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SUMMARY OF THE BILL

The Committee recommends $122,568,881,000 in new budget
(obligational) authority for the Departments of Veterans Affairs
and Housing and Urban Development, and 20 independent agen-
cies and offices.

The following table summarizes the amounts recommended in
the bill in comparison with the appropriations for fiscal year 2002
and budget estimates for fiscal year 2003.

ACCRUAL FUNDING OF RETIREMENT COSTS AND POST-RETIREMENT
HEALTH BENEFITS

The President’s Budget included a legislative proposal under the
jurisdiction of the House Committee on Government Reform to
charge to individual agencies, starting in fiscal year 2003, the fully
accrued costs related to retirement benefits of Civil Service Retire-
ment System employees and retiree health benefits for all civilian
employees. The Budget also requested an additional dollar amount
in each affected discretionary account to cover these accrued costs.

Without passing judgment on the merits of this legislative pro-
posal, the Committee has reduced the dollar amounts of the Presi-
dent’s request shown in the “Comparative Statement of New Budg-
et Authority” and other tables in this report to exclude the accrual
funding proposal. The disposition by Congress of the legislative
proposal is unclear at this time. Should the proposal be passed by
Congress and enacted, the Committee will make appropriate ad-
justments to the President’s request to include accrual amounts.

The Committee further notes that administration proposals re-
quiring legislative action by the authorizing committees of Con-
gress are customarily submitted in the budget as separate sched-
ules apart from the regular appropriations requests. Should such
a proposal be enacted, a budget amendment formally modifying the
President’s appropriation request for discretionary funding is then
transmitted to the Congress.

The Committee is concerned that this practice, which has always
worked effectively for both Congress and past administrations, was
not followed for the accrual funding proposal. In this case, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget (OMB) decided to include accrual
amounts in the original discretionary appropriations language re-
quest. These amounts are based on legislation that has yet to be
considered and approved by the appropriate committees of Con-
gress. This led to numerous misunderstandings both inside and
outside of Congress of what was the “true” President’s budget re-
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quest. The Committee believes that, in the future, OMB should fol-
low long-established procedures with respect to discretionary
spending proposals that require legislative action.

OPERATING PLAN AND REPROGRAMMING PROCEDURES

The Committee continues to have a particular interest in being
informed of reprogrammings which, although they may not change
either the total amount available in an account or any of the pur-
poses for which the appropriation is legally available, represent a
significant departure from budget plans presented to the Com-
mittee in an agency’s budget justifications, the basis of this appro-
priations Act.

Consequently, the Committee directs the Departments, agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations and offices funded at or in excess
of $1OO 000,000 in thls bill, to consult with the Committee prior to
each change from the approved budget levels in excess of $500,000
between programs, activities, object classifications or elements un-
less otherwise provided for in the Committee report accompanying
this bill. For agencies, boards, commissions, corporations and of-
fices funded at less than $100, 000 000 in this bill, the reprogram-
ming threshold shall be $250,000 between programs, activities, ob-
ject classifications or elements unless otherwise provided for in the
Committee report accompanying this bill. Additionally, the Com-
mittee expects to be promptly notified of all reprogramming actions
which involve less than the above-mentioned amounts. If such ac-
tions would have the effect of significantly changing an agency’s
funding requirements in future years, or if programs or projects
specifically cited in the Committee’s reports are affected by the re-
programming, the reprogramming must be approved by the Com-
mittee regardless of the amount proposed to be moved. Further-
more, the Committee wishes to be consulted regarding reorganiza-
tions of offices, programs, and activities prior to the planned imple-
mentation of such reorganizations.

The Committee also directs that the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development, as well as the Corpora-
tion for National and Community Service, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the National
Science Foundation, the Consumer Product Safety Commission,
and the Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board shall
submit operating plans, signed by the respective secretary, admin-
istrator, or agency head, for the Committee’s review within 120
days of the bill’s enactment.

RELATIONSHIP WITH BUDGET OFFICES

Through the years, the Committee has channeled most of its in-
quiries and requests for information and assistance through the
budget offices of the various departments, agencies, and commis-
sions. The Committee has often pointed to the natural affinity and
relationship between these organizations and the Committee which
makes such a relationship workable. The Committee reiterates its
longstanding position that while the Committee reserves the right
to call upon all offices in the departments, agencies, and commis-
sions, the primary conjunction between the Committee and these
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entities must normally be through the budget offices. The Com-
mittee appreciates all the assistance received from each of the de-
partments, agencies, and commissions during the past year. The
workload generated by the budget process is large and growing,
and therefore, a positive, responsive relationship between the Com-
mittee and the budget offices is absolutely essential to the appro-
priations process.

TITLE I

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..........cccceeeeeveeenciieeenveeeesveeescnnennn $58,131,067,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ! 52,379,398,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 56,938,897,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation +5,751,669,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +1,192,170,000

1Includes supplemental funding of $1,100,000,000 for Compensation and Readjustment benefits and
$142,000,000 for Medical Care.

The Department of Veterans Affairs is the third largest Federal
agency in terms of employment with an average employment of ap-
proximately 212,000. It administers benefits for more than
25,300,000 veterans, and 41,400,000 family members of living vet-
erans and survivors of deceased veterans. Thus, close to 66,700,000
people, comprising about 23.3 percent of the total population of the
United States, are potential recipients of veterans benefits provided
by the Federal Government.

A total of $58,131,067,000 in new budget authority is rec-
ommended by the Committee for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs programs in fiscal year 2003. The funds recommended provide
for compensation payments to 2,746,615 veterans and survivors of
deceased veterans with service-connected disabilities; pension pay-
ment for 581,797 non-service-connected disabled veterans, widows
and children in need of financial assistance; education training, tui-
tion assistance, and vocational assistance of 632,415 veterans, serv-
icepersons, and reservists, and 51,746 eligible dependents of de-
ceased veterans or seriously disabled veterans; housing credit as-
sistance in the form of 248,000 guaranteed loans provided to vet-
erans and servicepersons; administration or supervision of life in-
surance programs with 4,203,880 policies for veterans and active
duty servicepersons providing coverage of $599,263,090,000; inpa-
tient care and treatment of beneficiaries in 172 medical centers; 43
domiciliaries, 137 nursing homes and 864 outpatient clinics which
includes independent, satellite, community-based, and rural out-
reach clinics involving 49,222,000 visits; and the administration of
the National Cemetery Administration for burial of eligible vet-
erans, servicepersons and their survivors.
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VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION
COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccccceeeevieeneieeenineeeenineeeennnns $28,949,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation® ........ccccccoccmviiniiiniiinieineenieeeene 26,044,288,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ......ccccoeevviiiieiiiieiniiieeieeeeeees 28,949,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..............cccceeuvennee.. +2,904,712,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueeenee. 0
1Includes a supplemental appropriation of $1,100,000,000.

This appropriation provides funds for service-connected com-
pensation payments to an estimated 2,746,615 beneficiaries and
pension payments to another 581,797 beneficiaries with non-serv-
ice-connected disabilities. The average cost per compensation case
in 2003 is estimated at $9,217, and pension payments are projected
at a unit cost of $5,980. The estimated caseload and cost by pro-
gram for 2002 and 2003 are as follows:

2002 2003 Difference
Caseload:
Compensation:
Veterans 2,356,600 2,433,216 +76,616
Survivors 308,165 312,297 +4,132
Children 1,044 1,102 +58
Clothing allowance (non-add) .................. (79,618) (81,104) (+1,486)
Pensions:
Veterans 347,178 340,374 —6,804
Survivors 234,619 221,072 — 13,547
Minimum income for widows (non-add) .. (523) (488) (—35)
Vocational training (non-add) ...... (0) (0) (0)
Burial allowances and service connected
deaths 97,602 97,393 —209
Funds:
Compensation:
Veterans $18,711,705,000 $21,191,850,000 +$2,480,145,000
Survivors 3,866,386,000 4,113,572,000 +247,186,000
Children 17,974,000 16,742,000 —1,232,000
Clothing allowance ..........ccoceovmmvernnreens 46,178,000 47,640,000 +1,462,000
Payment to GOE (Public Laws 101-508
and 102-568) .......ccocoovmmvvrenriirnriins 1,286,000 966,000 —320,000
Medical exams pilot program (Public Law
104-275) oo 37,000,000 38,300,000 +1,300,000
Pensions:
Veterans 2,596,916,000 2,595,459,000 —457,000
Survivors 733,584,000 761,037,000 +27,453,000
Minimum income for widows ... 3,444,000 3,292,000 — 152,000
Vocational training ........ccc..... 0 0 0
Payment to GOE (Public Laws 101-508,
102-568, and 103—446) .....ccccocvmvvven 8,564,000 7,000,000 — 1,564,000
Payment to medical care (Public Laws 101-

508 and 102-568) ......coooveerrrrerrrrerrrrrireneees 8,090,000 8,575,000 +485,000
Payment to medical facilities (non-add) .......... (891,000) (937,000) (+46,000)
Burial benefits 141,817,000 159,470,000 +17,653,000
Other assistance 4,887,000 4,935,000 +48,000
Unobligated balance and transfers ................... — 133,543,000 — 838,000 +132,705,000

Total appropriation  ..........cccooveonmrriinnrines 26,044,288,000 28,949,000,000 +2,904,712,000

1Totals do not add due to rounding.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee is recommending the budget
estimate of $28,949,000,000 for compensation and pensions. The
bill also includes requested language not to exceed $17,138,000 of
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reimbursements of which $8,563,000 goes to the general operating
expenses account and $8,575,000 to the medical care account for
administrative expenses of implementing cost saving provisions re-
quired by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, Public
Law 101-508, the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 1992, Public Law 102-
568, and the Veterans’ Benefits Improvements Act of 1994, Public
Law 103-446. These cost savings provisions include verifying pen-
sion income against Internal Revenue Service and Social Security
Administration (SSA) data; establishing a match with the SSA to
obtain verification of Social Security numbers; and the $90 monthly
VA pension cap for Medicaid-eligible single veterans and surviving
spouses alone in Medicaid-covered nursing homes. The bill includes
requested language permitting this appropriation to reimburse
such sums as may be earned to the medical facilities revolving fund
to help defray the operating expenses of individual medical facili-
ties for nursing home care provided to pensioners.

The Administration has proposed to provide a cost-of-living ad-
justment, based on the change in the Consumer Price Index, to all
compensation beneficiaries, including dependency and indemnity
compensation (DIC) for spouses and children. It is currently esti-
mated at 1.8 percent. This is the same as the COLA that will be
provided, under current law, to veterans pension and Social Secu-
rity recipients. The increase would be effective December 1, 2002,
and would cost an estimated $278,900,000 during 2003. Funding
for this COLA is reflected in the Compensation and pensions obli-
gations in the 2003 budget.

The Administration has proposed language that would provide
indefinite 2003 supplemental appropriations for compensation and
pension payments. The Committee believes the current funding
procedures are adequate and has not included the requested lan-
guage in the bill.

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $2,264,808,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... . 2,135,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .............. . 2,264,808,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 approp +129,808,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........cccccvveenneen. 0

This appropriation finances the education and training of vet-
erans and servicepersons whose initial entry on active duty took
place on or after July 1, 1985. These benefits are included in the
All-Volunteer Force Educational Assistance Program. Eligibility to
receive this assistance began in 1987. Basic benefits are funded
through appropriations made to the readjustment benefits appro-
priation and transfers from the Department of Defense. Supple-
mental benefits are also provided to certain veterans through edu-
cation assistance to certain members of the Selected Reserve and
are funded through transfers from the Departments of Defense and
Transportation. In addition, certain disabled veterans are provided
with vocational rehabilitation, specially adapted housing grants,
and automobile grants with approved adaptive equipment. This ac-
count also finances educational assistance allowances for eligible
dependents of those veterans who died from service-connected
causes or have a total and permanent service-connected disability
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as well as dependents of servicepersons who were captured or miss-
ing-in-action.

The Committee recommends the budget estimates of
$2,264,808,000 for readjustment benefits in fiscal year 2003, an in-
crease of $129,808,000 over the current year funding level.

The Administration has proposed language that would provide
indefinite 2003 supplemental appropriations for readjustment bene-
fits because of legislative changes or year-end funding shortages.
The Committee believes the current funding procedures are ade-
quate and has not included the requested language in the bill.

The estimated number of trainees and costs by program for 2002
and 2003 are as follows:

2002 2003 Difference
Number of trainees:
Education and training: dependents .........ccccoevervrierrrennnns 49,949 51,746 +1,797
All-Volunteer Force educational assistance:
Veterans and SErVICEPEISONS .........cocoevveveereersnveessnes 326,425 325,815 -610
Reservists 79,000 81,721 +2,721
Vocational rehabilitation 64,556 64,879 +323
Tuition assistance 160,000 160,000 0
Total 679,930 684,161 +4,231
Licensing and certification tests 25,450 81,150 +55,700
Funds:
Education and training: dependents ............ccooovovccermrrrerrennn. $206,181,000 $217,472,000 +$11,291,000
All-Volunteer Force educational assistance:
Veterans and SEIVICEPErSONS ...........c.cocveerverererrernnnens 1,460,321,000 1,759,683,000 +299,362,000
Reservists 135,750,000 142,858,000 +7,108,000
Vocational rehabilitation 440,896,000 452,029,000 +11,133,000
Tuition assistance 79,040,000 79,040,000 0
Licensing and certification tests .........ccccooveveveviveennn 5,982,000 19,071,000 +13,089,000
Housing grants 24,960,000 24,960,000 0
Automobiles and other conveyances ..........ccoveunee. 8,750,000 8,995,000 +245,000
Adaptive equipment 27,200,000 27,100,000 -100,000
Work-study 45,900,000 51,408,000 +5,508,000
Payment to States 14,000,000 13,000,000 -1,000,000
Reporting fees 3,500,000 3,500,000 0
Unobligated balance and other adjustments? ............ -317,480,000 -534,308,000 -216,828,000
Total appropriation 2,135,000,000 2,264,308,000 +129,808,000

Lincludes offsetting collections.

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............cccceeeeeveeencneeeenineeeenieeennnnes $27,530,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation .......c...cccceeeeeveenienieeneeenieenieesieenane 26,200,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request erteeere e e e e e e e eaaaans 27,530,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...........cccccevveeennen. +1,330,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccccvveenneen. 0

The veterans insurance and indemnities appropriation is made
up of the former appropriations for military and naval insurance,
applicable to World War I veterans; national service life insurance
(NSLI), applicable to certain World War II veterans; servicemen’s
indemnities, applicable to Korean conflict veterans; and the vet-
erans mortgage life insurance, applicable to individuals who have
received a grant for specially adapted housing.

The budget estimate of $27,530,000 for veterans insurance and
indemnities in fiscal year 2003 is included in the bill, and increase
of $1,330,000 over the current year funding level. The amount pro-
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vided will enable VA to transfer more than $18,920,000 to the serv-
ice-disabled veterans insurance fund and transfer $9,150,000 in
payments for the 2,970 policies under the veterans mortgage life
insurance program. These policies are identified under the vet-
erans’ insurance and indemnity appropriation since they provide
insurance to service-disabled veterans unable to qualify under
basic NSLI.

The Administration has proposed language that would provide
indefinite 2003 supplemental appropriations for the insurance pro-
gram. The Committee believes the current funding procedures are
adequate and has not included the requested language in the bill.

VETERANS HOUSING BENEFIT PROGRAM FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation on direct
loans for specially Administrative ex-
adapted housing penses
loans

Program account

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $437,522,000 $300,000 $168,207,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 203,278,000 300,000 164,497,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 437,522,000 300,000 168,207,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation .........cccccoovevnee. +234,244,000 0 +3,710,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........ccceoo...... 0 0 0

The purpose of the VA home loan guaranty program is to facili-
tate the extension of mortgage credit on favorable terms by private
lenders to eligible veterans. This appropriation provides for all
costs, with the exception of the native American veterans housing
loan program, of the Department’s direct and guaranteed loans pro-
grams. The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 requires budgetary
resources to be available prior to incurring a direct loan obligation
or a loan guarantee commitment. In addition, the Act requires all
administrative expenses of a direct or guaranteed loan program to
be funded through a program account.

VA loan guaranties are made to servicemembers, veterans, re-
servists and unremarried surviving spouses for the purchase of
homes, condominiums, manufactured homes and for refinancing
loans. The Department guarantees part of the total loan, permit-
ting the purchaser to obtain a mortgage with a competitive interest
rate, even without a down payment if the lender agrees. The De-
partment requires that a down payment be made for a manufac-
tured home. With a Department guaranty, the lender is protected
against loss up to the amount of the guaranty if the borrower fails
to repay the loan.

The Committee recommends such sums as may be necessary (es-
timated to total $437,522,000) for funding subsidy payments,
$300,000 for the limitation on direct loans for specially adapted
housing loans, and $168,207,000 for administrative expenses which
is the budget request. The appropriation for administrative ex-
penses may be transferred to and merged with the General Oper-
ating Expenses account.

The Committee directs the Secretary to continue the vendee pro-
gram. An independent study estimated a savings of over $1,000 per
vendee loan property sale, a savings to the Department of $15-25
million annually. Until the Administration can provide a study to
show that the vendee program is not of financial benefit to the De-
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partment, the Committee directs the VA to continue the vendee
loan program.

The Committee directs the Secretary to implement a housing
counseling requirement for first-time homebuyers. Studies by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Neighbor-
hood Reinvestment Corporation (NRC) demonstrate that pre-pur-
chase counseling effectively reduced default rates for first-time
homebuyers. The Committee suggests that the Department consult
with NRC on how to implement this requirement.

The Committee encourages the Department to consider the use-
fulness of automated collateral management systems as a means to
detect predatory loans.

EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation on di-  Administrative ex-

Program account rect loans penses

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $1,000 $3,400 $70,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 1,000 3,400 64,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 1,000 3,400 70,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 0 0 +6,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0 0 0

This appropriation covers the cost of direct loans for eligible de-
pendents and, in addition, it includes administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan program. The Federal Credit Re-
form Act of 1990 requires budgetary resources to be available prior
to incurring a direct loan obligation. In addition, the Act requires
all administrative expenses of a direct loan program to be funded
through a program account.

The bill includes the budget requests of $1,000 for funding sub-
sidy program costs, $3,400 as the limitation on direct loans, and
$70,000 for administrative expenses. The appropriation for admin-
istrative expenses may be transferred to and merged with the Gen-
eral Operating Expenses account.

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation on di-  Administrative ex-

Program account rect loans penses

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $55,000 $3,626,000 $289,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 72,000 3,301,000 274,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 55,000 3,626,000 289,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...... -17,000 +325,000 +15,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0 0 0

This appropriation covers the funding subsidy cost of direct loans
for vocational rehabilitation of eligible veterans and, in addition, it
includes administrative expenses necessary to carry out the direct
loan program. Loans of up to $896 (based on indexed chapter 31
subsistence allowance rate) are available to service-connected dis-
abled veterans enrolled in vocational rehabilitation programs when
the veterans is temporarily in need of additional assistance. Repay-
ment is made in 10 monthly installments, without interest,
through deductions from future payments of compensation, pen-
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sion, subsistence allowance, educational assistance allowance, or
retirement pay. The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 requires
budgetary resources to be available prior to incurring a direct loan
obligation. In addition, the Act requires all administrative expenses
of a direct loan program to be funded through a program account.

The bill includes the budget requests of $55,000 for funding sub-
sidy program costs and $289,000 for administrative expenses. The
administrative expenses may be transferred to and merged with
the General Operating Expenses account. In addition, the bill in-
cludes requested language limiting program direct loans to
$3,626,000. It is estimated that VA will make 5,300 loans in fiscal
year 2003, with an average amount of $684.

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Administrative expenses:

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $558,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ......... 544,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ........ccccevveeeeiieeeciieeeeiiee e 558,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...........c.cce.... +14,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ................... 0

This program tests the feasibility of authorizing VA to make di-
rect home loans to native American veterans who live on U.S. trust
land. This is a pilot program which began in 1993 and expires on
December 31, 2005. The bill includes the budget request of
$558,000 for administration expenses, which may be transferred to
and merged with the General Operating Expenses account.

The Committee directs the Secretary to implement a housing
counseling requirement for first-time homebuyers. Studies by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Neighbor-
hood Reinvestment Corporation (NRC) demonstrate that pre-pur-
chase counseling effectively reduced default rates for first-time
homebuyers. The Committee suggests that the Department consult
with NRC on how to implement this requirement.

GUARANTEED TRANSITIONAL HOUSING LOANS FOR HOMELESS
VETERANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Public Law 105-368, the Veterans Programs Enhancement Act of
1998, established this program. All funds authorized for this pro-
gram were appropriated in fiscal year 2000. Therefore, no appro-
priation request has been included for fiscal year 2003. Bill lan-
guage is included allowing the use of funds in Medical Care and
General Operating Expenses to administer this program.

The Committee directs the VA to report on the status of the
guaranteed transitional housing loans for homeless veterans pro-
gram by March 14, 2003. The report should include the number of
applicants as of January 1, 2003, the number of qualified appli-
cants, the grant selection criteria, and the names of any grant re-
cipients as of March 1, 2003.
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VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

MEDICAL CARE

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cccccceeeeuveeencirerenieeennveeennnneenn $23,889,304,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 21,473,164,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 22,743,761,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...........ccccecvveeenneen. +2,416,140,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccccccvveeneen. +1,145,543,000

The Department of Veterans Affairs operates the largest Federal
medical care delivery system in the country, with 172 medical cen-
ters, 43 domiciliaries, 137 nursing homes, and 864 outpatient clin-
ics which includes independent, satellite, community-based, and
rural outreach clinics.

This appropriation provides for medical care and treatment of eli-
gible beneficiaries in VA medical centers, nursing homes, domicil-
iaries, and outpatient clinic facilities; contract hospitals; State
domiciliaries, nursing homes and hospitals; contract community
nursing homes; and outpatient programs on a fee basis. Hospital
and outpatient care is also provided by the private sector for cer-
tain dependents and survivors of veterans under the civilian health
and medical programs for the Department of Veterans Affairs.
Funds are also used to train medical residents, interns, and other
professional, paramedical and administrative personnel in health-
science fields to support VA’s medical programs.

The bill includes $23,889,304,000 for medical care in fiscal year
2003, an increase of $2 416 140 000 above the enacted level and
$1, 145 ,643,000 over the budget request In addition, the Committee
estimates $1,386,000,000 will be collected and available from the
Medical Care Collections Fund (MCCF). The Committee has not in-
cluded the bill language requested in the budget authorizing the
VA to implement a $1500 cost share plan for veterans using the
VA medical system and has instead provided additional funds to
cover the cost.

The Committee is providing two-year spending authority for
$900,000,000 of the Medical Care appropriation to provide the De-
partment more planning flexibility year to year. The Committee
emphas1zes that the two-year funding provision is not meant to
create “emergency funds” and that all resources should be spent in
a timely and responsible manner addressing veterans health needs.

The bill includes language delaying the availability of
$250,000,000 of funds requested for the equipment and land and
structures object classifications until August 1, 2003, $250,000,000
less than the budget request. The bill also includes requested lan-
guage in the Compensation and Pensions appropriation transfer-
ring $8,575,000 for administrative expenses of implementing cost
saving provisions required by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1990, and the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 1992.

The Committee supports VHA Directive 2002-057, Priority for
Outpatient Medical Services and Inpatient Hospital Care. The
Committee directs the VA to create a system ensuring that VA
medical and support services are readily available to service-con-
nected and impoverished veterans. The Committee urges the De-
partment to be mindful of its core mission to provide first for those
injured in service to our Nation, the impoverished, the homeless,
and the mentally ill.
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The Committee believes the VA’s response to last year’s concerns
regarding atypical anti-psychotic medications is a step forward and
continues to encourage the VA to ensure uniform information
across VA’s health system with regard to prescribing practices. Pro-
viding care for the seriously mentally ill is one of VA’s top prior-
ities and requires a special level of commitment, as this population
is especially vulnerable and difficult to treat. To this end, the Com-
mittee encourages the Secretary to remain vigilant in imple-
menting the Department’s policy that physicians are to use their
best clinical judgment when choosing atypical anti-psychotic medi-
cations as referenced in House Report 107-272.

The Committee directs the VA to ensure that each VISN follows
through on plans to implement mental health services in each com-
munity based outpatient clinic (CBOC) and recommends that the
VA expedite the deployment of adequate mental health services to
CBOCs. Further, the Committee strongly urges the Department to
continue increasing the number of Mental Health Intensive Case
Management teams and fully fund existing teams.

The Committee is encouraged by the findings of the Depart-
ment’s Procurement Reform Task Force and supports implementa-
tion of the reforms with the intended savings to be re-invested in
healthcare for veterans. The Committee encourages the VA to focus
on the prompt implementation of prosthetics procurement reforms
as a model for further VA healthcare contracting operations and a
continued emphasis on product standardization, quality assur-
ances, servicing and outcomes tracking that will maximize veteran
care and acquisition efficiencies due to improved economies of
scale, product reliability, repair, maintenance and inventory man-
agement.

The Committee reiterates its concern for veterans with hepatitis
C, and applauds the Department for the progress made so far, in-
cluding establishing screening and testing services that have
reached an estimated 40% of VA health care users, funding a prev-
alence study to better define risk factors among veterans, and cre-
ating a National Hepatitis C registry to better track and manage
patients. The Committee recommends that the Department do
more to improve screening and testing for hepatitis C among all
Vietnam veterans; provide tests to other veterans in the VA system
who have risk factors for hepatitis C; and participate in a national
outreach effort with the American Liver Foundation and veterans
service organizations to inform all veterans not enrolled in the VA
medical system about the disease. The Committee is aware of the
August 2002 NIH Management of Hepatitis C Consensus Con-
ference final statement which presents new opportunities for treat-
ment of individuals with hepatitis C and complicating co-morbid
conditions as well as the need for expanded patient education re-
garding hepatitis C.

The Committee is aware of studies that have found collagen
based therapies can reduce the need for amputations by increasing
wound healing rates and recommends that VA consider the utiliza-
tion of such therapies.

The Committee strongly encourages the continuation of the part-
nership and deployment of the Joslin Vision Network.

The Committee is aware of several new cutting-edge prosthetic
and sensory aids devices now available that allow disabled vet-
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erans more mobility, enhanced employability, and full integration
into community life. The Committee encourages the VA to test
these devices with veterans, where and when medically appro-
priate.

The Committee believes the CARES recommendation for the de-
velopment of a comprehensive resource sharing agreement between
the North Chicago Veterans Affairs Medical Center (NCVAMC) and
the Navy Hospital Great Lakes (NHGL) is a perfect opportunity to
provide quality care to both the naval and veterans populations.
However, the Committee is becoming increasingly frustrated by the
unwillingness of VA and Navy officials to see beyond their jurisdic-
tional squabbles and move forward with the agreed upon rec-
ommendations. The Committee directs the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs to submit a report that identifies (1) restrictive regulations,
policies, and regulatory redundancies that specifically inhibit re-
source sharing between the NCVAMC and NHGL, (2) how the
NCVAMC and NHGL can share mental health, physical therapy
and rehabilitation services, (3) milestone dates for the VA to ad-
dress each restrictive issue, and (4) directives the Secretary issues
to VISN 12 leadership regarding network support of all CARES
recommendations for the joint operations of the two facilities. This
report should be transmitted to the Committee by March 1, 2003.
The Committee expects the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to con-
tinue working with the Secretary of the Navy to make maximum
use of the NCVAMC.

The Committee recognizes the need for the Department to be
more responsive to the needs of minority veterans and increase mi-
nority participation in VA medical professions, administration,
training and research. The Committee encourages the VA to create
more affiliations with minority-serving universities, such as Barry
University, for internship, residency and research opportunities.

The Committee strongly recommends the establishment of
CBOCs in Hayward, Wisconsin; Storm Lake, Iowa; Athens, Ten-
nessee; Lynchburg, Virginia; and Gladstone, Michigan.

The Committee recognizes the excellent work being done by the
Department of Veterans Affairs to combat antibiotic resistant infec-
tions, particularly its outstanding vaccination against pneumonia
program. The Committee is fully supportive of this effort and di-
rects the Secretary to be prepared to testify to the Committee dur-
ing the fiscal year 2004 budget hearings on the steps taken by the
Department to combat this growing public health crisis of antibiotic
resistance, focusing on the VA’s use of its sophisticated computer-
ized patient databases to correlate antibiotic usage data with pa-
tient outcomes, and with antibiotic resistant infections throughout
the VA healthcare network.

MEDICAL CARE COLLECTIONS FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The Committee expects the Department to collect $1,386,000,000
from first and third party payers in fiscal year 2003. Bill language
is included transferring those receipts to the Medical Care account
to remain available until expended.

The Department issued a press release in August 2002 lauding
the record levels of collections. While this is a welcome improve-
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ment, the Committee is aghast at the millions of dollars that go
uncollected or are lost due to the extreme tardiness in submitting
correct bills to third-party payers. The Committee directs the De-
partment to refrain from approving any performance awards for fa-
cility directors and billing teams that fail to submit bills on average
of 30 days after service or cut the average billing time in half from
the previous year.

In last year’s report to accompany the VA, HUD, Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act (House Report 107-272), the Com-
mittee directed the Department to initiate a multi-year demonstra-
tion at a VISN to enhance the collection efforts for “third party/first
party” revenues. Additionally, in a report issued last September,
the GAO found the Department’s efforts in this area lacking, sub-
stantiating the need for action in the enhanced collection area.
Subsequently, the conference agreement with the Senate on last
year’s bill ratified the need to undertake a demonstration.

The Department has not yet initiated this demonstration. The
Committee understands that the Department is continuing to work
on a comprehensive plan to overcome the deficiency that exists in
third party collections. The Committee believes both these efforts
need to be undertaken. The demonstration could provide valuable
input into the broader, long-term plan.

Accordingly, the Committee reiterates and redirects the Depart-
ment to undertake the demonstration called for in last year’s in fis-
cal year 2003. The Committee again directs that not less than
$3,000,000 be available to continue the demonstration. The Com-
mittee believes that there is tremendous value in undertaking a
small-scale demonstration while the planning for a Department-
wide solution is ongoing. The lessons learned from a successful
demonstration would provide tremendous input to the overall sys-
tem design. This demonstration should not be viewed as a distrac-
tion to any overall system-wide collection efforts, but rather supple-
mental to such an effort.

The collections demonstration must provide the VA with the abil-
ity to identify and collect third party/first party insurance coverage
and a National Master Patient File that provides access to admin-
istrators and clinicians to complete an accurate patient information
from any location. The Secretary shall undertake this effort by ob-
taining a private sector contractor to install and operate this sys-
tem as a prototype at the hospitals and clinics of a single VISN.
The demonstration shall include the software, hardware, networks,
interfaces, and other resources to provide all the functionality nec-
essary to solve the current deficiencies, including: the capability to
verify insurance coverage or other responsible payer for treatment;
the capability to determine what the nature of the third party cov-
erage; the capability to accurately accumulate all charges for serv-
ices provided; the capability to insure that the treatment provided
is properly coded; the capability to produce timely and accurate
bills; and the capability to adequately manage the entire collection
processes. The Committee recognizes the success of the VistA sys-
tem from a clinical standpoint so the financial system must be com-
patible with the VistA clinical functionality.
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MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........c.cccceeevveeerciveeenieeeenneeennnenns $405,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 371,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 394,373,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +31,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +10,627,000

This account includes medical, rehabilitative and health services
research. Medical research is an important aspect of the Depart-
ment’s programs, providing complete medical and hospital services
for veterans. The prosthetic research program is also essential in
the development and testing of prosthetic, orthopedic and sensory
aids for the purpose of improving the care and rehabilitation of eli-
gible disabled veterans, including amputees, paraplegics and the
blind. The health service research program provides unique oppor-
tunities to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the health
care delivery system. In addition, budgetary resources from a num-
ber of areas including appropriations from the medical care ac-
count; reimbursements from the Department of Defense; and
grants from the National Institutes of Health, private proprietary
sources, and voluntary agencies provide support for the Depart-
ment’s researchers.

The Committee recommends $405,000,000 for medical and pros-
thetic research in fiscal year 2003. This funding level is
$31,000,000 over the fiscal year 2002 appropriation and
$10,627 000 over the budget request. The bill includes language
transferrmg $5,000,000 to the Medical Care account for oversight
activities of the research program. The Committee directs the De-
partment to include funding for this activity under Medical Care in
the fiscal year 2004 budget request.

The Committee is encouraged by the progress made by the VA
and the National Technology Transfer Center in the past year in
identifying promising VA technological advances that offer the po-
tential for commercial applications. The Committee directs
$1,000,000 for the continuation of this partnership.

The VA has made genuine progress in recent years in funding for
psychiatric research at the VA; however, such research remains
disproportionate to the utilization of mental illness treatment serv-
ices by veterans. The Committee supports increasing the level of
research devoted to severe mental illness, the co-morbidity of sub-
stz(ilnce abuse and mental disorders and post-traumatic stress dis-
order.

MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS OPERATING

EXPENSES
Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $74,716,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 66,731,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccccecevcveveriennene 69,716,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +7,985,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +5,000,000

This appropriation provides funds for central office executive di-
rection (Under Secretary for Health and staff), administration and
supervision of all Department medical and construction programs,
including development and implementation of policies, plans, and
program objectives.
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The bill provides $74,716,000, an increase of $7,985,000 from the
fiscal year 2002 funding level and $5,000,000 over the budget re-
quest. The Committee has included an additional $5,000,000 for
the reorganization of the VHA headquarters. The Committee is
hopeful that the additional staff will bring much needed oversight
and guidance to the system. Further, the Committee is hopeful that
the new management of the MCCF office will greatly improve col-
lections. The Committee strongly encourages the new VHA busi-
ness office to carefully evaluate the contracts and contracting staff
employed at the headquarters office for their efficacy and necessity.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeeieerieeniienieenieeneeennen. $1,251,418,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 1,195,728,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 1,256,418,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................... +55,690,000

—5,000,000

The General Operating Expenses appropriation provides for the
administration of non-medical veterans benefits through the Vet-
erans Benefits Administration (VBA) and top management direc-
tion and support. The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 changed
the accounting of Federal credit programs and required that all ad-
ministrative costs associated with such programs be included with-
in the respective credit accounts. Beginning in fiscal year 1992,
costs incurred by housing, education, and vocational rehabilitation
programs for administration of these credit programs are reim-
bursed by those accounts. The bill includes the budget requests to-
taling $169,124,000 in other accounts for these credit programs. In
addition, $8,563,000 is transferred from the compensation and pen-
sions account for administrative costs of implementing cost saving
provisions required by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1990 and the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 1992. Section 107 of the ad-
ministrative provisions provides requested language which permits
excess revenues in three insurance funds to be used for administra-
tive expenses. The VA estimates that $38,110,000 will be utilized
for such purposes in fiscal year 2003. Prior to fiscal year 1996, such
costs were included in the general operating expenses appropria-
tion. Thus, in total, $1,679,657,000 is requested in fiscal year 2003
for administrative costs of non-medical benefits.

The Committee recommends $1,251,418,000 for General Oper-
ating Expenses. This amount represents an increase of $55,690,000
above the current level, and a decrease of $5,000,000 from the
budget request. The bill includes requested language allowing
$60,000,000 of the funds appropriated to be available for obligation
for two years, the purchase of two motor vehicles for the VBA office
in Manila, Philippines, and a travel limitation of $17,082,000. The
bill also includes language directing the VBA to be funded at not
less than $992,100,000.

Of the remaining $259,318,000 for general administration, the
Committee directs the Offices of the Board of Contract Appeals,
Board of Veterans Appeals, Assistant Secretary for Management,
Assistant Secretary for Information Technology, Assistant Sec-
retary for Human Resources and Administration, Assistant Sec-

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request
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retary for Policy and Planning, Assistant Secretary for Public and
Intergovernmental Affairs, and Assistant Secretary for Congres-
sional and Legislative Affairs be funded at not less than the levels
specified in the fiscal year 2003 budget justification minus the
amounts for the proposed accrual benefit transfer.

The Committee has not provided any funds for a new Assistant
Secretary of Operations, Security and Preparedness and does not
recommend funding for such office, other than a coordinator, at the
Department. The Committee is very concerned with the Depart-
ment’s ability to simply fulfill the basic requirements of providing
benefits and medical services in a correct and timely manner and
feels that the Department should concentrate on meeting the basic
mission of the VA rather than looking to expand its portfolio of re-
sponsibilities into the homeland security area. The Committee feels
confident that other agencies and departments specifically respon-
sible for homeland security and defense activities are adequately
managing and funding those initiatives.

The Committee suggests that GOE general administration funds
would be better spent to hire more lawyers in the Office of General
Counsel to assist the Department when negotiating enhanced use
lease agreements, especially since CARES is underway, instead of
undertaking a regulation rewrite exercise.

The Committee concurs with the Department’s decision to con-
solidate management of information technology initiatives in the
Office of the Chief Information Officer (CIO). The Committee di-
rects that all cyber-security and enterprise architecture activities
be managed by the CIO.

The Committee is pleased with the Department’s progress in es-
tablishing a comprehensive baseline Enterprise Architecture during
the past year and supports the Department’s initiatives to mod-
ernize its computing infrastructure against cyber attack and pro-
vide continuing operations. The Committee directs the VA to fund
information technology initiatives, including data replication tech-
nologies, at no less than the levels put forth in the fiscal year 2003
budget justification materials for all appropriations accounts and
report to the Committee on the results of these prototype activities
and future plans for implementation by June 30, 2003.

The Committee supports the new management structure and
proposed claims processing system in VBA. However, the Com-
mittee is concerned that by constantly changing the claims proc-
essing system over the past 5 years the Department has not been
able to accurately assess the success of each new initiative or em-
ployee performance. The Committee strongly urges the Department
to keep the proposed claims processing system in place long enough
so that all regional offices can implement the system, each regional
office can standardize its information technology package, and VBA
employees can be fully trained and fairly evaluated before the De-
partment realigns its benefits operations again. The Department
should quickly establish new employee performance goals and deci-
sion targets for fair and defendable employee evaluations. Further,
the Committee has provided $100,000 for the Department to work
with the Office of Personnel Management to correctly align VBA
positions with comparable government positions.
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NATIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..........cccceeevveeeecureennineeessneeennnens $133,149,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 121,169,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccceccvveeerveeennnenn. 133,149,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation +11,980,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0

The National Cemetery Administration was established in ac-
cordance with the National Cemeteries Act of 1973. It has a four-
fold mission: to provide for the interment in any national cemetery
with available grave space the remains of eligible deceased service-
persons and discharged veterans, together with their spouses and
certain dependents, and to permanently maintain their graves; to
mark graves of eligible persons in national and private cemeteries;
to administer the grant program for aid to States in establishing,
expanding, or improving State veterans’ cemeteries; and to admin-
ister the Presidential Memorial Certificate Program. This appro-
priation provides for the operation and maintenance of 154
cemeterial installations in 39 States, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico.

The Committee recommends $133,149,000 for the National Cem-
etery Administration in fiscal year 2003. This funding level is
$11,980,000 over the 2002 level and the same as the budget re-
quest. The Committee is providing funds to meet needs associated
with new cemeteries and the increased workload projected by the
Department.

