-
gency alert and notification messages in the Common Alerting Protocol (CAP) for-
mat, an open, non-proprietary standard data interchange format adopted by Dis-
aster Management. Information to the public will be made available via the inter-
net, and messages intended for other governmental users will be provided via the
Disaster Management Interoperability Services (DMIS) system. The United States
Geological Survey will implement CAP messaging during 2005 for earthquake notifi-
cations and for landslide and volcano advisories. Working with the Bureau of Land
Management and the wildland fire community, CAP messages will be generated for
a limited geographic area during 2005, with the intent of expanding coverage in
2006 as business rules for such warnings are addressed. Coordination will also
begin with the Forest Service. The inability to provide funding to Disaster Manage-
ment has not hampered Departmental participation in Disaster Management.

Question. Please provide for the record a summary of all SAFECOM and Disaster
Management funding requested in the fiscal year 2006 budget for the Department,
as well as a summary of total expenditures government-wide, by agency.

Answer. The Department’s 2006 request includes a total of $1.55 million for
SAFECOM and $680,000 for Disaster Management. Government-wide 2006 spend-
ing as reported in OMB’s report for Information Technology spending for SAFECOM
totals $22.8 million and for Disaster Management totals $12.3 million.

FLEET EXPENDITURES

Question. The Department spends some $160 million to maintain a fleet of more
than 31,000 vehicles. Last year you proposed to achieve significant savings from im-
proved fleet management, with projected savings of $11 million in fiscal year 2005
and $3.7 million in fiscal year 2006.

What progress have you made toward these goals to date? Is it going better or
worse than expected?

Answer. In 2004 the Department began a collaborative initiative to improve fleet
management, developed a strategic plan, and began to implement recommendations
from a review of the program conducted by the Office of Inspector General. The ini-
tiative focuses on economic-based strategies, including implementation of life-cycle
replacement schedules, disposal of underutilized vehicles, disposal of vehicles that
have surpassed their lifecycle, use of fleet performance measures, energy-saving
practices including an expanded use of alternate-fueled vehicles, and expanded leas-
ing. The Department-wide strategy for improved fleet management includes migrat-
ing fleet management programs to a more standardized operational model that pro-
motes energy-saving technologies, the development of fleet composition baselines
and multi-year plans, improved performance metrics that address efficiency and ef-
fectiveness, vehicle and motor pool sharing, and purchase and lease arrangements
that consider seasonal workforces. The Department’s improvement plan will realize
cost savings of 2-5 percent of the total budget.

Question. What obstacles have you encountered?

Answer. The dispersed nature of the Department’s programs and offices and the
variability in the needs for vehicles make it a challenge to implement more con-
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sistent and cost-effective vehicle operations. For example, many of the Department’s
fleet need to be able to cover rough terrain and as a result are equipped with fea-
tures such as four-wheel drive. These vehicles cannot regularly consume the most
efficient fuels available, nor are they the most fuel efficient themselves. However,
fleet managers are optimistic that further reductions in fuel consumption can be at-
tained with the availability of hybrid sport utility vehicles and the expanded mar-
kets of ethanol and bio-diesel. In addition, because half of the USGS fleet is at least
ten years old, efforts to reach certain fuel efficiency targets by that bureau have
been prevented and it will take several years to implement a life cycle replacement
program. There are also challenges related to getting favorable leasing arrange-
ments that would allow parks and other field locations to maintain vehicles on a
seasonal basis in lieu of more costly annual contracts.

COOPERATIVE ECOSYSTEM STUDIES UNITS

Question. Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Units were developed as a cost-effective
means of engaging university science and training capabilities regionally to achieve
Federal agency goals.

What has been the Department’s experience with CESUs? Have they lived up to
their promise?

Answer. The Department’s Cooperative Ecosystem Studies Unit (CESU) Network
is organized into 17 regional CESUs. Five DOI bureaus are partners in the network:
NPS and USGS are partners in all 17 CESUs; the Bureau of Land Management has
joined 16 CESUs; and the Fish and Wildlife Service and Bureau of Reclamation
have begun to participate actively, joining 6 and 5 CESU’s respectively. The Depart-
ment has over 2,000 research, technical assistance, and education projects com-
pleted or underway with the over 180 CESU-affiliated universities and other part-
ners. Many projects involve several Federal agencies working together. The reduced
overhead rate, common cooperative agreement, and efficient administrative proce-
dures have made the program cost-effective. The first 8 CESUs have gone through
a careful review process, involving self-assessment, Federal managers review, and
an independent review. CESUs have exceeded their initial promise, with all 8 re-
ceiving very positive evaluations. There are now 13 Federal bureaus engaged as
partners with the CESU network, evidence that the CESUs are considered useful
and effective by a wide range of Federal bureaus both within and external to the
Department of the Interior.

Question. Concern has been expressed to me about universities bearing a dis-
proportionate share of the costs of this partnership.

Are any funds available to universities for the basic cost of hosting activities, pro-
viding technical assistance, providing training, etc.? Is there merit to providing some
amount for each CESU for such purposes?

Answer. When CESUs were established, each partner Federal bureau provided
$10,000 toward a one-time start-up fund for the host university. With the reduced
overhead rate of 17.5 percent agreed to by all universities, funds for hosting activi-
ties, technical assistance and training are very limited. While there may be merit
in providing funds for universities that host CESUs for these purposes, such funding
should remain directly linked to the individual research, technical assistance, or
education projects entered into between the Federal bureaus and universities. Such
funding provides substantial return on the investment for Federal agencies—pro-
viding for increased coordination, technical assistance, training, and other necessary
CESU activities.

PRESIDENTIAL INAUGURAL

Question. As is customary, the fiscal year 2005 budget for the National Park Serv-
ice and the U.S. Park Police included funding for additional costs associated with
the presidential inaugural.

Can you provide for the record a breakdown of these costs? Has a full accounting
of the NPS/USPP costs for the 2005 inaugural been completed? How did NPS/USPP
incremental expenditures for the inaugural compare to the increases provided?

Answer. The National Capital Region received an appropriation of $986,000 for
the inaugural. Costs incurred by the region include planning, preparation and sup-
port of the celebration. Reported costs for the inaugural and the most recent esti-
mates of post inaugural maintenance total $980,000:

Item Amount
Personnel Compensation $524,759
Communications 4708
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Item Amount
Supplies/Materials 154,898
Equipment 52,705
Equipment Rentals 12,086
Services 230,844

Services of $230,844 includes $42,000 for turf restoration on the Mall, $27,329 for
fencing, $8,390 for telephone and IT services, $3,125 for removal of decorations from
the National Christmas Tree, and $150,000 for lighting along Pennsylvania Avenue
NHP. Costs include post-inaugural maintenance activities, including $50,000 for re-
placement and repair of press risers, $98,114 for gravel on the National Mall walk-
ways, and $30,000 for paving along the sidewalks of Pennsylvania Avenue NHP. Ex-
penditures and related estimates are consistent with the funds requested and pro-
vided in the fiscal year 2005 appropriation.

The U.S. Park Police received an appropriation of $986,000 for the fiscal year
2005 Presidential Inaugural celebration. To date, reported expenditures from this
fund total $420,054:

Item Amount
USPP Payroll $223,325
Travel 16,853
Equipment 33,702
Other Services 146,174

Other Services consist primarily of funds paid to law enforcement from neigh-
boring counties. The final costs to the USPP are not expected to exceed the $986,000
appropriation. The USPP also received $165,000 from the 55th Presidential Inau-
gural Committee specifically earmarked for the “Celebration of Freedom”, and ex-
Iéended $144,283 for this event. The remainder of the $165,000 was returned to the

ommittee.

FACILITY CONDITION INDICES

Question. As part of your effort to implement the President’s Management Agen-
da, I note that the Department is using facility condition indices in several of its
bureaus as a tool to help prioritize capital projects.

What bureaus are currently using or developing facility condition indices?

Answer. The Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Geo-
logical Survey, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs are currently using facility condition indices (FCI) to vary-
ing degrees. Currently, all bureaus are conducting condition assessments in which
constructed assets have been or will be assigned an FCI. FCIs for constructed assets
will be reported to the Federal Real Property Profile required by Public Law 13327
Real Property Asset Management starting in the first quarter of fiscal year 2006.

Question. To what degree are FCIs for individual facilities comparable across bu-
reau lines?

Answer. Constructed assets can be compared across bureau lines when that con-
structed asset has the similar function such as housing and visitor centers. Cur-
rently, FCIs for individual facilities are not compared across bureau lines. However,
the Department of the Interior’s Asset Management Partnership, as outlined in the
DOI Asset Management Plan (AMP), will be exploring the use across different types
of assets within the various bureaus. The FCI will be used with a fully developed
DOI-wide asset priority index (API) that rates each existing or proposed owned and
leased asset in the inventory at a specific field unit/site based on its importance in
carrying out the DOI and bureau missions and achieving strategic goals. In the sec-
ond quarter of fiscal year 2006, the Asset Management Partnership will provide De-
partmental policy on improving the condition of the asset portfolio and properly sus-
taining it over asset life cycle or component life cycle.

Question. Would a BIA school with an FCI of .5 be in much the same condition
as a National Park Service historic building with an FCI of .5?

Answer. The various types of constructed assets will have their own numerical
scales of what is good, fair, and poor. The Asset Management Partnership will be
reviewing FCI use across different types of assets across the Department.

Question. Are these measures currently useful in judging the condition of one bu-
reau’s assets against another, or primarily useful only for comparing assets within
individual bureaus?
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Answer. Currently, these measures are only useful in comparing like assets with-
in an individual bureau. As noted in the response to the previous question, the
Asset Management Partnership will be reviewing FCI use across different types of
assets across the Department.

ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

Question. Based on what you know from past and current legislative proposals,
if mineral development within the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge were to be au-
thorized this year as proposed in your budget:

What would be required of the Department during fiscal year 2006? What would
be the cost of those activities and what bureaus would likely perform them?

Answer. In answering this question, the following assumptions are made:

—The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the lead agency for the leasing pro-
gram (e.g., BLM will be responsible for preparation of the Environmental Im-
pact Statement during the pre-lease phase);

—Authorizing legislation would cover seismic exploration during the pre-lease
phase; and

—Authorizing legislation addresses compatibility with Refuge purposes.

The following major functional tasks would be carried out prior to the first lease
sale should Congress authorize energy development within the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge.

1. Development of preliminary leasing regulations.—After passage of authorizing
legislation, and because there are currently no regulations in place for leasing in
ANWR, the Department, through the BLM, would need to promulgate leasing regu-
lations for the program. The specific content of the regulations would be contingent
on the terms of the authorizing legislation. BLM has indicated that the regulations
in place for leasing in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A) could serve
as a template.

The process of drafting regulations would probably run concurrently with the
process of drafting an Environmental Impact Statement. BLM estimates that, as-
sulming no unforeseen delays, the final regulations would be issued prior to the lease
sale.

2. Development of Environmental Impact Statement.—At the same time that the
process of writing regulations begins, the BLM would begin the process of drafting
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for leasing activities. It is during the
EIS process that any stipulations applicable to the leasing program would be devel-
oped. Like the leasing regulations, a template for stipulations exists from the NPR-
A process, though BLM would also take into account any specific requirements of
the ANWR authorizing legislation.

The minimum timeline for an EIS, from initiation to Record of Decision (ROD),
is estimated at 18 months. Lawsuits related to the EIS could further delay imple-
mentation of a leasing program in ANWR.

3. Seismic Exploration.—Pre-lease seismic exploration, if carried out, would likely
be done concurrently with development of the EIS.

4. Post-ROD Final Preparations for Lease Sale.—Again, using the NPR-A experi-
ence as a template, the final preparations for the lease sale would likely include the
preparation by BLM of a Coastal Zone Management Consistency Determination;
State of Alaska DNR review and response to that determination; then publication
in the Federal Register of the Notice of Sale 30 days prior to the actual lease sale.
Note that the State’s response to the consistency determination must be received
prior to publication of the Notice of Sale.

The minimum period of time estimated by BLM for this process, from the signing
of the Record of Decision to the lease sale, is 120 days, broken down as follows:

Days
BLM Preparation of draft CZM—Consistency Determination 30
BLM Internal Review of draft 10
State DNR review and response to draft 50
Publish Notice of Sale in Federal Register 130

1The Federal Register Notice requires a 45-60 day review period in the BLM Alaska State Office and the Washington Office prior to publi-
cation; this review would run concurrently with the first 90 days of these final preparations.

The lease sale would take place 30 days after publication of the Notice of Sale.
There are several places in this process where delays could result in a longer time

period. For example, the State’s review process for the consistency determination is
actually 90 days, but the State normally agrees to shorten the review period to 50
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days. Also, as noted above, the State’s response to the consistency determination
must be received prior to publication of the Notice of Sale.

The Department has not yet estimated the specific cost of performing these activi-
ties but expects that funding would be reallocated from other program activities as
necessary.

BLACKFOOT CHALLENGE

Question. The Blackfoot River watershed is an extraordinary place, and if you
haven’t been there, I invite you or Ms. Scarlett to join me there this summer. A
great strength of the valley is its community of citizen stewards—led by the Black-
foot Challenge. The Blackfoot Challenge exemplifies the spirit of cooperative con-
servation that you, the President and I are working to encourage and support.

I've been working hard to help the Blackfoot Challenge achieve its goal of con-
serving this remarkable place and the community that lives there. I've been pleased
that the President requested funding to support this community-led initiative in
both the fiscal year 2005 and 2006 Forest Service budgets. I am concerned, however,
that your Department has not been supporting this project, despite the participation
of local BLM and FWS officials from the get go.

Can you explain why your Department has not yet recognized the conservation
opportunities that the local community, the Forest Service and the Congress have
so clearly recognized? I am particularly concerned that the BLM, an agency whose
mission I strongly support, has not been acting to support this project.

Can you help me understand the gap between BLM’s local support and the lack
of support by the Washington office?

Answer. The Blackfoot River Watershed Land and Water Conservation Fund
LWCF project is part of a multi-phase land acquisition project. In order to imple-
ment the project, BLM is conducting appraisals, land use planning, and environ-
mental clearances for the project. During fiscal year 2004, the Bureau carried over
$2.9 million in funding appropriated for the project. The Phase I Acquisition was
completed in February 2005 with the acquisition of 2,500 acres. During fiscal year
2005, an additional $4.9 million was appropriated for the purchase of approximately
4,000 acres. The BLM will complete the appraisal on the Phase II Acquisition by
the end of fiscal year 2005, and has completed the appraisal on the Phase III Acqui-
sition.

Question. Last fall FWS Director Steve Williams announced the start of planning
for a conservation easement program to protect the working landscapes and natural
resources of the Rocky Mountain Front. I hope this program will be a fine example
of cooperative conservation by ranchers, conservationists and the Service.

When do you expect this long delayed planning effort to be completed?

Answer. The Front is a high-priority conservation area for the Service and its
partners in the conservation community, including the State of Montana, the Boone
and Crockett Club, and The Nature Conservancy, because it is the only remaining
landscape in the Continental United States with a complete, intact and functional
assemblage of large mammalian carnivores, including the grizzly bear, gray wolf,
wolverine, and lynx.

The Preliminary Project Proposal for the Program was approved by the Service’s
Mountain-Prairie Regional Office in April, 2002 and forwarded to Service Director
Williams for approval. The Director approved the PPP in October, 2004. This ap-
proval provided the Service’s Regional Office with the authority to proceed with de-
tailed planning to consider the establishment of the easement program. Since Octo-
ber, the regional planning team has met with the Montana Congressional delega-
tion, conservation and sportsmen’s groups, Federal agencies, state, and local govern-
ments, tribes, and various local business interests. The team has also held three
public scoping meetings at various locations near the project area.

The Service has developed an Environmental Assessment, pursuant to the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act, to analyze the effects of establishing an easement
program on the Front, and plans to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact as a
result of the Environmental Assessment. These documents are currently under re-
view for final approval by the leadership of the Service.

ENERGY DEVELOPMENT—FLAG GUIDANCE

Question. Your Department has been tasked with implementing a lot of Presi-
dent’s Energy Plan. I applaud your aggressive efforts to encourage domestic energy
production. At the same time, under your watch a Clinton-era guidance document—
the so-called FLAG guidance—has continued to be used as a tool to frustrate the
state permitting of critically important energy projects nationwide. In fact, Federal
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land managers with jurisdiction in my state tried to stop a much-needed facility
using these guidelines.

How do you justify having these internal guidelines—which were neither reviewed
nor approved by the Congress—continue to frustrate energy development in the Na-
tion?

Answer. Under the Clean Air Act, the Congress gave the Federal Land Managers
(FLMs) an affirmative responsibility to protect the visibility and other air quality
related values of parks and wilderness areas (i.e., Class I areas) from the adverse
impacts of air pollution. One process used to meet this responsibility is reviewing
permit applications for new and modified sources that may impact Class I areas
under our responsibility. Under the statute, FLMs have an important role in the
permit review process. It consists of reviewing permit applications in order to gauge
the impact of proposed construction of major new sources (or major modifications)
on Class I areas that are under the jurisdiction of FLMs, and providing comments
and recommendations to the permitting authority (usually the State) on whether or
not the applicant’s facility could cause or contribute to an adverse impact on an air
quality related value in the affected Class I area. The Federal Land Managers Air
Quality Related Values Workgroup (or FLAG guidance) was designed to provide
guidance to permit applicants and permitting authorities in the form of rec-
ommendations, specific prescriptions, and interpretation of results for assessing visi-
bility impacts of new sources near Class I areas.

Both permit applicants and permitting authorities requested that the FLMs de-
velop a consistent approach to reviewing permit applications and evaluating air pol-
lution effects on sensitive resources. That is the primary reason why the National
Park Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Forest Service, as
the three Federal land managing agencies that administer the nation’s Federal
Class I areas, embarked on the FLAG initiative. Prior to FLAG, the different FLMs,
or even administrative units within a single agency, requested different types of in-
formation and analyses from permittees. That frustrated both permit applicants and
permitting authorities. However, we recognize that a review of FLAG implementa-
tion and possible changes to ensure consistency, timely decisions, and conformance
with statutory authorities is warranted. By providing consistent guidance among
the FLMs regarding what type of information is needed, the FLAG guidelines were
intended to provide more certainty to the permit review process, and help avoid un-
necessary delays in obtaining a permit to construct such facilities.

Question. Don’t you think that these guidelines ought to be taken down, and that
we should start this process over again the right way—with a notice-and-comment
rulemaking?

Answer. In its current form, FLAG is a guidance document that is not legally
binding on permit applicants or permitting authorities. Nevertheless, although the
FLMs followed public notice and comment procedures for FLAG that were similar
to a rulemaking,! the FLAG did not go through all the procedures necessary for an
entity within the Department of the Interior to adopt a rule. Therefore, it does not
constitute a rule. Accordingly, we are planning to initiate a process to determine
whether FLAG or other guidance on this matter ought to be adopted formally in
accordance with the DOI’s rulemaking process and, if so, we would undertake such
a process.

In the absence of FLAG, the FLMs would still need to review permit applications
using the same Clean Air Act provisions and Environmental Protection Agency reg-
ulations and polices that FLAG relies on. By making the FLAG guidance available
to permit applicants (including those from the energy sector) and permitting au-
thorities, it was hoped that it would be possible to avoid delays that might result
from lack of understanding of the FLM role and information needs. Because we now
have more than four years of experience with draft FLAG guidance, we believe that
it is appropriate to review and improve on the processes by which the FLMs review
and comment on new source permits.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARTNERSHIPS

Question. This Committee has been working extensively with the Department to
tighten management of NPS partnerships at all levels of the Service. We absolutely
want to encourage partnerships where appropriate, but want to be certain that

1For example, prior to releasing the FLAG, the FLMs announced their FLAG intentions in
the Federal Register, provided a 90-day public comment period on the draft FLAG report, con-
ducted a public meeting to hear oral comments, considered all comments and prepared a re-
sponse to comments document, and made appropriate changes to the draft FLAG guidance
based on public comments received.
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those partnerships fit with the Service’s mission and are prioritized appropriately
against non-partnership projects.

One of the focal points of these discussions has been the proposed National Center
for the American Revolution at Valley Forge NHP. I think we share a concern that
the scope of this project be carefully considered in light of other NPS needs and fu-
ture operational demands.

Can you bring me up to date as to the status of this project within the Depart-
ment? Can you describe the concerns you have about this project?

Answer. The NPS continues to work extensively with the partner to develop a full
understanding and compile the remaining analysis to determine when it is appro-
priate to request approval of this project by the House and Senate Congressional
Appropriations Committees, as required. Issues to resolve include the size of the
building, operational sustainability of the project, viability of the partnership and
the amount of Federal investment, both capital and operations funding envisioned
by the partner as necessary to help the project reach its operational revenue projec-
tions.

Within the last year, the Service commissioned a “Peer Review” of the building
design and operational plans for the new ARC. This study reviewed all of the devel-
opment and operational assumptions used by the partner in scoping this facility.
Specific review was done of expected attendance, physical planning guidelines, fi-
nancial performance outlook, transportation analysis, visitor experience, visual as-
sessment and operating and staffing recommendations. The Peer Review rec-
ommended a building scope that would achieve all project objectives, could still be
considered sustainable and was ten percent smaller than the original project being
recommended by the partner. As the result of this Peer Review, the project was re-
duced in size to meet the Peer Review recommendations.

After this work was completed, the NPS, in partnership with ARC, agreed to com-
plete the following analyses to fulfill the requirements under Director’s Order 21
(DO21) and the new Partnership Construction Development Process:

—A fundraising feasibility study to determine the readiness of the partner to
raise the required funds, probable sources of contributions and length of time
required to achieve stated fundraising goals. The feasibility study is due to
begin on April 14, 2005. The standard timeframe for this process is 3—6 months.
If the study indicates that the funding target cannot be reached, the partners
would be required to adjust the size of the project, as well as assumptions about
operations of the building.

—A fundraising plan that addresses roles and responsibilities, including goals;
timetable; scope; potential donors; fundraising strategies and techniques to be
used; promotional or marketing strategies; donor recognition guidelines; and
fundraising experience of personnel assigned to carry out the plan. An earlier
version of a fundraising plan submitted to the NPS was not based on a feasi-
bility study and failed to comply with DO21.

—An updated outline of an Operations Plan which will describe the general oper-
ations of the museum facility/collections center, including the nature and type
of activities to be conducted, the respective roles of the parties, NPS rights for
the use of the facilities, and the source and use of operating revenue. Operation
of the facilities shall be in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and local
regulations, public NPS standards generally applicable to such facilities, and
other criteria described.

—An Expected Budget that will explain the budget commitments of ARC and the
expected budget implications for NPS. The budget presentation will be activity
based and will be designed to clearly show the involvement of both partners and
their respective areas of emphasis. The budget will address the financial impact
the project could have on the park in best and worst case scenarios with respect
to projected park visitation, staffing, maintenance, and other factors. The budg-
et also communicates NPS’s commitment that the project not diminish existing
service levels at the park. The budget will be developed to ensure that the part-
ners themselves can make future modifications and the model will remain use-
ful in years to come. The budget will be presented in a format suitable for com-
munication amongst the diverse government and private stakeholders in this
project.

The National Park Service will consider presenting the project to the House and
Senate Congressional Appropriation Committees once this work is completed and re-
viewed by the Service and the Department.

Question. Have the project partners made adjustments in their proposal in re-
sponse to the concerns expressed by the Department, or in response to concerns ex-
pressed by Congress?
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Answer. In response to concerns and questions raised by the Service, Department,
and Congress, adjustments have been made to the proposal and to the partnership.
These adjustments include:

—Reducing the size of the facility from 131,000 square feet to the current target

of 90,000 square feet.

—Compliance with the approved models for collections storage facilities and vis-
itor centers (the museum will comprise a small orientation area, restrooms,
book store, and food service area that fulfill visitor center functions).

—Participation by the partner in a Fundraising Feasibility Study which will de-
termine the likelihood of such a fundraising venture being successful.

—Agreement by the partner not to seek funding from Congress for the project.

—Compliance with the Service’s Director’s Order 21 and the Appropriation Com-
mittee’s requirement that the NPS seek approval from Congress.

The Service and the Department fully expect that the partner will comply with

any recommendations resulting from the Fundraising Feasibility Study once com-
pleted or the project will not be moved forward.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS)—LANDSAT SATELLITE MISSION/FUNDING

Question. The fiscal year 2006 budget includes a $12 million request to support
the current Landsat 7 satellite mission and $7.5 million to begin system develop-
ment for the follow-on mission scheduled for 2009.

Give us a brief update on the status of Landsat 7. Has a solution been found to
correct the degraded data that is sent from the satellite? If not, how valuable is the
d%tad‘?ow being archived? How significantly has demand for these products dimin-
ished?

Answer. Although the imaging equipment onboard the spacecraft cannot be re-
paired and is still impacting the images being acquired, the Landsat 7 images col-
lected after May of 2003 are still very useful, as demonstrated by the uses of the
data to map the devastation that resulted from the recent Indian Ocean tsunami.
The USGS has developed several new products since the anomaly. Users can cur-
rently order (1) pre-anomaly scenes (prior to the equipment failure), (2) post-anom-
aly scenes, those containing scan line gaps (non-gap filled), and (3) three variations
of gap-filled products where the gaps are filled by interpolation using data from the
edges of the gap, data previously collected (1 to 12 years old) or, data from a scene
collected 16 days previously. In October 2003, the USGS began selling the non-gap
filled scenes and in May 2004 introduced the first of the gap-filled products. Based
on input from the user community, the USGS expects these new products to appeal
to users that have heretofore not purchased the post-anomaly products. Although
it is taking time for the community to realize that Landsat 7 continues to collect
seasonal, global data sets that can still provide accurate land-cover and land-use
records, currently post anomaly and gap-filled products account for 40 percent of
Landsat 7 data sales. In fiscal year 2005 the USGS expects to distribute over 6,000
Landsat 7 scenes, which is less than half of the scenes that were distributed per
year prior to the anomaly. From fiscal year 2005 and forward the USGS expects in-
come from data sales to stabilize at approximately $3.3 million per year and fees
from International Cooperators at approximately $1.5 million.

Question. Describe in greater detail the Landsat Data Continuity Mission. What
is the full cost of developing systems and other requirements that will be needed
to accommodate data from the 2009 satellite launch?

Answer. In December 2003, a White House-chartered interagency working group
concluded that the best solution for Landsat data continuity was to host a Landsat
instrument on two of the planned National Polar-orbiting Operational Environ-
mental Satellite System (NPOESS) weather satellites. The mission, renamed from
the Landsat Data Continuity Mission to Landsat on NPOESS, will be the follow-
on to the Landsat 7 mission. Landsat on NPOESS is intended to ensure the contin-
ued acquisition and availability of Landsat-quality data in order to provide policy-
makers, researchers and the public with long-term global monitoring of the terres-
trial environment.

NPOESS will converge existing military and civilian polar-orbiting weather sat-
ellite systems under a single national program. Polar-orbiting satellites are able to
monitor almost the entire landmass of the planet. NPOESS is managed by a tri-
agency Integrated Program Office (IPO) using personnel from the Department of
Commerce, Department of Defense, and NASA.

NPOESS requires remote sensing data from three orbital planes to accomplish its
mission. Each plane is identified by its longitude of ascending node (LTAN), or
13:30, 17:30, and 21:30. The NPOESS program will launch 6 (two in each LTAN)
satellites over a 10-15 year period. Both of the 17:30 spacecraft will host an Oper-
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ational Land Imager (OLI) that will employ a solid-state sensor and collect data in
one panchromatic and eight multispectral bands (see Table 1) over the entire
Earth’s land surface (85° North latitude to 85 ° South latitude).

The USGS expects this successor to the Landsat 7 Enhanced Thematic Mapper
Plus (ETM +) sensor to be operational on board NOAA’s NPOESS by early calendar
year 2010. While the OLI uses different sensor technology than the previous
Landsat satellites, its spectral bands, combined with a rigorous calibration, will en-
sure continuity with millions of Landsat scenes collected and archived by the USGS
over the past 34+ years.

TABLE 1.—SPECTRAL BANDS TO BE ACQUIRED BY THE OLI SENSOR ONBOARD TWO OF THE
NPOESS SATELLITES

Band Band type Scientific applications Heritage }iﬁnsnm:n
| - Coastal Aerosol . Useful in water StUdIES ......oocovvverrvrerirerireriieiieeinns ALI/MODIS 30
2 Blue Useful for water body penetration (bathymetric | ETM+ Band 1 ... 30

mapping), distinguishing soil from vegetation,
and forest type mapping.
3 JC1CCT:T) Useful to measure green reflectance peak in vege- | ETM+ Band 2 ............. 30
tation.
4 ... Useful to help discriminate vegetation types .......... ETM+ Band 3 ............. 30
5 v Near IR . Useful for differentiating vegetation types, biomass | ETM+ Band 4/ALl ........ 30
content and water/land interfaces.
[— Shortwave IR 1 ........... Useful for looking at moisture content of soil and | ETM+ Band 5 .............. 30
vegetation.
Shortwave IR 2 . Useful for discriminating mineral and rock types ... | ETM+ Band 7 .............. 30
Panchromatic Useful as a sharpening band ..o ETM+ Pan Band/ALl .... | 15
Cirrus ... Useful for cirrus clouds and aerosols MODIS 30

The USGS costs for participating in the Landsat on NPOESS mission are pro-
vided in the table below. The costs are shown from fiscal year 2005 to fiscal year
2023 and include both development and operations costs.

Fiscal year
BTC?2
2005 2006
enacted budget 20071 2008 2009 2010
USGS 0.75 8.20 24.15 20.24 19.14 322.85 299.00

1 Qutyear numbers are based on current program estimates and subject to change.

2BTC=Budget to Complete—includes estimates through the lifetime of the second Landsat on NPOESS mission. (fiscal year 2023)

3Fiscal year 2009 through BTC for USGS are total cost estimates only. It is expected that fees from data sales will offset a part of this
cost.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY (USGS)—TSUNAMI-RELATED ACTIVITIES

Question. In the aftermath of the 9.0 earthquake and resulting tsunami this past
December, Congress is now considering a supplemental appropriations bill that in-
cludes a request of $8.1 million for USGS. These funds will enable the Survey to
procure and install additional seismic monitoring stations and also enhance the ex-
isting seismic monitoring network. The fiscal year 2006 budget request includes a
proposal for an additional $5.4 million to continue work initiated with supplemental
funding, as well as to provide maintenance and staffing of new and enhanced sys-
tems.

To what extent will the Survey’s earthquake detection and warning systems be
improved by these investments?

Answer. The funding requested by the Administration for fiscal year 2005 and fis-
cal year 2006 will permit the USGS to accelerate and complete several key improve-
ments and upgrades to its National Earthquake Information Center (NEIC), to the
Global Seismographic Network (GSN), and to key earthquake response products.
Prior to December’s tsunami, USGS had begun a slow process of upgrading its 20-
year-old legacy system for real-time earthquake detection and notification. The addi-
tional support will allow the NEIC to complete development and deployment of its
new software system, Hydra, which enables more rapid earthquake detection and
notification in tsunamagenic source areas that border the United States and its ter-
ritories. Moreover, these enhancements are necessary to ensure reliable operations,
performance, and long-term operational cost efficiencies.
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The USGS’ new Prompt Assessment of Global Earthquakes for Response (PAGER)
system uses information about an earthquake’s source (e.g., ground shaking, rup-
ture length, depth), combined with information regarding population and infrastruc-
ture in the affected region, to estimate potential impact (both damage and loss of
life) of a major ground shaking event. PAGER is ideal for both domestic and inter-
national earthquakes in areas where a dense seismic network is not available, but
where a rapid assessment is critical for estimating impact. Funding for PAGER will
provide for additional research scientists, technical support, and computer program-
mers needed to fully implement the PAGER program. The outcome of this invest-
ment will be improved algorithms for Global ShakeMaps, finite fault modeling,
rapid aftershock identification and association, and loss estimation. PAGER will also
allow for integration and evaluation of impact of secondary hazards such as lique-
faction, landslides, and tsunamis.

The NEIC requires a full-time, 24x7 staff of seismologists to quickly respond to
potentially damaging events and ensure data throughput to the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) tsunami warning centers. NEIC also re-
quires a commensurate level of commitment to oversee the computer and network
operations to ensure continuity of operations 24x7 (currently a small group of re-
search scientists volunteer on an ad hoc basis to respond when computer systems
fail in the off hours). With the requested support, NEIC will decrease reporting time
for global earthquakes (currently over one hour) and reliably deliver a complete
suite of earthquake products, including PAGER, within 20 minutes or less.

The Global Seismographic Network (GSN) is a critical source of seismic data for
earthquake detection and tsunami warnings. The GSN is jointly supported by USGS
and the National Science Foundation, with USGS responsible for operations and
maintenance of approximately two-thirds of the network. Improved telemetry con-
nections are needed so that all GSN stations provide data in real time. Other noted
improvements include more frequent maintenance for enhanced uptime and ex-
panded field recording. With the enhanced funding, telemetry upgrades will be
made system-wide to improve the timeliness and accuracy of earthquake analyses
for rapid response. In the Caribbean, where there is an earthquake and tsunami
threat to U.S. territories, additional GSN-quality stations will be installed to ade-
quately monitor the earthquake activity and provide rapid reports to response offi-
cials. The outcome of this investment will be a state of the art, real time earthquake
detection and notification system that is both timely and robust and enables deliv-
ery of a suite of value-added earthquake information products that emergency man-
agers want.

Software developed through the California Integrated Seismic Network (a USGS,
university, and State partnership) to speed USGS-generated earthquake information
directly to local emergency managers has a dual-use capability to also provide
NOAA tsunami warnings. This system, designed to provide a mechanism for instan-
taneous transmission of seismic information, complements existing NOAA delivery
mechanisms. Investment in this area will allow emergency managers to respond to
earthquakes as well as tsunamis.

Question. How much of an additional investment would be required to optimize
the system?

Answer. With the funding requested in the 2005 Emergency Supplemental Appro-
priations Act and the 2006 President’s budget request, we are on our way to having
an optimized tsunami warning system. The requested funding will provide software
development with the National Earthquake Information Center, enhanced oper-
ations and maintenance of the NEIC including it’s continuous operation 24 hours
a day, 7 days a week, full implementation of the Prompt Assessment of Global
Earthquakes for Response system to estimate potential impact of major ground
shaking event, improved tsunami warning distribution, and improved global seismic
monitoring and rapid information delivery. The increased funding will also allow for
the collection and assessment of the geological and geospatial information necessary
to improve regional assessments of coastal areas for potential damage from a tsu-
nami hazard. The supplemental incluedes $8.1 million for these activities and the
2006 budget request includes an additional $5.4 million for these activities. Funding
in the outyears is expected to be level with the 2006 request.

Question. How is GS contributing to the global effort to improve coordination of
early warning systems and the communication of critical data?

Answer. The USGS Director is providing leadership toward the development of
the Global Earth Observations System of Systems (GEOSS), an international effort
to develop a comprehensive, sustained, and integrated Earth observation system.
The implementation plan for GEOSS was adopted at the Third Earth Observation
Summit held in Brussels, February 2005. In parallel, the United States has devel-
oped a Strategic Plan for the U.S. Integrated Earth Observation System, which, like
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the GEOSS plan, focuses around nine societal benefit areas, including “Reduce loss
of life and property from disasters” and “Protect and monitor our ocean resources.”
The USGS will work with its GEOSS partners and other international bodies (such
as the UNESCO International Oceans Committee) to develop a global tsunami
warning system.

As part of the President’s “Disaster Management” e-Government Initiative, one of
24 initiatives established by the President’s Management Council, the initiative’s
Web site is linked to USGS disaster information Web sites to ensure that the most
current USGS research results and data are available to organizations and citizens
as part of the initiative’s effort to make better use of information technology (IT)
investments and to reduce government response time to citizens.

In addition, the USGS is exploring the feasibility of earthquake early warning,
in which rapid computer analysis and communication links are used to provide sec-
onds of warning before earthquake waves arrive (much as is done for tsunami waves
on a much longer time scale). Such warning systems are in place in Japan, Mexico,
and Taiwan. The 2000 reauthorization of the National Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Program (NEHRP) called for development of a U.S. early warning system for
earthquakes. The USGS would implement early warning as part of a fully imple-
mented Advanced National Seismic System (ANSS). The USGS sponsors modest re-
search and development in this area. The largest unmet need for early warning is
station density. In addition, prototype software requires significant effort to become
fully operational.

Question. What lessons has GS learned that might be applied in our own country
to better protect our citizens living in potentially hazardous areas?

Answer. The tsunami disaster of December 26, 2004, has resulted in increased
awareness of tsunami and earthquake risk in Alaska, Hawaii, California, the Pacific
Northwest, the Caribbean, and even the eastern U.S. seaboard. Seismic monitoring
systems need to be upgraded in these areas if they are to serve as sentinels for tsu-
nami warning. USGS is strengthening regional seismic networks in California, Alas-
ka, Oregon and Washington through the Advanced National Seismic System (ANSS)
modernization. In addition, USGS partners with National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) through the National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program
to strengthen coastal seismic networks in those states and Hawaii. Moreover, it is
clear that education and training are critical, both for public officials and emergency
responders, and for the public at-large. In the Pacific Northwest, USGS scientists
work together with state and local emergency managers in presentations to coastal
communities on tsunami hazards. USGS has also developed publications for public
awareness and maintains a popular Web site with information on tsunami and
earthquake hazards. USGS recently partnered with the Cascadia Regional Earth-
quake Working Group to produce a scenario examining the impacts of a magnitude—
9 earthquake off the coast of the Pacific Northwest. This document will help policy-
makers and the public understand and address the hazard. Even with networks and
warning systems in place, if people do not know how best to respond to a warning
(or a felt shaking of the ground), its value is greatly diminished.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY—MINERALS RESOURCES REDUCTION

Question. A $28.5 million reduction is proposed for minerals research and assess-
ment activities. Programs to be discontinued include the collection of comprehensive
basic geologic, geochemical, geophysical and mineral deposit data for the nation; the
USGS-led internationally coordinated global mineral resource assessment to provide
predictions of worldwide distribution of undiscovered deposits of critical metallic and
nonmetallic mineral commodities; and the elimination of 20 mineral commodity re-
ports a year.

Does any other government entity have responsibility for the functions now being
performed by the Minerals Resources program? If GS discontinues much of its work
in this area, will there be a central organization to collect, interpret and disseminate
this information to the public?

Answer. This reduction was a difficult decision based on funding priorities and
budget constraints. The Administration chose the Minerals Resources Program for
reduction because the research is lower priority as compared to other USGS pro-
grams and because the expertise to continue this work exists with State geological
surveys, and in universities. The Administration believes that if the work being
eliminated is of high importance to private industry or States, they could pick up
the work, in partnership agreements.

Question. Why wouldn’t the collection and distribution of this data be considered
an inherently governmental function?
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Answer. Inherently governmental functions are usually classified as functions
that are so intimately related to the public interest as to mandate performance by
Government employees. These functions include those activities that require either
the exercise of discretion in applying Government authority or the making of value
judgments in making decisions for the Government. Governmental functions nor-
mally fall into two categories: (1) the act of governing, i.e., the discretionary exercise
of Government authority, and (2) monetary transactions and entitlements. An inher-
ently governmental function also involves, among other things, the interpretation
and execution of the laws of the United States.

In the case of the minerals resources program, the USGS is providing a service
of collecting and distributing minerals assessment data. The Administration does
not believe that this activity classifies as being inherently governmental and that
this service can be performed by non-Federal entities.

Question. Given the fact that competition for the importation of mineral resources
is expected to increase significantly as emerging industrial nations such as China
enter the world market, why wouldn’t it be considered in our national interest to
develop and maintain this data?

Answer. There are many worthy programs that the Administration would like to
support, but cannot support in the current budget climate. We believe that the ex-
p}el:rtise and interest exist outside the Federal government to develop and maintain
this data.

Question. The proposed program reduction in minerals resources would result in
a reduction-in-force of approximately 240 currently occupied positions at an esti-
mated cost of $30,000 per person—in other words, $7.2 million total. There is no
provision for the payment of these costs, while at the same time a reduction of $1.7
million in savings resulting from office closures in locations throughout the country
is assumed.

How does the Department propose to cover the costs that GS will incur with this
RIF? Some of the employees within the minerals resources program are under union
contract; what impact would this have on the cost and implementation of a RIF?

Answer. Reduction in Force costs will be covered within the USGS. Using a cost
estimate of $30,000 per position abolished and a separation date of October 1, 2005,
costs are estimated to be at least $7 million. USGS is revising this estimate and
will provide a firmer estimate as soon as possible. USGS and the Department are
looking at Voluntary Separation Incentive Program/Voluntary Early Retirement Au-
thority (VSIP/VERA) options and the ability to place affected employees in other po-
sitions when possible to soften the impact of the RIF.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE—ROYALTY IN KIND PROGRAM

Question. In the last several years, the Minerals Management Service (MMS) has
greatly expanded its use of the Royalty-In-Kind (RIK) authority. Currently, over 80
percent of the oil production from the Gulf of Mexico is taken “in kind” in order to
fill up the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR).

When do you expect SPR to be filled up this year?

Answer. As of January 2005, DOE anticipated the SPR reaching its 700 million
barrel capacity in July/August 2005. DOE will provide an update to MMS on the
anticipated fill date in mid-May 2005.

Question. After SPR is filled, does the agency plan to continue to take the bulk
of its Gulf of Mexico royalty production “in kind” rather than “in value?”

Answer. We anticipate that the royalty production committed to the current SPR
program will convert to an RIK commercial program this fall, assuming continu-
ation of favorable economic conditions and receipt of fair market value in the MMS
RIK crude oil program.

Question. In the fiscal year 2005 Interior appropriations bill, the Committee ex-
panded the agency’s RIK authority to allow the MMS to recover the direct costs for
running the program from the proceeds of oil and gas taken in kind. This was de-
signed to enhance your ability to use the RIK authority.

b \éVhy?has this authority been proposed for elimination in the fiscal year 2006
udget?

Answer. Appropriations language as proposed in the fiscal year 2006 President’s
Request is not inconsistent with the goals and objectives as outlined in the Five
Year Royalty In Kind Business Plan that was issued in May 2004.

Question. Would continuing this authority be useful in running the program at
full capacity?

Answer. No, this authority is unnecessary. The fiscal year 2006 President’s Re-
quest includes $9.8 million in funding for the Royalty In Kind Program. This level
of funding provides the resources necessary to carry out the goals and objectives of
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the Program. In addition, discretionary funding for these activities will better en-
sure proper oversight and accountability in the program.

OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING—SMCRA REAUTHORIZATION

Question. As it did last year, the Office of Surface Mining budget includes a $58
million increase which is tied to the Administration’s proposal to reauthorize the
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA). SMCRA expires on June 30,
2005, and with it the ability to collect additional fees.

How would the administration’s proposal on SMCRA alter the way the program
is run currently?

Answer. The Administration has not at this point submitted a reauthorization
proposal to Congress. However, our budget request for fiscal year 2006 includes a
grant increase of $58 million to support legislation that would accomplish the pri-
mary goals of the legislation from last year. These goals were:

—A fee extension for a period sufficient to collect funds to address the current in-

ventory of health and safety coal related problems.

—Expedited payment of the current unappropriated balances to certified states
and tribes.

—Change in the allocation of future collections to focus more resources on rec-
lamation of high priority coal related health and safety problems.

—An overall request that fits within the mandatory and discretionary spending
limits assumed in the President’s budget.

Question. Do you expect the authorizing committees to have acted on a bill by the

time SMCRA expires?

Answer. It is important to note that only the fee collection authority in SMCRA
expires on June 30, 2005. All other aspects of the Act remain in force. We are work-
ing very closely with Congress to develop a mutually acceptable bill that does not
polarize individual stakeholders. We have seen some progress in our efforts and are
hopeful that we will see such a bill before June 30, 2005.

Question. If there is a period of time during which SMCRA lapses, what will be
the impacts on carrying out the AML program?

Answer. Only the fee collection authority would expire on June 20, 2005. In the
short term, there would be no immediate impact, since we have an appropriation
for fiscal year 2005, and there is an unappropriated balance in the AML fund
($1.668 billion as of September 30, 2004). However, over the longer term, we esti-
mate that at least $2 billion worth of high priority coal-related health and safety
problems will remain with no identified funding source to address them. This means
that at least 2 million people living within one mile of such a hazard will remain
at risk.

Assuming approximately the same level of appropriations as in recent years:

—Within two years, funds dedicated to states based upon need (i.e., funds allo-
cated under Section 402(g)(5)) would be exhausted.

—Also within two years, funds in the Federal operating account described in Sec-
tion 402(g)(3) will be exhausted. This allocation is used to fund federally man-
aged reclamation in non-primacy states and tribes, state managed emergency
reclamation, federally managed emergencies in non-primacy states and in those
states that do not manage the emergency program, minimum program supple-
ments, the Small Operator Assistance Program (SOAP), The Clean Streams
Program Watershed Cooperative Agreements, and Federal operations.

—Beginning in fiscal year 2008, funds would be distributed based on unappropri-
ated state and tribal share balances, without consideration of need. Approxi-
mately 50 percent of these funds are for certified states and tribes that have
certified that they have no remaining coal problems.

—An unappropriated balance of $330 million will remain in the Rural Abandoned
Mineland Program (RAMP) account, a program that has not been funded for
nearly a decade.

Should the fee expire on June 30, 2005, OSM will take immediate steps to protect
the health and safety of citizens. While the Clean Streams Program, SOAP, and Wa-
tershed Cooperative agreements are all valuable programs, we consider them to be
lower priority than the emergencies that are funded from the same allocation. Thus,
we will provide no further funds for these programs after June 30. The funds saved
will be redirected instead to partially fund another year of emergency work.

It should be noted that the administration has proposed a rule pursuant to Sec-
tion 402(b). This rule will allow us to collect a fee sufficient to make a deposit to
the Combined Benefit Fund equal to the interest earned on the AML fund.
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MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE—HURRICANE IMPACTS ON OIL PRODUCTION

Question. The 2004 hurricane season was an unusually active one. Hurricanes
Charley, Ivan and Frances caused extensive damage in Florida and in the Gulf of
Mexico where most of the nation’s offshore oil and gas production is located.

Yhat were the impacts from these storms on production output?

nswer.

Hurricane Ivan (9/11/2004-2/14/2005)

—Of the approximately 4,000 structures and approximately 33,000 miles of pipe-
lines in the GOM, 150 platforms and 10,000 miles of pipelines were in the direct
path of Hurricane Ivan.

—Destroyed 7 platforms and caused significant damage to 24 other platforms.

—Numerous pipelines were damaged, mostly by mudslides at the mouth of the
Mississippi River.

—Initially, industry evacuated over 545 platforms and shut-in approximately 1.4
million barrels of oil and approximately 6,515 MMCF of gas production per day.
The shut-in oil production was equivalent to approximately 83 percent of the
approximately 1.7 million BOPD in the GOM production. The shut-in gas pro-
duction was equivalent to approximately 53 percent of the approximately 12.3
BCFPD in the GOM.

—Within 2 weeks on September 27, 2004, industry had only 31 platforms evacu-
ated and shut-in approximately 490,000 barrels of oil and approximately 2,350
MMCF of gas production per day.

—On November 1, 2004, industry had only 9 platforms still evacuated (not count-
ing 7 destroyed structures) and shut-in approximately 224,000 barrels of oil and
approximately 905 MMCF of gas production per day.

—As of February 14, 2005, industry still had 9 platforms evacuated (not counting
7 destroyed structures) and shut-in approximately 126,000 barrels of oil and ap-
proximately 147 MMCF of gas production per day.

—Cumulative shut-in oil production for the period of 9/11/04-2/14/05 was
43,841,245 bbls, the equivalent of 7.246 percent of the yearly production of oil
in the GOM, which is approximately 605 million barrels.

—Cumulative shut-in gas production for the period of 9/11/04-2/14/05 was 172.259
BCF, the equivalent of 3.871 percent of the yearly production of gas in the
GOM, which is approximately 4.45 TCF.

Hurricane Frances (9/3/2004-9/7/2004):

—Cumulative shut-in oil production was approximately 62,000 barrels, the equiv-
alent of 0.015 percent of the yearly production in the GOM which is approxi-
mately 605 million barrels.

—Cumulative shut-in gas production was approximately 118 MMCF, the equiva-
lent of 0.003 percent of the yearly production of gas in the GOM which is ap-
proximately 4.45 TCF.

Tropical Storm Bonnie and Hurricane Charley (8/10/2004-8/13/2004):

—Cumulative shut-in oil production was approximately 1.3 million barrels, the
equivalent of 0.21 percent of the yearly production of oil in the GOM which is
approximately 605 million barrels.

—Cumulative shut-in gas production was approximately 4,100 MMCF, the equiva-
lent of 0.0922 percent of the yearly production of gas in the GOM which is ap-
proximately 4.45 TCF.

Question. Are we back at 100 percent capability?

Answer. While technically not back at 100 percent, the production level has vir-
tually returned to normal, and additional new platforms have added capacity and
are now producing.

Question. Have you included any necessary funding in the fiscal year 2006 budget
request to ensure that MMS has the necessary resources to make sure we get back
to full production capacity and maintain it in the Gulf?

Answer. Yes. MMS is conducting engineering studies to examine the precise struc-
tural forces that were experienced by the platforms during Hurricane Ivan. MMS
received $500,000 from Congress in fiscal year 2005 to contract technical studies of
the impacts of Hurricane Ivan. Competitive award proposals for these studies are
being prepared and are close to being awarded. MMS has met on several occasions
with industry to discuss the impacts of Hurricane Ivan on the platforms, pipelines
and drilling rigs. Various committees have been established to review specific stand-
ards and technical issues. On July 26-28, 2005, MMS and industry will co-sponsor
a workshop to further review the committee reports and review possible modifica-
tion to industry and MMS standards and identify further research needs.
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE—COURT ORDER ON WOLVES

Question. A recent court order by the Federal district court in Portland, Oregon
reversed the Fish and Wildlife Service’s decision to “downlist” the gray wolf from
“endangered” to “threatened” in the Western and Eastern United States. As you
know, in Montana the state has worked hard on a plan for wolf management that
will allow for landowners to deal with wolves that prey on livestock. The FWS ap-
proved that plan.

Will the court’s decision to classify wolves as endangered affect the ability to deal
with wolves who are harassing and killing livestock in Montana?

Answer. No. The Oregon ruling did vacate both the 2003 reclassification to threat-
ened status and the accompanying new regulations under section 4(d), which al-
lowed for management of problem wolves due to its threatened status. However, sec-
tion 10 of the ESA does provide other avenues for the management of listed species,
including the “take” of individuals of endangered wildlife species. In Montana, we
will use two different mechanisms, one for wolves in the northern part of the state,
and one in the south. Wolves in southern Montana are part of a “nonessential exper-
imental population,” a classification that allows for more active management than
is usual for endangered species. In 2004, we promulgated a special rule (under sec-
tion 10(j) of the ESA) for the experimental population area; this rule provides for
management of depredating wolves, and was not affected by the Oregon court’s rul-
ing. Experimental populations under section 10(j) afford more regulatory flexibility
for population reintroductions. In northern Montana, previous to the 2003 final rule,
the Service implemented a 1999 interim wolf control plan through the Regional Di-
rector’s section 10(a)(1)(a) permit. This permit provides for the control of dep-
redating wolves, and will be used to manage wolves in northern Montana.

Question. Is the Department of the Interior planning to appeal this ruling?

Answer. The Department has asked the court to clarify the ruling. Until the court
responds, the Department is considering all options, including appealing.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE—STATE WILDLIFE GRANTS

Question. 1 see that the proposed budget request for fiscal year 2006 includes an
increase of $5 million for the state wildlife grant program. This program funds the
development and implementation of state conservation plans. The deadline for each
state to have its plan completed is October 1, 2005.

Do you expect all the states to meet this deadline?

Answer. Yes. The Service expects all 50 States and 6 territories to have plans
completed by October 1, 2005. The Service has in place technical assistance teams
to provide guidance and assistance to our State cooperators for their plans. The pur-
pose of these teams is to ensure that the Service has provided all of the possible
resources to our cooperators to allow them to successfully prepare their plans.

Question. In working with the states are you pleased with the quality of the plans
that they are developing?

Answer. Yes. Judging from early drafts of the plans and from our interaction with
the States in meetings and conferences, we are pleased with the quality of many
of the plans. Good examples are North Carolina and Alaska that have both put out
for public comment draft Plans that appear to be of very high quality.

Question. One of the major reasons the sage grouse was not listed was that many
states that had populations of sage grouse had conservation plans in place to man-
age for the protection of the grouse. Do you feel that having the conservation plans
developed under the state wildlife grant program can prevent future listings by put-
ting in place conservation strategies for other species?

Answer. We hope that conservation efforts resulting from the State Comprehen-
sive Wildlife Conservation Plans will make listing unnecessary for many species. We
recognize, however, that some of the State plans may not address all of the taxa
that can be listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (e.g. insects and plants)
due to differences in their various legislative authorities. We strongly support the
development of the State Plans, as they are a crucial starting point for planning and
implementing individual conservation efforts that can reduce or remove threats to
species to the point that listing will not be necessary. It is important to note that
the nature and timing of conservation efforts implemented under the State plans,
rather than the plans themselves, will be a key factor in whether listing is unneces-
sary for a given species.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE—USER FEES

Question. The budget request for MMS includes a number of new fees for services
for which the agency currently does not charge. The fiscal year 2006 budget esti-
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mates that the agency will collect $13.5 million of these new fees. I understand that

with oil at over $50 per barrel the big companies can probably afford a few new

fees, but my concern is the small producer.

q Has ?the Department considered the impact of these new fees on smaller pro-
ucers?

Answer. The rulemaking process requires MMS to assess the impact of any pro-
posals on small business. In addition, comments received through the Advanced No-
tice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) and proposed rule process will be considered.
Through the commenting process, MMS is expecting companies of all sizes to pro-
vide us information on how proposed fees will impact their business operations.

Question. Could these new fees have an impact on the incentive for some opera-
tors to develop additional production capacity?

Answer. These fees are too low to have a measurable impact on operator incen-
tives. The proposed fees would be a tiny percentage of the estimated gross revenue
realized by the operators on the OCS. The Department has published an ANPR in
order to provide stakeholders an opportunity to comment on the fiscal year 2006
cost recovery proposal. Any comments regarding the impact of fees on small pro-
ducers will be taken into consideration during the rulemaking process.

Question. Would you consider waiving these new fees for smaller operators?

Answer. The MMS will carefully consider public input during the rulemaking
process and may reduce fees for small operators if warranted.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE—5-YEAR PLAN

Question. I understand that you will soon begin work on the next 5 year plan as
required by the OCS Lands Act. The 5 year plan specifies the size, timing, and loca-
tion of areas to be leased for Federal offshore oil and natural gas. Currently, most
of the offshore areas in the United States are under moratoria which prevent explo-
ration and development.

With oil at over $50 a barrel and the reliability of foreign sources more in ques-
tion, does it make sense to continue to keep such vast areas off limits to oil and
gas development?

Answer. The Administration continues to support executive withdrawals through
2012.

Question. During the development of the next 5 year plan will the Department
have the legal authority to at least analyze the oil/gas potential of areas that are
covered by the moratoria so that we know the extent of the production capacity that
we are forgoing?

Answer. The Department has the legal authority to assess resources anywhere on
the OCS. In fact, it is done on a periodic cycle. The current information is from the
2000 National Assessment. The 2005 National Assessment is being prepared with
projected publication in 2006.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

Question. Secretary, as you know, we have grappled with the Wild Horse and
Burro program for a number of years. Rapidly increasing costs and the inability of
the adoption program to keep pace with the number of animals being taken off of
Federal lands was crippling the Bureau. Last year as a result, I worked with my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to enact Sec. 142, which sets parameters to sell
some of the animals.

Some have argued that these horses will go to slaughter, but it has always been
my belief that a very small percentage of animals sold, if any, would face this fate.
It is my understanding that these sales have begun moving forward and the bulk
of the animals have been sold to “white-hat” buyers looking to offer an alternative
to the adoption program.

Could you update us on the sale program and illustrate how the Department has
attempted to ensure the horses are sold into acceptable circumstances.

Answer. In carrying out sales, the BLM has focused its outreach efforts on horse
advocacy groups, Tribes, humane organizations, and other groups and individuals
that have shown a demonstrated interest in providing for the welfare of the ani-
mals. This approach is consistent with the 1971 Wild Free-Roaming Horses and
Burros Act, which declared these animals to be living symbols of the Western spirit.
The Bureau has been highly successful in finding good homes for the horses and
burros it has been selling; the agency, however, temporarily suspended sales and
deliveries on April 25 in response to two incidents involving the commercial proc-
essing of horses that had been re-sold or traded after being bought from the BLM.

The BLM has examined options for reinstating the sales program, while reducing
the risk that recently purchased “excess” animals would be sold for commercial proc-
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essing. BLM recognizes that any assurances for humane treatment and care must
be obtained from purchasers prior to sale. After sale, animals are no longer afforded
the protections of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act.

The BLM will strengthen the language in the Bill of Sale, as follows:

The Bill of Sale will be revised to create enforceable conditions. These additional
provisions are intended to reduce both the potential and incentive for purchasers or
subsequent owners to sell the animals for slaughter.

Specifically, a notice and citation to 18 U.S.C. Section 1001 will be added to the
Bill of Sale. Section 1001 provides that it is a crime to make a false representation
in any statement in any matter within the jurisdiction of a Federal agency. This
provision will read as follows: “Purchaser may be subject to criminal penalties, if
in this Bill of Sale he/she knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up
a material fact; makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or
representation; or otherwise violates 18 U.S.C. § 1001.” This provision could support
a prosecution of the purchaser if it could be proven that at the time of sale the pur-
chaser intended to send the animals to slaughter or made other false statements.

The Bill of Sale will also be modified to include language that reads as follows:
“Purchaser agrees to provide humane care to the listed wild horses(s) and/or
burro(s).” This provision will replace the statement of intent in the existing Bill of
Sale. This provision will be further strengthened by stating: “Purchaser agrees not
to knowingly sell or transfer ownership of any listed wild horse(s) and/or burro(s)
to any person or organization with an intention to resell, trade, or give away the
animals(s) for processing into commercial products. Prior to selling or transferring
ownership, Purchaser agrees to verify that the subsequent purchaser does not in-
tend to make these horses or burros available for commercial processing.”

BLM is committed to ensuring that wild horses sold will be placed into appro-
priate homes. Individuals wanting to purchase horses are screened using the fol-
lowing qualifications to help determine their suitability for providing a good home
for the adopted horse.

Qualifications reviewed are:

—Status or affiliation with group or organization or buying as an individual.

—Number of animals requested.

—Number of acres available for these animals, including the type of forage and
kind of facility.

—Individuals’ experience with horses or livestock.

—Experience with wild horses, including knowing their behavior.

—Individual responsible for the care of the animals, buyer or another person.

—Ownership of the land where the animals will be kept.

—Financial ability to care for the animals.

—Intended use for the animals.

—BLM checks records for past compliance problems.

—Also, all buyers are asked to promise not to sell to anyone who would sell the
animals to a commercial processing plant.

Question. What other reforms to the program is the Bureau examining?

Answer. BLM is assessing the current program to determine if reforms need to
be made. BLM is also working with other partners to ensure proper treatment of
wildhorses and exploring methods of better managing the horses. Included are the
following:

—Assessment of the sale process to ensure BLM is in compliance with the direc-

tion of Congress to sell certain excess wild horses and burros.

—Enhancing exposure of the wild horse and burro adoption program through na-
tional, regional, and local advertising campaigns.

—Partnering with organization and groups to establish education opportunities
about wild horse and burro habitat and the adoption program.

—Testing a pilot project at adoptions by offering individuals that have adopted
one animal a “buddy” animal at a reduced fee.

—Closing one long-term holding contract.

—Continuing to work with the National Wild Horse and Burro Foundation to in-
crease efficiency in the adoption program. Examples include the California Vol-
unteer Pilot Project and looking at the overall marketing of the wild horse.

—Continuing to research and apply population level fertility control.

—Continuing to research on population census techniques.

—Exploring methods to increase adoption success by examining ways to gentle ad-
ditional animals.
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—SOUTHERN NEVADA PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT ACT

Question. The Administration’s proposal to take 70 percent of the proceeds from
Southern Nevada Land sales is raising some eyebrows in this subcommittee, and
my colleagues from Nevada have been fairly open with their opinions of the idea.

Could you explain the Administration’s rationale for reallocating 70 percent of the
funding from this program to the general treasury, as opposed to continuing to im-
plement the program as currently enacted in law?

Answer. The receipts generated from SNPLMA land sales have far exceeded what
was anticipated when SNPLMA was enacted. As a result, the available funding has
outpaced land acquisition needs, and many more projects than originally anticipated
are being formulated without the accountability of further consideration by the Con-
gress. The Administration’s 2006 Program Assessment Rating Tool review of BLM’s
implementation of SNPLMA determined that these funds are increasingly being
dedicated to local projects rather than Federal priorities only.

The budget proposal would not change the amount of revenue currently provided
to the State of Nevada General Education Program or to the Southern Nevada
Water Authority, only the portion dedicated to Federal spending in Nevada. The
sale revenues deposited in the special SNPLMA account, and thus available for Fed-
eral projects in Nevada, would be reduced from 85 percent to 15 percent. This pro-
posal serves the general taxpaying public while still providing about four times the
level of spending in Nevada as originally anticipated in 1998. With projected 2006
collections of $917 million approximately $292 million will be spent in Nevada, in-
cluding $160 million for Federal projects and $132 million for State share. The re-
mainder would be deposited in the General Fund of the Treasury to assist with def-
icit reduction and to ensure that Federal taxpayers benefit from the sale of these
Federal assets.

Question. In your deliberations on this issue, did you consider retaining a portion
of these revenues for beneficial purposes beyond Nevada’s borders, as opposed to
simply shipping it to the Treasury?

Answer. The Department of the Interior budget is but one piece of a much larger
consolidated Federal Budget, in which anticipated revenues offset proposed spend-
ing. As such, the SNPLMA land sale receipts that will now be deposited in the Gen-
eral Fund of the Treasury do support the programs and projects of a multitude of
Federal departments and agencies that will provide benefits both within and beyond
Nevada, even though the nexus between these programs and the SNPLMA revenues
is not readily transparent in the President’s Budget documents.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—SAGE BRUSH/SAGE GRASS INITIATIVE

Question. In your fiscal year 2006 budget request, you once again ask for a large
increase in the BLM, in this case $3.6 million, for sage brush and sage grouse activi-
ties.

Could you outline how the sage brush initiative is being implemented, and the
succesg) the Department has had, or expects to see in spending these sums of
money?

Answer. During 2006, the BLM will continue to focus on implementing actions
outlined in both National and State-level BLM Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation
Strategies. These strategies were developed in close cooperation with State-led sage-
grouse conservation planning efforts and are designed to complement these con-
servation plans.

The BLM is requesting additional funding for implementation of BLM’s National
Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, which has been developed and is being
implemented in cooperation with State-led sage-grouse conservation plans.

The National Sage-grouse Strategy is the framework to address the conservation
of sage-grouse and risk to sagebrush habitats on lands and activities administered
by the BLM. The document identifies the resources and specific actions to be in-
cluded in individual BLM State Office strategies and/or plans and outlines methods
to address the risk to sage-grouse and sagebrush habitats at various scales. The
Strategy provides for a comprehensive national approach, while providing for local
solutions to address the range-wide variability and complexity of managing sage-
grouse and sagebrush habitat. BLM’s National Sage-grouse Strategy is designed to
deliver a substantial Federal contribution to cooperative conservation efforts that
are being led by state wildlife agencies throughout the range of greater sage-grouse
in the West.

BLM designed this National Sage-grouse Strategy around four main goals. In-
cluded with these four main goal areas are a series of specific strategies and actions
that will support implementation of each goal. Each action identifies responsible of-
fices and time-frames for completion. The four goals are:
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(1) Improve the effectiveness of the management framework for addressing con-
servation needs of sage-grouse on lands administered by the BLM.

(2) Increase understanding of resource conditions in order to prioritize habitat
maintenance and restoration.

(3) Expand partnerships, available research and information that support effective
management of sage-grouse habitat.

(4) Ensure leadership and resources are adequate to continue ongoing conserva-
tion efforts and implement national and state-level sage-grouse habitat conservation
strategies and/or plans.

In 2006, the additional funding will be used to accelerate habitat inventory for
sage-grouse and other sagebrush dependent species such as pygmy rabbits, another
species of conservation concern in the sagebrush biome. To help identify and
prioritize restoration needs, BLM plans on expanding inventories for noxious weeds,
treating additional noxious weeds, completing additional vegetation treatments to
benefit sage-grouse habitat quality, reduce degradation from expanding juniper
woodlands into sage-grouse habitat, and increasing the acres of habitat monitored
by approximately two million acres.

Question. Do you feel the Department is making headway in saving habitat and
this will result in preventing an endangered species listing?

Answer. BLM’s commitment to conserving sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat pre-
dates petitions to list the grouse, and accomplishing this through partnerships
would be our approach regardless of the listing decision. The announcement in Jan-
uary by the Fish & Wildlife Service that the greater sage-grouse does not warrant
listing under the Endangered Species Act specifically mentions the crucial role of
cooperative efforts and local working groups. In commending cooperative efforts to
maintain and improve sagebrush habitat, the FWS noted the importance of con-
tinuing to develop and implement conservation plans and strategies across the sage-
grouse’s range. The decision not to list the sage-grouse was never seen as the end
to cooperation but seen as a new beginning.

By identifying resources, management actions, and methods for assessing various
risks to sage-grouse and sagebrush habitats, the Strategy brings together sound
science, the BLM’s three decades of experience in sagebrush management, and the
successes we've already achieved with our partners. Through continued cooperation
during the coming year and beyond, BLM hopes ensure conservation and recovery
of sagebrush ecosystems resulting in healthy and productive landscapes across the
West.

Between 2000 and 2004 BLM treated almost 1 million acres of sagebrush to the
benefit of sage-grouse. Surveys and monitoring are completed in coordination with
State agencies and other partners to understand the health and trends of sage-
grouse populations and habitat. BLM continues to work on regional-scale analyses
throughout the range of sage-grouse.

Question. Can you assure us that your outreach to states, communities and af-
fected parties remains a top priority?

Answer. BLM believes that the best solution for conserving sage-grouse is to con-
tinue cooperative efforts among Federal, state and local partners to preserve sage-
brush habitat.

Throughout the process of developing the National Strategy for Sage-Grouse Habi-
tat Conservation, BLM felt that the key to success was not prescriptive policies or
top-down edicts—but rather, partnerships at the local level, where there is on-the-
ground, up-to-the-minute knowledge, as well as a remarkable commitment to restor-
ing and conserving sage-grouse.

Cooperation with local partners is the platform for applying science, experience,
and commitment to making a difference for sage-grouse and their habitat.

The BLM is committed to this approach of working with partners at all levels to
restore and conserve sagebrush habitats on the public lands and sees a no more ef-
fective way to bring about the sustained, broad-scale, multi-state, multi-jurisdic-
tional action that is required to ensure habitat and species conservation now and
long into the future.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—RANGE IMPROVEMENT FUND

Question. 1 noticed with concern the Administration’s request to eliminate the
Range Improvements Fund. As you know, this funding source is used for grassland
management, riparian area repair and preventative maintenance and noxious weed
control. The budget proposes shoe horning the $10 million in activity into already
tight budget categories.

In light of the Department’s claims of addressing ongoing range degradation
issues, and its call to spend additional money on range habitat for endangered spe-
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cies, could you explain the rationale behind eliminating the Range Improvement
Fund?

Answer. Part of the Administration’s strategy for reducing the Federal deficit is
to rein in mandatory spending, such as the Range Improvement Fund, and where
possible and merited, to continue to perform this work with discretionary funding
that can be adjusted from year to year based on changing needs and priorities.

Question. Can you assure the subcommittee there would be no reduction in work
performed if the account was eliminated?

Answer. The BLM will continue to fund these range improvement projects in
2006, but will do so through its Deferred Maintenance program and Cooperative
Conservation Initiative programs in the Management of Land and Resources ac-
count. Specifically, the budget estimates that $7 million in base Deferred Mainte-
nance program funding and $3 million of the $6 million increase requested for CCI
will be targeted to high priority range improvement projects.

Other aspects of the 2006 BLM budget request also emphasize the importance of
rangeland health and productivity. For the second year in a row, BLM is proposing
a significant increase in funding to support an aggressive plan of sagebrush con-
servation and restoration. The 2006 budget includes an increase of $7million, which
builds on a $2.7 million increase provided in 2005. Of the requested $7 million in-
crease, $3.4 million will be matched by partner contributions under the Challenge
Cost Share program. Maintaining and improving the health of the sagebrush habi-
tat to ensure viable sage-grouse populations are critical to the continued multiple
use management of these lands, including grazing.

Invasive weeds also damage the health and productivity of rangelands. The 2006
BLM budget includes increases of at least $1.3 million to address weed management
on BLM-administered lands. Of this $1.3 million, $1 million is in the Challenge Cost
Share program, and will therefore be leveraged with non-Interior funds to treat ad-
ditional acres.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—RURAL FIRE ASSISTANCE

Question. I must express my displeasure that the Department has proposed elimi-
nating the Rural Fire Assistance program administered by the BLM. The budget
justifies this cut by arguing that the Forest Service and FEMA have similar pro-
grams. I must point out that the Forest Service account for State and Local fire as-
sistance was cut by $22 million, and the FEMA assistance to fire fighter’s grant
fund was cut $100 million from the enacted level.

Can you explain the rationale for eliminating this program in light of what ap-
pears to have the making of another horrific fire year?

Answer. The Department of Interior reviews its programs to ensure they are
meeting stated goals and objectives, and carefully evaluates results to determine
whether the program addresses the stated goals. A recent national study by the Na-
tional Association of State Foresters found that the almost 14,000 fire departments
surveyed were almost as likely to rank basic wildland firefighting training as high
in priority as basic structural firefighting. Recognizing the importance of training
to departments that support DOI fire suppression activities, the 2006 budget pro-
posal shifts emphasis from providing funds to local fire departments for equipment
and basic training to developing and delivering training to RFDs to strengthen ini-
tial attack and develop the extended attack capabilities of RFDs. Under the 2006
ready reserve budget proposal, which is funded with a $1.9 million increase in Pre-
paredness, DOI will train 1,000-2,000 firefighters each year and equip them with
personal protective equipment. This ready reserve will enhance long-term recruit-
ment of RFDs, supplement the volunteer roster, and reduce risk to local commu-
nities by creating a resident, highly-trained wildland fire workforce. Communities
will benefit by having skilled cadres of local firefighters available to reduce the loss
of property and natural resources. More wildland fires will be contained at a smaller
size, reducing the reliance on costly Federal and contract firefighters, thereby sup-
porting fire suppression cost containment.

The Department recognizes the risk of catastrophic fire to communities, particu-
larly with record mountain snowpack lows in much of the West. The 2006 budget
continues to emphasize the importance of hazardous fuels reduction with a $9.8 mil-
lion increase over the 2005 enacted level.

Question. Can you explain the interaction the Department has had with FEMA
and the Forest Service to ensure that the reductions in these programs will not hurt
our preparedness for wildland fire place local firefighters at risk?

Answer. The Department is currently in discussions with FEMA, the Forest Serv-
ice and the National Association of State Foresters to rewrite an existing MOU to
focus on providing information to FEMA on wildland firefighting needs and prior-
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ities, formalize DOI participation in peer review of FEMA awards, enhance website
collaboration, and cooperate more closely conducting grant workshops. The various
FEMA grant programs offer flexibility to meet both structural and wildland fire
service needs. Through this collaboration, we expect small departments previously
served by the RFA program to successfully compete for various FEMA grants. In
addition, DOI is conducting grant-writing sessions to further enhance small RFDs’
chances of success.

The Department recognizes the constraints on the various Federal grant programs
and appreciates the level of collaboration offered by our colleagues at FEMA. We
look forward to both finalizing the MOU and increasing the portion of fire grants
going to wildland firefighting in the future.

Question. Finally, can you outline for us the overlap in these programs and illus-
trate that ongoing needs will be met, and these local entities will receive training
and equipment specific to wildland fire needs?

Answer. The RFA program is administered by all the DOI Wildland Fire Manage-
ment bureaus and targets small communities with populations less than 10,000
near DOI-managed lands. Funds are used for the purchase of wildland fire equip-
ment and tools, communication devices, wildland fire training, and community pre-
vention and education activities. Grants must be matched with a 10 percent cash
or in-kind contribution. The program supports RFDs that protect not only commu-
nities but also natural resources on DOI-managed lands.

The Forest Service Volunteer Fire Assistance (VFA) program also targets small
communities with populations less than 10,000. Funds may be used for the purchase
of equipment, training programs, and assistance in organizing fire departments, and
must be matched dollar-for-dollar. The program also supports protection of commu-
nities and resources from catastrophic wildland fire.

The Forest Service State Fire Assistance (SFA) program benefits virtually all as-
pects of State Foresters’ fire programs, from community wildfire planning and fire
prevention to suppression and hazardous fuels treatments. State resources estab-
lished and maintained with these funds are important resources that can be shared
between States and with Federal land management agencies. Emphasis is currently
on fire response planning and training in wildland fire suppression tactics and the
Incident Command System used nationally for all emergency response actions, and
will shift to a greater emphasis on community-based wildland fire mitigation. Funds
must be matched dollar-for-dollar.

The DHS-FEMA Office of State and Local Government Coordination and Pre-
paredness (SLGCP) operates a one-stop shop for homeland security funding, which
includes the Assistance to Firefighters Grant program (AFG) as well as other grant
programs targeted to prepare the nation for acts of terrorism. The primary goal of
AFG is to provide assistance to meet fire departments’ and nonaffiliated EMS orga-
nizations’ firefighting and emergency response needs. The program seeks to support
organizations that lack the tools and resources necessary to protect the health and
safety of the public and their emergency response personnel with respect to fire and
all other hazards they face. Grants may be used for training, equipment, PPE,
wellness and fitness, modifications to facilities, or acquiring firefighting vehicles and
apparatus. Grants are matched on a sliding scale: 5 percent for populations served
that are fewer than 20,000, 10 percent for populations between 20,000 and 50,000,
and 20 percent for populations over 50,000.

Departments that traditionally applied for RFA grants are eligible to apply for
grants from both the Forest Service and FEMA. The grants may be used for the
purchase of wildland fire training and PPE. DOI is conducting grant-writing ses-
sions to further enhance RFDs’ chances of success, as well as providing information
about the other programs they may be eligible for. Finally, the 2006 budget recog-
nizes the importance of our RFD partners with the $1.9 million ready reserve pro-
posal that would offer both wildland firefighter training and personal protective
equipment to 1,000-2,000 firefighters each year.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—CONSTRUCTION

Question. I notice that once again the administration has proposed reducing fund-
ing for BLM construction. We had increased the program to $11.5 million in last
year’s act, however, the proposal before us suggests $6.5 million meets the needs
of the Bureau’s 261 million acres. By my calculation, that is less than two and a
half cents per acre for construction needs.

Can you honestly testify before us that BLM’s total construction need for 261 mil-
lion acres is a total of $6.5 million?

Answer. The BLM supports the President’s budget and notes that the amount re-
quested will continue to reduce the backlog of construction projects in the Five Year



125

Plan. The funds will be used to construct those projects that are ranked the most
critical for BLM’s needs.

Question. Can you provide a breakdown for the Committee of the construction ac-
counts of all the Department’s bureaus and agencies and compare the request level
with the number of acres the agency oversees?

Answer. The information follows:

[Dollars and acres in millions]

2006 requested
Agency construction
funding

No. of acres
aministered

BLM $6.5 262.0
FWS 19.7 96.0
NPS 324.3 88.0
BIA 232.1 156.0
BOR 337.2 8.4

Trust lands.

It should be noted that no direct correlation exists between construction needs
and the number of acres administered by the Bureaus. Constructions needs encom-
pass a wide range of projects to protect, enhance, and manage Interior’s resources,
such as, irrigation facilities, visitor centers, recreation facilities and trails, and BIA
schools, to name just a few.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS—BUDGET REORGANIZATION

Question. Recently the BIA has proposed restructuring its budget structure to
match program components that have been found in multiple areas. I have heard
from tribes that are concerned that the new structure makes it harder to account
for Tribal Priority Allocations (TPA)/and that it appears the line between regional
offices and the headquarters office will blurred even further.

Can you assure us that you will fully consult with the tribes prior to imple-
menting any element of the new budget structure?

Answer. The BIA has consulted with tribes regarding the Bureau’s proposed re-
structured budget during regular meetings of the BIA/Tribal Budget Advisory Coun-
cil. This consultation is expected to continue.

Question. Can you report back to the subcommittee on the progress of these con-
sultation sessions?

Answer. The Tribes recognize that the restructured budget simplifies the justifica-
tion of BIA programs and clearly ties programs to the Strategic Plan and perform-
ance measures.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS—GAO AUDIT OF BIA IRRIGATION

Question. In November I requested GAO work with the BIA Irrigation program
to examine ongoing management concerns, specifically related to repair and mainte-
nance schedules. Unfortunately, most of our Indian irrigation infrastructure is in se-
rious disrepair. This is a top priority for Montana.

Can you assure us that the Department will work in good faith with the GAO
to ensure all information necessary to complete this audit is provided as quickly as
possible?

Answer. The BIA central office, regional offices and agency irrigation project staff
are providing GAO any information it requests in a prompt manner. GAO has vis-
ited the Rocky Mountain Region (Billings, MT) and the Crow Irrigation Project
(Crow Agency, MT) as part of GAO’s design phase. A sample of the documents BIA
has submitted to GAO include irrigation deferred maintenance cost estimates, gen-
eral irrigation project information and statistics, listings of BIA personnel involved
in irrigation projects, and water users names.

Question. Has the Department implemented any internal reforms to address the
ongoing communication problems between headquarters and the regional irrigation
offices?

Answer. The BIA Central office personnel have made concerted efforts to work
closer with the regions and project offices. The BIA central office is also sharing in-
formation, providing training on annual budget preparation and annual deferred
maintenance, and developing project operating instructions.
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BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS—TRIBALLY CONTROLLED COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND
OTHER EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

Question. 1 have continually voiced my strong support for the Tribally Controlled
Community Colleges, and I continue to believe they have been a resounding success
in helping our native communities. Despite the headway we have made in prior
years, your request reduces funding for TCCCs by almost $10 million. Additionally,
your budget request slashes Johnson O’Malley grants which provide assistance to

ublic schools with Indian students, and you cut Education Construction by almost
90 million.

With well over $100 million in cuts to Indian Education programs, can you ex-
plain the Administration’s commitment to helping Native American children receive
the training and tools to better their communities?

Answer. One of BIA’s strategic goals is to provide quality educational opportuni-
ties from early childhood through adulthood. The 2006 BIA education budget rep-
resents a continued commitment to the future of American Indian youth and sup-
ports the President’s commitment to “leave no child behind.” The $521.6 million re-
quest for elementary and secondary school operations will support 184 schools and
dormitories serving over 47,000 Indian children. The $232 million request for school
education construction will continue to replace, repair and maintain schools in the
BIA system to provide Indian students a safe and nurturing place to learn. The $43
million request for Tribal Colleges and Universities operating grants will provide
$3,500 per Indian student. When BIA funding is combined with grant funding from
the Department of Education, TCUs will receive over 40 percent more in revenue
from those two Federal sources than an average community college receives per stu-
dent from all sources. BIA funding also provides scholarship funding for Indian stu-
dents to attend Indian or non-Indian schools. The total BIA education request of al-
most $800 milllion is geared toward improving student performance and furthering
the education of Indian children to enrich their lives and the future of their commu-
nities.

Question. Tribal colleges have shown time and time again their value in educating
tribal community leaders and providing students the ability to expand their eco-
nomic options. Do you believe these programs are a waste of money?

Answer. The education provided by tribal colleges and universities is important
in multiple ways. Curriculum is designed to meet the needs of the local economies,
respect the culture and mores of the sponsoring Tribe, and provide students ways
to maximize their potential and fulfill educational dreams. TCUs serve Tribal mem-
bers in remote areas, offer educational opportunities to the community at large and
open students to the larger realm of education.

Question. Why do Indian Education accounts take the bulk of the cuts in the De-
partment of the Interior’s request before Congress?

Answer. The 2006 BIA budget requests almost $800 million for education pro-
grams for pre-kindergarten through college. Funding reflects the capability of Edu-
cation programs to effectively and efficiently use resources to meet the goal of leav-
ing no child left behind.

During the President’s first term, over $1.1 billion was invested in Indian School
construction. This funded 27 replacement school projects and 28 major facilities im-
provement and repair projects. We are comfortable with this year’s education con-
struction program level because there are currently 25 replacement schools in the
planning and design process or under construction. Eleven of these schools will be
completed in 2005 and 2006. Funding at higher levels than requested for 2006
would exceed our ability to prudently manage the construction program.

The President’s budget eliminates $5.2 million in the BIA budget for UTTC and
CIT. However, the President requests $7.5 million funding in the Department of
Education budget under the Tribally Controlled Postsecondary Vocational and Tech-
nical Institutions Grant program. The UTTC and CIT are the only institutions eligi-
ble for grants under this program. The Department also worked with the Depart-
ment of Labor to ensure that tribal colleges benefit from the new community college
assistance program. We are also looking for opportunities where UTTC and CIT
may have a role in training BIA and OST employees.

The President’s budget reduces funding for Johnson O’Malley grants because it
is duplicative of funding available to public schools in the Department of Education
budget. The Dept. of Education budget includes over $150 million in funding specifi-
cally targeted to Indian students attending public schools. Public schools with In-
dian students also receive over $500 million, or about 55 percent, of impact aid
funding from the Dept. of Education.
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BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS—DETENTION CENTER FUNDING

Question. I applaud the ongoing efforts of the Departments of Justice and Interior
to increase their funding of Native American justice facilities. In my own state the
detention facilities are in terrible disrepair.

Your budget for Facilities Improvement and Repair includes the Blackfeet Deten-
tion Center as one of its 3 major projects for fiscal year 2006. I'm happy to see this,
but must say the dedication to these types of facilities comes a bit late.

Can you outline the Department’s plan of action to address the sad state of our
detention facilities?

Answer. The BIA has developed a multi-level plan to address detention center
issues in Indian Country. In an effort to improve oversight of detention centers, BIA
has established the position of Associate Director of Corrections within the Office
of Law Enforcement and Security, Supervisory Detention Specialists have been
placed in each district, and a program analyst has been directed to monitor OLES
funds. The 2006 BIA budget includes a $16.7 million increase in funding to: (1) staff,
operate, and maintain detention facilities built with Department of Justice funding
which will be certified for occupancy in 2006, (2) outsource detention of inmates to
local jurisdictions where BIA facilities do not comply with national standards, and
(3) begin a comprehensive program to improve and repair detention facilities owned
by the BIA.

Question. Can we expect to see a cohesive plan from the Department that address-
es the need to rebuild or repair these facilities throughout the West, and specifically
in my state of Montana?

Answer. The BIA has initiated a comprehensive plan to address the correction of
deficiencies at all BIA owned or operated detention centers. The plan is being imple-
mented under the Bureau’s Public Safety and Justice Construction program.

The action plan has been implemented in collaboration with Regional and Agency
facilities staff and Office of Law Enforcement Services personnel. In fiscal year
2005, BIA initiated a validation of conditions reported in Facilities Management In-
formation System (FMIS) at all detention centers. Using the updated information,
the Bureau prioritized detention center Facilities Improvement and Repair (FI&R)
projects under Public Safety and Justice Construction program based on reported
health and safety needs.

In fiscal year 2005, BIA FI&R projects at Havasupai Law Enforcement center
(AZ) and Spokane Law Enforcement Center (WA) will address all life safety and
building codes deficiencies to bring them in line with national detention center
standards. BIA is currently evaluating the needs at Macy Law Enforcement Center
(SD), Turtle Mountain Detention Center (ND), and Blackfeet Detention Center (MT)
to determine the scope of projects necessary to bring these facilities up to national
standards. Multiple smaller FI&R projects are currently underway at Bureau deten-
tion facilities to correct critical health and safety deficiencies. Projects include abat-
ing environmental hazards and remedying building code violations.

At the proposed 2006 funding level, BIA expects to address and correct all defi-
ciencies at BIA owned or operated detention center facilities by 2010.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS—INDIAN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT

Question. I notice the Claim Settlement account sees another fairly drastic reduc-
tion from the prior year level. It is my understanding that the amount requested
fulfills the government’s responsibility in fiscal year 2006.

Can you confirm the budget request level fully funds government’s responsibility
for claims in fiscal year 2006?

Answer. Yes, the fiscal year 2006 President’s budget request for Indian Land and
Water Claim Settlements and Miscellaneous Payments to Indians account fulfills
the Government’s responsibility for fiscal year 2006.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS—TRIBAL PRIORITY ALLOCATIONS

Question. Recently the Supreme Court ruled that tribes have not been fully reim-
bursed for contract support on self-determination contracts they have entered into
with the Indian Health Service and Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Can you give us a short synopsis of the Supreme Court Decision and how it im-
pacts the Department of the Interior?

Answer. Because the Supreme Court emphasized that Indian Self-Determination
and Education Assistance Act agreements are, in affect, procurement contracts, the
Leavitt case has the potential to significantly impact the manner in which the DOI
articulates it obligation to pay contract support costs in such agreements. The De-
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partment is still assessing what specific changes may be required in BIA contract
administration as a result of this case.

Question. How will past shortfalls be accounted for?

Answer. The Department has not yet arrived at an opinion of how the decision
will retroactively impact contract support cost obligations. The issue is currently
under consideration. The Department will keep the committee informed on any de-
velopments on this matter.

Question. What does the Court Decision mean for fiscal year 2006? Will the De-
partment be sending up an budget amendment to cover their obligation for fiscal
years 2005 and 20067

Answer. The issue is currently under consideration. As yet, the Administration is
not proposing an amendment. The Department will keep the committee informed on
any developments on this matter.

OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL TRUSTEE—HISTORICAL ACCOUNTING AND COBELL LITIGATION

Question. It is my understanding that the bulk of the $76 million increase in the
Office of the Special Trustee is for additional Historical Trust Accounting activities.

Can you confirm that the entire increase is for Historical accounting activity, and
can r;/ou update us on the progress of this exercise as it relates to the Cobell litiga-
tion?

Answer. The OST budget for 2006 includes $135 million for historical accounting,
an increase of $77.8 million over 2005. The 2006 budget of $135 million for the Of-
fice of Historical Trust Accounting provides an estimated $95 million for IIM ac-
counting, an increase of $50 million above the 2005 level, and $40 million for tribal
accounting, an increase of $27.8 million above the 2005 level.

The Department is currently involved in a major class action lawsuit, Cobell v.
Norton, and 24 lawsuits associated with the management of Indian trust funds.

The following is a summary of the progress made in historical accounting for indi-
vidual accounts:

Through December 31, 2004, the Office of Historical Trust Accounting had rec-
onciled more than 36,700 judgment accounts with balances totaling more than $53
million and reconciled 7,360 per capita accounts with balances of over $21.7 million.
OHTA also has resolved residual balances in 8,496 special deposit accounts, identi-
fying the proper ownership of $40.8 million belonging to individual Indians, Tribes,
and private entities. OHTA has also reconciled over 5,600 transactions from land-
based IIM accounts representing over $348 million moving through IIM accounts.
In addition, OHTA has mailed over 9,500 historical statements of judgment and per
capita accounts to individual Indian account holders and former account holders.

Summary Data on Accounting Results To Date

High Dollar Transactions—$100,000 or More:

—Ninety-three percent (or 865) of all 930 high dollar debit transactions of
$100,000 or more were reconciled.

—LEight differences were found in the 865 reconciled high dollar debit trans-
actions. These differences all arose in the settlement of three probates. Three
of these eight differences were to the disadvantage of the IIM accountholder, to-
%siliélogs$l,807 , and five were to the advantage of the IIM accountholder, totaling

—Fifty-eight percent (536) of all 919 high dollar credit transactions of $100,000
or more were reconciled.

—Twenty-seven differences were found in the 536 reconciled credit transactions,
of which twenty were to the benefit of the IIM accountholder (overpayments),
totaling $21,468, and seven were to the disadvantage of the IIM accountholder
(underpayments), totaling $2,071.

Transactions Less than $100,000:

—Ninety-two percent (1,887) of all 2,044 randomly sampled debit transactions
were reconciled. No differences between the posted amount and the supporting
documentation were found in the reconciled transactions. While more needs to
be done here, a statistical inference can be made by using additional assump-
tions.

—If only sampling error is considered, these results make it possible to infer with
more than 99 percent assurance that the difference rate is less than 0.5 percent
for all 5.23 million debit transactions under $100,000.

—Fifty-nine percent (1,418) of all 2,401 randomly sampled, in-scope credit trans-
actions of less than $100,000 were reconciled. Eleven differences were found, of
which seven were overpayments totaling $18 and four were underpayments to-
taling $505. While well along, no statistical inferences can yet be drawn at this
time about the population of all 19.68 million.
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The percentage of dollars in error compared to dollars reconciled is less than
eight-thousandths of one percent (0.007 percent).

Question. For the past two years, we have included bill language that allows Self
Governance tribes the ability to perform a number of trust duties.

Can you update us on the implementation of the self determination demonstration
as a model for tribal participation in trust management?

Answer. Pursuant to the authorities provided in the Indian Self Determination
and Education Assistance Act (Public Law 93-638, as amended) all tribes have been
authorized to perform trust functions on behalf of the United States Government
since passage of the Act in 1975. The demonstration project did not provide any ad-
ditional authorities for the demonstration tribes to perform any other trust duties
than they were already authorized to perform.

Sec. 131 of the General provisions of the Interior and Related Agencies title of
the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2005 provides the assurance that funds ap-
propriated for fiscal years 2004 and 2005 shall be available to the tribes within the
California Tribal Trust Reform Consortium, and to the Salt River Pima Maricopa
Indian Community, the Confederated Salish-Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Res-
ervation and the Chippewa Cree Tribe of the Rocky Boys Reservation on the same
basis as funds were distributed in prior years. Furthermore, it allows these tribes
to operate their programs separate and apart from the Department of the Interior’s
trust reform reorganization, and ensures that the Department will not impose its
trust management infrastructure upon or alter the existing trust resource manage-
ment systems of the above referenced tribes.

The bill language has also required that the participating tribes agree to carry
out their responsibilities under the same standards as those to which the Secretary
of the Interior is held and further, that they demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that they have the capability to do so.

In order to ensure that the demonstration tribes had the capability to perform in
accordance with these standards, examinations of their trust programs were con-
ducted. With only one exception, the participating tribes demonstrated that they
were capable of performing the trust functions compacted under the same standards
as those to which the Secretary is held. The one tribe deemed not capable has since
prepared a corrective action plan that is successfully addressing the weaknesses
identified. Communication with the participating tribes is ongoing and follow-up to
last year’s examinations is currently being done.

The Department understands that the original intent of this language was to pro-
tect the participating tribes from any adverse impact, budgetary or otherwise, that
was perceived might occur as a result of the implementation of the Department’s
trust reform initiatives. Many of these reforms have already been put in place with
no negative impact on any of the tribes including those participating in the dem-
onstration program. Furthermore, none is expected.

Question. The Cobell litigation continues to concern the Subcommittee as we grap-
ple with providing funds for basic Indian Affairs services.

Can you update us on the latest progress in the Cobell case?

Answer. In June 1996, the Department was named, as defendant in the Cobell
v. Babbitt, now Cobell v. Norton litigation. This is a class action lawsuit for an ac-
counting of funds held in trust by the Federal Government for individual Indians
in Individual Monies Accounts. The district court in Cobell certified the class as con-
sisting of all present and former beneficiaries in the IIM accounts.

On December 10, 2004, the Court of Appeals addressed the district court’s Sep-
tember 25, 2003 order. The ruling addressed the two main categories of the district
court’s decree: “Historical Accounting” and “Fixing the System.” The Court found
that Historical Accounting was governed by Public Law 108-108 and thus vacated
the district court’s order with respect to that portion of the case. In so finding:

—The Court pointed out that Congress passed Public Law 108-108 “to clarify
Congress’s determination that Interior should not be obliged to perform the
kind of historical accounting the district court required.”

—The Court stated “The committee “reject[ed] the notion that in passing the
American Indian Trust Management Act of 1994 Congress had any intention of
ordering an accounting on the scale of that which has been ordered by the
Court. Such an expansive and expensive undertaking would certainly have been
judged to be a poor use of Federal and trust resources.”

The Court rejected the plaintiffs’ argument that Public Law 108-108 amounted
to a legislative stay of a final judicial judgment and thus violated the separation
of powers doctrine. The Court found a critical distinction between statutes that re-
verse final judgments for money damages and statutes that alter substantive obliga-
tions of parties subject to ongoing duties under an injunction.
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Plaintiffs also argued Public Law 108-108 violated the due process and takings
clauses of the Fifth Amendment. The Court rejected this argument, noting that
plaintiffs did not explicitly identify the property right being taken other than to ref-
erence the right to interest earned on trust accounts. The Court also pointed out
that “Congress may provide a simpler scheme than the district court’s, while none-
theless assuring that each individual receives his due or more.”

While the second part of the Court’s decision focuses on “Fixing the System,” ele-
ments of it are important to decisions relating to historical accounting. The Court
confirmed an earlier district court observation that the establishment of a trust rela-
tionship does not mean that plaintiffs can automatically “invoke all the rights that
a common law trust entails.” The Court reasserted that the government’s duties
must be “rooted in and outlined by the relevant statutes and treaties . . .”

The Court also focused on the government’s argument that normally private trust
expenses are met out of the trust itself, pointing out “[Tlhus plaintiffs here are free
of private beneficiaries’ incentive not to urge judicial compulsion of wasteful expend-
itures.”

In short, the Court’s decision invites a discussion within both the Executive
Branch and the Congress as to what is an appropriate historical accounting.

On February 23, 2005 the Cobell court issued an order reinstating the structural
injunction previously issued on September 23, 2003, directing the Department to
conduct a far more expansive accounting and requiring that it be completed under
even more constrained time lines. The current order requires extensive work beyond
what is currently budgeted in 2005 or proposed in 2006 to be completed by January
6, 2006. In addition to the planned completion of accounting for all judgment and
per capita accounts, the court order directs that indexing of all trust-related records
located at Federal facilities in Albuquerque, New Mexico, and Lee’s Summit, Mis-
souri, the systems tests related to electronic data gaps, and the systems conversion
from the Integrated Records Management System (IRMS) to the Trust Funds Ac-
counting System.

The Department’s fiscal year 2005 and fiscal year 2006 budget for historical ac-
counting is based on continuing efforts as outlined in the January 6, 2003 Historical
Accounting Plan. However, as a result of the district court reissuing the structural
injunction on historical accounting on February 23, 2005 the Department is con-
tinuing discussions with the Department of Justice on the course of action available.
The preliminary estimate developed by the Department is that it will cost between
$12 and $13 billion to comply with the court order. The Department’s budgets for
2005 and 2006 are not constructed to address these requirements.

On March 9, 2005 the Department of Justice filed an Emergency Motion For Stay
Pending Appeal of the structural injunction issued by the district court on historical
accounting with the Court of Appeals. The Court of Appeals granted the Stay Pend-
ing Appeal on April 7, 2005.

Question. 1 see that Judge Lamberth’s recent decision re-imposes his structural
injunction in the Cobell case.

What would be the impact on the Department, and particularly its Indian pro-
grams, if the injunction remains in place given the limitations of the current fiscal
environment?

Answer. As noted above, the Department’s fiscal year 2005 and fiscal year 2006
budget for historical accounting is based on continuing efforts as outlined in the
January 6, 2003 Historical Accounting Plan. The preliminary estimate developed by
the Department is that it will cost between $12 and $13 billion to comply with the
court order structural injunction. The Department’s budgets for 2005 and 2006 are
not constructed to address these requirements.

If the Court of Appeals does not grant an appeal of the district court structural
injunction, the Administration and the Congress will be forced to address how to
comply with the district court order, which would have a severe impacts on the Fed-
eral budget.

As this Committee noted in enacting Public Law 108-108, Congress observed that
the reallocation of resources required by the initial 2003 injunction “would be dev-
astating to Indian country and to the other programs in the Interior bill.” As the
committee report explained, the expenditure of billions of dollars on an accounting
“would not provide a single dollar to the plaintiffs, and would without question dis-
place funds available for education, health care and other services.” H.R. Conf. Rep.
108-330, page 117.

Question. What has been the nature of your discussions with the authorizing com-
mittees with regard to a long-term solution to the trust reform problem?

Answer. Staff from both the Senate and House aauthorizing committees partici-
pated in the discussions held last year with the plaintiffs in the Cobell litigation.
The Administrations position throughout these discussions has always been that
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any settlement must be fair and equitable to both the beneficiaries and the tax-
payers. Any long-term trust reform effort must include a method to fully address
fractionation of individual Indian lands.

Question. Am 1 wrong to assume the mediation process started last year is fal-
tering and will probably not result in the resolution of this case?

Answer. Through the efforts of the authorizing committees, the plaintiffs and the
Department participated in a mediation of the Cobell case last year. The mediators,
selected by the parties, conducted numerous meetings, both jointly and separately
with the parties. However, to date, no material progress can be reported by the De-
partment. The Committee is encouraged to contact the mediators directly for a con-
structive discussion of the mediation process and results.

The Department is committed to a resolution of this litigation that is both fair
to all parties and is based on a supported basis for a settlement. Despite the efforts
of this Administration and the previous Administration, mediation, and Congres-
sional interests, the Department believes that only Congress can resolve this litiga-
tion, either through a legislative settlement or by clearly defining what is intended
when it required an accounting of trust funds in the 1994 Trust Reform Act.

LANDOWNER INCENTIVE PROGRAM

Question. According to the fiscal year 2006 budget justification, the Fish and
Wildlife Service has yet to develop performance measures for the Landowner Incen-
tive Program.

What have been the major obstacles to establishing these measures?

Answer. The Service expects to have quantifiable, meaningful baseline perform-
ance measures completed by the end of this fiscal year. In establishing these goals,
the Service is working through several obstacles including determining achievable
accomplishments in coordination with our State grant recipients, and a lack of
standardized data and monitoring protocols.

Question. When will these measures be fully implemented?

Answer. The Service will have established baseline performance measures by the
end of this fiscal year and will strive to get them incorporated into future budget
justification documents. This timeframe allows our grant recipients to have imple-
mented and reported on their grant accomplishments for 2-3 fiscal years, which will
improve the accuracy of the data and allow us to validate our performance meas-
ures. The planned performance measures will be in effect for our fiscal year 2007
budget process.

Question. Given the lack of adequate performance measures and tight budget con-
straints, does it make sense to propose such a large increase for this program ($16
million)?

Answer. Yes. The Service has strict grant selection criteria and reporting require-
ments that ensure all grant projects are of high quality and benefit many species
in need of conservation. As a relatively new program, many States have recently set
up the infrastructure and developed the critical partnerships with private land-
owners that are needed to achieve the program’s goals. By increasing funding, the
program will be able to carry out its mission in more States than currently possible
and have in place a strong program that will build on its previous successes.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE CONSTRUCTION

Question. The fiscal year 2006 request proposes to reduce the construction account
by $33 million. There are no plans to construct any of the high priority visitor cen-
ters or to complete visitor centers that are currently in the design and/or construc-
tion phase.

Whai{;} are the agency’s long term plans for meeting visitation needs on the refuge
system?

Answer. The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act states that com-
patible wildlife dependent recreation uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife observation,
photography, interpretation, and environmental education) are the priority general
public uses of the System through which the American public can develop an appre-
ciation for fish and wildlife. In order to meet growing visitor demands, the Service
has initiated its visitor facility enhancements program. In contrast to large-scale
projects such as visitor centers, the new program focuses on construction of small-
scale visitor facilities such as kiosks, boat ramps, photo blinds, and fishing piers
that allow Americans to experience wildlife up close. We believe this program is bet-
ter suited to meet the future interests of our visitors.

Question. What methods (such as the use of standardized nationwide designs) has
the agency explored to reduce the cost of facilities?
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Answer. In 2002, the Service’s Division of Engineering produced a comprehensive
document titled, “Site Adaptable Facility Designs—A Planning Guide for New
Projects.” This manual provides standard design guidelines for 5 categories of facili-
ties: office buildings, maintenance buildings, housing, storage buildings, and comfort
stations. This is evidence that the Service is very much committed to using standard
designs—where it is proven to be cost effective. In addition, Region 5 recently com-
pleted standardized designs for a small, medium and large visitor center and plans
to use them consistently throughout that region. The National Wildlife Refuge Sys-
tem program office and regional offices are currently evaluating these designs to de-
termine whether they are appropriate for use elsewhere in the Service.

Question. Has the agency considered greater use of outside engineering firms to
lower the cost of designing and constructing needed facilities?

Answer. In fiscal year 2004, the Service outsourced approximately $17 million of
engineering work to Architectural/Engineering contractors, or 61 percent of the total
planning, design, and construction management obligations associated with 503
projects. While we continue to look for other ways to engage contractors, the Service
has found that this level of contract work with outside engineering firms seems to
be very efficient. In fact, the Service believes that greater use of outside engineering
firms would increase the cost of completing smaller deferred maintenance and reha-
bilitation projects—of which there were 360 such projects in fiscal year 2004, be-
cause smaller deferred maintenance projects are not cost effective to bid, and A/E
firms are not typically interested in small projects that are geographically dispersed
throughout the nation. However, the Service plans on conducting a comprehensive
competitive outsourcing study of all engineering-related professional disciplines in
{iscal year 2006 in order to make sure that all possible efficiencies are being uti-
ized.

FISH AND WILDLIFE MIGRATORY BIRD PROGRAM

Question. The fiscal year 2006 request proposes an increase for existing joint ven-
tures in addition to funds for six new joint ventures. Given tight budget constraints,
the Committee may not be able to provide all of these requested funds.

Is it a greater priority to provide additional funds for the current joint ventures,
or is it more important to start up the new ventures?

Answer. Due to rescissions and fixed cost increases, current joint ventures re-
ceived slightly less funding in fiscal year 2005 than in fiscal year 2004. Therefore,
it is a top priority for the existing joint ventures to receive the requested fiscal year
2006 increase. At the same time, bird conservation partners in areas of the country
without joint ventures continue to organize and support new joint ventures to meet
%utstanding bird conservation needs and deserve some level of assistance from the

ervice.

Question. Of the six new proposed joint ventures, which are of greatest impor-
tance to begin as early as possible?

Answer. The Central Hardwoods Joint Venture has met all the Service-estab-
lished criteria for receiving funding support, including the development of an ap-
proved Joint Venture Plan. The Northern Great Plains Joint Venture is expected
to complete work on their Plan in the next few months. These should be the first
of the new joint ventures to receive funding. All of the new joint ventures are mak-
ing progress toward these same criteria.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE SCIENCE INITIATIVE

Question. The fiscal year 2006 budget request proposes $2 million for a science
excellence initiative within the Fish and Wildlife Service budget.

Are these funds to enhance the Service’s scientific capability?

Answer. No, the $2 million requested for the Science Excellence Initiative would
not be used to manage the Service’s existing scientific capability; it would be used
to meet mission-critical needs that cannot be met within core capabilities. The funds
would be used to develop additional partnerships and mechanisms to enable the
Service’s scientists to collaborate more effectively among themselves and with expert
scientists in other organizations, especially the U.S. Geological Survey. For example,
funds ($500,000) requested to establish one or more communities of practice would
bring together expert scientists in the Service and USGS and provide them with a
mechanism to share and exchange scientific information and work together on high-
priority fish and wildlife issues. These communities of practice would largely be vir-
tual fora where experienced scientists and new scientists alike could go to accelerate
their learning about emerging scientific techniques and scientific information, and
to discuss specific situations where those techniques and that information were in-
strumental in resolving fish and wildlife issues or in preparing fish and wildlife
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management plans, such as recovery plans and refuge management plans. Simi-
larly, about a quarter of the funds requested would be used by the Service to work
directly with USGS’s Cooperative Research Units, which have unique capability to
provide the timely technical assistance, scientific expertise and scientific informa-
tion Service scientists need to manage fish and wildlife on-the-ground, particularly
on refuges, in National Fish Hatcheries, and in a variety of restoration programs,
like those supported by the Partners for Fish and Wildlife program. Likewise, about
a third of the funds requested would be used to work directly with USGS scientists
in relationships that would resemble consultancies or limited scientific partnerships.
These relationships would enable operational scientists in the Service to acquire
special kinds of expertise, such as in ecological modeling and adaptive management,
that they need to manage refuge lands, conserve threatened and endangered spe-
cies, conserve migratory waterfowl, and restore interjurisdictional fisheries.

Question. Why does the Service need to develop this science capability in-house
rather than relying on USGS to meet these needs?

Answer. The Service must have the operational scientific capability to apply cut-
ting edge science and complex scientific methods to administer the programs for
which our agency is responsible. While we rely upon USGS and other science orga-
nizations for many research needs, where information is needed to inform our man-
agement; the effective administration of our science-based management programs
requires operational science capability at a high level. This increase request is to
enhance this operational science capability within the Service.

The Service needs to provide its front line scientists with the basic means they
need to acquire the scientific information, scientific expertise and technical assist-
ance they use daily to address complex resource management issues. Service sci-
entists, many of whom work at isolated duty stations with only one or two peer sci-
entists, must be linked to the broader scientific community and to world-class sci-
entific institutions, where they can go for assistance and consultation. The $2 mil-
lion requested for the science excellence initiative would link the Service’s oper-
ational scientists with one another and with USGS’s research scientists through: (1)
communities of practice, which would enhance collaboration among scientists en-
gaged in issues like structured decision support systems, conservation genetics and
adaptive management; (2) consultancies and limited partnerships that would enable
the Service’s operational scientists to work hand-in-hand with USGS expert sci-
entists on particularly complex resource issues; and (3) collaborative ventures with
Cooperative Research Units, which would enable Service scientists to augment their
expertise by acquiring special expertise and information housed in CRUs.

Question. How, if at all, is the USGS involved in this initiative?

Answer. USGS is a willing and supportive partner in the Science Excellence Ini-
tiative and in the Service’s $2 million request in fiscal year 2006. Directors Groat
(USGS) and Williams (FWS) conferred extensively about their bureaus’ priority
budget needs in both fiscal year 2005 and fiscal year 2006. In fiscal year 2005, the
bureaus built budget initiatives that were complementary and carefully integrated,
and which were intended to provide both bureaus with much-needed capabilities to
address local issues confronting our nation’s fish and wildlife. However, funding to
support these capabilities was not appropriated. Nonetheless, the Directors collabo-
rated again in developing their fiscal year 2006 budget proposals. Director Groat
(USGS) lent his full support to the Service’s request for $2 million in fiscal year
2006 for its Science Excellence Initiative.

In addition to being a supportive partner, USGS is also willing to work with the
Service to help develop the infrastructure and collaborative relationships that would
be supported by the Service’s $2 billion budget request. Director Groat and his sen-
ior managers in the biological discipline, as well as leaders at Cooperative Research
Units and the Survey’s research centers, await opportunities to work with the Serv-
ice to establish communities of practice and science consultancies, and to work to-
gether on pressing resource issues at local levels.

FISHERIES PROGRAM

Question. The fiscal year 2005 budget justification did not adequately describe the
impacts that the proposed budget would have on the fisheries program. The Com-
mittee learned well after the submission of the budget that several important hatch-
ery facilities would be put in caretaker status or be closed completely. The Com-
mittee provided additional funds to prevent these closures.

At the levels proposed in the fiscal year 2006 request, will any hatcheries be
closed or have significant staff reductions?

Answer. No National Fish Hatcheries will close or have significant staff reduc-
tions in fiscal year 2006 at the proposed levels. The President’s fiscal year 2006
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Budget Request includes increases of $2.111 million for National Fish Hatchery Sys-
tem (NFHS) operations funding and a general program increase of $345,000 for
maintenance funding. These increases will allow the NFHS to clearly focus on im-
plementation of priority restoration, recovery, and science and technology projects
to achieve goals outlined in the National Fisheries Program Strategic Plan.

Question. Does the fiscal year 2006 request maintain the additional $885,000 that
the Committee added to the base program for fiscal year 2005?

Answer. The fiscal year 2006 request does not include the additional $885,000
that the Committee added to the base program in fiscal year 2005.

ESA CONSULTATION BUDGET

Question. The Committee frequently hears from various groups that it take too
long for projects to receive their section 7 consultation approval from the Fish and
Wildlife Service.

What has been the level of staffing for this program for each of the last five years?

Answer. The number of full time equivalents (FTE) working on consultations in
the past five years has been as follows:

Fiscal year em:{/at:;ets
2000 380
2001 130
2002 180
2003 180
2004 180
2005 180

Question. Is there a large backlog of proposed projects that need section 7 con-
sultations?

Answer. The Service attempts as much as possible to meet the consultation time-
frames imposed by the Act. However, the Service acknowledges that its consultation
workload 1s high and increasing and is taking steps to address it. We have recently
promulgated two joint counterpart regulations that are intended to provide flexi-
bility in the ways a Federal agency may meet its obligations under the ESA by cre-
ating alternative procedures to the section 7 consultation process. They reduce our
workload by enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of the section 7 consultation
process by increasing interagency cooperation and providing two optional alter-
natives for completing section 7 consultation. We have promulgated a counterpart
regulation for EPA pesticide consultations under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide
and Rodenticide Act. As part of the President’s Healthy Forests Initiative, we devel-
oped counterpart regulations with the Bureau of Land Management, National Park
Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, USDA Forest Service, and the National Marine
Fisheries Service to streamline consultations on proposed projects that support the
National Fire Plan.

Question. If so, would additional personnel reduce this backlog?

Answer. Yes, additional personnel could help address the backlog in the short-
term. However, we have a continued effort to streamline consultations to reduce the
backlog in the long-term. Accordingly, additional personnel may not be the best use
of resources in the long run.

Question. How much funding does the Service receive from other Department of
the Interior agencies and the Forest Service for consultation work on hazardous
fuels reduction projects?

Answer. Agreements were signed in 2001 within the Department of the Interior
and with the Forest Service and BLM that allow the Service to be reimbursed by
the fire management agencies for costs associated with the increased consultation
workload related to the fire plan. Since fiscal year 2001, over $12.7 million appro-
priated to the Forest Service and BLM for the purposes of wildland fire manage-
ment has been made available to the Service through these agreements and subse-
quent modifications.

Question. Are these funds from other agencies certain enough that the Service can
hire on additional staff to perform this work or does the amount of funds vary too
much from year to year?

Answer. The interagency agreement funding has supported approximately 43 full
time equivalent employees to work on fire consultations to date. Agreements nego-
tiated in 2001 provided funding through 2006 or until expended. In addition, in
many Field Offices, the Service reassigned its most experienced section 7 staff to



135

work on the National Fire Plan. These biologists are now available to assist the fire
management agencies in early project planning.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Questions. The 2004 fire season was the worst Alaska has ever seen. Alaska had
703 fires and over 6.6 million acres burned. Not only did these fires affect the land
and wildlife in various regions of the state, but the health and safety of nearby resi-
dents. For more than 15 days, the EPA rated the air quality in Fairbanks as “haz-
ardous,” meaning that particulate matter in the air exceeded 350 micrograms per
cubic meter. At several times during the summer, Fairbanks and the surrounding
communities exceeded 995 particulates per cubic meter. A typical day in Fairbanks
rates 10 micrograms per cubic meter. Residents had to avoid any outdoor exertion,
and people with respiratory or heart disease, the elderly, and children had to re-
main indoors.