The Committee appreciates the completion of the national ceme-
tery needs and National Shrine study. The Committee directs the
Department to follow the criteria and findings of those studies
when planning and budgeting for new and expanded cemetery
projects.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccvenneen. e $61,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... . 52,308,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccecveverceverennnenn. rerreeeenne 55,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... e +8,692,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........ccveeeneee.. +6,000,000

The Office of Inspector General was established by the Inspector
General Act of 1978 and is responsible for the audit, investigation
and inspection of all Department of Veterans Affairs programs and
operations. The overall operational objective is to focus available
resources on areas which would help improve services to veterans
and their beneficiaries, assist managers of Department programs to
operate economically in accomplishing program goals, and prevent
and deter recurring and potential fraud, waste and inefficiencies.

The Committee has provided $61,000,000 for the Office of Inspec-
tor General in fiscal year 2003. This amount is an increase of
$8,692,000 above the current year appropriation and $6,000,000
over the budget request. The Committee has provided additional
funding for the Office of Inspector General to hire up to its statu-
tory floor.
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CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $193,740,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 183,180,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......cccceevveeeecieeeecieeeeieeeeevee e 193,740,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccecvveeennen. +10,560,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueenneen. 0

The construction, major projects appropriation provides for con-
structing, altering, extending, and improving any of the facilities
under the jurisdiction or for the use of the VA, including planning,
architectural and engineering services, Capital Asset Realignment
Enhanced Services (CARES) activities, assessments and site acqui-
sition where the estimated cost of a project is $4,000,000 or more.
Emphasis is placed on correction of life/safety code deficiencies in
existing Department medical facilities.

The bill provides $193,740,000 for construction, major projects, in
fiscal year 2003 as requested in the budget justification, an in-
crease of $10,560,000 over last year’s funding level. Also, the bill
includes requested language providing $5,000,000 for CARES and
$10,000,000 for the judgment fund.

The Committee is fully supportive of the CARES initiative and
applauds the Department for moving forward with the implementa-
tion of the VISN 12 plan and Phase II of the study. The Committee
directs VA to keep the Committee apprised of any additional needs
to ensure that the studies and implementation can move along as
scheduled.

The Committee directs the VA to fully fund any CARES imple-
mentation plans in future budgets and report to the Committee the
framework for prioritization of the capital improvement projects
that will be identified as priorities resulting from the CARES stud-
ies. The Committee further directs the VA to only present CARES
recommendations for a VISN if supporting funds are requested by
the Department in budget justification materials or budget amend-
ments, or provided in advance by the Congress.

Some VA facilities are consuming tens of millions of dollars for
non-recurring maintenance and repairs and the facilities them-
selves are a hindrance to providing safe and quality medical care.
The Committee directs the CARES study to examine the possibility
where, in some markets, the best recommendation, both in terms
of economics and service delivery, is to build a new facility in full
cooperation with another entity such as the Department of Defense
or the state. In these instances, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
must actively consult with non-VA public entities to plan for a new,
jointly held and funded facility.

The Committee directs that any major construction project in-
cluded in future budget submissions be approved by the CARES
study and realignment plan or the national cemetery study.

The Committee’s funding recommendation includes $2,000,000
for security studies. These funds are in addition to the $2,000,000
provided under General Operating Expenses in Public Law 107-38
and are to be used to evaluate the security and safety of VA facili-
ties. VA should emphasize security methods which will not increase
FTEs and can be utilized by all VA facilities. Also, the Committee
expects VA to consult with the General Services Administration
(GSA) to ensure that VA’s proposals are within the guidelines set
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by GSA for other Federal facilities. These funds are not to be used
to evaluate expanded homeland security opportunities.

The specific amounts recommended by the Committee are as fol-
lows:

DETAIL OF BUDGET REQUEST

[In thousands of dollars]

Availagl(()eotzhrough 2003 request House Rec-

Location and description ommendation

Veterans Health Administration (VHA):
Palo Alto (Palo Alto Division), CA Seismic Corrections, Building
2 0 14,013 14,013
Palo Alto (Palo Alto Division), CA Seismic Corrections, Building

4 (Research) 0 21,750 21,750
San Francisco, CA Seismic Corrections, Building 203 ... 0 31,000 31,000
West Los Angeles, CA Seismic Corrections, Building 500 0 27,200 27,200
Subtotal, Seismic 0 93,963 93,963
Advance planning fund: various stations ............cccccoeereeveerienrireniiens 0 17,500 17,500
CARES Fund 0 5,000 5,000
Asbestos abatement: various stations 0 1977 1,977
Subtotal, VHA 0 124,440 124,440
National Cemetery Administration (NCA):
Pittsburgh, PA National Cemetery, Phase | Development! ........ 0 16,400 16,400
Southern Florida National Cemetery, Phase | Development 0 23,300 23,300
Willamette National Cemetery, Phase | Development?! .... 0 8,400 8,400
Design Fund: Detroit MI and Sacramento, CA ..... 0 3,400 3,400
Subtotal, NCA?2 0 53,300 53,300
Department Advance Planning 0 2,000 2,000
Claims Analyses: Various locations 0 1,500 1,500
Security Study 0 2,000 2,000
Judgment Fund: Various locations 0 10,000 10,000
Hazardous Waste: Various locations 0 500 500
Subtotal, Other line items 0 16,000 16,000
Total construction, major projects .........ccoeveeeeveeecvcrrrenris 0 193,740 193,740

Iland acquisition funds ($15,000,000) in 2001 and design funds ($2,000,000) in 2002 were provided for a new cemetery in Southern Flor-
ida. Eighteen million dollars was provided in 2002 for land acquisition in Pittsburgh, Detroit, and Sacramento areas.

2National Cemetery Administration total estimated costs include the purchase of pre-placed crypts, which are funded by the Compensation
and Pensions appropriation.

CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $240,700,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...... 210,900,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ............ 210,700,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ... +29,800,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +30,000,000

The construction, minor projects appropriation provides for con-
structing, altering, extending, and improving any of the facilities
under the jurisdiction or for the use of the Department, including
planning, CARES activities, assessment of needs, architectural and
engineering services, and site acquisition, where the estimated cost
of a project is less than $4,000,000.

The Committee recommends $240,700,000 for the construction,
minor projects appropriation in fiscal year 2003, $30,000,000 over
the budget request and an increase of $29,800,000 over the fiscal
year 2002 appropriation. The Committee directs that $25,000,000
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of the funds provided be used specifically to address quality and
safety issues in VA research facilities.

The Committee directs that VHA’s minor construction resources
should be utilized in a manner that is consistent with current
CARES initiatives and the national cemetery study. A central office
work group consisting of both VHA and other Department officials
must review all VHA minor construction projects. For evaluation
purposes, the work group is to utilize criteria that are consistent
with those developed for CARES. If total costs of projects being ini-
tiated at any facility is or exceeds $4,000,000 (the Capital Invest-
ment Board threshold), the recommendations of the work group
must be approved by the Deputy Secretary.

The Committee recommends $2,000,000 for water utility im-
provements at the Bay Pines National Cemetery and $847,000 for
entrance accessibility improvements at the Syracuse Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Center.

PARKING REVOLVING FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccceeeeuveeeecieeeerveeeesneeescnnenns $0
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 4,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... —4,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0

This appropriation provides funds for the construction, alter-
ation, and acquisition (by purchase or lease) of parking garages at
VA medical facilities. The Secretary is required under certain cir-
cumstances to establish and collect fees for the use of such garages
and parking facilities. Receipts from the parking fees are to be de-
posited in the revolving fund and can be used to fund future park-
ing garage initiatives.

No new budget authority is requested for the parking revolving
fund in fiscal year 2003. Leases will be funded from parking fees
collected.

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE EXTENDED CARE FACILITIES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........cccceeeeveeeeeieeeerveeeesneeescenennn $100,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 100,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 100,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0

This program provides grants to assist States to construct State
home facilities, for furnishing domiciliary or nursing home care to
veterans, and to expand, remodel or alter existing buildings for fur-
nishing domiciliary, nursing home or hospital care to veterans in
State homes. A grant may not exceed 65 percent of the total cost
of the project.

The Committee recommends $100,000,000 for grants for con-
struction of State extended care facilities in fiscal year 2003. This
amount is equal to the budget request.

The Committee encourages the Department to work with the
State of Louisiana as that state applies for a grant to construct a
home.
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GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE VETERANS CEMETERIES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............cccoeceeeviienieeniienieenieeneeennnn. $32,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 25,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 32,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation .............cccceeeveenee. +7,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccccccvveenneen. 0

This program provides grants to assist States with the establish-
ment, expansion, and improvement of State veterans’ cemeteries
which are operated and permanently maintained by the States.
Grants under this program fund up to 100 percent of construction
costs and the initial equipment expenses when the cemetery is es-
tablished. The states remain responsible for providing the land and
for paying all costs related to the operation and maintenance of the
siclate cemeteries, including the costs for subsequent equipment pur-
chases.

The Committee recommends the budget request of $32,000,000
for grants for the construction of State veterans cemeteries in fiscal
year 2003, an increase of $7,000,000 over the current year’s fund-
ing level.

The Committee encourages the Department to work with the
States of Louisiana, Texas, and California as those states apply for
grants to construct cemeteries.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The bill continues the first ten administrative provisions from
title I contained in Public Law 107-73, the fiscal year 2002 appro-
priations bill, one provision listed in Public Law 107-73 under title
IV, and six new provisions.

Section 110 allows the Department to use the services of the Of-
fice of Resolution Management (ORM) and the Office of Employ-
ment and Discrimination Complaint Adjudication (OEDCA) on a
reimbursable fee basis with a fund limitation of $29,318,000 for
ORM and $3,010,000 for OEDCA.

Section 111 requires the Department to notify the Committee
prior to the VA entering into a new property lease if the rent is
more than $300,000.

Section 112 limits funds for medical treatment of non-service
connected veterans to only those who have provided to the VA ac-
curate third-party reimbursement information and annually pro-
vided income information.

Section 113 delays the implementation of the geographic means
test for one year. While the Committee agrees that thresholds used
by the Department of Housing and Urban Development might be
too disparate for use in VHA’s system, the Committee strongly
urges the VA to create an alternate geographic means test which
addresses the concerns of the original legislation and is practical
for VHA to implement.

Section 114 prohibits VBA funds from being used to adjudicate
claims arising from any new concurrent receipt legislation. The De-
partment of Veterans Affairs estimates that enacting concurrent
receipt of compensation benefits and military retirement pay would
result in estimated mandatory costs to VA of approximately
$16,000,000,000 over ten years, as well as administrative costs of



23

$124,000,000 in the first year and $245,000,000 over a five year pe-
riod. These estimates do not include the additional costs to the De-
partment of Defense. The Department estimates the concurrent re-
ceipt claims workload would add more than 800,000 claims over
the next three years. VA has been working diligently over the years
to reduce the claims backlog and adjudication time. As of August,
VA adjudicated almost 730,000 claims in fiscal year 2002 and still
has a current workload of over 355,000 claims with a lag time of
225 days. Regardless of the policy surrounding concurrent receipt,
the Committee is concerned that the deluge of new concurrent re-
ceipt claims will paralyze the system and those veterans who have
been waiting for years to get a determination will never see the
benefit. The Committee directs the Administration to budget appro-
priate VA funding for both mandatory and administrative costs
should such new concurrent receipt legislation be enacted.

Section 115 merges the Department of Veterans Affairs Health
Services Improvement Fund into the Medical Care Collections
Fund for purposes of simplicity in accounting and scorekeeping,
and extends the Department’s ability to collect medical co-pay-
ments.

Section 116 provides that $19,900,000 of the Department’s total
information technology budget shall be used for conducting proto-
types for VA’s corporate and regional computing architecture and
be managed by the Department’s Office of the Chief Information
Officer.

Section 117 prohibits funds from being used to implement the
provisions of H.R. 3253, and section 118 limits the funds available
in Medical Care and the Medical Care Collections Fund for security
training and equipment to $110,000,000. The Committee feels the
VA needs to focus its efforts on providing health care and services
to veterans, an area clearly needing improvement, and provide a
safe environment for VA employees and beneficiaries. The Com-
mittee believes that any efforts relating to homeland security and
responsiveness is best handled by other agencies and departments
charged specifically with that mission.

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation:
Program Level $36,090,314,000
Fee Collections —3,336,000,000
RESCISSIONS .oiiiiiiiiiiie e e —1,408,000,000

Net APPropriation .......cccccccceeeceeeeieerieeneenieerieeseeeereesneenees 131,346,314,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation:

Program Level 34,304,395,000
Fee Collections —2,930,000,000
Rescissions ......cccoveeeeieeeciiiieeee e —1,225,700,000

Net ApPropriation ........ccccecevereerereeneneereneenieneeseeseenens 230,148,695,000

Fiscal year 2003 budget request:
Program Level 35,893,091,000
Fee Collections —3,336,000,000
RESCISSIONS 1oiiiiiiiiiiiicececeee e e —1,208,000,000

Net APPropriation .......c.cccceeeeeeieenieenieniieerieenieeeieesneeeees 131,349,091,000
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Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation:

Program Level .......ccoocvieeiiiiieieeceiee e ens +1,785,919,000
Fee ColleCtiONS .....cevieeeeeiiiiieeee et —588,000,000
RESCISSIONS .iiiiiiiiiiiieccccee e e —182,300,000
Net Appropriation ......cccccccceeeceeeeeieeeniieeeriieeesieeeereeeseneens 141,197,619,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request:
Program Level ........ccccooviiiiiiiieiiieieieeeeee e +197,223,000
Fee Collections ...

RESCISSIONS .oiiieviiiiciieecciee ettt e re e e sve e e e e e e eanes —200,000,000

Net APPropriation .......cc.cccceeeeeeeeerieenienieerieeeieeeieeseeenees 1-2777,000

1The fiscal year 2003 totals do not reflect legislative proposals assumed in the budget request regarding
accrual funding of retirement costs and post-retirement costs, the transfer of the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency’s (FEMA) Emergency Food and Shelter Program to the Department, and a new Colonias ini-
tiative.

2The fiscal year 2002 totals do not include one-time emergency funding and rescissions included in the fis-
cal year 2002 supplemental appropriations Acts.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) was
established by the Department of Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-174). HUD is the principal Federal
agency responsible for administering and regulating programs and
industries concerned with the Nation’s housing needs, economic
and community development, and fair housing opportunities.

In carrying out the mission of serving the needs and interests of
the Nation’s communities and of the people who live and work in
them, HUD administers mortgage and loan insurance programs,
rental and homeownership subsidy programs for low-income fami-
lies, neighborhood rehabilitation programs, and community devel-
opment programs.

The Committee recommends a total program level of
$36,090,314,000 for the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, a $1,785,919,000 increase above the fiscal year 2002 level,
and $197,223,000 above the request. The recommendation reflects
the Committee desire to invest resources in a manner which best
ensures that funds provided can be used to provide safe, decent
and affordable housing and to promote economic development in
communities across the country. Over the last five years, the Com-
mittee has struggled to balance the need to provide significant in-
creases for the Section 8 program while also trying to meet the
needs of other important housing and community development pro-
grams. Consequently, the Committee has grown increasingly frus-
trated as the huge amounts of Section 8 funding continue to go
unspent each year. The Committee believes that funding decisions
for all programs, including Section 8, must be made based on a re-
alistic assessment of both the need for, and the ability of the pro-
gram to use, the resources provided. The recommendations made
reflects that view.

The Committee recommends increases above the fiscal year 2002
enacted level for the following programs:

SEEEIONL 8 eooeveeereeeeeeesseeeeeseeseeseeeseeseseseesseeeeesseeeesseseeessseeeesseeeeessseeessees +$946,012,000

HOME Investment Partnerships ....... +375,000,000
Public Housing Operating Subsidies . +105,132,000

Homeless Assistance ............ccocveeennns +127,745,000
Section 202/Section 811 Programs . . +75,849,000
Lead Hazard Reduction Program ...................... . +16,242,000

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS ...........ccoccceiiniinncnne +14,568,000
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In addition, the Committee has also restored funding for pro-
grams proposed for reduction or elimination in the budget the fol-
lowing:

Public Housing Capital Fund ........cccccooevvivenenienieinieieeeeceesenee +$417,500,000
Community Development Fund .........cccoccevvviiiiiniiinnnieeeen. +284,500,000
Rural Housing and Economic Development +25,000,000
Enterprise Zones/Enterprise Communities +30,000,000
PuBLIic AND INDIAN HOUSING
HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER AND RESCISSION OF FUNDS)
Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cccccceeevuveeerciveeeseeeeesveeensenenns $16,586,987,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 15,640,975,000

17,526,559,000
+946,012,000
—939,572,000

The Housing Certificate Fund (HCF) provides funding for costs
associated with the Section 8 program. The account includes fund-
ing for the renewal of expiring Section 8 project-based contracts,
amendments to existing Section 8 project-based contracts, renewal
of expiring Section 8 vouchers, new tenant protection vouchers in-
cluding enhanced vouchers, new incremental Section 8 vouchers,
relocation assistance, payment of fees to public housing agencies
administering Section 8 voucher programs, and payment of fees to
contract administrators for project-based Section 8 contracts.

The Committee recommends a total program level of
$18,354,987,000 for the HCF in fiscal year 2003. Of this amount,
$16,586,987,000 is provided as a direct appropriation, $938,000,000
is available from unobligated carryover balances in program re-
serve accounts, and $830,000,000 is available from unobligated bal-
ances in administrative fee reserve accounts. The recommendation
represents an increase of $946,012,000 above the amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 2002.

For the last four years, funding for the Section 8 voucher pro-
gram has consumed an increasing amount of the Committee’s dis-
cretionary resources, driven largely by the rapidly growing esti-
mates of renewal costs for Section 8 vouchers. Since fiscal year
1999, the Section 8 program has realized a net increase of
$5,764,433,000, even after accounting for rescissions of unspent
Section 8 funds included in the bill each year. Despite the Commit-
tee’s growing concern about the inability of some public housing
agencies (PHASs) to use the funds provided, the Committee contin-
ued to budget for the Section 8 program assuming PHAs would im-
prove their utilization of vouchers so that assistance would reach
individuals and families as intended. Unfortunately, after five
years, there has been no significant improvement in the use of
these funds. In fiscal year 1999, 17 percent of the funds appro-
priated went unspent, resulting in only 89 percent of the intended
families and individuals being served. By fiscal year 2001, 13 per-
cent of funds went unspent, resulting in only 84 percent of the in-
tended families and individuals being served. Consequently, the
Department continues to consistently recapture between
$1,000,000,000 and $1,400,000,000 in unspent Section 8 voucher

Fiscal year 2003 budget request
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request
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funds each year, representing over 200,000 unused vouchers each
year.

The Committee recognizes that under-utilization of Section 8
voucher funds has been, and continues to be, a chronic problem
heavily concentrated in a small number of PHAs. In each of the
last five years, over 50 percent of all recaptures of unused funds
came from less than 4 percent of the PHAs. Last year, the Com-
mittee was told by the Department it would reallocate unused
vouchers to PHAs which have proven to be able to use them, begin-
ning in July 2002. Accordingly, the Department’s fiscal year 2003
budget request assumed implementation of this reallocation in its
budget estimate for fiscal year 2003. However, the Committee has
learned that the reallocation was not implemented in fiscal 2002.
Consequently, large numbers of Section 8 vouchers would again go
unused in fiscal year 2003.

The Committee appreciates that there is disagreement as to the
causes of, and appropriate solutions to, under-utilization of Section
8 vouchers. However, the Committee can no longer continue to pro-
vide large budget increases in the Section 8 voucher program each
year when it is clear that huge portions of those funds will never
actually be spent. The Committee does not believe that this rep-
resents sound housing policy, nor does it represent sound fiscal pol-
icy. Therefore, the Committee has provided funding for the Section
8 voucher program in fiscal year 2003 in a manner which more
closely reflects the ability of PHAs to fully utilize the funds pro-
vided.

The Committee understands that the Department is currently
completing an in-depth study which should help identify the root
causes of the under-utilization problem. The Committee believes it
is imperative that the Department and the relevant congressional
Committees focus their efforts on identifying and developing effec-
tive solutions to those problems, and look forward to the results of
the Department’s study. The Department is directed to provide the
Committee with a copy of this study no later than January 8, 2003.

The recommendation includes the following:

—Renewal of expiring Section 8 contracts: $14,614,970,000 for re-
newals of project-based Section 8 contracts and Section 8 vouchers.

The Committee recommendation provides an appropriation of
$10,278,000,000 for Section 8 voucher and moderate rehabilitation
renewals, the total amount necessary to renew all housing units
currently leased using a Section 8 voucher and moderate rehabili-
tation including Moving-To-Work vouchers, as reported by PHAs on
their most recent financial statements. Language is included in the
bill allocating Section 8 voucher renewal funds based upon the
number of units leased and local and regional inflation factors.

In addition, the Committee has provided additional funding in a
central reserve fund, as described below, to be allocated by the Sec-
retary should a PHA require additional renewal funding for leased
units not reflected on their financial statements. The Committee
expects PHAs to utilize their available program reserves to the ex-
tent possible to cover these additional renewal costs prior to re-
questing additional funds from the central reserve fund. While
funds made available to a PHA for renewal costs, including central
reserve funds, may be used to enable a PHA to lease up to its fully
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authorized (reserved) level, a PHA may not use such funds to ex-
ceed its reserved level.

Pursuant to the budget request, no new funding is provided for
project-based Section 8 contract amendments for fiscal year 2003,
and instead assumes that amendment requirements will be met
through recaptures.

Consistent with the manner in which project-based Section 8 ad-
ministrative costs are funded, the Committee has appropriated
funds for administrative costs and other expenses of the Section 8
voucher program separately rather than including this amount
within the funds provided for voucher renewals.

—Central Reserve Fund: $280,000,000 for a central reserve fund
to be allocated by the Secretary to PHAs requiring additional re-
newal funds beyond amounts otherwise available to a PHA. The
Secretary may also use such amounts as necessary to replenish
PHA program reserve accounts.

In addition, the Committee recognizes that some PHAs can suc-
cessfully use additional section 8 vouchers above their current au-
thorized level to increase the number of families and individuals
served by the program. For the last three years, the Committee
provided additional funding for this purpose as incremental vouch-
er funding to be distributed competitively to eligible PHAs. How-
ever, delays in the award of these vouchers each year resulted in
the vast majority of these vouchers going unused for that year.
Therefore, the Committee has instead included language to permit
the Secretary to use any amounts remaining in the central reserve
fund which are not otherwise needed for renewal costs to provide
additional vouchers to eligible PHAs. In order to be eligible for ad-
ditional vouchers, a PHA must have a 97 percent lease up rate and
be able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Secretary that
such additional vouchers will be put under lease within 90 days of
funds being provided. Should such additional vouchers not be put
under lease within 180 days, the Secretary shall recapture the un-
used vouchers for reallocation to other eligible PHAs. The Com-
mittee expects the Secretary to establish such criteria as necessary
to ensure an equitable distribution of additional vouchers among
eligible applicants. Language is included limiting the amount of ad-
ditional voucher assistance provided to an individual PHA to not
more than 10 percent of the total funds available.

Funding included for the central reserve fund is only to be for
rental subsidy costs and replenishment of program reserves. Fund-
ing for associated administrative expenses has been provided for
separately within this account.

Language is included which sets forth the allowable uses of the
fund and reporting requirements.

Language is also included directing the Secretary to provide
quarterly reports to the Committee on the use of funds from the
central reserve fund in accordance with the following direction:
such report shall include, at a minimum, the amount of funding
distributed for additional renewal costs, delineated by PHA; the
amount of funding used to replenish program reserves, delineated
by PHA; the amount of additional voucher assistance provided to
eligible PHASs, delineated by PHA; the amount of any recaptures,
delineated by PHA; and the total balance remaining in the fund.
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The Secretary is directed to provide the first quarterly report no
later than January 31, 2003.

—Tenant Protection: $234,017,000 for tenant protection activities
to replace lost project-based section 8 assistance with tenant-based
assistance; for conversion of section 202 and section 23 projects to
section 8 assistance; for the family unification program; and for the
witness protection program. Again this year, funding for new
vouchers under the HOPE VI program is provided within the Revi-
talization of Severely Distressed Public Housing (HOPE VI) ac-
count. Funding included for tenant protection is only to be used for
rental subsidies. Funding for associated administrative expenses is
provided separately within this account.

—Incremental Vouchers: $36,000,000 for incremental vouchers to
be made available to non-elderly, disabled residents who are af-
fected by the designation of public and assisted housing as “elderly-
only” developments. The recommendation reflects the Committee’s
belief that Section 8 voucher assistance is an effective and nec-
essary tool for helping people with disabilities live integrated lives
in their home communities. Many people with disabilities are de-
pendent on Supplemental Security Income or have very low paying
jobs. Absent this rental subsidy, affordable housing for individuals
with disabilities is extremely difficult to find. Therefore, language
is included in the bill earmarking these amounts for additional
vouchers for the Section 8 voucher program for people with disabil-
ities.

Funding included for incremental vouchers is only to be used for
rental subsidies. Funding for associated administrative expenses is
provided separately within this account.

—Family Self-Sufficiency Coordinators: $46,000,000 for service
coordinator staff in each eligible public housing agency.

—Administrative Costs—Section 8 Voucher Program: not to ex-
ceed $1,177,000,000 for PHA administrative costs and other ex-
penses to administer the Section 8 program, of which $50,000,000
is for associated administrative expenses related to incremental
vouchers and new tenant protection vouchers, as well as additional
administrative costs associated with renewals funded from the cen-
tral reserve fund.

For the last four years, the Committee has attempted to limit the
increase in administrative costs and other expenses of the section
8 program by including a limitation in the bill. However, adminis-
trative costs have continued to rise, and now account for 10 percent
of the total cost of the Section 8 program. The Committee believes
that appropriate funding should be made available to ensure that
PHASs can effectively run their Section 8 voucher programs, includ-
ing providing assistance to hard to house families and individuals.
However the Committee believes that a 10 percent rate is more
than sufficient to provide the necessary resources to effectively run
a successful Section 8 voucher program. In addition, the Committee
is concerned that HUD currently allows PHASs to deposit any excess
fees not used to administer the Section 8 program into an adminis-
trative fee reserve account which can then be used for other pur-
poses unrelated to the Section 8 program. This practice has re-
sulted in current unspent balances in these administrative fee re-
serve totaling over $830,000,000. Language is therefore included in
the bill to limit administrative fees and other expenses to no more
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than 10 percent of the rental subsidy paid, and to require that ad-
ministrative fee reserve balances be used to support the Section 8
program, particularly activities which assist hard to house families
and individuals.

Given the large amount of excess balances, the Committee be-
lieves that the current fee structure should be re-evaluated to as-
sess the actual costs associated with running a successful Section
8 voucher program. Language is included in the bill requiring the
Department to provide a report to the Committee no later than
March 1, 2003 on the administrative costs and other expenses asso-
ciated with the Section 8 voucher program. Such report shall in-
clude, but not be limited to, the following: the total amount of ad-
ministrative fees paid compared to actual administrative costs in
fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002; the total amount of administra-
tive fee reserve funds used to support non-Section 8 programs, and
the purposes for which the funds were used; a comparison of the
administrative fees structure used for the Section 8 voucher pro-
gram as compared to the current administrative fee structure used
for the Section 8 project-based program; and recommendations for
changes to the administrative fee structures to better align fees
with actual costs.

—Administrative Costs—Project-Based Section 8 Program:
$196,000,000 for contractors to administer the project-based section
8 program.

—Working Capital Fund: not less than $3,000,000 for transfer to
the Working Capital Fund for the development of and modifications
to information technology systems.

Consistent with the budget request, the Committee recommends
$4,200,000,000 in advance appropriations. In addition, the Com-
mittee recommends a rescission of $1,300,000,000 from this account
to be derived from the recapture of section 8 funds provided in fis-
cal year 2002 and prior years, instead of $1,100,000,000 assumed
in the budget request.

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

$2,843,400,000
2.,843.400,000

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ....
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation .........

Fiscal year 2003 budget request ............. - 2.425.900.000
Comparison with Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..........ccccccecvcevvies eeviveneeeiieesieeneenans
Comparison with Fiscal year 2003 budget request ........ccccueeeuneee. +417,500,000

The Public Housing Capital Fund provides funding for public
housing capital programs, including public housing development,
modernization, and amendments. Examples of capital moderniza-
tion projects include replacing roofs and windows, improving com-
mon spaces, upgrading electrical and plumbing systems, and ren-
ovating the interior of an apartment.

The Committee recommendation includes $2,843,400,000 for this
program, an increase of $417,500,000 above the request and the
same amount provided in fiscal year 2002.

The Committee appreciates the need to modernize public housing
and continues to believe that the residents of public housing de-
serve timely facilities improvements. Congressional concerns over
delays in the expenditure of public housing capital funds led to the
enactment of several provisions in the Quality Housing and Work
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Responsibility Act (QHWRA) of 1998 to compel more timely comple-
tion of needed repair and modernization work to the public housing
stock. Section 9(j) of QHWRA required PHAs to obligate their funds
within 24-months and spend such funds within 48 months. Pursu-
ant to the statute, a PHA failing to comply with these statutory
deadlines would have all capital funding withheld and unspent
funds would be subject to recapture. Under QHWRA, funds with-
held and recaptured are to be redistributed to PHAs which have
proven capable of utilizing their funds. The Committee remains
concerned that four years after enactment of the statute, HUD has
yet to implement these statutory provisions. Therefore, language is
included in the bill requiring the Secretary to issue final regula-
tions to implement that statute no later than May 1, 2003.

In the interim, the Committee has continued language, included
in the fiscal year 2002 bill, designating $550,000,000 to be distrib-
uted only to those PHAs which have met the 24-month and 48-
month statutory requirements to obligate and expend their funds
in accordance with QHWRA. This will ensure that those PHAs
which have demonstrated an ability to fully utilize their funds re-
ceive funds in addition to their annual accrued maintenance alloca-
tion to continue addressing their backlog requirements in fiscal
year 2003.

The Committee appreciates the quarterly reports on the obliga-
tion and expenditure of capital funds which have been provided by
HUD. The Committee directs HUD to continue to provide these
quarterly reports to the Committee, with the first such report to be
provided no later than February 1, 2003.

The Committee recommendation does not include funding, or the
necessary authorization language, for the Public Housing Reinvest-
ment Initiative proposed by the Administration. While the Com-
mittee is interested in exploring additional mechanisms to leverage
private sector financing for improvements in public housing, the
Committee believes that such proposals need to be more fully ex-
amined before significant statutory and funding changes are made.
The Committee understands that under existing statutory authori-
ties, some PHAs have in fact successfully pursued private financ-
ing. The Committee requests that the Department provide a report
to the Committee no later than March 1, 2003, on those PHAs
which have entered into private financing partnerships for capital
modernization needs, and the results of those partnerships.

The recommendation also includes funding for the following ac-
tivities, as proposed in the budget: $51,000,000 for technical assist-
ance activities; $500,000 for section 23 lease adjustments;
$55,000,000 for the Resident Opportunity and Self-Sufficiency pro-
gram; $15,000,000 for the Neighborhood Networks initiative pro-
gram; up to $75,000,000 for emergency and natural disaster needs;
and no less than $18,600,000 for transfer to the Working Capital
Fund to support the development of and modifications to informa-
tion technology systems which support Public and Indian Housing
activities.
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PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........c.cccceeevveeerciveeenieeeenneeennnenns $3,600,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 3,494,868,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 3,530,000,000
Comparison with Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ......... +105,132,000

Comparison with Fiscal year 2003 budget request +70,000,000

The Public Housing Operating Fund (PHOF) subsidizes the costs
associated with operating and maintaining public housing. This
subsidy supplements funding received by public housing authorities
(PHA) from tenant rent contributions and other income. In accord-
ance with section 9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as
amended, funds are allocated by formula to public housing authori-
ties for the following purposes: utility costs; anticrime and anti-
drug activities, including the costs of providing adequate security;
routine maintenance cost; administrative costs; and general oper-
ating expenses.

The Committee recommends $3,600,000,000 to subsidize PHASs’
fiscal year 2003 operating costs, an increase of $105,132,000 above
the fiscal year 2002 level, and $70,000,000 above the request. Of
this amount, $10,000,000 is for transfer to the Department of Jus-
tice to be allocated by the Attorney General through existing pro-
grams, such as Weed and Seed, to those areas where additional as-
sistance is needed to augment Federal, State and local efforts to ef-
fectively fight crime and drugs in public housing.

The Committee notes that PHAs are authorized to use their op-
erating and capital funds for anti-crime and anti-drug activities.
All activities previously authorized under the public housing drug
elimination program (PHDEP) are permissible activities under the
operating and capital fund accounts. The Committee further notes
that PHAs currently have unspent PHDEP funding which the
Committee expects that PHAs continue to use. Further, the Com-
mittee encourages PHAs to continue to support such programs
from within their operating and capital funds.

The recommendation does not include requested language ear-
marking $120,000,000 for the proposed Public Housing Reinvest-
ment Intitiative.

Language is also continued in the bill, carried in prior years,
which prohibits funds from being used for section 9(k) activities.
Language is not included making funds available for two years.

REVITALIZATION OF SEVERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC HOUSING (HOPE VI)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..........ccccceeevveeenciveeenereeeneeeennnnennn $574,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 573,735,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 574,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ... +265,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........cccccvveenneen. 0

The Revitalization of Severely Distressed Public Housing pro-
gram, also known as HOPE VI, provides competitive grants to pub-
lic housing authorities to revitalize entire neighborhoods adversely
impacted by the presence of badly deteriorated public housing
projects. In addition to developing and constructing new affordable
housing, the program provides PHAs with the authority to demol-
ish obsolete projects and to provide self-sufficiency services for fam-
ilies who reside in and around the facility.
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The Committee recommends funding HOPE VI at $574,000,000,
as requested, an increase of $265,000 above the amount provided
in fiscal year 2002. Of the total amount provided, $6,250,000 is for
technical assistance and $5,000,000 is for the Neighborhood Net-
works program, as requested, and the same amounts provided for
these activities in fiscal year 2002.

The recommendation does not include requested language ear-
marking up to $50,000,000 in HOPE VI funds for the proposed
Public Housing Reinvestment Initiative. Language is included in
the bill making funds available for two years.

The Committee is aware of concerns that the HOPE VI Program
has resulted in the displacement of existing residents of public
housing. The Committee requests that the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) take these concerns into
account in its selection criteria and report back to the Committee
on its actions by March 1, 2003.

NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $649,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... 648,570,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .. 646,594,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ... +430,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceevueeeneee. +2,406,000

The Native American Housing Block Grants program provides
funds to Indian tribes and their tribally-designated housing entities
(TDHESs) to address housing needs within their communities. The
block grant is designed to fund a TDHE’s operating requirements
and capital needs.

The Committee recommends $649,000,000 for this account, an in-
crease of $2,406,000 above the budget request, and $430,000 above
the fiscal year 2002 level. The recommendation includes the fol-
lowing: $2,000,000 for the section 601 Loan Guarantee program to
guarantee a total loan volume of $16,658,000; $3,000,000 for in-
spections, training, travel costs, and technical assistance;
$2,200,000 for the National American Indian Housing Council to
conduct training programs and to provide technical assistance; no
less than $600,000 for transfer to the Working Capital Fund for in-
formation technology systems development and modifications; and
$150,000 for transfer to the HUD salaries and expenses account for
administrative expenses.

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation on di-

Program account rect loans

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $5,300,000 $197,243,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 5,987,000 234,283,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 5,200,000 197,243,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation — 687,000 — 37,040,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +100,000 0

Section 184 of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1992 establishes a loan guarantee program for Native Americans
to build or purchase homes on trust land. This program provides
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access to sources of private financing for Indian families and In-
dian housing authorities that otherwise cannot acquire financing
because of the unique legal status of Indian trust land. This financ-
ing vehicle enables families to construct new homes or to purchase
existing properties on reservations.

The Committee recommends $5,300,000 for the section 184 Loan
Guarantee program to guarantee a total loan volume of
$197,243,000, an increase of $100,000 above the amount requested.
Of the amount provided, $5,200,000 is for costs associated with
guarantees under the section 184 program, and $100,000 is for the
Indian Land Title Report Commission authorized pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 106-569. Language is included transferring $200,000 to the
HUD salaries and expenses account for administrative expenses.
Language is also included designating $100,000 for the Commis-
sion.

NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANT

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..........c..ccoeceeeieeniensieenienneeneeennen. 10
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ........ 10
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......c.ccceceevueennnen. 10,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...... 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..... e 1-10,000,000

1In fiscal year 2002, funding for this program was provided under the Community Development Fund.

The Hawaiian Homelands Homeownership Act of 2000 created
the Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant program to provide
grants to the State of Hawaii Department of Hawaiian Home
Lands (DHHL) for housing and housing related assistance to de-
velop, maintain and operate affordable housing for eligible low-in-
come Native Hawaiian families.

The Committee does not recommend funding for this program as
a separate account as proposed in the budget, but instead con-
tinues funding for this program under the Community Develop-
ment Fund as provided in fiscal year 2002.

NATIVE HAWAIIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation on di-

Program account rect loans

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $1,035,000 $39,712,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 1,000,000 40,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 1,035,000 39,712,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation +35,000 —312,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0 0

The Hawaiian Homelands Homeownership Act of 2000 created
the Native Hawaiian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund program to
provide loan guarantees for native Hawaiian individuals and their
families, the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands, the Office of
Hawaiian Affairs, and private nonprofit organizations experienced
in the planning and development of affordable housing for Native
Hawaiians for the purchase, construction, and/or rehabilitation of
single-family homes on Hawaiian Home Lands. This program pro-
vides access to private sources of financing that would otherwise
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not be available because of the unique legal status of Hawaiian
Home Lands.

The Committee recommends $1,035,000 for this program to guar-
antee a total loan volume of $39,712,000, the full amount re-
quested. Language is included transferring $35,000 to the HUD
salaries and expenses account for administrative expenses.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccvenneene $292,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... 277,432,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......c.ccceeveveecverennenn. 292,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +14,568,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccvveenneen. 0

The Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) pro-
gram is authorized by the Housing Opportunities for Persons with
AIDS Act. This program provides States and localities with re-
sources and incentives to devise long-term comprehensive strate-
gies to meet the housing needs of persons with HIV/AIDS and their
families. Ninety percent of funding is distributed by formula to
qualifying States and metropolitan areas on the basis of the cumu-
lative number and incidences of AIDS reported to the Centers for
Disease Control. The remaining 10 percent of funding is distributed
through a national competition. Government recipients are re-
quired to have a HUD-approved Comprehensive Plan/Comprehen-
sive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS).

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends $292,000,000,
an increase of $14,568,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level, and the
full amount requested. The increase will allow funding for new ju-
risdictions expected to become eligible for funding in fiscal year
2003, while maintaining funding for existing jurisdictions. Within
the total amount provided, $2,000,000 is for technical assistance,
training and oversight as requested.

Language is included making funds available for two years. Lan-
guage is also included, carried in fiscal year 2002, which requires
the Secretary to renew expiring permanent supportive housing con-
tracts previously funded under the national competition which
meet all program requirements before awarding new competitive
grants.

RURAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeevieenieeniienieenieeneeennen. $25,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 25,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......c.ccceecvevevciverennnnn. 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +25,000,000

The Committee recommends $25,000,000 for the Rural Housing
and Economic Development program, the same level provided in
fiscal year 2002. The fiscal year 2003 budget requested elimination
of funding for this program. Language is included, carried in pre-
vious years, requiring the Department to competitively award
funds for this program no later than June 30, 2003.
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EMPOWERMENT ZONES/ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccceeeeeveeeecieeeerneeeesveeescnnenns $30,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 45,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeenneen. —15,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccvveenneen. +30,000,000

This account provides discretionary grant funding to 15 urban
Enterprise Zones and Enterprise Communities (EZ/ECs) designated
in Round II.

The statute which created Round II EZ/ECs did not authorize
discretionary grant funding for these communities, but instead au-
thorized tax incentives to stimulate revitalization efforts in these
communities. However, since fiscal year 1999, discretionary grant
funds have been provided under this account. Therefore, the Com-
mittee recommends $30,000,000 in continued grant funding for the
15 urban Round II EZ/ECs. Language is making these funds avail-
able for obligation for three years, consistent with the funds avail-
ability provided for other community development activities funded
within the Department.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $5,000,000,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 5,000,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......ccccceeevveeeiieeeecieeeeieeeeevee e 4,715,500,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeeneeen. 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccvveenneen. +284,500,000

The Community Development Fund provides funding to State
and local governments, and to other entities that carry out commu-
nity and economic development activities under various programs.

The Committee recommends a total of $5,000,000,000 for the
Community Development Fund account, the same level provided in
fiscal year 2002. Funding under this account is allocated as follows:

—$4,577,000,000 for Community Development Block Grant
formula grants;
—$70,000,000 for Native American Community Development
Block Grants;
—$9,600,000 for the Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant
program;
—$29,500,000 for the National Community Development Ini-
tiative (NCDI), as follows:
$4,500,000 for Habitat for Humanity capacity building
activities; and
$25,000,000 for the Enterprise Foundation and LISC ca-
pacity building activities, including $5,000,000 for activi-
ties in rural areas;
—$33,500,000 for section 107 activities, as follows:
$7,000,000 for insular areas;
$10,500,000 for Historically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities;
$3,000,000 for Community Development Work Study;
$5,500,000 for Hispanic Serving Institutions; and
$7,500,000 for Community Outreach Partnerships;
—$3,300,000 for the Housing Assistance Council;
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—$2,200,000 for the National American Indian Housing
Council;

—$5,000,000 for the National Housing Development Cor-
poration (NHDC), for continuation of its program of acquisi-
tion, rehabilitation and preservation of at-risk affordable hous-
ing;

—$5,000,000 for the National Council of La Raza, for its na-
tional HOPE Fund to leverage additional investments in af-
fordable housing and community development projects;

—$28,500,000 for the Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity
Program (SHOP);

—$65,000,000 for Youthbuild, including $2,000,000 for capac-
ity building activities;

—$144,600,000 for economic development initiatives. The
Committee notes that numerous programs funded throughout
the bill provide assistance to communities in economic develop-
ment, but recognizes that gaps in financing do exist for com-
munity economic development activities. The Committee has
therefore provided funding for initial planning activities and
for “brick and mortar” construction, renovation and rehabilita-
tion activities for economic development projects. The Com-
mittee expects that this targeted Federal investment will act
as a catalyst to promote additional Federal, State and local in-
vestment in these economic development projects. Thus, the
Committee has not included funding under this account for
water, sewer, and wastewater infrastructure, land acquisition,
building demolition or acquisition, road construction, or envi-
ronmental cleanup activities, as these activities are tradition-
ally funded by other Federal, State and local programs. Con-
sistent with previous appropriations Acts, funds provided for
economic development initiatives may not be used for oper-
ating expenses of a facility, program or organization, and costs
associated with grant and project administration are limited to
no more than 20 percent of the total grant award. The Com-
mittee notes that projects receiving funding must comply with
the environmental review requirements set forth in section
305(c) of the Multifamily Housing Property Disposition Act of
1994 (42 U.S.C. 3547); the Committee will not entertain waiv-
ers of this requirement. In addition, funds may not be used for
reimbursement of expenses incurred prior to the receipt of eco-
nomic development initiative funding. Targeted grants shall be
provided as follows:

1. $225,000 to continue the rehabilitation of the former Alas-
ka Pulp Company mill site in Sitka, Alaska;

2. $225,000 to the City of Craig, Alaska for construction of
a Marine Industrial Park;

3. $450,000 to the City of Petersburg, Alaska for construction
of an aquatic center;

4. $25,000 to the Northwest Alabama Children’s Advocacy
Center in Florence, Alabama for facility renovations;

5. $50,000 to the City of Athens, Alabama for construction of
an Alabama Korean War Veterans Memorial,

6. $50,000 to the City of Tuscumbia, Alabama for construc-
tion of facilities associated with the Helen Keller festival,



37

7. $75,000 to the City of Huntsville, Alabama for facilities
construction for the Alabama Constitution Village Plaza;

8. $100,000 for construction of the Northeast Etowah County
Community and Senior Center, Alabama;

9. $100,000 to the Birmingham, Alabama Regional Planning
Commission for an economic development planning study;

10. $100,000 to the City of Decatur, Alabama for planning
for a Technical Training Center;

11. $100,000 to the Historic Huntsville Foundation in Hunts-
ville, Alabama for sidewalks, curbs, street lighting, outdoor fur-
niture and facade improvements in the Mill Village neighbor-
hood,;

12. $100,000 to the Northwest Alabama Mental Health Cen-
ter for facilities renovation;

13. $108,000 to the Randolph County Commission for facili-
ties renovation for the restoration of the historic Randolph
County Courthouse and Annexes in Wedowee, Alabama,;

14. $135,000 to the Clay County Commission for facilities
renovations for the restoration of the historic Clay County
Courthouse, Alabama;

15. $150,000 for Lawson State Community College in Ala-
bama for facilities construction for an information technology
training and placement service center;

16. $150,000 to Collinsville, Alabama for renovation of the
Collinsville Public Library;

17. $150,000 to the Russellville Hispanic Coalition of Ala-
bama for building renovations;

18. $200,000 to Fayette County, Alabama for construction of
the Fayette County Agribusiness Facility;

19. $225,000 to Huntingdon College in Montgomery, Ala-
bama for repairs and renovations to the Bellingrath Natural
Sciences facility;

20. $225,000 to Jefferson County, Alabama for renovation
and expansion of the Leroy Brown Health Education Building;

21. $225,000 to the National Peanut Festival Fairgrounds for
construction of the National Peanut Festival Agriculture Arena
in Dothan, Alabama;

22. $250,000 to the Northwest Alabama Council of Local
Governments in Muscle Shoals, Alabama for the construction
of a joint economic development facility to be used by the
Shoals Economic Development Authority and the Shoals
Chamber of Commerce;

23. $750,000 to the National Children’s Advocacy Center in
Huntsville, Alabama for construction of a research and train-
ing campus;

24. $1,800,000 to Spring Hill College in Mobile, Alabama for
construction of a new library and Regional Resource Learning
Center;

25. $200,000 to the City of Bradley, Arkansas for construc-
tion of a community center;

26. $200,000 to the Dermott City Community Nursing Home
in Dermott, Arkansas for facilities construction and buildout;

27. $225,000 for construction of the North Arkansas College
Conference and Workforce Center in Harrison, Arkansas;
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28. $175,000 to the County of Santa Cruz, Arizona for res-
toration of a historic building;

29. $200,000 to the Town of Guadalupe, Arizona for renova-
tions to the Mercado shopping center;

30. $225,000 to the Boys and Girls Club of Scottsdale for fa-
cility construction in Fountain Hills, Arizona;

31. $405,000 to the National Law Center for Inter-American
Free Trade in Tucson, Arizona for facilities construction;

32. $450,000 to Arizona State University for facilities con-
struction for the Center for Basic Research and Applied Re-
search within the Barry M. Goldwater Center for Science and
Engineering;

33. $50,000 to Southeast-Rio Vista YMCA in Huntington
Park, California for renovation of a building;

34. $75,000 to Culver City, California for facilities restora-
tion of a theatre;

35. $90,000 to the County of San Bernardino, California for
facilities renovation, sidewalk and facade improvements of the
Crestline Revitalization/Houston Creek project;

36. $90,000 to the County of San Bernardino, California for
facilities expansion for the Big Bear Zoo;

37. $450,000 to Kelysville Senior Center in Lake County,
California for renovations of a facility into a senior center;

38. $100,000 to Occidental College in Los Angeles, California
for continued construction of a science center;

39. $100,000 to the American Film Institute in Los Angeles,
California for renovation of facilities;

40. $100,000 to the Boys and Girls Club of National City,
California for facilities repairs at the Wayne Sevier Memorial
Gymnasium;

41. $100,000 to the City of Carpinteria, California for facili-
ties modernization and renovation of the Carpinteria Veteran’s
Memorial Building;

42. $100,000 to the City of El Monte, California for construc-
tion of a teen and education center;

43. $100,000 to the City of Fontana, California for restora-
tion and renovation of recreational facilities;

44. $100,000 to the City of Fresno, California for facilities
construction at the Roeding Business Park;

45. $100,000 to the City of Garden Grove, California for fa-
cilities construction at the West Haven Community Center;

46. $100,000 to the City of La Puente, California for con-
struction of a youth activity and learning center;

47. $100,000 to the City of Lawndale, California for construc-
tion of a new senior center;

48. $100,000 to the City of Palo Alto, California for the reha-
bilitation and expansion of the Childrens’ Library;

49. $100,000 to the City of San Diego, California for con-
struction of the Elm Street residences for transitional housing;

50. $100,000 to the City of San Fernando, California for a
feasibility study of business redevelopment focused on major
commercial corridors;

51. $100,000 to the Contra Costa Community College in Cali-
fornia for the Regional Training Institute’s facility renovation;
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52. $100,000 to the Intergenerational Daycare Center, Orga-
nization for the Needs of the Elderly in Van Nuys, California
for facility construction;

53. $100,000 to the Tech Museum of Innovation in San Jose,
California for renovations necessary for theater improvements;

54. $100,000 to the Watts Theatre and Education Center in
Los Angeles, California for renovations to the center;

55. $100,000 to the YMCA of San Francisco, California for
construction of a facility in the Bayview-Hunters Point neigh-
borhood and rehabilitation of the Chinatown facility;

56. $125,000 for El Rescate in Los Angeles, California for
renovation of a facility to house a social service agency;

57. $125,000 to the SRO Housing Corporation in Los Ange-
les, California for facilities construction for the James Wood
Memorial Community Center;

58. $135,000 to the City of Lancaster, California for renova-
tion of the Antelope Valley Mental Health Association head-
quarters building;

59. $135,000 to the City of Twentynine Palms, California for
construction of the Twentynine Palms Visitor Center;

60. $135,000 to the Hi-Desert Medical Center in Joshua
Tree, California for facilities expansion for the Obstetrics Cen-
ter;

61. $135,000 to the History Department of the Natural His-
tory Museum of Los Angeles County for facility improvements
for the William S. Hart Museum in Newhall, California;

62. $135,000 to the Tri-Counties Easter Seals for construc-
tion of a child development center in Ventura County, Cali-
fornia;

63. $150,000 to the City of San Rafael, California for renova-
tion of the Pickleweed Park Community Center;

64. $150,000 to the City of Santa Monica, California for ren-
ovation of a historic structure for use as a visitor center;

65. $150,000 to the Spanish Speaking Unity Council in Oak-
land, California for rehabilitation of affordable elderly housing;

66. $180,000 to the City of Lancaster, California for facilities
construction and improvements for the National Soccer Center;

67. $180,000 to the City of Temecula, California for construc-
tion of the Gymnasium-Old Town Temecula;

68. $180,000 to the Community Action Partnership of Kern,
California for construction of a food bank;

69. $200,000 to the City of Vallejo, California for historic
structure renovations at Mare Island,;

70. $200,000 to the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Agency in Sacramento, California for construction of a learning
center;

71. $225,000 to the Agua Caliente Cultural Museum in Palm
Springs, California for facilities construction;

72. $225,000 to the City of Diamond Bar, California for con-
struction of a community center;

73. $225,000 to the City of East Palo Alto, California for fa-
cilities construction at the Ravenswood Industrial park;

74. $225,000 to the City of Ripon, California for construction
of a Youth Center Complex;
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75. $225,000 to the City of Riverside, California for facilities
construction for the Riverside Regional Technology Transfer
Center;

76. $225,000 to the City of Stockton, California for renova-
tion of the Fox Theatre;

77. $225,000 to the East County YMCA in La Mesa, Cali-
fornia for facilities construction and improvements;

78. $225,000 to the Sweetwater Authority for recreation fa-
cilities construction at Sweetwater and Loveland Reservoirs in
San Diego County, California;

79. $250,000 to the City of Eureka, California for construc-
tion of a waterfront facility as part of the downtown revitaliza-
tion;

80. $250,000 to the City of Inglewood, California for con-
struction of a senior center;

81. $270,000 to the Fund for the Preservation of the Cali-
fornia State Mining and Mineral Museum for facilities con-
struction in Mariposa, California;

82. $300,000 to the City of Salinas, California for construc-
tion of recreational facilities;

83. $315,000 to the City of Citrus Heights, California for fa-
cilities construction for the Sayonara Neighborhood revitaliza-
tion project;

84. $315,000 to the City of Shasta Lake, California for con-
struction of a senior housing complex;

85. $360,000 to the Kern County Office of Education for fa-
cilities construction for the Mobility Opportunities via Edu-
cation project in Southeast Bakersfield, California;

86. $360,000 to the West Side Park and Recreation District
for renovation of the Taft Community Pool in Taft, California;

87. $400,000 to the City of San Francisco, California for con-
struction of the Mission Bay Senior Housing Project;

88. $450,000 to the Boys and Girls Club of Las Virgenes, Inc.
Eor facilities construction in the City of Thousand Oaks, Cali-
ornia;

89. $450,000 to the City of La Mesa, California for facilities
construction and improvements for the La Mesa PARKS
Project;

90. $100,000 to Children’s Hospital, San Diego, California for
facilities construction for the Convalescent Hospital,

91. $450,000 to the City of Westminster, California for con-
struction of a community center;

92. $450,000 to the Palomar YMCA in Escondido, California
for construction of an aquatic center;

93. $450,000 to the Town of Apple Valley, California for con-
struction of an aquatic center;

94. $900,000 to the City of Rancho Cucamonga, California
for construction of a senior center;

95. $100,000 to Arvada Center for the Arts and Humanities
in Arvada, Colorado for facilities expansion,;

96. $100,000 to the City of Aurora, Colorado for planning re-
lated to Fitzsimons Commons;

97. $450,000 to the Harp Foundation for construction of the
Historic Arkansas Riverwalk “Link” Project of Pueblo, Colo-
rado;
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98. $100,000 for the Hartt School of Performing Arts Edu-
cation Center in West Hartford, Connecticut for building ren-
ovations;

99. $100,000 to the City of Meriden, Connecticut for a study
to determine the feasibility of the construction of a community
play house and arts center;

100. $100,000 to the City of Waterbury, Connecticut for an
economic feasibility study focused on construction of a multi-
purpose sports facility;

101. $100,000 to the Wadsworth Atheneum Museum of Art
in Hartford, Connecticut for renovation of facilities;

102. $150,000 to the town of Newtown, Connecticut for fu-
ture use planning and renovation of the Batshelder property;

103. $200,000 to Domestic Violence Services of Greater New
Haven, Connecticut for renovation and construction of a facility
for transitional housing;

104. $250,000 to Columbus House, Inc. in New Haven, Con-
necticut for construction of an emergency shelter for homeless
adults;

105. $315,000 to Mystic Seaport for a facilities restoration
and conversion project of the American Maritime Education
and Research Center in Mystic, Connecticut;

106. $450,000 to the Environmental Learning Centers of
Connecticut for facilities expansion for the Harry C. Barnes
Memorial Nature Center in Bristol, Connecticut;

107. $450,000 to the New Britain Museum of American Art
in New Britain, Connecticut for facility construction;

108. $100,000 to St. Petersburg, Florida for completion of fa-
cilities improvements at the Florida Botanical Garden and
Folk Cultural Center;

109. $125,000 to Santa Fe Community College in Gaines-
ville, Florida for construction of a fine arts building;

110. $125,000 to the City of Gainesville, Florida for sidewalk
and curb improvements;

111. $225,000 to the City of Clearwater, Florida for water-
front facilities construction of the “Beach by Design Initiative”;

112. $225,000 to the City of Jacksonville, Florida for facili-
ties construction for the Patriots Village Transitional Housing
Community;

113. $225,000 to the City of Ocoee, Florida for construction
of a senior citizens/veterans services center;

114. $225,000 to the City of Riviera Beach, Florida for con-
struction and renovation of facilities as part of the Urban Com-
mercial Retail Development Project;

115. $225,000 to the City of Sanford, Florida for construction
of a parking facility at the Hotel Conference Center;

116. $225,000 to the MainStreet Deland Association, Inc. for
restoration of the Athens Theatre in Deland, Florida;

117. $225,000 to the Tampa, Florida Port Authority for facili-
ties construction and renovation of a terminal;

118. $250,000 for Family Resources of St. Petersburg, Flor-
ida for construction of a crisis shelter and family counseling
center;
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119. $250,000 to Bethune Cookman College in Daytona
Beach, Florida for construction of a community services center
and student union;

120. $250,000 to the Community Aging and Retirement Serv-
ices (CARES) of Pasco County, Florida for renovation and build
out of the Crescent Enrichment Center & Theater in Dale City,
Florida;

121. $360,000 to the Wolfsonian-Florida International Uni-
versity of Miami Beach, Florida for facilities expansion and im-
provements;

122. $375,000 to the City of Plantation, Florida for construc-
tion of an amphitheater;

123. $400,000 for the City of Largo, Florida for construction
of a new downtown Largo library;

124. $400,000 to Refuge House in Tallahassee, Florida for
construction of a battered women’s shelter;

125. $450,000 to the Central Florida Community College in
Marion County, Florida for facilities construction for an infor-
mation technology center;

126. $450,000 to the Florida International University College
of Law in Miami, Florida for construction of facilities for a stu-
dent legal clinic;

127. $500,000 for facilities construction for the Stetson Uni-
versity College of Law Tampa, Florida campus;

128. $750,000 for facilities construction for Tampa Bay
Watch in Florida;

129. $750,000 to the Christopher Newport University Foun-
dation of Newport News, Virginia for facilities construction and
renovation;

130. $1,000,000 for construction of the Eckerd College Youth
Opportunity and Development Center in St. Petersburg, Flor-
ida;

131. $1,000,000 for the City of St. Petersburg, Florida Man-
hattan redevelopment project for facilities renovation and im-
provements for a business development center;

132. $1,000,000 for the historic restoration and renovation of
the Biltmore Hotel in Coral Gables, Florida;

133. $200,000 to Morehouse College in Atlanta, Georgia for
construction of a performing arts center;

134. $225,000 for facilities construction for the Dual Rail In-
dustrial Park in Dooly County, Georgia;

135. $225,000 for the Tommy Nobis Center in Marietta,
Georgia for facilities renovations and improvements;

136. $225,000 for the Warner Robins Museum of Aviation in
Houston County, Georgia for expansion of facilities for the
Century of Flight exhibit;

137. $225,000 to Mercer University of Macon, Georgia for fa-
cilities construction for the Critical Personnel Development
Program;

138. $225,000 to Rockdale County, Georgia for facilities con-
struction for the Georgia Veterans Park;

139. $225,000 to Wesleyan College of Macon, Georgia for the
restoration and renovation of historic buildings;
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140. $315,000 for the preservation of historic buildings at
Georgia College and State University, a Historically Women’s
Public College and University;

141. $450,000 to the Liberty County, Georgia Development
Authority for facilities construction at the Coastal MegaPark;

142. $150,000 to the YMCA of Honolulu, Hawaii for con-
struction of a multi-purpose community and recreation center;

143. $100,000 to the Mahaska County Crisis Intervention
Services Domestic Shelter in Oskaloosa, Iowa for facilities ren-
ovation of the domestic shelter;

144. $450,000 to Systems Unlimited, Inc. in the Iowa City/
Cedar Rapids community, Iowa for facilities expansion;

145. $450,000 to the City of Des Moines, Iowa for facilities
construction for the Des Moines Agrimergent Technology Park;

146. $450,000 to the City of Fort Dodge, Iowa for facility ren-
ovations for the Senior Citizens Campus project;

147. $360,000 to Idaho State University for construction of
the L.E. and Thelma E. Stephens Performing Arts Center;

148. $90,000 to Family House in Peoria, Illinois for facilities
construction;

149. $90,000 to the City of Normal, Illinois for facilities con-
struction according to the downtown redevelopment plan;

150. $100,000 to Family Focus in Evanston, Illinois for facili-
ties improvements;

151. $100,000 to Haymarket Center in Chicago, Illinois for
renovations to a facility to serve as drug intervention center;

152. $100,000 to Oak Lawn Children’s Museum in Oak
Lawn, Illinois for facilities renovations;

153. $100,000 to the Brookfield Zoo in Brookfield, Illinois for
construction of a learning center;

154. $100,000 to the Village of Hampton, Illinois for con-
struction of the Hampton Heritage Center;

155. $100,000 to the Village of Riverside, Illinois for restora-
tion of a historic structure;

156. $100,000 to the Village of South Holland, Illinois for fa-
cilities improvements for its community center;

157. $150,000 to Lewis and Clark Community College in
Godfrey, Illinois for construction of the Great Rivers Research
and Education Center;

158. $75,000 to Ridgeway Senior Center in Gallatin County,
Illinois for renovation of the senior center;

159. $150,000 to the Village of Olympia Fields, Illinois for
construction of a hall, public library and upgraded commuter
station;

160. $180,000 to Eureka College, Illinois for continued con-
struction of the Science and Technology Center;

161. $180,000 to Joliet Junior College in Joliet, Illinois for
construction of a multipurpose agricultural education and
event center;

162. $180,000 to the Centers for the Prevention of Abuse for
facilities construction in Peoria, Illinois;

163. $200,000 to the Safer Foundation in Chicago, Illinois for
renovation of a building into transitional housing;

164. $225,000 to DuPage County, Illinois for facilities ren-
ovations for the Convalescent Center Rehabilitation Project;
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165. $225,000 to Roosevelt University of Chicago, Illinois for
renovations to the auditorium building;

166. $225,000 to the American Red Cross of Greater Chicago,
Illinois for facilities construction;

167. $225,000 to the City of DeKalb, Illinois for rehabilita-
tion of facilities for the Downtown Community Center;

168. $225,000 to the Northfield Park District in Northfield,
Illinois for facilities construction;

169. $270,000 for facilities renovation for Teen Challenge in
Decatur, Illinois;

170. $450,000 to the City of Elgin, Illinois for construction of
pedestrian improvements;

171. $675,000 to the Village of Addison, Illinois for facilities
construction for the Addison Neighborhood Resource Center
and Park;

172. $1,400,000 to Rush-Presbyterian St. Luke’s Medical
Center in Chicago, Illinois for renovations to the life safety and
infant security facilities;

173. $150,000 to the City of Indianapolis, Indiana for con-
struction at the Life Sciences Research Park;

174. $315,000 to Tri-State University for facilities construc-
tion for the Center for Technology and On-Line Resources in
Angola, Indiana;

175. $450,000 to Madison Township, Indiana for construction
of a construction of a community center;

176. $450,000 to the James Whitcomb Riley Hospital for
Children in Indianapolis, Indiana for improving inpatient fa-
cilities for the Chistian Sarkine Autism Center;

177. $1,000,000 to Purdue University in West Lafayette, In-
diana for facilities construction for the Northwest Indiana Pur-
due Technology Center;

178. $150,000 to the Unified Government of Wyandotte
County and Kansas City, Kansas for sidewalk and curb im-
provements;

179. $180,000 for facilities renovation and expansion of the
Oaklawn Community Resource Center in Sedgwick County,
Kansas;

180. $180,000 for facilities renovations and improvements for
the Evergreen Public Library in Wichita, Kansas;

181. $315,000 to the City of Atchison, Kansas for construc-
tion of a riverfront plaza;

182. $315,000 to the Reno County Historical Society for the
Kansas Underground Salt Museum in Hutchinson, Kansas for
facilities construction and improvements;

183. $73,500 to Kentucky Refugee Ministries in Louisville,
Kentucky for renovation of facilities;

184. $75,000 to the Salvation Army/Boys and Girls Club—
Northfolk, in Louisville, Kentucky for the renovation of the
Northfolk community center;

185. $100,000 to the Greater Community Council in Louis-
ville, Kentucky for construction of a facility for low-income, dis-
abled persons;

186. $150,000 to Owen County, Kentucky for facilities con-
struction;
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187. $225,000 to Interlink Counseling in Louisville, Ken-
tucky for facilities construction;

188. $225,000 to the City of Lebanon, Kentucky for facilities
construction for the Center Square project;

189. $250,000 for the Trinity Family Life Center in Louis-
ville, Kentucky for facilities construction for afterschool pro-
grams;

190. $250,000 to the Community Economic Empowerment
Corporation of Louisville, Kentucky for construction of a com-
munity and family recreation center;

191. $250,000 to the First Gethsemane Center in Louisville,
Kentucky for renovation of facilities;

192. $250,000 to the Shiloh Community Renewal Center in
Louisville, Kentucky for facilities reconstruction and rehabilita-
tion;

193. $300,000 for the renovation of the Americana Commu-
nity Center in Louisville, Kentucky;

194. $315,000 to the Montgomery County Fiscal Court of
Kentucky for continued construction of a community center;

195. $315,000 to the the Monroe County Wellness Center,
Inc. of Monroe County, Kentucky for facilities construction;

196. $450,000 to Pine Mountain Settlement School of Harlan
County, Kentucky for facilities expansion and renovation;

197. $450,000 to the London-Laurel County Tourist Commis-
sion, Kentucky for facilities construction for the Blue-Gray
Civil War Theme Park;

198. $50,000 to the Town of Clinton, Louisiana for facilities
construction and improvements;

199. $75,000 to Iberia Parish, Louisiana for construction of
the New Iberia conference center;

200. $75,000 to Plan Baton Rouge, Louisiana for building
renovations;

201. $75,000 to St. Mary Parish, Louisiana for construction
of a wildlife refuge interpretive center;

202. $75,000 to the City of Donaldsonville, Louisiana for con-
struction of riverfront recreational facilities;

203. $75,000 to the City of Gonzales, Louisiana for building
and facade renovations and improvements in the downtown
historic district;

204. $75,000 to the City of Plaquemine, Louisiana for con-
struction of facilities including a farmers market;

205. $75,000 to the City of Port Allen, Louisiana for eco-
nomic development planning and facilities construction;

206. $75,000 to the Town of Golden Meadow, Louisiana for
construction and renovation of recreation facilities;

207. $75,000 to the Village of Cankton, Louisiana for facili-
ties renovations for a community center;

208. $90,000 to the City of New Iberia, Louisiana for facili-
ties construction as described in the master plan;

209. $90,000 to the New Orleans Regional Planning Commis-
sion, Louisiana for recreational facilities improvements and
buildout for St. Bernard, St. Charles and Plaquemines;

210. $90,000 to the Town of Grand Isle, Louisiana for con-
struction and buildout of the Isle Multi-Use Facility;
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211. $100,000 to the Amistad Research Center in New Orle-
ans, Louisiana for facilities construction;

212. $100,000 to the Mirabeau Family Learning Center, Inc.
in New Orleans, Louisiana for facilities construction;

213. $125,000 to the Acadia Economic Development Corpora-
tion in Crowley, Louisiana for facilities construction for a busi-
ness incubator;

214. $180,000 to Nichols State University in Thibodaux, Lou-
isiana for facilities construction for the Advanced Technology
Center;

215. $180,000 to the Port of South Louisiana for facilities
construction for the Globalplex Intermodal Terminal;

216. $180,000 to the Tangipahoa Parish School System in
Loranger, Louisiana for renovation and restoration of the
Loranger High School building;

217. $202,500 to the City of Mandeville, Louisiana for the
construction of an interpretive center as part of the Mandeville
Trailhead project;

218. $225,000 for the National Federation of the Blind, Cen-
ter for the Blind in Louisiana for facilities construction for the
National Research and Training Institute for the Blind;

219. $675,000 the Biomedical Research Foundation of North-
west Louisiana for construction of the InterTech science park;

220. $100,000 to Goodwill Industries of Springfield, Massa-
chusetts for facilities renovations;

221. $125,000 to the Veterans Benefit Clearinghouse in
Roxbury, Massachusetts for facilities renovation and mod-
ernization;

222. $150,000 to Salem State College in Massachusetts for
construction of an arts center/theater;

223. $150,000 to the Main South Community Development
Corporation in Worcester, Massachusetts for blight removal
and construction related to the Gardner-Kilby-Hammond
Street Neighborhood Revitalization project;

224. $175,000 to the City of Lowell, Massachusetts for con-
struction of the Jackson/Appleton/Middlesex Area garage;

225. $200,000 to the Berkshire Museum in Pittsfield, Massa-
chusetts for facilities renovation;

226. $325,000 to Girls Incorporated in Pittsfield, Massachu-
setts for facilities renovation;

227. $300,000 to the City of Springfield, Massachusetts for
renovations of a facility to house a public market;

228. $450,000 to the Massachusetts College of Pharmacy and
Health Sciences for construction of a new multi-use edu-
cational facilities;

229. $75,000 for Arena Stage for facilities construction in the
District of Columbia;

230. $75,000 to the Montgomery Housing Partnership in
Maryland for renovation of the Blair Park apartments;

231. $90,000 to Montgomery County, Maryland for facilities
construction for the Silver Spring Innovation Center;

232. $90,000 to the Maryland Soccer Foundation, Inc. for fa-
cilities construction for the SoccerPlex in South Germantown,
Maryland,;
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233. $90,000 to the Montgomery County Department of
Housing and Community Affairs, Maryland for building ren-
ovations, facade improvements, and sidewalk and beautifi-
cation improvements in Wheaton;

234. $90,000 to the Montgomery County Government of
Maryland for building renovations, facade improvements, and
sidewalk and beautification improvements for the Fenton
Street Village section of Silver Spring;

235. $100,000 to the City of District Heights, Maryland for
facilities construction in its commercial area;

236. $100,000 to the City of La Plata, Maryland for planning
of a parking facility;

237. $100,000 to the Melwood Horticultural Center in Upper
Marlboro, Maryland for planning necessary to construct a
multi-purpose job training and employment facility;

238. $100,000 to the Olney Theatre Center for the Arts in
Olney, Maryland for the construction of a theater;

239. $100,000 to the West Arlington Improvement Associa-
tion in Baltimore, Maryland for construction of youth multi-
purpose center;

240. $112,500 to the Rotary—PAL Building Corporation of
Frederick County, Maryland for facilities expansion for the
Sagner Community Center;

241. $150,000 to Prince Georges County, Maryland for ren-
ovation of a visitor center to accommodate a Space and Flight
Center;

242. $180,000 to the City of Rockville, Maryland for side-
walk, pedestrian amenities, lighting, and beautification im-
provements for the Rockville Town Center Redevelopment
Project;

243. $200,000 to St. Mary’s College in Maryland for water-
front facilities construction;

244. $315,000 to Baltimore Medical System of Baltimore,
Maryland for construction of a new community health center;

245. $100,000 for L/A Arts in Lewiston, Maine for the ren-
ovation and construction of the ArtsPlace program building;

246. $125,000 to the Franco-American Heritage Center at St.
Mary’s in Lewiston, Maine for renovate facilities into a per-
formance hall and museum;

247. $125,000 to the University of Maine for reconstruction
of the Jonesboro Blueberry Research Station;

248. $180,000 to the City of Biddeford, Maine for restoration
of the City Theater;

249. $90,000 to Cleary College in Howell, Michigan for con-
struction of the Center for Business and Community Excel-
lence;

250. $225,000 for the National Cherry Festival of Michigan
for the renovation of facilities;

251. $225,000 to the Michigan State Trust for Railway Pres-
ervation, Inc. for construction of facilities for the Steam Rail-
roading Institute’s “linear museum concept” in Shiawasse
County, Michigan,;

252. $250,000 for the FOCUS: HOPE Institute in Detroit,
Michigan for renovation of a job-training facility;
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253. $250,000 for the Structural Research and Development
Center at Lawrence Tech. University in Southfield, Michigan
for facilities construction and renovations;

254. $250,000 to Lighthouse of Oakland County, Inc. for fa-
cilities construction in Oakland County, Michigan;

255. $250,000 to the City of St. Ignace, Michigan for the con-
struction of a public library;

256. $250,000 to the Michigan Jewish Institute Academic Ac-
tivities facility for construction and renovation;

257. $250,000 to the National Center for Manufacturing
Sciences in Ann Arbor, Michigan for facilities construction;

258. $300,000 to the Virginia Park Community Investment,
Inc. in Detroit, Michigan for renovations of the Virginia Park
Shopping Center;

259. $450,000 to the Saginaw Chippewa Tribe of Michigan
for construction of facilities for the Victims of Crime Program;

260. $75,000 to the YWCA of St. Paul, Minnesota for facili-
ties renovations associated with expansion;

261. $150,000 to Southside Family Nurturing Center in Min-
neapolis, Minnesota for facility rehabilitation;

262. $200,000 to Detroit Lakes, Minnesota for construction of
a community center;

263. $200,000 to Leech Lake Tribal College in Cass Lake,
Minnesota for facilities expansion;

264. $200,000 to the Audubon Center of the North Woods in
Minnesota for capital construction costs and improvements;

265. $200,000 to the Vinland Center in Minnesota for facili-
ties improvements for the rehabilitation center;

266. $360,000 to the Cornerstone Advocacy Service, Inc. in
Bloomington, Minnesota for construction of a multi-purpose
Emergency Shelter and Family Services Center;

267. $600,000 to Reuben Lindh Family Services in Min-
neapolis, Minnesota for facility rehabilitation;

268. $50,000 to the City of Arnold, Missouri for recreation fa-
cility improvements;

269. $50,000 to the City of Maplewood, Missouri for recre-
ation facility improvements;

270. $50,000 to the Town of Herculaneum, Missouri for an
economic development and land use plan;

271. $90,000 to the City of Stanberry, Missouri for revitaliza-
tion of the city’s bandstand,;

272. $100,000 to the East-West Gateway Coordinating Coun-
cil in St. Louis, Missouri for a feasibility study in cooperation
with the University City Trolley Corporation;

273. $100,000 to the St. Louis, Missouri Parks Department
for recreation facility improvements;

274. $100,000 to United Inner Services, Inc. in Kansas City,
Missouri for construction of a community center;

275. $360,000 to the University of Missouri-Columbia for fa-
cilities construction for the Life Sciences Technology Incubator;

276. $900,000 to the City of Springfield, Missouri for con-
struction of a community multipurpose facility;

277. $900,000 to the City of St. Louis, Missouri for lighting,
sidewalks, curbs, and street furniture along Kings Highway
Boulevard and Chippewa Street;
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278. $100,000 to the City of Natchez, Mississippi for a feasi-
bility study to develop a slack water port;

279. $100,000 to the town of Wesson, Mississippi for the res-
toration of the Wesson School building;

280. $270,000 to The Mississippi Economic Growth Alliance
and Point of Presence (MEGAPOP) for facilities construction;

281. $315,000 to the Oktibbeha County Economic Develop-
ment Authority in Starkville, Mississippi for facilities construc-
tion for its E-Commerce Park;

282. $315,000 to the Missoula Food Bank, Montana for facili-
ties expansion and renovation;

283. $90,000 to the North Carolina Advanced Energy Cor-
poration in Raleigh, North Carolina for a feasibility study of
expanded application of the “System Vision” model of housing
construction;

284. $100,000 to OPC Mental Health in Carrboro, North
Carolina for construction, renovation and build out of Club In-
sight;

285. $100,000 to Orange County, North Carolina for con-
struction and build out of a farmer’s market facility;

286. $150,000 to Durham County, North Carolina for con-
struction and build out of a senior center, and construction,
renovation and build out of a homeless shelter;

287. $160,000 to the North Carolina Community Develop-
ment Initiative for renovation and build out of a vocational
training facility in Durham County, North Carolina and a
transitional housing facility in Durham, North Carolina;

288. $180,000 to the Catawba County, North Carolina His-
torical Association for restoration of facilities for the Harper
House—Hickory History Center;

289. $200,000 to the Town of Mooresville, North Carolina for
facilities expansion of the town’s historic library;

290. $225,000 for construction of the National Academy of
Forensics and Computer Investigations at Central Piedmont
Community College in Charlotte, North Carolina;

291. $225,000 to the Graveyard of the Atlantic Museum in
Dare County, North Carolina for continued facilities construc-
tion;

292. $270,000 to the Haywood County Agriculture and Ac-
tivities Center Association for construction of a multi-purpose
arena in Waynesville, North Carolina;

293. $400,000 to Faquay-Varina, North Carolina for down-
town revitalization consisting of sidewalks, islands, and a cen-
tral plaza;

294. $400,000 to UDI Community Development Corporation
in Durham, North Carolina for construction, renovation and
build out for a business incubator facility;

295. $450,000 for Wake Forest University and Winston-
Salem State University in North Carolina for construction of a
facility for the Idealliance program;

296. $350,000 to Scotland County, North Carolina for con-
struction and renovation of a community center;

297. $450,000 to the University of North Carolina at Greens-
boro, a Historically Women’s College and University, for res-
toration of historic buildings;
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298. $100,000 to Fort Totten, North Dakota for facilities con-
struction;

299. $100,000 to Fort Yates Hospital, in Fort Yates, North
Dakota for facilities renovations and construction;

300. $315,000 to Father Flanagan’s Girls and Boys Town of
Boys Town, Nebraska for the national priority projects of Girls
and Boys Town USA;

301. $585,000 to the City of Falls City, Nebraska for ren-
ovating and retrofitting a business industry incubator building;

302. $100,000 to Monmouth University in New Jersey for li-
brary facilities renovations;

303. $300,000 to the Greater Wakefield Resource Center in
Wakefield, New Hampshire for renovation of facilities;

304. $450,000 to the City of Concord, New Hampshire for fa-
cilities construction of the Sears Block Redevelopment project;

305. $700,000 to the New Hampshire Community Technical
College for renovation and facilities expansion for the Emerg-
ing Technology Center at Pease International Tradeport;

306. $100,000 to the Bergen County, New Jersey Community
Action Program for homeless shelter expansion needs;

307. $100,000 to the Borough of Fair Haven, New Jersey for
restoration of the historic Fisk Chapel,

308. $100,000 to the Hackensack University Medical Center
in Hackensack, New Jersey for facilities expansion of the Wom-
an’s and Children’s Pavilion;

309. $100,000 to the University of Medicine and Dentistry of
New dJersey in New Brunswick, New Jersey for construction of
the Child Health Institute;

310. $125,000 to Babyland Family Services in Newark, New
Jersey for facilities improvements;