I have received reports that the effects of these fires could have been diminished,
but the federal agencies lacked the resources, manpower, and equipment necessary
to adequately attack these fires at their inception. This led to relatively minor fires
expanding until they burned out of control.

Given the 2004 fire season in Alaska, has the Department reevaluated its proce-
dures? What changes, if any, have been made to fire policy, particularly in areas
with less population but where fires, if left to burn, could have devastating effects
on the land and to wildlife? Do you feel that the Department’s budget has adequate
resources for this upcoming fire season?

Answer. The Alaska Wildland Fire Coordinating Group (AWFCG) has been ac-
tively evaluating operations and procedures based on the 2004 fire season. This
group consists of the Department of the Interior’s National Park Service, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Bureau of Land Management,
along with the Department of Agriculture’s Forest Service, the State of Alaska, and
representatives from Chugachmuit and Tanana Chiefs.

As part of the evaluation process the AWFCG sponsored a series of 13 public
meetings in communities throughout Alaska’s interior and in Anchorage. Addition-
ally, AWFCG participated in and took comments at the fall meeting of the Forty-
Mile Miners Association and the Bureau of Indian Affairs Providers Conference. A
\évide rgnge of concerns and comments raised at those meetings are now being ad-

ressed.

The AWFCG has developed a summary of the public comments, recommendations
and actions based on the community meetings and written comments received since
the 2004 fire season. This document can be found at the following web site: http:/
fire.ak.blm.gov. At this site, the document can be found by clicking on the fire plan-
ning section and referring to community meetings.

ACTIONS

Fire Planning Process

The AWCG reviewed the Alaska Interagency Wildland Fire Management Plan
(AIWFMP) and confirmed that the plan is a positive approach to overall statewide
fire management and that the plan provides the flexibility to make any needed ad-
justments based on the 2004 season.

The ATWFMP provides for an annual review of the management options for des-
ignated protection levels, e.g. critical, full, modified, and limited. The land manage-
ment agencies have reviewed the boundary locations delineating these levels, and
some boundaries have already been changed based on the concerns expressed by
f1§1aslka communities. Other boundary changes are being considered but are not yet
inal.

There were many concerns raised about the level and duration of smoke in the
communities affected by last year’s fires. The AIWFMP currently provides flexibility
for the land manager/owner or AWFCG to authorize an increased level of suppres-
sion as conditions require, regardless of management option designation. However,
previously there were no criteria identified in the AIWFMP as to when this adjust-
ment should be considered.

AWCG has drafted proposed evaluation criteria, or trigger points, for when in-
creased suppression should be considered in the interest of smoke mitigation. The
draft is being reviewed by the interagency wildland fire community and will be im-
plemented before the upcoming fire season. However, it is important to recognize
that, in any given situation, there is no guarantee that increased suppression will
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successfully reduce fire impacts, including smoke. Moreover, one must be cognizant
of the fact that, over time, successful suppression can actually increase fire risks
by contributing to the buildup of hazardous fuels. Successful suppression strategies
require a careful balancing of these short- and long-term risks.

In 1958, the State of Alaska was granted over 103 million acres of land under
the Alaska Statehood Act. In 1971, Native Alaskans were granted 44 million acres
of land under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. At present, approximately
89 million still await final transfer. To remedy this situation, Senator Lisa Mur-
kowski and myself sponsored the Alaska Land Transfer Acceleration Act to accel-
erate conveyances to the State of Alaska and Native Corporations, finalize pending
native allotments, and complete the University of Alaska’s remaining land entitle-
ment by 2009—it became law in December 2004. While these legislative changes are
a necessary component, the goal of completing conveyances by 2009 requires in-
creases in funding.

Question. Given the importance of completing the Alaska conveyance process, why
did BLM decrease funding for this program by over $9 million?

Answer. The BLM fully supports the Alaska Conveyance program. The significant
increase provided by Congress in the 2005 appropriations process could not be main-
tained in a constrained fiscal environment. The 2006 budget funds the program at
the same level as in the 2005 request, with the addition of uncontrollables, which
the Department believes at the present time is a more sustainable level. At the 2006
request level, the BLM will continue to make significant progress in transferring
Federal lands in Alaska to other ownerships. New provisions provided by the re-
cently enacted Alaska Land Transfer Acceleration Act will allow the BLM to accel-
erate the completion of the program and reduce costs.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Question. The Endangered Species Act provides broad protections for fish, wildlife
and plants that are threatened or endangered. Every year, Congress appropriates
hundreds of millions of dollars for that program. The spectacled eider and Steller’s
eider are two species in Alaska that have been listed as threatened. The Fish and
Wildlife Service’s budget proposes decreasing funding for their recovery by over $1
million.

Given the importance of conserving endangered and threatened species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend, what is the Department’s justification for re-
ducing funding for their recovery to less than $500,000?

Answer. The requested changes in the recovery budget reduce the funding for the
Alaska Sea Life Center to $494,000, which will likely be used for collaboration be-
tween the Service and the Alaska Sea Life Center to continue coordination of the
eider recovery team and applied studies on eider biology, physiology, and ecology;
and continue outreach and education efforts involving Alaska Natives and other
rural residents in eider conservation efforts. The $1.9 million proposed increase in
Recovery general program funding will actually increase the Service’s ability to le-
verage existing funds with willing partners to implement the recovery programs for
a wide variety of species. In this manner, we will still be able to complete our high-
est priority recovery planning and implementation actions.

Question. One requirement of the Marine Mammal Act is that marine mammal
populations and the marine ecosystems upon which they depend be maintained at,
or returned to, healthy levels. This mandate is of particular importance to my state
given the number and types of marine mammals in Alaska and the need to ensure
sustainable use of marine mammals for subsistence purposes.

What is the Department’s justification for eliminating funding for Alaska Marine
Mammals—over §2 million was appropriated for this program in fiscal year 2005?

Answer. The earmark provided in fiscal year 2005 is targeted to two areas: (1)
$1,183,000 for cooperative agreements with Alaska Native organizations, and (2)
$986,000 for marine mammal surveys in Alaska. We anticipate that the tasks and
projects funded with this earmark, and that are described below, will be completed
in fiscal year 2005. The Service is committed to continuing to meet our responsibil-
ities for marine mammal conservation and management under the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, and recovery for those species listed under the Endangered Species
Act. We anticipate that at the Administration’s request level, we will be able to im-
plement activities to conserve and manage marine mammals and meet our respon-
sibilities.

The fiscal year 2005 appropriation included $1,183,000 for grants to develop and
implement cooperative agreements with Alaska Native organizations, under Section
119 of the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended in 1994. These
agreements enhance the management of polar bears, Pacific walrus, and northern
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sea otters in Alaska. In fiscal year 2005, funds are being provided to the Eskimo
Walrus Commission, the Alaska Sea Otter and Steller Sea Lion Commission, and
the Alaska Nanuuq (Polar Bear) Commission, where they continue to be used to de-
velop the management capabilities of the Native community for locally directed sub-
sistence harvest. The funds appropriated in fiscal year 2005 help bring together peo-
ple from remote villages to develop and implement effective and consensus manage-
ment strategies, which enhances communication within the Native community and
between the Native community and the Service. Other cooperative projects increase
local involvement in gathering environmental data and compiling traditional knowl-
edge to support sustainable use of marine mammal subsistence resources. The Serv-
ice establishes Cooperative agreements with the three Commissions on an annual
basis and therefore, these grant-funded tasks will be completed in fiscal year 2005.
The Service has committed $250,000 from our fiscal year 2006 budget for implemen-
tation of Section 119 Agreements.

The fiscal year 2005 Appropriation also included $986,000 for the continued devel-
opment of marine mammal population survey methods in Alaska. These funds pro-
vide the opportunity to obtain biological information to address high priority re-
source issues. They also help develop and test innovative survey techniques relating
to walrus, sea otters and polar bears in Alaska. Survey activities undertaken with
these funds will be used to refine remote sensing with thermal imaging to estimate
walrus numbers, which dramatically increases the Service’s ability to conduct crit-
ical abundance estimates for Pacific walrus. In addition, sea otter surveys funded
with these dollars will be conducted to help evaluate regional trends for a declining
population as well as questions regarding potential seasonal distribution changes
within specific regions where numbers of sea otters have been depleted. Additional
surveys conducted with these funds will improve information on the distribution of
the southern Beaufort Sea polar bear populations. Successful completion of these
preliminary projects also is expected during fiscal year 2005.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN
STANDING ROCK IRRIGATION

Question. Low lake levels at Lake Oahe, which spans 231 miles from Pierre, the
capital of South Dakota, to Bismarck, the capital of North Dakota, have been caus-
ing a number of problems for Standing Rock Sioux Tribe. From November 23-26,
2003, there was simply no drinking water at all in Fort Yates, ND. The Standing
Rock Sioux Tribe purchased and distributed bottled drinking water and other sup-
plies and the Bureau of Reclamation did what it could to restore the water supply
to the community during that holiday weekend.

More than a year later, however, the community is dealing with the effects of low
lake levels. It has hit the Tribe’s irrigation program particularly hard. Last year,
construction was completed on the Cannonball irrigation project as a part of the
Garrison project, but a temporary change in the intake was required to operate in
2004 due to low water levels on Lake Oahe. The original intake was never used be-
cause 11 feet of sediment had accumulated over the intake. In order for the irriga-
tion project to operate this year, a new intake is needed. The North Dakota delega-
tion sent a letter to the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, Mr. Keys, on
March 1, asking for funds to address this problem. Could you please tell us the sta-
tus of a response to our letter?

Answer. A letter was signed by the Commissioner on April 5, 2005 in response
to the North Dakota delegation. Attached is a copy of the letter for the record.

Question. Similar problems are plaguing two irrigation intakes that were con-
structed with BIA irrigation funds—the Fort Yates intake in North Dakota and the
Eagle intake in South Dakota. The Tribe has asked about the possibility of a re-
programming of fiscal year 2005 BIA funds or an appropriation of fiscal year 2006
funds to extend theses two intakes originally constructed with BIA funds. Could you
give the Subcommittee an analysis of the status of the fiscal year 2005 funding in
the BIA’s irrigation program, and explain what authorization and funding level
would be needed for the Subcommittee to appropriate funds in fiscal year 2006 to
address these problems?

Answer. As these are extensions of two existing intake structures, this would fall
under the BIA Irrigation Construction program. In fiscal year 2005, all Irrigation
Construction funding was directed to the Navajo Indian Irrigation Project (NIIP).
In fiscal year 2006 the President’s Budget request for Irrigation Construction is
$12.8 million and consists solely of funding for NIIP.
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The BIA has authority to undertake the Standing Rock water intake projects.
However, any funding for these projects should be identified separate and apart
from funding for NIIP. A consultant of the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe has provided
an estimate of $1.0 million for the Fort Yates intake extension project, which BIA
has validated, and $500,000 for the Eagle intake extension project which the BIA
is in the process of assessing.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM

Question. The fiscal year 2006 budget for the Fish and Wildlife Service includes
an increase of $12.9 million over the enacted level. With this increase the budget
justification notes an associated increase of 10 FTEs. However, the Fish and Wild-
life Service has indicated they may have to abolish as many as 200 positions under
this budget request due to increased costs and assessments. Will any positions be
eliminated or held open in fiscal year 2005 or fiscal year 2006 that have previously
been filled? If so, please provide a list by region and field station.

Answer. The positions in question are located in the National Wildlife Refuge pro-
gram. While they have been identified as a minimum staffing need, many of these
positions have never been funded. The impact to the budget is in lost opportunities
to address funding needs due to the absorption of fixed costs and across-the-board
rescissions.

Since 2001, the total number of Refuge FTEs has increased by 419 positions, or
roughly 16 percent. At the same time, however, the program has had to absorb
roughly $22.1 million in fixed costs that could otherwise have been used to hire al-
most an additional 278 new staff. The $22.1 million amount is comprised of two fac-
tors. The first factor is the gap between the legislated pay increase level and the
actual funding received for pay increases. Over multiple years, this gap has a cumu-
lative impact. The second factor is the annual impact of across-the-board rescissions.
In addition to preventing the program from hiring new staff, absorbing fixed costs
reduces opportunities to leverage funds, support additional volunteers and partner-
ships, and provide additional services to the public.

The Service continues to monitor the situation. Before leaving positions unfilled,
programs look at numerous other ways to contain costs. For example, the Service
extensively uses partnerships and volunteers to contain costs: in fiscal year
2005, there were over 45,000 volunteers.

SCIENTIFIC INTEGRITY

Question. Has the Department done anything to look into the results of a recently
conducted Union of Concerned Scientists and Public Employees for Environmental
Responsibility Survey of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service employees? How are you ad-
dressing these concerns about political interference at the Department?

Answer. The Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the information compiled by
the Union of Concerned Scientists and by Public Employees for Environmental Re-
sponsibility. In addition, the Service has studied the survey techniques and survey
instrument used by UCS and PEER. While the survey design, sample size, and re-
sponse rate make 1t difficult to draw precise inferences from the data collected, we
do not discount the fact that over 400 employees responded to this survey, express-
ing various forms of dissatisfaction or concern. The Service leadership will be con-
sidering these views and other more scientifically generated information in the com-
ing months to determine appropriate steps to address such concerns. We believe
that our requested $2 million Science Excellence budget initiative will provide im-
portant support in this effort. With regard to the UCS/PEER inferences about polit-
ical interference in decision-making, the Service believes it would benefit from revis-
ing its training programs to focus more attention on the roles of scientists, super-
visors and managers in decision-making and to place greater emphasis on decision-
support tools and their roles in structured decision-making. This effort will be di-
rectly supported by our fiscal year 2006 Science Excellence funding request and will
strengthen and sharpen the application and role of science in the decision making
process.

LEAFY SPURGE

Question. Please provide the funding levels by agency and management unit in-
cluded in the fiscal year 2006 President’s budget for leafy spurge eradication in
North Dakota.

Answer. The Department’s 2006 President’s budget includes an estimated $2.0
{)nillion in total for leafy spurge and yellow star thistle, broken out as follows, by

ureau:
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Agency Amount
BLM $700,000
USGS 300,000
FWS 646,000
NPS 250,000
BIA 200,000

Funds are distributed based on priority needs and at this point in time, informa-
tion on leafy spurge funding by state is not available.

TRIBAL PRIORITY ALLOCATIONS

Question. As you are aware, the Tribal Priority Allocations or “TPA” account in
the BIA budget makes up 40 percent of Operation of Indian Programs funding. TPA
funds basic, rubber-meets-the-road tribal services, including programs for tribal
courts, Indian child welfare, housing, welfare assistance, adult education and for-
estry. The fiscal year 2006 request proposes to “evaluate” the allocation of funding
under TPA and consider if there are better ways to distribute TPA funds. What as-
surance can you provide this Subcommittee that tribes will be consulted before any
redistribution plan is put in place? Given that tribal consultation sessions are al-
ready being held in the formulation of the fiscal year 2007 budget, how will any re-
allocation or redistribution proposal affect the development of the fiscal year 2007
budget request?

Answer. The Tribes will play a significant role in the analysis of the current TPA
funding formula. The Tribal Budget Advisory Council has established a working
group to evaluate this issue. If the evaluation indicates a need to revise the funding
formula, proposals will be developed and considered in consultation with the Tribes.
This evaluation is in a very preliminary stage; therefore, the impact to the fiscal
year 2007 budget request cannot yet be determined.

MNI SOSE WATER RIGHTS

Question. In December, 2004, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) notified the Mni
Sose Intertribal Water Rights Coalition (Coalition) that its fiscal year 2005 funding
had been eliminated. This Coalition consists of 28 tribes in the Missouri River Basin
and has been operating for twelve years pursuant to a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with the BIA. The MOA was based on providing trust services and respon-
sibilities to the Northern Plains Tribes due to a lack of BIA manpower, interagency
relationships, and knowledge of trust issues. Can you tell the subcommittee why
these funds were eliminated and whether or not the Department has identified un-
obligated funds that could be reprogrammed to the Coalition?

Answer. In fiscal year 2005, the budget for the Water Resources Management,
Planning, and Pre-development, program was reduced by $418,000. This restricted
the program’s ability to fund all initiatives that had been supported the previous
year. In distribution of the fiscal year 2005 funds, BIA staff carefully monitored the
provisions required under the MOA between the Coalition, and also reviewed the
Coalitions’s proposed projects an accordance with national criteria. The coalition did
not rank high enough, when compared to other Tribal needs, to receive funding. If
funding becomes available for reprogramming, funding for the Coalition will be con-
sidered among other priority funding needs.

BIA REPLACEMENT SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

Question. BIA is responsible for operating 184 schools in 23 states that serve
roughly 48,000 children. The budget says that funding for the school construction
program supports the President’s commitment to “leave no child behind,” and that
the goal is to “provide an environment conducive to quality educational achieve-
ment.” Yet, the administration’s budget proposes to reduce funding for replacement
schools by $62 million. That’s a cut of 58 percent from the current enacted level,
and 69 percent from the 2004 level. Congress has provided a substantial amount
of money to the construction program over the past 4 or 5 years, and these projects
take some time to complete. But despite the increases, one-third of BIA schools are
still listed as being in “poor” condition. According to the budget, BIA has had some
carryover balances in the construction account, so the thinking here is that by cut-
ting the funding, the planning and design people can “catch up with construction
awards.” BIA will carry over $175 million in fiscal year 2006, approximately 55 per-
cent of the $319 million appropriated in fiscal year 2005. The National Park Service
will carry over $385 million, or 127 percent of the $302 million appropriated last
year. Yet, despite having more than twice the carryover as BIA, the request for
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Park Service construction is actually up $22 million, a 7 percent increase. Knowing
that there are still 60 schools out there that are in drastic need of replacement, why
is school construction funding being cut by 58 percent? And if this is really all about
carryover balances, then why is the Park Service being spared a similar cut in its
construction program?

Answer. The table below summarizes carryover as a percent of total available
funding for NPS BLM, FWS, and BIA. However, carryover balances were not the
only factor considered. The funding level for each construction account was based
on an evaluation of facts specific to each bureau. For BIA, funding for school con-
struction was reduced to maximize our ability to complete schools already in the de-
sign process or under construction. The budget maintains the pace of the current
program by including funding to begin planning and design for future projects

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 2004 Fiscal year Percent
change
Carryover 2005 2006 fisczaoloéear
Enacterd Total asa
p Carryover percent enacted request vs.
BA available ! of total BA BA fiscal year
available 2005
NPS $409 $723 $339 47 $355 $358 1
BLM 14 28 14 50 11 6 —45
FWS 72 143 68 48 96 22 =71
BIA? 347 610 216 35 319 232 =21

1Total available includes carryover from prior years, recoveries, and new budget authority.
2The numbers shown for BIA represent the total construction account, not just school construction.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TIM JOHNSON

Question. As you know, the National Center for Earth Resources Observation and
Science (commonly known as “EROS”) in Sioux Falls, South Dakota, is an extraor-
dinarily important resource not only for my state, but for our nation and the inter-
national community. You have been extremely helpful in working with me and oth-
ers to avert the potential crisis that could have resulted from the May 2003 mal-
function of the Landsat 7 satellite’s scan line corrector (SLC). Your cooperation in
reprogramming funds for use at EROS helped to address funding shortfalls caused
by the malfunction, and you were instrumental in assembling the President’s fiscal
year 2006 budget request, which seeks funding increases that will help to ensure
the long-term continuity of the Landsat data record. I look forward to working with
you and my colleagues in Congress to ensure that this essential funding is deliv-
ered. I remain concerned, however, about the possibility that another more serious
Landsat malfunction between now and the launch of its successor in 2009, at the
earliest, could cause a gap in the Landsat data record. Does the USGS expect a
Landsat data gap to occur?

Answer. A land imaging sensor is scheduled to launch on the first NPOESS (Na-
tional Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite System) satellite (launch
currently targeted for late CY 2009). The extent of a gap, if any, between Landsat
7 and NPOESS will depend on the continued health of Landsat 7 as well as
NPOESS’ ability to remain on schedule. Given the uncertainties involved, the USGS
and NASA are developing plans to buy imagery to mitigate any negative impacts
to users of the Landsat data (discussed below in greater detail).

Question. Given that such a gap would diminish the value of the Landsat data
record and potentially harm our data processing capabilities, it is in our interest to
do all we can to prevent a gap from occurring. Could you outline the preventive
steps being taken by USGS?

Answer. USGS flight engineers continually monitor telemetry from Landsat 7 to
maintain the health and safety of the spacecraft and the sensor on board. For sev-
eral months in 2004, the engineers tracked anomalies in the performance of one of
Landsat 7’s three gyroscopes, which are used to maintain and control the position
and orientation of the spacecraft. After extensive analysis, the USGS decided to
shut off one “gyro”. During the same period, the USGS worked closely with NASA
experts to perform a risk assessment, as the Landsat 7 satellite design requires two
gyros for successful operation. The USGS continues to monitor the remaining gyros.
So far, however, the remaining gyros are functioning with no problems, and they
could last for the duration of the mission. The USGS is taking preventive steps,
though, by conducting a study that would allow for operation of the satellite using
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a single gyro. This approach has worked successfully on other satellites designed for
two-gyro performance, and a hardware/software test of single-gyro flight procedures
is planned for the summer of 2005.

Question. Further, should these preventive steps fail, how would USGS minimize
the negative consequences of a gap?

Answer. In case these preventive steps fail, the USGS, with NASA and with input
from the user community, is investigating alternatives for partial mitigation of a
data gap. That is, while no single satellite or combination of satellites can duplicate
the spectral content and geographic coverage of Landsat 7, one or more foreign land-
observing satellite systems may be able to provide, at reasonable cost, twice-annual
global coverage of imagery with spectral characteristics that are somewhat similar
to Landsat 7. The USGS is currently evaluating data from such systems and holding
preliminary discussions with the data providers.

Question. Finally, could you explain the extent to which the President’s fiscal year
2006 budget request for Landsat 7 operations and the Landsat Data Continuity Mis-
sion would help to prevent and respond to a potential gap?

Answer. Baseline funding for the USGS Land Remote Sensing Program supports
ongoing, routine efforts to obtain and characterize sample data sets from commercial
land-observing satellites and from international government systems. In cooperation
with NASA scientists, sample data sets from systems capable of providing global
land coverage are currently being evaluated. Program funding for fiscal year 2006
is projected to continue supporting this effort. Should Landsat 7 fail during fiscal
year 2006, it is presumed that flight-operations funding for Landsat 7 could be shift-
ed toward obtaining alternative data once the decommissioning effort is completed.
LDCM is the longer-term solution to the status of Landsat 7. Timely launch of a
new land sensor by 2009 will provide a full replacement for Landsat 7.

CONCLUSION OF HEARINGS

Senator BURNS. Thank you very much. The subcommittee will
stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 11:12 a.m., Wednesday, March 10, the hearings
were concluded, and the subcommittee was recessed, to reconvene
subject to the call of the Chair.]
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

LETTER FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA

STATE OF NEVADA,
COLORADO RIVER COMMISSION OF NEVADA,
April 26, 2005.
Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chairman,
Subcommittee on Interior, Senate Committee on Appropriations, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BURNS: The Colorado River Commission of Nevada, the state
agency charged with protecting Nevada’s interests and rights in the water, power
and land resources of the Colorado River System, supports the appropriation of
$5,200,000 of Bureau of Land Management funds for assistance in salinity control
activities in the Colorado River Basin as recommended by the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Forum for fiscal year 2006. Specifically, the Colorado River Com-
mission supports the President’s request for the Soil, Water and Air management
for a designation that $800,000 be used to further advance Colorado River salinity
control efforts.

Salinity remains one of the major problems in the Colorado River. Congress has
recognized the need to confront this problem with its passage of Public Law 93-320
and Public Law 98-569. Your support of the current funding recommendations for
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program is essential to move the program
forward so that the congressionally directed salinity objectives are achieved.

Sincerely,
GEORGE M. CAAN,
Executive Director.

(143)
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LETTER FROM THE PENOBSCOT INDIAN NATION

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF AND COUNCIL,
PENOBSCOT NATION, COMMUNITY BUILDING,
Indian Island, Maine, April 19, 2005.

Hon. THAD COCHRAN, Chairman,
Hon. ROBERT BYRD, Ranking Minority Member,
Committee on Appropriations

Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chairman,
Hon. BYRON DORGAN, Ranking Minority Member,
Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Dear SENATORS: Thank you very much for all the work you and the Committee
members have accomplished over the years on behalf of Tribal governments and our
citizens. Indian Country certainly has shown some improvement as a result of your
efforts and the Committee is held in high esteem by all Tribes. We are most grateful
for all that you have done and continue to do.

On April 14 the House Appropriations Subcommittee on the Interior, Environ-
ment and Related Agencies held public hearings and on behalf of the Penobscot Na-
tion, I testified and submitted a written statement. I am attaching a copy of our
testimony and ask that you consider it during your deliberations this year and make
it a part of any hearing record. I am also attaching a letter I recently sent to Claude
Allen, President Bush’s Domestic Policy Advisor and Director of the Domestic Policy
Council. A number of tribal leaders have had two meetings in recent months with
Mr. Allen at which numerous topics were discussed and a comprehensive list of
issues affecting Federal agencies were developed.

In follow up to these sessions, I sent the attached letter to Mr. Allen in which
I commented on areas of concerns affecting various Federal agencies. Copies have
also been sent to the respective Cabinet Level Secretaries overseeing those agencies
and departments.

At these meetings and in follow-up correspondence, it is clear that a fundamental
area of concern is the inadequacy of funding for programs affecting Indian tribes.
I am sure you hear this from various groups but I believe the situation in Indian
County is particularly grave and is in fact inequitable when compared to other
groups. I would like to draw your attention to a report entitled, A Quiet Crisis: Fed-
eral Funding and Unmet Needs in Indian Country. This was published by the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights in 2003 after a detailed examination of Indian pro-
grams. Its findings were not a surprise to those of who live on Indian reservations
but should be shocking to the rest of the country and to policy makers and appropri-
ators such as yourselves. If you have not read the report, I would urge that you to
get a copy and review it in detail. I also want to point your attention to a subse-
quent report by the Commission entitled, Broken Promises: Evaluating the Native
American Health Care System (Sept. 2004). These reports indicate that the level of
Federal funding made available to Indian people, when compared to other groups
for whom the Federal government has a responsibility, is so much less as to con-
stitute a violation of the civil rights of American Indian people. To cite but one ex-
ample, the per capita health care expenditures for Medicare recipients is $5,915; for
Veterans getting health care from the VA, we spend an average of $5,214; for in-
mates in federal prisons, the Congress appropriates $3,803, and for Indian people
the figure is $1,914. Gentlemen, if we know that it costs over $5,000 to provide
health care to a Veteran and if we know that it costs almost $4,000 to serve the
medical needs of prisoner, how can we spend less than $2,000 per Indian? What
message is this sending to the Indian people as to their relative value in this coun-
try.

Two statements from the 2004 report bear repeating:

“It has long been recognized in Native American and medical communities that
Native Americans are dying of diabetes, alcoholism, tuberculosis, suicide, uninten-
tional injuries, and other health conditions at shocking rates. Beyond these mor-
tality rates, Native Americans also suffer significantly lower health status and dis-
proportionate rates of disease compared with all other Americans. These realities
should come as no surprise to those with a basic knowledge of our nation’s history
and those charged with making policies that influence the future of the Native
American population.”

That report also pointed to the “failure of Congress to provide the resources nec-
essary to create and maintain an effective health care system for Native Ameri-
cans.”
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The time has come to address this disparity and while I understand there are
budget constraints I also know that when this country confronts a crisis, like we
have in Iraq where we will soon have spent $300 billion, we can find the money
necessary. Gentlemen, we have such a crisis here at home and ironically it is with
the only people inside this country that the United States signed treaties with that
included language committing the United States to the provision of health care.
Would you consider committing to the simple proposition of allowing Indian health
care expenditures to achieve parity with other groups? That would lead to a dou-
bling of the budget of the Indian Health Service were we to achieve parity with pris-
oners or a two and a half fold increase in the IHS budget to achieve parity with
Veterans. If you commit to achieving such parity I know it can’t be done in one year
but it could be accomplished in a phased fashion over three to five years.

Finally, and more locally, I direct your attention to the fact that the proposed
budget eliminates the BIA’s Community Fire Protection. The proposed elimination
of this program directly contradicts the Department of Interior’s Strategic Plan
(2003-2005) which identifies the “Protection of Lives, Resources, & Property” as a
core mission. The Penobscot Reservation is an island in the middle of the Penobscot
River, with one bridge providing the only entrance and exit. We have approximately
300 single-family homes which house approximately 545 persons, 16 elderly apart-
ments, a school with 100+ students in attendance and six tribal buildings housing
approximately 125 employees. Additionally, we are currently constructing an elderly
assisted living complex, and are in the planning stages of building 15 new single
family homes. We recently met with our neighboring town’s (Old Town, Maine), Fire
Department officials to discuss the possibility of contracting with them for our fire
protection needs. Unfortunately, the town reported to us that they could not enter
into a contractual agreement. As indicated in the attached, it is a priority of the
Penobscot people that the Committee restore funding for the Community Fire Pro-
tection and we ask that when you do you direct the BIA include an additional
$150,000 to our TPA base for the Penobscot Nation’s community fire program.

Overall our request was for an additional TPA of $655,500 for Fire, Police, Eco-
nomic & Community Development and Veterans Services Coordination for Indian
Veterans of Maine, and, access to Title IV-E of Foster Care.

Again, Thank you very much, we sincerely do appreciate all you are doing for In-
dian People.

May GheChe’ Nawais be with you, with all of our families and “All Our Rela-
tions.”

JAMES SAPPIER, Chief,
Penobscot Nation.

Attachments.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES SAPPIER, TRIBAL CHIEF, PENOBSCOT NATION

Chairman Taylor, Ranking Member Dicks and Members; Thank you for this op-

portunity to testify.

—My name is James Sappier, Chief of the Penobscot Nation in Maine.

—We live on Indian Island, one of over two hundred islands in the Penobscot
River that make up our reservation lands in central Maine.

—Our written testimony has been given to the Clerk, as well as a copy of our let-
ter to the President’s Domestic Policy Council.

—1I will give a brief summary.

—We strongly oppose the Administration’s proposed fiscal year 2006 Bureau of In-
dian Affairs Budget which proposes a decrease to the Tribal Priority Allocations
(TPA) resulting in reduction and/or elimination of programs vital to the Penob-
scot Nation’s safety and well-being.

—The Penobscot Nation, as do most Tribal communities, rely heavily upon BIA
funding to support their essential community needs, as fire protection, law en-
forcement, education, housing, trust lands protection, health and human serv-
ices. etc.

—All Services that are 638 contracted by the Tribe.

—Our specific requests to the Committee for the fiscal year 2006 budget includes:

Appropriation requests of Bureau of Indian Affairs of $655,500

—$150,000 for Community Fire Protection,

—$100,000 for Economic Development,

—A need for $60,000 for law enforcement,

—$172,000 for community development, and
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—$173,500 for the Indian Veterans of Maine—the Penobscots, Passamaquoddies,
Maliseets and Micmacs of central Maine and, SUPPORT FOR TRIBAL ACCESS
TO TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE

For Indian Health Services

The Committee should increase the IHS budget to at least the level of health care
that prisoners receive. Our budget would be doubled.

Also, Tribes need a waiver to participate in Social Security benefits and programs.
Indians don’t live that long and programs that require age-based qualification for
eligibility, discriminate against our members and their receiving full services.

—An example, since January 2004, we have buried 21 Tribal members, the aver-

age age was 57 years old.

—This is actually 1 percent of our total Tribal population.

For the Environmental Protection Administration

Each year the Tribal Operations Committee’s Indian Caucus submits a Tribal
budget based on need to the administration and each year they receive about 45
percent of their budget request.

The Tribes will never catch up to the numerous entities that receive program and
environmental support.

Tribes are truly 25 years too late in coming into the EPA system.

The letter to the President’s Domestic Policy Council illustrates a more in-depth
description of conditions that confront our Tribes and especially those areas within
the scope of this Committee, the Interior, Health and Environment of Indian Coun-
try.

—This letter places much emphasis on the “Quiet Crisis—Federal Funding and
Unmet Needs In Indian Country” a report prepared by the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights in 2003.

—1It really brings to the forefront the real problems in Indian Country.

—After a detailed analysis, the Commission concluded that funding for programs
for Indian Tribes simply have not kept up with spending for non-native pro-
grams, or to meet the increase population growth of Indian Country.

—Congress must consider the impact of inflationary costs.

—Specifically federal funding for Native American programs is inadequate and
goes unnoticed because it is unreported, unmonitored, unaccounted for, and in-
consistently tracked.

Specifically, for BIA the following were noted:

—When adjusted for inflation, the impact of TPA funding shortfalls become more
evident.

—The TPA budget has diminished the real spending power of tribal governments
dramatically.

—Tribal governments do not receive funds at the rate of inflation, and they have
also been losing real spending power at a dramatic rate.

—Over the period of the report, 1998-2003, TPA spending power has lost $36.5
million or 4.4 percent.

—These inflationary costs coupled with the $10 million reduction is making it im-
possible for Tribal Governments to continue to operate programs that the Fed-
eral Government has a legal obligation through treaties, settlement acts, and
statutes to provide.

—Tribal self-determination is endangered if these reductions are enacted.

—Penobscot Nation has no other funding sources to pay for the program oper-
ational shortfalls and may be left with no alternative but to consider retroces-
sion of these programs.

—Under the Indian Self-Determination Act we can retrocede a program back to
the United States and the agency involved (BIA or IHS for instance) would be
required to send personnel to Maine, establish offices and take over the man-
agement and operation of that program.

—The costs for administration, management and operations of BIA programs
would be 250-300 percent higher.

—As reflected within the USCRC report, “A Quiet Crisis,” all Departments listed
actually place our Tribes in jeopardy.

—A copy of the letter sent to the President’s Domestic Policy Council for their at-
tention and involvement is available.

—Each Department and agency has received a heads-up transmittal letter and a
copy of the Council letter as well.

—The letter to the Domestic Policy Council brings to the forefront many issues
that need to be addressed by the Committee.
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—The Department of Interior’s Strategic Plan (2003-2005) clearly identifies as
one of its four missions to be the “Protection of Lives, Resources, & Property”.

—~Certainly, our appropriation requests identified falls within the scope of the De-
partment’s mission.

—The Penobscot Nation is currently working on several economic development

projects, including a Mail-Order Pharmacy Service.

—We are confident that these projects will have the potential to change our dev-

astating economic.

Last July I resigned from EPA-Boston, went home, and was elected Chief in Sep-
tember taking Office in October. I could not continue working within the federal
structure and watch the slow degradation overcoming our communities.

Federal Agency Program Managers, 3 or 4 levels below the Secretariat will not
and/or are very reluctant to disinvest program funds for purposes of increasing In-
dian Program funding. As well, this is true of Congressional Committees and their
staffers as budget levels are determined for each Committee in carrying out their
responsibilities.

We should not pit one constituency against another and as no one gains and hard
feelings cause unnecessary disruptions.

What do we do with the USCRC report, A Quiet Crisis?

In Indian Country, this question is being raised, and, we believe that yearly budg-
et increases in phases one, two and three years can only be accomplished in the Ad-
ministration, the Congress and the Tribes working together as true governmental
partners. We really must do something and very, very soon.

Would the United States commit to a three year phase approach to bring the
Tribes up to parity, in program budget levels?

The Penobscot Nation appreciates the opportunity to express our concerns per-
taining to the proposed fiscal year 2006 appropriations and especially for your atten-
tion to these crucial matters.

We truly need your support.

I’d like to introduce Penobscot Nation elder, Sgt. Charles Shay, he would like to
speak with you in regard to our Maine Indian Veterans. Sgt. Shay was a Prisoner
of War in Germany during World War II.

Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SGT. CHARLES SHAY

—My name is Charles Shay, and, I was a World War II “Prisoner of War” in Ger-
many in the 1940’s.

—This experience shaped my life, as it has for all the Indian Veterans who have
served in all the wars.

—Maine for the first 150 years defined the Penobscot Indians as “paupers” and
in 1966 our Tribal members got the right to vote.

—You must remember that the Colonist joined us, the Penobscots in those early
years.

—As we were at war with England and as well, the Boston Colony had a Procla-
mation for scalping Penobscot men, women and children in 1757, signed by Gov-
ernor Phips.

—Before the United States and after the birth of the United States, our Tribe has
fought for this Country in every war.

—dJoining the service and defending the United States was never a problem for
my Tribe, the Penobscot Nation.

—Penobscot Tribal members served in all wars from the Revolutionary War to to-
day’s Iraq.

—We have always been there when our Country called.

—You should not treat our Indian Veterans the way you do.

—Likewise Veteran services have been unknown to us and only recently have we
been able to receive some of these.

—Penobscot Nation and the Tribes of Maine really need an Indian Veteran Serv-
ices Coordinator to advocate and guide Indian Veterans through the maze of pa-
perwork and programs, the forms and applications.

—Penobscot Nation is willing to have the Office centralized in Maine at Indian
Island. This cost of $173,500 should be shared between Veterans Administration
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of Interior.

—It is time to treat our People, Indian People, with the respect they have earned.

—Our Veterans have never received the full benefits for which they have given
their life. Many being wounded should have received these over the many,
many years they have been available.
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Thank you very much for taking the time to listen to me and we do need help
for our veterans.

Mr Chairman, Members of the Committee, Ladies and Gentleman: Before I begin
stating the reason for my being here to address you, I think it appropriate to fur-
nish you with information about myself. My name is Charles Norman Shay, born
27 June 1924, Native American and a proud member of the Penobscot Indian Na-
tion. Our home is a small island on the Penobscot River located near Old Town,
Maine.After graduating from High School in 1942 I was required to register for con-
scription into the military service which I found to be unfair because at time we
were second class citizens in our own country without the right to vote in federal
and state elections among other things. We were classified with paupers and other
undisirables

I entered the military service in April 1943 and after completing Basic Training
and a Medical/Surgical Technician School, I was sent to England where I was as-
signed to the 16th Infantry Regiment, 1st Infantry Division who, at this time, were
preparing for the invasion of Europe. Our unit debarked at “Omaha Beach” on 6
June 1944. I was awarded the “Silver Star” for actions that took place at this time.
Our units continued on through France into Aachen, Germany and eventually on
to Remagen, Germany where were able to cross the Rhine River on a bridge that
had been secured by other forces of the 1st Army. Our mission, to establish a
“Beachhead” so that other forces could follow. This action took place on 24 March
1945 and on 25 March the infantry squad that I was attached to became isolated
from the main unit when German Forces launched a counter-attack. We were all
taken captive, but only for a few short weeks. Once across the Rhine, allied forces
made a massive advance across Germany and Austria and shortly thereafter World
War II came to an end. In the summer of 1950, after spending four years in Vienna,
Austria with the occupation forces I returned to the United States in July and was
ssigned to the 7th Infantry Regiment, 3rd Infantry Division. In September of the
same year we were on our way to Korea. Our Unit participated in many skirmishes
with the North Korean and Chinese forces. I was awarded the “Bronze Star” with
two Oak Leaf Clusters and the Combat Medic Badge, 2nd Award. On 24 June 1952
I took an “Honorable Discharge” from the U.S. Army after 10 years of service.
Shortly thereafter, I enlisted in the U.S. Air Force and on 31 July 1964 I finally
retired from the military service. While serving in the Air Force I perticipated in
“Operation Castle” Atomic Test at Eniwetok Proving Ground in the winter of 1954.
In 1965, I obtained a position with the International Atomic Energy Agency with
Headquarters in Vienna, Austria until I retired on 31 December 1984. I was recalled
to U.N. Service in the spring of 1985 and acted as security office with the office of
the High Commissioner for Refugies, Vienna Office for an additional two and one-
half years.

The Penobscot Indian has perticipated in all wars beginning with the Revolu-
tionary War to the present war that is going on in Iraq. Our ancestors never evaded
the opportunity to offer their services to the democratic government of the United
States in time of war. This is substantiated by records that show that we had 38
Penobscots in the Revolutionary War, 20 in the Civil War, 26 in World War I, 80
in World War II at a time when the entire population of Indian Reservation num-
bered approximately 500 residents, 36 in the Korean War, 60 in the Viet Nam War.
Many of our ancestors paid the ultimate price and many others returned maimed
and disabled. For the wars following Viet Nam there are no statistics available. The
experience of participating in the military service during war time has had a deep
lying effect on our lives as any Veteran will tell you. Many experiences are some-
times hard to forget The time has come when we need to help and do what we can
for our veterans and their dependents. Benefits available to this group of people are
numerous and the interpretation and application for such can be very confusing to
the layman. Our veterans are in dire need of an Indian Veteran Services Coordi-
nator to guide them through the maize of paperwork and programs, forms and
methods of application and sometimes just plain advice as to what is best for them.
This person has to be experienced in interpretation and application of laws and reg-
ulations that govern federal benefits. This can only be done in a centralized office
that would be available not only to the Penobscots but to all Indians in the State
of Maine including indigenous groups that might be living here. The Penobscot In-
dian Nation is willing to host such an operation at our reservation, known as Indian
Island. Our reservation is centrally located in comparison to other reservations. The
coordinator of course would be responsible for monthly or bi-monthly visits to other
reservations, a problem that would be resolved once an office has been established.
Up until this time we have had people who have voluntarily assumed these respon-
sibilities and operated out of their home. However, their knowledge of federal bene-
fits was very limited and their activities were confined to arranging for military
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honors at funerals and the obtaining of head stones. A very small benefit for the
Penobscot Veteran when one thinks of the sacrifices made by them. The cost of such
an operation has been estimated to be $173,500.

Taken into consideration were burials, transportation (the Veterans Hospital is lo-
cated at Togus a distance of almost 200 miles), financial assistance in cases of pov-
erty and/or low-income and of course wages for a coordinator, office supplies and
computer hardware/software and installation of such. Office space would be pro-
vided including electricity and heat by the Penobscot Indian Nation. All costs should
be shared between VA and BIA-DOL. As spokesman for the Penobscot Indian Vet-
eran and for other Indian Veterans in the State of Maine we hope that you will not
let us down and after your careful consideration that your response to this proposal
will be positive.

I thank you for your attention.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN HIKING SOCIETY

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, American Hiking Society rep-
resents 5,000 members and the 500,000 members of our 180 affiliated organizations.
As the national voice for America’s hikers, American Hiking Society promotes and
protects foot trails and the hiking experience—and is a long time partner with the
National Park Service (NPS), USDA Forest Service, and Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM). Demand for recreation is growing at a rapid pace; unfortunately, fed-
eral funding for trails and recreation is not growing nearly as fast and is now de-
clining in many areas. In order for Americans to enjoy the outdoors, experience our
rich natural heritage, and find healthy places to recreate, we need protected open
spaces and well-maintained trails and other recreation facilities. We appreciate the
Subcommittee’s past support and urge you to support strong funding that will pro-
tect trails and recreation resources for future generations. American Hiking makes
the following funding recommendations for fiscal year 2006:

National Park Service:

—Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program: $9.7 million

—National Trails System: $10 million, plus $1.25 million for GIS Network

USDA Forest Service:

—Recreation Management, Heritage and Wilderness: $275 million

—Capital Improvement and Maintenance—Trails: $80 million

Bureau of Land Management:

—Recreation Management: $70 million

—National Landscape Conservation System: $47 million

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF):

—Stateside LWCF: $300 million

—Federal LWCF: $450 million

—Federal LWCF, Ice Age National Scenic Trail, National Park Service: $4 million

—Federal LWCF, Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, Forest Service: $5 million

—Federal LWCF, Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, BLM: $1.5 million

Trails represent one of our nation’s most valuable assets, bringing individuals and
families outside for recreation, inspiration, and education, and providing healthy
physical activities, alternatives for transportation, and economic development for
local communities. Hiking is one of the nation’s most popular outdoor activities—
72 million Americans hike regularly or occasionally (Outdoor Industry Association
Participation Study 2004). However, years of inadequate funding jeopardize the pro-
tection of natural and cultural resources and the experiences of millions of
recreationists every year.

Federal policy encouraging partnerships, healthy lifestyles, and promoting vol-
unteerism to protect and maintain our public lands warrants increased funding for
trail and recreation programs across the land management agencies. Targeted fund-
ing increases coupled with increased on-the-ground recreation staff, including trail
and volunteer coordinators, is essential to providing and preserving hiking and
other outdoor recreation opportunities nationwide.

NPS, RIVERS, TRAILS, AND CONSERVATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (RTCA): $9.7 MILLION

Through its RTCA program, the NPS implements its natural resource conserva-
tion and outdoor recreation mission in communities across America. RTCA yields
enormous benefits to communities by fostering partnerships between federal, state,
and local interests to restore rivers and wildlife habitat, develop trail and greenway
networks, preserve open space, and revitalize communities—all contributing to im-
proved quality of life and close-to-home recreation. RTCA is highly effective and cost
efficient. In 2004 alone, NPS community projects reported more than 680 new trail
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miles, more than 330 newly protected river miles, more than 22,700 acres of newly
protected natural areas and more than $40 million leveraged funding from other
sources. RTCA plays a critical role in creating a nationwide network of parks and
open spaces, supporting conservation partnerships, promoting volunteerism, and en-
couraging physical activity. The Administration’s HealthierUS Initiative explicitly
highlights RTCA for its efforts in promoting physical activity.

RTCA is a very successful and popular program but continues to lack adequate
funding. Despite RTCA’s accomplishments in coordinating upwards of 300 projects
annually, RTCA funding has remained relatively stagnant during the last decade
and lagged well behind the rate of inflation. The program’s declining real budget
and funding shortages result in limited staff positions in several regions, office clo-
sures, and reduced staff participation within communities and on-the-ground
projects, diminishing essential services of this field-based technical assistance pro-
gram. Flat funding results in an annual loss of approximately 4 positions, as per-
sonnel costs continue to rise through inflation and cost-of-living increases, while
project costs must be cut back. We strongly urge you to fund RTCA at $9.7 million
to remedy the program’s continued erosion, compensate for losses due to inflation,
and enable the program to respond to growing needs and opportunities in commu-
nities throughout the country.

NPS, NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM: $10 MILLION, PLUS $1.25 MILLION FOR GIS NETWORK

The NPS administers eighteen of the twenty-four national scenic and historic
trails, but only one—the Appalachian National Scenic Trail—is fully open for public
use from end-to-end. For most of these trails, barely half of their congressionally au-
thorized length and resources are protected and available for public use. A min-
imum of $10 million in fiscal year 2006 is crucial for resource protection, trail main-
tenance, interpretation, and volunteer coordination and support for these long-dis-
tance trails. In addition, NPS requires $1.25 million to continue work on a Geo-
graphic Information System network for the National Trails System to better ad-
minister, manage, and protect trail resources and landscapes. American Hiking
thanks the Subcommittee for its support of the National Trails System and urges
you to increase funding to help complete and protect these national treasures. Amer-
ican Hiking Society endorses the specific funding requests submitted by the Partner-
ship for the National Trails System.

USDA FOREST SERVICE, RECREATION MANAGEMENT, HERITAGE AND WILDERNESS: $275
MILLION

The current investment in Forest Service recreation falls far below national needs.
The Forest Service estimates that recreation creates nearly 80 percent of the Gross
Domestic Product generated from Forest Service land, yet only about 10 percent of
the agency budget is dedicated to recreation. Additionally, our national forests in-
clude the vast majority of our nation’s designated wilderness areas, where opportu-
nities for primitive recreation are abundant. Flat funding, as proposed in the Ad-
ministration’s budget combined with cost of living increases and inflationary pres-
sures, would result in a net decrease of $6.2 million to the program’s real budget.
The Forest Service requires increased funding for recreation management to protect
critical resources; upgrade recreation facilities; reduce the $178 million recreation
deferred maintenance backlog and address the $136 million capital improvement
needs for recreation sites and facilities; augment on-the-ground recreation staff; im-
prove recreation resource analyses and planning; and more effectively utilize part-
nerships and volunteers.

FOREST SERVICE, CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT AND MAINTENANCE—TRAILS: $80 MILLION

The Forest Service manages 133,000 miles of trails and requires increased fund-
ing to restore and maintain these thousands of trail miles; reduce the $106 million
trails maintenance backlog and address the $99.2 million capital improvement con-
struction needs for trails; improve trail infrastructure; prevent and mitigate re-
source impacts; and provide safe, high-quality recreational experiences for millions
of hikers and other trail enthusiasts. The fiscal year 2006 Administration budget
request would result in a net decrease of $13.3 million, adversely affecting critical
trail needs across the country. The Forest Service administers three national scenic
trails and one national historic trail and manages parts of 16 other trails. We ask
that you appropriate $3.037 million as a separate budgetary item, in addition to the
Administration request, specifically for the Continental Divide, Florida, and Pacific
Crest National Scenic Trails and the Nez Perce National Historic Trail as outlined
by the Partnership for the National Trails System.
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Increased funding for recreation and trails is especially crucial to the agency’s
Recreation Agenda goal of placing trail and volunteer coordinators and/or recreation
planners at each national forest and for each nationally designated area or trail. De-
spite the Forest Service’s increased emphasis on recreation, we are very concerned
that this conversation at the top is not translating to the ground. Very few national
forests have even one full-time trails coordinator. Understaffing often results in vol-
unteers performing essential functions instead of agency personnel or willing volun-
teers being turned away. And despite the number of hiking and other recreation or-
ganizations that offer to volunteer to build and maintain trails in national forests,
very few forests have a volunteer coordinator. These efforts warrant an expanded
commitment to trails and recreation funding, notably funding for recreation staff on
the ground.

BLM, RECREATION MANAGEMENT: $70 MILLION

The BLM supports a broad range of recreational opportunities within its 261 mil-
lion acres yet continues to receive very limited funding for recreation. BLM is focus-
ing on a comprehensive travel management approach to managing roads and trails
and providing adequate and appropriate public access and has generated many col-
laborative partnerships for trails. However, the BLM faces daunting challenges with
a growing deferred maintenance backlog for upkeep of more than 15,500 miles of
trails. BLM is also facing critical inventory, planning and management challenges
as it manages a staggering network of an estimated 600,000 mile of roads, trails,
routes and ways available for public use—with 80,000 miles maintained and signed.
Increased funding will support the development of travel management plans, inter-
pretation projects, stewardship education, outreach projects, expansion of partner-
ships, and the protection of natural and cultural resources impacted by increased
recreational use

BLM, NATIONAL LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION SYSTEM (NLCS): $47 MILLION

The NLCS protects and conserves the crown jewels of our public lands while pro-
viding a variety of benefits to the public, including diverse recreational opportuni-
ties. Additional funding is needed to support a range of activities in NLCS units in-
cluding: environmental education, site interpretation, and developing more compat-
ible land use ethics among public lands visitors; completing Resource Management
Plans and initiating implementation actions for national monuments and conserva-
tion areas; monitoring of recreation use; management of portions of twelve national
scenic and historic trails exceeding 5,200 miles; and developing and strengthening
partnerships for visitor services, recreation, interpretation, stewardship education,
and volunteers. We request $4.169 million for national trail administration, man-
agement, and operations as outlined by the Partnership for the National Trails Sys-
tem.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND (LWCF): $300 MILLION STATESIDE; $450 MILLION
FEDERAL

Federal and state land managers use the LWCF to create parks, protect trails and
open spaces, and preserve wilderness and wildlife habitat. Over the past decade, the
majority of LWCF funds have been diverted to programs unrelated to the traditional
LWCF wuses such as land protection and recreation. While LWCF funds have been
cut severely, the need for open space and recreation has soared. LWCF has helped
communities acquire nearly seven million acres of parkland, water resources, and
open space. LWCF has also underwritten the development of more than 37,000 state
and local park and recreation projects. Authorized at $900 million annually, LWCF
is one of the most important conservation tools ever designed and is critical to the
future protection of national trails. We request $12.5 million in federal LWCF for
the National Trails System. We vigorously oppose the Administration’s rec-
ommendation to terminate the state assistance program and urge you to retain
strong funding for this vital program.

Volunteer contributions are essential to trails and recreation programs, and
American Hiking and its members and member clubs do their part every year to
help maintain our nation’s outstanding network of trails. However, an increase in
volunteerism on public lands should not be perceived as an opportunity to cut agen-
cy budgets. In fact, the opposite is necessary. Creating a viable volunteer environ-
ment, leveraging willing human resources for burgeoning land managers’ needs, re-
quires additional investment in the infrastructure to support these volunteers. In
return, volunteers can help reduce the enormous maintenance and construction
backlogs in public agencies and be an educated, passionate voice for preserving and
protecting our public lands.
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On June 4, 2005, American Hiking will coordinate the thirteenth National Trails
Day (NTD) to raise public awareness and appreciation for trails. Participants will
gather at more than one thousand of NTD events nationwide. American Hiking So-
ciety members and outdoorspeople nationwide appreciate the Subcommittee’s sup-
port for trail and recreation in the past and look forward to continued strong sup-
port. Thank you for considering our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN HUMANE ASSOCIATION; AMERICAN HORSE
DEFENSE FUND; AMERICAN HORSE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION; AMERICAN MUSTANG
AND BURRO ASSOCIATION, INC.; AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRU-
ELTY TO ANIMALS; AMERICAN WILD HORSE PRESERVATION CAMPAIGN; CENTER FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION AND INFORMATION; FOREST GUARDIANS; FUND FOR
ANIMALS; HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES; INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY FOR
THE PROTECTION OF MUSTANGS AND BURROS; LEAST RESISTANCE TRAINING CON-
CEPTS, INC.; RETURN TO FREEDOM; SOCIETY FOR ANIMAL PROTECTIVE LEGISLATION;
VAQUERO HERITAGE FOUNDATION; WILD HORSE AND BURRO COALITION; WILD
HORSE AND BURRO FREEDOM ALLIANCE; AND WILD HORSE OBSERVERS ASSOCIA-
TION

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

In fiscal year 2001, the BLM received a $9 million budget increase to halve the
number of wild horses on the range within four years. Despite the agency’s inability
to meet this goal, large numbers of horses were removed from the range and this
new level of funding was maintained through fiscal year 2004. Last year, the agency
requested another increase of $10.5 million (plus another $2.3 million from South-
ern Nevada Public Land Management Act funds) so that it can once again begin
mass roundups to drastically reduce the number of wild horses and burros on the
range from a rough estimate of 35,000 to just 25,000 in a mere two to three years.
Yet the agency has failed to conduct the most basic research to justify its proposed
action. Despite a statutory requirement to base roundups on current data, the agen-
cy now spends less than 4 percent of its budget on range work, including monitoring
and censusing of wild horse populations, even though such work is critical to the
successful management of wild horse and burro populations and the range itself. In
fact, most herd management areas haven’t been censused for at least five years.

The removal of large numbers of horses creates a management crisis, witnessed
by recent events including the slaughter of 41 wild mustangs. Although the BLM
has recognized the shortage of good adoptive homes and has subsequently opened
several long-term holding facilities where horses are pastured in large groups, it is
unclear how the agency can sustain this plan of action; as more horses are rounded
up, additional facilities are needed. For 2005, BLM intends to round up 9,800 wild
horses and burros but estimates it will only be able to place 7,150 through the adop-
tion program. Already the agency spends some 40 percent of its annual budget on
caring for approximately 21,000 horses removed from the range, with nearly another
40 percent of the budget going to a marketing and adoption program that cannot
successfully place the thousands of wild horses and burros rounded up annually.

Furthermore, the BLM has not submitted a biannual report regarding the status
of the wild horse and burro program to Congress, as provided for in the 1971 Act.
Astonishingly, 1997 was the last year the BLM presented a report to Congress, cov-
ering the years from 1992-1995. Since that time, the BLM has, for all intents and
purposes, not been held accountable for its actions. Congress and the general public
have been denied an opportunity to scrutinize the agency’s management actions. Re-
questing additional funds to conduct massive and indiscriminate wild horse and
burro removals to levels that jeopardize the welfare of these animals, while at the
same time wasting hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars on the environmentally
destructive livestock grazing program, is nothing short of indefensible. The agency
has apparently lost sight of its legal mandate to protect wild free-roaming horses
and burros.