311. $125,000 to Englewood Hospital and Medical Center in
New Jersey for modernization and expansion of the Emergency
and Outpatient Clinic;

312. $125,000 to Holy Name Hospital in Teaneck, New Jer-
sey for facilities expansion of the regional dialysis center;

313. $125,000 to the YMCA of Eastern Union County, New
Jersey for a building renovations at the Elizabeth, New Jersey
Branch;

314. $150,000 to the New Jersey Community Development
Corporation for facilities construction related to the Transpor-
tation Opportunity Center;

315. $180,000 to Atlantic City, New Jersey for renovation of
the All Wars Memorial Building;

316. $180,000 to AtlantiCare Behavioral Health of Atlantic
City, New Jersey for construction of a community mental
health center;

317. $200,000 to New Jersey City University for renovation
of the science hall;

318. $225,000 to the YMCA of Eastern Union County for ex-
pansion of child care facilities in Union, New Jersey;

319. $270,000 to Florence Township, New Jersey for con-
struction of a senior citizens center;

320. $450,000 to Burlington County, New Jersey for eco-
nomic development planning for the revitalization of the Mount
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Holly Community ($100,000) and facilities construction
($400,000);

321. $500,000 to Daytop in Morris County, New dJersey for
facilities construction and renovation;

322. $500,000 to Gilda’s Club of Northern, New Jersey for
construction and renovation of a facility in the greater Morris/
Essex County area;

323. $100,000 to the City of Aztec, New Mexico for facility
and sidewalk improvements;

324. $225,000 for the City of Albuquerque, New Mexico Avia-
tion Department for facilities expansion and renovation for the
Double Eagle II Airport;

325. $450,000 to the City of Roswell, New Mexico for renova-
tion and structural upgrades of an aircraft hanger;

326. $200,000 to the City of Las Vegas, Nevada for facilities
construction for a small business incubator;

327. $150,000 to the Culinary and Hospitality Academy Cen-
ter of Las Vegas, Nevada for construction related to expansion
of an education training center;

328. $270,000 to the City of Sparks, Nevada for renovation
of facilities for the Regional Science and Cultural Center;

329. $75,000 to Babylon, New York for building renovations
at Oak Beach;

330. $75,000 to the City of New Rochelle, New York for side-
walk and curb improvements;

331. $75,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for renova-
tions of the Syracuse Open House;

332. $75,000 to the Hebrew Academy for Special Children in
Brooklyn, New York for construction renovation of a facility;

333. $75,000 to the Town of Mamaroneck, New York for fa-
cilities renovation and improvements for the Hommocks Con-
servation Area;

334. $90,000 to the Town of Amherst, New York for the re-
pair of historic streetscape furniture;

335. $100,000 to New York University Medical Center for
renovations to the Rusk Institute of Rehabilitation;

336. $100,000 to Onondaga County, New York for construc-
tion of the Borodino Community Center;

337. $100,000 to Phipps House in New York, New York for
facilities renovation and construction in LaPuerta in the South
Bronx to house an educational child care center;

338. $100,000 to the Alliance for Community Services for a
study of economic development needs of newly identified immi-
grant communities in the Bronx, New York;

339. $100,000 to the Citizens Advice Bureau for renovations
to the Girls’ Club Community Center in the Bronx, New York;

340. $100,000 to the City of Mount Vernon, New York for
building renovations to create a recreational and job training
facility;

341. $100,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for planning
related to the Hancock International Airport;

342. $100,000 to the City of White Plains, New York for an
eﬁonomic development study for the revitalization of West-
chester;
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343. $100,000 to the Flushing, Queens, New York branch of
the YMCA for facilities renovation and expansion;

344. $100,000 to the Long Island Housing Partnership, Inc.
in New York for a study to identify and plan revitalization ef-
forts in distressed communities;

345. $100,000 to the McBurney YMCA in New York, New
York for facility construction;

346. $100,000 to the Metropolitan Development Association
in Syracuse, New York to update the VISION 2010 Strategic
Economic Development Plan;

347. $100,000 to the State University of New York, College
of Environmental Sciences and Forestry for planning activities
for the Quality Communities Initiative;

348. $100,000 to the Town of Eastchester, New York for fa-
cilities renovation for the Eastchester Child Development Cen-
ter;

349. $125,000 to the City of Yonkers, New York for facilities
construction for the Empowerment Zone Assistance Center;

350. $200,000 to the Bethel Performing Arts Center in Beth-
el, New York for construction of a performing arts facility;

351. $150,000 to the Harlem YMCA in New York, New York
for renovation of transitional housing;

352. $150,000 to the Jewish Children’s Museum in Brooklyn,
New York for facilities construction;

353. $180,000 for facilities renovations and improvements for
the Woolworth Theatre Project in Glens Falls, New York;

354. $180,000 to the Catskill Mountain Foundation in
Hunter, New York for reconstruction of the Tannersville The-
atre for use as a multifunctional facility;

355. $180,000 to the Village of Valatie, New York for the
renovation of the Valatie Theatre;

356. $150,000 to Boys and Girls Club of Saugerties, New
York for renovation of a multi-purpose facility to house the
club;

357. $200,000 to Elmcor Youth and Adult Activities, Inc. for
construction of an economic development center serving the
needs of Northwestern Queens, New York;

358. $200,000 to HOGAR, Inc. in the Bronx, New York for
planning activities for housing needs ($100,000) and planning
activities for provision of rehabilitative services to special
needs populations ($100,000);

359. $200,000 to the Sunset Park Business Improvement
District in Brooklyn, New York for facade renovations, side-
walk, curb and street furniture improvements;

360. $225,000 for construction of the Players Theater Per-
forming Arts Center in Utica, New York;

361. $225,000 to Catholic Health Systems for construction
activities of the Our Lady of Victory Neighborhood for Seniors
Project in Lackawanna, New York;

362. $225,000 to Elmira College in Elmira, New York for
renovation of Cowles Hall,

363. $225,000 to the Burchfield—Penney Art Center in Buf-
falo, New York for construction of a new museum,;
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364. $225,000 to the Suffolk Sports Hall of Fame, Sports Re-
search Center in Patchogue, New York for facilities renova-
tions;

365. $225,000 to the Town of Brookhaven, New York for fa-
cility improvements to the Mastic Town Pool;

366. $225,000 to the Village of Highland Falls, New York for
main street revitalization;

367. $250,000 to Carnegie Hall in New York to complete con-
struction of Carnegie Hall’s Third Stage Project;

368. $250,000 to Covenant House New York in New York,
New York for shelter renovations;

369. $250,000 to Onondaga County, New York for facilities
construction of the Solvay Library Centennial Building;

370. $250,000 to the City of Albany, New York for renovation
of the Palace Theater;

371. $250,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for facilities
expansion for the Northeast Community Center;

372. $250,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for historic
renovations of the Matilda Joslyn Gage House;

373. $250,000 to the Dance Theater of Harlem in New York,
New York for restoration of buildings to support the Academy
Charter School,

374. $250,000 to the Museum of Modern Art in New York for
expansion and renovations to their Education and Research
Center;

375. $250,000 to the Village of East Syracuse, New York for
renovation of the Hanlon Pool;

376. $250,000 to the Village of Manlius, New York for reha-
bilitation of the Manlius Recreation Center;

377. $250,000 to VIP Community Services in the Bronx, New
York for construction of homeless transitional housing;

378. $300,000 to Garth Fagan Dance Studio in Rochester,
New York for construction of a new theater;

379. $300,000 to the Armory Foundation in New York, New
York for conversion of the Washington Heights Armory into a
community center;

380. $300,000 to the City of Buffalo, New York for facility
renovations at Canisius High School in Buffalo, New York;

381. $400,000 to Cayuga County, New York for waterfront
facilities construction;

382. $450,000 for construction of the Orpheus Performing
Arts and Conference Center in Oneonta, New York;

383. $125,000 for facilities construction for the Natural His-
tory Museum of the Adirondacks in Tupper Lake, New York;

384. $450,000 to Christa House of West Babylon, New York
for facilities renovations and repairs;

385. $450,000 to Orange County Community College in Mid-
dletown, New York for facilities construction and buildout for
the establishment of the Benjamin A. Gilman Institute for Po-
litical and International Studies;

386. $450,000 to St. Bonaventure University in St.
Bonaventure, New York for facilities upgrades for De la Roche
Hall;
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387. $450,000 to the New York State Office of Parks, Recre-
ation and Historic Preservation for construction of the Purple
Heart Hall of Honor in the Town of New Windsor, New York;

388. $450,000 to the Staten Island Soccer League of New
York for facilities construction;

389. $500,000 to Jazz at Lincoln Center in New York City
for facility construction;

390. $450,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for side-
walks, street lighting and furniture improvements and building
renovations for the North Salina Street Corridor;

391. $450,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for con-
struction of an International Tourism Center at the Carousel
Center;

392. $500,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for expan-
sion and renovation of Enable facilities;

393. $500,000 to the Rivers and Estuaries Center on the
Hudson in New York for facilities construction;

394. $550,000 to Queens Borough Public Library in Queens,
New York for facilities rehabilitation and expansion of the Par-
sons Boulevard complex;

395. $1,000,000 for facilities expansion for the Everson Mu-
seum of Art in Syracuse, New York;

396. $1,000,000 to LeMoyne College in Syracuse, New York
for the construction of a Science Education and Teaching/
Learning Center;

397. $1,000,000 to the New York Olympic Regional Develop-
ment Authority for facilities construction for the Mount
VanHoevenberg Olympic Sports Complex;

398. $90,000 to the Rabbit Run Community Arts Association
for renovation of the Rabbit Run Theater located in Madison,
Ohio;

399. $100,000 for facilities renovations and improvements for
the West After School Center in Lancaster, Ohio;

400. $100,000 to the City of Cleveland, Ohio for economic de-
velopment planning for the LTV Steel Economic Development
Initiative;

401. $135,000 to GMN Tri County for construction of a com-
munity center in Guernsey County, Ohio;

402. $135,000 to the Village of Fairport Harbor, Ohio for ren-
ovation of facilities for the Lighthouse Community Arts Asso-
ciation’s Fairport Harbor Rennaissance Village;

403. $200,000 for Catholic Social Services in Springfield,
Ohio for renovation of a facility to house the Second Harvest
Foodbank;

404. $200,000 for Ross County, Ohio for facilities renovations
and improvements for the Blue Star Mothers Memorial Sta-
dium in Chillicothe, Ohio;

405. $225,000 for the Community Action Organization of
Scioto County, Ohio for renovation of a facility for the Head
Start program in Portsmouth, Ohio;

406. $225,000 to the City of Clairsville, Ohio for renovation
and restoration of the Clarendon Hotel building;

407. $225,000 to the City of Marion, Ohio for construction of
an urban plaza;
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408. $250,000 to the Columbiana County Port Authority in
Wellsville, Ohio for construction of a cargo handling system;

409. $270,000 to the National First Ladies Library Non-Prof-
it Group for facilities construction for the Women’s History
Museum in Canton, Ohio;

410. $300,000 to Where Toledo Grows/Greenhouse Row in
Toledo, Ohio for construction of a welcome center;

411. $450,000 to the Johnny Appleseed Heritage Center, Inc.
in Ashland County, Ohio for construction of facilities;

412. $450,000 to the University of Cincinnati for renovation
of the Medical Sciences Building in Cincinnati, Ohio;

413. $500,000 for Fayette County Community Action Coun-
cil, in Fayette County, Ohio to construct a new community cen-
ter and Head Start facility;

414. $630,000 for facilities construction for an agro-security
research center at the Ohio Agricultural Research and Devel-
opment Center in Wooster, Ohio;

415. $1,000,000 to the Toledo-Lucas County Port Authority
in Toledo, Ohio for facilities construction and renovation at the
Toledo Shipyard;

416. $270,000 for the Lawton, Oklahoma Public Schools for
the restoration of the historic Lawton High School;

417. $270,000 to the New Cordell Utility Authority of New
Cordell, Oklahoma for renovation of commercial buildings;

418. $315,000 to Rural Enterprises, Inc. in Durant, Okla-
homa for facilities renovation;

419. $810,000 to the Oklahoma City Maintenance Repair and
Overhaul Technology Center for facilities construction;

420. $75,000 to the Oregon Food Bank in Portland, Oregon
for facilities expansion;

421. $100,000 to the City of Portland, Oregon for planning
activities for the Central City Streetcar Extension to the North
Macadam District;

422. $180,000 for the renovation of the Tower Theatre in
Bend, Oregon;

423. $200,000 to the Douglas County, Oregon for construc-
tion of a community recreation pavilion at the Marina RV Re-
sort;

424. $50,000 to the Claysburg Area Community Park for con-
struction and buildout of an amphitheater in Claysburg, Penn-
sylvania;

425. $50,000 to the Susquehanna Neighborhood Advisory
Council in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania for a feasibility study fo-
cused on Susquehanna Avenue development;

426. $75,000 to the LaRosa Boys & Girls Club of McKees-
port, Pennsylvania for recreation facility construction;

427. $75,000 to the Phoenix Project in Philadelphia, Pennsyl-
vania for facility renovations;

428. $75,000 to the Sarah Jackson Black Community Center
in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania for facilities renovations;

429. $75,000 to the Soldiers’ & Sailors’ Memorial Hall and
Museum Trust in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania for facilities ren-
ovations and improvements;

430. $75,000 to the Swissvale Borough Code Enforcement
Project in Pennsylvania for facility renovations and upgrades;
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431. $75,000 to the Vine Memorial and Community Develop-
ment Corporation in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania for construc-
tion of a community development center;

432. $75,000 to the YMCA of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania for
facilities renovation at the East Community Branch;

433. $90,000 for the Planning Commission for Bucks County,
Pennsylvania for the Penndel Economic Revitalization study;

434. $90,000 to Milford Township, Pennsylvania for develop-
ment of a managed growth plan;

435. $90,000 to the Bucks County Planning Commission for
economic development planning for the Lower Bucks River-
front Corridor Initiative in Bucks County, Pennsylvania;

436. $90,000 to the Lawrence County Farm Show, Inc. for fa-
cilities construction in Lawrence County, Pennsylvania;

437. $100,000 to Connection Training Services of Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania for renovation and construction of their
workforce training center;

438. $100,000 to the Renaissance Community Development
Corporation in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania for construction of a
shopping center in an underserved community;

439. $100,000 to the Youth Leadership Foundation of Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania for a facilities needs study;

440. $100,000 to Universal Companies in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania for facility renovations in support of Royal The-
ater Redevelopment;

441. $115,000 for facilities construction and expansion of the
Johnsonburg Senior Center of Johnsonburg, Pennsylvania;

442. $135,000 for facilities reconstruction and renovation of
the Strand Theatre in Zelienople, Pennsylvania to serve as a
Performing Arts, Education and Community Outreach Center;

443. $135,000 to the Bedford County Agricultural Society in
Pennsylvania for facilities improvements at the Bedford Coun-
ty Fairground,

444. $150,000 to CitiVest in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania for
facilities construction for commercial development;

445. $150,000 to Montgomery County, Pennsylvania for con-
struction of a visitors center;

446. $100,000 for the Titusville Redevelopment Authority of
Titusville, Pennsylvania for facility improvements;

447. $180,000 to the Volunteers of America of Pennsylvania,
Inc. for facilities renovation in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania;

448. $200,000 to the Urban Education Development Re-
search and Retreat Center in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania for
renovations at the 4601 Market Street facility;

449. $225,000 to the City of Lebanon, Pennsylvania for
building renovations as part of “Operation Fight Blight”;

450. $225,000 to the Historic Preservation Trust of Lan-
caster County, Pennsylvania for rehabilitation of facilities at
the Thaddeus Stevens and Lydia Hamilton Smith historic site;

451. $225,000 to the Windber Research Institute in Johns-
town, Pennsylvania for facilities expansion;

452. $225,000 to the York Agricultural Society for facilities
improvements to the York Expo Center Arena/Livestock Exhi-
bition Hall,
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453. $250,000 to Fort Ligonier in Westmoreland County,
Pennsylvania for facilities renovation;

454. $250,000 to the Freedom Theater in Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania for theater renovation;

455. $250,000 to the Kiski Valley YMCA in Westmoreland
County, Pennsylvania for facilities expansion;

456. $250,000 to the Uptown Entertainment and Develop-
ment Corporation in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania for renovation
of an education technology center;

457. $250,000 to the Vandergrift Borough Council in Penn-
sylvania for recreation facilities upgrades and repairs;

458. $270,000 to the Community Action Agency of Delaware
County, Inc. in Pennsylvania for renovation of emergency shel-
ter facilities and for construction of transitional housing;

459. $270,000 to University Technology Park in Chester,
Pennsylvania for facilities construction;

460. $300,000 for the Please Touch Museum in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania for facilities construction;

461. $315,000 to Pike County, Pennsylvania for construction
of a performing arts center;

462. $300,000 to the City of Arnold, Pennsylvania for build-
ing renovation and rehabilitation in the downtown business
district;

463. $450,000 to the City of Erie, Pennsylvania for facilities
construction for the Erie Technology Incubator project;

464. $500,000 to the Winnie Palmer Nature Reserve in West-
moreland County, Pennsylvania for facilities construction;

465. $1,000,000 to the County of Cambria, Pennsylvania for
continued construction of the Northern Cambria Recreation
Facility in the Township of Cambria;

466. $1,300,000 to the American Cities Foundation in Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania for construction of the Home Ownership
Institute/Community Leadership Center;

467. $100,000 to Providence Children’s Museum, Rhode Is-
land for facilities construction;

468. $100,000 to the Boys and Girls Club of Warwick, Rhode
Island for construction and renovations of the Norwood and
Oakland Beach Clubhouses;

469. $125,000 to the YMCA of Central Falls, Rhode Island
for modernization and upgrade of a facility;

470. $150,000 to Goodwill Industries of Rhode Island for con-
struction of a central facility located in Providence, Rhode Is-
land,;

471. $100,000 to the City of Columbia, South Carolina for fa-
cilities renovation at Drew Park;

472. $200,000 to the Boys and Girls Club of Williamsburg
County, South Carolina for construction related to facilities ex-
pansion;

473. $225,000 to the Housing Foundation, Inc. of Charleston
County, South Carolina for construction of the Lincolnville
Community Center;

474. $300,000 to the City of Rock Hill, South Carolina for a
feasibility study ($100,000) and facilities renovations
($200,000) for the redevelopment of the Bleachery textile mill;
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475. $315,000 to the South Carolina School for the Deaf and
Blind in Spartanburg, South Carolina for facilities construc-
tion;

476. $75,000 to the City of Etowah, Tennessee/ Friends of
the Old Scout Lodge for facilities rehabilitation of a historic
structure;

477. $90,000 for the City of Chattanooga, Tennessee for eco-
nomic development planning;

478. $90,000 for the City of Oak Ridge, Tennessee for eco-
nomic development planning;

479. $90,000 to Pickett County, Tennessee for construction of
a public library;

480. $90,000 to White County, Tennessee for construction of
a new public library;

481. $100,000 to Dyersburg Army Air Base Memorial Asso-
ciation in Halls, Tennessee for facilities expansion of the asso-
ciation’s veterans museum,;

482. $135,000 to the National Medal of Honor Museum of
Military History Foundation, Inc. for facilities renovation and
construction in Chattanooga, Tennessee;

483. $200,000 to Fisk University in Nashville, Tennessee for
facilities construction;

484. $200,000 to the Second Harvest Food Bank in Middle
Tennessee for facilities construction;

485. $225,000 to the Town of Spring City, Tennessee for con-
struction of a multi-purpose business and community center;

486. $283,500 to Knox County, Tennessee for renovations
and construction of parking facilities;

487. $450,000 to the Historical Tennessee Theatre Founda-
tion, Inc. for continued renovations of the Tennessee Theatre
in Knoxville, Tennessee;

488. $100,000 to Community Family Centers in Houston,
Texas for construction of an early childhood development cen-
ter;

489. $100,000 to the City of San Angelo Development Cor-
poration in Texas for planning for a regional industrial park;

490. $150,000 to the Abilene Preservation League in Abilene,
Texas for the restoration of historic Swenson House;

491. $150,000 to the City of Abilene, Texas for renovation of
the Matera Paper Building;

492. $150,000 to the Sulpher Springs Regional Development
Association in Hopkins County, Texas for construction of a re-
gional education and cultural center;

493. $225,000 for Texas A&M International University in
Laredo, Texas for construction of outreach centers in the El
Azteca neighborhood and the colonias of El Cenzio and Rio
Bravo;

494. $225,000 to Community Health Development, Inc. of
Uvalde, Texas for facilities expansion and construction for a
dental services and wellness center;

495. $225,000 to the Battleship Texas Foundation for con-
struction of an interpretive center;

496. $250,000 to Cameron County, Texas for construction of
a Boys and Girls Club facility in Santa Rosa;
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497. $250,000 to the City of Fort Worth, Texas for building
restoration in the city center;

498. $400,000 to the City of Waco, Texas for construction of
a community center;

499. $450,000 to the Family Practice Residency of the Brazos
Valley in Bryan, Texas for construction of a new center of ex-
cellence;

500. $450,000 to the Mercy Health System for facilities ren-
ovations and improvements at Mercy Hospital in Laredo,
Texas;

501. $450,000 to the University of Texas at Arlington for the
continued facilities construction and buildout for the Nano-
Tech Research Institute;

502. $675,000 to the Old Red Courthouse Museum in Dallas,
Texas for the restoration of facilities for the Museum of Dallas
History;

503. $900,000 to the City of Fort Worth, Texas for waterfront
facilities construction for the Trinity River Visions project;

504. $900,000 to the Globe of the Great Southwest in Odes-
sa, Texas for facilities expansion and improvements;

505. $200,000 to the Community Legal Center in Salt Lake
City, Utah for facility renovation;

506. $225,000 to West Valley City, Utah for construction of
a City’s Multi-Ethnic Community Center;

507. $25,000 to the Langhorne House in Danville, Virginia
for facilities renovations;

508. $25,000 to the Prestwould House near Clarksville, Vir-
ginia to assist with renovations to the historic site;

509. $50,000 for the Town of Boydton, Virginia for facilities
improvements in connection with the downtown revitalization
project;

510. $100,000 for Henry County, Virginia for facility renova-
tions at the Henry County technology campus;

511. $100,000 for the City of Martinsville, Virginia for the
planning for the utilization of an industrial site;

512. $100,000 for the Town of Altavista, Virginia to assist
with renovations of the shell building industrial site;

513. $100,000 for the Town of Clarksville, Virginia to assist
with the study on the development of the downtown area;

514. $100,000 to Arlington County, Virginia for renovation
and buildout for the Bonder and Amanda Johnson Community
Development Corporation facility;

515. $100,000 to the Martinsville-Henry County Historical
Society in Virginia for improvements to the Old Henry County
Court House and Museum;

516. $175,000 to the Arlington Partnership for Affordable
Housing (APAH) in Arlington, Virginia for facilities construc-
tion for a computer technology information center;

517. $180,000 to Eastern Shore Community College for con-
struction of the Eastern Shore Workforce Training and Busi-
ness Development Center in Melfa, Virginia;

518. $200,000 for the Town of South Hill, Virginia for the
restoration of the Colonial Theatre;
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519. $200,000 to the Arlington Housing Corporation in Ar-
lington, Virginia for construction of a community center in the
Woodbury Park development;

520. $200,000 to the Institute of Advanced Learning and Re-
search (IALR) in Danville, Virginia for installation and im-
provements to high technology systems;

521. $200,000 to the Rich Valley Fair Association in Virginia
for construction of a new facility to jointly serve as a commu-
nity center and indoor space for the community fair;

522. $225,000 to Mary Baldwin College in Staunton, Virginia
for ongoing construction of the Program for the Exceptionally
Gifted Center;

523. $100,000 to the City of Manassas, Virginia for restora-
tion of the Liberia House;

524. $225,000 to the City of Suffolk, Virginia for the renova-
tion and restoration of the old Suffolk High School for use as
a cultural center;

525. $225,000 to the Lynchburg Academy of Music in Lynch-
burg, Virginia for facilities construction and renovation;

526. $200,000 to the Shenandoah Valley Discovery Museum,
Inc. for facilities expansion and buildout;

527. $200,000 to the Town of Edinburg, Virginia for the ren-
ovation and adaptive reuse of the Historic Edinburg Mill;

528. $225,000 to the Tredegar National Civil War Center
Foundation of Richmond, Virginia for facilities construction;

529. $240,000 to the Virginia Living Museum in Newport
News, Virginia for construction and renovaiton of facilities;

530. $250,000 to Edgehill Recovery Retreat Center in Win-
chester, Virginia for facilities construction;

531. $450,000 to the Virginia Science Center for construction
of the Belmont Bay Science Center in Prince William County,
Virginia;

532. $500,000 to the St. Coletta School in Alexandria, Vir-
ginia for facilities construction;

533. $100,000 to the Department of Vermont, Veterans of
Foreign Wars for the construction of the Green Block Veterans
Memorial in Brandon, Vermont and the Windsor, Vermont
War Memorial,

534. $75,000 to the Aberdeen Museum of History in Aber-
deen, Washington for facility renovations;

535. $75,000 to the Boys and Girls Club of the Olympic Pe-
ninsula for restoration of their Mt. Angeles, Washington facil-
ity;

536. $75,000 to the Jefferson County Historical Society in
Jefferson County, Washington for building restoration;

537. $75,000 to the Kitsap County Historical Society in
Kitsap County, Washington for facility renovations;

538. $100,000 to Friends of Youth Griffin Home in Renton,
Washington for renovation of the Matsen House as a home for
abused children;

539. $100,000 to the City of Mount Vernon, Washington for
renovations to the historic Lincoln Theater;

540. $100,000 to the Lummi Indian Nation in Watcom Coun-
ty, Washington for the construction of a memorial commemo-
rating Semiahmah and Coastal Salish heritage;
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541. $225,000 to the City of Buckley, Washington for con-
struction of the Buckley Youth Center;

542. $250,000 to the Port of Bremerton, Washington for fa-
cilities construction related to expansion of a marina;

543. $250,000 to the Port of Grays Harbor, Washington for
facilities construction and buildout for a boat yard,;

544. $450,000 to the Boys and Girls Club of Spokane County,
Washington for renovation of facilities;

545. $550,000 to Kent Youth and Family Services of Kent,
Washington for construction of the Building Better Futures
Family Center;

546. $100,000 to the City of Stoughton, Wisconsin for side-
walk, street lighting and furniture, and building renovations;

547. $150,000 to the City of Columbus, Wisconsin for side-
walk, street lighting and furniture, and building renovations;

548. $150,000 to the Milwaukee Center for Independence in
Milwaukee, Wisconsin for construction of a Children’s Diag-
nostic Center;

549. $225,000 to St. Norbert College of DePere, Wisconsin for
construction of a library learning center;

550. $250,000 to the Metcalfe Park Residents Association in
Milwaukee, Wisconsin for sidewalk, street lighting and fur-
niture, and building renovations;

551. $700,000 to the Wisconsin Indianhead Technical College
in Rice Lake, Wisconsin for construction and expansion of fa-
cilities at its new technology center;

552. $100,000 to Marshall University’s Appalachian Trans-
portation Institute for a study of economic development oppor-
tunities in southern West Virginia to support the Southern
Highlands Initiative;

553. $100,000 to Marshall University’s Appalachian Trans-
portation Institute for economic development planning related
to recent flooding;

554. $135,000 for the Kanawha Institute for Social Research
and Action for facilities renovation for a business incubator
and community center in Kanawha County, West Virginia;

555. $180,000 to the Upper Kanawha Valley Enterprise
Community for facilities renovation for a business and commu-
nity center;

556. $500,000 to the Greenbrier Valley Economic Develop-
ment Authority for facilities construction in cooperation with
the 4—County Economic Development Authority located in Oak
Hill, West Virginia focused on development along the Inter-
state 64 corridor;

557. $500,000 to West Liberty State College in West Liberty,
West Virginia for facility renovation;

558. $800,000 to the Grant County Commission in West Vir-
ginia for construction of a community center;

559. $1,000,000 to Glenville State College in Glenville, West
Virginia for construction of a campus community center;

560. $1,170,000 to the Mid-Atlantic Aerospace Complex, Inc.
in Bridgeport, West Virginia for facilities construction;

561. %1,250,000 to Concord College in Athens, West Virginia
for facilities construction for an information technology train-
ing center;
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562. $1,300,000 to the West Virginia High Technology Con-
sortium Foundation, Inc. in Marion County, West Virginia for
facilities construction for a high-tech park;

563. $1,750,000 to the Monongalia County Schools Founda-
tion, Inc. in West Virginia for construction of recreational fa-
cilities;

564. $100,000 to Arkansas State University-Mountain Home
for the construction of the Vada Sheid Community Center;

565. $100,000 to Sacred Heart University in Fairfield, Con-
necticut for library facilities renovations;

566. $100,000 to the Chicago, Illinois Parks District for con-
struction of a fieldhouse located at 39th and Cottage Grove;

567. $175,000 to the City of Laurel, Maryland for facilities
renovations for the Laurel Community Center;

568. $100,000 to the Sonny Montgomery Leadership Insti-
tute of Meridian, Mississippi for an economic development
planning study;

569. $75,000 to Merwin Rural Services Institute for an ini-
tial planning study in northern New York;

570. $100,000 to the Village of Carthage, New York for facili-
ties construction and building renovations;

571. $75,000 to the City of Ogdensburg, New York for facili-
ties construction for the continued development of the Fort La
Presentation project;

572. $75,000 to the Village of Clayton, New York for water-
front facilities renovations along the St. Lawrence River;

573. $200,000 to the Mary Mitchell Family and Youth Center
in the South Bronx, New York for facilities planning ($100,000)
and renovations ($100,000);

574. $50,000 to the Institute for the Puerto Rican/Hispanic
Elderly in New York for facilities renovations;

575. $100,000 to the Jane Stevens Foundation Center in
Sanford, North Carolina for facility renovations;

576. $100,000 to the City of Whiteville, North Carolina for
the restoration of the Whiteville Train Depot;

577. $100,000 to the City of Toledo, Ohio for site re-use plan-
ning at the former Doehler Jarvis manufacturing facility and
the site of the former Toledo Federal Building;

578. $150,000 to the Borough of Orwigsburg, Pennsylvania
for sidewalks curbs and street lighting;

579. $150,000 to the City of Pottsville, Pennsylvania for side-
walks, curbs and street lighting;

580. $100,000 to the Oil Creek Railway Historical Society,
Inc. of Pennsylvania for facilities renovations;

581. $300,000 to the City of New Kensington, Pennsylvania
for building renovation and rehabilitation in the downtown
business district;

582. $100,000 to the City of Austin, Texas Neighborhood
Housing and Community Development Office for sidewalks,
curbs, street lighting and facade renovations;

583. $150,000 to Texas A&M University Center for Housing
and Urban Development for construction of a community cen-
ter serving colonias;
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584. $175,000 to New Hope Housing in Alexandria, Virginia
for renovation of the Mondloch House and construction at the
Kennedy Shelter;

585. $100,000 to the Northeastern Vermont Development
Corporation for construction of a community center in Orleans
County;

586. $75,000 for Loudon Interfaith Relief, Inc. of Virginia for
planning activities for development of a community kitchen;

587. $200,000 to Vanguard Services Unlimited of Arlington,
Virginia for renovation and improvement of facilities;

588. $100,000 to Bread and Rose in Olympia, Washington for
renovations to a homeless shelter;

589. $75,000 to Norris City Senior Center in White County,
Illinois for renovation of the senior center;

590. $100,000 to the Vienna Little League in Vienna, Vir-
ginia for facilities construction;

591. $150,000 to the Lorton Arts Foundation in Lorton, Vir-
ginia for the renovation of buildings for a creative arts center.

—$23,400,000 for the Neighborhood Initiatives program. Tar-
geted grants shall be provided as follows:

1. $1,400,000 to the Model City Community Revitalization
District Trust in Miami, Florida for the Model City Home-
ownership project;

2. $250,000 to the New Zion Community Foundation Devel-
opment for continued renovations and improvements for a com-
munity resource center in Louisville, Kentucky;

3. $100,000 for The Neighborhood House in Louisville, Ken-
tucky to furnish the community center;

4. $150,000 for the Portland Avenue Community Trust in
Louisville, Kentucky for a multi-purpose facility;

5. $250,000 to the St. Stephen Family Life Center of Louis-
ville, Kentucky for renovation of a facility for drug abuse coun-
seling and transitional housing;

6. $150,000 to the New Directions Housing Corporation in
Louisville, Kentucky for renovation of the historic Reeser Court
Apartments;

7. $150,000 to the Shawnee Gardens Development Corpora-
tion of Louisville, Kentucky for the conversion of a building to
serve as an independent living senior housing facility;

8. $120,000 to the West Broadway Community Development
Corporation in Louisville, Kentucky for development of a
multi-purpose facility;

9. $30,000 to the Coalition for the Homeless of Louisville/Jef-
ferson County, Kentucky for a planning grant;

10. $5,000,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for the
Neighborhood Initiative Program,;

11. $500,000 to The Ohio State University for its Neighbor-
hoods Revitalization Initiative;

12. $8,000,000 for the State of South Dakota to maintain the
physical integrity of the Homestake Mine in preparation for
the potential development of a major research facility on that
site;

13. $1,100,000 to the Northwest Regional Planning Commis-
sion in Spooner, Wisconsin for a revolving loan fund to assist
tornado-damaged areas in northwestern Wisconsin;
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14. $3,000,000 for the Institute for Scientific Research for
construction related to a high-technology diversification initia-
tive;

15. $3,000,000 for the Vandalia Heritage Foundation, Inc. for
community and neighborhood revitalization and economic di-
versification initiatives;

16. $200,000 to Langlade County, Wisconsin for the restora-
tion of a historic building.

Additionally, not less than $3,400,000 is provided to be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund to support the development of
and modifications to information technology systems which serve
programs or activities under Community Planning and Develop-
ment.

The recommendation does not include $16,000,000 for the Ad-
ministration’s proposed Colonias Gateway Initiative as this initia-
tive is not currently authorized and the Department has not yet
transmitted its proposal to the Congress for consideration.

Requested language is not included to change the current statu-
tory formula for CDBG formula grants for certain communities.

The Committee directs HUD to provide assistance to State and
local jurisdictions on how to reach out to people with disabilities
and their advocates when developing their consolidated plans. The
Committee again directs HUD to evaluate consolidated plan sub-
missions for the inclusion of the housing needs of people with dis-
abilities and the community’s efforts to remove impediments to fair
housing for individuals with disabilities. HUD is directed to pro-
vide a report to the Committee on the results of this evaluation no
later than 30 days after completion of its review of these submis-
sions.

Language is included in the bill, similar to language carried in
prior Acts, which: (1) designates amounts available for the various
programs and activities funded under this account; (2) limits ad-
ministrative expenses to no more than 20 percent of any grant with
certain exceptions; and (3) provides three-year availability for obli-
gation of funds provided under this heading.

Language is also included which makes technical changes to the
recipients of grants provided in Public Laws 106-377 and 107-73.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LOAN GUARANTEES PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation on guar-

Program costs anteed loans

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $7,325,000 $275,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 15,000,000 608,696,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 7,325,000 275,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation —17,675,000 — 333,696,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0 0

The Section 108 Loan Guarantees program underwrites private
market loans to assist local communities in the financing of the ac-
quisition and rehabilitation of publicly-owned real property, reha-
bilitation of housing, and certain economic development projects.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $7,325,000 for
the section 108 loan program, as requested, a decrease of
$7,675,000 from the fiscal year 2002 level. Of this amount,
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$6,325,000 is provided for the costs to guarantee $275,000,000 in
sectlon 108 loan commitments in fiscal year 2003, and $1, 000 000
is provided for administrative expenses to be transferred to the Sal-
aries and Expenses account. While the recommendation represents
a reduction from the current year appropriation, the Committee
notes that this program continues to be significantly underutilized.
The recommendation reflects a realistic estimate of anticipated pro-
gram demand in fiscal year 2003.

Language is included in the bill to provide two-year availability
for obligation of funds provided under this account.

BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $25,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... 25,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .............. 25,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 approp on 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request . 0

The Brownfields Redevelopment program prov1des competitive
economic development grants in conjunction with section 108 loan
guarantees for qualified brownfield projects. Grants are made in
accordance with section 108(q) selection criteria. The goal of the
program is to return contaminated sites to productive and employ-
ment-generating uses with an emphasis on creating substantial
numbers of jobs for lower-income people in physically and economi-
cally distressed neighborhoods.

The Committee recommends $25,000,000 for this program as re-
quested, the same amount provided in fiscal year 2002. The rec-
ommendation retains language, proposed for deletion, to continue
funding the program under current statutory authorities.

Language is included in the bill to provide two-year availability
for funds provided under this account.

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccceeevieerieeniienieenieeneeennen. $2,221,040,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 1,846,040,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 2,084,100,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +375,000,000

+136,940,000

The HOME investment partnerships program provides grants to
States, units of local government, Indian tribes and insular areas,
through formula allocation, for the purpose of expanding the supply
of affordable housing in the jurisdiction. Upon receipt, State and
local governments develop a comprehensive housing affordability
strategy that enables them to acquire, rehabilitate, or construct
new affordable housing, or to provide rental assistance to eligible
families.

The Committee recommends $2,221,040,000 for activities funded
under this account, an increase of $375,000,000 above the fiscal
year 2002 level and $136,940,000 above the request. Funds are pro-
vided as follows:

—Formula Grants: $1,975,940,000 for formula grants for
participating jurisdictions (States, units of local government
and consortia of units local government) and insular areas, a
$227,152,000 increase—13 percent—above the fiscal year 2002

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request
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enacted level and $104,668,000 above the request. Based on
historical usage, the Committee estimates that 36 percent of
funds will be used for new construction, 47 percent for rehabili-
tation, 14 percent for acquisition, and 3 percent for tenant-
based rental assistance. Of the amount provided, pursuant to
the statute, at least 15 percent of each participating jurisdic-
tion’s allocation is reserved for housing which is developed,
sponsored, or owned by Community Housing Development Or-
ganizations (CHDOs) The Committee believes that technical
assistance is an important tool for helping local CHDOs re-
spond to local affordable housing needs. While the HOME stat-
ute authorizes technical assistance to be provided through con-
tracts with eligible non-profit intermediaries as well as with
other organizations recommended by participating jurisdic-
tions, the Committee is concerned that HUD did not utilize
non-profit intermediaries in fiscal year 2002. Therefore, the
Committee has provided an additional $8,000,000 above the
budget request and directs the Secretary to use these addi-
tional funds to contract with qualified non-profit inter-
mediaries to provide CHDO technical assistance in fisacl year
2003;

—Downpayment Assistance Initiative: $200,000,000 for the
Downpayment Assistance Initiative to be allocated by the Sec-
retary to participating jurisdictions to provide downpayment
assistance to low-income families to help them achieve home-
ownership;

—Housing Counseling: $25,000,000 for housing counseling
programs, an increase of $5,000,000 above the fiscal year 2002
level. The Committee has continued funding for this activity
within this account, instead of creating a separate account as
proposed in the budget request;

—HOME /CHDO Technical Assistance: $20,000,000 for tech-
nical assistance activities for State and local participating ju-
risdictions and non-profit CHDOs, an increase of $8,000,000
above the amount provided in fiscal year 2002;

—Working Capital Fund: no less than $1,100,000 for trans-
fer to the Working Capital Fund to support the development
of, and modifications to, information technology systems which
serve programs and activities under Community Planning and
Development.

The Committee understands that a recent survey conducted by
the Manufactured Housing Institute found that many participating
jurisdictions were not aware of the fact that manufactured housing
is an eligible activity under the HOME statute. The Committee is
aware that HUD’s guidance to field offices regarding the eligibility
of manufactured housing under the HOME statute expired in 1995.
The Committee directs HUD to update and re-issue its guidance
and notify participating jurisdictions of this guidance in order to re-
move any ambiguity or confusion regarding manufactured
housing’s eligibility under the HOME statute. The Committee ex-
pects that such guidance will include any downpayment assistance
activities funded under this account.

Language is included in the bill to provide two-year availability
for funds provided under this account.
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HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cccccceeeeuveeencirerenieeennveeennnneenn $1,250,00,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 1,122,525,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 1,129,500,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...........ccccecvveeenneen. +127,475,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccccccvveeneen. 0

The homeless assistance grants account provides funding for the
following homeless programs under title IV of the McKinney Act:
(1) the emergency shelter grants program; (2) the supportive hous-
ing program; (3) the section 8 moderate rehabilitation (single room
occupancy) program; and (4) the shelter plus care program. This ac-
count also supports activities eligible under the innovative home-
less initiatives demonstration program.

The Committee recommends funding homeless programs at
$1,250,000,000, as requested, an increase of $127,475,000 above the
amount provided in fiscal year 2002. The increase above the re-
quest includes full funding for the costs associated with the re-
newal of all expiring Shelter Plus Care contracts. Language is in-
cluded in the bill requiring funds to be made available for this pur-
pose.

The recommendation also includes $11,000,000 for the national
homeless data analysis project, $6,600,000 for technical assistance,
and $1,500,000 for the Interagency Council on the Homeless for ad-
ministrative costs, and no less than $1,500,000 is for transfer to
the Working Capital Fund for development of and modifications to
information technology systems which serve activities under Com-
munity Planning and Development.

In addition, the recommendation includes $10,000,000 to be used
for a two-year demonstration program to test innovate approaches
and document best practices to address the needs of the homeless,
with particular emphasis on programs which address the housing
needs of individuals suffering from the co-morbidity of mental dis-
orders and substance addiction. The Committee intends that funds
provided in this account would be used to fund the housing compo-
nent of a comprehensive approach to addressing the needs to this
population, with funding for the necessary social services and treat-
ment components to be derived from other Federal departments
and programs. Language is included requiring this demonstration
to be conducted in consultation with, and full involvement of, the
Interagency Council on the Homeless. The Committee commends
the Interagency Council for its commitment to improving the co-
ordination and delivery of assistance to individual and families suf-
fering from homelessness and looks forward to working with the
Council on homeless issues. The Department is directed to provide
quarterly reports to the Committee on the progress of the programs
funded. In addition, at the conclusion of the demonstration, the De-
partment is to provide a final report to the Committee summa-
rizing the best practices learned from the various approaches used
by programs funded through the demonstration, and recommenda-
tions for integrating these best practices within the existing home-
less delivery system.

Language is included in the bill which: (1) requires not less than
30 percent of the funds appropriated, excluding amounts made
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available for renewals under the shelter plus care program, be used
for permanent housing; (2) requires the renewal of all expiring
shelter plus care contracts; (3) requires funding recipients to pro-
vide a 25 percent match for social services activities; (4) requires
all homeless programs to coordinate their programs with main-
stream health, social services and employment programs; and (5)
provides two-year availability for obligation of funds provided
under this account.

HousIiNG PROGRAMS
HOUSING FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeevieenieeniienieenieeneeennen. $1,100,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 1,024,151,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request . 1,024,151,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ... . +75,849,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeuenneen. +75,849,000

The Housing for Special Populations program provides eligible
private, non-profit organizations with capital grants to finance the
acquisition, rehabilitation or construction of housing intended for
elderly people or people with disabilities. To increase flexibility,
twenty-five percent of the funding for supportive housing for the
disabled is available for tenant-based assistance.

The Committee recommends $1,100,000,000 for the Housing for
special populations program account, an increase of $75,849,000
above the request and above the level provided in fiscal year 2002.
The Committee recommendation also assumes $9,650,000 in recap-
tures and cancellations will be available to support a total program
level of $1,109,650,000 in fiscal year 2003, an increase of
$85,449,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level.

The Committee recommendation includes $850,553,000 for sec-
tion 202 housing, of which $840,903,000 is provided as a direct ap-
propriation and $9,650,000 is derived from recaptures. This rep-
resents an increase of $67,267,000 above the request and above fis-
cal year 2002 level. Of the total amount provided for section 202,
$704,656,000 is for capital grants and project rental assistance con-
tracts (PRAC), $50,000,000 is for service coordinators and the con-
tinuation of congregate services grants, $30,000,000 is for the sec-
tion 202 conversion grants, $50,000,000 is for a planning grant pro-
gram, $15,647,000 is for the renewal of expiring project rental as-
sistance contracts for up to a one-year term, and no less than
$250,000 is for transfer to the Working Capital Fund to support the
development of and modifications to information technology sys-
tems which support Housing for Special Populations activities.

The Committee recommendation does not include new language,
requested in the budget, allowing funds provided in this account to
remain available for expenditure for 12 years. While the Committee
is aware that grants awarded under the section 202 program in-
clude 5 years of years of operating expenses, the Committee be-
lieves that 7 years to complete construction is unduly long. As a re-
sult of this delay, $1,800,000,000 in construction funds provided

rior to fiscal year 2002 remains unexpended, including
5364,000,000 appropriated prior to fiscal year 1999. At the same
time, the demand for units built under the program continues to
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rise. While the Committee appreciates the complexities involved in
building housing, the Committee believes the current structure of
the program should be re-evaluated to ensure that those projects
funded under this account are brought on line in a more expedi-
tious fashion. The Committee believes that restructuring the pro-
gram in a fashion similar to other Federally-funded construction
programs whereby grants for planning and design, construction,
and operations are provided for separately, based upon the readi-
ness of the project, would result in improvements to the program.

The Committee believes that a transition to this type of structure
must be explored. Therefore, the Committee has included
$50,000,000 to be competitively awarded for grants to non-profit or-
ganizations only to be used to cover the costs of architectural engi-
neering work, site control, and other planning activities related to
the development of supportive housing for the elderly under the
Section 202 program. It is the Committee’s intention that projects
which successfully complete the necessary planning and develop-
ment activities and achieved site control receive priority consider-
ation under future capital grant awards.

Language is also included in the bill directing the Secretary to
provide a report to the Committee no later than March 1, 2003
which includes actions taken, or planned to be taken, by the De-
partment to accelerate the completion of projects under this pro-
gram, and an implementation plan to restructure the program in
a fashion which more closely resembles other Federally-funded con-
struction programs.

For the section 811 disabled housing program, the Committee
recommends $259,097,000, an increase of $18,232,000 above the
fiscal year 2002 level and $8,232,000 above the request. The rec-
ommendation includes the following: $220,694,000 for capital
grants, PRAC, and voucher activities, %32,157 ,000 for renewal costs
of section 811 tenant-based rental assistance, $5,996,000 for expir-
ing PRAC contracts for up to a one-year term, and no less than
$250,000 for transfer to the Working Capital Fund for the develop-
ment and maintenance of information technology systems.

The Committee continues to support the role of tenant-based
rental assistance but recognizes that it is not the only component
of an effective, broad-based housing policy for people with disabil-
ities. Construction of new housing units is necessary to ensure safe,
accessible, affordable housing for persons with disabilities. There-
fore, language is included in the bill providing that no more than
25 percent of the funds provided under this program be used for
tenant-based rental assistance, thereby allowing 75 percent of the
funds to be dedicated to the construction and maintenance of new
housing units. In addition, the section 811 supportive housing pro-
gram plays an important role in increasing the housing options for
people with disabilities. However, the Committee is concerned that
the application and review process for this program has become in-
creasingly burdensome to the non-profit organizations providing
these important services. Therefore, HUD is directed to review the
section 811 handbook and modify the program procedures to sim-
plify the application and review process.

Language is not included in the bill to authorize the Secretary
to waive any statutory or regulatory requirements related to the
section 202 and section 811 programs. While the Committee has
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carried this waiver in the past, the Committee believes that any
statutory or regulatory problems associated with these programs
should be addressed through the appropriate legislative or regu-
latory processes.

HOUSING COUNSELING

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ........c..cc.cceeeueenee. 10
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... 10
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......... $35,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... 10
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccceceveenenne 10

1In fiscal year 2002, $20,000,000 was appropriated for housing counseling as a set-aside under the HOME
Investments Partnership Program account.

Section 106 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968
authorized HUD to provide housing counseling services to home-
buyers, homeowners, low and moderate income renters, and the
homeless.

The Committee does not recommend the creation of a separate
account for housing counseling activities, but instead has provided
$25,000,000 for this activity as a set-aside within the HOME In-
vestments Partnership Program account, an increase of $5,000,000
above the amount provided in fiscal year 2002.

RENTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE

(RESCISSION)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccceeevveeeecnveereineeeesveeesnnns —$100,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 0
Fiscal year 2003 budget request
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ... .
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........cccceeeuneenne 0

The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 authorized the
section 236 Rental Housing Assistance Program to subsidize the
monthly mortgage payment of an owner of a rental or cooperative
project in order to reduce the rents for lower income tenants.

The Committee recommends a rescission of $100,000,000 from
amounts appropriated in prior years which are in excess of
amounts required to subsidize mortgages under section 236, as re-
quested.

—100,000,000
0

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 authorized
HUD to establish a revolving fund into which rental collections in
excess of the established basic rents for units in section 236 sub-
sidized projects are deposited. Subject to approval in appropriations
acts, the Secretary is authorized under the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Amendment of 1978 to transfer excess rent col-
lections received after 1978 to the Troubled Projects Operating
Subsidy program, renamed the Flexible Subsidy Fund.

The Committee recommends that the account continue to serve
as a repository of excess rental charges appropriated from the
Rental Housing Assistance Fund. Although these resources will not
be used for new reservations, they will continue to offset Flexible
Subsidy outlays and other discretionary expenditures to support af-
fordable housing projects.
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The recommendation includes language, modified from the re-
quest, to allow surplus funds derived from rental collections which
were in excess of allowable rents levels to be returned to project
owners only for the purposes of rehabilitating and renovating those
properties.

MANUFACTURED HOUSING FEES TRUST FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............cccceceeeeieerieenieenieenneenveennns $13,000,000
Offsetting collections .........ccccceevnnees —13,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation . 13,566,000
Offsetting collections ..................... —13,566,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .. 13,000,000
Offsetting collections ........ccccoeeeevieriiienieniieenieennen. —13,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...... —566,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccccvveenneen. 0

The National Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety
Standards Act of 1974, as amended by the Manufactured Housing
Improvement Act of 2000, authorized the Secretary to establish
Federal manufactured home construction and safety standards for
the construction, design, and performance of manufactured homes.
All manufactured homes are required to meet the Federal stand-
ards, and fees are charged to producers to cover the costs of admin-
istering the Act.

The Committee recommends $13,000,000 to support the manu-
factured housing standards programs to be derived from fees col-
lected and deposited in the Manufactured Housing Fees Trust
Fund established pursuant to the Manufactured Housing Improve-
ment Act of 2000. The amount recommended is a decrease of
$566,000 below the fiscal year 2002 level.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION
MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Limitation of direct Limitation of guaran- Administrative ex-
loans teed loans penses

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $50,000,000 $165,000,000,000 $347,829,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation .. . 250,000,000 165,000,000,000 336,700,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ........ . 50,000,000 160,000,000,000 347,829,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation .. —200,000,000 0 +11,129,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0 +5,000,000,000 0

The FHA mutual mortgage insurance program account includes
the mutual mortgage insurance (MMI) and cooperative manage-
ment housing insurance (CMHI) funds. This program account cov-
ers unsubsidized programs, primarily the single-family home mort-
gage program, the largest of all the FHA programs. The coopera-
tive housing insurance program provides mortgages for cooperative
housing projects of more than five units that are occupied by mem-
bers of a cooperative housing corporation.

The Committee recommends the following limitations on loan
commitments in the MMI program account as follows:
$165,000,000,000 for loan guarantees and $50,000,000 for direct
loans. The recommendation also includes $347,829,000 for adminis-
trative expenses, of which $343,807,000 is transferred to the Sala-
ries and expenses account, and $4,022,000 is transferred to the Of-
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fice of Inspector General. In addition, $85,720,000 is provided for
administrative contract expenses, of which no less than
$21,360,000 is transferred to the Working Capital Fund for devel-
opment of and modifications to information technology systems
which serve programs or activities under Housing Program or the
Federal Housing Administration.

Language is continued, carried in previous years, appropriating
additional administrative expenses in certain circumstances.

The Committee encourages the Department to consider the use-
fulness of automated collateral management systems as a means to
detect predatory loans.

GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Limitation of direct Limitation of guaran- Administrative ex-

loans teed loans penses Program costs

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $50,000,000 $23,000,000,000 $223,716,400 $15,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... 50,000,000 23,000,000,000 216,100,000 15,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ... 50,000,000 21,000,000,000 223,716,400 15,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002

appropriation .......cccoeveererrerinns 0 0 +7,616 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003

budget request .........ccocoevvennnnne 0 +2,000,000,000 0 0

The FHA general and special risk insurance (GI and SRI) pro-
gram account includes 17 different programs administered by the
FHA. The GI fund includes a wide variety insurance programs for
special purpose single and multi-family loans, including loans for
property improvements, manufactured housing, multi-family rental
housing, condominiums, housing for the elderly, hospitals, group
practice facilities and nursing homes. The SRI fund includes insur-
ance programs for mortgages in older, declining urban areas which
would not be otherwise eligible for insurance, mortgages with inter-
est reduction payments, mortgages for experimental housing and
for high-risk mortgagors who would not normally be eligible for
mortgage insurance without housing counseling.

The Committee recommends the following limitations on loan
commitments for the general and special risk insurance program
account as requested: $23,000,000,000 for loan guarantees and
$50,000,000 for direct loans, the same levels provided in fiscal year
2002.

As requested, the recommendation includes a $15,000,000 direct
appropriation for credit subsidy. The Committee also expects that
improved FHA management and oversight will enable all programs
to operate in a financially sound manner.

The recommendation also includes $223,716,400 for administra-
tive expenses, of which $204,395,400 is transferred to the Salaries
and Expenses account and $19,321,000 is transferred to the Office
of Inspector General. An additional $93,780,000 is provided for
non-overhead administrative expenses, of which no less than
$14,240,000 is transferred to the Working Capital Fund for devel-
opment of and modifications to information technology systems
which serve activities under Housing Programs or Federal Housing
Administration.

Language is continued, carried in previous years, appropriating
additional administrative expenses in certain circumstances.
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GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION

GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES LOAN GUARANTEE
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Limitation of guaran- Administrative ex-
teed loans penses

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $200,000,000,000 $10,343,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 200,000,000,000 9,383,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 200,000,000,000 10,343,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 0 +960
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0 0

The guarantee of mortgage-backed securities program facilitates
the financing of residential mortgage loans insured or guaranteed
by the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), the Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA) and the Rural Housing Services program.
The Government National Mortgage Association (GNMA) guaran-
tees the timely payment of principal and interest on securities
issued by private service institutions such as mortgage companies,
commercial banks, savings banks, and savings and loan associa-
tions which assemble pools of mortgages, and issues securities
backed by the pools. In turn, investment proceeds are used to fi-
nance additional mortgage loans. Investors include non-traditional
sources of credit in the housing market such as pension and retire-
ment funds, life insurance companies and individuals.

The recommendation includes a $200,000,000,000 limitation on
loan commitments for mortgage-backed securities as requested, the
same level provided in fiscal year 2002. The Committee also rec-
ommends $10,343,000 for administrative expenses to be transferred
to the Salaries and Expenses account, as requested, $960,000 above
the amount provided in fiscal year 2002.

Poricy DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeevieenieesieenieenieeneeennnn. $47,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ........ . 50,250,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ........cccceeevveeenneen. 47,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...... —3,250,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccvveeeneee. 0

The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970 directs the
Secretary to undertake programs of research, studies, testing, and
demonstrations related to the HUD mission. These functions are
carried out internally through contracts with industry, non-profit
research organizations, and educational institutions and through
agreements with state and local governments and other federal
agencies.

The bill includes $47,000,000 for research and technology, as re-
quested. Of this amount, $7,000,000 is provided for the Partnership
for Advancing Technology in Housing (PATH) Initiative.

Language is included making funds available for obligation for
two years.
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FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeeeiienieenieenneenneenneennns $45,899,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 45,899,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 45,899,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0

The Fair Housing Act, title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968,
as amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988, pro-
hibits discrimination in the sale, rental and financing of housing
and authorizes assistance to State and local agencies in admin-
istering the provision of fair housing statutes. The Fair Housing
Assistance Program (FHAP) assists State and local fair housing en-
forcement agencies that are certified by HUD as “substantially
equivalent” to HUD with respect to enforcement policies and proce-
dures. The FHAP assures prompt and effective processing of com-
plaints filed under title VIII that are within the jurisdiction of
State and local fair housing agencies. The Fair Housing Initiatives
Program (FHIP) alleviates housing discrimination by providing
support to private nonprofit organizations, State and local govern-
ment agencies and other nonfederal entities for the purpose of
eliminating or preventing discrimination in housing, and to en-
hance fair housing opportunities.

The Committee recommends a total of $45,899,000 for this ac-
count, as requested. Of this amount, $25,649,000 is for FHAP and
$20,250,000 is for FHIP, the same amounts provided in fiscal year
2002.

The Committee expects HUD to continue to provide quarterly re-
ports on obligation and expenditure of these funds, delineated by
each program and activity, with the first such report due no later
than February 15, 2003.

OFFICE OF LEAD HAZARD CONTROL
LEAD HAZARD REDUCTION
Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeevieerieesieenieenieenieennen. $126,000,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 109,758,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccecvveeecvveeennnenn. 126,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation +16,242,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccecvveenneen. 0

The Lead Hazard Reduction Program, authorized under the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (P.L. 102-550),
provides grants to State and local governments to perform lead
hazard reduction activities in housing occupied by low-income fami-
lies. The program also provides technical assistance, undertakes re-
search and evaluations of testing and cleanup methodologies, and
devilops technical guidance and regulations in cooperation with
EPA.

The Committee recommends $126,000,000 for this account as re-
quested, an increase of $16,242,000 above the fiscal year 2002
level, as follows:

—$96,000,000 is for grants to State and local governments, and
Native American tribes, for lead-based paint abatement activities
in private low-income housing. This represents a $16,000,000 in-
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crease above the fiscal year 2002 level for these activities as re-
quested.

—$10,000,000 is for Operation LEAP (Lead Elimination Action
Program), a new initiative requested in the budget to leverage pri-
vate-sector resources to eliminate lead-based paint hazards in low-
income housing. Operation LEAP funds will be allocated competi-
tively to non-profit organizations and the private sector for activi-
ties which leverage additional funds for local lead hazard control
programs.

—$10,000,000 is for technical assistance and support to State
and local agencies and private property owners, a $242,000 in-
crease over fiscal year 2002 as requested.

—$10,000,000 is for the Healthy Homes Initiative as requested.
Healthy Homes funds are competitively awarded to State, local or
county agencies, non-profit and community-based organizations,
landlord organizations, parents’ organizations, and environmental
contractors, for research, standards development, and education
and outreach activities related to housing-related environmental
childhood diseases.

The recommendation does not include a separate set-aside for
CLEAR Corps. The Committee notes that as part of the Consoli-
dated Planning process, State and local governments are expected
to partner with non-profit organizations to develop and implement
their lead-based paint abatement plans. The Committee encourages
local CLEAR Corps programs to partner with local governments to
receive funding support as part of the locality’s Consolidated Plan.

The Committee is aware of a proposal put forth by the Alliance
to End Childhood Lead Poisoning to create a Community Environ-
mental Health Resource Center (CEHRC) to provide technical sup-
port, training, and education and outreach to community-based or-
ganizations to evaluate and control housing-related and commu-
nity-wide health hazards. While the Committee has not included
an earmark for this new organization, the Committee encourages
HUD to evaluate a proposal from the Alliance and provide a grant
if warranted.



MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

By transfer

Appropriation FHA funds GNMA funds CPD Title VI '"d'ai"ng“““s’ "a"‘}g%u'*ji;"ga“a" Total
FY 2003 recommendation $530,299,000 $548,202,000 $10,343,000 $1,000,000 $150,000 $200,000 $35,000 $1,090,229,000
FY 2002 appropriation 556,067,000 530,457,000 9,383,000 1,000,000 150,000 200,000 35,000 1,097,292,000
FY 2003 budget request 510,299,000 548,202,000 10,343,000 1,000,000 150,000 200,000 35,000 1,070,229,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation .........c..cccocovvvunece. — 25,768,000 +17,745,000 +960,000 0 0 0 0 —17,063,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccccooeuunee. +20,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9L
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A single appropriation has been provided to finance all salaries
and related costs associated with administering the programs of
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, except the Of-
fice of Inspector General and the Office of Federal Housing Enter-
prise Oversight. These activities include housing, mortgage credit
and secondary market programs community planning and develop-
ment programs, departmental management, legal services, and
field direction and administration.

The Committee recommends total funding of $1,090,229,000 for
the salaries and expenses of the Department, a net decrease of
$7,063,000 below the fiscal year 2002 appropriation. The rec-
ommendation reflects an $85,000,000 reduction due to the transfer
of information technology funding previously provided for in this
account to a new Working Capital Fund account in fiscal year 2003
as requested in the budget submission. Therefore, the recommenda-
tion represents a net increase of $77,937,000 above the comparable
fiscal year 2002 level, of which $57,937,000 is for inflationary in-
creases necessary to support 9,100 full-time equivalents, as re-
quested, and $20,000,000 is available to the Chief Financial Officer
only for activities to improve financial management and funds con-
trol in the Department.

Language is included in the bill setting forth the amounts pro-
vided for the various offices funded under this heading as follows:

Office 0f HOUSINE .....cveveeverieeerieteireeeeeeeeeeeteeteeseseeereeseereeresessessereereenes $294,154,000
Office of Public and Indian Housing ...........cccceceeenennee rereeeeree e 153,971,000
Office of Community Planning and Development .. 76,164,000
Office of Policy Development and Research ....... 19,147,000
Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity ...... 59,973,000
Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control 2,634,000
Government National Mortgage Association .......... 7,233,000
Departmental Management ..........ccccceevieenieeniennnnn. 22,344,000
Center for Faith-Based and Community Initiatives ..... e 2,606,000
Office of the Chief Financial Officer .........cccccccceevveeunnnns e e e 53,986,000
Office of the General Counsel ..........c..ccccvvveeineennn. e 64,486,000
Office of Field Policy and Management e 77,410,000
Office of AAMINISEIAtioN .......cccoeveiiiieieeeeeeeiiireee e eeeerrre e e e 241,761,000

Total, Management and Administration ..........c.ccceeeeeevriveennnennnne 1,070,299,000

The Department may reallocate funds between the amounts
specified above for these offices in accordance with operating plan
and/or reprogramming procedures. Amounts provided are con-
sistent with the Department’s budget submission, excluding
amounts assumed contingent upon enactment of legislative changes
to legacy retirement costs, updated to include the effects of the re-
organization implemented during fiscal year 2002. Consistent with
modifications to the original budget submission, the object classi-
fication distribution, which shall also serve as the basis for oper-
ating plan and reprogramming changes is as follows:

Personal Services—$860,693,000

Travel and Transportation of Persons—$25,508,000
Transportation of Things—$700,000

Rent, Communications and Utilities—$124,572,000
Printing and Reproduction—$4,644,000

Other Services—$77,807,000

Supplies and Materials—$4,932,000

Furniture and Equipment—$1,180,000
Indemnities—$194,000
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Operating Plans/Reprogramming Requirements.—The Com-
mittee appreciates the need for management flexibility to allocate
management and administrative resources or reorganize offices and
programs to address changing requirements at the departments
and agencies funded in the bill, including HUD. To provide such
flexibility, while ensuring appropriate consultation and oversight,
the departments and some agencies are required to submit oper-
ating plans and reprogramming letters for Committee approval.
Guidance regarding operating plan and reprogramming require-
ments is described in greater detail at the beginning of this report.
The Committee is concerned that HUD has not consistently ad-
hered to these requirements and instead has reallocated resources
among programs, projects and activities, reorganized offices and
created new offices without prior notification and approval by the
Committee. The Committee expects established procedures to be
followed so that the Committee is kept informed of, and therefore
is better able to respond to, changing requirements at the Depart-
ment. Therefore, HUD is reminded that operating plans or re-
programming requirements apply to any reallocation of resources
totaling more than $500,000 among any program, project or activ-
ity; any proposed creation or elimination of any program or office,
regardless of the dollar amount involved; and any reorganization,
regardless of the dollar amount involved. Object classification
changes above $500,000 also are subject to operating plan or re-
programming requirements. Unless otherwise specified in this Act
or the accompanying report, the approved level for any program,
project, or activity is that amount detailed for that program,
project, or activity in the Department’s annual detailed budget jus-
tification document. These requirements apply to all funds pro-
vided to the Department. The Department is expected to make any
necessary changes during fiscal year 2003 to its current procedures
and systems to ensure that it is able to meet the necessary oper-
ating plan and reprogramming requirements applied to other agen-
cies funded in the bill.

Funds Control/Financial Management.—For years, the Com-
mittee, the General Accounting Office, and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) have raised concerns about the lack of
adequate policies and procedures in place at the Department to en-
sure appropriate funds control and financial management, includ-
ing its inability to identify and correct deficiencies in a timely man-
ner in accordance with applicable statutes, regulations, and circu-
lars. Every Federal department or agency has a responsibility to
obligate and expend its funds in compliance with all statutes, regu-
lations, and OMB circulars, including compliance with the Anti-De-
ficiency Act (ADA). The Committee expects each department and
agency to have vigorous funds control and financial management
policies and procedures in place so that it may meet its steward-
ship responsibilities. Further, the Committee expects each Depart-
ment or agency to take all necessary corrective actions to expedi-
tiously resolve any violation consistent with the law.

Last year, the Committee became aware that the Department
was responsible for three violations of the ADA which occurred be-
tween 1998 and 2001, and became increasingly concerned over the
Department’s failure to make timely formal determination of such
ADA violations as required by law. At the same time, OMB con-
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cerns over HUD’s funds control systems had become so severe that
in November 2001, OMB warned the Department it would revoke
the Department’s authority to hold and distribute its funding un-
less HUD updated and strengthened its funds control systems. In
response to these concerns, the Committee directed its Surveys and
Investigations staff to review the Department’s established proce-
dures to investigate and enforce the ADA. This review found that
the Department lacked adequate funds control policies and proce-
dures with respect to oversight, checks and balances, automated
systems, audits, and training.

Based on the findings, the Committee has included bill language
and additional funding above the request to assist the Depart-
ment’s efforts to improve funds control and financial management
systems. The Committee notes that the authority and responsibility
to ensure compliance with the ADA and other appropriations laws
and regulations rests with the Office of the Chief Financial Officer
(OCFO). Therefore, the Committee has included $21,000,000 and
bill language to ensure that the OCFO has the tools it needs to ful-
fill this responsibility. Language is also included in the bill which
vests the OCFO with the sole authority to investigate, determine,
and report compliance with the ADA and all other appropriations
laws; establishes an appropriations law division within the OCFO
and transfers no less than four appropriations attorneys from the
Office of General Counsel (OGC) to the OCFO for this new division;
reaffirms well-established appropriations law related to the point of
obligation of funds; requires the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) to
establish control of and maintain adequate accounting systems as
well as policies and procedures to investigate and determine poten-
tial and actual violations; requires the CFO to submit a revised de-
partmental funds control handbook to the Committee; and requires
the OCFO to determine that any official or employee of the Depart-
ment designated as an allotment holder of funds has received ap-
propriate training and has in place adequate funds control systems.

To ensure that the OCFO has the necessary resources to fulfill
these responsibilities, the Committee recommends $21,000,000 for
the OCFO to be used exclusively for funds control improvements
including automated financial management systems improvements,
additional training of departmental employees, establishment of a
division of appropriations law within the OCFO, and ADA compli-
ance audits of all departmental programs. Of this amount,
$20,000,000 is provided as an increase above the request for this
account, and $1,000,000 has been transferred from the OGC to the
OCFO to reflect the personnel transfer included in the bill. To im-
prove audit and compliance at the Department, the Committee di-
rects the OCFO to contract for independent audit services by an
entity with adequate ADA and appropriations law training, experi-
ence, and resources to conduct rotating ADA compliance audits of
all Department programs, with each program audited no less than
once every three years. All audit reports shall be directed to the
Secretary, the CFO and the Budget Officer.

The Committee believes that funds control and financial manage-
ment improvements are critical and looks forward to working with
the Department toward this goal.

Budget Submission.—While the Committee appreciates the De-
partment’s efforts last year to improve the information included in
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its annual Budget Justification, the Committee believes that fur-
ther improvements are required. The Committee reiterates that ob-
ject classification displays are supplements, not substitutes, for de-
tailed displays which delineate prior year, current year, and re-
quested funding levels for each program, project, or activity within
each account. In addition, the Committee directs HUD to submit a
detailed budget justification for the Management and Administra-
tion account which includes prior year, current year, and requested
position, FTE, and funding levels for each program within each of-
fice, delineated by headquarters and field office components. The
Committee expects HUD, in consultation with the Committee, to
further revise its detailed budget justifications to address these
concerns as part of its fiscal year 2004 budget submission.

Language is included in the bill, similar to language carried in
prior Acts, which: (1) designates amounts provided from various ac-
counts for salaries and expenses; (2) transfers no less than
$85,000,000 to the Working Capital Fund; (3) limits the total num-
ber of GS-14 and GS-15 positions in the Department; and (4) re-
quires submission of a staffing plan.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $276,300,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... 10
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .. $276,300,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ... .
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueeeneee.

1Previously, funds were provided for by transfer from various HUD accounts.

1+276,300,000
0

The Working Capital Fund was established pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 3535 to provide necessary capital for the development of,
modifications to, and infrastructure for Department-wide informa-
tion technology systems, and for the continuing operation of both
Department-wide and program-specific information technology sys-
tems.

The Committee recommends $351,400,000 for the Working Cap-
ital Fund, a $300,000 increase over the fiscal year 2002 comparable
level, of which $276,300,000 is provided as a separate account to
support Department-wide information technology systems activi-
ties, as requested in the budget submission. An additional
$75,100,000 is provided by transfer from the following accounts to
support program-specific information technology systems, as re-
quested in the budget submission:

Salaries and expenses—$10,500,000

FHA, Mutual mortgage insurance fund—$21,360,000
FHA, General and special risk insurance fund—$14,240,000
Community development fund—$3,400,000

HOME investment partnerships program—$1,100,000
Homeless assistance—$1,500,000

Public housing capital fund—$18,600,000

Native American Indian block grants—$600,000
Housing certificate fund—$3,000,000

Housing for special populations—$500,000

Office of Inspector General—$300,000

In prior years, all information technology system activities were
provided for through transfers from the various accounts within the

bill.
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The Committee remains committed to improving HUD’s informa-
tion technology capacity. To a large extent, both HUD’s and Con-
gress’ ability to oversee the effectiveness of HUD’s programs is un-
dermined due to the failure of HUD’s information systems to pro-
vide the information necessary to assess program performance and
ensure effective resource management. The Committee under-
stands that information technology systems improvements are or-
ganizationally and technically challenging endeavors. Effective de-
velopment and implementation of such improvements requires
strong oversight by the Department, strong program management,
early and thorough planning, user input, clearly defined systems
objectives and requirements, and appropriate milestones. Absent a
clearly defined framework and implementation plan, the Com-
mittee is concerned that such endeavors will be vulnerable to un-
controllable cost growth and mission failure. Based on these con-
cerns, for the last two years the Department was directed to pro-
vide the Committee with a comprehensive multi-year information
technology plan as part of its budget submissions. In addition, the
fiscal year 2002 conference report directed HUD not to expend any
of the funds on planning and development for a re-competition of
its information technology platform and information technology
support services platform—the HUD Information Technology Serv-
ices (HITS) contract—until such a plan was provided. The Depart-
ment did not deliver the required plan and despite the Committee’s
direction, the Department moved forward with the re-competition.

The Committee understands that the HITS contract is to be a
performance-based, outcome-oriented contract which will provide
the entire physical infrastructure and infrastructure support serv-
ices to satisfy HUD’s information processing requirements. The
Committee questions how HUD can successfully select and manage
a HITS contract that will fully meet the Department’s long-term
needs in a cost effective fashion when HUD still lacks a com-
prehensive five year information technology plan identifying the in-
formation technology needs to be supported by that contract.
Therefore, language is included in the bill prohibiting any funds
from being used to award a new HITS contract until 90 days after
the Department submits a comprehensive five year information
technology plan to the Committee which must include, but is not
limited to, the following: (1) an inventory of all current HUD infor-
mation technology systems and the operational status of each sys-
tem; (2) a detailed documentation of user systems needs, as identi-
fied by the user community; (3) a detailed documentation of sys-
tems requirements and systems architecture which addresses the
highest priority user needs; (4) a detailed procurement strategy
which incorporates appropriate risk management and contract
management strategies, including appropriate milestones and
deliverables; (5) an evaluation of the ability of separate HUD sys-
tems to be integrated to maximize efficiencies; (6) a detailed plan
identifying the strategy for integrating existing systems and sys-
tems upgrades into the HITS platform, including an identification
of contractor responsibilities for systems integration and support;
and (6) a complete development and deployment schedule for all
planned HUD systems including detailed cost estimates for each
system. The Committee directs HUD to consult with the Com-
mittee as it develops this plan. Further, the Committee encourages
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the Department to use funds provided for the Working Capital
Fund to contract with outside information technology experts as
necessary to successfully develop this five year plan.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Appropriation FHA funds Public housing Total

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $73,341,000 $23,343,000 10 $96,684,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...... 66,555,000 22,343,000 1$5,000,000 93,898,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 74,341,000 123,343,000 10 — 97,684,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation +6,786,000 +1,000,000 1 —5,000,000 +2,786,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request —1,000,000 0 0 —1,000,000

Lin fiscal year 2002, a transfer was provided to the Office of Inspector General from the Public Operating Subsidies account.

The Office of Inspector General provides agency-wide audit and
investigative functions to identify and correct management and ad-
ministrative deficiencies that create conditions for existing or po-
tential instances of fraud, waste and mismanagement. The audit
function provides internal audit, contract audit, and inspection
services. Contract audits provide professional advice to agency con-
tracting officials on accounting and financial matters relative to ne-
gotiation, award, administration, re-pricing and settlement of con-
tracts. Internal audits evaluate all facets of agency operations. In-
spection services provide detailed technical evaluations of agency
operations. The investigative function provides for the detection
and investigation of improper and illegal activities involving pro-
grams, personnel and operations.

The Committee recommends the $96,684,000 for the Office of In-
spector General as requested, an increase of $2,786,000 above the
amount provided in fiscal year 2002. Of this amount, $23,343,000
is derived from transfers from FHA funds.

Language is included in the bill, similar to language carried in
prior Acts, which: (1) designates amounts available to the Inspector
General from other accounts; and (2) clarifies the authority of the
Inspector General with respect to certain personnel issues.

CONSOLIDATED FEE FUND

(RESCISSION)
Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..........c.cccceeevveeenciveeerveeeesveeensenens —$8,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ........ —6,700,000
FY 2003 budget request .......cccceeveevieeninriieenienen. —8,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...... —1,300,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccccecueveenenne 0

Section 7(j) of the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act establishes fees and charges from selected programs
which are deposited in the fund to offset the costs of audits, inspec-
tions and other related expenses that may be incurred by the De-
partment in monitoring these programs. These fees were
misclassified as deposit funds in previous years, and have been re-
classified as on-budget Federal funds.

The Committee recommends a rescission of $8,000,000 from the
Fund, as requested, to partially offset the funding requirements of
the Office of the Inspector General.
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OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE OVERSIGHT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..........cccceeeeuveeeecieeeenveeeesneeescenenns $30,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 27,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 30,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeenneen. +3,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccccccvveeneen. 0

The Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight (OFHEO)
was established in 1992 to regulate the financial safety and sound-
ness of the two housing government-sponsored enterprises
(GSEs)—the Federal National Mortgage Association (Fannie Mae)
and the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation (Freddie Mac).
The office was authorized in the Federal Housing Enterprises Fi-
nancial Safety and Soundness Act of 1992, which also provided the
regulator enhanced authority to enforce these standards. In addi-
tion to financial regulation, the OFHEO monitors the GSEs compli-
ance with affordable housing goals that were contained in the Act.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $30,000,000, an
increase of $3,000,000 above fiscal year 2002 level and the same
amount included in the budget request.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

The bill contains a number of administrative provisions.

Section 201 relates to the division of financing adjustment fac-
tors, as requested.

Section 202 prohibits available funds from being used to inves-
tigate or prosecute lawful activities under the Fair Housing Act,
which was proposed for deletion.

Section 203 continues language to correct an anomaly in the
HOPWA formula that results in the loss of funds for certain States,
however requested language to make this provision permanent is
not included.

Section 204 extends a technical amendment included in the fiscal
year 2000 appropriations Act relating to the allocation of HOPWA
funds in the Philadelphia metropolitan area, as requested.

Section 205 authorizes the Secretary to waive certain require-
ments related to an assisted living pilot project, as requested.

Section 206 continues language, carried in previous years in title
IV of the Act, requiring funds appropriated to be distributed on a
competitive basis in accordance with the Department of Housing
and Urban Development Reform Act of 1989.

Section 207 continues language, carried in previous years in title
IV of the Act, regarding the availability of funds subject to the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act and the Housing Act of 1950.

Section 208 continues language, carried in previous years in title
IV of the Act, regarding allocation of funds in excess of the budget
estimates.

Section 209 continues language, carried in previous years in title
IV of the Act, regarding the expenditure of funds for corporations
and agencies subject to the Government Corporation Control Act.

Section 210 continues language, carried in previous years in title
IV of the Act, requiring submission of a spending plan for technical
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assistance, training and management improvement activities prior
to the expenditure of funds.

The Committee does not recommend four new administrative
provisions requested in the budget.

TITLE III
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............cccceceeeviieniensiienieeniceneeennen. $35,246,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 35,466,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 30,400,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... —220,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +4,846,000

The Commission is responsible for the administration, operation
and maintenance of cemetery and war memorials to commemorate
the achievements and sacrifices of the American Armed Forces
where they have served since April 6, 1917. In performing these
functions, the American Battle Monuments Commission maintains
twenty-four permanent American military cemetery memorials and
thirty-one monuments, memorials, markers and offices in fifteen
foreign countries, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, and the British dependency of Gibraltar. In addition, five
memorials are located in the United States: the East Coast Memo-
rial in New York; the West Coast Memorial, The Presidio, in San
Francisco; the Honolulu Memorial in the National Memorial Ceme-
tery of the Pacific in Honolulu, Hawaii; and the American Expedi-
tionary Forces Memorial and the Korean War Veterans Memorial
in Washington, DC.