Most importantly, in light of the huge number of wild horses and burros being
rounded up through emergency and scheduled gathers and the passage of a last-
minute rider in the fiscal year 2005 omnibus spending package to allow for the
slaughter of wild horses, it is imperative that the “no-kill” provision that has been
attached to the Interior Appropriations bill for several years be included again in
fiscal year 2006. The Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act’s core principles have
always reflected the understanding that Americans want these animals to remain
free from slaughter or other forms of killing. Therefore, we join with the Doris Day
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Animal League and other animal protection organizations in urging that the fol-
lowing language be incorporated into the bill:

“No appropriations made herein shall be available for the sale, slaughter or de-
struction of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bureau
of Land Management or its contractors.”

Recent reports that 41 horses went to slaughter directly after they were sold by
BLM highlights the urgent need for this language.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INDIAN HIGHER EDUCATION CONSORTIUM

REQUEST SUMMARY

On behalf of the nation’s 35 Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs), which com-
prise the American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC), thank you for
this opportunity to present our fiscal year 2006 Appropriations requests for the 27
colleges funded under the Tribally Controlled College or University Assistance Act
(Tribal College Act), and for our two tribally controlled postsecondary vocational in-
stitutions. The U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, admin-
isters these programs. While ATHEC ultimately seeks full funding for all programs
authorized under the Tribal College Act, we recognize that a focused approach with
incremental increases is a realistic way to meet that goal. In fiscal year 2006, we
seek a total of $69.8 million for Tribal College Act programs. Our first priority with-
in this request is to increase funding for the day-to-day operations of institutions
funded under Titles I & II of the Act. For this we specifically request $67.5 million;
of which, $49.8 million would be for Title I grants (funding 26 tribal colleges) and
$17.7 would be allocated for Title II (Diné College). This request is an increase of
$9 million for Title I grants and a $6.6 million increase for Diné College over fiscal
year 2005 levels and a total of $24.275 million over the President’s budget request.
Additionally, we seek $215,000 for the technical assistance contract under Sec. 105
of the Act, an increase of approximately $100,000 over the President’s request.
These funds will help address continually emerging technical assistance needs and
to gather and analyze data necessary to comply with the Congressional request to
provide added information on TCUs; and $2 million is requested for endowments
under Title III of the Act. Also, we support $4.5 million for United Tribes Technical
College; and $2.25 million for Crownpoint Institute of Technology; the fiscal year
2006 submitted budget once again recommends eliminating funding for these two
tribally controlled postsecondary vocational institutions.

ATHEC’s membership also includes three other TCUs funded under separate au-
thorities within Interior Appropriations, namely: Haskell Indian Nations University;
Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute; and The Institute of American Indian
Arts. ATHEC supports the independently submitted requests for funding the institu-
tional operations of these institutions.

BACKGROUND AND FUNDING DISPARITIES

In 1972, six tribally controlled colleges established ATHEC to provide a support
network for member institutions. Today, AITHEC represents 35 Tribal Colleges and
Universities in 13 states, created specifically to serve the higher education needs of
American Indians. Annually, they serve approximately 30,000 full- and part-time
students from over 250 Federally recognized tribes.

The vast majority of TCUs is accredited by independent, regional accreditation
agencies and like all institutions of higher education, must undergo stringent per-
formance reviews on a periodic basis to retain their accreditation status. In addition
to college level programming, TCUs provide much-needed high school completion
(GED), basic remediation, job training, college preparatory courses, and adult edu-
cation. Tribal colleges fulfill additional roles within their respective communities
functioning as community centers, libraries, tribal archives, career and business
centers, economic development centers, public meeting places, and childcare centers.
An underlying goal of TCUs is to improve the lives of students through higher edu-
cation and to move American Indians toward self sufficiency.

Title I of the Tribal College Act authorizes funding for the basic institutional oper-
ating budget of one qualifying institution per federally recognized tribe based on a
full-time American Indian student enrollment formula. The Tribal College Act was
first funded in 1981. Today, 24 years later and notwithstanding an increase of $6
million in fiscal year 2005, these colleges are operating at $4,447 per full-time In-
dian student count (ISC), less than 75 percent of their authorized level of $6,000
per ISC. If in 2005 the TCUs were to be fully funded at $6,000 per ISC, with infla-
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tion factored in, they would have the same buying power as their initial fiscal year
1981 appropriations, which was $2,831 per ISC. This is not simply a matter of ap-
propriations falling short of an authorization; it effectively impedes our institutions
from having the necessary resources to grow their programs in response to the
changing needs of their students and the communities they serve.

JUSTIFICATIONS

(a) Tribal colleges provide critical access to vital postsecondary education opportu-
nities.—TCU reservations are located in remote areas, and their populations are
among the poorest in the nation. On average, median household income levels are
only about half of the level for the U.S. population as a whole. As a result, the cost
of attending a mainstream institution, which for many reservation communities is
several hours away, is prohibitively high, especially when tuition, travel, housing,
textbooks, and other expenses are considered.

(b) Tribal colleges are producing a new generation of highly trained American In-
dians as teachers, tribal government leaders, engineers, nurses, computer program-
mers, and other much-needed professionals.—By teaching the job skills most in de-
mand on their reservations, TCUs are laying a solid foundation for tribal economic
growth, with benefits for surrounding communities. In contrast to the high rates of
unemployment of reservations, 74 percent of recent tribal college graduates are em-
ployed and using the skills gained through their educational experiences. Many of
these graduates are employed in “high need” occupational areas such as Head Start
teachers, elementary and secondary school teachers, and nurses/health care pro-
viders. Just as important, the overwhelming majority of tribal college graduates re-
main in their tribal communities, applying their newly acquired skills and knowl-
edge where they are most needed. Nearly one-half of the faculty and staff of Little
Big Horn College in Crow Agency, Montana are graduates of the college.

(¢) Tribal colleges meet the strict standards of mainstream accreditation boards
and offer top quality academic programs.—Several TCUs have attained a ten-year
accreditation term, the longest term granted to any higher education institution.
The quality of the colleges’ programs is reflected in the high rates of satisfaction
reported by their graduates: 91 percent of TCU graduates surveyed reported being
very satisfied or satisfied with courses in their major field of study and with overall
instruction.

(d) Tribal college attendance increases educational success and serves as highly ef-
fective bridges to four-year postsecondary institutions.—While most TCUs are two-
year institutions offering certificates and associate degrees, their transfer function
is significant. A survey of TCU graduates conducted by Harder + Company Com-
munity Research, San Francisco, CA for the American Indian College Fund, indi-
cated that more than 80 percent of respondents who attended a mainstream college
prior to enrolling at a tribal college did not finish the degree they were pursuing
at the mainstream college. The rate of completion markedly improved for those who
attended a tribal college prior to pursuing a degree at a mainstream institution.
After completing tribal college coursework, less than half of respondents dropped out
of mainstream college, and nearly 40 percent went on to obtain a bachelor’s degree.
This suggests tribal colleges may have a profound impact on the persistence of
American Indian students in pursuit of baccalaureate degrees. The overwhelming
majority of respondents felt that their tribal college experience had prepared them
well for further education and noted that it had a very positive impact on their per-
sonal and professional achievements.

SOME ADDITIONAL FACTS

(a) Enrollment Gains & New TCUs.—Compounding existing funding disparities is
the fact that although the numbers of TCUs and students enrolled in them have
dramatically increased since 1981, appropriations have increased at a disproportion-
ately low rate. Since 1981, the number of colleges has increased from 6 to 27 and
Indian student enrollments have risen a remarkable 348.2 percent. Over the last
four years, the enrollments have increased an average of 7 percent. In fiscal year
2005, two newly established TCUs, Saginaw Chippewa Tribal College (Michigan)
and Tohono O’odham Community College (Arizona) became eligible to receive funds
under the Tribal College Act. White Earth Tribal and Community College (Min-
nesota) is expected to become eligible for funding in fiscal year 2006. TCUs are in
many ways victims of their own successes. The dramatic enrollment increases, cou-
pled with a growing number of tribally chartered colleges, have forced TCUs to slice
an already inadequate pie into even smaller pieces. Our fiscal year 2006 request
would fund operations at Title I colleges at approximately $5,160 per ISC, which
after 25 years is still short of the $6,000 per ISC currently authorized by Congress.
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(b) The Absence of State Funds for Institutional Operations.—While mainstream
institutions have enjoyed a foundation of long-term stable state support, TCUs must
rely on the Federal government for their operating funds. Because TCUs are located
on Federal trust lands, states have no obligation to fund them even for the non-In-
dian state-resident students who account for approximately 20 percent of TCU en-
rollments. Yet, if these same students attended any other public institution in the
state, the state would contribute basic operating funds to the institution.

(¢) Local Tax and Revenue Bases.—TCUs cannot rely on local tax base revenue.
Although tribes have the sovereign authority to tax, high reservation poverty rates,
the trust status of reservation lands, and the lack of strong reservation economies
hinder the creation of a reservation tax base. On reservations where tribal colleges
are located, anywhere from 32.4 to 59.3 percent of the eligible workforce is unem-
ployed. In comparison, the national unemployment rate for March 2005 is 5.2 per-
cent.

(d) Trust Responsibility.—The emergence of tribal colleges is a direct result of the
special relationship between American Indian tribes and the Federal government.
TCUs are founded and chartered by their respective American Indian tribes, which
hold a special legal relationship with the Federal government, actualized by more
than 400 treaties, several Supreme Court decisions, prior Congressional action, and
the ceding of more than one billion acres of land to the Federal government. Beyond
the trust responsibility, the fact remains that TCUs are providing a public service
that no other institutions of higher education are willing, or able, to provide by help-
ing the Federal government fulfill its responsibility to the American people, particu-
larly in rural America. Despite the fact that only students that are enrolled mem-
bers of a Federally recognized Indian tribe are counted when determining the level
of operating funds, TCUs have open enrollment policies and do not discriminate
based on race or ethnicity. They are simply and effectively removing barriers that
have long prevented equal access to higher education for reservation community
residents.

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2006

The President’s fiscal year 2006 budget calls for a $9,766,000 decrease in institu-
tional operating funds, an 18.5 percent cut, to an already inadequate funding level
and once again calls for the elimination funding for the two tribally chartered voca-
tional colleges. Despite a $5 million increase in the fiscal year 2005 Appropriation,
the 26 colleges currently funded under Title I of the Act are receiving $4,447 per
full time Indian student (ISC), less than 75 percent of the authorized level of $6,000
per ISC. The cut proposed in the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget, if enacted,
would cause some TCUs to no longer be able to meet minimum requirements for
stable funding needed to pay overhead and the salaries of faculty and staff. This
would not only jeopardize their accreditation status but would most likely force
some of the colleges to close their doors.

ATHEC’S APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2006

We respectfully request a total appropriation of $69.8 million for our Tribal Col-
lege Act authorized programs. Our first priority within this request is to increase
funding for the day-to-day operations of institutions funded under Titles I & II of
the Act, for this we specifically request $67.5 million; of which, $49.8 million would
be for Title I grants (funding 26 tribal colleges) and $17.7 would be allocated for
Title IT (Diné College). This request is an increase of $9 million for Title I grants
and a $6.6 million increase for Diné College over fiscal year 2005 levels and a total
of $24.275 million over the President’s budget request. This increase would bring
funding for the basic operations of the 26 Title I colleges to approximately $5,160
per ISC, which is still short of the authorized amount of $6,000 per ISC. Addition-
ally, we seek: $215,000 for the technical assistance contract under Sec. 105 of the
Act, an increase of approximately $100,000 over the President’s request. These
funds will help address ever-emerging technical assistance needs and to fund data
collection and analysis necessary to comply with the Congressional requests for ad-
ditional information on TCU operations, and $2 million for endowments under Title
III of the Act, an increase of $1,030,000 over fiscal year 2005 and the President’s
budget request.

For our two tribally controlled vocational institutions, we support $4.5 million for
United Tribes Technical College; and $2.25 million for Crownpoint Institute of Tech-
nology to restore and expand the funding for these programs that the fiscal year
2006 President’s budget recommends eliminating.
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CONCLUSION

Tribal colleges provide higher education to thousands of American Indians who
might otherwise not have access to such opportunities. The modest Federal invest-
ment in the Tribal Colleges and Universities has paid great dividends in terms of
employment, education, and economic development. Continuation of this investment
makes sound moral and fiscal sense. We very much need your help to sustain and
grow our programs and achieve our missions.

Thank you for your past and continued support of the nation’s Tribal Colleges and
Universities and your consideration of our fiscal year 2006 appropriations requests.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY
TO ANIMALS

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

On behalf of more than 74,000 supporters or the American Society for the Preven-
tion of Cruelty to Animals (hereinafter “ASPCA”), I respectfully submit the following
testimony regarding the Bureau of Land Management Wild Horse and Burro Pro-
gram.

In fiscal year 2001, the BLM received a $9 million budget increase to halve the
number of wild horses on the range within four years. Despite the agency’s inability
to meet this goal, large numbers of horses were removed from the range and this
new level of funding was maintained through fiscal year 2004. Last year, the agency
requested another increase of $10.5 million (plus another $2.3 million from South-
ern Nevada Public Land Management Act funds) so that it can once again begin
mass roundups to drastically reduce the number of wild horses and burros on the
range from a rough estimate of 35,000 to just 25,000 in a mere two to three years.
Yet the agency has failed to conduct the most basic research to justify its proposed
action. Despite a statutory requirement to base roundups on current data, the agen-
cy now spends less than 4 percent of its budget on range work, including monitoring
and censusing of wild horse populations, even though such work is critical to the
successful management of wild horse and burro populations and the range itself. In
fact, most herd management areas haven’t been censused for at least five years.

The removal of large numbers of horses creates a management crisis, witnessed
by recent events including the slaughter of 41 wild mustangs. Although the BLM
has recognized the shortage of good adoptive homes and has subsequently opened
several long-term holding facilities where horses are pastured in large groups, it is
unclear how the agency can sustain this plan of action; as more horses are rounded
up, additional facilities are needed. For 2005, BLM intends to round up 9,800 wild
horses and burros but estimates it will only be able to place 7,150 through the adop-
tion program. Already the agency spends some 40 percent of its annual budget on
caring for approximately 21,000 horses removed from the range, with nearly another
40 percent of the budget going to a marketing and adoption program that cannot
successfully place the thousands of wild horses and burros rounded up annually.

Furthermore, the BLM has not submitted a biannual report regarding the status
of the wild horse and burro program to Congress, as provided for in the 1971Act.
Astonishingly, 1997 was the last year the BLM presented a report to Congress, cov-
ering the years from 1992-1995. Since that time, the BLM has, for all intents and
purposes, not been held accountable for its actions. Congress and the general public
have been denied an opportunity to scrutinize the agency’s management actions. Re-
questing additional funds to conduct massive and indiscriminate wild horse and
burro removals to levels that jeopardize the welfare of these animals, while at the
same time wasting hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars on the environmentally
destructive livestock grazing program, is nothing short of indefensible. The agency
has apparently lost sight of its legal mandate to protect wild free-roaming horses
and burros.

Most importantly, in light of the huge number of wild horses and burros being
rounded up through emergency and scheduled gathers and the passage of a last-
minute rider in the fiscal year 2005 omnibus spending package to allow for the
slaughter of wild horses, it is imperative that the “no-kill” provision that has been
attached to the Interior Appropriations bill for several years be included again in
fiscal year 2006. The Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act’s core principles have
always reflected the understanding that Americans want these animals to remain
free from slaughter or other forms of killing. Therefore, we join with the Doris Day
Animal League and other animal protection organizations in urging that the fol-
lowing language be incorporated into the bill:
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“No appropriations made herein shall be available for the sale, slaughter or de-
struction of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bureau
of Land Management or its contractors.”

Recent reports that 41 horses went to slaughter directly after they were sold by
BLM highlights the urgent need for this language.
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSINIBOINE AND SIOUX TRIBES OF THE FORT PECK
INDIAN RESERVATION

The Fort Peck Tribes are pleased to present testimony on the fiscal year 2006 BIA
and IHS Budget. The Tribes are disappointed that the Administration has proposed
a $108 million decrease in funding in BIA programs, including cuts to the Tribal
Priority Allocation (TPA) account, and an $86 million reduction in Indian Health
Service Construction. We urge the Appropriators to reject these cuts and recognize
the need to increase funding for critical tribal programs like law enforcement, re-
source management, child welfare and general assistance, community health nurses,
and education.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

The Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System

The Tribes request $200,000 for the operation, maintenance and replacement
(OM&R) of the Fort Peck Reservation Water System. Congress enacted the Fort
Peck Reservation Rural Water System Act of 2000, Public Law 106-382, to ensure
safe and adequate municipal, rural and industrial water supply to all of the resi-
dents of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation. This law directs that funding for the op-
eration of the water system is to come from the BIA. After several years of construc-
tion, the Tribes and the Bureau of Reclamation have completed the raw water in-
take facility and we now seek funding for the operation, maintenance and replace-
ment costs for this facility as required by the Act. To date, the BIA has informed
the Tribes it has no OM&R funds to award us for this project.

Funding for Law Enforcement Programs

In the fiscal year 2006 budget, the Administration has failed to request sufficient
funds to fulfill its basic trust responsibility in the areas of health and safety. The
Fort Peck Tribes are particularly concerned with the failure of the Administration
to request any increase in law enforcement funding across Indian county. The only
increase for this account was directed for the operation and maintenance of deten-
tion facilities. The Tribes are facing a crisis in direct law enforcement services, most
particularly in the area of staffing. Tribal and BIA law enforcement departments
are unable to compete with local and other federal law enforcement agencies in sal-
ary and benefits packages. Thus, even when a Tribe has the resources to hire an
officer, it is unable to retain him once he is fully trained and certified.

This problem will become more acute for the Fort Peck Tribes at the end of this
year because the Fort Peck Tribes will no longer be able to receive Department of
Justice COPS hiring retention grants. Without this federal funding to support the
Public Safety Department, the Fort Peck Department will go from a department of
47 to a department of 14 positions, with only 8 patrol officers, a loss of 70 percent
of our law enforcement personnel. Eight officers cannot adequately patrol a 2 mil-
lion acre Reservation with a population of over 11,000, with a high incidence of sub-
stance abuse and violent crimes. A survey of current officers has shown that they
will not continue to work for the Tribes under conditions where they must patrol
alone, respond to calls without backup, and work longer hours for the same or less

pay.

To address this need, the Fort Peck Tribes request $907,840 to be added to the
Tribes’ law enforcement base budget to ensure the continued staffing and operation
of the Fort Peck Tribes Public Safety Department. Without these funds, the Fort
Peck Tribal Council will reluctantly be forced to consider returning the operation
and management of the law enforcement department, which the Tribes have oper-
ated under an Indian Self-Determination Act contract since 1995, back to the BIA.

Tribal Priority Allocations

The BIA’s Tribal Priority Allocations system is intended to give tribes an addi-
tional measure of flexibility to determine how best to use available fund for local
needs. However, the Administration has requested a $9.3 million reduction (more
then 10 percent) in this account. The basis for this reduction is remised on the need
to reevaluate the TPA funding distribution formula and to divert funds for the Of-
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fice of Special Trustee. We do not believe that there is a need to reevaluate the dis-
tribution formula or fund the OST at the expense of Tribal governments. We are
certain that the needs in Indian Country far exceed the existing level of funding for
the TPA account. The Administration is simply wrong in seeking a reduction in this
account. Particularly alarming are proposed reductions for the welfare assistance
and the Johnson O’Malley programs. Many tribal members or families who do not
qualify for assistance under the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANIFF)
program receive welfare assistance (general assistance for unemployed individuals
and child welfare assistance) from the Fort Peck Agency. The BIA follows the State
of Montana’s payment standards under TANIFF when making welfare assistance
payments. Monthly rates just increased by $30. The BIA estimates that the fiscal
year 2006 monthly payment to Welfare Assistance clients on the Fort Peck Reserva-
tion will total $48,000 or $576,000 for the fiscal year. Unless Congress increases
funding for this program of last resort, eligible tribal members in need of assistance
will be turned away.

Education

Higher Education

We urge the Committee to support the education needs of Indian people. The
President’s budget requests $27.4 million for scholarships for Indian students to at-
tend accredited post-secondary schools. This cuts $500,000 from the fiscal year 2005
enacted level. Obtaining a degree in higher education particularly for those individ-
uals from families that have not previously sent anyone to college takes courage and
often considerable personal sacrifice. We believe it is our responsibility to support
the efforts of our people to attend college. The Tribes provide scholarship funds
available through the BIA program. However, the current levels of funding are al-
ready far too low. For example, this year the Tribes have identified 230 students
who are eligible for scholarship benefits for higher education but who cannot be
served because of lack of funds. The BIA itself reports that the level of unmet re-
quests for scholarships nationwide has increased steadily over the last three years.

Tribal Colleges

We oppose the Administration’s proposal to cut tribal colleges funding by $9.7 mil-
lion. Tribal colleges are important institutions in the remote tribal communities that
they serve. On our Reservation, we operate the Fort Peck Tribal College, a fully ac-
credited institution, offering Associate Degrees in arts, science and applied sciences.

The College offers our students an opportunity to obtain a higher education with-
out having to leave their homes and families, which can strain important cultural
ties. The need for rural Tribal colleges is critical for many of our students, especially
our single parent students, who need family members in close proximity so that
they can assist in child care duties. These students do not have the resources or
the network to attend school in Billings or Missoula. If it weren’t for our Tribal Col-
lege they would have no opportunity to improve their lives through higher edu-
cation. We strongly urge the Subcommittee to increase funding for this vital pro-
gram that is improving the lives of Indian people.

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

The President’s budget requests for IHS services and construction is inadequate
and will not keep pace with medical inflation rates. The health indicators in Indian
communities consistently demonstrate higher infant mortality, teenage suicide, acci-
dent, alcoholism, diabetes, and heart disease rates among Indian people when com-
pared with other minorities and the general American population. Yet money di-
rected to health care, especially preventative care, such as routine checkups and
health education, that clearly improve the quality of life and help avoid more expen-
sive health care costs in the future, is sorely missing from the Administration’s fis-
cal year 2006 budget requests. The Federal government has a trust responsibility
reaffirmed through treaties, legislation, executive orders and policies by Congress
and Presidential Administrations to provide health care to Native Americans, an ob-
ligation that was paid for by the Native people of this county with millions of acres
of land, resources, and our traditional way of life. While the Administration has lost
sight of this obligation, Congress cannot abdicate its responsibility to meet this well
documented need. The costs that the United States will incur through lost business
productivity, bankruptcies, and disrupted families by not funding preventive health
care needs, and the costs that Indian tribes will incur through the unmet health
needs of their members, will far exceed the funds Indian tribes will request the Con-
gress to restore to the fiscal year 2006 budget.
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Contract Health

The Tribes’ request a near doubling of our inadequate Contract Health budget to
$10.413 million to meet the growing health demands of our more than 11,000 tribal
members. Far too many members are not referred out for contract health care serv-
ices which their primary health care professionals determine are medically nec-
essary. Members are told that no funds are available for contract health services.
Patients requiring surgeries are mostly given prescriptions for pain instead of re-
ceiving contract health services. The need for Contract Health care funding only
highlights the Tribes need for a fully staffed and equipped health facility capable
of providing a full range of medical services. The United States boasts the best
health care system in the world. The time for improved health care services in In-
dian country is long overdue.

Health Program Specialist

The Tribes’ IHS funding request is $132,000 to continue funding four our Health
Programs Specialist. This position was created by the Tribes in partnership with the
IHS to better coordinate the delivery of preventative and treatment programs for
the people of the Fort Peck Reservation. Specifically, the Health Programs Specialist
coordinates Health and Wellness Promotion, Disease Prevention and Substance
Abuse Treatment programs for all eligible Indian beneficiaries within the exterior
boundaries of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation. For fiscal year 2005, the Indian
Health Service was able to utilize carry-over funds to fund this position, although
it was initially thought that the position would be funded by IHS Headquarters
using Health Promotion and Disease Prevention (HP/DP) program funds. Unfortu-
nately, we have now been informed by the IHS that if the Tribes want this program
to continue then this position must be absorbed by our already underfunded Service
Unit. We request that the Congress earmark an additional $130,000 for the Verne
E. Gibbs Service Unit to fund our Health Programs Specialist position. We do not
understand why the IHS is currently advertising for a GS-14/15 Health System Ad-
ministrator position for the Billings Area Office at a time when they claim to have
no funds for the Tribes’ Health Program Specialist position.

Health Facilities Needs

The Fort Peck Tribes are shocked and dismayed by the Administration’s $86 mil-
lion cut in IHS facilities construction. The Fort Peck Tribes are in dire need of an
inpatient facility where our people can receive care and not have to be flown to Bil-
lings or Williston to receive adequate medical care. However, when we discussed
this with Indian Health Service officials, we were told that the IHS will not consider
the Fort Peck Reservation for a new in-patient facility. We further understand that
it will take years to get on the list for a new facility and receive facilities funding.
It is clear that there is extraordinary need for health facilities construction in In-
dian County, which is mostly rural in character and in dire need of additional med-
ical facilities. We urge the Congress to examine this matter and restore the IHS fa-
cilities construction budget. This is the first step toward addressing this unmet need
in Indian Country. We request that the IHS Regional Office be instructed to under-
take a needs assessment regarding the proposed facility. Thank you for allowing us
to submit these comments.

LEVEL OF DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR BUREAU OF INDIANS AFFAIRS AND IHS FUNDING TO FORT

PECK TRIBES
Fiscal year
2005 current 2006 adequate
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Fort Peck Agency:

Aid to Tribal Gov't $36,800
Social Services $464,681 532,909
Welfare Assistance 289,325 576,000
Wildland Fire Protection 173,413 246,807
Economic Development 147,705 191,668
Probate 119,621 175,476
IBDP Grants 375,000
Other Rights Protection 159,661 205,027
Real Estate Services 707,780 989,524
Executive Direction 109,907 147,674
Administrative Services 282,800 359,510




160

LEVEL OF DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR BUREAU OF INDIANS AFFAIRS AND IHS FUNDING TO FORT

PECK TRIBES—Continued

Fiscal year

2005 current

2006 adequate

Trust Services 49,640 90,652
Lease Compliance 67,650 105,682
Safety Management 1,800
Road Maintenance 422,000 447,000
Irrigation 0&M 299,200
Facilities Op./Maintenance 441,460 494,376
Total 3,435,643 5,275,105
Indian Health Services
Fort Peck service unit:
Hospitals & Clinics 4,638,300 7,055,100
Direct Operation 6,700 9,100
Dental 551,500 1,529,800
Mental Health 452,400 767,100
Contract Health 5,671,900 10,413,000
Public Health Hearing 326,200 441,000
Maintenance & Improvements 59,100 215,100
Environmental Health 316,000 427,200
Facilities 325,900 521,700
Quarters 40,300 257,300
AIDS Prevention 135,200
Total 12,388,300 21,771,600
Tribal Public Law 93-638 BIA
Contracts & grants:
Assiniboine and Sioux Rural Water System 0&M 200,000
Scholarships 326,817 345,000
Adult Voc. Tech./Direct Employment 277,893 304,000
Johnson 0'Malley Program 157,945 172,000
Housing Improvement Program 222,950 5,179,000
Indian Child Welfare Act 66,915 96,915
Sexual Abuse Victim. Prog. 148,670 150,600
Water Resources 104,561 126,426
Fish & Wildlife 112,000 212,614
Tribal Courts 235,784 549,764
Law and Justice 1,104,299 1,782,372
Detention Services/juvenile services 1,782,372 2,140,764
Appraisals 50,782 50,782
Water Mang. Planning 105,600 105,600
Noxious weed eradication 9,630 25,000
Natural resources 284,466 333,252
Total 4,990,684 11,774,089
Tribal Public Law 93-638 IHS
Contracts & grants:
Tribal Health Specialist 130,000
Tribal Health Administration 140,255 147,268
Community Health Rep. 704,838 740,080
Environmental Health Program 396,426 101,247
Health Education 150,431 157,953
Nutritionist 70,476 115,475
Janitorial Services 121,550 127,627
Total 1,283,976 1,519,650
Spotted Bull Treatment Center:
Alcohol Prevention/Education 783,667 928,566
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LEVEL OF DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR BUREAU OF INDIANS AFFAIRS AND [HS FUNDING TO FORT
PECK TRIBES—Continued

Fiscal year

2005 current 2006 adequate

Residential Aftercare 482,164 578,597
Youth Services Center 114,700 185,471
Total 1,380,531 1,692,634

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AWWA RESEARCH FOUNDATION

Thank you for the opportunity to present Congressional testimony on behalf of the
Awwa Research Foundation (AwwaRF or Foundation) and to introduce the work of
the Foundation to the Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies. For fiscal
year 2006, AwwaRF requests your consideration for a $5 million add-on for drinking
water research in the EPA Science and Technology account. This request is made
with deep appreciation for the past 18 years of support provided by Congress and
with a firm understanding of the future challenges facing the water suppliers of the
United States.

AwwaRF first requested assistance from the VA-HUD-Independent Agencies
Committee 22 years ago and was awarded three separate $1 million earmarks in
fiscal year 1984, fiscal year 1985, and fiscal year 1986. AwwaRF matched the $3
million in earmarks by securing funding from leading water utilities. Priority drink-
ing water research was initiated, studies were conducted through a process of peer
review and competitive awarding of research grants, and results transferred to the
water supply and regulatory communities. That was the beginning of a voluntarily
funded, industry-sponsored non-profit research effort that has become an organiza-
tional model for environmental research programs throughout the world.

Beginning in 1985, AwwaRF created the research subscription program in which
water agencies voluntarily placed a research charge in their rate base. The dona-
tions from each participating utility are collectively used to fund priority research
issues of the water supply community. To ensure the effective application of the
funds, AwwaRF manages a comprehensive program of research identification, grant
awards, and administration of research contractors. Hundreds of drinking water
agencies throughout the United States and Canada have joined the research sub-
scription program, making AwwaRF the most broad-based research program in the
world. In 1991, AwwaRF approached the VA-HUD Committee once again, not for
continued seed money, but with a request that the Congress help the water supply
community leverage its own funding in order to address a growing list of drinking
water research issues. The Committee has responded favorably to each of these re-
quests from fiscal year 1992 through fiscal year 2005. During this same period, the
number of AwwaRF subscribing utilities has increased to over 920 including water
suppliers in England, Scotland, France, Australia, The Czech Republic, and South
Korea. This underscores the global nature of drinking water research issues as well
as the collaborative approach to solutions.

The success of this type of public-partnership approach is evident in the fact that
since 1983, the VA-HUD Committee’s $52 million in earmarked add-ons to
AwwaRF has been matched with $232 million in industry funding and $78 million
in contributions. This means that the $52 million in Congressional earmarks has
been leveraged to a total value of $362 million in drinking water research. In these
difficult budgetary times, this kind of partnership is the best way to fund priority
drinking water research.

For fiscal year 2006, we request an earmarked add-on of $5 million, which is the
same amount provided in fiscal year 2005. Among the priority research areas for
fiscal year 2006 are:

WATER UTILITY SECURITY

Foresight allowed the Foundation to quickly provide new tools to water utilities
when the emphasis on security greatly increased after September 11, 2001. The
Foundation’s methodology for vulnerability assessment quickly became the core of
the drinking water community’s preparedness planning and is currently being used
to conduct evaluations mandated by Congress.
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NEW AND EMERGING CONTAMINANTS

As the science of water advances, so does the ability to detect contaminants in
drinking water that may affect human health. Research information is critical to de-
termine where and to what extent these contaminants occur, how effective current
treatment methods are at removing them, and what new technologies may be need-
ed. The Foundation often provides regulators and the water community with the
first data available on new contaminants. The information is used to identify knowl-
edge gaps and develop research plans. Newly emerging contaminants such as per-
chlorate, endocrine-disruption compounds, and MTBE are the focus of current Foun-
dation studies including the AwwaRF/East Valley Water District perchlorate re-
search partnership funded through the efforts of Congressman Jerry Lewis.

INFRASTRUCTURE RENEWAL AND REPLACEMENT

A notable percentage of U.S. drinking water distribution systems are reaching the
end of their reliable lifespan. The CBO estimates that the national cost to replace
this infrastructure is from $12 to $20 billion per year over the next two decades.
Research is critical for water utilities to make cost-effective, long-term capital plan-
ning decisions on how to renew, reuse, or replace their infrastructure. Fully 30 per-
cent of the Foundation’s annual budget has been allocated to infrastructure-related
research. The findings are providing tools and technologies for cost-effective selec-
tion of pipe-renewal techniques, corrosion-control practices to prolong the life of ex-
isting pipes, and planning and asset management.

NEW SOURCES OF WATER

Recurring drought and rapid population growth in regions where drinking water
is already a scarce commodity has forced water utilities to look for new water
sources to augment and sustain future water needs. The use of reclaimed waste-
water, surface water and groundwater of poorer quality, seawater, and brackish
water requires the development and application of new technologies. Foundation re-
search is evaluating cost-effective and reliable techniques while considering energy
costs and the responsible management of residues. Desalination and water sustain-
ability are research areas of particular emphasis.

Over 850 research projects have been completed or are ongoing. The collective re-
sult has been an expansion of knowledge that is of great value to both the drinking
water and the regulatory communities.

AwwaRF’s initiatives began in the first term of President Reagan when budget
deficits were threatening to choke off federal discretionary spending. These deficits
continue for the fiscal year 2006 appropriations cycle when the post 9-11 world
threatens to curtail discretionary spending. In fiscal year 2006, AwwaRF, supported
by 22 years of credibility with Congressional and an internationally recognized pro-
gram of drinking water research management, requests $5 million in earmarked
funding. AwwaRF has historically provided a funding leverage of almost $6 for
every $1 of Congressional funds. In fiscal year 2005, this match was $7.52 for every
$1 of Congressional add-on. It is expected that in fiscal year 2006 AwwaRF will con-
tinue or exceed the same level of participation by the water community.

We trust that the urgency of the drinking water research agenda, AwwaRF’s
international credibility, and the provision for a significant funding match, provides
a very compelling argument in support of a fiscal year 2006 earmark of $5 million.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CASS COUNTY, MINNESOTA

Mr. Chairman and Honorable Members of the Committee: I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to present this testimony in support of a $1.2 million appropriation to the
State of Minnesota from the Forest Legacy Program for the Brainerd Lakes con-
servation effort.

I have served in the position of Cass County Land Commissioner for 13 years.
Cass County is a very fast growing rural county in North Central Minnesota. The
population is increasing at an annual rate of approximately 5 percent a year. This
is placing tremendous pressure on the quality of our natural environment. One of
our main goals is to maintain the balance between growth and conservation of our
natural resources for future generations.

The Brainerd Lakes area of North Central Minnesota, located just two hours
north of the Twin Cities metropolitan area, is a popular four-season recreation spot
for residents of Minneapolis and St. Paul as well as other visitors attracted by its
lakes, streams, rivers and forests. Visitors to the area enjoy fishing, hunting, skiing,
snow-shoeing, wildlife viewing, hiking, canoeing, and camping. In the summer, the
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population of the Brainerd Lakes area quadruples in size, and the outstanding rec-
reational opportunities offered throughout the region are fueling a growing demand
for second home development.

As development pressures increase, efforts to protect the environmental, economic
and social values of Minnesota’s north woods are underway. This year, an oppor-
tunity exists to complete a conservation easement on 4,790 acres of privately owned
forestland in the Brainerd Lakes region through the Forest Legacy Program. The
Brainerd Lakes Forest Legacy project is a collaborative effort among the state of
Minnesota, the Potlatch Corporation, and local community supporters to ensure the
continued availability of these strategically located productive forestlands for mul-
tiple benefits. A conservation easement over these lands, which are immediately ad-
jacent to Crow Wing and Pillsbury State Forests, will maintain the integrity of this
productive forest, ensure public access and allow for sustainable forest management,
thereby providing raw materials and jobs for the resource-based economy of north-
ern Minnesota. The protection of these lands will also create a contiguous block of
more than 22,000 acres of undeveloped forestland, one of the most significant re-
maining areas of open space in the Brainerd Lakes area.

The President’s budget proposal for fiscal year 2006 includes the $1.2 million
needed for the Brainerd Lakes conservation effort. I urge you to support the full
funding of this project in the fiscal year 2006 Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations bill.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

Support for fiscal year 2006 Federal Funding of $5.2 Million for the Department
of the Interior—Bureau of Land Management to assist in the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Program, with $800,000 to be designated specifically to salinity con-
trol efforts.

Your support and leadership are needed in securing adequate fiscal year 2006
funding for the Department of the Interior-Bureau of Land Management with re-
spect to the federal/state Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. This pro-
gram is carried out as a part of ecosystem and watershed management pursuant
to the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act (Public Law 93-320) and the Clean
Water Act (Public Law 92-500).

As you are aware, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the largest land-
owner in the Colorado River Basin. Due to geological conditions, much of the lands
that are controlled and managed by the BLM are heavily laden with salt. Past man-
agement practices have led to human-induced and accelerated erosional processes
from which soil and rocks, heavily laden with salt have been deposited in various
stream beds or flood plains. As a result of this disposition, salt is dissolved into the
Colorado River system causing water quality problems downstream.

Congress has charged federal agencies, including the BLM, to proceed with pro-
grams to control the salinity of the Colorado River. BLM’s rangeland improvement
programs can lead to some of the most cost-effective salinity measures available.
These salinity control measures may be more cost-effective than some now being
considered for implementation by the Bureau of Reclamation through its Basin-wide
Program and by the U.S. Department of Agriculture through its Environmental
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). In keeping with the Congressional mandate to
maximize the cost-effectiveness of the salinity control program, the Colorado River
Board of California (Colorado River Board) is requesting that Congress appropriate
and the administration allocate adequate funds to support BLM’s portion of the Col-
orado River Basin Salinity Control Program.

The Colorado River Board, the state agency charged with protecting California’s
interests and rights in the water and power resources of the Colorado River System,
requests that Congress appropriate $5,200,000 of these funds in fiscal year 2006,
to accomplish activities that BLM either has underway or should initiate in order
to further control the concentrations of salinity of the Colorado River. It is particu-
larly important that the BLM’s line item for Management of Lands and Renewal
Resources be adequately funded. The Colorado River Board urges the Subcommittee
to specifically mark, $800,000 from this line-item for the Colorado River Basin Sa-
linity Control Program as has been the direction to BLM from the Subcommittee
in past years.

The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum), on behalf of the seven
Colorado River Basin states, has submitted testimony to your Subcommittee. The
Colorado River Board concurs in the fiscal year 2006 funding request and justifica-
tion statements for BLM as set forth in the Forum’s testimony.
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California’s Colorado River water users are presently suffering economic damages,
estimated at $330 million per year, due to the River’s salinity, as stated in a recent
report prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation and The Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California. In addition, the federal government has made significant
commitments to the Republic of Mexico and to the seven Colorado River Basin
states with regard to the delivery of quality water to Mexico. In order for those com-
mitments to be honored, it is essential that in fiscal year 2006 and in future fiscal
years, that the Congress provide adequate funds to the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment for its activities related to salinity control in the Colorado River Basin.

The Colorado River is, and will continue to be, a major and vital water resource
to the 17 million residents of southern California. Preservation of its quality
through an effective Salinity Control Program will avoid the additional economic
damages to river users in California.

The Colorado River Board greatly appreciates your support of the federal/state
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program and again asks for your assistance
and leadership in securing adequate funding for this important program.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE GRAND RONDE
COMMUNITY OF OREGON

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am Jack Giffen, Jr., a Tribal
Council Member of the Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde Community of Or-
egon. It is my pleasure to submit the Grand Ronde Tribe’s following comments on
the fiscal year 2006 Bureau of Indian Affairs and Indian Health Service appropria-
tions items:

—Reject the BIA’s proposed restructuring of its Operation of Indian Programs
budget and direct the Agency to collaboratively work with Indian tribes on any
revision to the budget format;

—Restore BIA Endangered Species funding in Non-Recurring Programs, Re-
sources Management, to the $3 million level established in fiscal year 2002, and

—In THS, adjust the distribution of Contract Health Services funding among Re-
gions to reflect the absence of any IHS inpatient care facilities within a Region.

Our concerns are discussed below.

REJECT THE BIA’S PROPOSED RESTRUCTURING OF ITS OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS
BUDGET AND DIRECT THE AGENCY TO COLLABORATIVELY WORK WITH INDIAN TRIBES
ON ANY REVISION TO THE BUDGET FORMAT

Mr. Chairman, to the best of our knowledge, the Confederated Tribes of Grand
Ronde have never received any specific information from the BIA regarding its pro-
posal to “restructure” its Operation of Indian Programs budget. Nor have we ever
been consulted on this proposal. Now we understand the BIA is asking your Sub-
committee to approve this restructured budget. We urge you to reject that request
and direct instead that the BIA enter into a collaborative effort with tribes to ad-
dress perceived concerns with the current budget structure, and that the collabo-
rators jointly report back to this Subcommittee with any recommendations for revis-
ing the budget structure.

We particularly urge you to reject the BIA’s budget restructuring proposal because
we understand such a restructured budget is intended to pave the way for the BIA
changing individual tribal-specific budgets from stable historically based amounts to
so-called “needs” based amounts, which would be fluid and uncertain. Such a pro-
posal is tremendously complicated and controversial, with very serious and long-
term consequences for tribal governments, our interaction with the BIA, the federal
trust responsibility, and the unique government-to-government relationship between
the tribes and the United States. Such a change must not be undertaken without
the full understanding and participation of the tribes. After all, it is the tribes—
not the Bureau—that are to be served by the budget.

RESTORE BIA ENDANGERED SPECIES FUNDING IN NON-RECURRING PROGRAMS, RE-
SOURCES MANAGEMENT, TO THE $3 MILLION LEVEL ESTABLISHED IN FISCAL YEAR 2002

Mr. Chairman, our Tribe is what is called a “restored” tribe. After a long, harsh,
and unjust termination, the Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde were restored to
federal recognition in 1983. In 1988, with the help of Congress, we had a part of
our old reservation land base restored to us—about 10,000 acres of forest in the
Coast Range. Upon the restoration of this land to us, it was removed from BLM ad-
ministration and taken into trust by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. At that time, the
BIA had no identified funding for Endangered Species-related activities. In fiscal
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year 1991, with the listing of the Northern Spotted Owl in the Pacific Northwest,
our Tribe, along with others, worked with Congress to establish a separate $1 mil-
lion fund specifically for NSO ESA compliance activities on Northwest timber res-
ervations. In fiscal year 1995 with the listing of the Marbled Murrelet, funding was
increased to $1.83 million. In fiscal year 1996, the ESA compliance funds for North-
west timber tribes was combined with funds to reintroduce the Black Footed Ferret
on the Cheyenne River Sioux Reservation, and the $2.6 million total was established
as a separate Endangered Species program within BIA Non-Recurring Programs—
Resources Management. In fiscal year 2002, the Administration proposed cutting
the program to $1.6 million, but Congress funded it at $3 million. From then until
fiscal year 2005, Administration requests and across-the-board cuts have diminished
the program to about $2.2 million.

For fiscal year 2006, the BIA is requesting that all the Endangered Species Pro-
gram funding except $210,000 be eliminated. Such a reduction will eliminate all
funding for field-level ESA compliance activities in the Bureau of Indian Affairs. No-
where else in the Agency’s budget is any funding identified for the conduct of this
federal mandate on a trust resource, the active harvest of which has long provided
our Tribal government an important source of revenue. It is our understanding the
BIA’s fiscal year 2006 Budget Justification states that this reduction in funding
“will curtail the ESA compliance effort for individual timber sales.” We agree.

Today, about 6.1 million board feet of timber is harvested annually from our Res-
ervation. All of this timber supports local non-Indian sawmills, and is becoming in-
creasingly important as other sources of timber dry up and as imports place increas-
ing pressure on domestic lumber prices. The elimination of field funding for the fed-
eral ESA mandate will have a significant impact on our ability to continue to supply
timber into the local market. We will have to either curtail our harvest, or force the
cost of the federal ESA mandate to be passed along to local mills. Neither is an at-
tractive option for our Tribe or for the local timber economy.

We understand that the ESA budgets for other federal agencies are proposed to
remain relatively robust for fiscal year 2006, including an $80 million program for
states and territories. We absolutely fail to understand how, at the same time, the
BIA can propose to eliminate its only source of funding for federally-mandated on-
the-ground ESA compliance for a forest resource it is obliged to manage in trust for
the benefit of tribes, and upon which many tribes heavily rely for basic govern-
mental revenues. It is unjust and unjustifiable, and we urge the Subcommittee to
restore these funds.

IN IHS, ADJUST THE DISTRIBUTION OF CONTRACT HEALTH SERVICES FUNDING AMONG
AREAS TO REFLECT THE ABSENCE OF ANY IHS INPATIENT CARE FACILITIES WITHIN AN
AREA

Mr. Chairman, we request that your Subcommittee look into the equity of the In-
dian Health Service’s distribution of its Contract Health Services funds among the
THS Areas with regard to the presence or absence in the various Areas of IHS-fund-
ed inpatient health facilities, and to direct an appropriate adjustment for those
Areas that do not have any such facilities.

The IHS Portland Area, covering Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, does not have
a single IHS inpatient facility. Almost all other Areas (California may be an excep-
tion) have numerous IHS inpatient facilities offering hundreds of beds, the avail-
ability of which provides an IHS-funded alternative to otherwise sending a Native
American patient to a non-federal hospital. In the Portland Area, we do not have
that option, and all our inpatient requirements must be taken care of at non-IHS
hospitals and charged against our allocation of Contract Health Services funds. Al-
most all other THS Areas have two IHS funded sources for inpatient care—IHS in-
patient facilities and Contract Health Services, while the Portland Area has only
one source that must cover all our needs—Contract Health Services. We do not be-
lieve the current CHS funding distribution methodology takes this disparity into ac-
count, and that, accordingly, the Portland Area is inequitably penalized.

Mr. Chairman, the ability of the IHS to provide reasonable health services to all
Native Americans is in crisis and getting worse. With grossly insufficient resources,
THS personnel every day are making quick “life or limb” decisions that often turn
people away to otherwise avoidable or untimely sickness or death. It is exactly be-
cause the IHS system is so overstressed that we urge your Subcommittee to make
sure that the Portland Area, with no IHS inpatient facilities, is assured of receiving
equitably adjusted participation in Contract Health Services funding. When every
dollar is essential, it is essential that every dollar be equitably distributed. So, we
ask you to review the CHS funding distribution methodology, and adjust it for Areas
that do not have IHS funded inpatient facilities as an option.
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That concludes my testimony. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE WARM SPRINGS
RESERVATION OF OREGON

SUMMARY

Mr. Chairman, I am Ron Suppah, Chairman of the Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Reservation. I hereby present the following requests for the fiscal
year 2006 BIA and IHS appropriations:

—Reject the BIA’s proposed budget restructuring,

—Add $2 million to BIA TPA Forestry designated for Warm Springs,

—Restore Endangered Species funding in Non-Recurring Programs to $3,000,000,

—Restore BIA Water Management Planning & Pre-Development in Non-Recur-

ring Programs and add $500,000 for Warm Springs water settlement implemen-
tation,

—Add or earmark $750,000 for Warm Springs in BIA Law Enforcement, Special

Programs and Pooled Overhead,
—Add $2.5 million to THS Hospitals and Clinics to fulfill U.S. commitments in the
Warm Springs IHS Joint Venture Agreement Pilot Project,

—Fully fund BIA’s JOM and Welfare Assistance programs,

—Direct the OST to fully consult with tribes on the implementation of OST’s trust

reform initiatives and that BIA funds shall not be diverted to OST, and

—We request the Committee work with the NW Portland Area Indian Health

Board to revise the Medicare Modernization Act to respect the unique legal rela-
tionship between Indian tribes and the federal government.

REJECT THE BIA’S PROPOSED RESTRUCTURING OF THE OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS
BUDGET

In the early 1990s, Warm Springs participated in the Tribal-BIA Joint Task Force
that developed the current BIA budget system, which the Interior Appropriations
Subcommittees adopted in fiscal year 1993, to delineate those parts of the BIA budg-
et subject to tribal control and eliminate opaque BIA budget practices. The current
Tribal Budget System continues to be supported by the tribes.

The BIA now asserts that the budget format, which they helped develop and
under which they have been operating for twelve years, is “confusing and complex,”
and is urging Congress to adopt a new budget format that has not been reviewed
by the tribes, provides less detail, enables increased internal transfers without over-
sight or explanation, and is intended to facilitate a drastic and fundamental change
in the sensitive fiscal relationship between tribes and the Bureau—changing from
a stable and predictable historically based tribal budget to an uncertain, shifting
and murky “needs” based tribal budget. These changes entirely favor the BIA and
disadvantage the tribes. Yet the BIA budget is for the benefit of tribes, not the BIA.
Especially when budgets are tight, the federal obligation should be to the tribes and
not the BIA. There is no need to rush to adopt the BIA’s proposal, and, in fact, there
is great reason to proceed with caution and due deliberation. The BIA must explain
to its “stakeholders” why it feels budget change is needed, and then work with the
tribes, as it did in the early 1990s, to address whatever budget structure adjust-
ments might be warranted. We urge the Subcommittee to direct the Bureau to do
so.

ADD $2 MILLION TO BIA TPA FORESTRY DESIGNATED FOR WARM SPRINGS

We request the addition of $2 million to the Bureau of Indian Affairs Tribal Pri-
ority Allocation budget specifically for the BIA Forestry program at Warm Springs.
The insufficiency of BIA Forestry funding has been documented many times. The
IFMAT-II report found federal Indian forest funding to be strikingly below that for
National Forests and recommending that BIA Forestry funding be increased by
$119 million annually to achieve funding parity. At Warm Springs, we recently were
awarded a $14 million judgment in a lawsuit against the BIA for timber mis-
management. Since 1996 when the Tribe received its initial ruling that the BIA had
breached its trust responsibility, BIA Forestry funding has not increased on our
Reservation, and in fact has declined from the early 1990s. The $2 million increase
for Warm Springs is necessary for BIA to fulfill its trust responsibility for our forest
resource.
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RESTORE ENDANGERED SPECIES FUNDING IN NON-RECURRING PROGRAMS TO $3,000,000

This budget item is the only BIA funding for northern spotted owl and marbled
murrelet ESA compliance, and was initiated by Congress in fiscal year 1993. Since
then, BIA has twice sought to significantly reduce it, but Congress has steadily
maintained the program. Now, for fiscal year 2006, BIA requests only $210,000,
eliminating all field funding and acknowledging in the Justification the cut will
“curtail the ESA compliance effort for individual timber sales.” For fiscal year 2006,
we ask that the program be restored to at least the fiscal year 2002 level of
$3,000,000, because our commercial timber harvest and economy are so dependant
on funding of this federal mandate.

RESTORE BIA WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND PRE-DEVELOPMENT IN NON-RECUR-
RING PROGRAMS TO $7.7 MILLION AND ADD OR EARMARK $500,000 FOR WARM SPRINGS
WATER SETTLEMENT IMPLEMENTATION STUDIES

We request $500,000 be specifically provided for the Warm Springs Tribe to com-
plete the studies and planning necessary for Water Management Planning and Pre-
Development on the Reservation. In 1997, Warm Springs was the first tribe in many
years to reach a negotiated water settlement with the United States and the State
of Oregon. This settlement left most of the water in the Metolius and Deschutes Riv-
ers and eliminated the need for the expensive water development legislation that
normally accompanies tribal water settlements. But financial support is still needed
for the Tribe to realize many of the benefits of the settlement, including develop-
ment of a Comprehensive Warm Springs Water Development Plan, conduct of water
quality modeling for the Deschutes River Basin, and examining potential energy de-
velopment. Adding or designating $500,000 will allow the Tribe to pursue these
projiects and will allow the Tribe and the United States to realize the benefits of
settlement.

ADD OR EARMARK $750,000 FOR WARM SPRINGS IN BIA LAW ENFORCEMENT, SPECIAL
PROGRAMS AND POOLED OVERHEAD

Beginning in the early 1960’s, as our Tribe began to assert more jurisdiction and
authority over Reservation law enforcement, the BIA responded by gradually trans-
ferring federal funding elsewhere. For fiscal year 2006, we note that the Administra-
tion has requested an increase of more than $11 million for Law Enforcement pro-
grams. However, only $2.5 million of that increase is for officers and equipment.
Our concern is that this fiscal year 2006 requested increase will be directed to those
locations where tribes have left law enforcement responsibility entirely up to the
BIA. Tribes such as Warm Springs that have stepped forward to help share local
law enforcement responsibilities must not be penalized for having done so, and
should share in BIA LES funding increases.

The needs at Warm Springs are severe. Our tribal police force is extremely over-
extended. Major crime has increased on our Reservation to the degree that the FBI
has assigned an additional agent in the area. Additionally, the Warm Springs jail,
designed and built by the BIA, fails to meet current federal requirements, especially
for juvenile offenders. BIA must meet its responsibilities for the public safety of the
Warm Springs Reservation. Accordingly, we request that the Congress direct an in-
crease of $750,000 in BIA Law Enforcement Services for Warm Springs.

ADD $2,500,000 TO IHS HOSPITALS AND CLINICS TO FULFILL U.S. COMMITMENTS IN THE
WARM SPRINGS IHS JOINT VENTURE AGREEMENT PILOT PROJECT

From fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2005, the IHS budget increased by an
average of 3.1 percent annually, but the real purchasing power of the IHS budget
was diminished by an estimated $886 million. The Northwest Portland Area Indian
Health Board estimates that it will take an increase of $371 million in fiscal year
2006 to maintain current program services levels nationwide. The 2.1 percent fiscal
year 2006 increase amounts to only $62.9 million. Moreover, after covering manda-
tory pay increases and new facilities staffing at $27.4 million, only $34.5 million is
available for program increases. This increase will amount to less than 10 percent
of the amount of purchasing power that will be lost to medical inflation. It is truly
a “drop in the bucket”.

In 1993 the Congress, Indian Health Services (IHS) and the Warm Springs Tribe
entered into an innovative “Joint Venture Pilot Project” where the Tribe financed
and constructed a new clinic to federal standards and the Congress and IHS agreed
to fully fund and staff an enhanced health care program in the new facility. How-
ever, IHS has failed to live up to its promise. And inadequately funded federal man-
dates have further diminished health services at Warm Springs. Due in part to
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these financial pressures, the Portland Area Office has begun to renege on the terms
of the JV agreement. We request a $2.5 million increase in funding IHS Hospitals
and Clinics to offset unfunded pay costs, to adjust for 12 percent medical inflation
and to provide full direct services for Warm Springs.

FULLY FUND BIA’S JOM AND WELFARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

The BIA’s welfare assistance program cut of $6.4 million, more than 7 percent,
is cruel and short-sighted. The vaunted economic recovery has yet to arrive in In-
dian Country, and the 30 percent unemployment level at Warm Springs is more
than twice the level in the second-most depressed county in rural Oregon.

Regarding JOM, in 1960 our Tribe entered into an agreement with the State and
the local public school district to provide our students with a better K-12 education.
Since that time, the BIA’s Johnson O’Malley program has provided partial but crit-
ical funding to support our students in the local school district. The 53 percent cut
to the JOM program will result in the loss of vital school programs. We urge the
Committee to reject these cuts.

DIRECT THE OST TO FULLY CONSULT WITH TRIBES ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TRUST
REFORM INITIATIVES AND THAT BIA FUNDS NOT BE DIVERTED TO OST

The Administration’s budget includes a significant increase for trust management
within the Office of the Special Trustee (OST). It appears that millions of dollars
and significant FTE are being transferred from the field where they are most need-
ed to centralized operations and bureaucracies in Albuquerque, NM and Wash-
ington, DC. It makes little sense to transfer funding, staff and management author-
ity from the very resource management programs needing improvement in the name
of “trust reform”. Many of the trust management problems facing the BIA have re-
sulted from inadequate systems and insufficient staff in the field necessary to prop-
erly fulfill their fiduciary trust duties. Funding levels for field staff functions includ-
ing resources management, appraisals, inspections, enforcement, collections, title,
records and probate must be increased and their administrative systems overhauled
to improve fiduciary trust operations to the “most exacting” standards. Further, ap-
propriate trust reform improvements must provide flexibility necessary to deal with
the unique needs, circumstances and differences among tribes.