The Committee recommends $35,246,000 for fiscal year 2003 to
administer, operate and maintain the Commission’s monuments,
cemeteries, and memorials throughout the world. The Committee is
aware of the severe operational difficulties experienced by the Com-
mission in France resulting from that country’s adoption of a 35
hour work week and has therefore included $846,000 above the
budget request for salaries and benefits of up to 20 additional
ABMC employees. The Committee expects that these additional
employees will be used on either a full or part-time basis to meet
the manpower needs of any of the ABMC cemeteries or offices
where a manpower shortage has or could potentially cause delays
in necessary maintenance and operations.

The Committee has also included an additional $4,000,000 as a
second installment towards the cost of planning and construction
of a new visitor center at the Normandy American Cemetery in
France. The cemetery averages nearly two million visitors per year,
and the existing facilities are over 40 years old and inadequate to
serve this large number of visitors. The new and expanded visitor
center can provide a fuller array of interpretive services to put the
D-Day landings and the following battles in Europe in perspective
as one of the greatest military achievements of all time, albeit at
a staggering price in American and Allied casualties. The battle at
Normandy is universally recognized a pivotal moment in World
War II and for determining the future course of European and
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world history. As ABMC has begun initial planning of this project
and may soon move to design and other pre-construction activities,
the Committee withdraws its limitation of expenditures for non-
i:onstruction related costs as noted in the 2002 appropriations legis-
ation.

CHEMICAL SAFETY AND HAZARD INVESTIGATION BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccceeeeeveeeeieeeenveeeenneeeecenennn $6,500,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 7,850,000
Fiscal year 2002 budget request 7,850,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeeneeen. —1,350,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........cccoccvveerviveeenciveennnnn. —1,350,000

The Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board was au-
thorized by the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 to investigate
accidental releases of certain chemical substances resulting in seri-
ous injury, death, or substantial property loss. The Board became
operational in fiscal year 1998.

For fiscal year 2002, the Committee is recommending $6,500,000,
a decrease of $1,350,000 from the level for fiscal year 2002.

Again this year, bill language has been included which limits the
number of career senior executive service positions to three. Bill
language has also been included which makes $2,500,000 of the ap-
propriated funds available for two fiscal years.

In the five years since the Board began operations, the Com-
mittee has received three independent reports identifying serious
deficiencies in the management, control, and direction of the
Board’s activities. The Committee also finds that despite its past
warnings against pursuing outreach and data activities before be-
coming fully operational, the Board has continued to engage in
these activities from limited funds and has pursued these activities
at the expense of overextending its technical staff.

Accordingly, the Committee directs that the Office of Prevention,
Outreach and Policy proposed in the budget request is to be limited
to no more than two positions and that the three additional posi-
tions proposed for this Office be transferred to the Office of Inves-
tigations and Safety Programs to fill the need for technical inves-
tigators. The Committee also expects that the Board vet future re-
organizations of offices, programs, and activities with the Com-
mittee prior to the planned implementation of such reorganiza-
tions, consistent with the language at the front of this report. Addi-
tionally, the Committee directs that unobligated funds from fiscal
year 2002, which are available through fiscal year 2003, be used
first and foremost for hiring and developing technical staff. At the
time of this Committee print, close to $1,400,000, or more than sev-
enteen percent of the fiscal year 2002 appropriation, was unobli-
gated and carried over from fiscal year 2002.

Additionally, the Committee directs that of the amounts ap-
proved in this appropriation, the Board must limit transfers of
funds between object classifications to not more than $50,000 with-
out prior notification of the Committees on Appropriations.
Changes from the budget request in excess of $250,000 shall be
subject to the normal Committee reprogramming guidelines as out-
lined at the beginning of this report. No changes may be made to
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any expense as reflected in the budget justification, except as ap-
proved by the Committees on Appropriations, if it is construed by
the Committee to be policy or change in policy. It is the intent of
the Committee that all carryover funds for the Board, including re-
captures and deobligations, are subject to the normal reprogram-
ming requirements outlined above and at the beginning of this re-
port. The Committee looks forward to working with the new leader-
ship of the Board to correct continued management problems iden-
tified by GAO and the Inspector General for the Board.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS FUND PROGRAM

ACCOUNT
Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............ccceeeeveeeeiieeenveeeenneeescenennn $80,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 80,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 68,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request .........ccccceevveriieenienieennen. +12,000,000

The Community Development Financial Institutions Fund pro-
vides grants, loans and technical assistance to new and existing
community development financial institutions such as community
development banks, community development credit unions, revolv-
ing loan funds and micro-loan funds. Recipients must use the funds
to support mortgage, small business and economic development
lending in currently underserved, distressed neighborhoods. The
Fund will also be responsible for implementation of the Community
Renewal Tax Relief Act of 2000, upon completion of appropriate
rules and regulations by the Internal Revenue Service.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $80,000,000 for
the program in fiscal year 2003. The recommendation is an in-
crease of $12,000,000 to the budget request and the same as the
fiscal year 2002 appropriation. The Committee recommendation in-
cludes bill language designating $2,000,000 for financial and tech-
nical assistance for Native American, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska
Native communities.

CONSUMER ProDUCT SAFETY COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..........ccccceeuvennnee $57,117,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... 55,200,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......... 56,767,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +1,917,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........cccccceeererveeervveeennenn. +350,000

The Consumer Product Safety Act established the Consumer
Product Safety Commission (CPSC), an independent Federal regu-
latory agency, to reduce unreasonable risk of injury associated with
consumer products. Its primary responsibilities and overall goals
are: to protect the public against unreasonable risk of injury associ-
ated with consumer products; to develop uniform safety standards
for consumer products, minimizing conflicting State and local regu-
lations; and to promote research into prevention of product-related
deaths, illnesses, and injuries.
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The Committee recommends an appropriation of $57,117,000 for
fiscal year 2003, an increase of $1,917,000 over the fiscal year 2002
appropriation and $350,000 above the amount included in the
budget request. The increase provided is for additional salary costs
not provided for in the budget request.

The Committee has not included language requested as a Gen-
eral Provision in this bill to exempt CPSC litigation travel from the
requirements of Section 401 of this Act. The Committee finds that
there are sufficient opportunities to address changes to litigation
travel needs through the Committee’s normal reprogramming pro-
cedures.

The Committee is concerned that incidents related to hairdryers
from a specific manufacturer may have increased since 1994. It is
unclear to the Committee how these incidents compare with and
what impact these have on national injury statistics. Accordingly,
the Committee directs CPSC to provide a report detailing injuries
related to specific hairdryers of concern and any actions taken in
recalling defective products within this category. To the extent data
is available to CPSC, the report shall include injury trend data, by
manufacturer, since 1980. The Committee directs CPSC to provide
this report by January 2003.

The Committee remains concerned about fire injuries related to
children’s sleepwear and the limits of data currently available as
identified by GAO in its April 1999 report. The Committee empha-
sizes that it is important that CPSC continue with its efforts to
reach out to other interested groups to improve its data collection
efforts related to children’s sleepwear injuries. The Committee
therefore directs that CPSC provide an annual report to the Com-
mittee addressing outreach efforts made to interested groups to im-
prove its data collection efforts, enforcement actions taken regard-
ing the current children’s sleepwear regulation, and updates on
children’s sleepwear related injuries, including the number of re-
ported injuries and deaths.

The Committee is also concerned about whether small sample
sizes of injuries, particularly burns related specifically to children’s
sleepwear, make it difficult for the CPSC to achieve the most accu-
rate annual national injury estimates. The Committee therefore di-
rects that CPSC provide a report to the Committee addressing im-
provements made in data collection since the GAO 1999 report and
those still needed for developing the necessary measures to track
trends in injuries related to children’s sleepwear and to provide
more accurate national estimates. The report should also identify
the cost estimates for implementing the recommended changes.
CPSC is directed to provide both reports to the Committee by April
2003.

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE
NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS OPERATING EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $0
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation 401,980,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccoecvvevveereennnnn. 631,342,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... —401,980,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request —631,342,000
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The Corporation for National and Community Service was estab-
lished by the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993
to enhance opportunities for national and community service and
provide national service educational awards. The Corporation
makes grants to States, institutions of higher education, public and
private nonprofit organizations, and others to create service oppor-
tunities for a wide variety of individuals through full-time national
and community service programs. National service participants
may receive educational awards which may be used for full-time or
part-time higher education, vocational education, job training, or
school-to-work programs. Funds for the Volunteers in Service to
America and the National Senior Service Corps are provided in the
Labor-Health and Human Services-Education Appropriations bill.

The fiscal year 2003 budget request for program and administra-
tive activities of the Corporation for National and Community Serv-
ice is $631,342,000, which would have dramatically expanded the
program and provided earmarked funds to the Points of Light
Foundation and America’s Promise. The Committee recommends
eliminating Corporation in fiscal year 2003 and has provided au-
thority for prior year funding to be used for the orderly termination
of operations.

The Committee directs the Corporation to submit an operating
plan within 90 days of enactment of this bill and abide by the re-
programming requirements outlined at the beginning of this report.

The Committee is not providing funds for the proposed Senior
Service Initiative. The Corporation should instead propose stream-
lining and consolidating the already existing senior programs and
encourage Americorp opportunities for retirees and young adults
alike.

The Committee recommends funding for America’s Promise
should the Corporation be funded in the future. In addition, the
Committee recommends funding for the U.S. Soccer Foundation for
the National Soccer Program Development Initiative.

Should the Corporation’s programs be reauthorized and funded
in the future, the Committee believes that Corporation grants
should be a catalyst for service organizations, but not a regular
funding stream year after year. The Committee directs the Cor-
poration to add as a part of its application process an element re-
quiring all applicants to outline how the organization will success-
fully operate in the future without Corporation funding. The Com-
mittee directs the Corporation to include in the fiscal year 2003 op-
erating plan the details of how this new requirement was inte-
grated into the application process.

Further, the Committee is encouraged by the Corporation’s goal
to improve the accountability of its grantees. The Committee di-
rects the Corporation to establish performance measures with each
grantee. The Corporation shall require any grantee that does not
achieve the established levels of performance on the measures, as
determined by the Corporation, to submit to the Corporation for
approval a plan of correction. If the grantee fails to achieve the es-
tablished levels of performance, the Committee directs the Corpora-
tion to either reduce some portion or terminate the entire amount
of assistance provided to the grantee consistent with established
due process requirements.
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cc.cccceeeeuveeeneieeennieeeeneeeennnennn $5,000,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ......... et 5,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......cccceevveeeecieeeecieeeeieeeeevee e 5,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccecvveeennen. 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueenneen. 0

The Office of Inspector General is authorized by the Inspector
General Act of 1978, as amended. This Office provides an inde-
pendent assessment of all Corporation operations and programs, in-
cluding those of the Volunteers in Service to America and the Na-
tional Senior Service Corps, through audits, investigations, and
other proactive projects.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $5,000,000 for
fiscal year 2003, the same as the budget request and the fiscal year
2002 funding level.

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cc.cccceeeeuveeercireennieeennneeennnennn $14,326,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..........ccccceceereeenieenieenieenieenieeseeenens 13,221,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......cccceeeevveeecveeeecieeeeiieeeevee e 14,612,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...........ccceecvveeenneen. +1,105,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueennnee. —286,000

The Veterans Benefits Administration Adjudication Procedure
and Judiciary Review Act established the Court of Appeals for Vet-
erans Claims. The Court reviews appeals from Department of Vet-
erans Affairs claimants seeking review of a benefit denial. The
Court has the authority to overturn findings of fact, regulations
and interpretations of law.

The bill includes $14,326,000 for the Court of Appeals for Vet-
erans Claims in fiscal year 2003, an increase of $1,105,000 above
the current year appropriation and $286,000 below the budget re-
quest.

The bill also identifies $1,045,000 of the funds provided to fully
fund the pro bono representation program.

The Committee is not recommending funds for purchasing all
public spaces in the parking garage of the private building that
currently houses the Court. The Committee strongly urges the
Court to continue working with the General Services Administra-
tion, the building owners, and the other tenants to come to an
agreeable solution. If a solution is not agreed to, the Committee
recommends the Court look for alternative Federal office space to
meet its needs.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccceeeeeveeeeieeeenveeeenneeeecenennn $32,445,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..........cccccceceeveeriieeniiennieenienneenieeeee. 22,537,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........ccceceevieeriienieesiienieeeeeieenee. 24,445 000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeenneen. +9,908,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccccvveenneen. +8,000,000
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The Secretary of the Army is responsible for the administration,
operation and maintenance of Arlington National Cemetery and
the Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home National Cemetery. At the close
of fiscal year 2001, the remains of 289,494 persons were interred/
inured in these cemeteries. There were 3,727 interments and 2,212
inurnments in fiscal year 2001. It is projected that there will be
3,925 interments and 2,700 inurnments in fiscal year 2003. In ad-
dition to its principal function as a national cemetery, Arlington is
the site of approximately 3,100 nonfuneral ceremonies each year
and has approximately 4,000,000 visitors annually.

The Committee recommends $32,445,000 for operations and
maintenance of the Cemetery, an increase of $9,908,000 over the
fiscal year 2002 funding level and $8,000,000 over the budget re-
quest. The Committee has provided an additional $6,000,000 over
the budget request for much-needed repairs to the Memorial Am-
phitheater in fiscal year 2003.

The Committee has also provided an additional $2,000,000 over
the budget request to accelerate phase II of the land utilization
program for Arlington National Cemetery with respect to the devel-
opment plan for section 90. There is a growing demand for burial
space in Arlington National Cemetery. Funding for this project will
accelerate the completion of a boundary wall that will provide
space for an additional columbarium in that section.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SCIENCES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cc.cccceeevveeerciveeesveeeesveeensnnenns $84,074,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 70,228,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 174,471,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccceveeenneen. +13,846,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccceoeveenenne +9,603,000

1Budget request does not include a proposed transfer of $1,603,000 from the National Cancer Institute.

The National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, an
agency within the National Institutes of Health, was authorized in
section 311(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 to conduct certain re-
search and worker training activities associated with the nation’s
Hazardous Substance Superfund program.

For fiscal year 2003 the Committee has recommended a funding
level of $84,074,000, an increase of $9,603,000 above the budget re-
quest and an increase of $13,846,000 over the fiscal year 2002
level. The Committee’s recommendation assumes inclusion of
$1,603,000 proposed by the Administration to be transferred from
the National Cancer Institute to NIEHS, but not included in the
budget documents forwarded to the Congress. The budget request
and the Committee’s recommendation thus provide $48,936,000 for
research and $27,138,000 for the worker training program.

In addition, the Committee has included $8,000,000 previously
provided but not requested by the Administration as a contingent
emergency in the fiscal 2002 supplemental appropriations legisla-
tion. These funds, which include 54,000,000 each for worker train-
ing and research programs, are intended to be used to undertake
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and continue research and worker training programs related to the
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE REGISTRY
TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEALTH

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $88,688,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 78,235,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 77,388,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +10,453,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +11,300,000

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR),
an agency of the Public Health Service, was created in section
104(Gi) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980. The ATSDR’s primary mission is to
conduct surveys and screening programs to determine relationships
between exposure to toxic substances and illness. Other activities
include the maintenance and annual update of a list of hazardous
substances most commonly found at Superfund sites, the prepara-
tion of toxicological profiles on each such hazardous substance, con-
sultations on health issues relating to exposure to hazardous or
toxic substances, and the development and implementation of cer-
tain research activities related to ATSDR’s mission.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee has recommended a funding
level of $88,688,000, an increase of $10,453,000 above the fiscal
year 2002 funding level and an increase of $11,300,000 above the
budget request. The Committee’s recommendation provides the
budget request as well as an additional $11,300,000 provided by
the Congress in the fiscal 2002 supplemental appropriations legis-
lation but not requested as a contingent emergency by the Admin-
istration. Of this additional amount, $1,800,000 is to reimburse
ATSDR for direct and indirect costs related to the events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001 which were not assumed in the fiscal year 2002
appropriation, and $9,500,000 is to be used to enhance the capacity
of the States to respond to chemical terrorism events. As noted in
the past, these and similar expenses are expected to be “one time
only” costs of the Agency to assist the States and are not to become
recurring costs in support of new State personnel.

The Committee encourages ATSDR to continue to provide ade-
quate funds for minority health professions, as well as for continu-
?tiﬁn of a health effects study on the consumption of Great Lakes
ish.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeevieenieenieenieenieeneeennnn. $8,204,465,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 8,078,813,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 7,620,513,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +125,652,000

+583.952,000

The Environmental Protection Agency was created by Reorga-
nization Plan No. 3 of 1970, which consolidated nine programs
from five different agencies and departments. Major EPA programs
include air and water quality, drinking water, hazardous waste, re-
search, pesticides, radiation, toxic substances, enforcement and
compliance assurance, pollution prevention, oil spills, Superfund,
Brownfields, and the Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST)

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request
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program. In addition, EPA provides Federal assistance for waste-
water treatment, sewer overflow control, drinking water facilities,
and other water infrastructure projects. The agency is responsible
for conducting research and development, establishing environ-
mental standards through the use of risk assessment and cost-ben-
efit analysis, monitoring pollution conditions, seeking compliance
through a variety of means, managing audits and investigations,
and providing technical assistance and grant support to states and
tribes, which are delegated authority for actual program implemen-
tation. Under existing statutory authority, the Agency may con-
tribute to specific homeland security efforts and, additionally, may
participate in some international environmental activities.

Among the statutes for which the Environmental Protection
Agency has sole or significant oversight responsibilities are:

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended.

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, as
amended.

Toxic Substances Control Act, as amended.

Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended.

Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, as amended.

Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as
amended.

Oil Pollution Act of 1990.

Public Health Service Act (Title XIV), as amended.

Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended.

Clean Air Act, as amended.

Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended.

Small Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitaliza-
tion Act of 2001 (amending CERCLA).

Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of
1986.

Pollution Prevention Act of 1990.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee has recommended a total

rogram and support level of $8,204,532,000, an increase of
5125 652,000 above last year’s approprlated level and an increase
of $583,952,000 above the budget request.

Of the amounts approved in the following appropriations ac-
counts, the Agency must limit transfers of funds between objectives
to not more than $500,000, except as specifically noted, without
prior approval of the Committee. No changes may be made to any
account or objective except as approved by the Committee, if it is
construed to be policy or a change in policy. Any act1v1ty or pro-
gram cited in the report shall be construed as the position of the
Committee and should not be subject to reductions or reprogram-
ming without prior approval of the Committee. It is the intent of
the Committee that all carryover funds in the various appropria-
tions accounts are subject to the normal reprogramming require-
ments outlined above. The Agency is expected to comply with all
normal rules and regulations in carrying out these directives. Re-
programming requests associated with States and Tribes applying
for Partnership Grants do not need to be submitted to the Com-
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mittee for approval should such grants exceed the normal re-
programming limitations. Finally, the Committee wishes to con-
tinue to be notified regarding reorganizations of offices, programs,
or activities prior to the planned implementation of such reorga-
nizations, as well as be notified, on a monthly basis, of all ongoing
litigation, including any negotiations or discussions, planned or on-
going, regarding a consent decree between the Agency and any
other entity.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation * $714,578,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 698,089,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccoecveevuvereeennnne 670,008,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation +16,489,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........cccvveenneen. +44,570,000

1Total does not include transfer of $86,168,000 from the Hazardous Substance Superfund.

The Science and Technology account funds all Environmental
Protection Agency research (including Hazardous Substances
Superfund research activities) carried out through grants, con-
tracts, and cooperative agreements with other Federal agencies,
states, universities, and private business, as well as on an in-house
basis. This account also funds personnel compensation and bene-
fits, travel, supplies and operating expenses for all Agency re-
search. Research addresses a wide range of environmental and
health concerns across all environmental media and encompasses
both long-term basic and near-term applied research to provide the
scientific knowledge and technologies necessary for preventing, reg-
ulating, and abating pollution, and to anticipate emerging environ-
mental issues.

The Committee has recommended an appropriation of
$714,578,000 for Science and Technology for fiscal year 2003, an in-
crease of $16,489,000 above last year’s spending level, and an in-
crease of $44,570, 000 above the budget request.

The Committee’s recommended appropriation includes the fol-
lowing increases to the budget request:

1. $2,500,000 for EPSCoR.

2. $4,000,000 for Water Environmental Research Foundation.

3. $5,000,000 for the American Water Works Association Re-
search Foundation.

4. $2,500,000 for the National Decentralized Water Resource Ca-
pacity Development Project, in coordination with EPA, for contin-
ued training and research and development of the program.

5. $5,000,000 for the STAR Fellowship program. The Committee’s
recommendation restores this program, eliminated in the budget
request, to more than 50% of its 2002 funding level.

6. $1,000,000 to the American Water Works Association as a one-
time grant to assist AWWA in its drinking water security training
activities.

7. $500,000 for the University of South Alabama, Center for Es-
tuarine Research.

8. $500,000 for the city of San Bernardino, California/San
Bernardino Valley Metropolitan Water District for the Lakes and
Streams project.

9. $750,000 to the University of California, Riverside for contin-
ued research of advanced vehicle design, advanced transportation
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systems, vehicle emissions, and atmospheric pollution at the CE-
CERT facility.

10. $500,000 to the Monterey County, California Water Re-
sources Association for planning activities for the Salinas Valley
Water Project.

11. $2,000,000 for the International Center for Water Technology
at California State University, Fresno.

12. $1,000,000 for the Central California Air Quality Study con-
ducted by the Central California Air Quality Coalition.

13. $800,000 to Barry University for minority science training.

14. $1,000,000 to the University of Miami in Florida for the
Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric Science for continued
research into coral reefs.

15. $300,000 to Florida International University to utilize non-
destructive techniques to characterize and develop contamination
strategies.

16. $250,000 for ongoing research and development of multipur-
pose sensors for detecting and analyzing environmental contami-
nants at Boise State University, the University of Idaho and the
University of Utah.

17. $500,000 to the Illinois Waste Management and Research
Center through the University of Illinois at Urbana/Champaign for
implementation of a program to increase the adoption of innovative
pollution prevention technologies by businesses.

18. $200,000 for the Geothermal Heat Pump Consortium.

19. $500,000 for the National Center for Manufacturing Sciences
in Ann Arbor, Michigan for assisting EPA in meeting the Strategic
Goals Program in the metal finishing sector.

20. $500,000 for the Michigan Biotechnology Institute for devel-
opment and demonstration of environmental cleanup technologies.

21. $500,000 for the Great Lakes Hydrological Center of Excel-
lence at Western Michigan University.

22. $200,000 to Montana State University Bozeman to develop a
Water Center Drinking Water Assistance Program for Small Sys-
tems.

23. $250,000 to the Desert Research Institute for Clean Water
Research of the Western Great Basin Rivers.

24. $7,650,000 for the Environmental Systems Center of Excel-
lence at Syracuse University for research and technology transfer
in the fields of indoor environmental quality and urban ecosystems
sustainability.

25. $200,000 to the State University of New York, College of En-
vironmental Sciences and Forestry for research and outreach at the
Roosevelt Sustainability Center.

26. $500,000 to the Syracuse Research Corporation in Syracuse,
New York, a not for profit corporation, for the continuation of envi-
ronmental research at its Probability Risk Assessment Center.

27. $1,000,000 for the Integrated Petroleum Environmental Con-
sortium.

28. $500,000 for the University of South Carolina for a geologic
study for uranium groundwater contamination.

29. $2,000,000 for the Mickey Leland National Urban Air Toxics
Research Center.

30. $500,000 for the Texas Institute for Applied Environmental
Research at Tarleton State University.
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31. $500,000 for the Texas Institute for Environmental Assess-
ment and Management at the University of North Texas, Denton,
Texas.

32. $970,000 for the Canaan Valley Institute in close coordina-
tion with the Regional Vulnerability and Assessment (ReVA) initia-
tive to develop research and educational tools using integrative
technologies to predict future environmental risks and support in-
formed, proactive decision-making to be undertaken in conjunction
with the Highlands action program.

33. $500,000 for Dauphin Island Sea Lab, Dauphin Island, Ala-
bama, for coastal ecosystem research.

In addition to the funds provided through appropriations directly
to this account, the Committee has recommended that $86,168,000
be transferred to “Science and Technology” from the “Hazardous
Substance Superfund” account for ongoing research activities con-
sistent with the intent of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended.

In order to increase the flexibility of the Office of Research and
Development in the hiring of necessary and appropriate personnel,
the Committee has included bill language which will give EPA the
ability to contract for the temporary or intermittent services of stu-
dents or recent graduates. Identical language was used in Public
Law 106-113 to provide such authority to the United States Geo-
logical Survey.

The Committee continues to support the partnership between the
EPA and the National Technology Transfer Center and directs that
the Agency continue the cooperative agreement at the fiscal year
2001 funding level.

The Committee is concerned with the progress of completing
IRIS assessments in a timely manner. The Agency is strongly
urged to provide adequate resources to the IRIS program. The
Agency is also expected to consolidate all IRIS resources to be cen-
trally managed by the Office of Research and Development to accel-
erate both the development of IRIS values as well as update cur-
rent ones.

The Committee has long been aware of the environmental con-
cerns in and around the Coeur d’Alene River Basin in northern
Idaho resulting from over a century of hard rock mining and dec-
ades of ore smelting. This region at one time produced nearly 50%
of the nation’s silver and about 30% each of the nation’s lead and
zinc. However, smelting operations ceased in the early 1980’s and,
since 1983, a 21 square-mile area surrounding the Bunker Hill
mining and smelting complex has been on EPA’s Superfund Na-
tional Priority List (NPL). The second largest Superfund site on the
NPL, this area has been undergoing remediation activities through-
out the 1990’s. In 1997, EPA expanded its investigations beyond
the Bunker Hill site and, in October 2001, proposed a 20 to 30 year
remediation program on an area that would grow from 21 square
miles to approximately 1500 square miles. Predictably, this plan to
exponentially expand the mandated remediation area has resulted
in severe criticism and has brought to question the scientific and
technical merits of EPA’s assessments and decision making proc-
ess.

Because of the unique nature of EPA’s proposal, the Committee
believes it is particularly important to have the benefit of an inde-
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pendent, scientific review of the decision. Accordingly, $850,000 is
made available from within available funds for the Agency to con-
tract with the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) so that the
NAS can independently evaluate the Coeur d’Alene Basin Super-
fund site in its examination of EPA’s scientific and technical prac-
tices in Superfund site definition, human and ecological assess-
ment, remedial planning, and decision making. NAS is further ex-
pected to assess the adequacy and application of EPA’s own Super-
fund guidance in terms of currently available scientific and tech-
nical knowledge and best practices, as well as to provide guidance
to facilitate scientifically based and timely decision making for the
Coeur d’Alene site. While the NAS report may discuss various re-
medial options, the Committee does not expect the NAS to rec-
ommend a specific remedial strategy for this site.

The Agency is directed to execute a contract with the NAS for
this study within 120 days of approval of this legislation, and the
NAS is expected to complete the study within 24 months of the
contract date. In directing this study, it is not the intent of the
Committee that ongoing and planned remediation activities with
the original 21 square mile NPL site be disrupted or adversely im-
pacted in any way.

The Committee is impressed by very recent technological break-
throughs in the delivery of ultra-high intensity pulsed ultraviolet
(PUV) light that may present advances in environmentally safe dis-
infection of water and wastewater as well as protections and meth-
ods for defeating air- and water-borne biological and chemical at-
tacks. The Committee understands that newly commercialized PUV
machines deliver light at very high energy levels utilizing advanced
technology that eliminates environmental compromises involving
the use of toxic chemicals and/or mercury-based lamps. The Com-
mittee believes that such technology could present a significant ad-
vancement in the areas of water treatment and security, and re-
quests that the Agency prepare and make available to the Com-
mittee within 120 days of passage of the bill a report which details
the potential impact of such new PUV technology on process safety,
plant safety and security, and potential defense of biological ter-
rorism in public water and wastewater treatment applications as
well as public and private buildings.

The Committee continues to support the Gulf Coast Hazardous
Research Center and directs that the Agency continue funding for
the Center at no less than the fiscal year 2002 level.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $2,111,677,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 2,054,511,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccecceevieeiiiinieeniienieeieeieeee. 2,047,704,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation .. . +57,166,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..... . +63,973,000

The Environmental Programs and Management account encom-
passes a broad range of abatement, prevention, and compliance ac-
tivities, and personnel compensation, benefits, travel, and expenses
for all programs of the Agency except Science and Technology, Haz-
ardous Substance Superfund, Leaking Underground Storage Tank
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Trust Fund, Oil Spill Response, and the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral.

Abatement, prevention, and compliance activities include setting
environmental standards, issuing permits, monitoring emissions
and ambient conditions and providing technical and legal assist-
ance toward enforcement, compliance, and oversight. In most cases,
the states are directly responsible for actual operation of the var-
ious environmental programs. In this regard, the Agency’s activi-
ties include oversight and assistance in the facilitation of the envi-
ronmental statutes.

In addition to program costs, this account funds administrative
costs associated with the operating programs of the Agency, includ-
ing support for executive direction, policy oversight, resources man-
agement, general office and building services for program oper-
ations, and direct implementation of all Agency environmental pro-
grams—except those previously mentioned—for Headquarters, the
ten EPA Regional offices, and all non-research field operations.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee has recommended
$2,111,677,000 for Environmental Programs and Management, an
increase of $63,973,000 above the budget request and an increase
of $57,166,000 above the fiscal year 2002 funding level. For this ac-
count only, the Agency may transfer funds of not more than
$500,000 between programs and activities without prior notice to
the Committee, and of not more than $1,000,000 without prior ap-
proval of the Committee. But for this difference, all other re-
programming procedures as outlined earlier shall apply.

The Committee’s recommendation includes the following changes
to the funding levels included in the budget submission:

1. $21,000,000 for the Chesapeake Bay Program, an increase
of $349,000 above the budget request;

2. $15,500,000 for the Great Lakes National Program Office,
an increase of $372,000 above the request;

3. $23,521,000 for the National Estuary Program, an in-
crease of $4,275,000 above the budget request;

4. $5,500,000 for the Gulf of Mexico program, an increase of
$1,173,000 above the budget request;

5. $2,000,000 for the Long Island Sound Program Office, an
increase of $1,523,000 above the budget request;

6. $5,000,000 for Environmental Justice programs, an in-
crease of $921,000 above the budget request;

7. $177,183,000 for the Compliance Assistance, Compliance
Monitoring, and Civil Enforcement programs within the Office
of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, an increase of
$10,407,000 above the budget request;

8. $10,000,000 for Capacity Building, an increase of $489,000
above the fiscal year 2002 funding level,

9. $13,057,000 for Information Integration, an increase of
$7,273,000 above last year’s level,

10. $42,000,000 for Legal Services, an increase of $216,000
above the fiscal 2002 level,

11. $102,291,000 for Management Services and Stewardship,
an increase of $5,956,000 above last year’s funding level;

12. $41,000,000 for Planning and Resource Management, an
increase of $2,440,000 above the fiscal year 2002 funding level;
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13. $14,750,000 for the TRI/Right-to-Know program, and in-
crease of $549,000 above last year;

14. $27,200,000 for the EPM account’s portion of the
Brownfields program, an increase of $24,381,000 above the
level provided in fiscal year 2002.

The Committee’s recommended appropriation also includes the
following increases to the budget request:

1. $18,000,000 for rural water technical assistance activities
and groundwater protection with distribution as follows:
$10,000,000 for the NRWA; $4,000,000 for RCAP, to be divided
equally between assistance for water programs and assistance
for wastewater programs; $1,000,000 for GWPC; $2,000,000 for
Small Flows Clearinghouse; and $1,000,000 for the NETC.

2. $1,000,000 for implementation of the National Biosolids
Partnership Program.

3. $2,000,000 for source water protection programs.

4. $5,000,000 for a cost-shared grant program to school dis-
tricts for necessary upgrades of their diesel bus fleets.

5. $3,000,000 to the NRWA to assist small water systems to
conduct vulnerability assessments as required in title IV of the
Public Health Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness Re-
sponse Act of 2002.

6. $3,000,000 for EPA’s National Computing Center to pro-
vide for the remote mirroring of all critical information and re-
lated systems to achieve a Continuance of Operations (COOP)/
Disaster Recovery capability.

7. $6,000,000 for grants to interested States to establish a
long-term ambient monitoring and assessment framework at
relevant geographic scales to support all water quality man-
agement objectives.

8. $250,000 to the University of Arkansas to develop bio-en-
gineering solutions to provide state of the art watershed man-
agement tools.

9. $500,000 for the San Joaquin River Resource Management
Coalition of California.

10. $100,000 to the Tuolumne Utility District in California
for the canal optimization study.

11. $250,000 to establish a Santa Ana River Watershed Re-
search and Training Program at the Water Resources Institute
of California State University, San Bernardino.

12. $250,000 for the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water
District for research and design (cost evaluation and environ-
mental studies) of a mitigation project addressing the city’s
contaminated high groundwater table and dangers presented
by liquefaction.

13. $300,000 for the Sacramento River Toxic Pollutant Con-
trol Program and Sacramento River Watershed Program.

14. $250,000 to Edward Waters College of Jacksonville, Flor-
ida for research education and training with regard to commu-
nity environmental conditions.

15. $1,500,000 for enhanced environmental education, re-
search and training programs at Florida Gulf Coast Univer-
sity’s Institute for Coastal and Watershed Studies.
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16. $300,000 to Miami-Dade County, Florida for lead screen-
ing, testing, outreach, and education in the Liberty City Neigh-
borhood.

17. $300,000 to Miami-Dade County, Florida to expand the
existing environmental education program.

18. $500,000 to the Georgia Environmental Training and
Education Authority for a lagoon waste management dem-
onstration project.

19. $1,000,000 to the Columbus Water Works, Columbus,
Georgia for an Advanced Biosolids Flow-Through Thermophilic
Treatment Process demonstration project.

20. $200,000 to Cerro Gordo County, Iowa for environmental
planning related to the Ventura Marsh initiative and overall
water quality assessment in connection with the Clear Lake,
Iowa Restoration Project.

21. $300,000 to the Friends of the Teton River, Inc. for the
Upper Teton Watershed project.

22. $750,000 to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
for the Fox River Watershed Management Program.

23. $500,000 to Purdue University in Indiana for the Con-
taminant Remediation Optimization Program (CROP).

24. $200,000 for the Equus Beds Water Quality Protection
program in Wichita, Kansas.

25. $100,000 for the Metropolitan Area Planning Council for
a Comprehensive Water Resources Strategy for the 1-495 Cor-
ridor of Massachusetts.

26. $300,000 to Caroline County, Maryland for the initial de-
sign and engineering of a regional plan for wastewater needs.

27. $175,000 for the Hypoxia Education and Stewardship
Project in Kansas City, Missouri.

28. $250,000 for continuation of the Mecklenburg County,
North Carolina Surface Water Improvement Management Ini-
tiative.

29. $850,000 for continued activities of the North Carolina
Central University research initiative.

30. $250,000 for Wake County, North Carolina for planning,
environmental analysis and design of a watershed manage-
ment plan.

31. $250,000 to Rowan University in Glassboro, New Jersey
for the Environmental Community Revitalization and Research
Initiative.

32. $1,000,000 to continue the sediment decontamination
technology demonstration in the New York-New Jersey Harbor.

33. $500,000 to the Tompkins County, New York Soil and
Water Conservation District for the Cayuga Lake Watershed
Protection Project.

34. $500,000 for the Alfred University Center for Environ-
mental and Energy Research.

35. $150,000 to the Town of North Salem, New York for the
Peach Lake pollution study.

36. $750,000 to Columbia University in New York City, New
York for education, training and equipment related to ongoing
biomedical research on environmentally induced cancers and
immunological responses, at the Audubon Biomedical Science
and Technology Park.
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37. $1,000,000 for the Water Systems Council Wellcare™
Program.

38. $250,000 to the Rochester Institute of Technology (RIT)
for the National Materials Recovery and Recycling Center of
Excellence.

39. $1,500,000 for continued work on water management
plans for the Central New York watersheds in Onondaga and
Cayuga counties.

40. $750,000 to Cortland County, New York for continued
work on the aquifer protection plan, of which $150,000 is for
continued implementation of the comprehensive water quality
management program in the Upper Susquehanna Watershed.

41. $100,000 for a Water Consortium Feasibility Study in
Oklahoma with Washington County Water District #3, Rogers
County Rural Water District #3, the City of Collinsville, and
the City of Owasso.

42. $500,000 to Rural Enterprises of Oklahoma, Inc., a non-
profit organization, for demonstration projects which include
research, education and training activities related to the devel-
opment of environmentally beneficial vermicomposting proc-
esses.

43. $500,000 for the City of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania’s De-
partment of Health in consultation with the Philadelphia Citi-
zens for Children and Youth for lead screening, testing, out-
reach, and education throughout the City.

44. $2,000,000 to the Neighborhood Environmental Action
Team of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (N.E.A.T. Philadelphia), in
support of N.E.A.T.’s comprehensive neighborhood based, envi-
ronmental education and awareness project in the West Phila-
delphia neighborhood.

45. $500,000 for the Texas Agricultural Experiment Station
in Tarrant County, Texas for research of water supplies and
development of an integrated watershed protection plan.

46. $350,000 to the Brazos River Authority of College Sta-
tion, Texas for the Brazos/Navasota Watershed Management
Project.

47. $500,000 to the Southwest Clean Air Agency for the Co-
lumbia River Gorge Phase I Technical Foundation Study.

48. $200,000 to the Tri-State Water Council for the Clark
Fork-Pend Oreille Tri-State Water Quality Study.

49. $1,630,000 for on-going activities at the Canaan Valley
Ir];sicitute, including activities relating to community sustain-
ability.

50. $1,700,000 for the Canaan Valley Institute to continue to
develop a regional sustainability support center and coordi-
nated information system in the Mid-Atlantic Highlands.

51. $900,000 to the Polymer Alliance Zone’s MARCEE initia-
tive.

52. $300,000 to the West Virginia High Technology Consor-
tium Foundation, Inc. (WVHTCF) for research to demonstrate
the capture and utilization of CO2 and CH4 at the Meadowfill
Landfill near Bridgeport, West Virginia.

53. $450,000 to the Fayette County Commission of West Vir-
ginia for a wastewater treatment engineering study to address
water quality concerns in the New River Gorge National River.
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The Committee has recommended no general reduction for this
account.

The Committee has, within available funds, provided $2,000,000
for the eight Environmental Finance Centers, the same as for fiscal
year 2002. Also from within available funds, the Agency is provided
$350,000 for the maintenance and updating of the Cumulative and
Aggregate Risk Evaluation System (CARES) software program, and
$250,000 to continue development of BASINS models, GIS map-
ping, integration with other financial and planning tools, and incor-
poration of cost-effectiveness considerations into integrated priority
ranking systems.