WE REQUEST THE COMMITTEE WORK WITH THE NW PORTLAND AREA INDIAN HEALTH
BOARD TO REVISE THE MEDICARE MODERNIZATION ACT TO RESPECT THE UNIQUE
LEGAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIAN TRIBES AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

For the past several years the Committee has assumed that both IHS and tribes
will increase Medicare and Medicaid collections and assumes an $8.4 million in-
crease in fiscal year 2006. However, these same programs are implementing changes
that will result in the reduction of collections. The Medicare Modernization Act
(MMA) will reduce IHS Medicare reimbursements, including reductions of up to $25
million for prescription drugs provided through IHS and tribal programs. Also, the
President has proposed $48 billion in Medicaid cost savings over the next 10 years.
The Oregon Health Plan is already reducing patient eligibility for the program as
well as adding new payment restrictions, which will increase annual costs to the
Tribes’ Managed Care Program from $600,000 to $1.2 million annually. They will
also reduce reimbursements for health care services provided by the WSSU. Ration-
ing of certain health care services is the logical result if these cuts continue. Further
compounding this problem is the Administration’s departure from past policy that
acknowledged the federal government’s unique legal responsibilities to provide serv-
ices to tribes and Indians. We urge the Committee to remind the Administration of
the unique trust obligation to tribes and Indian people.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes the Warm Springs’ fiscal year 2006 testimony on
BIA and IHS.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE

Defenders of Wildlife is a national non-profit organization dedicated to saving and
restoring wildlife and wildlife habitat. We have substantial concerns about the ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 2006 budget and make recommendations in the following
priority areas.

1. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS): Endangered Species (ESA) Program.—Defend-
ers urges a total of $212 million for the four endangered species operations accounts,
an increase of $68.8 million over fiscal year 2005 allocated as follows: $30 million
for Listing, an increase of $14 million; $15 million for Candidate Conservation, an
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increase of $5.8 million; $110 million for Recovery, an increase of $40.1 million; and
$57 million for Consultation, an increase of $8.9 million. In addition, we request re-
vision of the annual earmark for California condor recovery through the Peregrine
Fund to include funding for all three recovery areas, including central California,
rather than only for Arizona and Southern California as has been done historically.

We are extremely disappointed that the President’s $140.1 million request cuts
FWS ESA implementation by $3 million or 2 percent below enacted. Although the
administration contends that increases in grant programs will meet the same needs,
these cannot substitute for mandated FWS obligations under the ESA. Recovery
funding is substantially cut by nearly $6 million or 10 percent even though FWS
has said that more than 200 already listed species are on the verge of extinction,
primarily due to insufficient recovery funds. The administration requested a $2.2
million sorely needed increase in listing, but it is paid for by cuts in other endan-

ered species accounts—and even that amount will not begin to cover the more than
%150 million listing backlog and at least 286 candidate species. While consultation
does receive a modest increase, candidate conservation is cut by $1 million, yet both
of these programs are in need of significant increases. Demand for efforts to con-
serve the long list of candidates while they await protection far exceeds funding; in-
creases are needed to fund projects with local stakeholders and partners. In addi-
tion, the number of projects reviewed under the Consultation program has increased
from 40,000 in 1999 to more than 75,000 in 2004 and further increases are expected.
Finally, the development and implementation of Habitat Conservation Plans
(HCPs), which allow activities to proceed while still protecting species, continues to
expand, with funding critically needed to help ensure timely and effective develop-
ment and monitoring of 440 existing and nearly 300 new HCPs and to alleviate the
two to four year waiting period for new HCP applications.

2. Fish and Wildlife Service: National Wildlife Refuge System Operations and
Maintenance.—Defenders and the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement, a
diverse coalition of 21 conservation, recreation and scientific organizations, are re-
questing an fiscal year 2006 increase of $16 million over enacted for a total of $397
million. We greatly appreciate the subcommittee’s support in the past and ask that
it be continued. We further request that any increase provided be directed to the
System’s highest operational priorities rather than to the “Cooperative Conservation
Initiative,” as proposed in the president’s budget, which is administered at the de-
partmental level and does not address the most pressing operational needs. The Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System is our nation’s only public lands system dedicated to
wildlife conservation. Each year, 40 million people visit and enjoy wildlife refuges—
there is a refuge in every state and within an hour’s drive of most American cities.
Despite its crucial role in the conservation of our nation’s wildlife, the Refuge Sys-
tem has been crippled for years by severe funding shortfalls. Current information
indicates that the full operations and maintenance backlog totals $2.7 billion—the
operations backlog is $1.4 billion of which the highest priority needs total $290 mil-
lion, while the maintenance backlog is $1.3 billion.

3. Fish and Wildlife Service: Multinational Species Conservation Fund
(MNSCF).—Defenders urges $10.5 million, an increase of $4.8 million over the fiscal
year 2005 level for this small but highly successful program aimed at providing re-
sources for on the ground conservation of endangered wildlife in foreign countries.
This Fund uses small amounts of money appropriated by Congress to leverage a 3
to 1 match in private dollars for every government dollar. These dollars have funded
anti-poaching patrols for rhinos in Indonesia and rebuilt wildlife reserves destroyed
by war in the Congo. Despite this tremendous success and the already meager fund-
ing for these programs, however, the administration has proposed cutting the Fund
by $1.4 million, a damaging 25 percent reduction from last year. Defenders is also
opposed to a proposal in the budget to place the Neotropical Migratory Bird Fund
under the MNSCF, a move that will help further the administration’s tendency to
play budgetary shell games. Moreover, the two programs are administered through
different FWS divisions, so it makes no sense to combine them.

4. Fish and Wildlife Service: Wildlife Without Borders.—Defenders urges a total
of $2.5 million, an increase of $0.5 million over the 2005 level of $2 million for Wild-
life Without Borders. This is an important program that supports the Department
of the Interior in meeting its obligations to conserve species of international concern
around the globe. We are particularly concerned that a $394,000 reduction proposed
in the president’s budget appears to eliminate most of the Mexican portion of the
program which helps train indigenous people to care for the environment through
agricultural methods that reduce economic dependency on their forests and lands
thus protecting important habitat for species such as pronghorn sheep and monarch
butterflies. This program is an important funding mechanism for trans-border work.
It is especially important in light of increasing pressures on habitat from NAFTA-
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stimulated development, growing Department of Homeland Security activities (fenc-
ing, lighting, vegetation removal, motorized access into remaining remote areas) and
urbanization of the border region. Wildlife Without Borders supports win-win, col-
laborative, multi-party and entrepreneurial approaches to conservation.

5. Bureau of Land Management (BLM): Sage Grouse and Range Improvement
Fund.—Defenders supports the $7.6 million request in the president’s budget for
conservation of the sage grouse and other sagebrush dependent species. Fully fund-
ing the BLM’s sage grouse conservation efforts is essential if the BLM National
Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, released in November of 2004, is going
to have a chance at success. In light of the Fish and Wildlife Service’s decision not
to list the sage grouse under the ESA, BLM, as the largest manager of sage grouse
habitat in the country, is now the primary responsible agency for sage grouse con-
servation. In addition, Defenders is concerned that the administration’s failure to
request an appropriation from the Range Improvement Fund to fund range improve-
ment projects will result in direct conflict and competition with already under fund-
ed BLM wildlife programs through the Challenge Cost Share program. If not funded
through the Range Improvement Fund, these projects will be forced to compete with
legitimate wildlife conservation projects.

6. Forest Service: Wildlife and Fisheries Programs.—Defenders urges funding at
no less than last year’s level of $134.7 million for the Wildlife and Fish Management
account. The president’s budget slashes this account by almost $10 million, more
than a 7.8 percent cut. The 193 million acre National Forest System is critically im-
portant to the conservation of wildlife, fish and their habitat—more than 425 species
listed under the Endangered Species Act and an additional 3,200 at risk species
occur on Forest Service lands. Fish and wildlife resources on our National Forests
are important to people all across the nation—about 40 million visits per year are
primarily for hunting, fishing or wildlife viewing. We also are concerned that fund-
ing for the Wildlife, Fish, Water and Air activity under the Forest Service Research
and Development program appears to be substantially declining. Several years ago,
the budget for Forest Service R&D was consolidated such that amounts for indi-
vidual activities are no longer explicitly shown in the president’s budget. Agency in-
formation shows that funding levels for Wildlife, Fish, Water and Air dropped from
$52 million in 2003 to $39.9 million in 2004, nearly a 25 percent cut and were only
at $45.3 million for 2005 despite a steady increase in the R&D budget.

7. Fish and Wildlife Service: Migratory Bird Programs.—Defenders supports the
President’s request of $41.6 million for Migratory Bird Management, an increase of
nearly $6.2 million over the fiscal year 2005 level, and we urge at least $1 million
over the fiscal year 2005 $4 million level for the Neotropical Migratory Bird Con-
servation Act. As currently funded, these programs cannot fulfill their mandates to
adequately monitor and plan for the conservation of 825 species of migratory birds,
of which more than 750 species are non-game birds. Nearly 100 non-game birds are
listed under the ESA and 131 species are on the FWS current list of Birds of Con-
servation Concern. Thus, over 25 percent of all U.S. migratory birds are in serious
need of conservation to assure their long-term survival.

8. Bureau of Indian Affairs: Native American Fish and Wildlife Society.—Defend-
ers supports an allocation of $750,000 for the Native American Fish and Wildlife
Society through the Bureau of Indian Affairs resources management account, an in-
crease of $282,000 over the static $468,000 level allocated to the Society for many
years. The Native American Fish and Wildlife Society is a national tribal organiza-
tion incorporated in 1983 to develop a communications network for the exchange of
information and management techniques to assist Native Americans with the con-
servation, protection and enhancement of their wildlife resources. Efforts on tribal
lands are critical to the conservation of our nation’s biodiversity and Defenders be-
lieves that the Society and its role will become increasingly important in this work.

9. Conservation Trust Fund (CTF).—Defenders urges full funding of the CTF (con-
servation spending category) at its dedicated fiscal year 2006 level of $1.8 billion
for the Interior appropriations subcommittee portion of the fund. Unfortunately, the
President’s budget cuts the fund by nearly a billion dollars or 52 percent below its
dedicated fiscal year 2006 level. While we greatly appreciated the subcommittee’s
strong support for fully funding and maintaining the integrity of this historic dedi-
cated fund during its first two years, we are dismayed that in subsequent years the
subcommittee has backed away from its commitment. We understand that the sub-
committee continues to be under substantial funding constraints not within its con-
trol, and we again will be working to generate congressional support for a 302(b)
allocation sufficient to allow full funding for the CTF. Defenders continues to believe
that establishment of the CTF was the greatest piece of conservation funding legis-
lation enacted in our lifetimes and a commitment that must be kept.



171

State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program.—Defenders and the more than 3,000
organizations nationwide in the Teaming With Wildlife Coalition request at least
$85 million, $16 million above the 2005 level, for this important program for fiscal
year 2006 under the CTF. Within this amount, we strongly support increases for
the tribal portion of the program which provides crucial funding for wildlife projects
and assessments to conserve the many declining species on 100 million acres of trib-
al lands. We are grateful for the subcommittee’s support and while we appreciate
the administration’s requested increase of $5 million, the amount still falls far below
the need. This important program gives states desperately needed funding to de-
velop and implement comprehensive conservation plans to protect declining species
and their habitats before protection under the ESA is necessary. The key to the pro-
gram’s success in its ability ultimately to avert the need to list numerous species
in the future is the planning process which requires states to produce a comprehen-
sive wildlife conservation strategy by October 2005. We urge the Subcommittee to
continue its oversight of this critical process.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF).—Defenders urges funding of at least
$450 million for LWCF under the CTF, $194 million above the enacted level: $350
million for federal LWCF and $100 million for state LWCF. We further urge Con-
gress to maintain the integrity of the LWCF and reject the administration’s contin-
ued attempts to use it to fund other programs. Despite the administration claim
that LWCF is funded at $680 million, the total for true LWCF purposes is only $132
million. Fifteen other important but non-LWCF programs are used to make up the
difference. In particular, we urge inclusion of $3 million for 2,500 acres in the Su-
wannee Wildlife Corridor in Florida between Osceola National Forest and Oke-
fenokee National Wildlife Refuge and funding for acquisition in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge in Texas which protects the highest diver-
sity of birds in the National Wildlife Refuge System—Ilands planned for acquisition
are jeopardized by rapidly increasing development and more than 40 willing sellers
are available.

Other Important Fish and Wildlife Service Grants.—Defenders recommends $90
million for the Cooperative Endangered Species Fund, $10 million over the 2005
level and supports the request of $40 million for Landowner Incentive Grants and
$10 million for Private Stewardship Grants under the CTF. Eighty per cent of habi-
tat for more than half of listed species occurs on non-federal lands. The Cooperative
Endangered Species Fund provides grants to states for conservation activities on
non-federal lands both for listed and candidate species. Landowner Incentive and
Private Stewardship Grants provide funding to states and private landowners for
efforts to conserve species at risk on private lands. In addition to supporting the
president’s request, Defenders also supports allocation of $6 million of the total $40
million Landowner Incentive Program request to strengthen the technical capacity
of the national network of state Natural Heritage Programs. By making a small
proactive investment, Congress can strengthen the ability of the network to provide
the empirical data needed to inform voluntary conservation efforts and natural re-
source decisions. This request would provide funding to each of the 50 states to im-
prove their natural heritage information resources, and to NatureServe to ensure
the national consistency and quality of these state-based data.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE DORIS DAY ANIMAL LEAGUE

The Doris Day Animal League is a non-profit, member supported animal advocacy
organization located in Washington, D.C. On behalf of our more than 350,000 mem-
bers and supporters, we respectfully present to the subcommittee testimony perti-
nent to the Bureau of Land Management’s Wild Horse and Burro Program.

In 1971, Congress charged the BLM with preserving America’s wild horses and
burros via passage of the Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act. The Act declares
that “wild free-roaming horses and burros are living symbols of the historic and pio-
neer spirit of the West . . . [who] shall be protected from capture, branding, har-
assment or death.” Further, they are to be considered as “an integral part of the
natural system of the public lands.” We are gravely concerned that the BLM is fail-
ing to fulfill this mandate.

In fiscal year 2001, the BLM received a $9 million budget increase to halve the
number of wild horses on the range within four years. Despite the agency’s failure
to meet this goal, large numbers of horses were removed from the range and this
new level of funding was maintained through fiscal year 2004.

Last year, the agency requested another monumental increase of $10.5 million
(plus another $2.3 million from Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act
funds) so that it can once again conduct mass roundups to drastically reduce the
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number of wild horses and burros on the range from an estimated 39,000 to 25,000
in just two to three years. Yet the agency has failed to conduct the most basic re-
search to justify its proposed action. Despite a statutory requirement to base round-
ups on current data, the agency now spends just 3 percent of its budget on range
work, including monitoring and censusing of wild horse populations, even though
such work is critical to the successful management of wild horse and burro popu-
lations and the range itself. In fact, most herd management areas haven’t been
censused for at least four years.

The need for such basic field research cannot be over stressed. Multiple roundups
in recent years brought in significantly fewer horses than had been anticipated. One
explanation is the BLM’s reliance on old data. Further, the agency operates on the
premise that wild horses and burros have an annual population growth rate of 20—
25 percent when the rate may be closer to 18 percent. The very real possibility ex-
ists that the agency may actually take the wild horse and burro population well
below the arbitrary target Appropriate Management Level of 25,000 animals, simply
because it doesn’t actually know how many horses and burros roam the range today.

The removal of such huge numbers of horses also creates a management crisis.
Although the BLM has recognized the shortage of good adoptive homes and has sub-
sequently opened several long-term holding facilities where horses are pastured in
large groups, it is unclear how the agency can sustain this plan of action; as more
horses are rounded up, additional facilities are needed. Already the agency spends
some 40 percent of its annual budget on caring for some 21,000 horses removed from
the range, with nearly another 40 percent of the budget going to a marketing and
adoption program that can never be expected to successfully place the thousands of
wild horses and burros rounded up annually. Allowing these animals to be sold
without limitation, as is now allowed via a recent amendment to the 1971 Act, is
no answer either. The recent slaughter of dozens of mustangs sold under this new
authority demonstrates this in the starkest of terms.

Ironically, while the government is spending millions to remove wild horses and
burros from the range, it spends millions more to subsidize livestock grazing on pub-
lic lands, a practice that has been cited by the General Accounting Office as being
the primary cause of range degradation: “. . . the primary cause of degradation in
rangeland resources is poorly managed domestic livestock (primarily cattle and
sheep) grazing . . . wild horses are vastly outnumbered on federal rangelands by
domestic livestock . . .” (Rangeland Management: Improvements Needed in Federal
Wild Horse Program, GAO, 1990). Despite some grazing reductions in recent years,
domestic livestock still so dramatically outnumber wild horses on BLM land (the
ratio is estimated to be 50:1) that the removal of tens of thousands of horses has
not had a significant impact on the health of the range.

Most importantly, in light of the huge number of wild horses and burros being
rounded up through emergency and scheduled gathers and the passage of the last-
minute amendment in the fiscal year 2005 omnibus spending package to allow for
the slaughter of wild horses, it is imperative that the “no-kill” provision that has
been attached to the Interior Appropriations bill for several years now remain in-
tact. The Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act’s core principles have always re-
flected the understanding that Americans want wild horses and burros to remain
free from slaughter or other forms of killing. Therefore, it is imperative that this
following language be incorporated into the Interior Appropriations bill:

“No appropriations made herein shall be available for the slaughter or destruction
of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bureau of Land
Management or its contractors.”

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES COALITION

On behalf of the undersigned organizations and the millions of members we rep-
resent nationwide, we urge you to fully fund programs of the Endangered Species
Act at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at a level of no less than $212 million for
the fiscal year 2006 appropriations process.

The Endangered Species Act is a safety net for wildlife, plants and fish that are
on the brink of extinction. This law successfully helped to bring back our nation’s
majestic symbol, the American Bald Eagle. We have a responsibility to future gen-
erations to protect endangered species and the special places they call home. How-
ever, for years, the Endangered Species Act has been under funded, making it dif-
ficult for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service experts to carry out their responsibil-
ities under the Endangered Species Act.

The four Fish and Wildlife Service endangered species operating accounts are key
to effective implementation of the Endangered Species Act, however, President Bush
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requested a total of only $140.1 million, a cut of $3.1 million or 2 percent in his
fiscal year 2006 budget. These important accounts should be funded at a level of
no less than $212 million for fiscal year 2006.

The undersigned organizations request the following funding increases for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service endangered species operating accounts:

LISTING

The listing line item funds the addition of species to the endangered and threat-
ened species list and the designation of critical habitat. This line item has suffered
years of chronic under funding. Due to the lack of resources, a backlog of listing de-
cisions and critical habitat designations has built up over the years. There are a
total of 286 species currently awaiting protection on the Candidate List. An as-
tounding 65 species have been languishing without protection since 1975. The Fish
and Wildlife Service has estimated a need of at least $153 million to alleviate the
backlog. The President’s budget requested $18.1 million. While this is an increase
of $2 million above 2005 enacted levels, it is still well below the actual need. To
begin to address the backlog, Listing should be funded at no less than $30 million
for fiscal year 2006.

RECOVERY

While the Endangered Species Act has been extremely successful at preventing
wildlife from going extinct, the purpose of the Endangered Species Act is to protect
and recover endangered and threatened fish, plants and wildlife. The President’s
budget requested $64.2 million for recovery, a cut of $5.6 million, or nearly 10 per-
cent, below last year’s enacted levels. By turning its back on recovery funding, the
Bush administration is setting the Endangered Species Act up for failure. The ad-
ministration claims that the increases in the grant programs will benefit recovery.
However, there are no assurances that funding provided through the grant pro-
grams will help the Fish and Wildlife Service meet its mandatory responsibilities
under the Act to research, develop and implement recovery plans; to monitor the
populations of listed species; or to oversee species recovery. The Fish and Wildlife
Service has indicated that more than 200 currently listed species may be extremely
close to extinction because of the lack of resources dedicated to recovery. Recovery
should be funded at no less than $110 million.

CONSULTATION

The consultation program is the “look before you leap” mechanism that the federal
departments and agencies must go through in order to proceed with a federal project
in areas where endangered and threatened species are located. This process reviews
the impacts to species, while identifying alternatives and mitigation measures need-
ed to ensure that the federal government is not driving species to extinction through
its actions. It is an important part of the checks and balances system to ensure that
endangered fish, wildlife, and plants are protected on the ground. Shortage of per-
sonnel in this program area causes delays of project reviews thus creating conflicts
between agencies. The consultation budget also funds the Service’s work with non-
federal entities for permitting and development of Habitat Conservation Plans; lack
of funding prevents the Fish and Wildlife Service from ensuring that these plans
are properly developed, implemented and monitored. The President’s budget re-
quested $49.4 million for consultation, an increase of approximately $1 million over
the fiscal year 2005 enacted amount. Consultation should be funded at no less than
$57 million.

CANDIDATE CONSERVATION

This program protects species before they are actually listed, thus in theory avert-
ing the need to ever list them at all. The theory fails to hold up when not enough
money is provided to arrest the decline of candidate species. The President’s budget
request is $8.3 million, a cut of $1 million below last year’s level. Candidate Con-
servation should be funded at no less than $15 million.

The Endangered Species Act is a broadly supported and very successful law. With-
out the necessary funding, an increasing number of species will slip closer to the
brink of extinction. We ask the members of the Appropriations Committee to fully
fund the Endangered Species Act this year.

Abyss Marine Technologies, Hunstville, AL; Alaska Wilderness League, Wash-
ington, DC; American Bird Conservancy, Washington, DC; American Malacological
Society, Wilmington, DE; American Rivers, Washington, DC; Animal Protection In-
stitute, Sacramento, CA; Animal Protection Voters, Santa Fe, NM; Arizona Native
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Plant Society, Tucson, AZ; Aveda, Minneapolis, MN; Black Bear Conservation Com-
mittee, Baton Rouge, LA; California Turtle and Tortoise Club, Van Nuys, CA; Cali-
fornians for Radioactive Safeguards, Atherton, CA; Center for Biological Diversity,
Tucson, AZ; Center for Native Ecosystems, Denver, CO; Colorado Wild, Durango,
CO; Conservation Science Institute, Front Royal, VI; Conservation Havens LLC,
Boulder, CO; Defenders of Wildlife, Washington, DC; Delaware-Otsego Audubon So-
ciety, Oneonta, NY; Endangered Habitats League, Los Angeles, CA; Endangered
Species Coalition, Washington, DC; Environmental Commons, Gualala, CA; First
Class Fitness, Inc., Hicksville, NY; Forest Guardians, santa Fe, NM; Foundation for
Global Sustainability, Knoxville, TN; Glen Canyon Institute, Salt Lake City, UT;
Great Egg Harbor Watershed Association, Newtonville, NJ; Greendale Environ-
mental Group, Greendale, WI; Green-Rock Audubon Society, Beloit, WI; Habitat
Education Center, Madison, WI; High Country Citizens Alliance, Crested Butte, CO;
Humane Education Network, Menlo Park, CA; The Humane Society of the United
States, Washington, DC; Jumping Frog Research Institute, Angels Camp, CA,
Kittatinny Group, Sierra Club, Kutztown, PA; Mass Audubon, Boston, MA; Mari-
copa Audubon Society, Tempe, AZ; National Audubon Society, Washington, DC; Na-
tional Forest Protection Alliance, Missoula, MT; National Wildlife Federation, Wash-
ington, DC; Native Plant Conservation Campaign, San Francisco, CA; Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, Washington, DC; New England Wild Flower Society, Fra-
mingham, MA; New Mexico Audubon Council, Los Alamos, NM; Northwest Eco-
system Alliance, Bellingham, WA; Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, Hun-
tington, WV; Pacific Green Party, Portland, OR; Predator Conservation Alliance,
Bozeman, MT; Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility, Washington, DC;
Puget Sound Urban Wildlife Photography Club, Issaquah, WA; The Rewilding Insti-
tute, Albuquerque, NM; Rogue Valley Audubon Society, Medford, OR; Sagebrush
Sea Campaign, Chandler, AZ; Salem County Watershed Task Force, Woodstown,
NJ.; Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project; Asheville, NC; Southern Maryland
Audubon Society, Inc.; Waldorf, MD; Stanford Open Space Alliance, Stanford, CA,;
Students for the Environment and Animal Life, Barrington, IL; T&E, Inc.; Cortato,
AZ; Tennessee Native Plant Society; Nashville, TN; Turtle Island Restoration Net-
work, Forest Knolls, CA; U.S. Public Interest Research Group, Washington, DC;
Western Nebraska Resources Council, Chandron, NE; Wild Virginia, Charlottesville,
VA; and The Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation, Portland, OR.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FRIENDS OF BALCONES CANYONLANDS NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE

Mr. Chairman and Honorable Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Heidi
Wittenborn, President of Friends of Balcones Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge,
and on behalf of the Friends organization I would like to express my appreciation
for this opportunity to submit our testimony. Friends urges you to appropriate $1.9
million from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to acquire a conservation easement for Balcones Canyonlands National
Wildlife Refuge. The property to be protected is key Golden-cheeked Warbler habitat
and would connect the two largest blocks of habitat on the Refuge, creating a contin-
uous habitat corridor. Its acquisition would be a significant step towards the long
range goal of completing the Refuge. Acting now is particularly important, as the
window of time is closing rapidly as a result of urban expansion, and the oppor-
tunity for protecting the species is at risk.

Friends is a nonprofit, volunteer organization. Its mission is to support, complete,
and enhance Balcones Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge and its diverse ecol-
ogy, and promote its use for recreational, educational, and scientific purposes. The
organiza-tion’s membership is drawn primarily from Central Texas communities sit-
uated near the Refuge.

Balcones Canyonlands Refuge is located in the Texas Hill Country northwest of
Austin, Texas and resides in Burnet, Travis, and Williamson counties. The Refuge
was formed in 1992 to conserve habitat of the endangered Golden-cheeked Warbler
as a step towards recovery and eventual delisting of the species. In addition to the
Golden-cheeked Warbler, the Refuge serves to protect the habitat of the endangered
Black-capped Vireo and numerous other wildlife species.

State-sponsored biological studies show that to stabilize and sustain these endan-
gered songbirds, Balcones Canyonlands needs a total of 46,000 acres of habitat. It
presently has some 21,000 acres. The Refuge augments a similarly named Preserve
in Austin, comprised of nearly 30,000 acres and operated by the City and Travis
County. The two parts were established for the same purpose and together are in-
tended to provide habitat needed to enable recovery of these species.
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Balcones Canyonlands Refuge, although 13 years old, is not yet half complete. It
is important to act now as time is a critical consideration in completing the Refuge.
Because of the proximity of the Refuge to the Austin metropolitan area, urban ex-
pansion is a serious threat to habitat needed by the Refuge. There are already three
real estate developments within the acquisition boundary of the Refuge.

This year, a conservation easement is available on the 623-acre Armstrong prop-
erty, which contains a substantial amount of Golden-cheeked Warbler habitat, and
on which this important bird has been sighted. Portions of the property also may
be suitable for management of Black-capped Vireo habitat. The property is in a stra-
tegic location and will connect major segments of the Refuge, alleviate cumulative
habitat fragmentation within the approved acquisition area of the Refuge, and pre-
clude development and land uses that would be incompatible with the Refuge’s ob-
jectives. It is anticipated that the conservation easement covering this segment of
the Refuge could be acquired for $1.9 million and that the transaction could be con-
summated within 6 months following appropriation of the needed funds.

In addition to the recovery of these endangered species, Balcones Canyonlands
Refuge is a source of eco-tourism for the surrounding area. Over the longer term,
the Balcones Refuge is expected to become a major draw for birders interested in
viewing the endangered Warbler and Vireo, for which this area provides unique
habitat. The Refuge has been described as one of the Last Great Places by the Na-
ture Conservancy and as an “Important Bird Area” by two national conservation
groups based on its “global importance” to the endangered Warbler and Vireo.

Also, Balcones Canyonlands offers Central Texas a variety of recreational opportu-
nities compatible with wildlife protection. Once completed, Balcones Canyonlands
will be a step towards providing additional accessible public outdoor areas, identi-
fied as a critical need in a recent study for Texas Parks and Wildlife.

For all of these reasons Friends of Balcones Canyonlands National Wildlife Refuge
strongly recommends that you set aside $1.9 million from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund for Balcones Canyonlands Refuge for fiscal year 2006.

Thank you again for the opportunity to present this statement to the Sub-
committee.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FRIENDS OF BIG SOUTH FORK NATIONAL RIVER AND
RECREATION AREA, INC.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony on behalf of the
Friends of Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area, Inc. The Friends of
the Big South Fork is a non-profit group of interested citizens formed to support
and promote the Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area by raising
funds to preserve, restore and enhance the park’s natural and cultural resources,
to provide improved services and facilities for visitors, to increase public awareness
and support of the park and to enhance educational and interpretive activities, thus
increasing public appreciation, understanding and protection of the park. The
Friends recognize the Park as both a National Treasure and one of our most impor-
tant Local Resources. We Proactively Assist the National Park Service in protecting,
preserving and interpreting this National Resource, and particularly in educating
the public to the many resources it offers. We are requesting in Priority form for
ghe Big South Fork NRRA, $4,458,300 and for the Obed Wild and Scenic River

3,174,000.

The following are two needs we have in the region in the process of fulfilling our
boundaries for Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area and Obed Wild
and Scenic River. It is important to this region and the Cumberland Plateau to fully
fund these land acquisitions.

LAND ACQUISITION FOR BIG SOUTH FORK NRRA

There are approximately 5,900 acres of privately held property within the author-
ized boundary of the Big South Fork NRRA (125,000 acres). One parcel of 242.6
acres has already been subdivided for development and is a threat to the gorge. A
second parcel of 404 acres (approximately 90 acres of which fronts the gorge) is cur-
rently being developed by the property owner who says that he intends to develop
all the way down to the gorge. A group of concerned organizations approached the
landowner about buying a portion of the property to buffer the creek but he said
it was all or nothing and wanted $1 million for the parcel.

BISO submitted two NPS LARS for fiscal year 2006 with the following requests:

Priority 1
Proposed number of tracts: 2
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Proposed number of acres: 625
Estimated dollar amount: $2,062,500

Priority 2
Proposed number of tracts: 6

Proposed number of acres: 726
Estimated dollar amount: $2,395,300

LAND ACQUISITION FOR OBED WILD AND SCENIC RIVER

Currently one-third of the land within the park boundary is in private ownership.
The fiscal year 2006 LARS request states, “Last year, one of the largest tracts of
land in private ownership was sold to a private developer because the NPS did not
have the funds to purchase the land. This developer plans to subdivide the tract for
home sites. This tract of just under 200 acres included approximately 2 miles of
river frontage, an old road that leads to the river, and several rock shelters. The
park is concerned about the developer reopening the old road and providing access
to the river that will diminish the wild’ values for which it was set aside.”

NPS LARS for fiscal year 2006

Proposed number of tracts: 40 (all remaining)
Proposed number of acres: 1,397
Estimated Cost: $3,174,0001

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FOND DU LAC BAND OF LAKE SUPERIOR CHIPPEWA

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I, Peter J. Defoe, Chairman of the
Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa, would like to thank you for this op-
portunity to present testimony on fiscal year 2006 appropriations. The Fond du Lac
Reservation was established by Treaty with the United States on September 30,
1854, and encompasses 100,000 acres of land in northeastern Minnesota. The Band
provides employment or services to nearly 6,500 Indian people living within the
service area of the Reservation. Because federal funds are essential to meet the
needs of Indian people, the Fond du Lac Band urges Congress to restore or increase
funding in the following areas:

Bureau of Indian Affairs

—Tribal Priority Allocation—restore full funding, including $8.8 million for John-
son O’Malley

—Public Law 93-638 Pay Cost Increases

—Fond du Lac Law Enforcement and Resource Management Appropriation—$10
million increase

—Circle of Flight—$592,000

—Natural Resources—restore full funding to resource management programs

—Tribal Colleges and Universities—restore $9.8 million

—=School Construction and School Operations—restore full funding to education
programs

Environmental Protection Agency
—Indian General Assistance Program (GAP)—restore $5 million
—Clean Water Program—restore $131.8 million
—State and Tribal Assistance Grants—restore $643.9 million
—Clean Water State Revolving Fund—restore $120 million

Indian Health Services
—Increase funding for Indian health care

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

The fiscal year 2006 BIA Budget proposes substantial cuts which would be a de-
crease of $110 million from the fiscal year 2005 enacted levels. If implemented,
these funding reductions would severely reduce our ability to provide essential serv-
ices to our members, educate our children, care for our elderly and infirm and pro-
tect and manage our natural resources.

Tribal Priority Allocations (TPA).—We request that Congress restore full funding
to the TPA program and specifically restore $8.8 million to the Johnson O’Malley

1The park received $750,000 for land acquisition in fiscal year 2004 which will reduce this
total dollar amount as well as the number of tracts and acres remaining to be purchased once
the money is expended.
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program. TPA funds enable tribes to provide vital programs and services, including
education, social services, law enforcement, courts, resource management, road
maintenance and administrative services. Johnson O’Malley funding, which helps
Indian children with tutoring, cultural enrichment and Native language education,
is critical to tribal education programs. Nearly $100 million was cut from the TPA
in 1996, and this cut has never been restored. Proposed cuts for fiscal year 2006
include $8.8 million to Johnson O’Malley, $6.4 million to welfare assistance and
$431,000 for energy development programs. If implemented, these cuts would se-
verely erode this irreplaceable source of funds for essential tribal government serv-
ices. The proposed $9.9 million fixed costs increase does not offset the loss in funds
from the permanent, across-the-board reductions each year, and the targeted cuts
in this year’s budget.

Public Law 93-638 Pay Cost.—We ask Congress to restore full pay cost funding
for all tribes in fiscal year 2006, and restore pay cost funding not received in fiscal
year 2002-2005 through a special appropriations equitable adjustment. The only
general increase tribes could count on each year was a cost of living pay increase,
known as the 638 Pay Cost account. Tribes received only 75 percent of their 638
pay cost funding in fiscal year 2002, only 15 percent in fiscal year 2003 and about
30 percent in fiscal year 2004. As a result, tribes’ core service funding is far less,
in real terms, than nearly a decade ago. I strongly urge the Committee to restore
full pay cost funding for all tribes in fiscal year 2006 and to consider restoring funds
not received in past years.

Fond du Lac Law Enforcement and Resource Management Program.—We request
a one-time appropriation of $10 million to the Fond du Lac Resource Management
Program for law enforcement and natural resource protection ($1.5 million in base
funding for court operations and law enforcement, $1.5 million for resource manage-
ment and conservation enforcement, and $7 million for expansion of office space).
We strongly support the Administration’s request for additional funding under the
Indian Country Law Enforcement Initiative but request that additional funds be
made available to the Band.

In 1997, the Minnesota Supreme Court held that certain traffic regulations are
“civil-regulatory” in nature and are unenforceable on the Reservation under Public
Law 280. In order to fill this void, the Band established its own police force, using
COPS, BIA and Tribal funds. In addition, the Band has worked with all local law
enforcement agencies to establish a cross-deputization agreement that ensures max-
imum law enforcement protection for the Reservation. However, because of the
short-term, limited financial resources available, there are significant unmet needs
in this area, particularly in light of proposed reductions in COPS funding. Given
this increased responsibility, the Band needs funding to expand the staff and its ca-
pabilities. With this in mind, we request that $1.5 million be added to our base
budget to continue to implement the enforcement systems for the Band.

The Band is also responsible for enforcing Band law in connection with members’
exercise of hunting, fishing and gathering rights reserved under Treaties with the
United States in 1837 and 1854. The courts, including the Supreme Court, have ex-
pressly reaffirmed the Band’s hunting and fishing rights under these Treaties,
which can be exercised over approximately 8 million acres in northern and central
Minnesota. It is also essential that the Band continue to manage on-reservation re-
sources in order to meet the demands of an increasing population. The on-reserva-
tion resources and the off-reservation Treaty rights are vitally important to Band
members as they provide the foundation for our culture, subsistence, employment
and recreation. Therefore, we seek an additional $1.5 million in base funding for the
Fond du Lac Resource Management Division to enable us to protect these resources
for future generations. The funds for this program have not been increased since
1991. We also request $7 million for the expansion of office space, as our current
building is inadequate to house both law enforcement and natural resource manage-
ment staff.

Circle of Flight—We ask Congress to restore the Circle of Flight program to the
BIA’s fiscal year 2006 budget to at least the fiscal year 2005 level of $592,000, and
to consider providing the fiscal year 2006 requested amount of $1.113 million. The
Tribal Wetland & Waterfowl Enhancement Initiative (Circle of Flight) was again
eliminated by the President in his fiscal year 2006 budget request. Circle of Flight
has been one of Interior’'s most effective resource programs for many years. Since
fiscal year 1991, Great Lakes tribes and our partners have restored or enhanced
more than 66,000 wetland, grassland and native prairie acres. The program has in-
vested more than $6 million in habitat projects, and has leveraged these dollars for
an additional $18 million in federal, state, private and tribal funding, yielding an
impressive match ratio of 3 to 1.
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Natural Resources—We support full restoration of funding for all natural re-
source programs including: $452,000 to the Central Office Natural Resources Pro-
gram, $11.2 million to Non-Recurring Programs and $2 million for Water Manage-
ment Planning & Development.

Tribal Colleges & Universities (TCU).—We ask that the proposed decrease of $9.8
million to the TCU program be restored. Tribally-controlled colleges are vitally im-
portant for Indian education because the success of Indian students at tribal col-
leges is much higher than at other colleges. In 1987, the Fond du Lac Tribal and
Community College—a partnership between the Fond du Lac Band and the State
of Minnesota—opened its doors. The College currently serves 492 Indian students,
with a full-year equivalency of 269, a 135 percent increase from 1998. The proposed
cut would reduce the grant amount available to individual colleges. In order to pre-
vent closure of tribal colleges or loss of educational services, we ask Congress to
fully fund this program. Funding for TCUs must be increased from fiscal year 2005
levels to account for inflation and increases in student enrollment. TCUs are signifi-
cantly under-funded compared to state community colleges and desperately need
funding for increased operations costs.

Education: School Construction.—We support restoration of the $89.5 million pro-
posed cut to education construction and the restoration of proposed cuts to other
education programs. School construction and operation funding is essential for tribes
to provide comprehensive educational services to children of all ages. The Fond du
Lac Band was fortunate to be one of the few tribes in recent years to receive funding
for new school construction and in 2002, the Band completed construction of the
Fond du Lac Ojibwe School, which is an example of the successful use of tribal edu-
cation construction fundlng

Education: School Operations.—We support restoration of $1.3 million to BIA
school operations funding and full funding for Administrative Cost Grants. While a
portion of the proposed budget would increase the Indian School Equalization Pro-
gram (formula funds), which we fully support, that increase cannot be offset by
other reductions in education funding as those other funds are essential for tribes
to meet the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act. We also recommend full
funding of the Administrative Cost Grants at $64 million to meet 100 percent of
need. These funds provide critically needed administrative support for tribally-con-
trolled schools similar to contract support costs. The BIA has acknowledged that
currently it only addresses 70 percent of need for the Administrative Cost Grants.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The Fond du Lac Environmental Program has been addressing a number of im-
portant environmental problems and projects on our Reservation. We support res-
toration of the following proposed cuts to the EPA budget, which would impact our
ability to provide environmental services:

—Restore $5 million to the Indian General Assistance Program (GAP), which is
essential for development of tribal environmental programs and provides vital
support for further expansion and improvement of the Band’s program.

—Restore $131.8 million to the Clean Water Program, which provides grants to
tribes under Section 106 of the Clean Water Act to protect water quality and
aquatic ecosystems. We use this funding for water quality monitoring, data col-
lection, and protection and restoration of aquatic ecosystems.

—Restore $643.9 million for State and Tribal Assistance Grants. This program is
the source of funds for our air quality monitoring project.

—Restore $120 million to the Clean Water State Revolving Fund. This program
provides funds for and state and tribal wastewater treatment systems.

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

The proposed increase of $72 million is inadequate, considering the substantial
unmet need for health care in Indian country. The Band supports the efforts of all
Indian tribes to receive 100 percent of the Level of Need Formula (LNF) so that it
can address the serious and persistent health issues that confront its community.
The Band serves about 5,500 Indian people at its clinics, but the current funding
level meets only 38 percent of our health care funding needs. In addition, the Band
requests an increase in funding for substance abuse and mental health programs
in order to combat the growing methamphetamine problem on our Reservation.

SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED BUDGET INCREASES

Finally, the Band supports the proposed increases in the budget for the following
programs: $31.1 million for Fixed Costs associated with BIA programs; $2 million
for the new Leadership Academy; $23 million in competitive grants to states and
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tribes for environmental and health projects under the EPA State and Tribal Per-
formance Fund; $5 million for Tribal Wildlife Grants and $18.3 million for the Land-
owner Incentive Program, FWS programs addressing the considerable need for man-
aging shared natural resources. The Band has received grants from the FWS pro-
grams this year, which will be used for important fisheries, wildlife and wild rice
management and restoration projects.

In conclusion, the needs at Fond du Lac and throughout Indian country remain
massive. Preservation of current BIA funding is critical to maintain program levels.
Your consideration of our additional funding requests will enable us to improve the
delivery of services to Band members and help ensure that we enter the 21st Cen-
tury with a renewed sense of hope. If we can provide any additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact our counsel, Mary J. Pavel or Anne D. Noto at
Sonosky, Chambers, Sachse, Endreson & Perry LLP, 1425 K Street NW, Ste. 600,
Washington D.C. 20005; 202-682-0240(tel); 202-682-0249 (fax);
mpavel@sonosky.com; anoto@sonosky.com. Miigwech. Thank you.

LETTER FROM THE GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL, GRAND COUNTY, UTAH

GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL,
Moab, Utah, April 25, 2005.
Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chairman,
Hon. BYRON L. DORGAN, Ranking,
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC

Dear Sirs: I am writing this letter on behalf of the Grand County Council express-
ing our support of our local Bureau of Land Management Moab Field Office’s appli-
cation for 2006 Land Water Conservation Funds in the amount of $1.2 million.

The money would allow the BLM to purchase 14 acres of private lands in the Col-
orado River Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) for expansion of BLM’s
Westwater Ranger Station. This expansion would allow the BLM to add additional
parking, campsites and a leach field for wastewater.

The money would also be used to purchase a conversation easement of 530 acres
of riverfront property located downstream of the Westwater Ranger Station. This
easement would prevent development in a habitat for nesting bald eagles, four en-
dangered fish species and for enhancement of wetland properties.

We strongly support this application and ask that you do all that you can to lobby
for the Colorado River SRMA project on behalf of the BLM office in Grand County.

Thank you for consideration of this request.

Sincerely,
JERRY MCNEELY, Chairman,
Grand County Council.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE GREAT LAKES INDIAN FISH AND WILDLIFE
COMMISSION

AGENCIES—BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

1. BIA Treaty Rights Protection/Implementation.—$4.196 million ($325,000 above
fiscal year 2005 enacted).

Agency/Program Line Item.—Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Operation of Indian Programs, Other Recurring Programs, Resources Management,
Wildlife and Parks, Rights Protection Implementation, Great Lakes Area Resources
Management.!

Funding Authorizations.—Snyder Act, 25 U.S.C. §13; Indian Self-Determination
and Educational Assistance Act, 25 U.S.C. §§450f and 450h; and the treaties be-
tween the United States and GLIFWC’s member Ojibwe Tribes, specifically Treaty
of 1836, 7 Stat. 491, Treaty of 1837, 7 Stat. 536, Treaty of 1842, 7 Stat. 591, and
Treaty of 1854, 10 Stat. 1109.2

2. E(I;A Environmental Programs and Management.—$300,000 (fiscal year 2004
enacted).

1The requested BIA funds reflect GLIFWC’s allocation of this line item that it shares with
the 1854 Authority.

2The rights guaranteed by these treaties, and the associated tribal regulatory and manage-
ment responsibilities, have been affirmed by various court decisions, including a 1999 U.S. Su-
preme Court case.
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Agency/Program Line Item.—Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental
Programs and Management (funneled through the EPA’s Great Lakes National Pro-
gram Office).

bFunding Authorizations.—Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1268(c); and treaties cited
above.

GLIFWC’S GOAL—A SECURE FUNDING BASE TO FULFILL TREATY PURPOSES

As Congress has recognized for over 20 years, funding for GLIFWC’s conservation,
habitat protection, and law enforcement programs: (i) honors federal treaty obliga-
tions to eleven Ojibwe Tribes; and (ii) provides a wide range of associated public
benefits. The lack of a secure funding base jeopardizes GLIFWC’s ability to: (i) im-
plement federal court orders and intergovernmental agreements governing the exer-
cise of treaty-guaranteed hunting, fishing and gathering rights; and (ii) participate
in cooperative management partnerships in Wisconsin, Michigan and Minnesota.

1. BIA Treaty Rights Protection/Implementation.—$4.196 million. As its primary
Indli{an Self-Determination and Educational Assistance Act funding base, GLIFWC
seeks to:

a. Restore $100,000 of base funding that Congress consistently has provided since
fiscal year 2002 but that the Administration has not proposed for fiscal year 2006;

b. Restore $75,000 of base funding for annual pay cost adjustments that the Ad-
ministration has funded in previous years but has failed to include in its fiscal year
2006 budget proposal; and

c. Provide $150,000 in additional base funding to sustain enhancements in con-
servation law enforcement and emergency services capabilities.

2. EPA Environmental Programs and Management.—3$300,000. As an EPA fund-
ing base for its primary environmental program elements, GLIFWC seeks to:

a. Provide $189,700 for basic scientific/technical capabilities to: (i) continue par-
ticipation in a number of Great Lakes initiatives (including the Binational Program
to Restore and Protect Lake Superior, the Lake Superior Lakewide Management
Plan (LaMP), and the Great Lakes Regional Collaboration); (ii) carry out habitat
and human-health related research; and iii) provide the requisite analysis and data
to support participation in regional initiatives and to assess the impact of particular
projects on tribal treaty rights.

b. Provide $110,300 to undertake three habitat and human health-related re-
search projects regarding: (i) GLIFWC’s fish consumption mercury advisory pro-
gram; (ii) ceded territory sulfide mining site evaluation and monitoring; and (iii) a
Lake Superior herring contaminant assessment.

CEDED TERRITORY TREATY RIGHTS—GLIFWC’S ROLE AND PROGRAMS

Established in 1984, GLIFWC is a natural resources management agency for its
11 member Ojibwe Tribes regarding their ceded territory (off-reservation) hunting,
fishing and gathering treaty rights. Its mission is twofold:

—Ensure that its member Tribes are able to exercise their rights for the purposes

of meeting subsistence, economic, cultural, medicinal, and spiritual needs; and

—Ensure a healthy, sustainable natural resource base that supports those rights.

GLIFWC is a “tribal organization” within the meaning of the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Educational Assistance Act (Public Law 93-638). It is governed by a
Constitution developed and ratified by its member Tribes and by a board comprised
of the Chairs of those Tribes.

GLIFWC operates a comprehensive ceded territory hunting, fishing, and gath-
ering rights protection/implementation program through its staff of biologists, sci-
entists, technicians, conservation enforcement officers, policy specialists, and public
information specialists.

Its activities include: (i) natural resource population assessments and studies; (ii)
harvest monitoring and reporting; enforcement of tribal conservation codes in tribal
courts; (iii) funding for tribal courts and tribal registration/permit stations; (iv) de-
velopment of natural resource management plans and tribal regulations; (v) negotia-
tion and implementation of agreements with state, federal and local agencies; (vi)
invasive species eradication and control projects; (vii) biological and scientific re-
search, including fish contaminant testing; and (viii) development and dissemination
of public information materials.

JUSTIFICATION & HOW THE REQUESTED FUNDS WOULD BE USED

For over 20 years, Congress has recognized GLIFWC as a cost efficient agency
that plays a necessary role in: (i) meeting specific federal treaty and statutory obli-
gations toward GLIFWC’s member Tribes; (ii) fulfilling conservation, habitat protec-
tion, and law enforcement functions required by federal court decisions affirming



181

the Tribes’ treaty rights; (iii) effectively regulating harvests of natural resources
shared among the treaty signatory Tribes; and (iv) serving as an active partner with
state, federal and local governments, with educational institutions, and with con-
servation organizations and other non-profit agencies.

And, particularly relevant to the requested EPA funds, Tribal members rely upon
treaty-protected natural resources for religious, cultural, medicinal, subsistence, and
economic purposes. Their treaty rights mean little if contamination of these re-
sources threatens their health, safety, and economy, or if the habitats supporting
these resources are degraded.

With the requested stable funding base, GLIFWC will:

1. Maintain its Core Capabilities to Conserve Natural Resources and to Regulate
Treaty Harvests.—As was the case with the BIA funding base provided by Congress
for the past 4 years, GLIFWC would: (i) restore program cuts caused by chronic
under-funding; 3 (ii) provide cost-of-living pay increases to staff;4 and (ii1) solidify
law enforcement and emergency response infrastructure improvements that have
been instituted with a combination of BIA and U.S. Department of Justice COPS
funds.5

2. Remain a Trusted Environmental Management Partner and Scientific Contrib-
utor in the Great Lakes Region.—With the requested EPA funding base, GLIFWC
would maintain its ability to bring a tribal perspective to the interjurisdictional mix
of Great Lakes managers.® It also would use its scientific expertise to study issues
and geographic areas that are important to its member Tribes but that others may
not be examining.”?

The lack of a secure, ongoing EPA funding base jeopardizes GLIFWC’s role as a
trusted environmental management partner and scientific contributor in the Great
Lakes Region. The federal government’s treaty obligations to GLIFWC’s member
Tribes compel more than the mere opportunity to compete for a diminishing patch-
work of discretionary EPA grants. This is particularly true given important current
initiatives such as the Great Lakes Regional Collaboration in which GLIFWC par-
ticipates as a full partner.

3. Maintain the Overall Public Benefits That Derive From its Programs.—Over the
years, GLIFWC has become a recognized and valued partner in natural resource
management, in emergency services networks, and in providing accurate informa-
tion to the public. Because of its institutional experience and staff expertise,
GLIFWC provides continuity and stability in interagency relationships and among
its member Tribes, and contributes to social stability in the context of ceded terri-
tory treaty rights issues.

Over the past 20 years, GLIFWC has built many partnerships that: (i) provide
accurate information and data to counter social misconceptions about tribal treaty
harvests and the status of ceded territory natural resources; (ii) maximize each part-
ner’s financial resources; (iii) avoid duplication of effort and costs; (iv) engender co-
operation rather than competition; and (v) undertake projects and achieve public
benefits that no one partner could accomplish alone.

3For example, the previously restored funding base was used to: (i) reinstitute fall juvenile
walleye recruitment surveys to previous levels; (ii) restore tribal court and registration station
funding cuts; (iii) restore Lake Superior lamprey control and whitefish assessment programs;
(iv) restore GLIFWC’s share in cooperative wildlife and wild rice enhancement projects; (v) re-
place aging equipment; (vi) meet expanding harvest monitoring needs; and (vii) meet uncontrol-
lable increases in employee benefit costs.

4Since fiscal year 2002, the Administration has not included funding for GLIFWC employee
cost of living pay adjustments in GLIFWC’s base funding levels. Failure to include these adjust-
ments in succeeding budgets negates their very purpose and results in recurring de facto budget
cuts if the adjusted salaries are to be paid in subsequent years.

5GLIFWC has: (i) upgraded its patrol capabilities with new vehicles, boats, snowmobiles, and
off-road vehicles; (ii) increased officer medical training and upgraded first aid equipment; (iii)
upgraded its radio systems to be compatible with surrounding agencies; and (iv) established on-
going joint training with federal, state, and local agencies.

6 GLIFWC currently participates on a regular basis in the Binational Program to Restore and
Protect Lake Superior, International Joint Commission and SOLEC forums, the Great Lakes Re-
gional Collaboration, and the development of agreements to regulate water diversions and with-
drawals under the Great Lakes Charter, Annex 2001.

7With the requested fiscal year 2006 EPA funds, GLIFWC would: (i) continue its long-stand-
ing program to collect and test fish for mercury and to communicate testing results through
health care providers and GIS maps; (ii) assess the impacts of contaminants leaking from a
closed mine in Wisconsin; (iii) conduct water testing and baseline monitoring of heavy metals
in the area of a proposed sulfide mine in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula near pristine Lake Supe-
rior tributaries where native coaster brook trout spawn; and (iv) assess mercury, PCB and
organochlorine levels in Lake Superior herring, the second most commercially-harvested fish in
the United States waters of Lake Superior.
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OTHER RELATED APPROPRIATIONS CONCERNS

1. BIA Contract Support Costs.—GLIFWC asks Congress to direct the BIA to fully
fund contract support costs, as GLIFWC has experienced a $341,000 shortfall since
1995 despite its consistently low indirect cost rate of less than 15.25 percent and
its current rate of 14.93 percent.

2. BIA Circle of Flight Tribal Wetland & Waterfowl Initiative.—Once again, Con-
gress should fully fund this long-standing tribal contribution to the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan that the Administration again proposes to eliminate.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES

Thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony to the Interior and Related
Agencies Subcommittee on several funding items of importance to The Humane So-
ciety of the United States (HSUS) and its 8.6 million supporters nationwide. As the
largest animal protection organization in the country, The HSUS urges the Com-
mittee to address these priority issues in the fiscal year 2006 budget.

LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVISION OF THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

After illegal drugs and arms, trade in wildlife parts is the third most lucrative
smuggling enterprise in this country. New technology and a full complement of Spe-
cial Agents are essential if law enforcement is to have any hope of effectively enforc-
ing the nation’s endangered species trade laws. We commend the Administration’s
$1.295 million increase for the Law Enforcement Division in fiscal year 2006. The
HSUS strongly supports an additional increase of $8.3 million over the Administra-
tion’s request for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Law Enforcement Operations and
Maintenance, to better house and equip the Wildlife Forensics Laboratory and to
hire and train additional new Special Agents for proper enforcement of the Captive
Wildlife Safety Act.

The Captive Wildlife Safety Act, which was signed into law in December 2003,
as Public Law 108-191, was passed unanimously in both the House and Senate and
takes aim at the epidemic of private ownership of dangerous big cats as pets. We
are disappointed that the Service is more than eight months late in promulgating
the regulations necessary for enforcement of this important law. According to some
estimates, there are up to 15,000 big cats kept as pets in the United States. A small
increase of $1.3 million over last year’s level should be appropriated to hire and
train one new Special Agent for each of the Fish and Wildlife Service’s seven re-
gions. Additional funds will allow for adequate enforcement of this new law.

Investigating sophisticated wildlife smuggling operations requires the latest in
law enforcement technology. The Clark R. Bavin Wildlife Forensics Laboratory is ca-
pable of providing assistance in the prosecution of wildlife crimes by analyzing
claws, teeth, feathers, tissue, blood, and other wildlife samples. The laboratory is
indispensable in the vigorous enforcement of the nation’s wildlife trade laws. The
HSUS urges the Committee to appropriate $7 million to enable completion of the
renovation of the dermestid colony, and morphology, bio-level III containment, and
firearms facilities, as well as new additions for pathology, an atrium that would in-
§lude a 60-seat conference room for agent and inspector training and scientific con-

erences.

MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

The HSUS joins a broad coalition of organizations in requesting an increase over
the Administration’s request for the Multinational Species Conservation Fund
(MNSCF). The MNSCF is a fund established by Congress to benefit African and
Asian elephants, rhinos, tigers, great apes, and neotropical migratory birds and ma-
rine turtles. Congress has been very supportive of these programs in the past. Un-
fortunately, the Administration’s fiscal year 2006 request falls short of the funds
necessary to carry out these valuable missions. We ask that you continue to support
these highly threatened mammals and birds in fiscal year 2006 by appropriating $2
million each for the African Elephant Conservation Fund, the Asian Elephant Con-
servation Fund, the Great Ape Conservation Fund, and the new Marine Turtle
Fund. We further request $2.5 million for the combined Rhinoceros and Tiger Con-
servation Fund, and $5 million for the Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation
Fund, for a total of $15.5 million.

While there are threats to the long-term survival of elephants, rhinos, tigers,
great apes, and neotropical migratory birds, there have been improvements attrib-
utable to funds made available through the MNSCF. Grants made from the MNSCF
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provide a stable funding source that has leveraged over four times as much in addi-
tional contributions from range states, non-governmental organizations, and others.

While The HSUS wholeheartedly supports increased funding for the MNSCF, we
are concerned about past incidents and future opportunities for funds from these
conservation programs to be allocated to promote trophy hunting, trade in animal
parts, and other consumptive uses—including live capture for trade, captive breed-
ing, and entertainment for public display industry—under the guise of conservation
for these animals. Grants made to projects under the MNSCF must be consistent
with the spirit of the law.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY—OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

In 2000, the passage of the ICCVAM Authorization Act into Public Law 106-545
created a new paradigm for the field of regulatory toxicology, one that promotes
chemical testing methods that are often faster, more economical than existing meth-
ods, as well as more responsive to the concerns of many members of the public
about the continuing use of animals in toxicity testing. The new paradigm requires
federal agencies to ensure that new and revised animal and alternative test meth-
ods be scientifically validated prior to recommending or requiring use by industry.
An internationally agreed upon definition of validation is supported by the 15 fed-
eral regulatory and research agencies that compose the Interagency Coordinating
Committee on the Validation of Alternative Methods (ICCVAM), including the EPA.
The definition is: “the process by which the reliability and relevance of a procedure
are established for a specific use.”

In recent years, thanks to Congressional leadership, efforts to provide specific
funding for and prioritization of research, development and validation of non-animal
and other alternative test methods have helped to guide EPA’s approach to this nec-
essary thrust for sound and efficient science that also replaces, reduces or refines
the use of animals in toxicity testing. However, recent dialogue with the EPA has
demonstrated a lack of prioritization for funding validation studies of non-animal
and other alternative methods. This is the equivalent of developing a new car that
is intended to provide reduced emissions without assessing the validity of the re-
duced emissions claim, ensuring the car will never be marketed.

For several years, the enacted budget for the Office of Research and Development
has hovered at approximately $500 million, comprising just 9 percent of EPA’s total
budget. Animal protection organizations have consistently supported a request for
a mere 1-2 percent of this budget to go specifically for research, development and
validation of non-animal, alternative test methods. Chairman Walsh secured a $4
million appropriation first-ever directive for research, development and validation of
non-animal test methods in the fiscal year 2002 budget for EPA. And while the ani-
mal protection community is greatly appreciative of this directive, we have yet to
receive a detailed accounting of the expenditure of funds. The agency has stated
that funding has been provided for bench science that may have future relevant ap-
plications. EPA contends it has used monies from the Science and Technology Ac-
count for the Office of Research and Development to fund research and development
of non-animal and other alternative test methods; but the funding stops at the stage
when a test method must be scientifically validated in order to be considered for
incorporation into recommendations or requirements. Unfortunately this approach
does little to support the final development or necessary validation studies for non-
animal test methods with potential current application in reducing costs and in-
creasing efficiency in existing EPA programs. Moreover, no detailed reporting on the
actual expenditure of funds under the Computational Toxicology Program to pro-
mote alternative methods has ever been submitted to the Congress. Therefore, we
join with the Doris Day Animal League and other animal protection groups in sup-
port of including the following report language in the appropriations bill:

“The Committee recognizes the EPA’s commitment to developing a Computational
Toxicology Program to reduce the use of animal testing and the cost of such testing.
It is the Committee’s expectation that, commensurate with Committee approval for
full funding of the Computational Toxicology Program for the last several years,
EPA demonstrate real progress not only in development of computational toxicology
methods, but importantly, in validation of new and revised test methods, non-ani-
mal methods, and alternative methods so that these can be utilized in regulatory
program activities. The Committee encourages EPA to develop and implement spe-
cific plans for validation studies of new and revised, non-animal and alternative
methods for chemical screening and priority setting. The Committee requests that
EPA submit an annual report detailing results of its Computational Toxicology pro-
gram, to include a section on EPA’s overall activities and itemized expenditures fo-
cused specifically on development, standardization and validation of new, revised
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test methods, non-animal methods, and alternative methods. The Committee further
requests the EPA to report annually on how it is working through public/private
partnerships to promote newer and more efficient safety testing schemes that will
reduce animal use and enhance environmental and human safety.”

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

In fiscal year 2001, the BLM received a $9 million budget increase to halve the
number of wild horses on the range within four years. Despite the agency’s inability
to meet this goal, large numbers of horses were removed from the range and this
new level of funding was maintained through fiscal year 2004. Last year, the agency
requested another increase of $10.5 million (plus another $2.3 million from South-
ern Nevada Public Land Management Act funds) so that it can once again begin
mass roundups to drastically reduce the number of wild horses and burros on the
range from an estimated 35,000 to 25,000 in just 2 to 3 years. Yet the agency has
failed to conduct the most basic research to justify its proposed action. Despite a
statutory requirement to base roundups on current data, the agency now spends less
than 4 percent of its budget on range work, including monitoring and censusing of
wild horse populations, even though such work is critical to the successful manage-
ment of wild horse and burro populations and the range itself. In fact, most herd
management areas haven’t been censused for at least 5 years.

The removal of large numbers of horses creates a management crisis, as wit-
nessed by recent events. Although the BLM has recognized the shortage of good
adoptive homes and has subsequently opened several long-term holding facilities
where horses are pastured in large groups, it is unclear how the agency can sustain
this plan of action; as more horses are rounded up, additional facilities are needed.
For 2005, BLM intends to round up 9,800 wild horses and burros but estimates it
will only be able to place 7,150 through the adoption program. Already the agency
spends some 40 percent of its annual budget on caring for approximately 21,000
horses removed from the range, with nearly another 40 percent of the budget going
to a marketing and adoption the program that cannot successfully place the thou-
sands of wild horses and burros rounded up annually.

Furthermore, the BLM has not submitted a biannual report regarding the status
of the wild horse and burro program to Congress, as provided for in the 1971 Act.
Astonishingly, 1997 was the last year the BLM presented a report to Congress, cov-
ering the years from 1992-1995. Since that time, the BLM has, for all intents and
purposes, not been held accountable for its actions. Congress and the general public
have been denied an opportunity to scrutinize the agency’s management actions. Re-
questing additional funds to conduct massive and indiscriminate wild horse and
burro removals to levels that jeopardize the welfare of these animals, while at the
same time wasting hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars on the environmentally
destructive livestock grazing program, is nothing short of indefensible. The agency
has apparently lost sight of its legal mandate to protect wild free-roaming horses
and burros.

Most importantly, in light of the huge number of wild horses and burros being
rounded up through emergency and scheduled gathers and the passage of a last-
minute rider in the fiscal year 2005 omnibus spending package to allow for the
slaughter of wild horses, it is imperative that the “no-kill” provision that has been
attached to the Interior Appropriations bill for several years be included again in
fiscal year 2006. Recent reports that 41 horses went to slaughter immediately fol-
lowing the sale by the BLM underscore the need for this language. The Wild Free-
Roaming Horse and Burro Act’s core principles have always reflected the under-
standing that Americans want these animals to remain free from slaughter or other
forms of killing. Therefore, we join with the Doris Day Animal League and other
animal protection organizations in urging that the following language be incor-
porated into the bill:

“No appropriations made herein shall be available for the sale, slaughter or de-
struction of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bureau
of Land Management or its contractors.”

PROTECTION FOR WALRUSES

We urge this subcommittee to appropriate $500,000 in fiscal year 2006 to fund
much-needed research on the Pacific walrus. New promising methodologies for sur-
veying walrus populations are being developed and require funding support. Wal-
ruses are targeted by Native hunters for subsistence, despite a paucity of data re-
garding their current population status or population structure. Hundreds of wal-
ruses are killed annually; in some years this number has climbed to as many as
7,000. Moreover, in some hunting villages, females and their calves are preferen-
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tially killed, against the recommendation of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
standard management practice. A portion of these funds could also be used to assist
and improve the Walrus Harvest Monitor Project, which collects basic management
data.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The four Fish and Wildlife Service endangered species operating accounts are key
to effective implementation of the Endangered Species Act. However, President
Bush requested a total of only $140.1 million, a cut of $3.1 million or 2 percent in
his fiscal year 2006 budget. These important accounts should be funded at a level
of no less than $212 million for fiscal year 2006.

Listing.—This line item has suffered years of chronic under funding. Due to the
lack of resources, a backlog of listing decisions and critical habitat designations has
built up over the years. The Fish and Wildlife Service has estimated a need of at
least $153 million to alleviate the backlog. The President’s budget requests an in-
crease of $2 million above fiscal year 2005 enacted levels, but it is still well below
the actual need. To begin to address the backlog, Listing should be funded at no
less than $30 million for fiscal year 2006.

Recovery.—While the ESA has been extremely successful at preventing wildlife
from going extinct, the purpose of the Act is to protect and recover endangered and
threatened fish, plants and wildlife. The President’s budget requested $64.2 million
for recovery, a cut of $5.6 million, or nearly 10 percent below last year’s enacted
levels. By turning its back on recovery funding, the Bush administration is setting
the Endangered Species Act up for failure. The Fish and Wildlife Service has indi-
cated that more than 200 currently listed species may be extremely close to extinc-
tion because of the lack of resources dedicated to recovery. Recovery should be fund-
ed at no less than $110 million.

Consultation.—The consultation program is the “look before you leap” mechanism
that the federal departments and agencies must go through in order to proceed with
a federal project in areas where endangered and threatened species are located.
Shortage of personnel in this program area causes delays of project reviews and cre-
ates conflicts between agencies. The consultation budget also funds the Service’s
work with non-federal entities for permitting and development of Habitat Conserva-
tion Plans; lack of funding prevents the FWS from ensuring that these plans are
properly developed, implemented and monitored. The President’s budget requests an
increase of approximately $1 million for consultation, over fiscal year 2005. Con-
sultation should be funded at no less than $57 million.

Candidate Conservation.—This program protects species before they are actually
listed, thus in theory averting the need to ever list them. The theory fails to hold
up when not enough money is provided to arrest the decline of candidate species.
The President’s budget request is $8.3 million, a cut of $1 million below last year’s
level. Candidate Conservation should be funded at no less than $15 million.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE MUNICIPAL SUBDISTRICT, NORTHERN COLORADO
WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

I am requesting your support and assistance in insuring continued funding for the
Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program and the San Juan River
Basin Recovery Implementation Program. These ongoing cooperative programs have
the dual objectives of recovering four species of endangered fish while water use
continues and water development proceeds in compliance with the Endangered Spe-
cies Act of 1973, state law, and interstate compacts. Partners in the two programs
are the States of New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, Indian tribes, federal
agencies and water, power and environmental interests. I respectfully request sup-
port and action by the Subcommittee that will provide the following:

An increase of $691,000 in the fiscal year 2006 Recovery Element budget (Re-
source Management Appropriation; Ecological Services Activity; Endangered Species
Subactivity; Recovery Element) allocated to “Colorado River fish recovery project” to
allow U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Region 6 to meet its funding commit-
ment to the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program. This is the
level of funding appropriated in fiscal years 2003, 2004, and 2005 for this program.
These funds are needed for FWS direct participation in managing and implementing
the Upper Colorado Program’s actions, monitoring achievement of recovery goals,
managing data associated with fish population abundance and sampling, evaluating
stocking, and monitoring fish and habitat response to recovery actions.

The appropriation of $437,000 in operation and maintenance funds (Resource
Management Appropriation; Fisheries Activity; Hatchery Operations & Maintenance
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Subactivity, Hatchery Operations Project) to support the ongoing operation of the
FWS’ Ouray National Fish Hatchery in Utah during fiscal year 2006.

An increase of $211,000 in the “Resource Management Appropriation; Ecological
Services Activity; Endangered Species Subactivity; Recovery Element” budget allo-
cated to the “San Juan River Recovery Implementation Program.” These funds are
needed to support the FWS Recovery Program Coordinator and staff who are re-
sponsible for program management and support of all Recovery Program activities.

The enactment of Public Law 106-392, as amended by Public Law 107-375, au-
thorized the Federal Government to provide up to $46 million of cost sharing for
these two ongoing recovery programs’ remaining capital construction projects. Rais-
ing and stocking of the endangered fish produced at program hatchery facilities, re-
storing floodplain habitat and fish passage, regulating and supplying instream habi-
tat flows, installing diversion canal screens and controlling nonnative fish popu-
lations are key components of the programs’ ongoing capital construction projects.
Subsection 3(c) of Public Law 106-392 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
accept up to $17 million of contributed funds from Colorado, Wyoming, Utah, and
New Mexico, and to expend such contributed funds as if appropriated for these
projects; and provides for an additional $17 million to be contributed from revenues
derived from the sale of Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) hydroelectric power.
This substantial non-federal cost-sharing funding demonstrates the strong commit-
ment and effective partnerships embodied in both of these successful programs. The
req%ested federal appropriations are critically important to these efforts moving for-
ward.

The support of your Subcommittee in past years is greatly appreciated and has
been a major factor in the success of these multi-state, multi-agency programs as
they have progressed forward towards delisting the endangered fish species in the
Upper Colorado and San Juan River Basins while necessary water use and develop-
ment activities are occurring. I request the Subcommittee’s assistance to ensure that
the FWS is provided with adequate funding for these vitally important programs.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HIGHLANDS COALITION

On behalf of the Highlands Coalition, I would like to offer testimony in support
of several important projects proposed for the fiscal year 2006 Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations bill that would significantly advance conservation of the
four-state Highlands region. The Highlands region has now been the subject of two
federal studies that have highlighted its importance for conservation of public drink-
ing water supplies, wildlife habitat, and recreational opportunities. And last year
Congress unanimously approved the Highlands Conservation Act recognizing the
“national significance of the Highlands region to the United States.” The projects
described below would help assure that this region can continue to meet the needs
of the more than 25 million Americans who live within an hour’s drive of the High-
lands.

The Highlands Coalition includes 117 national, regional, state and local organiza-
tions working to protect the more than 2 million-acre Highlands region that
stretches from southeastern Pennsylvania through north-central New Jersey, the
Hudson Valley of New York and into the Litchfield Hills of Connecticut. The High-
lands Coalition was galvanized by the landmark regional study of the New York-
New Jersey Highlands, published in 1992, that found the Highlands region to be
of national significance due to the diversity and quality of its natural resources and
landscape, all located so close to the nation’s most densely populated area.

In 2002, the U.S. Forest Service published a detailed study update that reinforced
the findings of the 1992 Highlands Study and recognized accelerating land use pres-
sures on the region. The study update noted that the Highlands are the backyard
and lifeblood of a metropolitan complex extending from Philadelphia through New-
ark and New York City and up to Hartford, supplying clean drinking water to over
15 million people, hosting 14 million recreational visits annually and providing habi-
tat for 247 threatened and endangered species.

The study update further revealed that over 5,000 acres of land in the New York-
New Jersey Highlands are lost each year to suburban sprawl and that the rate of
loss of forests and wetlands in particular has quadrupled, threatening the quantity
and quality of public drinking water supplies. Statistics indicate that if the status
quo continues, the population of the region will increase by nearly 50 percent, im-
pacting water quality in over 70 percent of Highlands watersheds and causing water
demand to exceed supply in many areas. Wildlife habitat and recreational outlets
in the Highlands will be similarly impacted if the current rate and pattern of devel-
opment continues.
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The Highlands Coalition supports several projects proposed for the fiscal year
2006 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations bill that would help improve our
understanding of the Highlands region and provide immediate protection for some
of its most high value resource areas:

FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM

The Highlands Coalition supports three important Forest Legacy projects in the
Highlands that have been put forward by the States of New Jersey, New York, and
Connecticut.

The Sparta Mountain South tract in the northwestern section of the N.J. High-
lands seeks $3.9 million to extend the Sparta Mountain greenway in rural Sussex
County. These 2,200 acres of rugged mountains and streams provide an important
greenway corridor between Allamuchy State Park and the Sparta Mountain Wildlife
Management Area. Sparta Mountain South provides habitat for many endangered
species and neotropical migratory birds.

The Surprise Lake project in the New York Highlands seeks $1 million to con-
serve 648 acres most notable for wonderful recreation values and watershed protec-
tion. The project lies in the middle of a network of protected lands that is being as-
sembled across the Hudson Highlands, a scenic area accessible from New York City
by public transit or automobile in less than an hour. The Surprise Lake project area
features scenic vistas from high ridgelines, long distance hiking opportunities, and
represents one of the highest quality mountain recreation opportunities within close
range of the New York metropolitan area. The project area also protects the Break-
ﬂe(k:)k Brook, a key tributary of the Hudson River, and provides valuable wildlife

abitat.

The Skiff Mountain project, part of a contiguous network of 7,000 acres in West-
ern Connecticut, seeks $2.3 million to preserve 937 acres. Skiff Mountain is part of
the Housatonic River Watershed, which extends from western Massachusetts to
Long Island Sound. The mountain’s northern uplands-transitional hardwoods forest
contains Class A streams and habitat for black bear, bobcats, coyotes and
neotropical songbirds. Skiff Mountain borders on the Appalachian Trail, and is
ranked number 1 among Connecticut projects this year.

HIGHLANDS CONSERVATION ACT

The four states of the Highlands Coalition support the appropriation of $10 mil-
lion to preserve one Pennsylvania project, one New Jersey project, one New York
parcel, and three smaller Connecticut properties, as listed below, plus $1 million for
technical support.

—Oley Hills, PA
Cost: $2,800,000
HCA Request: $1,400,000
Size: 1,133 acres
The Oley Hills consists of a grouping of properties in the Oley Hills core conserva-
tion area of the Reading Prong, the geologic formation that lies at the heart of the
Pennsylvania Highlands. The Oley Hills project area boasts of three state-des-
ignated “exceptional value” streams—Pine Creek, Oysterville Creek, and Saucony
Creek. These pristine waterways provide important water quality protection for the
Schuylkill River and are the subjects of state-funded watershed protection plans.

—Wyanokie Highlands, NJ
Cost: $7,700,000
HCA Request: $3,850,000
Size: 1,288 acres (4 parcels)

The Wyanokie Highlands form the headwaters of Burnt Meadow and West Brooks
that flow into North Jersey’s Wanaque Reservoir, which provides drinking water for
nearly two million NdJ residents. The acquisition of these four parcels will help com-
plete a critical greenway in the Wyanokies linking Long Pond Ironworks State Park
with Norvin Green State Forest. These parcels are the largest portion of the missing
link and include waterways of exceptional ecological significance, which drain into
the Wanaque Reservoir.

—Arrow Park, NY
Cost: $6,141,000
HCA Request: $3,000,000
Size: 267 acres
Arrow Park is the last significant property buffering Sterling Forest State Park
from residential and commercial development in the Town of Monroe. This Project
provides habitat for threatened species, and protects wetlands critical to the health
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of the watershed in and around Sterling Forest, which, in turn, provides drinking
water to millions of residents of New York and New Jersey. Matching funds for this
Project are anticipated from New York State and private organizations. Arrow Park
will be included in Sterling Forest State Park and managed by the State of New
York in accordance with the Sterling Forest Master Plan.

—dJones Mountain, CT
Cost: $1,000,000
HCA Request: $500,000
Size: 151 acres
This 151-acre forested mountain provides the visual backdrop for the Town of
New Hartford that, along with the Farmington River, defines the character of the
fast-developing community of New Hartford. The property consists of rugged old for-
est (primarily oak, black birch and red maple), meadow and intermittent streams.
Preservation of this area is critical as half of the property drains into the East
Mountain Brook, a tributary to the Farmington River, a Federally designated Wild
and Scenic River. Any development would likely cause erosion that would impact
the watershed.

—Sweeton Pasture Lot, CT
Cost: $200,000
HCA Request: $100,000
Size: 44 acres
The Sweeton Pasture Lot is largely forested. Its forest is primarily hardwood, with
red oak, chestnut oak, black birch, white birch, beech, hickory, as well as some
stands of eastern hemlock and white pine. The property also contains wetlands. The
topography primarily slopes to the east and south. There are scenic views in several
directions from a hilltop in the northwestern part of the property. Acquisition of this
property will protect habitat for a number of migratory songbirds and large mam-
mals, including black bear, fisher, coyote, and bobcat.

—Embree, CT
Cost: $1,000,000
HCA Request: $500,000
Size: 80 acres

The site is located off of Route 37 on the Sherman/New Milford border, and abuts
several protected properties and non-subdividable lots. The property would create a
large undisturbed corridor within a proposed trail system, and offer an ideal outdoor
classroom for local schools, universities and environmental organizations. The
project contains the highest point in the Town of Sherman and is the Town’s pri-
ority parcel for acquisition. This forested property is steep with numerous rock
outcrops, and contains an exceptionally large undisturbed (ca 3—4 acre) vernal pool.
It is very likely that the vernal pool contains numerous species of reptiles and am-
phibians, many of which are declining precipitously in the northeastern United
States. The site contains ideal habitat for Timber rattlesnake, bobcat and black bear
as well as a suite of other mammals and neo-tropical migratory birds. Preservation
of this site would be an important connection to already protected properties in
Sherman.

The $11 million includes $1 million for technical support and research supplied
by the U.S. Forest Service as specified in the HCA bill, which will be used to extend
the 2002 USFS study update to Pennsylvania and Connecticut.

In conclusion, the Highlands Coalition is grateful for the considerable federal in-
vestment that has been made over the last decade to support conservation of the
Highlands region. We would appreciate the subcommittee’s support for the impor-
tant projects outlined above to continue the fine partnership with states and local
communities that is steadily securing valuable natural resources across the region.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HOOSIC RIVER WATERSHED ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and Honorable Members of the Committee: I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to present this testimony in support of a $2 million appropriation from the
Land and Water Conservation Fund for the acquisition of Broad Brook watershed
project in the Green Mountain National Forest.

The Hoosic River Watershed Association is a 501(c)3 non-profit citizens’ group
founded in 1986 and dedicated to the restoration, conservation and enjoyment of the
Hoosic River and its watershed, through education, research, and advocacy. We en-
vision a watershed that is ecologically sound and adds to the quality of life of its
residents. The Broad Brook watershed is a subdivision of the Hoosic watershed. We
strongly support its acquisition because this is an unusual opportunity to protect an
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entire tributary drainage basin. The potential benefits go well beyond protecting
habitat and water quality in the Broad Brook basin itself. Both published literature
and the results of our own research in the Hoosic drainage have demonstrated that
the type of land use in tributary basins has a significant impact on the water qual-
ity of the river mainstem. Thus the Hoosic’s ability to support a healthy coldwater
fish community depends in large part on the cool, clean water from tributaries that
traverse forested landscapes. But it is unrealistic to expect that these relatively
pristine and commercially desirable tributary basins will remain undeveloped in the
coming years. As their landscapes shift from forest and field to higher-impact land
uses, water quality and habitat will degrade throughout the watershed. Making the
Broad Brook subwatershed a part of Green Mountain National Forest will be an im-
portant counter-measure against this trend.

The acquisition will provide other benefits as well. The Green Mountains of
Vermont are one of the northeast region’s most popular and heavily-visited areas,
which each year draw millions of tourists attracted to its scenic beauty. The Green
Mountains region contains outstanding natural resources such as wildlife habitat for
black bear, deer, and neotropical songbirds, as well as extensive timber resources.
The area boasts excellent trout streams and encompasses the watersheds that pro-
vide drinking water for many Vermont communities. The acquisition of properties
in the Green Mountain National Forest protects recreational opportunities that have
long been important to residents and visitors alike, such as camping, hiking, hunt-
ing, and cross-country skiing.

Available for acquisition and completion in fiscal year 2006 is the 3,921-acre
Broad Brook watershed property, located in the southernmost portion of the forest
just north of the Massachusetts border. For many years, the Massachusetts city of
North Adams, which owns this parcel, used the Broad Brook watershed as a source
of drinking water for city residents. However, several years ago the city ceased de-
pending on Broad Brook for its water and is now interested in selling the property.
Located within the boundaries of the Green Mountain NF in the towns of Pownal
and Stamford, the Broad Brook property would be an outstanding addition to this
forest, known for its excellent recreational opportunities and critical wildlife habitat.

The state of Vermont has mapped this parcel as being entirely within black bear
production habitat, regions which support high densities of cub producing females.
On the property there can be found a large and healthy population of the state
threatened Large Whorled Pogonia (Isotria verticillata), and close to 7 miles of pris-
tine headwater streams. A portion of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail, which
in this part of Vermont coincides with the Long Trail, passes across the Broad
Brook property. The tract is adjacent to other Forest Service ownership, the Stam-
ford Meadows Wildlife Management Area—a state-owned sanctuary—as well as
other conservation lands near the town of Pownal.

On November 2, 2004, the town of Pownal voted 2-1 in favor of purchase of the
Broad Brook parcel by the GMNF. With that approval and with an additional $2
million from the LWCF in fiscal year 2006, the USFS can move to complete this
critical acquisition. The forest is also pursuing other high priority acquisitions total-
ing $1.5 million, allowing for continued management of important wildlife species
as well as ensuring public access to the Appalachian Trail and other recreation op-
portunities in this popular national forest.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA NATIVE
CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT

SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 2006 REQUEST: $10.5 MILLION

TIAIA’s fiscal year 2006 federal budget request for operations, endowment, and
matching funds for capital construction of a center for lifelong education are as fol-
lows:

[In millions of dollars]

Amount
Fiscal Year 2006 Institutional Operations 6.5
Capital Construction Matching Funds to a W.K. Kellogg Foundation Challenge Grant ... 45

Total Request of Fiscal Year 2006 10.5
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TIATA promotes Native American cultural life and its artistic expression through
post-secondary instruction, research, artistry and scholarship. The Institute enables
its Native students to deepen and rediscover their living heritage of language, his-
tory, and culture through the creative arts.

Academic Programs.—IAIA offers Associate and Baccalaureate degrees in Studio
Arts (AFA, BFA), Visual Communications (AAS, BFA), Creative Writing (AA, BFA)
and Museum Studies (AFA and BA).

Accreditation.—IAIA is fully accredited by the North Central Association of Col-
leges and Schools (NCA) and by the National Association of Schools of Arts and De-
sign (NASAD), the only national professional accrediting agency in higher education
covering the entire field of art and design that is recognized by the U.S. Department
of Education.

In 2004 TATA underwent rigorous evaluations and an accreditation site review by
NCA and NASAD. Both visiting teams not only approved the continued accredita-
tion of the Institute, but raised the Institute’s standing to a ten-year status—the
highest level of achievement possible for colleges and universities. However, the ac-
creditation final report concluded that further emphasis be placed on the stabiliza-
tion of the Institute’s base federal funding for operations, endowment, and capital
construction. In accordance with accreditation mandates, this budget request lays
out specific recommendations for sustained operations, along with appropriate fund-
ing increases, for the further stabilization and strengthening of IAIA’s education
programs and facilities.

Operating Budget Request of $6.5 million.—To begin to address defined five-year
goals, including important assessment and accreditation mandates, IAIA’s federal
budget request represents a $500,000 increase over fiscal year 2005 funding. The
accreditation reports require a stronger assessment and stability of financial sys-
tems. Because core funding is not obtained from the State of New Mexico, it is es-
sential that a particular emphasis be placed on core federal support. The Institute
will continue to leverage funds to ensure jointly supported planned improvements.
Further justifications for this request are found in the previously submitted com-
prehensive budget.

Request for Federal Matching Funds of $4 million to meet a W.K. Kellogg Chal-
lenge Grant.—As authorized by its legislation, the Institute is committed to the cre-
ation of a center for lifelong education, scholarly research and cultural exchange to
express the various dimensions of Native cultures to all peoples. As presented in
previous federal requests, IAIA won a national competition for a $2 million grant
from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation to plan and design this new center, which will
be located on IAIA’s campus. The new center is projected to serve 16,000 partici-
pants annually. Construction and development costs are projected at $37 million, of
which $21 million has been secured. Diversified support for remaining costs is being
secured through private, state, and tribal partnerships.

Of critical importance, the Kellogg Foundation has committed an additional $16
million, but requires a federal match of a total of $8 million. Thus far, IAIA has
secured almost $4 million in federal dollars through appropriations and competitive
programs. IAIA’s fiscal year 2006 request of the remaining $4 million will secure
this large private sector grant opportunity for the direct benefit of Indian peoples
and their communities.

BACKGROUND AND KEY FACTS

TAIA, originally established in 1962, has produced the majority of North America’s
most successful Indian artists. Founded as a Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) high
school, TATA has evolved into a federally chartered four-year college, building its
own campus and operating the national American Indian Arts Museum in the his-
toric plaza of Santa Fe.

Charter and Mission.—IAIA moved out of the control of the BIA into a Congres-
sionally chartered institution in 1988 and is authorized under Public Law 99-498,
as amended. This law affirms and acknowledges that Native cultures and arts are
critical to the nation and deems it appropriate and essential for the federal govern-
ment to provide base support to IAIA in the advancement, preservation, and pro-
motion of diverse Native cultures and arts. IATA’s mission is to serve as the national
center of research, training, language and scholarship for Native Americans and
Alaska Natives through the dedicated study, creative application, preservation and
care of our Native cultures and arts.

Governance.—IAIA is governed by a board of trustees (majority Native) appointed
by the President of the United States and confirmed by the Senate.
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Funding.—As a national post-secondary institution, IAIA’s operations are funded
through direct federal support and a diversified private sector approach to founda-
tions, corporations, tribes, and individual donors. It does not receive state support
for base operations.

Museum.—IAIA’s enabling legislation also authorizes funding to the IAIA Mu-
seum and specifies its dual purpose of public education and presentation. Its facili-
ties and collections provide hands-on training for students and faculty, and show-
case student and alumni works. It provides a highly visible venue for public rela-
tions, education, and outreach, attracting over 50,000 visitors annually. The mu-
seum also houses the largest National Collection of Indian Contemporary Art with
more than 6,500 pieces.

Campus.—In 1989, 140 acres was donated to the Institute for the establishment
of a permanent campus. IATA developed the infrastructure for site development and
created an impressive master campus plan. The first phase of new campus construc-
tion is nearly complete.

Student Body.—IAIA’s student body represents virtually every state in the coun-
try, as it enrolls 70-90 percent of the 562 federally recognized tribes. On average,
over 90 percent of enrolled students come from impoverished reservations located
in isolated communities with family income levels below federal poverty standards.
Graduates become renowned artists and/or highly respected professionals in tribal
communities and mainstream society.

Tuition.—IAIA is strongly committed to assisting its student body access both fed-
eral and private sources of scholarship, financial aid and other tuition assistance
public and private programs. Tuition rates are similar to community colleges in the
Santa Fe area.

Performance Measures.—IAIA undergoes rigorous assessment through reviews by
mainstream accreditation committees and meets strict evaluation standards. It
holds dual accreditation as a four-year fine arts college by the North Central Asso-
ciation of Colleges and Schools and the National Association of Schools of Art and
Design. In 2004 it achieved 10-year accreditation, the highest standard in higher
education.

Community Outreach and Support.—Through public education and outreach, IATA
serves over 50,000 students, community members and national and international
visitors annually. Please note that this budget request has the unanimous support
of the American Indian Higher Education Consortium, All Indian Pueblo Council,
National Congress of the American Indian, and National Indian Education Associa-
tion.

JUSTIFICATIONS AND HIGHLIGHTS OF MAJOR SUCCESSES.

Student Graduation Rates.—While IAIA’s Baccalaureate degree programs are new
and still under evaluation, IAIA’s Associate degree programs have a 42 percent
graduation success rate as compared with the 22 percent national average rate of
mainstream higher education institutions.

Library and Technology Center (LTC).—Through federal, state and private sup-
port, TAIA built a new center for academic learning, research, and study. The LTC
houses a Computer Lab, Learning Resource Center, a student support center, and
extensive book collections and photographic archives. The library’s collection is
available locally and internationally via the online catalog on our Web site.

Native Circle—A Program for Student Success. IAIA instituted a groundbreaking
initiative to increase student academic success and retention through culturally-
based learning assistance. Native Circle creates culturally integrated support to
meet the needs of our unique population of students. Native Circle promotes student
success and provides support in all arenas of the student experience.

Film Program for Native American Writers, Directors, and Actors.—In partnership
with ABC Entertainment, Walt Disney, Screen Actors Guild and the National Mu-
seum of the American Indian, IAIA created a new initiative to further the advance-
ment of Native Americans pursuing careers in the entertainment industry. Several
participants won highly competitive ABC Talent Scholarships, and Walt Disney and
ABC Entertainment Writing Fellowships.

CURRENT CHALLENGES

Federal investment has been critical to IAIA’s evolution and numerous achieve-
ments. Appropriations for new campus construction were leveraged by over 60 per-
cent in state, private, and other federal competitive grant programs, allowing the
Institute to establish the first phase of its own campus.

Although IAIA has developed from a two-year college into a four-year institution,
appropriations increases have averaged less than four percent from 1998 to 2004.
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Operating expenses have had to be kept to a minimum despite the tremendous de-
velopment of a four-year curriculum. Although the Institute achieved the highest ac-
creditation for its four-year programs, it suffers from inadequate resources to build
an appropriate infrastructure to support its new designation. Institutional assess-
ments conducted by accreditation boards this past year highlighted key shortfalls
within TAIA’s infrastructure. The following three major areas were identified:
—Operations.—Strengthening of current operational systems and stabilization of
core operations financed by the Federal Government.
—Compensation.—Implementation of an appropriate compensatory structure to
support competitive markets, factoring in Santa Fe’s high cost of living, and the
professional development, and new hires of credentialed faculty for four-year
programs.
—New Systems.—Implementation of new systems and reorganization to address
shortfalls in current systems.

CONCLUSION

It is without doubt that the accomplishments of IAIA have been outstanding over
the past five years. We proudly and respectfully commit this budget request to the
United States Congress for review and consideration. We greatly value our partner-
ship to sustain and strengthen this important institution, its many achievements,
and a future full of promise for the continuous cultural advancement of our diverse
tribal nations. Thank you for your serious consideration.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF TROPICAL FORESTERS

As a former member of the USDA Forest Service Research Program and current
President of the International Society of Tropical Foresters, I am pleased to see an
increase of $9.016 million in the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget for Forest Serv-
ice Research and Development (FS R&D). Also pleasing are the increases in funding
for the Forest Inventory and Analysis and the Biobased Products and Bioenergy pro-
grams above the fiscal year 2005 enacted level. These are important and positive
increases.

However, I see problems with the lack of recognition of the need for additional
silviculturists to strengthen the Healthy Forests Restoration program.
Silviculturists in Forest Service Programs generally (in National Forests, Research
and Development, and State and Private Forestry) have been reduced in numbers
at an alarming rate during the past several years. Yet, they are needed to plan and
carry out thinning of fire hazardous forest lands and in restoring cut and burned
over forest lands through planting or natural regeneration programs. Silviculturists
have always been the backbone of Forest Service management programs, and they
are essential to current Healthy Forests Restoration programs working together
with other specialists in water, fire, insects, diseases, ecology and wildlife habitat.
I recommend that the Forest Service recognize the need for more silviculturists in
Research and Development as well as in non-research programs of the Forest Serv-
ice. This would require at least an increase in funding of $2 million more for Re-
search and Development and additional funding for the other two branches of the
Forest Service.

The rest of the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget looks good, although I would
like to add a little special detail on two International Research Institutes that are
a part of the overall Research programs.

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE OF TROPICAL FORESTRY IN PUERTO RICO

The International Institute of Tropical Forestry (IITF) has a mission of research
that contributes to the sustainable use of forest resources, the conservation of pri-
mary forests, the rehabilitation of degraded lands and the management of wildlife
and watersheds. This work is conducted in an extensive network of collaborators
with the Institute in Puerto Rico, other Caribbean islands, and in Latin America.
The decrease of $51,000 in the fiscal year 2006 budget for IITF will impact research
on watershed conditions and invasive plants and animals and the delivery and prac-
tical use of all of the research programs of IITF.

I would like to see the $51,000 decrease restored, and an increase of $300,000 for
silvicultural research aimed at sustainable forest management practices in the fiscal
year 2006 budget for IITF.
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INSTITUTE OF PACIFIC ISLANDS FORESTRY IN HAWAII

The Institute of Pacific Islands Forestry (IPIF) in Hawaii has a mission of re-
search on invasive species, forested wetlands, and ecosystem restoration. The Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2006 budget for IPIF includes a $65,000 increase over fiscal year
2005. This increase will be used to strengthen research on invasive species. How-
ever, other programs that supplement or support research on ecosystem restoration
include watershed research, fire research (especially since invasive species have cre-
ated fire prone situations) and wetlands research. This work needs to continue. The
$100,000 decrease in mangrove and wetlands research, as well as ridge to reef stud-
ies, should be restored. An additional increase of $300,000 for silvicultural research
in the fiscal year 2006 budget for IPIF would greatly enhance work to restore native
ecosystems in Hawaii.

Previous FS budgets have made possible the construction of an office and labora-
tory facility to house the IPIF R&D and outreach programs. The construction of this
facility in Hilo, Hawaii began in early 2004, and I am pleased to see that IPIF will
soon occupy these new quarters.

I would like to be sure that the $65,000 increase in the President’s fiscal year
2006 budget for IPIF be retained in the overall FS R&D budget.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERTRIBAL TIMBER COUNCIL (ITC)
SUMMARY

Mr. Chairman, I am Nolan C. Colegrove, Sr., President of the Intertribal Timber
Council. I am a member of the Hoopa Tribe and serve as their Forest Manager. 1
am pleased to present the following recommendations for fiscal year 2006 Bureau
of Indian Affairs, U.S. Forest Service and Department of Energy appropriations:

(1) Reject the BIA’s proposed restructuring of the BIA budget,

(2) Restore Endangered Species funding in Non-Recurring Programs—Resources
Management, to $2.6 million and add $4 million for activities involving ESA,

(3) Implement IFMAT II report recommendations to—

(a) increase BIA Forestry base funding by $119.6 million, and
(b) integrate Interior BIA fire funding into the BIA base Forestry budget,

(4) Add $8 million to Cadastral Surveys in Non-Recurring Real Estate Services,
is-_\{nd rgtain the $1.6 million proposed increase for Regional Office Land Titles and

ecords,

(5) Within Wildland Fire funding in BLM, direct BIA to develop a Native Amer-
ican fire crew leadership training program,

(6) Add $17.5 million to Forest Service State & Private Forestry to fund recently
authorized Tribal and State Forested Watershed Assistance Programs,

(7) Restore Cooperative Lands Forest Health Management funding in Forest Serv-
ice State and Private Forestry to the fiscal year 2005 level of $47.6 million, and

(8) Add $100 million in Energy Department Energy Conservation for biomass pro-
grams being authorized in H.R. 6, the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

INTERTRIBAL TIMBER COUNCIL BACKGROUND

The Intertribal Timber Council (ITC) is a twenty-nine year old organization of
seventy forest owning tribes and Alaska Native organizations that collectively pos-
sess more than 90 percent of the 7.7 million timberland acres and a significant por-
tion of the 9.5 million woodland acres that are under BIA trust management. These
lands provide vitally important habitat, cultural and spiritual sites, recreation and
subsistence uses, and through commercial forestry, income for the tribes and jobs
for their members. In Alaska, the forests of Native corporations and thousands of
individual allotments are equally important to their owners. To all our membership,
our forests and woodlands are essential to our physical, cultural, and economic well-
being, and their proper management is our foremost concern.

REJECT THE BIA’S PROPOSED RESTRUCTURING OF THE BIA BUDGET

Mr. Chairman, the ITC urges Congress to reject the BIA’s proposed restructuring
of its Operation of Indian Programs budget for fiscal year 2006. The restructuring
undermines tribal government and Self-Determination, and provides the BIA with
greater autonomy to shift funding as it chooses. In the current climate of intense
budget pressures, the BIA should have increased responsibility to inform the tribes
about the use of the money that is supposed to be provided to meet tribal needs
and federal trust obligations. Greater detail, transparency, and accountability are
needed, not less. Restructuring would eliminate TPA and create amorphous pools
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of funds that will be easier for the BIA to manipulate, out of view of the very tribes
the budget is to assist. The current budget system was developed and implemented
by tribes, the BIA and Congress in fiscal year 1993 to clearly identify all BIA funds
subject to tribal control. The BIA budget is intended to serve the tribes, not the bu-
reaucracy.

Restructuring the BIA budget is exceptionally complicated and controversial; trib-
al involvement and consultation must be required before the BIA is granted the au-
thority to implement what it has characterized as a “needs-based budget.” The BIA
is already failing to adequately fund almost all of its programs, including its trust
resource obligations; giving the BIA virtually carte blanche authority to shift and
distribute this scarcity among the tribes will be an unending source of BIA mischief
and increasing distrust among the tribes. At the very least, any such plan would
be disruptive and extremely controversial. Shifting funds would destabilize both
Self-Governance tribes and direct service tribes. Further, the proposed budget jus-
tification is vague and apparently anticipates differential administrative treatment.
“One set of standards should apply to programs managed directly by BIA. Another
set of standards should be applied to BIA’s management of grants under Indian
Self-Determination.” BIA-OIP-1.

RESTORE ENDANGERED SPECIES FUNDING IN NON-RECURRING PROGRAMS—RESOURCES
MANAGEMENT, TO $2.6 MILLION AND ADD $4 MILLION FOR ACTIVITIES INVOLVING THE
ESA

We request that the BIA Endangered Species program be restored to its fiscal
year 2001 level of $2.6 million, and that another $4 million be added to address
unmet needs for funding to support tribal activities involving the ESA. Even at cur-
rent levels, for instance, the BIA Pacific Region states its ESA program is so under-
funded it cannot fund one full-time biologist, yet there are over 290 federally listed
species and 102 federally recognized Indian tribes within the Region. For fiscal year
2006, BIA is proposing to cut its ESA program to $210,000, effectively eliminating
the only funding identified in the BIA budget for field-level ESA compliance activity.
The fiscal year 2006 BIA Justification frankly acknowledges this on page BIA-NRP-
17, stating “the reduction will curtail the ESA compliance effort for individual tim-
ber sales.” We fear that the virtual elimination of the ESA program would increase
the difficulty of harvesting Indian timber in accordance with tribal management
plans and violate the federal trust responsibility. Tribal governments would be de-
prived of needed jobs and revenue, and tribal forests themselves would be placed
in jeopardy of catastrophic loss due to wildfire, insects and disease because of the
inability to properly manage forest stocking levels. It is sadly bizarre that the Inte-
rior Department’s Fish and Wildlife Service budget is proposing $80 million for ESA
grants to states and territories, for which the United States does not have a trust
responsibility.

IMPLEMENT IFMAT II REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS TO—(A) INCREASE BIA FORESTRY
BASE FUNDING BY $119.6 MILLION, AND (B) INTEGRATE INTERIOR BIA FIRE FUNDING
INTO THE BIA BASE FORESTRY BUDGET

The National Indian Forest Resources Management Act (Public Law 101-630)
Section 312 (25 U.S.C. 3111) requires the Interior Secretary to provide for an inde-
pendent assessment and report on the status of Indian forests and forest manage-
ment every ten years. The first Indian Forest Management Assessment Team
(IFMAT-I) report was issued in November, 1993, and the second (IFMAT-II) in De-
cember, 2003. In addressing its statutory mandates, the IFMAT II report rec-
ommends, and the ITC urges, that BIA base Forestry funding be increased by
$119.6 million to bring it into per acre funding parity with the Forest Service
(IFMAT-II page 98). This increase would include funding for several unfunded fed-
eral mandates that expose tribal timber sales to the prospect of challenge and shut-
down, hindering forest health and depriving tribes of revenue; for example, the cur-
rent BIA budget provides no identified funds for archeological surveys required by
the National Historic Preservation Act.

The IFMAT-II report also recommends that fire funding be made a permanent
part of BIA’s base Forestry funding in order to efficiently address forest health as
part of overall Indian forest management (IFMAT-II page 60). The ITC agrees and
requests the Committee to shift funding for BIA fire and fuels management and pre-
paredness to Forestry in Non-Recurring Programs. IFMAT-II stresses the contribu-
tion that fire-related funding (fuels management, preparedness, and emergency sta-
bilization) has made to tribal forestry since 1991. For 2001, the total BIA Forestry
budget including base program funding and fire funding is $9.38 an acre, or two-
thirds the $13.70 per acre combined base and fire funding for the Forest Service.
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While fire funding has helped reduce the funding disparity with National Forests,
integration of BIA fire funds with funding for other programs would lead to more
effective and coordinated management, while avoiding duplication of effort and
other inefficiencies.

ADD $8 MILLION TO CADASTRAL SURVEYS IN NON-RECURRING REAL ESTATE SERVICES,
AND RETAIN THE $1.6 MILLION PROPOSED INCREASE FOR REGIONAL OFFICE LAND TI-
TLES AND RECORDS

We request that fiscal year 2006 BIA funding for cadastral surveys be increased
to $16 million. We also note that the BLM itself has statutory responsibilities to
provide cadastral surveys on Indian trust lands, and we ask that the BLM be di-
rected to institute such a program as part of its baseline responsibilities. Reliable
and accurate boundaries and clear, current title are essential for the management
of Indian trust lands and resources. Without them, land use and management are
clouded, its income subject to question, and its protection jeopardized. A lack of sur-
veys is a major cause of timber trespass.

We support the requested fiscal year 2006 increase of $1.6 million for Land Titles
and Records in Regional Office Trust Services, although we remain concerned about
the adequacy of funding for this program.

WITHIN WILDLAND FIRE FUNDING IN BLM, DIRECT BIA TO DEVELOP A NATIVE AMERICAN
FIRE CREW LEADERSHIP TRAINING PROGRAM

We request that the BIA be directed to develop a Native American fire crew lead-
ership training program. Native American crews constitute 25 percent of the line
fire work force and have proven to be invaluable assets for protecting both Indian
and non-Indian forests and communities. There is an increasing need for fire crew
leadership training to improve the readiness and field effectiveness of tribal fire
crews. Failure to do so could endanger the safety and hinder the deployment of oth-
erwise fully trained and able tribal fire crews.

ADD $17.5 MILLION TO FOREST SERVICE STATE & PRIVATE FORESTRY TO FUND RECENTLY
AUTHORIZED TRIBAL AND STATE FORESTED WATERSHED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

We request funding to initiate both tribal and state watershed assistance pro-
grams in fiscal year 2006. Title III of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (Public
Law 108-148) establishes needed watershed forestry assistance programs for states
(Section. 302, $15 million) and for tribes (Section 303, $2.5 million). The combined
authorized funding for these two programs is $17.5 million a year. With drought
now encroaching on the West, healthy forested watersheds are becoming especially
important for their role in capturing, holding, filtering, and releasing steady sup-
plies of clean water, providing riparian and other habitat, and assuring sustainable
fire-resistant forest stands. Fire and drought imperil watersheds that often span ju-
risdictional boundaries. Funding of both the tribal and state watershed programs is
essential to help communities, particularly smaller rural communities like those
found on Indian reservations, to actively participate in collaborative watershed man-
agement.

RESTORE COOPERATIVE LANDS FOREST HEALTH MANAGEMENT FUNDING IN FOREST
SERVICE STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY TO THE FISCAL YEAR 2005 LEVEL OF $47.6
MILLION

Pest, disease, and invasive species management on Indian trust land is funded
in USFS Forest Health Management for Federal Lands, and the ITC supports main-
taining the adequacy of that budget. The ITC also urges that funding for Forest
Health Funding on Cooperative Lands be restored to its fiscal year 2005 level. It
is essential to address forest health on a broad landscape basis; where ownership
patterns are complex, inadequate coverage on Coop lands increases the prospects of
damage to neighboring Federal and tribal lands, with a consequent loss of forest
productivity.

ADD $100 MILLION IN ENERGY DEPARTMENT ENERGY CONSERVATION FOR BIOMASS
PROGRAMS BEING AUTHORIZED IN H.R. 6, THE ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2005

Many timber tribes are pursuing biomass to reduce costs of forest health treat-
ments by generating electricity, and we urge that $100 million be added to the Dept.
of Energy budget in anticipation of the programs being authorized in Section 939
of HR. 6.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE LAC DU FLAMBEAU BAND OF LAKE SUPERIOR
CHIPPEWA INDIANS

As President of the Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians,
located in Wisconsin, I am pleased to submit this testimony, which reflects the
needs, concerns and issues of the tribal membership arising from the President’s fis-
cal year 2006 Budget.

INDIAN EDUCATION

Johnson O’Malley. We urge the Subcommittee to restore $8.8 million to the John-
son O’Malley (JOM) program.—The Administration proposes substantial cuts to
education funding, and Indian education has been especially hit hard. Of particular
significance to the Band is the proposed $8.8 million decrease in JOM funding—cut-
ting funding for this program in half. The JOM program provides funding for sup-
plemental education programs for Indian students attending public schools. Because
the Band’s member children attend public schools, this funding forms the core of
the Band’s education program. We urge the Subcommittee to restore full funding
to this program.

Lac du Flambeau Education Program. The Band also requests an additional ap-
propriation of $93,000 for its education program.—The Band’s education program
has been historically under-funded. It is impossible to demonstrate the successful
performance required by the Administration for continued funding when the pro-
gram has never been fully funded in the first instance.

The Band received only $56,134 in JOM funding in fiscal year 2005. Of this,
$45,000 supports an Indian Student Mentor at the local high school, and the bal-
ance is used to partially fund the Tribal Education Coordinator. The mentor pro-
gram is very important to our freshman students, who arrive at the high school as
a minority after graduating from the majority-Indian Reservation grade school. The
mentor provides support and intervention to ease this transition. However, we have
520 grade school students who are not served by the JOM program due to lack of
funding. An additional $93,000 is required to meet the basic needs of these students.

NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Circle of Flight. We strongly urge the Subcommittee to restore $592,000 for the
Tribal Wetland and Waterfowl Enhancement Initiative (Circle of Flight), which the
Administration proposes to eliminate entirely.—Congress has restored this funding
when it was targeted in past years, and the Band would like to thank the Sub-
committee for understanding how important this program is in restoring and pre-
serving our Nation’s wetlands and waterfowl populations. The preservation and res-
toration of wetlands is vital to the culture and economy of the Great Lakes region.
Moreover, in addition to waterfowl habitat and gathering areas, wetlands are impor-
tant in providing flood control, clean water and recreation, benefiting residents up
and down the Mississippi Flyway. Your strong support of this program is required
again.

Wildlife and Parks. We urge this Subcommittee to restore full funding to the Wild-
life and Parks budget, including the proposed $4.2 million cut to tribal management
and development programs.—Tribes are leaders in natural resource protection and
this funding is essential to maintain these programs. The Band has a comprehen-
sive Natural Resource Department and dedicated staff with considerable expertise
in natural resource and land management. Our activities include raising fish for
stocking, conservation law enforcement, data collection on water and air quality, de-
veloping well head protection plans, conducting wildlife surveys and administering
timber stand improvement projects on the 86,000-acre reservation.

The Band also requests the Subcommittee set aside $200,000 for Lac du Flam-
beau—3$100,000 for Fish Hatchery Operations and $100,000 for Management and
Development.—The Wildlife and Parks budget has not increased significantly since
1990, and the Band requires additional funding to continue its fish hatchery and
management programs.

Tribal Historic Preservation Officers. The Band requests that $9.9 million be allo-
cated within the Historic Preservation Fund for Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
(THPOs).—In 1995, Congress began encouraging tribes to assume historic preserva-
tion responsibilities as part of self-determination. There are currently 54 tribes in
the United States—six in Wisconsin—approved by the Secretary to administer his-
toric preservation programs. These programs conserve fragile places, objects and
traditions crucial to tribal culture, history and sovereignty.

As was envisioned by Congress, more tribes qualify for funding every year. In fis-
cal year 2001, there were 27 THPOs with an average award of $154,000; in fiscal
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year 2005, there are 54 THPOs, and the Band will likely receive $48,000. Paradox-
ically, the more successful the program becomes overall, the less each tribe receives
to maintain professional services, ultimately crippling the programs. The requested
appropriation would provide a modest base funding amount of $180,000 per THPO
program.

Lac du Flambeau Boarding School Historic Restoration. The Band requests an ap-
propriation of $337,653 from the Saving America’s Treasures Account for the restora-
tion of the Lac du Flambeau Boys and Girls Indian School, as a historic site—From
1895-1932, the Lac du Flambeau boarding school was operated with the purpose of
assimilating Indian children from the region. The school’s history represents a snap-
shot of a painful era of American Indian policy faced by our ancestors. Unfortu-
nately, this story is rarely told in present day textbooks. The Band’s goals in restor-
ing the buildings are to provide a place to tell the story of the boarding school era—
a story of cultural survival and personal endurance in the face of seemingly insur-
mountable obstacles—and to honor those who kept our tribal traditions alive in
these difficult circumstances. Funding would cover exterior and interior restoration
and associated infrastructure, personnel and engineering costs.

Forestry. The Band requests that the Subcommittee earmark $107,000 for the Lac
du Flambeau Forestry Department.—The Reservation contains 46,000 acres of for-
ested land that supports hunting, gathering and employment opportunities for tribal
members. Proper management of the forest is essential not only to sustain our sub-
sistence lifestyle, but also to provide economic growth for the Band. Two foresters
and one technician undertake a broad range of management activities, including
tree planting, prescribed burning, forest road design and maintenance, and timber
sale establishment and administration. The total cost of operating the forestry pro-
gram is $217,000, but the program received only $98,672 in fiscal year 2005—a de-
crease from previous years—and has not received a substantial funding increase
since 1991. Additional funding is needed to maintain forest development, timber
sale management and wildfire control activities. Forest management requires se-
cure, long-term funding to be cost-effective and demonstrate results.

Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission. The Band also supports fund-
ing for the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission (GLIFWC) in the
amount of $4,196,000 to meet the needs outlined in the Commission’s testimony sub-
mitted to this Subcommittee.—The Band is a member of the Commission, which as-
sists the Band in protecting and implementing its treaty-guaranteed hunting, fish-
ing and gathering rights.

PAY COST SHORTAGES FOR BIA PUBLIC LAW 93—638 EMPLOYEES

We urge the Subcommittee to restore full Public Law 93-638 pay cost funding for
tribes in fiscal year 2006 and to restore pay cost funding not received in fiscal year
2002-2005 through a special appropriation.—Under the Indian Self-Determination
Act, many tribes have assumed responsibility for providing core services to their
members. If these services were provided by the federal government, employees
would receive pay cost increases mandated by federal law. While tribal governments
have assumed this responsibility, Congress and Interior have failed to fulfill their
obligation to ensure that tribes have the same resources to carry out these func-
tions. Tribes received only 75 percent of the pay cost adjustment in fiscal year 2002,
15 percent in fiscal year 2003 and approximately 30 percent in fiscal year 2004. This
inequity threatens to undermine tribal self-determination.

The Band also requests an appropriation of $59,600 to provide a 5 percent cost
of living increase for its employees.—Funding for the Band’s most critical core serv-
ices, including law enforcement, courts, education, natural resource management
and social services, has eroded significantly in recent years because of the lack of
appropriate pay cost increases. The requested appropriation would cover a 5 percent
cost of living adjustment for the Band’s program employees within TPA, Manage-
ment and Development and Fish Hatchery Operations.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Indian General Assistance Program. The Band requests that the Subcommittee in-
crease funding for the Indian General Assistance Program (GAP) by $10.8 million.—

AP funding is the primary federal mechanism available for tribes to protect our
lands. These funds, which provide support for many of our programs, enable tribes
to assume environmental responsibilities delegated by EPA. We ask the Sub-
committee to restore the proposed $5 million cut to this program and to increase
GAP funding to at least $68.3 million to enable tribes to continue developing envi-
ronmental management infrastructure. We also ask you to clarify that GAP funding
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can be used for development, implementation and continued support of tribal envi-
ronmental programs, not merely “capacity building.”