Again this year, the Agency is directed to provide no less than
the budget request levels for Pesticide Registration and Re-reg-
istration programs and, from within available funds, no less than
last year’s level of $9,160,000 for the Environmental Education pro-
grams. The Agency is directed to distribute funds under the Envi-
ronmental Education program proportionally in a manner con-
sistent with the provisions of the National Environmental Edu-
cation Act.

Bill language has been included under Administrative Provisions
which authorizes for one year the collection by EPA of $20,000,000
in maintenance fees. The Committee expects that, in the absence
of a new tolerance fee, funds requested in the budget submission
to support FTEs in the re-registration program may be used to sup-
port tolerance reassessment activities. Bill language is also once
again included under Administrative Provisions prohibiting the use
of funds to promulgate a final regulation to implement changes in
the payment of pesticide tolerance processing fees as proposed at
64 Federal Register 31040, or any similar proposal; and prohibiting
the collection of pesticide registration fees if a new maintenance fee
has gone into effect.

Bill language has also been included which directs the Adminis-
trator to certify two grant amendments regarding the Landis Sew-
erage Authority in Vineland, New Jersey. The Committee notes
that this action is of a technical nature and is required only be-
cause the State of New Jersey can no longer certify a grant amend-
ment as required under the former EPA construction grant pro-
gram.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee has provided $177,183,000
for the Compliance Assistance, Compliance Monitoring, and Civil
Enforcement programs under the Office of Enforcement and Com-
pliance Assurance, an increase of $10,407,000 over the budget re-
quest and an increase of $5,785,000 over the fiscal 2002 funding
level for those programs. In making this recommendation, the Com-
mittee has provided sufficient funds to retain the 88 FTEs associ-
ated with these three programs which have been proposed for re-
duction in the fiscal 2003 budget submission. The Committee ex-
pects to be kept informed on a regular basis as to the Agency’s ac-
tivities and progress toward maintaining an OECA workforce at
the levels provided herein.

In addition to funds provided to the NRWA, RCAP, the GWPC,
NETC, and the Small Flows Clearinghouse, the Committee has
again provided $2,000,000 for source water protection programs.
The Committee intends that these funds be used to develop local
source water protection programs within each state utilizing the in-
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frastructure and process of an organization now engaged in ground-
water and wellhead protection programs.

With regard to Brownfields, the Committee has enthusiastically
supported the budget request of slightly more than $170,000,000
for various programs under the State and Tribal Assistance Grant
account. In addition, $27,200,000 has been provided in this account
for, among other things, the hiring of up to 40 additional FTEs nec-
essary to operate this enhanced program. The total FTE level thus
supported through the EPM account should thus not exceed 127.

The Committee has recommended $5,000,000 to begin a new pro-
gram to provide grants to local school districts to reduce emissions
from their buses. Specifically, the Committee intends that these
grants are to be used in part for diesel particulate filters, oxidation
catalysts, and other similar retrofit technologies that can maximize
the removal of the particulate matter and hydrocarbons emissions
from school buses. Such grants to school districts should be award-
ed first based on the age and condition of a district’s current bus
fleet, then to those areas where large numbers of children ride the
bus or where children ride the bus for extended periods, and to
those areas where predominantly economically-disadvantaged chil-
dren live and ride the bus. It is the Committee’s intent that in de-
veloping this new program the Agency should require, where ap-
propriate, a modest cost-share commitment on the part of the re-
cipient school district.

In a further effort to assist the States in assessing the health of
watersheds and to develop plans to address concerns in this regard,
the Committee has provided $6,000,000 for grants to States to es-
tablish a long-term ambient monitoring and assessment framework
at relative geographic scales to support all water quality manage-
ment objectives. It is the Committee’s intent that this framework
should include a plan for assessing biological, physical and chem-
ical conditions and should be aimed at all waters of a state, not
just a subset. Additionally, the framework should indicate how
each participating State plans to link watershed-based ambient
monitoring with traditional compliance or source monitoring, and
should also outline how the state will incorporate data readily
available and of sufficient quality from private and public sources.
The Committee expects that the Agency may reserve up to five per-
cent from the total appropriation to administer the program and
enable it to provide technical assistance to States in developing and
implementing multi-year ambient monitoring and assessment
frameworks.

Earlier in the year, the Agency was asked to undertake an agree-
ment with the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) to review the
current draft dioxin reassessment. Since that time, another NAS
committee assessing the impact of dioxin on the food supply has
delved into the scientific methods used by the Agency. In addition,
the EPA has determined to send the draft dioxin reassessment to
an Interagency Working Group on Dioxin (IWG). The Committee
understands that the IWG includes representatives from the Food
and Drug Administration, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the
Centers for Disease Control, the White House Office of Science and
Technology Policy, the Office of Management and Budget, as well
as other government agencies. The Committee further understands,
that the IWG review will address many of the toxicological ques-
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tions that have been raised concerning the dioxin reassessment, in-
cluding, but not limited to, the scientific evidence used to classify
the carcinogenicity of dioxin to humans, the Agency’s use of a lin-
ear dose-response model to estimate cancer risk levels, the sci-
entific support for the use of the Toxic Equivalency Factors for
dioxins, and the use of body burden as the appropriate dose metric.

The Committee acknowledges that the issues addressed by the
Agency’s risk assessment for dioxin are highly complex. There are
significant limitations in the current knowledge and understanding
of dioxin’s mechanism of action, and these data gaps affect the
Agency’s ability to characterize the risks that result from exposure
to dioxins. While some at the SAB and elsewhere have suggested
that additional research may not bridge many of these important
data gaps, the EPA Science Advisory Board has also emphasized
the need for the Agency to develop improved risk assessment proce-
dures to better characterize the range of exposures and exposure-
response relationships.

The Committee’s interest and concerns regarding this important
issue are longstanding, and the frustrations surrounding the lack
of progress on the part of EPA and others are shared by many. The
Agency and the Office of Science and Technology Policy are thus
expected to move swiftly with the other participants of the IWG to
review the draft dioxin reassessment and make appropriate rec-
ommendations as to how this matter should proceed. Should such
review not move forward in a progressive manner, the Committee
believes that further action on its part may be necessary.

The Committee has provided $900,000 to the Polymer Alliance
Zone’s MARCEE Initiative with oversight intended to be provided
by the Office of Solid Waste. Recycling and remediating e-waste
has become an issue of national urgency. The Committee recog-
nizes the Polymer Alliance Zone’s (PAZ) important contributions to
developing national recycling and reuse solutions for this growing
waste stream, including development of: 1) electronics
demanufacturing business simulation modeling, 2) national supply
chain logistics planning, 3) comprehensive recycling e-commerce
platform (Green Online), 4) economics modeling for recovery of e-
waste and plastics separation, and 5) alliance with the European
Union’s Virtual Environmental Recycling Center (VERC) to create
a global best practices template for e-waste recovery. The Com-
mittee supports PAZ’s continued efforts to forge relationships with
the leading private sector, public sector, and non-governmental
stakeholders to help build a national consensus for efficient and en-
vironmentally preferable recovery of e-waste.

The Committee recognizes the potential of the new ambient tem-
perature glass technology to reduce airborne and waterborne
chemicals released into the environment, as well as the potential
health benefits for indoor air quality and cleanliness in homes, in-
stitutions, and hospitals. The Air Quality Planning and Standards
Office of the EPA has been provided $200,000 from within avail-
able funds to set standards and to increase public and government
awareness of the benefits for this technology.

The Committee expects EPA to establish and implement a High-
lands Action Program (HAP) in partnership with Canaan Valley In-
stitute (CVI) to take action on the problems identified in the follow-
up Mid-Atlantic Highlands report that Congress directed the EPA
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to prepare in the Fiscal Year 2002 House and Conference Reports.
The HAP should, among other things, use environmental indica-
tors, strong science, and partnerships to identify the causes of
those problems; develop solutions and management actions to re-
solve the identified problems; and develop a management plan that
includes states, non-governmental organizations, local communities
and the private sector. The Agency is expected to periodically as-
sess the status of the HAP and report back to Congress on the find-
ings and the successes of the program.

The Committee is fully supportive of the children’s health re-
search centers program jointly funded by the EPA and the National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences at NIH and looks for-
ward to continuation of this constructive partnership.

The Committee is pleased to note that in response to Congres-
sional direction in the 2002 Committee report, EPA plans to send
the current version of the Multi-Media, Multi-Pathway, Multi-Re-
ceptor, Risk Assessment (3MRA) model and sample results from
the model to the Science Advisory Board (SAB) for its review. The
Committee again strongly encourages the Agency to spend no re-
sources to use the 3MRA risk model or any portion of the model,
for any regulatory or other similar purposes until recommendations
of the Science Advisory Board are incorporated into the model.

The Committee is concerned with regulations proposed by EPA
that will allocate companies’ HCFC production and consumption al-
lowances based on their historic production of HCFCs. It is the
Committee’s understanding that the proposed rules would permit
production allowances to be transferred to foreign countries. A
former U.S. manufacturer could use its production and consump-
tion allowances to produce HCFCs in a foreign country and then
import HCFCs into the United States. The unintended result of the
proposed rules would be to encourage the transfer of U.S. jobs over-
seas. The Committee strongly urges EPA to ensure that the pro-
posed regulations do not allocate allowances to companies that
have stopped producing HCFCs in this country prior to January 1,
2003. The Agency is further encouraged to not promulgate an arbi-
trary allocation system that promotes market distortion and the
movement of jobs outside of the United States.

The Committee expects EPA to continue to work with the Mari-
time Administration to implement a pilot program to export obso-
lete vessels in the National Defense Reserve Fleet of the Maritime
Administration. This program should ensure the expeditious imple-
mentation of a pilot program for export and disposal of obsolete
vessels during fiscal year 2003.

The Committee is aware that through a recently issued docu-
ment the Agency has given guidance on the CERCLA/EPCRA defi-
nition of federally permitted releases. In it, EPA clarifies certain
issues relating to air releases and states that it supports, and is
apparently willing to move forward with, in accordance with law,
an administrative exemption from CERCLA and EPCRA reporting
for specific NO and NO2 releases. The Committee strongly urges
the Agency to utilize appropriate, available funding resources to
move expeditiously to complete this process.

The Committee is aware of the recent decision by the Board of
Directors of the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) in Or-
ange County, California to move as expeditiously as practicable to
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full secondary treatment and to withdraw from the Clean Water
Act Sec. 301(h) waiver program. The Committee is also aware that
the Clean Water Act has no provision for such an eventuality.
Therefore, the Committee strongly urges the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency and the State of California to work with OCSD to
protect OCSD from lawsuits and administrative penalties while it
pursues the difficult challenge of achieving the secondary treat-
ment standard under the terms and conditions of the Clean Water
Act and the compliance schedule in the applicable NPDES permit
issued by EPA and the State.

The Committee notes that a fundamental goal of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act is the recovery and conservation of
energy and materials that would otherwise be discarded. Nonethe-
less, industrial secondary materials largely remain untapped re-
sources for such recovery. The Committee is aware of EPA’s initia-
tive to identify opportunities to further the goal of resource con-
servation and recovery while remaining true to the mission of en-
suring safe and protective waste management practices. The Com-
mittee supports the initiative and encourages the use of Agency
funding and staff resources to implement the necessary policy
changes to further this important statutory goal.

The Committee is aware of the urgent need for certainty with re-
spect to regulations governing the underground injection of treated
waste-water in south Florida and Miami-Dade County and thus
strongly urges the Agency to issue, no later than March 1, 2003,
a final rule for the revision of the federal underground injection
control requirements for class 1 municipal wells in Florida that
conforms to section 1421(d)(2) of the Public Health Service Act as
amended by the Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended (42 U.S.C.
300h(d)(2)).

The Committee urges EPA to cooperate with the manufactured
housing industry, including the Manufactured Housing Research
Alliance (MHRA), to facilitate industry participation and research
planning for the Energy Star Labeled Homes Program.

The Committee directs the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency to report to the Congress, not later than 180
days after the date of enactment, on the pending radon in drinking
water regulaions. In developing such report, the Administrator
shall (1) consult with the State drinking water, air, and radiation
programs; and (2) evaluate options to implement a single drinking
water standard for radon.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation * $35,325,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 34,019,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccecceevieeriieniieeniienieeieeeeenee. 35,325,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccceeevennee. +1,306,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........cccvveenneen. 0

1Total does not include transfer of $12,742,000 from the Hazardous Substance Superfund account.

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) provides audit, evaluation,
and investigation products and advisory services to improve the
performance and integrity of EPA programs and operations. This
account funds personnel compensation and benefits, travel, and ex-
penses (excluding rent, utilities, and security costs) for the Office
of Inspector General. The appropriation for the OIG is funded from
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two separate accounts: Office of Inspector General and Hazardous
Substance Superfund.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends a total appro-
priation of $48,067,000 for the Office of Inspector General, an in-
crease of $2,181,000 above last year’s funding level and the same
as the budget request. Of the amount provided, $12,742,000 shall
be derived by transfer from the Hazardous Substance Superfund
account.

Bill language has been included which directs the Inspector Gen-
eral to prepare and submit to the Committees on Appropriations of
the House and the Senate an audit management plan and the per-
sonnel requirements which will enhance the expertise and maxi-
mize the efficiencies of the Office.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $42,918,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 25,318,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 42,918,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +17,600,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0

This appropriation provides for the design and construction of
EPA-owned facilities as well as for the repair, extension, alteration,
and improvement of facilities utilized by the Agency. The funds are
to be used to correct unsafe conditions, protect health and safety
of employees and Agency visitors, and prevent deterioration of
structures and equipment.

The Committee is recommending $42,918,000, the budget re-
quest, for Buildings and Facilities. This funding level represents an
increase of $17,600,000 above the fiscal year 2002 funding level.
This recommendation provides for necessary maintenance and re-
pair and improvement costs at Agency facilities and the ongoing
renovation of EPA’s new headquarters.

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $1,422,888,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 1,270,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccecvveeecvveeennnenn. 1,272,888,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +152,888,000

+150,000,000

The Hazardous Substance Superfund (Superfund) program was
established in 1980 by the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act to clean up emergency
hazardous materials, spills, and dangerous, uncontrolled, and/or
abandoned hazardous waste sites. The Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) expanded the program substantially in
1986, authorizing approximately $8,500,000,000 in revenues over
five years. In 1990, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act ex-
tended the program’s authorization through 1994 for
$5,100,000,000 with taxing authority through calendar year 1995.

The Superfund program is operated by EPA subject to annual ap-
propriations from a dedicated trust fund and from general reve-
nues. Enforcement activities are used to identify and induce parties
responsible for hazardous waste problems to undertake clean-up
actions and pay for EPA oversight of those actions. In addition, re-

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request
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sponsible parties have been required to cover the cost of fund-fi-
nanced removal and remedial actions undertaken at spills and
waste sites by Federal and State agencies. Through transfers to the
Office of Inspector General (OIG) and Science and Technology ac-
counts, the OIG and the Office of Research and Development also
receive funding from this account. Due to the site-specific nature
of the Agency’s Superfund program, site-specific travel is not con-
sidered part of the overall travel ceiling set for the Superfund ac-
count.

For fiscal year 2003, $1,422,888,000 has been recommended by
the Committee, an increase of $150,000,000 above the budget re-
quest and an increase of $152,888,000 above last year’s funding
level. Bill language is included which provides $711,444,000 of the
appropriated amount from the Superfund Trust Fund and an iden-
tical amount from general revenues of the treasury.

Bill language has been included which transfers $12,742,000
from this account to the Office of Inspector General and
$86,168,000 to the Science and Technology account. The Committee
expects EPA to prioritize resources to the actual cleanup of sites
on the National Priority List and, to the greatest extent possible,
limit resources directed to administration, oversight, support, stud-
ies, design, investigations, monitoring, assessment, and evaluation.

The Committee’s recommendation includes the following program
level:

$1,006,952,000 for Superfund remedial, removal and other re-
sponse/cleanup activities.

$143,600,000 for enforcement activities.

$134,600,000 for management and support.

$12,742,000 to be transferred to the Office of Inspector General.
Bill language is included which provides for this transfer.

$86,168,000 to be transferred to Science and Technology for re-
search and development activities. Bill language is included which
provides for this transfer.

$28,150,000 for the Department of Justice.

$10,676,000 for other necessary, reimbursable interagency activi-
ties, including reimbursements to the Department of the Interior,
the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration, and the United States Coast Guard.

In providing over $1,000,000,000 for Superfund response actions,
the Committee recognizes the importance of cleaning up Superfund
hazardous waste sites. In this regard, EPA is encouraged to expe-
dite cleanup efforts, especially those underway. In addition, the
Committee encourages EPA to focus particular attention to reme-
diate sites in the states with the largest number of Superfund
sites.

The Committee supports the national pilot worker training pro-
gram which recruits and trains young persons who live near haz-
ardous waste sites or in the communities at risk of exposure to con-
taminated properties for work in the environmental field. The Com-
mittee directs EPA to continue funding this effort in cooperation
and collaboration with NIEHS. The research activities of NIEHS
can compliment the training and operational activities of EPA in
carrying out this program.
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For several years, the Committee expressed its concern that any
reversal of the long-standing policy of the EPA to defer to the NRC
for cleanup of NRC licensed sites was not a good use of public or
private funds. The interaction of the EPA with the NRC, NRC li-
censees, and others with regard to sites being remediated under
NRC regulatory requirements—when not specifically requested by
the NRC—threatened to create legitimate stakeholder concerns re-
garding the authority and finality of NRC licensing decisions, the
duration and costs of site cleanup, and the potential future liability
of parties associated with affected sites. The Committee of course
recognized that there may exist circumstances at specific NRC li-
censed sites where the EPA’s expertise may be of critical use to the
NRC. In the interest of ensuring that sites do not face dual regula-
tions, the Committee had each of the past few years directed both
agencies to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
which clarifies the circumstances for EPA’s involvement at NRC
sites when requested by the NRC.

The Committee is aware that the two parties have completed an
MOU and it is expected to be signed. While this is certainly a step
in the right direction, the Committee is also aware that the pro-
posed MOU does not completely address the intent of the Com-
mittee because the threat of dual regulation will remain for certain
NRC licensees. The Committee’s direction was for the two agencies
to enter into an MOU which would clarify the circumstances for
EPA’s involvement at NRC sites “when requested by the NRC.”
This direction was not followed.

The Agency is, therefore, directed to enter into an amended
Memorandum of Understanding which completely addresses the
previous direction of the Committee. In addition, the Agency is di-
rected to provide a report to the Committee no later than the 28th
day of each month following approval of this legislation detailing
the progress that has been made in following this explicit direction
of the Committee.

The Committee notes that the proper selection, design, imple-
mentation, enforcement and use of institutional controls are critical
to the successful remediation and reuse of redeveloped brownfields,
CERCLA, and RCRA sites. The Committee also recognizes that
mechanisms must be implemented to ensure that institutional con-
trols are well designed, cost-effective, implemented as planned, op-
erated and maintained over time, and enforced as needed. The
Committee therefore expects the Environmental Protection Agency
to work closely with state and local governments, communities and
site owners to develop administrative mechanisms that will ensure
that institutional controls are implemented, maintained, and en-
forced over time so that the public will have confidence that these
tools are an effective and reliable component of remedial action.
The Committee also encourages the EPA to fund pilot projects that
would evaluate the extent to which insurance products, third-party
oversight, and various systems for tracking institutional controls
may supplement state and local government and responsible party
roles in future maintenance of site institutional controls.
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LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK TRUST FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............cccoeceeeviienieeniienieenieeneeennnn. $72,313,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 73,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 72,313,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... —687,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0

Subtitle I of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act, authorized the
establishment of a response program for clean-up of releases from
leaking underground storage tanks. Owners and operators of facili-
ties with underground tanks must demonstrate financial responsi-
bility and bear initial responsibility for clean-up. The Federal trust
fund is funded through the imposition of a motor fuel tax of one-
tenth of a cent per gallon, which generates approximately
$170,000,000 per year. Most states also have their own leaking un-
derground storage tank programs, including a separate trust fund
or other funding mechanism, in place.

The Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund provides
additional clean-up resources and may also be used to enforce nec-
essary corrective actions and to recover costs expended from the
Fund for clean-up activities. The underground storage tank re-
sponse program is designed to operate primarily through coopera-
tive agreements with states. However, funds are also used for
grants to non-state entities including Indian tribes under Section
8001 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

For fiscal year 2003, the Commlttee has provided $72,313,000, a
decrease of $687,000 below last year’s appropriated level and the
same as the budget request.

The Committee is aware of concerns expressed by several states
that LUST funds not be used in a disproportionate manner for fed-
eral projects instead of state projects as anticipated by the author-
izing statutes. The Committee concurs in this position of predomi-
nate use in the states and tribes and notes that its recommenda-
tion will allow for approximately 85% of the total appropriation to
be used in the states and tribes.

OIL SPILL RESPONSE

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............cccceeeeveeeecireeenveeeesveeesnnenn. $15,581,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 15,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ........cccceeeuveeennnes 15,581,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ... +581,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ................ 0

This appropriation, authorized by the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act as amended by the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, provides
funds to prepare for and prevent releases of oil and other petro-
leum products in navigable waterways. In addition, EPA is reim-
bursed for incident specific response costs through the Oil Spill Li-
ability Trust Fund managed by the United States Coast Guard.

EPA is responsible for directing all clean-up and removal activi-
ties posing a threat to public health and the environment; con-
ducting site inspections; providing for a means to achieve cleanup
activities by private parties; reviewing containment plans at facili-
ties; reviewing area contingency plans; and pursuing cost recovery
of fund-financed clean-ups; and, conducting research of oil clean-up
techniques. Funds for this appropriation are provided through the
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Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund which is composed of fees and collec-
tions made through provisions of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, the
Comprehensive Oil Pollution Liability and Compensation Act, the
Deepwater Port Act of 1974, the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act
Amendments of 1978, and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
as amended. Pursuant to law, the Trust Fund is managed by the
United States Coast Guard.

The Committee recommends $15,581,000 for fiscal year 2003, the
same as the budget request and an increase of $581,000 above the
fiscal year 2002 spending level.

STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cccccceeeeuveeenciieennieeenneeeennnennn $3,789,185,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 3,733,276,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 3,463,776,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cceecvveeennen. +55,909,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeuvenneee. +325,409,000

The State and Tribal Assistance Grant account provides grant
funds for programs operated primarily by state, local, tribal and
other governmental partners. The account provides funding for in-
frastructure projects through the State Revolving Funds, geo-
graphic specific projects in rural Alaska and Alaska Native Villages
and on the United States-Mexico Border, and other targeted special
projects. In addition, the account funds Brownfields assessment
and revitalization grants as well as miscellaneous categorical grant
programs.

The largest portion of the STAG account is the State Revolving
Funds (SRFs), which provide Federal financial assistance to protect
the nation’s water resources. The Clean Water State Revolving
Funds are intended to help eliminate municipal discharge of un-
treated or inadequately treated pollutants and thereby maintain or
help restore this country’s water to a swimmable and/or fishable
quality. This program provides resources for municipal, inter-mu-
nicipal, state, interstate agencies, and tribal governments to plan,
design, and construct wastewater facilities and other projects, in-
cluding non-point source, estuary, stormwater, and sewer overflow
projects. The Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund program
finances improvements to community water systems so that they
can achieve compliance with the mandates of the Safe Drinking
Water Act and continue to protect public health.

This account also funds various categorical grant programs to en-
sure continued environmental protection nation-wide. Among these
are non-point source grants under Section 319 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, Public Water System Super-
vision grants, Section 106 water quality grants, a new targeted wa-
tershed grant, Clean Air Act Section 105 and 103 air grants, a pro-
gram targeted to environmental information, Brownfields cleanup
grants, and other grants utilized by the states, tribes, and others
to meet Federal environmental statutory and regulatory require-
ments.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends a total of
$3,789,185,000, an increase of $55,909,000 above the current fiscal
year spending level, and $325,409,000 above the level proposed in
the budget request.
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| Tllle Committee’s recommendation includes the following program
evel:
$1,300,000,000 for Clean Water State Revolving Funds;
$8§30,000,000 for Safe Drinking Water State Revolving
Funds;
$75,000,000 for high priority U.S./Mexico border projects;
$35,000,000 for Alaska rural and Native Villages;
$120,500,000 for Brownfields assessment and revitalization
grants;
$8,225,000 for the National Community Decentralized
Wastewater Demonstration program;
$1,172,882,000 for state and tribal program/categorical
grants; and
$227,578,000 for a program targeting grants to communities
for the construction of drinking water, wastewater and storm
water infrastructure and for water quality protection.

Bill language has been included which provides specific dollar
amounts for each of the above listed programs. In addition, new bill
language has been included which stipulates that, consistent with
section 603 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amend-
ed, $75,000,000 of the $1,300,000,000 proposed for the Clean Water
SRF program is to be made available by the States for interest-free
loans that increase non-point and non-structural, decentralized al-
ternatives, thus expanding the choices available to communities in
their fight for clean water. Finally, bill language has been included
which makes a technical clarification to grants made for a specific
basin stormwater retention and reuse project, and which makes a
technical clarification with respect to a grant made for water infra-
structure improvements.

Under the language proposed herein, projects which receive
awards must have as their primary purpose the protection, preser-
vation, or enhancement of water quality. Projects must also ad-
dress sewage or stormwater pollution with one or more approaches
which include, but are not limited to, decentralized or distributed
stormwater controls, decentralized wastewater treatment, con-
servation easements, on-site source controls (such as green roofs
and rain gardens), stream buffers, low-impact development and
urban redevelopment, water conservation and reuse, and wetlands
restoration.

From within the Committee’s $75,000,000 recommendation for
the United States-Mexico Border program, the Agency is expected
to provide $2,000,000 for continuation of the Brownsville, Texas
area water supply project, and $7,000,000 for continuation of the
El Paso, Texas area desalination and water supply project.

For the first time since fiscal year 2000, the Committee is recom-
mending $8,225,000 for continuation of the National Community
Decentralized Wastewater Demonstration Project. This program,
developed initially by the Committee, has shown tremendous suc-
cess in meeting its goal of developing and transferring technologies
which offer alternatives to centralized wastewater treatment facili-
ties. The six projects proposed for fiscal 2003 include Lowndes
County, Alabama ($575,000); Upper Patuxent River Watershed,
Maryland ($1,000,000); West Philadelphia and Rodale Institute
Farm, Pennsylvania ($1,700,000); Upper Rio Grande Valley
Colonias, Texas ($900,000); Chittenden County, Vermont Inte-
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grated Water Resource Project ($3,050,000); and Mud River Water-
shed, Lincoln County, West Virginia ($1,000,000). As in previous
years, these projects were determined by non-governmental, inde-
pendent analysis based upon their unique and diverse geology and
geography, their ability to provide the greatest technological diver-
sity using limited financial resources, and the commitment of each
community or regional area to find and fund appropriate alter-
native technologies to resolve their wastewater treatment needs.
The Committee expects the Agency to continue the cost share re-
quirements for these six projects as was provided previous projects
under this program.

The Committee has provided an increase of $14,606,100 above
the budget request for state and tribal program assistance/categor-
ical grants. The Committee’s recommendation for each categorical
grant follows:

(1) $225,000,000 for air resource assistance to State and local
governments under sections 103 and 105 of the Clean Air Act,
including $10,000,000 for the five State/Regional Haze plan-
ning organizations;

(2) $11,044,500 for air resource assistance grants to Tribal
governments;

(3) $8,139,900 for radon grants;

(4) $195,000,000 for water pollution control agency resource
supplementation under section 106 of FWPCA;

(5) $10,000,000 for beach grants to develop and implement
monitoring and information programs for coastal recreation
waters pursuant to the Beach Environmental Assessment and
Coastal Health Act of 2000;

(6) $5,000,000 for Homeland Security State Counter-ter-
rorism coordinators under PWSS;

(7) $250,000,000 for section 319 of FWPCA non-point source
pollution grants, including programs formerly eligible under
the section 314 Clean Lakes program,;

(8) $14,967,000 for wetlands program development grants;

(9) $18,958,200 for water quality cooperative agreements
under section 104(b)(3) of FWPCA;

(10) $93,100,200 for public water system supervision grants;

(11) $10,950,900 for underground injection control grants;

(12) $106,363,600 for RCRA financial assistance grants;

(13) $50,000,000 for Brownfields categorical cleanup grants;

(14) $11,918,400 for underground storage tank grants;

(15) $13,085,500 for pesticides program implementation
grants;

(16) $13,682,000 for lead risk reduction grants;

(17) $5,138,800 for toxic substances compliance/enforcement
grants;

(18) $19,867,800 for pesticides enforcement grants;

(19) $24,999,900 for the information exchange network pro-
gram;

(20) $5,986,300 for pollution prevention incentive grants;

(21) $2,209,300 for sector and multimedia enforcement and
compliance grants;

(22) $57,469,700 for Indians general assistance grants; and

(23) $20,000,000 for targeted watershed grants.
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Section 106 pollution control grants have been provided
$195,000,000 an increase of $14,623,100 above the budget request
and $2,523,100 above last year’s funding level. The Committee be-
lieves that an adequately funded section 106 program provides the
necessary flexibility for the states to address a wide variety of
water related problems, and is particularly important for the states
to meet the long-term needs of the TMDL program.

Section 319 non-point source pollution grants would receive
$250,000,000, an increase of $11,523,200 above the budget request
and $12,523,200 above last year’s appropriated level.

The Committee has increased grants to state and local air qual-
ity agencies under sections 103 and 105 of the Clean Air Act by
$3,459,900 over the Administration’s request and the fiscal 2002
funding level. Of the total funding amount, $10,000,000 is for the
Regional Haze program.

The Committee has not recommended funding for EPA’s new En-
forcement Grant program which would have made small grants
available to States for specific enforcement plans or programs.

For a targeted program making grants to communities for the
construction of drinking water, wastewater and storm water infra-
structure and for water quality protection, the Committee has pro-
vided $227,578,000. As in past years, these grants shall be accom-
panied by a cost-share requirement whereby 45 percent of a
project’s cost is to be the responsibility of the community or entity
receiving the grant. In those few cases where such cost-share re-
quirement poses a particular burden on the recipient community or
entity, the Agency retains its long-standing administrative flexi-
bility to reduce or waive this requirement.

The distribution of funds under this program is as follows:

1. $200,000 to Attalla, Alabama for sewerage system im-
provements.

2. $200,000 to Powell, Alabama for sewerage system im-
provements.

3. $100,000 to Lawrence County, Alabama for the Bankhead
Forest Water Project.

4. $100,000 to Phil Campbell, Alabama for water system im-
provements.

5. $1,000,000 to Fort Payne, Alabama for sewerage system
improvements.

6. $300,000 to Franklin County, Alabama for water infra-
structure improvements.

7. $200,000 to Douglas, Alabama for sewerage system im-
provements.

8. $200,000 to Marion County, Alabama for water system im-
provements.

9. $100,000 to the Fayette Water Board, Fayette, Alabama
for water security system improvements.

10. $150,000 to the Cullman County Commission, Alabama
for the North Cullman County water systems upgrades.

11. $250,000 to the City of Calera, Alabama for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

12. $250,000 to the City of Alabaster, Alabama for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.
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13. $1,700,000 to South Alabama Utilities of the town of
Citronell, Alabama for water infrastructure improvements in
western Mobile County.

14. $500,000 to the Southwest Alabama Regional Water Au-
thority for water infrastructure improvements.

15. $750,000 to the City of Huntsville, Alabama for water
system improvements.

16. $750,000 to the City of Moulton, Alabama for wastewater
system improvements.

17. $125,000 to the Town of Woodville, Alabama for waste-
water system improvements.

18. $200,000 to the Limestone County, Alabama Water and
Sewer Authority for drinking water improvements.

19. $200,000 to the West Morgan-East Lawrence Water Au-
thority for drinking water improvements.

20. $275,000 to the Town of Littleville, Alabama for waste-
water system improvements.

21. $200,000 to the City of Athens, Alabama for wastewater
system improvements.

22. $350,000 to the City of Montgomery, Alabama for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

23. $350,000 to the Coosa Valley Water Authority for water
infrastructure improvements in St. Clair County, Alabama.

24. $500,000 for the Osage Basin Wastewater District, Ar-
kansas for wastewater infrastructure improvements.

25. $250,000 to the Town of Menifee, Arkansas for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

26. $500,000 to the City of Scottsdale, Arizona for the Scotts-
dale Arsenic Removal pilot project.

27. $1,000,000 to Huachuca City, Arizona for its effluent re-
charge project.

28. $250,000 to the City of Goodyear, Arizona for water in-
frastructure improvements.

29. $500,000 to the Litchfield Park Service Company for con-
struction of the Litchfield Park arsenic treatment facility in
Arizona.

30. $750,000 to the Mission Springs Water District in Cali-
fornia for groundwater protection and water infrastructure im-
provements.

31. $750,000 to the City of Murrieta, California for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

32. $1,000,000 to the City of Newport Beach, California for
the Big Canyon Reservoir Cover Project.

33. $700,000 to the Irvine Ranch Water District of Irvine,
California for improvement for the San Diego Creek Watershed
Natural Treatment System.

34. $700,000 to the City of Laguna Beach, California for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

35. $1,900,000 to the Olivenhain Municipal Water District in
Encinitas, California for water infrastructure improvements.

36. $2,000,000 to the Placer Nevada Wastewater Authority
for wastewater infrastructure improvements in Placer County,
California.

37. $1,500,000 for water infrastructure improvements for the
Cities of Arcadia and Sierra Madre, California.
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38. $500,000 to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California for the Desalination Research and Innovation Part-
nership.

39. 5600,000 to Ventura County, California for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements related to the comple-
tion and implementation of the Calleguas Creek Watershed
Management Plan.

40. $500,000 to the United Water Conservation District for
groundwater protection in Ventura County, California.

41. $250,000 to the County of Ventura, California for waste-
water infrastructure needs for El Rio.

42. $350,000 to the City of El Segundo, California for sani-
tary sewer overflow infrastructure improvements.

43. $500,000 to the City of Redding, California for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements for the Redding Still-
water Industrial Park.

44. $500,000 for stormwater pollution mitigation improve-
ments and infrastructure in Los Angeles County, California.

45. $275,000 for the City of Oceanside, California for infra-
structure improvements to the Mission San Luis Rey Water-
line.

46. $500,000 to the City of Brisbane, California for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

47. $100,000 for the Mojave Water Agency for design and
construction of a pipeline and facilities to supply supplemental
water to the Mojave River Middle Basin Transition Zone.

48. $300,000 for the continuation of water infrastructure im-
provements in Twentynine Palms, California.

49. $250,000 for the Warren Valley Basin Recharge/Reuse
project in Yucca Valley, California.

50. $100,000 for the Lower Owens River Project in Inyo
County, California.

51. $100,000 for the continuation of water infrastructure im-
provements in the Yucaipa Valley Water District in Yucaipa,
California.

52. $100,000 for the development of a water master plan to
serve the water infrastructure needs of the City of Hesperia,
California.

53. $100,000 for planning and design of a sewage treatment
and water reclamation facility in Apple Valley, California.

54. $50,000 for Basin Water to conduct a national dem-
onstration project for Highly Efficient/Minimum Waste Ion Ex-
change Treatment of Potable Water Supplies.

55. $1,000,000 to the City of Sacramento, California for com-
bined sewer system improvements.

56. $250,000 to the City of Compton, California for water in-
frastructure improvements.

57. $250,000 to the City of Chino Hills, California for
stormwater infrastructure improvements for the intersection of
Eucalyptus and Peyton Drive.

58. $250,000 to the City of Brea, California for wastewater
and stormwater infrastructure improvements.

59. $250,000 to the City of Norwalk, California for drinking
water infrastructure construction and improvements for the
Norwalk Reservoir Project.
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60. $1,000,000 to the City and County of San Francisco, Cali-
fornia for water and wastewater infrastructure improvements
for the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.

61. $500,000 to the City of Ripon, California for water infra-
structure improvements to assist in the removal of arsenic
from drinking water.

62. $350,000 to Madera County, California Resource Man-
agement Agency for wastewater infrastructure improvements
in Oakhurst, California.

63. $1,000,000 to the City of Huntington Beach, California
for stormwater and sanitary sewer infrastructure improve-
ments.

64. $250,000 to the City of Garden Grove, California for
stormwater infrastructure improvements.

65. $500,000 to the City of Glendale, California working in
conjunction with the Utah State University in Logan, Utah,
the University of Colorado in Boulder, and UCLA for a re-
search study and pilot treatment plant focused on the removal
of chromium 6 from drinking water.

66. $350,000 to the City of Willits, California for wastewater
infrastructure improvements and wetlands mitigation.

67. $250,000 to Sonoma County, California for wastewater
infrastructure improvements for the Canon Manor community.

68. $250,000 to Marin County, California wastewater infra-
structure improvements for Tomales Bay.

69. $1,000,000 to the City of New Britain, Connecticut for
water infrastructure improvements.

70. $500,000 to the City of Southington, Connecticut for
water infrastructure improvements.

71. $500,000 for the Pioneer Valley Planning Commission in
Massachusetts and the Metropolitan District Commission in
Connecticut for wastewater infrastructure and combined sewer
overflow improvements on the Connecticut River in Con-
necticut and Massachusetts.

72. $175,000 to the Town of Wolcott, Connecticut for water
infrastructure improvements.

73. $175,000 to the Town of New Fairfield, Connecticut for
water infrastructure improvements.

74. $750,000 to the towns of Vernon and Bolton, Connecticut
to support the Vernon-Bolton Lake Sewer Project System.

75. $1,000,000 to the District of Columbia Water and Sewer
Authority to mitigate combined sewer overflows into the Ana-
costia and Potomac Rivers.

76. $500,000 to the City of Tarpon Springs, Florida for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

77. $500,000 to the City of Clearwater, Florida for waste-
water and reclaimed water infrastructure improvements.

78. $900,000 to the Taylor County, Florida Water and Sewer
District for wastewater infrastructure improvements.

79. $500,000 to Orange County, Florida for wastewater infra-
structure improvements.

80. $250,000 to the City of Jacksonville, Florida for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

81. $350,000 to the City of Tampa, Florida for the South
Tampa Area Reclaimed Project.
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82. $1,000,000 to the City of Sweetwater, Florida for waste-
water and stormwater infrastructure improvements.

83. $1,000,000 to the Solid Waste Authority of Palm Beach
County, Florida for pre-construction engineering and design of
the Tri-County Biosolids Pelletization Facility.

84. $150,000 to the City of South Miami, Florida for drinking
water,wastewater, stormwater and sewer infrastructure im-
provements.

85. $150,000 to the City of Opa-locka, Florida for drinking
water, wastewater, stormwater and sewer infrastructure im-
provements.

86. $1,000,000 to the Volusian Water Alliance of Volusian
County, Florida for the Regional Aquifer Management Project
and water infrastructure improvements.

87. $500,000 for the Sarasota County, Florida Phillippi
Creek Septic System Replacement Project.

88. $250,000 to the Escambia County, Florida Utility Author-
ity for its Wastewater Treatment Public/Private Partnership
project.

89. $500,000 to DeSoto County, Florida for water and waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

90. $250,000 to the Sebring Airport Authority of Florida for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements for a light
industrial/commercial business park.

91. $500,000 to the City of Boca Raton, Florida for improve-
ments for the Reverse Osmosis Water Treatment Facility.