Clean Water Program. We request restoration of full funding to the Clean Water
Program, including restoration of $171,000 from this fund for the Band’s Water Re-
sources Program.—The Clean Water Program provides grants to tribes under Sec-
tion 106 of the Clean Water Act to protect water quality and aquatic ecosystems.
We received $171,000 in fiscal year 2005, the minimum required to support the
Band’s program. In fiscal year 2006, the Administration proposes to reduce this to
$150,000. Continued operation of the program requires restoration of this $21,000
cut.

State and Tribal Assistance Grants. The Band supports restoration of $643.9 mil-
lion for State and Tribal Assistance Grants.—These grants are used to support a
variety of tribal environmental programs, including water quality programs, and are
an essential source of tribal environmental funding.

INDIAN HEALTH

We urge the Subcommittee to significantly increase funding for Contract Health
Care (CHC).—Federal funding for health services has fallen dramatically behind the
rising cost of health care over the past five years. In fiscal year 2000, The Band’s
shortfall for health care was $1.2 million. We anticipate the fiscal year 2005 short-
fall to be in excess of $2.9 million. This deficit has increased 136 percent or an aver-
age annual increase of 27 percent. Despite rising costs, the Administration proposes
an increase of only $27 million for CHC. A substantial funding increase is needed
to address the need across Indian county. In addition, we urge the Subcommittee
to look at ways to reduce costs for Indian health care. For example, currently ven-
dors for CHC are paid at full rates, rather than medical assistance rates. A rate
change would cut the Band’s health care budget shortfall in half.

The Band also requests an appropriation of $8 million for construction of a new
clinic facility.—The inadequate design of the present facility, which was not in-
tended for use as a clinic, restricts access to patient care and limits the quality of
service we are capable of providing to community. A new facility would improve pa-
tient access to providers, enable the Band to provide wellness education and health
screenings for cancer and diabetes, and reduce payments to outside vendors because
more high cost services could be provided on-site.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE MESA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

The Mesa County Commissioners urge you to support the proposed $1.5 million
appropriation to the Bureau of Land Management from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund (LWCF) for the Colorado Canyons National Conservation Area.

As you may be aware, Mesa County lies on the Western border of Colorado and
covers 3,309 square miles. The percentage of public lands in Mesa County is 71 per-
cent. We work very closely with the Bureau of Land Management.

Located in west central Colorado and straddling a 23-mile stretch of the Colorado
River within Colorado and Utah, the 122,300-acre Colorado Canyons National Con-
servation Area (NCA) contains a multitude of nationally significant resources. This
landscape supports a varied range of recreational uses—activities such as floating
the Colorado River, big game hunting, hiking, camping, mountain biking, horseback
riding, and fossil viewing.

The 1.5-mile “Trail Through Time”, administered by the BLM and the Museum
of Western Colorado, interprets fossilized dinosaur remains found in a 140-million-
year-old quarry. Twenty-five miles of the internationally renowned Kokopelli Moun-
tain Bike Trail pass through Colorado Canyons NCA. The Kokopelli Trail receives
31,000 annual visitors, and usership is projected to double by 2025. In addition, a
53-mile trail network, known as the Kokopelli Loop, lies within the NCA.

In fiscal year 2006, the BLM has the opportunity to acquire and protect a number
of private parcels both on the Colorado River and at other critical locations within
the NCA from willing sellers, and which represent the last significant in-holdings
in the NCA.

Without protection, these properties face imminent threats from rural residential
development. Conserving them this year will consolidate federal ownership within
the Colorado Canyons NCA and protect the area’s unique richness of essential nat-
ural and recreational resources.

Again, we urge you to give this project your strongest support during the Congres-
sional deliberations of the fiscal year 2006 Interior Appropriations bill.

Thank you for your support.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL PARKS CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION

The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) is the only national non-
profit conservation organization that advocates exclusively for the national parks.
Through public education, advocacy, and citizen outreach, NPCA works to protect,
preserve, and enhance America’s national parks for present and future generations.
On behalf of approximately 300,000 NPCA members, we appreciate the opportunity
to share our funding priorities and respectfully request the Committee consider
these views as you shape the fiscal year 2006 Interior budget.

OPERATIONS OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

A top NPCA priority is to significantly increase funding for Park Service oper-
ations. NPCA is requesting an increase of $100 million above the President’s fiscal
year 2006 request, $150 million above current fiscal year 2005 spending levels, for
a total of $1.8 billion for Operations of the National Park System.

NPCA appreciates and supports the efforts in the President’s budget to cover fixed
costs. In recent years, the parks have been stretched thin by unbudgeted cost-of-liv-
ing increases, un-reimbursed storm damage, and insufficient funding for homeland
security needs, which have contributed to and compounded the burden of the annual
operating deficit.

However, the increase of $50.5 million for Operations of the National Park System
does not leave room for any programmatic increase in the base operating budgets
for the 388 NPS units. Without increased programmatic funding to the parks, vis-
itor service and resource protection needs remain unmet at parks throughout the
system.

NPCA greatly appreciates the effort of the Committee to work on a bipartisan
basis to address the core operating needs of the parks, particularly the successful
effort last year to significantly increase the base operating budget of the parks. Con-
tinuing this effort in the fiscal year 2006 is crucial.

Land Acquisition

NPCA supports a number of projects included in the President’s fiscal year 2006
National Park Service Federal Land Acquisition budget request including: $8 mil-
lion for Big Thicket National Preserve, $1.6 million for Lewis and Clark National
Historic Site, $5.8 million for Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore, $1.9 million
for Wrangell-St. Ellias National Park and Preserve, $3 million for Pinnacles Na-
tional Monument, $1.6 million for the Carter G. Woodson National Historical Site,
and $4.3 million for Flight 93 National Memorial.

In addition, NPCA respectfully requests the consideration of a number of priority
NPS land acquisition projects listed below.

—Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area, TN

Request.—$2,062,500

Description.—Funding is needed to purchase 625 acres (2 tracts) within the au-
thorized boundary of the Big South Fork NRRA. There are approximately 5,900
acres of privately held property within the boundary of the park, much of it threat-
ened by development near the gorge.

—George Washington Birthplace National Monument, VA

Request.—$2,000,000

Description.—Funding is needed to purchase two tracts of land in the expanded
boundary of the park. Public Law 107-354, signed into law by President Bush in
2002, authorized expansion of the park’s boundary by 112 acres. Now being mar-
keted by commercial real estate interests, this land is surrounded by parkland, the
Potomac River, and its tributary, Pope’s Creek.

—Gettysburg National Military Park, PA

Request.—$2,000,000

Description.—Funding is needed to purchase in-holdings from willing sellers. Of
the 5,989 acres inside Gettysburg’s boundary, nearly 20 percent or 1,154 acres re-
mains privately owned. The last funding provided to acquire threatened lands at
Gettysburg was in fiscal year 2001.

—Grand Teton National Park, WY

Request.—$4,600,000

Description.—Funding is needed to purchase from willing sellers 4.37 acres adja-
cent to the Moose-Wilson road, known as the “Hartgrave Property.” This property
is a critical wildlife area and highly visible to park visitors.

—Harpers Ferry National Historical Park, WV

Request.—$3,000,000

Description.—Funding is needed to acquire Schoolhouse Ridge properties inside
the park boundary. Public Law 108-307 authorized the addition of 1,240 acres (191
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acres which is privately owned) to the park. The $2.9 million approved in fiscal year
2005 will be applied to acquisition of two tracts totaling 111 acres. This land outside
Washington, DC faces significant development threats.

—Lewis & Clark National Historic Park, OR/WA

Request.—$3,750,000

Description.—Funding is needed to complete acquisitions to coincide with the
Lewis and Clark bicentennial celebration in November 2005. Public Law 108-387
re-designated Fort Clatsop National Memorial as Lewis and Clark National Histor-
ical Park, expanding the boundary of the park. The President’s fiscal year 2006
Budget includes $1,600,000 to purchase approximately 160 acres of property from
Cathlamet Timber to complete the Dismal Unit in Washington. An additional
$2,150,000 is needed to acquire property from the Garvin family and complete the
new Station Camp unit in Washington, and a smaller acquisition adjacent to Fort
Clatsop to complete the acquisition from Weyerhauser in Oregon.

—Mount Rainier National Park, Carbon River Valley, WA

Request.—$4,000,000

Description.—Funding is needed to complete acquisition of 800 acres from willing
sellers to address seasonal flooding and improve road access to the park. Local land
conservancies are purchasing options on these lands to protect the lands from devel-
opment adjacent to the park.

—Obed Wild and Scenic River, TN

Request.—$3,174,000

Description.—Funding is needed toward the acquisition of 1,397 acres to protect
from development the wild values for which the park unit was established. Cur-
rently one-third of the land within the park boundary is in private ownership.
$750,000 was appropriated in fiscal year 2004 for such purposes.

—Petrified Forest National Park, AZ

Request.—$5,000,000

Description.—Funding is needed to begin the purchase of private lands incor-
porated into the park through the Petrified Forest National Park Expansion Act
signed into law by President Bush in 2004 (Public Law 108-430). The expansion
will protect globally significant paleontological resources, as well as nationally sig-
nificant archeological resources. There are currently approximately 79,500 privately
owned acres within the expansion.

—Valley Forge National Historic Park, PA

Request.—$4,500,000

Description.—Funding is needed to acquire lands north of the Schuylkill River.
Nearly 400 acres within the park boundary remains privately-owned in one of the
fastest growing areas in the state. Valley Forge preserves, protects, and maintains
the cultural and natural resources associated with the encampment of Gen. Wash-
ington’s Continental Army.

—Virgin Islands National Park, USVI

Request.—$850,000

Description.—Funding is needed to acquire a 1-acre high priority land tract (Penn
Property) located adjacent to the 376-acre Maho Bay Estate. This area is under sig-
nificant development pressure that threatens to disrupt the character of the park,
including the spectacular views of Maho Bay and public access to the scenic shore-
line and waters of the park. This fragile area contains large nesting colonies of
brown pelicans, as well as migratory warblers and terns that make their winter
homes on St. John.

—galif)ornia Desert Parks, CA (Death Valley NP, Joshua NP, Mojave National N.

res

Request.—$1,000,000

Description.—Funding would be used in fiscal year 2006 toward the purchase of
desert park in-holdings from willing sellers. There are substantial numbers of pri-
vate property parcels located within the boundaries of the Mojave National Pre-
serve, Joshua Tree and Death Valley. For example, within Mojave alone there are
over 1,100 privately-owner parcels and over 300 willing sellers. These funds would
match private dollars raised by the National Park Foundation, which has already
worked to identify, map, and prioritize in-holdings for purchase from willing sellers.

Construction
—Death Valley National Park, CA—Install Photovoltaic System on Visitor Center/
Headquarters Complex and Replace Roof
Request.—$606,000
Description.—The roof on the Furnace Creek Visitor Center and Headquarters
Complex needs to be replaced. It currently leaks and drains into the visitor center
at the front desk area where visitors pay entrance fees and receive information.
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Death Valley proposes to replace the old roof and install a new one with a 50 kW
photovoltaic (PV) system. The PV system would provide approximately 30 percent
of the Furnace Creek complex’s annual energy demand. The PV system would be
interpreted to the public to showcase National Parks Service’s sustainability efforts.

—Everglades National Park, FL—Modify Water Delivery System

Request.—$25,000,000

Description.—NPCA supports the Presidents fiscal year 2006 request of
$25,000,000 within the Department of Interior budget for a Modify Water Delivery
System, as well as the $35,000,000 from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. This
funding is critical to ensure significant restoration benefits for Everglades National
Park and the South Florida Ecosystem.

—Hamilton Grange National Monument, NY—Relocation and Restoration of Alex-

ander Hamilton’s Home

Request.—$10,465,000

Description.—Funding is requested to move the Hamilton house to a new location
within Hamilton’s original property lines. Public Law 106-482, signed into law in
2000 authorized the Secretary of the Interior to acquire by donation suitable land
to serve as the new location for the home of Alexander Hamilton and to authorize
its relocation to the acquired land. The 1995 approved General Management Plan
for the Grange called for its relocation and restoration.

—Seward, Alaska—Mary Lowell Visitor Center

Request.—$9,800,000

Description.—Funding is requested to replace the Park Service’s deficient visitor
center/administration facility with a multi-agency facility in Seward that will serve
the Park Service, U.S. Forest Service and Alaska State Parks. Under previous ap-
propriations, sufficient land has been acquired for such purposes.

Other

—National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom

NPCA supports the President’s Budget request of $482,000 for the Network to
Freedom (NTF) program managed by the Park Service and respectfully requests an
additional $1 million for NTF operations, and $500,000 for NTF grants for a total
request in fiscal year 2006 of $1,982,000 for the Underground Network to Freedom
program.

The Underground Railroad Network to Freedom program was created to promote
and preserve sites, partnerships, and programs that educate the public about the
historical significance of the Underground Railroad. The current funding level of
$482,000 for operations does not adequately cover staff salaries or basic pro-
grammatic needs. The President’s fiscal year 2006 does not include any funding for
NTF grants nor any increase in operations.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION

This statement shares with the Subcommittee the views of the National Recre-
ation and Park Association on fiscal year 2006 appropriations for selected programs
within its jurisdiction. Referenced programs are administered by the National Park
Service.

We recommend the following:

—$100,000,000 from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for state assistance
to be invested by state and local governments on a 50/50 matching basis. Funds
should be appropriated to the states as authorized by the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act, Public Law 88-578, as amended.

—$25,000,000 to address the most distressed urban recreation resource conditions
and deficiencies identified and aided through the Urban Park and Recreation
Recovery Program. This program funds no land acquisition.

—$9,700,000 for the Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance (RTCA) program
to support field-based technical assistance that yields conservation and recre-
ation benefits through collaboration with state and local interests.

—Sufficient funds to enable the National Park Service, through Federal Lands to
Parks and related programs, to collaborate with state and local recreation and
park officials and others on the conservation and use of surplus federal real
property.

If substantially adopted, our recommendations will help address an increasing na-

tional imperative to improve physical and mental health and to sustain the environ-
ment.
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LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND STATE ASSISTANCE

Our recommendations relative to LWCF assistance and urban park restoration
are also supported by Advocates for Health, Public Parks, and Recreation, a broad
coalition of health and recreation-related groups. A statement by that coalition ac-
companies our statement.

We commend the Subcommittee for continuing national support for fiscal partner-
ships with state and local recreation and park authorities. Concurrently, we believe
the President’s proposed termination of LWCF State Assistance and zero funds for
fiscal year 2006 is remarkably shortsighted. In our judgment, the administration’s
reasons for these actions reflect limited awareness of program purpose, public and
personal health, actual long-term impact and value results arising from invest-
ments, and actual fiscal conditions of state and local governments.

Ironically, the President’s budget continues to recommend that other programs be
funded from the LWCF account, thus creating the illusion that LWCF is at least
partially funded. If the Congress in its wisdom determines to fund these programs
from the LWCF account then all jurisdictions and agencies presently eligible for
LWCF and assistance engaged in wildlife habitat and forest conservation should be
equally eligible to participate in programs drawn from the LWCF treasury account.

The Interior Department’s claim that state and local governments should, in ef-
fect, go it alone financially ignores one of the key tenants of the act: That a portion
of annual OCS receipts should be reinvested through the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund. The record of LWCF grants to both small rural communities and large
jurisdictions is evidence that the LWCF assistance is a highly efficient way to get
OCS receipts back to the people for resource conservation and public recreation.

The fiscal needs of state and local governments are well documented. For exam-
ple, unfunded fiscal year 2004 requests for LWCF from local and state officials ex-
ceeded $836 million, according to applications submitted to the National Park Serv-
ice for fiscal year 2006. Our April 2005 interim report on local park and recreation
capital investment needs for the period fiscal year 2005-2009 indicates that these
local governments alone need once $72 billion for park and recreation facilities and
lands. This reflects both the need for investment and program effectiveness, while
suggesting that our request is very conservative. NRPA’s priorities reflect a nation-
wide demand to increase the recreation capacity of public systems, especially those
relatively close to home.

We continue to note our concern that the administration’s proposed budget again
offers to divert access of the Land and Water Conservation Fund to a number of
other non-LWCF activities. The LWCF act, broad in its application and resultant
diversity of projects, is very specific in its policy objectives—provision of recreation
opportunities to improve human health through direct access to lands and waters
and recreation facilities.

Non-federal recreation and park resources are essential to quality recreation expe-
riences for all people. These systems provide the majority of public recreation des-
tinations, services, and visitor experiences. They are not incidental to sustaining the
social and environmental integrity of federal land systems.

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION RECOVERY PROGRAM

The Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program recognizes the recreation val-
ues associated with conservation of the built environment. Funds are restricted to
restoration and, thus, renewed and expanded public use of local recreation facilities
and sites that have been worn out by use, age, or the elements. These facilities and
sites are no less important than conservation of other recreation spaces and places
of high ecological and aesthetic value. Demand for Urban Park and Recreation Re-
covery Program assistance remains high. It is reflected in both the number of re-
quests for assistance and the quality and objectives of projects when the program
has been funded. Based on demand for fiscal year 2001-2003 appropriations, for ex-
ample, our recommendation would support from 50 to 90 projects.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE INTERGOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITIES

Rivers and Trails Conservation Assistance Program

We recommend $9.7 million for the Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance
Program. The program continues to illustrate the critical importance of federal con-
tributions to public/public and public/private partnerships for conservation of nat-
ural and cultural resources and public recreation access. The program provides tech-
nical assistance to local governments, citizens, and community organizations, and
state agencies to consider recreation and conservation strategies. The results include
planning, restoration, and development of waterways and trails, and conservation
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of open space and greenways, among other types of projects. In most cases, local
governments continue to invest non-federal funds in projects stimulated by local
public interests and federal technical assistance.

Federal Lands to Parks Program

We recommend an appropriation of at least $1 million to support the Federal
Lands to Parks program, also part of NPS Recreation and Conservation Assistance
activities. The FLP program is an exemplary service. It guides federal agencies and
state and local governments in the conversion of federal surplus properties to public
recreation and park uses and conservation of historic or wildlife values. The number
of surplus properties potentially available for state and local parks and demands for
assistance has increased beyond the present capacity of program staff. A large part
of this demand was generated by the closure of several military bases between 1988
and 1995. In recent years, program staff has assisted in the transfer of about 20—
25 properties annually. There is a current backlog of some sixty pending transfers.
Anticipated base closure and reuse decisions will substantially impact the capacity
of program staff.

While there is today considerable attention and debate on the stewardship and
priorities of the National Park System and National Park Service, we urge the Sub-
committee to not let this situation divert attention from other congressional authori-
ties in the Interior department’s domain.

Local and state park systems are critical to the health and well-being of the
American people and others who work and reside among us. With sufficient funds,
more appropriate recreation resources will become accessible and better environ-
mental stewardship will result. Local systems can better address diverse public in-
terests and our collective need for quality recreation services for children. Local
agencies, in particular, host programs that serve millions of nutritious breakfasts,
lunches, snacks, and suppers to needy children. Public recreation and park sites and
services help reduce crime and delinquency, especially during non-school hours,
days, and seasons. Recreation and park policy-makers and managers recognize that
at any given time perhaps 45 million people have a physical disability and public
staff attempt to accommodate their needs for recreation. In addition to providing
public recreation experiences, state and local agencies contribute importantly to sus-
taining plant and wildlife diversity.

We appreciate this opportunity to share the views of our members.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARK AND RECREATION CAPITAL INVESTMENT SURVEY—FISCAL
YEAR 2005—-2009

PRELIMINARY REPORT
INTRODUCTION

The National Recreation and Park Association is a 501(c)(3) education, research,
and service organization. It is an advocate for progressive policy and programs that
support sufficient investment in public recreation and park systems and services.
NRPA members are public executives, managers, elected and appointed citizen pol-
icy makers, and citizen advocates associated with the creation and use of public
recreation and park places and recreation services. Over 20,000 members are associ-
ated with public park and recreation agencies and allies at all levels of govern-
ments, individuals engaged in research, undergraduate and graduate education, con-
tinuing education and training, recreation services and site and program adapta-
tions for persons with disabilities, and recreation for members of the Armed Forces
and their dependents.

As a national advocate for appropriations from the federal Land and Water Con-
servation Fund and Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program, for example,
NRPA has a continuing interest in the status of capital development and infrastruc-
ture needs of local park and recreation agencies. Our work on behalf of local gen-
eral-purpose governments and special purpose park and recreation districts requires
periodic assessments of both the short and longer-term fiscal conditions and capital
investment needs. Further, this survey increases our awareness of both present and
longer-term deficiencies and factors that influence decisions. This survey reveals a
total capital investment need of $72.697 billion for fiscal year 2005 to fiscal year
2009, inclusive. Funds are needed to increase local parkland by 1.36 million acres,
in addition to development of public recreation facilities.

NRPA surveys of local government park and recreation capital investment esti-
mates were conducted first in 1990, and have been conducted every five years since.
The present study assesses the fiscal year 2005 capital development and recreation
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and park spatial needs of local agencies. It also projects capital investment program
(CIP) needs for the period fiscal year 2005—2009.

METHODS

A survey of the National Recreation and Park Association-maintained chief ad-
ministrator database was conducted, beginning in December 2004, to analyze and
assess capital investment needs. From a list of 4,787 local public government agen-
cies, a 15 percent random sample (n = 734) was drawn. Selected agencies were
mailed a cover letter explaining the importance of the study, a survey instrument,
and a pre-stamped return envelope. A post card reminder was sent to each agency
three weeks after the initial mailing; one follow up mailing, again requesting par-
ticipation and a second survey instrument, was sent three weeks later.

During the data collection process, some agency mailings were returned as un-
deliverable. Efforts were made to correct the addresses and re-mail the request to
participate in the study. In the end, the addresses of only four agencies could not
be identified. Removing them from the effective sample, a total of 730 agencies had
the opportunity to participate in the study. A total of 333 agencies responded and
provided usable data for analysis purposes, resulting in an effective response rate
of 45.6 percent.

RESULTS

Descriptions of Agencies:

—The overwhelming majority of the respondents (86.7 percent) were from agen-
cies they described as general-purpose government. Another 11.5 percent of the
respondents described their agency as being a special purpose district.

—A slight majority of the agencies (42 percent) operate under a July 1 fiscal year,
but the number of agencies operating under a fiscal year that begins January
1 was a close second (38.3 percent). Twelve percent of the respondents used a
October 1 fiscal year.

—The largest number of agencies served populations of 10,000-24,999 (26.3 per-
cent). However, there was a fairly even distribution of the remaining agencies
across the spectrum of area population. For example, 15.4 percent of the re-
spondents served the smallest category of population (under 10,000); slightly
less than 20 percent served populations of 25,000—49,999; slightly over 15 per-
cent served populations of 50,000-99,999; and, 12.4 percent were in commu-
nities of 100,000-249,999.

—The number of full-time equivalent employees serving these agencies ranged
from zero to 1,239. Almost 21 percent had no full-time employees. However, the
average number of full-time equivalent staff was slightly under 57 employees.
The median was 9.5 full-time employees.

—These agencies also depended on an average of 324 volunteers. The estimated
number of volunteers working for these agencies ranged from zero (26.2 per-
cent) to 15,100.

—The average size of respondent agency land systems was 1,776 acres. Size
ranged from zero (7.3 percent) to 65,528 acres. Of that total, 28 percent of this
acreage was undeveloped.

Agency Finances:

—Agencies reported fiscal year 2005 operating budgets of slightly under $9.8 mil-
lion. The smallest 2005 operating budget was $3,067; the largest budget was
over $1.2 billion.

—Between the years 2000-2004, most agencies experienced an increase in their
capital investments (98.4 percent). Only 1.6 percent reported a decrease. On av-
erage, agencies increased their size by over 520 acres during this period through
their capital investment program. The largest increase reported was 80,000
acres. However, over 42 percent saw no increase in acreage.

—Capital investment programs increased the estimated investment value of agen-
cies by an average of $4.6 million. One agency reported increasing their invest-
ment value by $160 million.

—The average capital improvement budget for fiscal year 2005 was $5,366,774.
Agency capitol improvement programs (CIP) ranged from zero (7.9 percent) to
over $756 million. Of their total CIP budget, an average of $479,712 will be
used for fee simple acquisition of land/water. Almost $9,000 will be expended
for leases or easements; over $1.6 million will be spent for new construction
and/or development; and, approximately $1.17 million will be expended for re-
habilitation and/or restoration of existing lands or facilities.

—In fiscal year 2005, agencies estimated that they would acquire permanent pub-
lic interest in almost 25 acres of additional land. Over 73 percent of the re-
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spondents would acquire no new acreage in 2005; two agencies expect to in-
crease by 1,000 acres.

—Only 27.4 percent of the agencies reported having mandatory dedication laws;
slightly more had payment in-lieu of dedication requirements (29.2 percent).
Thirty-five percent impose impact fees for parks and recreation.

—In fiscal year 2005, agencies expect to receive gifts, bequeathals, dedications or
by other non-purchase means, permanent public interest in slightly less than
25 acres of land. Almost 80 percent expected to receive no new land via non-
purchase means in fiscal year 2005.

Agency Needs—fiscal year 2005-2009:

—Over the next five years, agencies estimated a need to acquire an average of
285 acres of recreational land/water. Where 30.4 percent of the agencies indi-
cated they needed no new acreage over the next five years, others’ responded
that they needed up to 16,000 acres.

—During the same five-year period, agencies estimated a need for an average of
$15.3 million for capital improvement programs. Very few (<5 percent) indi-
cated no need. One agency reported a need of $285 million.

—Of agencies’ total capital investment needs over the next five years, agencies re-
ported needing an average of $2.48 million for fee simple acquisition of land/
water. They also reported needing an average of $98,606 for leases, easements,
and other non-title acquisition, an average of $7.34 million for new construction
or development, and $4.62 million for rehabilitation and restoration.

—Each of the estimates for space and capital improvement funding was derived
either through staff assessments and estimates (55.8 percent) or a comprehen-
sive public planning process (32.2 percent).

—When asked the purpose of land acquisition, agencies ranked “expanding public
recreational access generally” as the foremost reason. This was followed by
“eliminating or reducing specific recreation deficiencies,” “conserving specific
natural resource features,” and “shaping and controlling direction of land use
change.”

—Over the next five years, three-fourths of all agencies expect a shortfall in agen-
cy capital investment funding.

—Agencies reported that approximately 42 percent of the CIP funding would come
from general tax revenues. Further, they reported that local bond and revenue
issues would account for 17.5 percent of their funding. State grants (8.9 per-
cent), fees/charges (6 percent), federal grants (5.4 percent), and private gifts/do-
nations (2.6 percent) were the other primary sources of capital investment fund-
ing.

—Looking to the future over the next five years, respondents reported that gen-
eral tax revenues would decrease as a proportion of CIP funding (37.6 percent),
as would fees/charges (5.9 percent). Local bonds and revenue issues (20.9 per-
cent), federal grants (6.4 percent), and private gifts/donations (4.5 percent)
would increase in importance over the next five years. The dependency of agen-
cies on state grants will remain about the same (8.8 percent).

—A majority of agencies (70 percent) stated that if greater amounts of federal as-
sistance were available, it would leverage an increase in capital investments
provided through local fiscal sources. Twenty-eight percent indicated their in-
vestments would remain the same. Very few indicated their local investments
would decrease (2.4 percent).

—Slightly more than half of the respondents indicated their agency had the pow-
ers of eminent domain/condemnation authority for recreation resource protec-
tion and use (58.3 percent). Less than 10 percent of the agencies had used this
authority to acquire land over the past five years.

—Of those that had used this authority, the reasons for its use was (1) to pur-
chase resources from unwilling sellers, (2) to allow the courts to set fair market
value, (3) to create clear title to the property, and (4) to protect the resource
from an imminent threat.

—Local factors or other priorities have negatively influenced investments in pub-
lic parks and recreation, in about 68 percent of local jurisdictions. Agencies re-
ported that “local economic budget stress” was the most important factor de-
pressing investment, followed by “homeland security and first responder” prior-
ities.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NORTHERN COLORADO WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

I am requesting your support and assistance in insuring continued funding for the
Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program and the San Juan River
Basin Recovery Implementation Program. These ongoing cooperative programs have
the dual objectives of recovering four species of endangered fish while water use
continues and water development proceeds in compliance with the Endangered Spe-
cies Act of 1973, state law, and interstate compacts. Partners in the two programs
are the States of New Mexico, Colorado, Utah and Wyoming, Indian tribes, federal
agencies and water, power and environmental interests. I respectfully request sup-
port and action by the Subcommittee that will provide the following:

An increase of $691,000 in the fiscal year 2006 Recovery Element budget (Re-
source Management Appropriation; Ecological Services Activity; Endangered Species
Subactivity; Recovery Element) allocated to “Colorado River fish recovery project” to
allow U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Region 6 to meet its funding commit-
ment to the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program. This is the
level of funding appropriated in fiscal years 2003, 2004 and 2005 for this program.
These funds are needed for FWS direct participation in managing and implementing
the Upper Colorado Program’s actions, monitoring achievement of recovery goals,
managing data associated with fish population abundance and sampling, evaluating
stocking, and monitoring fish and habitat response to recovery actions.

The appropriation of $437,000 in operation and maintenance funds (Resource
Management Appropriation; Fisheries Activity; Hatchery Operations & Maintenance
Subactivity, Hatchery Operations Project) to support the ongoing operation of the
FWS’ Ouray National Fish Hatchery in Utah during fiscal year 2006.

An increase of $211,000 in the “Resource Management Appropriation; Ecological
Services Activity; Endangered Species Subactivity; Recovery Element” budget allo-
cated to the “San Juan River Recovery Implementation Program.” These funds are
needed to support the FWS Recovery Program Coordinator and staff who are re-
sponsible for program management and support of all Recovery Program activities.

The enactment of Public Law 106-392, as amended by Public Law 107-375, au-
thorized the Federal Government to provide up to $46 million of cost sharing for
these two ongoing recovery programs’ remaining capital construction projects. Rais-
ing and stocking of the endangered fish produced at program hatchery facilities, re-
storing floodplain habitat and fish passage, regulating and supplying instream habi-
tat flows, installing diversion canal screens and controlling nonnative fish popu-
lations are key components of the programs’ ongoing capital construction projects.
Subsection 3(c) of Public Law 106-392 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
accept up to $17 million of contributed funds from Colorado, Wyoming, Utah, and
New Mexico, and to expend such contributed funds as if appropriated for these
projects; and provides for an additional $17 million to be contributed from revenues
derived from the sale of Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) hydroelectric power.
This substantial non-federal cost-sharing funding demonstrates the strong commit-
ment and effective partnerships embodied in both of these successful programs. The
reqlﬁested federal appropriations are critically important to these efforts moving for-
ward.

The support of your Subcommittee in past years is greatly appreciated and has
been a major factor in the success of these multi-state, multi-agency programs as
they have progressed forward towards delisting the endangered fish species in the
Upper Colorado and San Juan River Basins while necessary water use and develop-
ment activities are occurring. I request the Subcommittee’s assistance to ensure that
the FWS is provided with adequate funding for these vitally important programs.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PARTNERSHIP FOR THE NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: The Partnership for the Na-
tional Trails System appreciates your support over the past several years, through
operations funding and earmarked Challenge Cost Share funds, for the national sce-
nic and historic trails administered by the National Park Service. We also appre-
ciate your increased allocation of funds to support the trails administered and man-
aged by the Forest Service and your support for the trails in the Bureau of Land
Management’s National Landscape Conservation System. To continue the progress
that you have fostered, the Partnership requests that you provide annual operations
funding for each of 23 of the national scenic and historic trails for FiscalYear 2006
through these appropriations:

—National Park Service: $9.980 million for the administration of 18 trails and for

coorcﬁ_nation of the long-distance trails program by the Washington Park Serv-
ice office.
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—USDA Forest Service: $3.037 million to administer 4 trails and $933,000 to
manage parts of 16 trails administered by the Park Service or Bureau of Land
Management; Construction: $1.2 million for the Continental Divide Trail,
$500,000 for the Florida Trail, and $1 million for the Pacific Crest Trail.

—Bureau of Land Management: to administer the Iditarod National Historic
Trail: $250,000, the Camino Real de Tierra Adentro National Historic Trail:
$389,000, the Old Spanish National Historic Trail: $150,000 and $3.38 million
to manage portions of 9 trails administered by the Park Service or the Forest
Service; %407 ,000 for operating the Casper NH Trail interpretive center.

—We ask that you appropriate $7 million for the National Park Service Challenge
Cost Share Program and continue to earmark $2.5 million for Lewis & Clark
Bicentennial projects and one-third of the remaining $4.5 million (approxi-
mately $1.5 million) for the other 17 national scenic and historic trails it admin-
isters or create a separate $1.5 million National Trails System Challenge Cost
Share Program.

—We ask that you add $500,000 to the Bureau of Land Management’s Challenge
Cost Share Program and earmark the money for the 12 national scenic and his-
toric trails it administers or manages.

—We ask that you appropriate $1.253 million to the National Park Service Na-
tional Center for Recreation and Conservation to support the second year of a
five-year interagency pilot project to develop a consistent system-wide Geo-
graphic Information System (GIS) for the National Trails System.

We ask that you appropriate from the Land and Water Conservation Fund:

—to the Forest Service: $5 million to acquire land for the Pacific Crest Trail,
$250,000 for management of the Pacific Crest Trail land acquisition program;
$150,000 to acquire land for the Overmountain Victory Trail in North Carolina;

—to the Bureau of Land Management: $1.5 million to acquire land for the Pacific
Crest Trail and $1.6 million to acquire land for the Oregon Trail in Oregon;

—to the Park Service: $4 million to grant to the State of Wisconsin to match state
funds to acquire land for the Ice Age Trail.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

We request $1.253 million to fund the second year of a 5-year interagency effort
to develop a consistent GIS for all 24 national scenic and historic trails. This initia-
tive is described in the August 2001 report (requested by Congress in the fiscal year
2001 appropriation) “GIS For The National Trails System” and is built upon work
already underway on the Ice Age, Appalachian, Florida, Oregon, California, Mormon
Pioneer and Pony Express Trails to develop consistent information and procedures
that can be applied across the National Trails System. The requested funding will
be shared with the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service.

The $9.980 million we request for Park Service operations includes increases for
many of the trails to continue the progress and new initiatives made possible by
the $975,000 funding increase provided for nine of the trails in fiscal year 2001 and
the $500,000 increases provided in fiscal year 2004 and fiscal year 2005. We ask
you to direct the Park Service to add the $500,000 increase that you provided for
fiscal year 2005 to the base funding of the trails that received it. $73,000 of our re-
quested increase will finally provide significant operational support for the Natchez
Trace Trail, which currently receives only $27,000 in annual operations funding. An-
other $630,000 will enable the Park Service to begin managing three new national
historic trails—Ala Kahakai, E] Camino Real de Tierra Adentro, and Old Spanish—
the latter two administered with the Bureau of Land Management. These funds will
provide full-time management, support projects for these trails and development of
Comprehensive Management Plans for the Ala Kahakai and Old Spanish Trails. We
also request $200,000 for maintenance of the Pacific Crest Trail in Kings Canyon/
Sequoia, Lassen, and North Cascades National Parks.

We request an increase of $823,000 to continue and expand Park Service efforts
to protect cultural landscapes at more than 200 significant sites along the Santa Fe
Trail, to develop GIS mapping, and to fund public outreach and educational pro-
grams of the Santa Fe Trail Association. An increase of $451,000 for the Trail of
Tears will enable the Park Service to work cooperatively with the Trail of Tears As-
sociation to develop a GIS to map the Trail’s critical historical and cultural heritage
sites so they can be protected and interpreted for visitors.

The $100,000 increase we request for the interagency Salt Lake City Trails office
will enable the Park Service to continue developing comprehensive interpretation
and auto tour guides for the Oregon, California, Mormon Pioneer and Pony Express
Trails with a library of images derived from the GIS map database of the trails.
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We request $1,777,000 to continue funding the regular operation of the Lewis &
Clark Trail and the operation of “Corps II,” a major component of the Federal gov-
ernment’s commemoration of the Bicentennial of the Lewis & Clark Expedition in
the final year of that commemoration.

All of these trails are complicated undertakings, none more so than the 4,000 mile
North Country Trail. With more than 650 miles of Trail across 7 national forests
in 5 states there is good reason for close collaboration between the Park Service and
Forest Service to ensure consistent management that provides high quality experi-
ences for hikers. Limited budgets for both agencies have severely hampered their
ability to practice this effective management procedure. The $845,000 we request
will give them that ability for the first time while also providing greater support
for the regional and local trail building and management led by the North Country
Trail Association, hastening the day when our nation’s longest national scenic trail
will be fully opened for use.

The $893,000 we request will enable the Park Service to help WDNR and other
partners to accelerate acquisition of land for the Ice Age Trail and further develop-
ment of the Trail GIS to more efficiently plan resource protection, trail construction
and maintenance to correct unsafe conditions and better mark the Trail for users.
The funds will also provide assistance to the Ice Age Park & Trail Foundation to
better equip, train and support the volunteers who build and maintain the Ice Age
Trail and manage its resources.

Challenge Cost Share programs are one of the most effective and efficient ways
for Federal agencies to accomplish a wide array of projects for public benefit while
also sustaining partnerships involving countless private citizens in doing public
service work. The Partnership requests that you appropriate $7 million in Challenge
Cost Share funding to the Park Service for fiscal year 2006 as a wise investment
of public money that will generate public benefits many times greater than its sum.
We ask you to continue to direct $2.5 million for Lewis & Clark Bicentennial
projects and one-third of the other $4.5 million for the national scenic and historic
trails to continue the steady progress toward making these trails fully available for
public enjoyment. We suggest, as an alternative to the annual earmarking of funds
from the Regular Challenge Cost Share program, that you establish a separate Na-
tional Trails System Challenge Cost Share program with $1.5 million funding.

USDA—FOREST SERVICE

As you have done for several years, we ask that you provide additional operations
funding to the Forest Service for administering three national scenic trails and one
national historic trail, and managing parts of 16 other trails. We ask you to appro-
priate $3.037 million as a separate budgetary item specifically for the Continental
Divide, Florida and Pacific Crest National Scenic Trails and the Nez Perce National
Historic Trail. Full-time managers have been assigned for each of these trails by the
Forest Service. Recognizing the on-the-ground management responsibility the Forest
Service has for 838 miles of the Appalachian Trail, more than 650 miles of the
North Country Trail, and sections of the Ice Age, Anza, Caminos Real de Tierra
Adentro and de Tejas, Lewis & Clark, California, Iditarod, Mormon Pioneer, Old
Spanish, Oregon, Overmountain Victory, Pony Express, Trail of Tears and Santa Fe
Trails, we ask you to appropriate $933,000 specifically for these trails.

Work is underway, supported by funds you provided for the past five years, to
close several major gaps in the Florida National Scenic Trail. The Florida Trail As-
sociation has built 100 miles of new Trail across Eglin Air Force Base, in the Ocala
National Forest, Big Cypress National Preserve and along Lake Kissimmee and the
Choctawahatchee River. FTA volunteers helped clear trees and other debris scat-
tered across 850 miles of trail by four hurricanes in 2004. The Partnership requests
an additional $500,000 for trail construction in fiscal year 2006 to enable the Forest
Servlice and FTA to build 90 more miles on these and other segments of the Florida
Trail.

The Continental Divide Trail Alliance, with Forest Service assistance and funding
from the outdoor recreation industry, surveyed the entire 3200 mile route of the
Continental Divide Trail documenting $10.3 million of construction projects needed
to complete the Trail. To continue new trail construction, begun with fiscal year
1998 funding, we ask that you appropriate $1.2 million to build or reconstruct 267
miles of the CDT in fiscal year 2006.

A Forest Service lands team is working with the Pacific Crest Trail Association
(PCTA) and the Park Service National Trail Land Resources Program Center to
map and acquire better routes for the 300 miles of the Pacific Crest Trail located
on 227 narrow easements across private land or on the edge of dangerous highways.
We request $200,000 to continue the work of the fulltime Trail Manager and the



210

lands team and $100,000 for Optimal Location route planning. We also request $1
million for new trail construction and reconstruction of fire and flood damaged
bridges along the PCT in California and Washington by the Forest Service and the
PCTA.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

While the Bureau of Land Management has administrative authority only for the
Iditarod, El Camino Real de Tierra Adentro, and the Old Spanish National Historic
Trails, it has on-the-ground management responsibility for 641 miles of two scenic
trails and 3,115 miles of seven historic trails administered by the National Park
Service and U.S. Forest Service. The significance of these trails was recognized by
their inclusion in the National Landscape Conservation System and, for the first
time, in fiscal year 2002, by provision of specific funding for each of them. The Part-
nership applauds the decision of the Bureau of Land Management to include he na-
tional scenic and historic trails in the NLCS and to budget specific funding for each
of them. We ask that you continue to support the funding for the National Land-
scape Conservation System and that you appropriate for fiscal year 2006 $250,000
for the Iditarod National Historic Trail, $389,000 for El Camino Real de Tierra
Adentro National Historic Trail, $150,000 to continue development of the Com-
prehensive Management Plan for the Old Spanish National Historic Trail, $300,000
for construction of new sections of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail,
$100,000 for maintenance of the Pacific Crest Trail, and $2.980 million, as re-
quested by the Administration, for management of the portions of the seven other
trails under the care of the Bureau of Land Management. We also request $1.5 mil-
lion for construction of the California Trail Interpretive Center in Elko, Nevada,
$407,000 to operate the Historic Trails interpretive center in Casper, Wyoming, and
$1 million for construction of safety and other recreational improvements along the
Iditarod National Historic Trail.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

The Partnership requests that you fully appropriate the $900 million annual au-
thorized appropriation from the Land and Water Conservation Fund and that you
make the specific appropriations for national scenic and historic trails detailed at
the beginning of this statement and in Attachment 2. The $5.250 million we request
for the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail will continue acquisition underway by the
Forest Service and Park Service. The $150,000 requested for the Overmountain Vic-
tory National Historic Trail will protect a key link and access to a 7-mile section
of the trail in the Pisgah National Forest in North Carolina.

The $3.1 million requested for the Bureau of Land Management will protect a key
section of the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail and an important historical site
along the Oregon National Historic Trail in Oregon.

The National Trails System Act encourages states to assist in the conservation
of the resources and development of the national scenic and historic trails. Wis-
consin has matched $6.93 million of fiscal year 2000-2005 LWCF funding with more
than $17.5 million to help conserve the resources of the Ice Age National Scenic
Trail. With this 2.5:1 match of State to Federal funds, Wisconsin has purchased 26
parcels totaling 5,553 acres and now has another 40 parcels under negotiation, ap-

raisal or option to purchase. The National Park Service has spent an additional
53 million to protect the Ice Age Trail interpretive site. All of the LWCF funds ap-
propriated by Congress for the Ice Age NST have been spent. The requested $4 mil-
lion Land and Water Conservation Fund grant to Wisconsin will continue this very
successful Federal/State/local partnership for protecting land for the Ice Age Trail.

The essential funding requests to support the trails are detailed in Attachment

PRIVATE SECTOR SUPPORT FOR THE NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM

Public-spirited partnerships between private citizens and public agencies have
been a hallmark of the National Trails System since its inception. These partner-
ships create the enduring strength of the Trails System and the trail communities
that sustain it by combining the local, grass-roots energy and responsiveness of vol-
unteers with the responsible continuity of public agencies. They also provide a way
to enlist private financial support for public projects, usually resulting in a greater
than equal match of funds.

The private trail organizations commitment to the success of these trail-sus-
taining partnerships grows even as Congress’ support for the trails has grown. In
2004 the trail organizations channeled 668,996 hours of documented volunteer labor
valued at $11,801,091 to help sustain the national scenic and historic trails. The or-
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ganizations also applied private sector contributions of $6,449,719 to benefit the
trails. These contributions are documented in Attachment 1.

ATTACHMENT 1—CONTRIBUTIONS MADE IN 2004 TO SUPPORT THE NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM BY
NATIONAL SCENIC AND HISTORIC TRAIL ORGANIZATIONS

Estimated ) .
Organization e vlieer | contiutons
labor

Appalachian Trail Conference 174,902 $3,085,271 $3,099,000
Camino Real Trail Association 3,230 56,977 11,000
Continental Divide Trail Society 11,500 26,460 | oo
Continental Divide Trail Alliance 21,700 382,788 592,948
Florida Trail Association 160,000 1,058,400 165,000
Ice Age Park & Trail Foundation 87,256 1,539,196 631,761
Iditarod National Historic Trail, Inc. 13,920 69,149 180,000
Heritage Trails/Amigos De Anza & others
Anza Trail Coalition of Arizona 6,870 121,187 112,000
Lewis & Clark Trail Heritage Foundation 54,737 965,561 300,000
Mormon Trails Association 1,390 24,520 2,040
lowa Mormon Trails Association 1750 13,230 12,080
Nebraska Mormon Trails Association 1125 2,205 12,635
National Pony Express Association 35,647 628,813 25,000
Pony Express Trail Association 5,685 100,283 38,176
Nez Perce Trail Foundation 3,140 55,390 5,082
North Country Trail Association 42,297 746,119 205,877
0ld Spanish Trail Association 8,081 142,549 43,703
Oregon-California Trails Association 57,926 1,021,815 591,559
Overmountain Victory Trail Association 1800 14112 | e
Pacific Crest Trail Association 34,100 601,524 434,500
Potomac Trail Council 11,500 26,460 | oo
Santa Fe Trail Association 132,600 575,064 156,400
Trail of Tears Association 30,840 544,018 60,958

Totals 668,996 11,801,091 6,449,719

! Estimate.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE PUYALLUP TRIBE OF INDIANS

Mr. Chairman, my name is Herman Dillon, Sr., Puyallup Tribal Chairman. We
thank the Committee for past support of many tribal issues and in your interest
today. We share our concerns and request assistance in reaching objectives of sig-
nificance to the Congress, the Tribe, and to 32,000+ Indians (constituents) in our
Urban Service Area.

U.S. Department of Interior—Bureau of Indian Affairs.—The Puyallup Tribe has
analyzed the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget and submit the following detailed
written testimony to the Senate Interior Subcommittee on the proposed funding bill
for the Dept. of Interior and Related Agencies. In the fiscal year 2005 budget proc-
ess, the Puyallup Tribe supported actions of Congress to restore the base level fund-
ing for various programs. We look forward to working with the 109th Congress to
insure that funding levels for programs necessary for the Puyallup Tribe to carry-
out our sovereign responsibility of self-determination and self-governance for the
benefit of Puyallup tribal members and the members from approximately 435 feder-
ally recognized Tribes who utilize our services are included in the fiscal year 2006
budget. The following provides a brief review of the Puyallup Tribe’s priorities and
special appropriation requests for fiscal year 2006.

Puyallup Nation Law Enforcement.—The Puyallup Reservation is located in the
urbanized Seattle-Tacoma area of the State of Washington. The 18,061 acre reserva-
tion and related urban service area contains 17,000+ Native Americans from over
200 Tribes and Alaskan Villages. The Puyallup Nation Law Enforcement Division
currently has 21 commissioned officers to cover 40 square miles of reservation in
addition to the usual and accustomed fishing areas. The officers are charged with
the service and protection of the Puyallup Reservation seven days a week, twenty-
four hours a day. We currently operate with outdated equipment, patrol vehicles re-
quiring constant repair and insufficient staff levels. With the continuing increase in
population, increase in gang related activities on the Puyallup Reservation and the
impact of the increase in manufacturing of meth amphetamines in the region, the
1servlices of the Puyallup Nation Law Enforcement Division are exceeding maximum
evels.

A major area of concern is the status of the Tribe’s Regional Incarceration Facil-
ity. Due to damages from the February 2001 Nisqually earthquake, we have had
to relocate to modular/temporary facilities. As a regional detention facility, the relo-
cation to the modular facility not only impacts the Tribe’s ability to house detainees
but also the approximately 173 native inmates that were incarcerated at the Puy-
allup Incarceration facility during the period of 2001-2002. Relocation to the mod-
ular facility has also impacted the Tribes ability to house juvenile detainees. With
no juvenile facilities, Native American youth are sent to non-native facilities. These
and other issues regarding the deplorable conditions existing in Indian Detention
facilities are documented in the September 2004 report issued by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Interior Inspector General’s Office. We respectfully request congressional
support to fund the BIA Law Enforcement program at the $190 million level pro-
posed in the fiscal year 2006 budget to operate law enforcement services at a safe
and effective method. We further request Committee support to fund the Depart-
ment of Justice—Detention Facilities Construction program for fiscal year 2006 at
$30 million to address deficiencies in tribal detention facilities.

The following list is a brief summary of law enforcement needs of the Puyallup
Nation Law Enforcement and Detention Facilities programs;

—Juvenile Incarceration Facility $2.5 million (est.);

—Staffing for Juvenile Facility—8 employees @ $320,600;

—Adult Incarceration Facility $3.5 million (est);

—Additional staff for dispatching center—3 employees @ $120,800;

—Additional Officers—4 @ $225,900;

—Equipment; firearms, radios and equipment—$30,000;

Fisheries & Natural Resources Management.—The Puyallup Tribe as steward for
land and marine waters in the Usual and Accustomed fish and shellfish areas has
treaty and Governmental obligations and responsibilities to manage natural re-
sources for uses beneficial to the regional community. Despite our diligent program
efforts, the fisheries resource is degrading and economic losses are incurred by In-
dian and Non-Indian fisherman, and surrounding communities. Our Resource Man-
agement responsibilities cover thousands of square miles in the Puget Sound region
of the State of Washington with an obligation to manage production of anadromous,
non-anadromous fish and shellfish resources. Existing levels of support are inad-
equate to reverse the trend of resource/habitat degradation. Resource management
is constrained due to funding shortfalls. We seek support and endorsement in the
following areas:
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—Tribal Fisheries Resource Management, Hatchery Operation and Maintenance
funding via Public Law 93-638 contracts have not increased substantially since
establishment of base budgets in 1984. The demand on Puyallup Tribal Fish-
eries Program has grown exponential since the eighties and is currently faced
by Endangered Species Act listings on Bull Trout and Chinook Salmon which
is in an highly urbanized setting more so than any other Pacific Northwest
Tribe. We request Committee support to increase base contract funding in the
amount of $350,000 for additional fisheries staff.

—Western Washington Timber-Fish-Wildlife Program.—The TFW Program has al-
lowed for the expansion of tribal participation in the state forest practice rules
and regulations that have an affect on listed salmon populations. In fiscal year
2004 Congress restored TFW base funding for the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
However, this base funding increase is being proposed to be discontinued in the
President’s fiscal year 2006 budget. Continued funding in this area is essential
to facilitate tribal participation in monitoring, research, data analysis and
adaptive management processes that are a cornerstone to the TFW process. We
request Committee support for base funding level of $3.555 million to the TFW
fiscal year 2006 budget.

—Unresolved Hunting and Fishing Rights Program.—The Medicine Creek Treaty
secured the Puyallup Tribe and other tribes the right to hunt on open and un-
claimed lands. This treaty right is reserved in the same paragraph that also re-
served the right to fish and gather shellfish. Unfortunately, the BIA program
that is designed to support this treaty activity has not received adequate, if any,
appropriations in the last several years. Funds that were made available to
tribes have been on a competitive basis with a maximum amount per program
due to limited funding. The Puyallup Tribe has established a Hunting-Wildlife
Management program that works cooperatively with signatory Tribes to the
Medicine Creek Treaty, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. For-
est Service and the National Park Service. For further development and partici-
pation in unresolved hunting issues, the Puyallup Tribe is requesting Com-
mittee support for establishment of base funding of $95,000 for the Hunting-
Wildlife Management Program.

Tribal Priority Allocation & Contract Support Costs.—The President’s fiscal year
2006 budget calls for $2.28 billion to be allocated to the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
which is a decrease of $110 million from the fiscal year 2005 enacted level. This re-
quest includes $760 million for Tribal Priority Allocations (TPA), a $9.4 million de-
crease from the fiscal year 2005 enacted level. These decreases proposed by the Ad-
ministration are on top of the continued funding short fall for critically needed tribal
programs supported by TPA funding. TPA budget activity includes the majority of
funding used to support on-going services at the “local tribal” level, including; law
enforcement, natural resources management (fisheries), child welfare, housing, trib-
al courts and other tribal governmental services. TPA has not received adequate
funding to allow tribes the resources to fully exercise self-determination and self-
governance. Further, the small increases TPA has received over the past few years
have not been adequate to keep pace with inflation. At a minimum, we request your
support and endorsement in the following:

—Support by Congress to fund the TPA fiscal year 2006 request at the fiscal year
2005 enacted level as adjusted for inflation, for a minimum request of $769.4
million.

Another concern the Puyallup Tribe has with the fiscal year 2006 budget request
is the on-going issue of contract support costs. The President’s fiscal year 2006
budget request includes $134.6 million to address the Bureau of Indian Affairs con-
tinuing contract support costs. At a minimum, we request your support and endorse-
ment in the following:

—Support by Congress to fund the Contract Support Cost fiscal year 2006 request
at the fiscal year 2005 enacted level as adjusted for inflation, for a minimum
request of $140.6 million. Full funding of Contract Support is a mandate to-
wards the full realization of Self-determination and Self-governance.

DHHS Indian Health Service—Funding for the Indian Health Service fails to
meet the needs of health services for Native Americans. The Puyallup Tribe has
been operating their health care programs since 1976 through the Indian Self-deter-
mination Act, Public Law 93-638. The Puyallup Tribal Health Authority (PTHA) is
a successful ambulatory program that provides comprehensive ambulatory medical
dental, mental health, drug and alcohol treatment services to an expanding popu-
lation in Tacoma and Pierce County, Washington. In fiscal year 2002 it was the
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most productive Indian health program in the tri-state areas of Washington, Oregon
and Idaho,

Adequate funding for the continued operations and delivery of quality care is es-
sential. PTHA, like most ITHS facilities, is being asked to do more with less. The cost
of supplies and staff increases as does the eligible population increases, yet funding
has not kept pace. IHS has lost $1.9 billion in purchasing power since 1992. Unlike
private practice counterparts, we can not raise fees, negotiate higher reimbursement
from insurance companies or restrict the population we serve. Preserving pur-
chz(:tis}_rlllg{ é)ower and ensuring that medical needs are met must be paramount to IHS
an .

Highlights of the IHS Budget request include an increase of $72 million over the
fiscal year 2005 level for a total of $3.840 million for the Indian Health Service in
fiscal year 2006. These increases, however, are off-set by the historic short fall of
funding that has failed to keep up with inflation. We request congressional support
for the fiscal year 2006 IHS budget in the following areas:

—Fund medical and general inflation costs, which have again reached double dig-

its;

—Fund the increased expenses due to population growth. Although AI/NA popu-

lation has a 2.1 percent growth rate, growth has not been funded for 11 years;

—Funding for Contract Support Coast should be increased to $284 million for fis-

cal year 2006; and

—Index Contract Care to population growth and the medical inflation rate. Con-

tract care is most vulnerable to inflation since services are provided by vendors
constrained by IHS guidelines. There are no IHS hospitals in the Pacific North-
west which makes our clinic dependent on Contract Care for necessary specialty
referrals and hospital care. Contract Health Services should be increased to
$495 million for fiscal year 2006.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE RIVERS AND TRAILS COALITION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, the Rivers and Trails Coalition,
composed of local, regional, statewide, and national organizations representing hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans nationwide committed to conservation and recre-
ation, respectfully asks that you fund the National Park Service Rivers, Trails and
Conservation Assistance (RTCA) program at $9.7 million in fiscal year 2006.

Through its Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program, the National
Park Service (NPS) implements its natural resource conservation and outdoor recre-
ation mission in communities across America. The Rivers and Trails Coalition
formed many years ago to support this invaluable field-based technical assistance
program that yields enormous conservation and recreation benefits to communities
by fostering partnerships between federal, state, and local interests. The resulting
cooperative efforts restore rivers and wildlife habitat, develop trail and greenway
networks, preserve open space, and revitalize communities—all contributing to im-
proved quality of life and close-to-home recreation. RTCA staff provide on-the-
ground assistance solely at the request and invitation of communities in coordi-
nating projects, facilitating public meetings, serving as a liaison and convener of
government and non-profit groups, assessing and mapping resources, developing
promotional materials and events, and identifying sources of funding.

RTCA is a very successful and popular program but continues to lack adequate
funding. Current demand for RT'CA services greatly exceeds the program’s capacity.
Despite RTCA’s accomplishments in coordinating upwards of 300 projects annually,
RTCA funding has remained relatively stagnant during the last decade, virtually
flat for the last four years, and has lagged well behind the rate of inflation, result-
ing in real cuts to the program. The program’s declining real budget and funding
shortages have resulted in limiting staff positions in several regions, office closures,
and reduced staff participation within communities and on-the-ground projects, di-
minishing essential services of this field-based program. RTCA currently has 80
staff in 33 field offices, compared to 90 staff in 2002. Flat funding results in an an-
nual loss of approximately 4 positions, as personnel costs continue to rise through
inflation and cost-of-living increases, while project costs must be cut back. RTCA
faces further reductions in service and the loss of additional staff in fiscal year 2006
if the program receives flat or reduced funding.

RTCA is a highly effective and cost efficient program. In 2004 alone, NPS commu-
nity projects reported more than 680 new trail miles, more than 330 newly protected
river miles, more than 22,700 acres of newly protected natural areas.

RTCA receives less than %2 of 1 percent of the total funding for the National Park
Service, yet by building local partnerships it succeeds in attracting substantial local
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funding every year. In 2004 the program reported more than $40 million leveraged
funding from other sources. This program is an excellent value for the American
taxpayer and merits increased funding to accomplish its mission as a community-
based National Park Service technical assistance and outreach program.

The Rivers and Trails Coalition supports the NPS current strategic planning ef-
fort to include an emphasis on working on issues of common interest to national
parks and gateway communities adjacent to national parks. This strategy rep-
resents a positive, proactive approach to improving management and brings RTCA
and its associated projects and partnerships into closer contact with NPS super-
intendents and core National Park Service missions. However, the RTCA program
is best able to fulfill its mission by assisting all types of communities—urban, rural,
and suburban; local, state, and national—to achieve on-the-ground conservation suc-
cesses for their projects, where the technical assistance is requested and based on
true needs. In addition to regional trail systems and greenway development, open
space protection, and river corridor protection, projects include transportation alter-
natives, brownfield redevelopment, youth conservation projects, and floodplain plan-
ning, among numerous other conservation and recreation initiatives.

RTCA plays a critical role in creating a nationwide, seamless network of parks
and open spaces, supporting conservation partnerships, promoting volunteerism,
and encouraging physical activity. The Administration’s HealthierUS Initiative ex-
plicitly highlights RTCA for its efforts in promoting physical activity through the
development of local trails, greenways, and parks.

The President’s budget proposal for fiscal year 2006 calls for a reduction of
$500,000 to the RTCA program. The Rivers and Trails Coalition respectfully re-
quests that Congress restores funding to this program and increases the program
budget by $1.5 million to meet the real needs that this program serves.

We see evidence in community after community of the value of NPS involvement
through productive partnerships, and we can report the unparalleled success of
RTCA in bringing greenways, blueways, and creative conservation partnerships to
fruition.

Our requested funding level would allow this extremely beneficial program to con-
tinue current projects without interruption, restore recent cuts, put staff closer to
the people they serve, and meet the outstanding requests from communities around
the nation. We strongly believe it makes sense to strengthen programs such as
RTCA that support communities through partnerships and capacity-building, ena-
bling local stakeholders to better manage and conserve their recreational and nat-
ural resources from the bottom-up.

We urge you to fund the Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program at
$9.7 million in the fiscal year 2006 Interior Appropriations bill to remedy the pro-
gram’s continued erosion, compensate for losses due to inflation, and enable the pro-
gram to respond to growing needs and opportunities in communities throughout the
country. Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted by the Rivers and Trails Coalition, comprised of the fol-
lowing organizations:

The Accokeek Foundation; American Canoe Association; American Hiking Society;
American Rivers; American Society of Landscape Architects; American Trails; Amer-
ican Whitewater; Appalachian Mountain Club; Association of State Floodplain Man-
agers; Bay Circuit Alliance; Bikes Belong Coalition; Conservation District of South-
ern Nevada; East Coast Greenway Alliance; International Mountain Bicycling Asso-
ciation; National Association of Service & Conservation Corps; National Audubon
Society; National Parks Conservation Association; National Recreation and Park As-
sociation; New York-New Jersey Trail Conference; New York Parks and Conserva-
tion Association; North American Water Trails; Outdoor Industries Association;
Rails to Trails Conservancy; Scenic America; Trout Unlimited; Washington Area Bi-
cyclist Association; and Washington Trails Association.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, SAN JOSE,
CALIFORNIA

SUMMARY

This statement urges the Committee’s support of an appropriation add-on of $4
million from the United States Environmental Protection Agency in fiscal year 2006
($2 million under State and Tribal Assistance Grants and $2 million under Environ-
mental Programs and Management account).
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PERCHLORATE CLEANUP IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY

Background.—The perchlorate originated from a former highway safety flare man-
ufacturing plant owned by Olin Corporation, which was operated for 40 years. Oper-
ations ceased in 1996, and perchlorate contamination was discovered in 2000. The
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) is providing
regulatory oversight of the contamination case, which has affected several hundred
drinking water supply wells. Groundwater is currently the only source of drinking
water in this area and over 2,000 families are being provided with bottled water
or treated groundwater. Significant concerns remain regarding this community’s ex-
posure to perchlorate in their drinking water and perchlorate accumulation in agri-
cultural crops and livestock. To address these concerns and ensure that the ground-
water basin in this area is aggressively restored and cleaned up, the Santa Clara
Valley Water District (District) is requesting Federal assistance. We request funding
to facilitate a prompt and complete cleanup of groundwater resources in the Llagas
Valley, Santa Clara County.

Perchlorate Investigation and Cleanup Status.—To date, the District has sampled
more than 1,000 water supply wells in the Llagas Valley. In addition, Olin Corpora-
tion has sampled about 600 wells. Results to date show more than 450 wells with
detectable perchlorate above 4 parts per billion. Bottled water is currently being de-
livered to over 1,600 families and businesses in the area. Olin Corporation has in-
stalled perchlorate removal systems on three wells for two small water systems in
the San Martin area that serve a total of about 450 customers.

The full extent of perchlorate contamination has not yet been determined. Olin
Corporation has installed a groundwater cleanup system at their former manufac-
turing facility. However, they have not yet presented a plan for cleaning up the 9.5
mile long plume of contamination, controlling additional plume movement, or long-
term solutions for well water users who currently rely on bottled water. Olin has
advised state officials that they are not prepared to commit to cleanup of perchlorate
impacts to private wells until a State or Federal Maximum Contaminant Level
(MCL) for perchlorate is established. Adoption of an MCL at the State and Federal
levels has been delayed.

Additional funding is necessary to determine the best long-term solution for the
entire groundwater basin and initiate cleanup efforts. Funding for District-led ini-
tiatives will help break a regulatory deadlock with Olin that is currently preventing
meaningful action to protect well owners.

Fiscal Year 2005 Funding.—$1.1 million was appropriated for Perchlorate activi-
ties under State and Tribal Assistance Grants in fiscal year 2005. Project applica-
tions for fiscal year 2005 funds will include municipal-scale perchlorate removal
treatment technology demonstration projects and staffing to manage projects and
complete technical analysis.

Fiscal Year 2006 Funding Recommendation.—It is requested that the Committee
support an appropriation add-on of $4 million from the United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency in fiscal year 2006 ($2 million under State and Tribal As-
sistance) Grants and $2 million under Environmental Programs and Management
account).

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBES OF THE FORT HALL
INDIAN RESERVATION

On behalf of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Reservation, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to present testimony on fiscal year 2006 appropriations for
BIA and IHS budgets. We are Idaho’s largest tribe, with a reservation population
of nearly 8,000 residents, Indian and non-Indian, spread out over a 753 square mile
reservation. Like many tribes, we have vast unmet needs in law enforcement, health
care, natural resources, education and social services. We oppose the Administra-
tion’s effort to further reduce funding for BIA- and ITHS-funded programs. These pro-
posed reductions impact Indian tribes more severely than other program cuts be-
cause Indian programs are significantly under funded. We are troubled that the
President’s budget contains huge increases for the Office of the Special Trustee
(OST) while cutting funds for the BIA programs that most directly serve Indian peo-
ple. Congress should not fund the OST at the expense of tribal governments. We
are grateful to the work of this Committee, and to our senators, for your many ef-
forts to improve the lives of our members. You recognize the devastating impacts
to 'll‘ribal communities which result from a lack of resources, both human and finan-
cial.

This year alone the Shoshone Bannock Tribes will supplement funding for BIA-
and IHS-funded programs which serve the Fort Hall Reservation by over $4 million



221

dollars. This figure does not include the $3.9 million the Tribes pays annually to
have a fully-funded insurance program which in turn allows the IHS health facility
at Fort Hall to bill third party payors. Without such collections, the IHS program
serving our reservation is woefully under funded. Our direct service IHS ambulatory
clinic operates with a $5 million budget, with $1.638 million of that amount fi-
nanced from third party collections, nearly a third of its budget. Even with these
third-party collections, the clinic operates at 60 percent of level of need. If the THS
does not meet its targeted collection figure, the level of need will drop below 60 per-
cent. Simply put, our programs are not meeting the needs of our members. Congress
must prioritize Indian programs.

TABLE 1.—SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBES' PROGRAM SHORTFALLS—FISCAL YEAR 2005

’ Fundin, Budget Fundin, Projected

Program description sourceg amoﬁnt amoun% shértfall
Law Enforcement BIA ..... $2,022,443 | $1,135,395 ($887,048)
Fire/Ambulance BIA ... 1,375,080 20,417 (1,354,663)
Courts BIA ... 1,152,101 214,507 (937,594)
Agricultural Extension BIA ... 61,164 32,188 (28,976)
Survey & Mapping BIA ... 88,767 43,072 (45,695)
Chemical Dependency IHS ... 888,163 512,069 (376,094)
Total (3,630,070

TABLE 2. TRIBES’ TRIBAL HEALTH CONTRACT SUPPORT COST (CSC) SHORTFALLS (FISCAL YEAR
2000-2004 AND 2005 EST.)

Fiscal year sh%rst(f;all

2000 ($12,459)
2001 (42,283)
2002 (50,072)
2003 (86,800)
2004 (229,952)

Total Five Year CSC Shortfall (421,567)
Estimated FY 2005 CSC Shortfall (342,127)

The shortfalls I report to you today do not include shortfalls in Contract Support
Cost (CSC) funding which the BIA, THS, and tribes have been unable to convince
the Administration or Congress to fully fund. For the four year period ending in fis-
cal year 2004, we calculate our IHS Contract Support Cost shortfall at $421,000.
Our fiscal year 2005 shortfall for THS CSC is estimated to be $342,000.

It is difficult to convey to you how these shortfalls impact our community. We
wish we had more resources so that our Tribes can turn around a troubled youth
and make him a productive member of society, not a burden to it; to provide a job
to a hard working adult so he can regain his pride and self- worth; to give life-sav-
ing medicines to a sick Tribal elder to restore her health so that she may remain
vital and productive. Our programs work. We simply seek our equitable share of
funds similar to what the federal government provides to states and local govern-
ments. Our reservation residents are counted when determining the size of a block
grant the United States awards to the State. Without an earmark to pass that grant
through to tribal governments, however, we do not receive our share. The funds
Congress and the Administration choose to provide Indian tribes continue to go
down as our population grows. How great does the crisis need to get before proper
attention is paid? Are not U.S. Census and other statistics on American Indian and
Alaskan Native (AIAN) unemployment figures, poverty levels, mortality, suicide
rates, and motor vehicle accidents enough, without any request from Tribal leaders,
to move the Congress and the Administration to act on our behalf?

We want to stand shoulder to shoulder with our Federal, state and local counter-
parts to improve our reservation’s economy, tackle crime and substance abuse, and
keep our members healthy and productive citizens. Please increase funding above
the President’s request for the BIA and THS budgets for these mostly pass-through
funds to Indian tribal governments.
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TRIBAL JUSTICE CENTER ($5 MILLION)

We seek an appropriation of $5 million that we will put toward the construction
costs for our Tribal Justice Center. With prior appropriations by Congress, for which
we are grateful, the Tribes completed designs for our Tribal Justice Center. When
completed, the Justice Center will house a 45-member Police Department, 25-mem-
ber Tribal Court, and an 80-bed adult and 20-bed juvenile corrections facility. The
$5 million in construction funds we request comprise less than 30 percent of the
project’s estimated cost of $16.8 million (fiscal year 2005 dollars). We are financing
another third of the project with Tribal funds and we are seeking other loans and
grants. The cost of this project will only increase if we delay funding.

Police.—The Tribal police department has inadequate storage space for evidence.
Our police armory needs more safeguards. There is no secure booking area. There
is no space for confidential interviews with witnesses. Public business is often con-
ducted outside the building. The dispatchers work in a crowded, under-ventilated
space which often overheats.

Corrections.—The Adult Corrections facility currently in use does not have mul-
tiple exits, sprinklers, or other fire fighting systems. It operates at 132 percent over
capacity. All these factors create a hazard to inmates and corrections staff. There
is no work-release available. There is no medical facility. We cannot offer edu-
cational facilities. There is no secure facility for inmates to receive visitors or to
meet with attorneys. There is inadequate plumbing and ventilation at the facility.

Courts.—The Tribal Court handles 4,000 cases plus 1,500 juvenile cases. There is
inadequate space and facility for the court’s records, and only one courtroom. The
buildings do not meet plumbing or electric standards. There is no space for defend-
ants to hold confidential meetings with attorneys. This facility also provides inad-
equate security.

We are witnessing an increase on our reservation in juvenile crimes, methamphet-
amine abuse, and violence. We need to bring our police, courts and corrections facili-
ties into the 21st century.

COMMUNITY WATER SYSTEM ($3 MILLION)

We seek $3 million to continue construction of a Community Water System. The
need for safe drinking water has reached crisis stage on our reservation. Water for
many of the reservation’s 8,000 residents has been contaminated by ethylene
dibromide (EDB), a probable carcinogen. Studies have also found increased levels
of nitrate in the water. Thanks to prior appropriations, we have built about 31 of
the 145 miles of water line required to be built on our reservation. We seek $3.0
million in THS funds to finance the wells, storage tanks and pumps to extend the
water line throughout the reservation (requiring design and engineering, right-of-
way acquisition, environmental studies, etc.). Despite the Tribes’ efforts to secure
funding from multiple sources (IHS, USDA, EPA, HUD, ICDBG) as well as provide
its own funds for the cost of the water line, the cost for pvc pipe has soared due
to the rising cost of oil. We can only finance 5 miles of pipe rather than 15 miles
this year due to the increased cost for pvc pipe.

GAY MINE

We have grown very concerned over environmental contaminants, especially sele-
nium, at Gay Mine, an open phosphate mine located on the reservation. We, along
with the State of Idaho, U.S. EPA, U.S. Department of the Interior, and five private
mining companies, were signatories to a 2001 Consent Order/Administrative Order
on Consent to identify procedures to ensure cost recovery by governmental entities
in an Area-Wide Investigation into contamination from phosphate mining operations
in southeast Idaho, under CERCLA. The BIA funded an on-site coordinator (OSC),
but since January 2004, this position has been vacant. BIA officials inform us that
funds to finance site investigations, take samplings, and assess damages under the
Natural Resources Damage and Restoration Program are oversubscribed. We sub-
mitted a $5.6 million budget to BIA to finance staff and to undertake a site inves-
tigation of soil, water, vegetation, livestock, and big game as well as to build a fence
around the affected area.

PUBLIC LAW 93—638 FISH AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS/AMERICAN FALLS
RESERVOIR

Resident Fisheries Program ($100,000) and Wildlife Program ($100,000).—The
Tribes request additional funding to restore and protect the reservation’s streams
and tributaries so that they can once again support native fish populations. We seek
to hire a fisheries technician to perform fencing projects, sloping, willow planting,
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rip rap and other activities to repair stream banks and promote habitat restoration
which have been compromised by land and water use practices.

The Tribal Fish and Wildlife Program is responsible for the management of
threatened and endangered species, development of hunting regulations, monitoring
of harvests of various species and resolution of conflicts between humans and wild-
life. We cannot fulfill our federal mandates with current appropriations. Our staff
has dropped to two full-time employees. Additional funding will permit us to hire
an additional wildlife technician to perform tagging, game counts, habitat work and
population counts of threatened and endangered species, and replace a 17-year old
GMC truck.

Columbia River Fish Management Program ($270,400).—Federal assistance is re-
quired in order for the Tribes to participate in the basic processes that regulate
salmon recovery and harvest. The Tribes seek funding of $270,400 in fiscal year
2006 to hire the necessary personnel to fulfill our obligations to work with State,
federal and other agencies regarding fisheries management, recovery and harvest
activities. Without increased funding, the Tribes cannot ensure that adequate num-
bers of salmon return to reservation streams to spawn. Current funds do not cover
management and harvest tasks.

American Falls Reservoir Restoration Plan ($123,000).—The Tribes request
$123,000 to finance the preparation of a comprehensive Restoration Plan for the
American Falls Reservoir. The plan will involve community stakeholders. It would
evaluate existing environmental impacts resulting from the Reservoir (stream bank
erosion, sediment buildup, fish and national flyway habitat reduction) and generate
a report outlining recommended actions to restore, protect, and enhance streams
and tributaries and the surrounding habitats for wildlife and human recreation.

FORT HALL POLICE DOG PROGRAM ($132,678.72)

The Tribes request an appropriation of $132,678.72 to implement the Fort Hall
Police Dog Program. The Tribes have the duty to serve and protect all residents of
the Reservation. Two major interstates, Interstate 15 (North to South) and Inter-
state 86 (East to West), and U.S. Highway 191 (North to South), pass through the
reservation. This program will assist police officers on patrol, narcotic searches,
arson (accelerant) detection and cadaver searches. The program would also promote
interagency cooperation with surrounding law enforcement agencies including the
Idaho State Police, Bingham and Bannock County Sheriff’s Offices and the City of
Pocatello Police Department.

INCREASE FUNDING FOR BIA AND IHS CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS ($136 MILLION)

Last month, the United States Supreme Court, in Cherokee Nation v. Leavitt,
issued a unanimous decision holding that the Indian Health Service was liable to
Indian tribes for failing to pay full contract support costs under the Indian Self-De-
termination Act. Recent figures of the collective shortfall in the current fiscal year
for all contracts between the IHS and tribes are estimated at $99 million, and for
all contracts between the BIA and tribes are estimated at $37 million. Indian tribes
are entitled to receive the funds negotiated in their contracts. To address this, we
propose several options. The Congress could include language in the fiscal year 2006
appropriations bill which amends Public Law 93-638 to read:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, necessary amounts are appropriated
to pay contract support costs required under Sections 106(a)(2), 403(g)(3) and 508(c),
when not otherwise provided for.”

This proposal will authorize the expenditure of funds from the Treasury in the
absence of an ordinary agency appropriation. Another alternative would be to
“sweep up” unexpended and unobligated balances similar to existing bill language
for trust reform. See, Public Law No. 108-7, § 113, 117 Stat. 239.

The United States would not think to shortchange defense contractors in their
government contracts. Why is it acceptable to shortchange Indian tribal govern-
ments when the United States insists that it is honoring its trust responsibility to
Indian tribes? Full funding of tribal contract support cost needs should not be fund-
ed by Congress by offsetting other programs serving Indian tribes. We are doing all
we can to meet our members’ needs. Full funding of Contract Support Costs helps
us better serve our members.

Thank you for affording the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes the opportunity to make
known our comments regarding the President’s budget proposal and our needs for
fiscal year 2006.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SOCIETY FOR ANIMAL PROTECTIVE LEGISLATION

The Society for Animal Protective Legislation (SAPL) respectfully requests the
Senate Appropriations Committee’s Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies
appropriate an additional $19.562 million for the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service Division of Law Enforcement, $12 million for certain funds under the Multi-
national Species Conservation Fund (including $500 thousand for the Great Ape
Survival Partnership of the United Nations Environment Programme), an additional
$4.4 million for the Clark R. Bavin National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Laboratory,
and $1 million to enforce the Captive Wildlife Safety Act. SAPL also endorses the
testimony of the Doris Day Animal League in support of restoring the protections
from commercial sale and slaughter of wild horses and burros in the care of the Bu-
reau of Land Management or its contractors.

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE DIVISION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT

SAPL urges increased funding to enable the Law Enforcement Division of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to undertake its important, expanding work. FWS
agents are responsible for enforcement of over a dozen conservation laws including
the Lacey Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Endangered Species Act, Marine Mammal
Protection Act, African Elephant Conservation Act, the Wild Bird Conservation Act,
and implementation of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Spe-
cies of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). Special agents undertake a variety of wildlife
trade cases involving illegal shipments of caviar, elephant ivory, shahtoosh, reptiles,
primates, African finches, bear viscera, turtle eggs, coral, exotic big cats, and many
other species. It is well-known that the trade in wildlife is rivaled only by the trade
in drugs in terms of its magnitude in global commerce. Environmental contaminants
and industrial hazards also pose a major concern to the Law Enforcement Division.

Special Agents

In fiscal year 2004, the FWS Division of Law Enforcement investigated thousands
of cases involving vital wildlife protection statutes that are important to millions of
Americans. For example, in 2004, service special agents conducted 12 manatee pro-
tection task forces and teamed with State officers to complete another six coopera-
tive enforcement operations to protect manatees from boat strikes in Florida’s costal
waters. Such work resulted in the issuance of over 1,416 citations to boaters speed-
ing in manatee protection zones and the collection of over $116,000 in fines. Special
agents also conduct crucial anti-poaching and wildlife law enforcement training for
officials in numerous countries across the globe. This training is essential to protect
threatened and endangered wildlife from being poached in range states. Currently
there are 222 agents; however, the full authorized agent force is 261. We encourage
the service to expedite the filling of the 39 vacancies. The cost to fill these vacancies
is $7.254 million. The operational funds for current agents are short of that nec-
essary to fulfill each inspector’s critical responsibilities for the entire fiscal year; an
additional $9.768 million is needed. Therefore, the total needed for full agent staff-
ing is an additional $17.022 million.

Port Inspectors

Approximately 100,000 shipments worth more than $1 billion are processed by
FWS inspectors at the 16 Designated Ports of Entry each year. In response to wild-
life smugglers’ attempts to use United Parcel Service (UPS) and Federal Express
(FedEx) to get their wildlife contraband into the United States, Memphis (a FedEx
hub) and Louisville (a UPS hub) were established as Designated Ports of Entry.
However, to handle the round-the-clock workload generated by these two hubs, FWS
will need to operate 3 shifts a day. To allow for 24-hour operation, seven days a
week, funds are needed for three shifts with 3 inspectors each and for an additional
special agent to investigate violations uncovered by the inspectors. $1.8 million addi-
tional dollars are needed to provide this enforcement at these extremely active
ports.

Incident Management, Analysis and Reporting System (IMARS) Implementation

As part of Secretary Norton’s law enforcement reforms, all Department enforce-
ment bureaus are required to implement a uniform records system for reporting law
enforcement information. SAPL requests $500,000 for implementation of IMARS for
the Service’s Law Enforcement Program and its harmonization with the program’s
existing system, the Law Enforcement Management Information System (LEMIS).

Implementation of IMARS and its integration with LEMIS will ensure depart-
ment-wide access to wildlife enforcement data without sacrificing the Law Enforce-
mer(lit Program’s ability to meet unique wildlife-related data collection and analysis
needs.
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Enhancing Computer Forensic Capabilities

Increasingly, criminals engaged in wildlife trafficking are routinely utilizing com-
puters for their illegal operations. Therefore, once such computers are seized, com-
puter forensic experts must be available to conduct examinations of such computers
in an effort to identify and retrieve evidence of wildlife crimes. Currently, the Na-
tional Fish & Wildlife Forensics Laboratory has only one computer evidence exam-
iner and a supervisor who conducts examination part-time. SAPL respectfully re-
quests that $240,000 be appropriated for the creation of a centrally located field
computer seizure and analysis unit staffed with two computer forensic experts.

MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

Since 1988, the United States has shown its steadfast commitment to global con-
servation efforts by legislatively creating a series of funds to assist in wildlife pro-
tection in all regions of the world. The African Elephant Conservation Fund, the
Asian Elephant Conservation Fund, the Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Fund,
and recently, the Great Ape Conservation Fund, are vital tools to prevent these spe-
cies from declining further and, in some cases, going extinct. SAPL respectfully re-

uests that $2.5 million be appropriated for the Asian Elephant Conservation Fund,
%2.5 million for the African Elephant Conservation Fund, $3 million for the Great
?pedCOnservation Fund and $4 million for the Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation
und.

THE AFRICAN ELEPHANT CONSERVATION AND THE ASIAN ELEPHANT CONSERVATION
FUNDS

These funds have provided important funding for elephant conservation projects.
For decades, poachers and smugglers exploiting the global ivory trade have targeted
elephants. Today, elephants are at great risk not only for ivory, but also for their
meat, which is consumed as “bushmeat,” particularly in Africa. Conservation
projects that have received funding under these Funds include: anti-poaching assist-
ance, acoustic monitoring of forest elephants, and research utilizing
immunocontraception as a means of population control.

THE RHINOCEROS AND TIGER CONSERVATION FUND

This find provides essential financial assistance to protect the world’s remaining
five rhino species and tiger subspecies. Rhinos have been poached historically for
their horns, which are used in traditional Asian medicines, while tigers have been
exploited for their valuable skins, bones and other body parts. In the last century,
it is estimated that the total number of all wild tigers scattered across their range
has plummeted to 5,000 animals. Recent U.S. funding has contributed to the equip-
ping and operating of anti-poaching patrols, studies of population dynamics using
DNA technology, establishing conservation education programs in rhino and tiger
range states to increase awareness about these species, and rhino translocations.

THE GREAT APE CONSERVATION FUND

Funds available to address the growing threat of the trade in bushmeat and the
habitat decimation perpetrated on great apes by timber companies and other extrac-
tive industries. Chimpanzee, bonobo, gorilla, orangutan, and gibbon populations
have declined substantially, and there is a serious threat to their long-term sur-
vival. Grants from this fund enable conservation and anti-poaching projects to be
established and effectively implemented to the benefit of these endangered ape spe-
cies.

A specific earmark for the Great Ape Survival Partnership (GRASP) is needed
under the Great Ape Conservation Fund. The United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme has undertaken a significant, ambitious endeavor to examine all of the rel-
evant parameters concerning great ape decline and survival in range states. A mod-
est additional $500,000 from the United States Congress, administered through the
Great Ape Conservation Fund, would provide support for GRASP’s continuing work
to undertake stakeholder workshops and technical missions in range states. This
will assist dramatically in the development of long-term national planning projects
to conserve all remaining great apes.

THE CLARK R. BAVIN NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FORENSICS LABORATORY

The Service’s forensics lab is uniquely capable of providing assistance in the pros-
ecution of wildlife crimes and is the world’s only forensic laboratory devoted specifi-
cally to wildlife crime. The lab analyzes teeth, claws, hairs, feathers, tissues, blood,
and other wildlife samples to determine species of origin and connect wildlife and
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suspects to the scene of the crime. This lab has always been on the cutting edge
of wildlife prosecutions and must be funded adequately to fulfill its vital roles. Fur-
ther, the lab is an internationally well-respected icon, and the Secretariat of CITES
has, for instance, entered into Memorandums of Understanding with the lab to,
among other things, assist in the analysis of ballistic evidence. At the CITES Stand-
ing Committee meeting in Geneva, Switzerland in March 2004, the CITES Secre-
tariat specifically recommended that Parties contact the Bavin lab to assist in the
identification of bear parts and derivatives during investigations.

The laboratory has begun an important and significant rehabilitation and expan-
sion project, which includes plans to enlarge lab capabilities with a 27,000 square
foot addition, including a training and conference room, a new pathology lab with
a bio-level 3+ containment capability, and a new evidence control area. Sadly, fund-
ing constraints are preventing the Bavin lab from meeting its planned development
goals fully. Last session, Congress appropriated $2.6 million to fit-out the pathology
and bio-containment sections of the building shell, which is still being constructed
with fiscal year 2003—-2004 funds. We respectfully urge this Subcommittee to appro-
priate an additional minimum of $4.4 million, which represents the balance nec-
essary to enable the completion of the fit-out of the one-story expansion of the exist-
ing facility. This $4.4 million appropriation would be extremely modest given the
importance of the Clark R. Bavin National Fish & Wildlife Forensics Laboratory and
the actual expansion and renovation needs for the lab.

THE CAPTIVE WILDLIFE SAFETY ACT

On December 19, 2003 the President signed into law the Captive Wildlife Safety
Act to prevent the interstate and foreign commerce in big cats—lions, tigers, leop-
ards, cheetah, jaguars, or cougars or any hybrid of such species—for personal pos-
session as “exotic” pets. In recent years, the United States has seen a dramatic in-
crease in the number of these dangerous animals being kept in private hands, with
a concomitantly dramatic rise in the number of unfortunate attacks by these inher-
ently wild animals. It is imperative that the FWS be given the tools it needs to en-
force this important law, for the benefit of the animals themselves and the humans
who are at risk because of the big cats who are being kept in captivity. While the
legislation authorized an appropriation of up to $3 million each year for implemen-
tation and enforcement of the Act, no funding has been provided for enforcement
of this relatively new law. SAPL appreciates the difficult financial situation con-
fronting Congressional Appropriators this year; as a result, we urge a modest appro-
priation of $1 million for enforcement of the Captive Wildlife Safety Act.

PROTECTION OF THE TOKLAT WOLF PACK IN ALASKA

For more than four decades, the Toklat wolf pack in Alaska has been the most
studied, viewed and photographed family of wolves in the world. However, the fate
of this celebrated wolf pack is now uncertain as some of its members, including the
alpha male and the alpha female, have recently been trapped and killed by hunters
just outside of Denali National Park. Only six young wolves remain. In order to pro-
tect the last remaining members of the Toklat wolf pack, we respectfully request
that the distinguished Subcommittee urge the Secretary to take immediate action
and expand the protective buffer zone established to protect wolves which stray out-
side of Denali National Park. Currently, this buffer zone measures only 55 square
miles in the northeast corner of the park. With the recent deaths of the Toklat
members, it is clear that this zone has become inadequate to protect the wolves as
it was intended to do.

In addition to hunting and trapping, the survival of the Toklat wolves is threat-
ened by the Alaska’s airborne wolf killing program. Currently, the state permits the
use of aircraft to shoot wolves for the purpose of boosting game populations. Alaskan
residents passed ballot initiatives in 1996 and 2000 to ban the use of aircraft to
hunt wolves, but the governor reinstated the practice in 2003. We believe hunting
wolves by air violates the federal Airborne Hunting Act (passed in 1971, primarily
to put an end to aerial wolf killing in Alaska). The Act specifically prohibits shooting
or attempting to shoot or harassing any bird, fish, or other animal from aircraft ex-
cept for certain specified reasons, including protection of wildlife, livestock, and
human life. Wildlife, livestock and humans are not being threatened by the wolf,
therefore, we respectfully request that the distinguished Subcommittee urge the
Secretary to clarify that the federal Airborne Hunting Act does not permit the use
of aircraft to chase down and kill wolves in an effort to increase game populations.
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HONOR THE U.S. OBLIGATION TO PHASE OUT STEEL JAW LEGHOLD TRAPS

Approximately 140 of 517 national refuges currently permit use of steel jaw
leghold traps. These traps slam with a vice-like grip on the limbs of their victims,
breaking bones, tearing ligaments and tendons, severing toes and causing excru-
ciating pain. Alternative traps, which reduce the suffering of trapped animals are
available and can be used instead.

The American Veterinary Medical Association, the American Animal Hospital As-
sociation, the World Veterinary Association and the National Animal Control Asso-
ciation have condemned leghold traps as “inhumane”. The vast majority of Ameri-
cans object to use of these traps as evidenced by numerous public opinion polls.
Massachusetts, Arizona, Colorado, Washington, and California have prohibited use
of these cruel devices by public referendum. New Jersey, Florida, and Rhode Island
prohibit use of steel jaw traps too.

In response to the widespread international opposition to steel jaw leghold traps,
the U.S. Trade Representative signed an “Understanding” with the European Union
on December 11, 1997 in which the United States committed to phase out use of
“conventional steel jawed leghold restraining traps.” The U.S. Department of Inte-
rior is responsible for honoring this U.S. obligation on lands under its jurisdiction
and needs to begin implementing a phase out on use of these devices. So far, no
action has been taken by the Department of Interior to comply with this official
agreement. We respectfully request this distinguished Subcommittee urge the Sec-
retary to take action this year.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SOUTHWESTERN WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

I am requesting your support and assistance in insuring continued funding for the
Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program and the San Juan River
Basin Recovery Implementation Program. These ongoing cooperative programs have
the dual objectives of recovering four species of endangered fish while water use
continues and water development proceeds in compliance with the Endangered Spe-
cies Act of 1973, state law, and interstate compacts. Partners in the two programs
are the States of New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming, Indian tribes, federal
agencies and water, power and environmental interests. I respectfully request sup-
port and action by the Subcommittee that will provide the following:

An increase of $691,000 in the fiscal year 2006 Recovery Element budget (Re-
source Management Appropriation; Ecological Services Activity; Endangered Species
Subactivity; Recovery Element) allocated to “Colorado River fish recovery project” to
allow U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Region 6 to meet its funding commit-
ment to the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program. This is the
level of funding appropriated in fiscal years 2003, 2004, and 2005 for this program.
These funds are needed for FWS direct participation in managing and implementing
the Upper Colorado Program’s actions, monitoring achievement of recovery goals,
managing data associated with fish population abundance and sampling, evaluating
stocking, and monitoring fish and habitat response to recovery actions.

The appropriation of $437,000 in operation and maintenance funds (Resource
Management Appropriation; Fisheries Activity; Hatchery Operations & Maintenance
Subactivity, Hatchery Operations Project) to support the ongoing operation of the
FWS’ Ouray National Fish Hatchery in Utah during fiscal year 2006.

An increase of $211,000 in the “Resource Management Appropriation; Ecological
Services Activity; Endangered Species Subactivity; Recovery Element” budget allo-
cated to the “San Juan River Recovery Implementation Program”. These funds are
needed to support the FWS Recovery Program Coordinator and staff who are re-
sponsible for program management and support of all Recovery Program activities.

The enactment of Public Law 106-392, as amended by Public Law 107-375, au-
thorized the Federal Government to provide up to $46 million of cost sharing for
these two ongoing recovery programs’ remaining capital construction projects. Rais-
ing and stocking of the endangered fish produced at program hatchery facilities, re-
storing floodplain habitat and fish passage, regulating and supplying instream habi-
tat flows, installing diversion canal screens and controlling nonnative fish popu-
lations are key components of the programs’ ongoing capital construction projects.
Subsection 3(c) of Public Law 106-392 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
accept up to $17 million of contributed funds from Colorado, Wyoming, Utah and
New Mexico, and to expend such contributed funds as if appropriated for these
projects; and provides for an additional $17 million to be contributed from revenues
derived from the sale of Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) hydroelectric power.
This substantial non-federal cost-sharing funding demonstrates the strong commit-
ment and effective partnerships embodied in both of these successful programs. The
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requested federal appropriations are critically important to these efforts moving for-
ward.

The support of your Subcommittee in past years is greatly appreciated—and has
been a major factor in the success of these multi-state, multi-agency programs as
they have progressed forward towards delisting the endangered fish species in the
Upper Colorado and San Juan River Basins while necessary water use and develop-
ment activities are occurring. I request the Subcommittee’s assistance to ensure that
the FWS is provided with adequate funding for these vitally important programs.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE STATE AND TERRITORIAL AIR POLLUTION PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATORS AND THE ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFI-
CIALS

The State and Territorial Air Pollution Program Administrators (STAPPA) and
the Association of Local Air Pollution Control Officials (ALAPCO) appreciate this op-
portunity to provide testimony regarding the fiscal year 2006 proposed budget for
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), particularly regarding grants to
state and local air pollution control agencies under Sections 103 and 105 of the
Clean Air Act. STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that the budget for federal grants
to state and local air quality agencies, which was proposed at $223.6 million, be in-
creased by $100 million, for a total of $323.6 million in fiscal year 2006.

STAPPA and ALAPCO are the national associations of air quality officials in 53
states and territories and more than 165 metropolitan areas across the country. The
Clean Air Act gives state and local air quality officials the primary responsibility
for implementing our country’s clean air program. These agencies must work to
limit or prevent emissions of a variety of pollutants, including particulate matter,
ground-level ozone, toxic air pollution and acid rain, among others, which are emit-
ted from a variety of sources. State and local air pollution control agencies are re-
sponsible for implementing myriad activities and programs designed to protect pub-
lic health. These activities must address the fundamental and continuing elements
of air quality programs, as well as address emerging problems. Among the many
activities state and local air agencies must carry out are monitoring ambient air
quality, providing compliance assistance to the regulated community, issuing per-
mits to sources, inspecting facilities, compiling inventories of emissions, carrying out
enforcement actions, providing public education and outreach, formulating control
strategies, and developing State Implementation Plans.

IS AIR POLLUTION A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM IN THE UNITED STATES?

Air pollution poses a very serious threat to public health and the environment.
We know of no other environmental problem that presents a greater risk. Consider
the fact that all of us breathe; we need air to live. Most of us have no control over
the cleanliness of the air we inhale—we are largely dependent on federal, state, and
local air programs to ensure that our air is healthful to breathe. When determining
priorities for federal funding, then, it seems reasonable to designate the improve-
ment and protection of air quality as one of the government’s highest priorities.

While the United States, at all levels of government, has accomplished much in
terms of improving air quality, we still have significant problems. For example,
more than 160 million tons of pollution are emitted annually in this country. Over
146 million people live in areas that violate at least one of the six health-based Na-
tional Ambient Air Quality Standards. Fine particulate matter alone is responsible
for up to 30,000 premature deaths each year and causes other health problems, such
as aggravation of existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease, damage to lung
tissue, impaired breathing, irregular heart beat, heart attacks and lung cancer.

Hazardous—or toxic—air pollution is another huge problem. Over 200 million peo-
ple in the United States live in areas where the lifetime cancer risk from exposure
to those pollutants is over 1 in 100,000 and 3 million face a lifetime cancer risk of
1 in 10,000. One hazardous air pollutant that has received a lot of notice lately is
mercury. Mercury emitted into the air finds its way into the fish we eat. Forty-five
states have issued notices that the fish caught in their water bodies contain ele-
vated concentrations of mercury. As many as 15 percent of women of child-bearing
age are exposed to mercury levels that are above those EPA considers safe for a de-
veloping fetus.

ARE THERE MAJOR NEW ACTIVITIES FACING STATE AND LOCAL AIR AGENCIES?

State and local air agencies must carry out a myriad of activities to address our
air quality problems. These activities are ongoing and continual, in order to both
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improve air quality and to maintain the strides that have already been made. In
the coming months, state and local air quality agencies will take on significant addi-
tional activities in an effort to attain new, more stringent health-based National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone and fine particulate matter
(PM,5). Last year, all or parts of nearly 500 counties were designated as nonattain-
ment for the 8-hour ozone standard and, in January of this year, EPA designated
225 counties, in whole or in part, as nonattainment for the PM, s standard. The non-
attainment areas—areas not attaining these standards—are required to develop
State Implementation Plans (SIPs) identifying the measures they will take to reduce
emissions in their areas in order to attain the standards. They will also have to
demonstrate to EPA’s satisfaction that they will attain the standards as expedi-
tiously as practicable and in any event no later than 2010 for PM,s and between
2007 and 2024—with areas with more severe ozone problems getting more time—
for ozone. Those who are attaining the standards will have to work to maintain
their air quality and submit plans to EPA to demonstrate how they will do so.
States are required to submit their plans to EPA by April 2007 for ozone and April
2008 for PM, s.

In addition, on March 10, 2005, EPA finalized a determination that 28 states in
the Eastern United States and the District of Columbia contribute significantly to
nonattainment of the ozone and PM, s standards in downwind states and is requir-
ing these upwind states to revise their SIPs to include control measures to reduce
emissions of sulfur dioxide and/or nitrogen oxides. Under the Clean Air Interstate
Rule (CAIR), these states are required to submit these revisions by September 10,
2006.

Accordingly, during the next fiscal year state and local agencies will be consumed
with developing and refining emission inventories, modeling emission trends, pro-
jecting emissions and pollution concentrations, identifying emission reduction meas-
ures and modeling the impact of these emission reduction measures on pollution
concentrations in their states. In addition, to the extent that any of the emission
reduction measures requires regulatory or legislative action or funding, state and
local agencies will need to prepare regulatory and legislative proposals to implement
these measures. Furthermore, they will need to follow their administrative proce-
dures for these plans, requiring many states to begin well in advance in order to
provide a completed plan to EPA by April 2007. For those states covered by CAIR,
all of this work will need to be concluded in fiscal year 2006, since the plans are
due by September 2006.

All of these activities, which are intended to help areas meet the standards and
protect public health, represent significant effort for which adequate funding is es-
sential. These new activities, as well as the ongoing responsibilities, lead STAPPA
and ALAPCO to recommend an increase of $100 million in the federal grant pro-
gram under Sections 103 and 105 of the Clean Air Act (increasing the President’s
request from $223.6 million to $323.6 million).

HOW ARE AIR QUALITY PROGRAMS FUNDED?

Funding for state and local air pollution control programs comes from several
sources, including state and local appropriations; the federal permit fee program
under Title V of the Clean Air Act; state and local permit and emissions fee pro-
grams and federal grants under Sections 103 and 105 of the Clean Air Act. Section
103 has usually funded specific monitoring efforts (e.g., particulate matter or air
toxics monitoring), while Section 105 supports the foundation of state and local air
quality programs, including, but not limited to, personnel.

The Clean Air Act authorizes the federal government to provide grants up to 60
percent of the cost of state and local air quality programs, while state and local
agencies must provide a 40-percent match (as per Section 105). In reality, however,
the federal government provides approximately 25 percent of the total state/local air
budget, while state and local governments supply 75 percent (not including income
from Title V permit fees, which state and local agencies collect from major sources
and can fund only permit-related activities). In a time of limited state and local re-
sources, where state and local governments are straining to maintain existing pro-
grams, additional federal funding is needed to meet the challenges of air quality
programs.

HOW MUCH MONEY IS NEEDED FOR STATE AND LOCAL AIR PROGRAMS?

The total amount needed for state and local efforts to implement the Clean Air
Act is estimated to be in excess of $1 billion each year. If EPA were to supply 60
percent of that amount, as the Clean Air Act envisioned, federal grants would
amount to approximately $600 million annually.
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The fiscal year 2006 budget request for state and local air quality agencies under
Sections 103 and 105 of the Clean Air Act, rather than being $600 million, is actu-
ally $223.6 million. Not only is this far short of the amount that is needed, but over
the past decade, federal grants for state and local air agencies to operate their pro-
grams (not including the separate monitoring program funded with Section 103
grants) have decreased by 25 percent in terms of purchasing power (based upon U.S.
Department of Labor inflation statistics).

COULDN’T PERMIT FEES BE USED TO FILL THE GAP?

Unfortunately, the permit fee program under Title V of the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990 is not the answer to the state and local air agencies’ financial prob-
lems for several reasons. First, the fees must support only the operating permit pro-
gram and must not be used for other activities. Second, fees only apply to major
sources and do not cover the significant costs related to non-major sources, which
include minor source permits, monitoring, enforcement, compliance assistance, etc.
Third, the current fees already are substantial and there would be considerable re-
sistance to any increases. Fourth, fee revenue is decreasing due to reductions in
emissions, on which they are based. Finally, increases in costs for air quality pro-
grams (except for permit programs themselves) are not addressed by permit fee pro-
grams.

The Title V fee program, while essential to state and local efforts, is not the solu-
tion to the funding problem. Federal grants must be expanded to meet the signifi-
cant resource requirements.

HOW ELSE WOULD ADDITIONAL FUNDS BE PUT TO USE?

In addition to the attainment activities discussed above, state and local air agen-
cies face other high-priority responsibilities on which they would spend increased
grant funds. These include the following, among others: improving emission inven-
tories of toxic air pollution; implementing programs to address toxic air pollution;
improving risk assessment capacity; increasing the frequency of inspections of minor
sources; expanding criteria pollutant monitoring; reducing concentrations of fine
particulates; developing SIPs to address regional haze; increasing public outreach
efforts and response to citizen concerns; improving small business compliance assist-
ance; purchasing replacements for monitoring equipment that has outgrown its ex-
pected usage; increasing the number of air toxics monitoring locations to better
characterize baseline concentrations and localized impacts; improving modeling tools
to determine the emission reductions needed to attain public health standards; and
addressing minor sources, including issuing permits.

CONCLUSION

The current budget does not meet the needs of state and local air agency efforts
and, we believe, should be increased substantially. However, we understand that
there are many programs competing for limited federal funds and that Congress has
a very difficult task in determining how the resources should be allocated. There-
fore, although we believe that air pollution poses a significant threat to public
health and should be among our highest priorities, we recommend that federal
grants to state and local air quality agencies be increased by $100 million above the
President’s request in fiscal year 2006, for a total of $323.6 million. Unless state
and local air quality agencies receive substantial increases in resources, and are
granted the flexibility to target them to the activities that are most appropriate in
individual states and communities, we will find it increasingly difficult or impossible
to obtain and maintain healthful air quality.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE STATE OF WYOMING, OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

I am writing to request support and action by your Subcommittee to provide an
appropriation of $986,000 in “recovery” funds (Ecological Services Activity; Endan-
gered Species Subactivity; Recovery Element; “Platte River Recovery”) to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) for fiscal year 2006 to allow FWS to continue its
necessary participation in the development of the Platte River Recovery Implemen-
tation Program. This is the same level of funding appropriated to the FWS in fiscal
year 2005 for FWS participation in this project. The £986,000 is needed by FWS Re-
gion 6 for its Platte River activities during this critical time in the development of
the Platte River Recovery Implementation Program. Congress has appropriated
funding in this FWS line item each year since 1998—however, once again, as was
the case last year, the President’s recommended budget for fiscal year 2006 “zeroed



231

out” the “Platte River Recovery” line item. We have been advised that since the
Congress—with the much appreciated assistance of your Subcommittee—restored
this funding last year that it was “zeroed out” in the budget released on February
7, 2005 for the reason that it was an “earmark” in the 2005 appropriations act pro-
viding funding for the FWS. We respectfully request your assistance to restore this
line item so as to provide the requisite funding.

In 1997, the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado and the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior signed a Cooperative Agreement for Platte River Research and
Other Efforts Relating to Endangered Species Along the Central Platte River, Ne-
braska (Cooperative Agreement). The signatories to the Cooperative Agreement real-
ize a comprehensive, basin-wide, cooperative approach for addressing the Endan-
gered Species Act (ESA) issues in the Central and Lower Platte River Basin region
is the most equitable and effective means to resolve endangered species conflicts and
meet the habitat needs of four threatened and endangered species—the whooping
crane, piping plover, least tern and pallid sturgeon. Agreement activities presently
underway include the development of a Recovery Implementation Program docu-
ment, a programmatic biological opinion and a record of decision. Following comple-
tion of these actions, a Program Implementation Agreement is to be entered into
by the three States and Interior in early 2006.

Given the high level of ongoing activities associated with these Cooperative Agree-
ment efforts and the fact that the program, when initiated, will provide federal En-
dangered Species Act compliance for existing and new water projects in Colorado,
Nebraska and Wyoming, it is critically important that the “Platte River Recovery”
funding be provided for fiscal year 2006. The requested Federal appropriation will
be used in concert with other federal and non-federal cost-sharing funding in fur-
therance of cooperatively resolving long-standing endangered species and water re-
source conflicts. Your Subcommittee’s assistance in addressing this issue last year
was greatly appreciated and we will be most grateful for your assistance in again
solving this same problem for the upcoming federal fiscal year. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE VILLAGE OF WELLINGTON, FLORIDA
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: On behalf of the Village of Wel-
lington, we are pleased to submit this statement for the record in support of our
fiscal year 2006 request for funding in the amount of $2.7 million for the Village’s
Water Clean Up and Phosphorus Removal Project. The Village is most appreciative
of the $300,000 provided by the VA/HUD Subcommittee in its fiscal year 2005 bill.

PROJECT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1994 Everglades Forever Act (EFA) established water quality goals for the
restoration and preservation of the Everglades Protection Area. It also identified
Basin B within the Village of Wellington as an area that will need to meet the new
phosphorus standard by December 31, 2006 for its storm water discharges into the
Arthur Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge (Conservation Area No. 1).

The Acme Basin B Discharge project is one of 55 that comprise the Comprehen-
sive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP). The Basin B drainage area is part of the
Acme Improvement District, which was created by the state of Florida in 1953 to
provide drainage for agricultural land in central Palm Beach County. During the 50
years since its inception, land uses within the improvement district have changed
dramatically. The Acme Improvement District now serves the Village of Wellington
and over 50,000 residents. Basin B consists of 8,680 acres of low-density develop-
ment located in the southern half of the Improvement District. The western bound-
ary of Basin B abuts the Loxahatchee Refuge.

The benefits created by the CERP Acme Basin B Discharge project are largely re-
lated to restoration of the natural environment. The health of the Loxahatchee Ref-
uge and Everglades National Park will be enhanced with improved quality and
quantity of water generated from within the basin. Specifically, the project will pro-
vide the equivalent of 28.5 million gallons of water per day to the Everglades,
which, without the project, would be needlessly sent to the ocean via the Lake
Worth Lagoon.

The Village has been working diligently to arrive at a solution to meet the EFA
requirements in an economic and technically feasible manner. The actual phos-
phorus standard has been adopted by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) through the Environmental Regulatory Commission (ERC).
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Therefore, the Village has been evaluating numerous alternatives to be used, to ar-
rive at a Basin B Water Quality Clean Up Solution to meet those requirements.

Some of these alternatives that have been, or are still being, evaluated, are:

A water quality improvement Pilot Program with CH2M Hill Constructors, Inc.
was completed and results submitted to SFWMD for use in design of STA’s.

Development of a Best Management Practices (BMP) Ordinance with phosphorous
fertilizer limitations and livestock waste handling procedures among others. Two
Ordinances have already been adopted by the Village.

Preparation of a Request for Proposals and obtaining responses for a “Multi-Pur-
pose Storm Water Management Program” as a design/build/operate (DBO) contract.

Development of Basin B Water Quality Clean Up alternatives for further evalua-
tion by the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) through its study
consultants, Burns & McDonnell, and Brown & Caldwell.

Work with SFWMD and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers through a Cooperation
Agreement with SFWMD to develop a Basin B Water Quality Clean Up Plan as an
already federally authorized Other Project Element (OPE) of the Comprehensive Ev-
erglades Restoration Plan (CERP).

Implementation of a detailed water quality monitoring program to identify “hot
spots” within Basin B for potential individual site specific clean up.

Construction of a $350,000 filter marsh to provide treatment to a major “hot spot”
is set to commence this summer. Construction of a $1,000,000 Wetlands Treatment
Park near another “hot spot” is due to be constructed late summer, early fall.

As part of its Basin B Water Quality Clean Up Initiative, the Village of Wel-
lington assembled a “Surface Water Action Team” (SWAT) comprised of key per-
sonnel and expert consultants. The SWAT Team, while continuing to work on many
of the above initiatives, is presently working on a Phase IIT BMP Ordinance, along
with an updated Cooperative Agreement with SFWMD.

The ongoing water quality monitoring program has indicated a fairly significant
decrease in average phosphorus concentrations since 1999. In 1999, the average
Basin B phosphorous concentration discharged to the Loxahatchee Refuge was 189
parts per billion (ppb). In 2002, the average concentration has dropped to 88 ppb,
which is a 53.4 percent decrease in phosphorus levels. In 2003 the average con-
centration had dropped to approximately 70 ppb. Although inconclusive, it is likely
that the implementation of the BMP Ordinance played a part in this decrease in
phosphorus concentrations.

To date, the Village of Wellington has made a considerable financial investment
(up to $3 million), not including internal staff hours, and is set to spend another
$4.5 million this year in an effort to meet the standards set by the Everglades For-
ever Act requirements.

FUNDING NEEDS

For fiscal year 2006, the Village of Wellington, Florida is seeking $2.7 million
from the Environmental Protection Agency through the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies.

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATURE CONSERVANCY

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity
to present The Nature Conservancy’s recommendations for fiscal year 2006 appro-
priations. The Nature Conservancy is an international, non-profit organization dedi-
cated to the conservation of biological diversity. Our mission is to preserve the
plants, animals and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on
Earth by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive. The Conservancy
has more than 1 million individual members and 1,900 corporate associates. We
have programs in all 50 states and in 27 foreign countries. We have protected more
than 15 million acres in the United States and Canada and more than 117 million
acres with local partner organizations globally. The Conservancy owns and manages
1,400 preserves throughout the United States—the largest private system of nature
sanctuaries in the world. Sound science and strong partnerships with public and
private landowners to achieve tangible and lasting results characterize our con-
servation programs.

STEWARDSHIP OF PUBLIC LANDS

The nation’s federal lands require enhanced stewardship funding. Many of our
ecosystems are extremely degraded, particularly by invasive species and poor fire
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management, and require substantial investments to restore proper ecosystem func-
tion.

National Fire Plan

In past years, inadequate wildfire suppression funding has required agencies to
transfer funds from other key resource programs to cover suppression costs. We
commend the Subcommittee for providing emergency fire suppression funding in fis-
cal year 2005 and we urge Congress to do the same in fiscal year 2006. We also
urge Congress to find a long-term solution to the suppression funding problem, in-
cluding cost containment measures and increased emphasis on fire management
planning and wildland fire use.

We support the increase in the President’s budget for BLM and USFS Hazardous
Fuels Reduction to $492 million. We recommend that $100 million be directed to
hazardous fuels reduction projects supported by local communities and consistent
with long-term, ecologically-based, landscape-scale plans (within and beyond the
wildland urban interface) with scientifically adequate monitoring protocols. We also
support the President’s proposal for a $5 million grant program for biomass removal
on public lands, especially for projects that relate to hazardous fuels reduction.

Long-term restoration activities are critical to ensuring that unnaturally severe
fires are not followed by invasive species and other ecologically destructive proc-
esses. Congress should provide $15 million to the U.S. Forest Service for Rehabilita-
tion and Restoration, and should ensure that funding from other sources is suffi-
cient to provide effective long-term restoration.

We support the increase in the President’s budget for the Forest Inventory Anal-
ysis (FIA) to $68.7 million. The FIA is a critical program for developing baselines
gor long-term monitoring of ecosystem condition and for development of LANDFIRE

ata.

Forest Health Management

America’s forests are under siege by numerous exotic insects and diseases, and
the pace of introductions appears to be increasing. The Conservancy urges the Sen-
ate to enhance the Forest Service’s crucial role in containing or eradicating these
devastating organisms and minimizing their impacts which can cost hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars if they are not contained. We recommend that the Forest Health
Management program (including National Fire Plan funding) be maintained at the
fiscal year 2005 level of $126 million.

State and Private Forestry

We strongly support funding for programs that provide incentives for forest stew-
ardship on state and private lands, and critical technical and financial assistance
to communities and landowners to improve forestry practices for conservation. We
support funding the

President’s request, $37.1 million, for the Forest Stewardship program and fund-
ing for demonstration projects under the Healthy Forest Reserve title (Title V) of
the Healthy Forests Restoration Act.

Invasive Species

Next to habitat loss, invasion by non-native species is the most pervasive threat
to native biodiversity on public land. The Conservancy supports funding at the
President’s request, or greater, for the Interdepartmental National Inva