92. $500,000 for the City of West Palm Beach, Florida for its
wetlands-based water project.

93. $250,000 to the City of Lighthouse Point, Florida for
stormwater system upgrades and repairs.

94. $500,000 to the City of Umatilla, Florida for stormwater
infrastructure improvements.

95. $9,000,000 to the Southwest Florida Water Management
District for continuation of the Tampa Bay Reservoir Project.

96. $1,000,000 for Lake Seminole, Pinellas County, Florida
for water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

97. $1,000,000 to the Metropolitan North Georgia Water
Planning District for water and wastewater infrastructure im-
provements.

98. $750,000 to the City of Roswell, Georgia for the Big
Creek Watershed Demonstration Project.

99. $450,000 to the Liberty County, Georgia Development
Authority for water and wastewater infrastructure improve-
ments for the Coastal MegaPark.

100. $750,000 to Gwinnett County, Georgia for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

101. $500,000 to continue the Ground Water Chlorination
System Replacement and Upgrade Project on Guam.

102. $500,000 to the City of Ottumwa, Iowa for comined
sewer overflow system improvements.

103. $1,000,000 to the City of Des Moines, Iowa for
stormwater and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

104. $800,000 to the City of Mason City, Iowa for water in-
frastructure improvements and a radium reduction project.
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105. $250,000 to the Bayview Water and Sewer District of
Idaho for the Cape Horn Area Clean Water Compliance
Project.

106. $500,000 to DuPage County, Illinois for water infra-
structure improvements.

107. $500,000 to the Lake County Stormwater Management
Commission of Lake County, Illinois for stormwater detention,
infrastructure, modeling, design and management activities in
the Upper Des Plaines River watershed.

108. $500,000 to the Village of Johnsburg, Illinois for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

109. $200,000 to the Village of Port Byron, Illinois for water
infrastructure improvements.

110. $200,000 to the City of Hamilton, Illinois for water in-
frastructure improvements.

111. $200,000 to the Dallas Rural Water District, Illinois for
water infrastructure improvements in Hancock County, Illi-
nois.

112. $700,000 to the Village of Montgomery, Illinois for re-
moval of lead-based paint from water storage tanks.

113. $260,000 to the Village of Somonauk, Illinois for con-
struction of a water storage tower.

114. $1,000,000 for the Metropolitan Water Reclamation Dis-
trict of Chicago, Illinois for wastewater infrastructure improve-
ments.

115. $500,000 to the Village of Granville, Illinois for water
infrastructure improvements.

116. $500,000 to the Village of Toulon, Illinois for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

117. $250,000 to the Village of LaGrange, Illinois for water
infrastructure improvements.

118. $250,000 to the Village of Justice, Illinois for water in-
frastructure improvements for the Wesley Fields water system.

119. $500,000 to the City of Galena, Illinois for construction
of a wastewater treatment plant.

120. $250,000 to the City of Flora, Illinois for water infra-
structure improvements for the Gateway Regional Water Sys-
tem.

121. $400,000 to the City of Breese, Illinois for water infra-
structure improvements.

122. $25,000 to the Village of Patoka, Illinois for water infra-
structure improvements.

123. $100,000 to the City of Salem, Illinois for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

124. $750,000 to the City of Wilmington, Illinois for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

125. $750,000 to the City of Carmel, Indiana for water infra-
structure improvements.

126. $100,000 to Madison Township, Indiana for wastewater
infrastructure improvements.

127. $165,000 to the Town of Cicero, Indiana for its
stormwater infrastructure improvements and pollution preven-
tion project.

128. $250,000 to the Twin Lakes Sewer District in White
County, Indiana for wastewater infrastructure improvements.
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129. $350,000 to Tell City, Indiana for wastewater infra-
structure improvements.

130. $750,000 to the City of Hobart, Indiana for wastewater
infrastructure improvements for the Green Acres subdivision.

131. $300,000 to the City of Ottawa, Kansas for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

132. $500,000 to Augusta, Kansas for water infrastructure
improvements.

133. $500,000 to the Franklin County Fiscal Court of Ken-
tucky for the Choateville Sewer Project.

134. $250,000 to the Spencer County, Kentucky Fiscal Court
for water infrastructure improvements.

135. $250,000 to the City of Shepherdsville, Kentucky for
wastewater infrastructre improvements.

136. $250,000 to the City of Carrollton/Carrollton Utilities of
Kentucky for wastewater infrastructure improvements at the
Carroll-Gallatin-Owen Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant.

137. $500,000 to the Louisville/Jefferson County Redevelop-
ment Authority for water infrastructure improvements for a
technology park in Louisville, Kentucky.

138. $605,000 to the City of Paintsville, Kentucky for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

139. $400,000 to the City of Morehead, Kentucky for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

140. $1,000,000 to the City of Corbin, Kentucky for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

141. $400,000 to the City of Monticello, Kentucky for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

142. $750,000 to the City of Prestonsburg, Kentucky for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

143. $400,000 to the City of Beattyville, Kentucky for water
infrastructure improvements.

144. $200,000 for the City of Clay, Kentucky for wastewater
infrastructure improvements.

145. $200,000 to the Marshall County Sanitation District #2
for water and wastewater infrastructure improvements for the
City of Draffenville, Kentucky.

146. $200,000 for the City of Bardwell, Kentucky for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

147. $200,000 for the City of Greenville, Kentucky for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

148. $500,000 to the Military Department of Louisiana for
wastewater infrastructure improvements for the Gillis W. Long
Center.

149. $1,000,000 the Sewerage and Water Board of the City
of New Orleans, Louisiana for continuation of the New Orleans
Sanitary Sewer System Inflow Infiltration project.

150. $1,000,000 to the City of Shreveport, Louisiana for in-
stallation of backflow preventers within the water distribution
system ($500,000), and for water and wastewater infrastruc-
ture improvements associated with programs of the Red River
Watershed Management Institute ($500,000).

151. $1,000,000 to St. John the Baptist Parish, Louisiana for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.
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152. $200,000 to the City of New Iberia, Louisiana for joint
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements with Iberia
Parish.

153. $200,000 to St. Martin Parish, Louisiana for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

154. $250,000 to St. Charles Parish, Louisiana for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements related to the Lake
Pontchatrain Basin project.

155. $250,000 to St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

156. $100,000 to St. James Parish, Louisiana for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements coordinated with the
Town of Gramercy.

157. $500,000 to the City of Hammond, Louisiana for waste-
water infrastructure improvements related to the Lake
Pontchatrain Basin project.

158. $250,000 to the City of Slidell, Louisiana for wastewater
infrastructure improvements related to the Lake Pontchatrain
Basin project.

159. $200,000 to the City of Brockton, Massachusetts for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

160. $150,000 for combined sewer overflow mitigation in
Lawrence, Massachusetts.

161. $250,000 to the City of Baltimore, Maryland for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

162. $500,000 to the Town of Elkton, Maryland for biological
nutrient removal upgrades.

163. $500,000 to the Town of Federalsburg, Maryland for bi-
ological nutrient removal upgrades.

164. $1,045,000 for water supply and distribution infrastruc-
ture improvements, sanitary sewer collection system modifica-
tions, and wastewater and stormwater infrastructure improve-
ments in La Plata, Maryland.

165. $500,000 for wastewater infrastructure improvements
for Woodlawn Village in Maryland.

166. $1,250,000 to the City of Rockville, Maryland for its
Stormwater Management Improvement Project.

167. $500,000 to the Washington Suburban Sanitary Com-
mission for water infrastructure improvements in Prince
George’s and Montgomery Counties, Maryland.

168. $300,000 to the City of Bad Axe, Michigan for water in-
frastructure improvements.

169. $1,000,000 for continuation of the Rouge River National
Wet Weather Demonstration Project.

170. $750,000 to the City of Grand Rapids, Michigan for
combined sewer overflow infrastructure improvements.

171. $500,000 to the Genesee County Drain Commission for
the North-East Relief Sewer and Kearsley Creek Inceptor
project.

172. $400,000 to the Detroit Water and Sewer Department,
Michigan for water, wastewater and combined sewer overflow
infrastructure improvements.

173. $1,500,000 for the Evergreen-Farmington Sanitary
Sewer Overflow demonstration project in Oakland County,
Michigan.
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174. $1,000,000 to Oakland County, Michigan for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements within the George W.
Kuhn Drainage District.

175. $1,500,000 to the City of Springfield, Missouri for feasi-
bility studies, design and construction of stormwater infra-
structure improvements for the Upper James River.

176. $350,000 to the City of St. Louis, Missouri for water in-
frastructure improvements for Forest Park.

177. $2,000,000 to the Clean Water Committee of Jefferson
County, Missouri for wastewater infrastructure improvements.

178. $350,000 to Caldwell County, Missouri for water infra-
structure improvements.

179. $500,000 to the Clarence Cannon Wholesale Water
Commission for water infrastructure improvements in Monroe
County, Missouri.

180. $500,000 to the City of Lake Saint Louis Duckett Creek
Sanitary District, Missouri for wastewater infrastructure im-
provements and watershed protection projects.

181. $750,000 to the City of Lake, Mississippi for water in-
frastructure improvements ($72,000), and the City of Louis-
ville, Mississippi for Water Treatment system upgrades
($678,000).

182. $500,000 to the City of Newton, Mississippi for waste-
water infrastructure improvements for an industrial park.

183. $300,000 to the City of McComb, Mississippi for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

184. $300,000 to the City of Gulfport, Mississippi for water
infrastructure improvements.

185. $550,000 to the City of Corinth, Mississippi for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

186. $500,000 to the City of Tupelo, Mississippi for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

187. $200,000 to the Town of Granite Falls, North Carolina
for water infrastructure improvements.

188. $300,000 to the Town of Bakersville, North Carolina for
water infrastructure improvements.

189. $200,000 to the Town of Valdee, North Carolina for the
Inflow/Infiltration Reduction Sanitary Sewer Project.

190. $100,000 to the Town of Drexel, North Carolina for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

191. $200,000 to the Town of Spruce Pine, North Carolina
for construction of the Cemetery Hill Water Storage Tank.

192. $500,000 to the City of Henderson, North Carolina for
the next phase of the rehabilitation and expansion of the water
treatment facilities of the Kerr Lake Regional Water System.

193. $1,000,000 to the City of Concord, North Carolina for
the Tri-County Regional Water Project in Cabarrus, Rowan,
and Stanly Counties, North Carolina.

194. $250,000 to the County of Granville, North Carolina for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

195. $750,000 to Richmond County, North Carolina for water
and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

196. $1,000,000 to the Neuse Regional Water and Sewer Au-
thority in Lenoir County, North Carolina for water infrastruc-
ture improvements.
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197. $1,000,000 for Orange County, North Carolina for
wastewater infrastructure needs.

198. $400,000 to the Town of Cary, North Carolina for con-
struction of a biosolids dryer facility.

199. $500,000 to the Town of Highlands, North Carolina for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

200. $500,000 to the Buncombe County, North Carolina Solid
Waste Management Facility for water and wastewater infra-
structure improvements.

201. $400,000 to the Town of Mooresville, North Carolina for
water infrastructure improvements.

202. $600,000 for Wayne State College of Wayne, Nebraska
for the Wayne Community Greywater project.

203. $400,000 to Lincoln, Nebraska for the South Salt Creek
Sanitary Sewer project.

204. $500,000 to the City of Omaha, Nebraska for a com-
bined sewer overflow project.

205. $1,000,000 to the City of Nashua, New Hampshire to
mitigate combined sewer overflows.

206. $600,000 to the City of Portsmouth, New Hampshire for
mitigation of combined sewer overflows.

207. $500,000 to the City of Somersworth, New Hampshire
for wastewater infrastructure improvements.

208. $435,000 to the Borough of New Providence, New Jersey
for water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

209. $1,000,000 to the Township of Jefferson, New Jersey for
wastewater infrastructure improvements to help protect water
quality of Lake Hopatcong, New Jersey.

210. $2,500,000 to the Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission
for its combined sewage overflow reduction program and the
Passaic River/Newark Bay Restoration program.

211. $250,000 for the North Hudson Sewerage Authority for
combined sewer overflow improvements.

212. $1,000,000 to the City of Ruidoso, New Mexico for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

213. $500,000 to the City of Los Lunas, New Mexico for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

214. $500,000 to the City of Belen, New Mexico for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

215. $200,000 to the Greater Chimayo Mutual Domestic
Water Consumers Association for water infrastructure im-
provements.

216. $200,000 to the City of Bloomfield, New Mexico for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

217. $350,000 to the Town of Bernalillo, New Mexico for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

218. $350,000 to the Village of Los Lunas, New Mexico for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

219. $700,000 to the Virgin Valley Water District, Nevada
for construction of an arsenic treatment facility for the cities
of Mequite and Bunkerville, Nevada.

220. $1,000,000 to the City of Little Falls, New York for
water infrastructure improvements.

221. $250,000 for the Village of Floyd, New York Water
Quality/Quantity Improvement Project.
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222. $250,000 to the Village of Whitney Point, New York for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

223. $1,000,000 to the Village of Walden, New York for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

224. $500,000 the the State of New York for the South Shore
Estuary Reserve Council of Long Island, New York for
stormwater infrastructure improvements.

225. $750,000 to the Town of North Hempstead, New York
for stormwater management infrastructure improvements
within Manhasset Bay and Hempstead Harbor on the Long Is-
land Sound.

226. $1,000,000 to the City of Niagara Falls, New York for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

227. $500,000 to the City of Rye, New York for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

228. $500,000 for the Lake Neatahwanta Reclamation project
in Oswego County, New York.

229. $1,000,000 to the City of Oswego, New York for com-
bined sewer overflow system improvements.

230. $200,000 to the Village of Sloan, New York for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

231. $500,000 to the Town of Hamburg, New York for sani-
tary sewer overflow improvements.

232. $1,000,000 to the City of Buffalo, New York Water Divi-
sion for water infrastructure improvements.

233. $1,000,000 to the Monroe County, New York Water Au-
thority for construction of a covered reservoir and security im-
provements.

234. $1,000,000 to the Saratoga County Water Committee for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

235. $12,000,000 for continued clean water improvements for
Onondaga Lake, New York.

236. $2,000,000 to the City of Syracuse, New York for water
and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

237. $500,000 to the Village of Port Byron, New York for
construction of a wastewater treatment plant.

238. $6,000,000 for drinking water infrastructure needs in
the New York City watershed.

239. $4,000,000 for water quality infrastructure improve-
ments for Long Island Sound, New York.

240. $500,000 to the Cortland County Industrial Develop-
ment Agency for water and wastewater infrastructure improve-
ments to the Cortland County Business Park.

241. $500,000 to the Cincinnati Metropolitan Housing Au-
thority for water infrastructure improvements for the “City
West” community.

242. $250,000 to the City of Van Wert, Ohio for expansion
of a drinking water reservoir.

243. $375,000 to the City of Napoleon, Ohio for water infra-
structure improvements.

244. $800,000 for water infrastructure upgrades for Northern
Perry County Water District, Ohio.

245. $750,000 for water infrastructure upgrades for the Vil-
lage of Crooksville, Ohio.
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246. $200,000 for the Village of Amanda, Ohio for water in-
frastructure improvements.

247. $500,000 for the Village of Spring Valley, Ohio to up-
grade its water treatment and distribution system.

248. $400,000 for Greene County, Ohio for water and waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

249. $100,000 for the Pickaway County Sewer District for a
regional sewer study in Pickaway County, Ohio.

250. $750,000 to the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District
for the Doan Brook Watershed Area in Ohio for continued de-
velopment of a storm water abatement system in the Doan
Brook Watershed Area of Ohio.

251. $1,800,000 for the City of Toledo, Ohio for the develop-
ment of facilities related to its Methane Biogases Capture and
Reuse Initiative.

252. $700,000 to the City of Port Clinton, Ohio for a waste-
water infrastructure improvements and mitigation of combined
sewer overflows.

253. $500,000 to Perry County, Ohio for water infrastructure
improvements.

254. $1,000,000 to the City of Delphos, Ohio for the Tri-
County Regional Water System Reservoir Project.

255. $1,000,000 to the City of North Canton, Ohio for a
water treatment project.

256. $1,000,000 for the City of Massillon, Ohio for waste-
water and stormwater infrastructure improvements.

257. $200,000 for the Mahoning County, Ohio for wastewater
tllﬂleatment infrastructure improvements in Springfield Town-
ship.

258. $200,000 to the Village of Morristown, Ohio for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

259. $250,000 to the Village of Hartford, Ohio for wastewater
and sanitary sewer infrastructure improvements.

260. $250,000 to the City of Hulbert, Oklahoma for waste-
water infrastructure improvements for the Hulbert Community
Health Center.

261. $500,000 to the City of Midwest City, Oklahoma for
water infrastructure improvements.

262. $500,000 to the City of Altus, Oklahoma for water infra-
structure improvements.

263. $500,000 to the City of Portland, Oregon for its wet
weather pollution control program.

264. $500,000 to the City of Albany, Oregon for the Albany-
Millersburg Joint Water project.

265. $200,000 for Tillamook County, Oregon for construction
of a animal waste composting facility.

266. $500,000 to La Pine, Oregon for wastewater infrastruc-
ture improvements.

267. $300,000 to the City of North Plains, Oregon for water
infrastructure improvements.

268. $2,500,000 for the Three Rivers Wet Weather Dem-
onstration program in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania.

269. $540,000 for wastewater infrastructure improvements
for the City of Hermitage, Pennsylvania and the Borough or
Sharpsville, Pennsylvania.
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270. $1,500,000 to Derry Township Municipal Authority in
Dauphin County, Pennsylvania for wastewater infrastructure
improvements.

271. $500,000 for Pulaski Township, Pennsylvania for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

272. $500,000 to the Wyoming Valley Sanitary Authority of
Pennsylvania for combined sewer overflow infrastructure im-
provements.

273. $430,000 to the Nanty Glow Water Authority of
Cambria, Pennsylvania for water infrastructure improvements.

274. $500,000 to the Derry Borough Water Authority in
Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania for water infrastructure
improvements.

275. $300,000 to the Borough of Wellsboro, Pennsylvania for
combined sewer overflow improvements.

276. $500,000 to the City of Franklin, Pennsylvania for com-
bined sewer overflow infrastructure improvements.

277. $500,000 to the City of Lancaster, Pennsylvania for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

278. $350,000 to the York City Sewer Authority for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

279. $500,000 to Lycoming County, Pennsylvania for water
and wastewater infrastructure improvements in the Boroughs
of Hughesville and Muncy and at Halls Station.

280. $500,000 to the Department of Susquehanna County
Economic Development in Montrose, Pennsylvania for water
infrastructure improvements.

281. $350,000 to the Chestnut Ridge Area Joint Municipal
Authority for wastewater infrastructure improvements for East
St. Clair, West St. Clair, King and Napier Townships and in
New Paris Borough, Pennsylvania.

282. $500,000 to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico Sewer
and Water Authority for wastewater infrastructure improve-
ments in the municipality of Arecibo.

283. $500,000 to the City of Woonsocket, Rhode Island for
water infrastructure improvements.

284. $250,000 to the Narragansett Bay Commission, Rhode
Island, for wastewater and combined sewer overflow infra-
structure improvements.

285. $500,000 to Berkeley County, South Carolina for exten-
sion of water lines to Cross Community Schools.

286. $500,000 to the City of Myrtle Beach, South Carolina
Downtown Redevelopment Corporation for stormwater infra-
structure improvements for the Pavilion Area Master Plan.

287. $500,000 to the City of Florence, South Carolina for con-
tinued construction of a regional surface water plant.

288. $250,000 to the Town of Eastover, South Carolina for
water infrastructure improvements.

289. $190,000 to the Town of Jackson, South Carolina for re-
moval of radium from the water supply.

290. $220,000 to the City of Walhalla, South Carolina for
water infrastructure improvements in Oconee County.

291. $500,000 to Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities, South
Carolina for a phosphorous reduction program.
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292. $200,000 to Charleston County, South Carolina for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

293. $500,000 to the City of Groton, South Dakota for water
and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

294. $500,000 to the City of Elk Point, South Dakota for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

295. $450,000 to the River Road Utility District for water in-
frastructure improvements in Cheatham County, Tennessee.

296. $390,000 to the City of Cross Plains, Tennessee for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

297. $1,500,000 to the Athens Utilities Board of Tennessee
for wastewater infrastructure improvements at the Oostanaula
Wastewater Treatment Plant.

298. $500,000 to the City of Lawrenceburg, Tennessee for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

299. $100,000 to the Watauga River Regional Water Author-
ity in Carter County, Tennessee for water infrastructure im-
provements.

300. $1,200,000 to Polk County, Tennessee for water infra-
structure improvement for the Linsdale community.

301. $1,000,000 to the City of Eagle Pass, Texas for water
and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

302. $1,000,000 for West Fort Bend County, Texas for water
infrastructure improvements.

303. $500,000 to the City of Meridian, Texas for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements for the Meridian/
Bosque Regional Water Supply and Treatment Project.

304. $1,000,000 to the City of Dallas, Texas for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

305. $300,000 to the City of Port Arthur, Texas for water in-
frastructure improvements in the Sabine area.

306. $500,000 to Park City, Utah for water infrastructure
improvements at the Park City Judge Tunnel Water Treat-
ment Plant.

307. $500,000 for Tooele City, Utah for water and waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

308. $250,000 to Sandy City, Utah for water and stormwater
infrastructure improvements.

309. $1,000,000 to the Town of Dublin, Virginia for water in-
frastructure improvements.

310. $350,000 to the Town of Orange, Virginia for construc-
tion of a raw water storage basin.

311. $1,000,000 to Dale Service Corporation for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements in Dale City, Vir-
ginia.

312. $950,000 to the Fairfax County Water Authority of Vir-
ginia for water system infrastructure and security enhance-
ments.

313. $525,000 to Chesterfield County, Virginia for drainage
and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

314. $400,000 for Nelson County, Virginia for water and
wastewater system installation and improvements.

315. $150,000 for Camp Virginia Jaycee in Blue Ridge, Vir-
ginia for a wastewater treatment project.
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316. $400,000 to Fluvanna County, Virginia for water and
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

317. $350,000 for St. Paul College in Lawrenceville, Virginia
for water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

318. $400,000 for Pittsylvania County and the Town of Gret-
na, Virginia for water infrastructure improvements.

319. $300,000 for Franklin County, Virginia for a drinking
water infrastructure project.

320. $300,000 for Buckingham County, Virginia for water
and wastewater infrastructure improvements for Buckingham
County and the Town of Dillwyn.

321. $200,000 for Cumberland County, Virginia for water in-
frastructure improvements.

322. $2,000,000 to the City of Richmond, Virginia
($1,000,000) and to the City of Lynchburg, Virginia
($1,000,000) for combined sewer overflow infrastructure im-
provements.

323. $750,000 to the City of Alexandria, Virginia for the san-
itary and stormwater sewer reconstruction and extension
project to mitigate overflows polluting Four Mile Run Creek.

324. $350,000 to Accomack County, Virginia for wastewater
infrastructure improvements.

325. $200,000 to the City of Norfolk, Virginia for wastewater
infrastructure improvements at the North Fox Hall and Sewell
Garden pump stations.

326. $200,000 to the City of Norfolk, Virginia for wastewater
infrastructure improvements in Fairmont Park.

327. $1,000,000 to Loudon County, Virginia Department of
Building and Development for the Water Resources Manage-
ment Program.

328. $500,000 to the Government of the Virgin Islands for
water and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

329. $900,000 to the City of Shelton, Washington for water
and wastewater infrastructure improvements.

330. $110,000 to the Town of South Prairie, Washington for
wastewater infrastructure improvements.

331. $500,000 to Parker, Washington for water infrastruc-
ture improvements.

332. $500,000 to the City of Roslyn, Washington for waste-
water infrastructure improvements.

333. $250,000 to the City of Blaine, Washington for comple-
tion of a feasibility study for the Northwest Whatcom County
Wastewater Management Plan, Lummis Diviersion, and for re-
lated updates of the City’s general sewer plan.

334. $375,000 for the Village of Curtiss, Wisconsin for the
expansion of their wastewater treatment plant.

335. $925,000 for the Town of Mercer, Wisconsin for the ex-
tension of their water infrastructure to the new business park.

336. $1,200,000 for the City of Wisconsin Rapids, Wisconsin
for the extension of sewer and water to the East Side Business
Park and the Village of Biron.

337. $300,000 for the Putnam County Commission of West
Virginia for the Fishers Ridge water infrastructure project.
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338. $265,000 to the Midland Public Service District in Ran-
dolph County, West Virginia for the extension of waterlines for
Haddix Road.

339. $2,717,000 to the City of Weirton, West Virginia for
water treatment plant upgrades.

340. $2,500,000 to the City of Moundsville, West Virginia for
construction of a water treatment facility.

341. $2,050,000 to the City of Grafton, West Virginia for up-
grades to the Berkeley Run Pump Station, Front Street sewer
improvements, Fannie Street sewer improvements, Bluemont
Cemetery sewer improvements, and Fetterman’s sewer im-
provements.

342. $2,155,000 to the City of Grafton, West Virginia for
wastewater treatment plant upgrades.

343. $506,000 to the City of Sistersville, West Virginia for
water treatment plant upgrades.

344. $560,000 to the City of Wellsburg, West Virginia for re-
placement of the 11th Street Wastewater Lift Station.

345. $635,000 to the Village of Beach Bottom, West Virginia
for the extension of water lines, water plant construction and
water line replacement.

346. $250,000 to the City of Cudahy, California for waste-
water and sewer infrastructure improvements.

347. $250,000 to the City of Maywood, California for waste-
water and sewer infrastructure improvements.

348. $1,000,000 to the City of Manchester, New Hampshire
for wastewater infrastructure improvements associated with a
combined sewer overflow project.

349. $100,000 for the City of Fulton, Alabama for water sys-
tem improvements.

350. $650,000 for the City of Jackson, Alabama for water in-
frastructure.

351. $250,000 for the Mobile County Water, Sewer and Fire
Protection Authority, Alabama for water system improvements.

352. $700,000 for the Cities of Daphne, Foley and Fairhope,
Alabama for comprehensive water infrastructure assessment.

353. $650,000 for Mobile Area Water and Sewer System and
the City of Prichard, Alabama for combined sewer outflow
project.

354. $100,000 for Mt. Vernon, Alabama for water system im-
provements.

355. $100,000 for Summerdale, Alabama for water infra-
structure.

356. $400,000 to the Town of Exeter, New Hampshire for
planning and design of new wastewater infrastructure facili-
ties.

Recent studies by EPA and others suggest that there has been
a substantial deterioration in the nation’s wastewater infrastruc-
ture, including aging wastewater treatment plants and leaking
sewer collection systems. Substantial contributions of wet weather
flows and other non-point sources of pollution have also been iden-
tified. In addition, the additional expenditures needed to achieve
TMDL requirements and groundwater protection in future years
are expected to be extensive. Because the federal government funds
only a portion of wastewater infrastructure investments, the states
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have urged maximum flexibility in their allocation of federal re-
sources, so as to direct investments at the point-source and non-
point-source areas of greatest need. However, states also recognize
that they must be held accountable to the goals of the Clean Water
Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, and other wastewater-related
federal statutes. The Committee is aware that septic system repair
and management projects and other non-point source pollution pre-
vention and control measures, which can produce substantial bene-
fits of water quality protection, are not eligible for SRF funding in
most of the states. Further, many recipients of federal wastewater
assistance have not instituted user fees to provide for long-term
maintenance and repair of the infrastructure, and the results of
that lack of maintenance are now evident.

To help address this situation, EPA, at the request of the Com-
mittee, established during the Spring of 2002 a working group of
representatives from many stakeholder groups in order to address
the basic means by which EPA may accord flexibility to the states
and yet also assure that federal investments achieve the greatest
possible benefits. Specifically, the following questions were ad-
dressed by this new working group: (1) are the SRF and other fed-
eral financial assistance programs achieving maximum water qual-
ity protection in terms of public health and environmental out-
comes; (2) are alternatives other than wastewater treatment plants
and collection systems eligible for federal assistance, and, if not,
why not; (3) do the priority ranking systems which states use to
prioritize eligible treatment works projects properly account for en-
vironmental outcomes, including indirect impacts from air deposi-
tion of treatment plant effluent or stormwater runoff from sewer
construction-induced growth; (4) are recipients of federal assistance
required to adopt appropriate financial planning methods, which
would reduce the cost of capital and guarantee that infrastructure
would be maintained; and (5) have sufficient performance measures
and information systems been developed to assure the Congress
that future federal assistance will be spent wisely by the states?

The Committee has been kept apprised of the developments of
this working group and expects that the group’s report addressing
the aforementioned questions and other related issues be fully uti-
lized by the Agency.

As was the case in past years, no reprogramming requests associ-
ated with States and Tribes applying for Partnership grants need
to be submitted to the Committee for approval should such grants
exceed the normal reprogramming limitations.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

The Committee has again this year included an administrative
provision giving the Administrator specific authority to, in the ab-
sence of an acceptable tribal program, award cooperative agree-
ments to federally recognized Indian Tribes or Intertribal consortia
so as to properly carry out EPA’s environmental programs.

In order to continue providing sufficient and necessary resources
for EPA’s pesticide re-registration program, the Committee has in-
cluded bill language which authorizes for one year the collection by
EPA of $20,000,000 in maintenance fees. This provision extends to
September 30, 2003 the date upon which such authority for collec-
tions expires. Bill language is also once again included prohibiting
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the use of funds to promulgate a final regulation to implement
changes in the payment of pesticide tolerance processing fees as
proposed at 64 Federal Register 31040, or any similar proposal;
and prohibiting the collection of pesticide registration fees if a new
maintenance fee has gone into effect.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeeeieerieenieenieeneenveennns $5,750,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 5,267,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 5,368,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccceveeenneen. +483,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request .........ccccceevieriieenienieenen. +382,000

The Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) was created
by the National Science and Technology Policy, Organization, and
Priorities Act of 1976. OSTP advises the President and other agen-
cies within the Executive Office on science and technology policies
and coordinates research and development programs for the Fed-
eral Government.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $5,750,000 for
fiscal year 2003, an increase of $483,000 above the fiscal year 2002
appropriation and $382,000 above the budget request to address
unfunded salary needs.

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND OFFICE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccceeeiierieenieenieenieeneeennen. $3,031,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 2,974,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 3,031,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccceveeennen. +57,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 budget request ..........ccccvveenneen. 0

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) was established by
Congress under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA). The Office of Environmental Quality (OEQ), which pro-
vides professional and administrative staff for the Council, was es-
tablished in the Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 1970.
The Council on Environmental Policy has statutory responsibility
under NEPA for environmental oversight of all Federal agencies
and is to lead interagency decision-making of all environmental
matters.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee has recommended the budg-
et request of $3,031,000 for the CEQ and OEQ, an increase of
$57,000 above last year’s spending level. The Committee’s proposed
funding for CEQ will allow full cost of living increases for the cur-
rent staff of 24 FTEs as well as other necessary expense adjust-
ments. The Committee directs that CEQ’s total staffing level not
exceed 24 FTEs at any time during the fiscal year.

As in previous years, bill language is included which stipulates
that, notwithstanding the National Environmental Policy Act, the
CEQ can operate with one council member and that member shall
be considered the chairman for purposes of conducting the business

of the CEQ and OEQ.
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FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........cccceeeuueennn. $30,848,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation .. 33,660,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .............. 30,848,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... —2,812,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueeeeee. 0

Funding for the Office of the Inspector General at the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation is provided pursuant to 31 U.S.C.
1105(a)(25), which requires a separate appropriation account for
appropriations for each Office of Inspector General of an establish-
ment defined under section 11(2) of the Inspector General Act of
1978.

The Committee recommendation, the same as the budget re-
quest, provides for the transfer of $30,848,000 from the Bank In-
surance Fund, the Savings Association Insurance Fund, and the
FSLIC Resolution Fund to finance the Office of Inspector General
for fiscal year 2003.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........cccecceevieerieeniensieennnenns $3,611,895,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. $10,535,825,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request $6,703,912,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... $-6,923,930,000

$—3,092,017,000

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was cre-
ated by reorganization plan number 3 of 1978. The Agency carries
out a wide range of program responsibilities for emergency plan-
ning and preparedness, disaster response and recovery, and hazard
mitigation.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends $3,611,895,000
which represents a decrease of $6,923,930,000 from the fiscal year
2002 appropriation and a decrease of $3,092,017,000 from the 2003
budget request.

Of the amounts approved in the following appropriations ac-
counts, the Agency must limit transfers of funds between programs
and activities to not more than $500,000 without prior approval of
the Committee. Further, no changes may be made to any account
or program element if it is construed to be a change in policy. Any
program or activity mentioned in this report shall be construed as
the position of the Committee and should not be subject to any re-
ductions or reprogrammings without prior approval of the Com-
mittee.

The Committee urges the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy to work with the U.S. Forest Service and state and local officials
to develop disaster mitigation measures to avoid potentially cata-
strophic forest fires in the Angeles, San Bernardino and Cleveland
National Forests. Extreme drought conditions and insect depreda-
tions have killed tens of thousands of trees in these national forests

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request
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and on adjacent private property. The Committee urges FEMA to
deal with this problem.

The Committee is disturbed that FEMA did nothing during the
last fiscal year to implement the minority emergency preparedness
demonstration program which was authorized by a general provi-
sion of the fiscal year 2002 VA-HUD appropriations bill. In the fu-
ture, the Agency is cautioned that its personnel must read the en-
tire appropriations bill and follow all direction in the bill and ac-
companying reports, including the general provisions in title IV.
The Committee directs FEMA to report to the Committee by Feb-
ruary 3, 2003 on the actions it has taken to implement the minor-
ity emergency preparedness demonstration program. At a min-
imum, FEMA is directed to spend no less than $1,500,000 in fiscal
year 2003 to implement the program.

DISASTER RELIEF
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cc.cccceeeeuveeercireennieeennneeennnennn $1,820,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 9,171,571,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 1,842,843,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... ... —17,351,571,000

— 22,843,000

The Federal Emergency Management Agency has responsibility
for administering disaster assistance programs and coordinating
the Federal response in Presidential disasters declarations. Major
activities under the disaster assistance program are human serv-
ices which provides aid to families and individuals; infrastructure
which supports the efforts of State and local governments to take
emergency protective measures, clear debris and repair infrastruc-
ture damage; hazard mitigation which sponsors projects to dimin-
ish effects of future disasters; and disaster management, such as
disaster field office staff and automated data processing support.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends $1,820,000,000
for disaster relief, a decrease of $22,843,000 from the budget re-
quest and a decrease of $7,351,571,000 compared to the fiscal year
2002 level.

The budget request included a proposal to discontinue the section
404 post-disaster mitigation grants program and replace it with a
competitive pre-disaster mitigation grant program. The Committee
agrees with the objectives of a pre-disaster mitigation program and
has addressed this issue in the appropriate place in the report.
With regard to the section 404 grant program, the Committee has
proposed a change in statute which will reduce the amount of fund-
ing for the program, but maintains the program as an effective
mechanism to ensure mitigation activities are undertaken when
the need is most apparent which is immediately after a disaster
strikes. The Committee is concerned that the section 404 program
is not being fully utilized in a timely manner, and directs FEMA
to take any steps necessary to ensure that mitigation projects are
approved quickly and work is accomplished within a reasonable
amount of time. At a minimum, FEMA should consider rules or
regulations which will recapture any funds not spent within four
years.

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request
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The Committee is aware of two issues related to repairs under-
taken by the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) to Project 184, a
22 megawatt hydropower plant and associated water supply
flumes, as a result of landslides and flooding that occurred on Jan-
uary 4, 1997. First, the Committee understands that FEMA has
imposed a deadline of October 31, 2002, for EID to complete all of
the required repair work. The Committee is concerned that this
deadline may be unrealistic given the environmentally sensitive lo-
cation of the repair work, the complex licensing requirements of the
Federal Power Act, and the delays caused by the events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, related to the importation of equipment critical to
the repair from overseas. Therefore, the Committee urges FEMA to
extend the deadline for completing the repair for a minimum of 6
months.

Second, the Committee is concerned that FEMA’s determination
to approve improved project status to the Mill Creek to Bull Creek
tunnel portion of the repair work may have been based upon erro-
neous damage survey reports that may have underestimated the
actual costs associated with the repair work. Therefore, the Com-
mittee urges FEMA to reexamine the damage survey reports in
light of all currently available information.

The Committee recognizes that the citizens and the medical com-
munity of Houston, Texas suffer unprecedented losses due to Trop-
ical Storm Allison and that the Texas Medical Center provides im-
portant services to its 42 member hospitals and institutions that
provide medical care and vital medical research. Therefore, it is the
Committee’s direction that the Texas Medical Center is to be pro-
vided Public Assistance and Hazard Mitigations grants as if it were
an eligible applicant under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief
and Emergency Assistance Act and has included bill language to
that effect. However, specific projects are still subject to Federal
and State eligibility criteria and guidelines except that the eligi-
bility of applications submitted due to Tropical Storm Allison shall
be considered as of the day of receipt.

The Committee recommendation includes a provision for the
transfer of $2,900,000 to “Emergency Management Planning and
Assistance” for the consolidated emergency performance grant pro-
gram which has been carried in prior years’ appropriations bills. A
new provision included in the bill this year allows for the use of
$21,577,000 from the Disaster Relief Fund for activities of the
FEMA Inspector General.

NATIONAL PRE-DISASTER MITIGATION FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $250,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 0
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccecceevieeriieniieeniienieenieeieenee. 300,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation .............cccceeeeeenee. +250,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueenneee. —50,000,000

The Committee recommends a fiscal year 2003 appropriation of
$250,000,000 for the National Pre-Disaster Mitigation Fund, a de-
crease of $50,000,000 from the budget request. While there was no
appropriation for this fund in fiscal year 2002, the Congress did
provide an appropriation of $25,000,000 for Project Impact, an ini-
tiative to demonstrate the viability of pre-disaster mitigation. The
Committee has found that Project Impact achieved its goals and it
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is now time to move on to a more robust competitive program to
undertake mitigation projects that will significantly reduce dam-
ages from and costs of natural disasters. The Committee does not
believe this fund should be used for mitigation projects primarily
caused by non-natural forces and directs FEMA to issues rules and
regulation accordingly. The Committee believes that State and
local entities would benefit from a grant program for planning pre-
disaster mitigation projects and directs FEMA to provide $250,000
per year to each State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa.

Finally, the Committee notes that in September of 2000 FEMA
selected five universities to join the University of California at
Berkeley in the pilot phase of the Disaster Resistant University
program: University of Alaska/Fairbanks, University of Miami,
University of North Carolina/Wilmington, Tulane University, and
University of Washington/Seattle. The purpose of the program is to
help the nation’s colleges and universities facing the threat of nat-
ural disasters to assess their vulnerabilities and find ways to pro-
tect their research, facilities and the lives of students, faculty and
staff. The Committee directs FEMA to continue the Disaster Re-
sistant University Program with grants of $500,000 to each of the
six pilot Disaster Resistant Universities and $100,000 each to at
least six additional universities, including at least one HBCU, to
join the program.

The Committee recognizes the need for continued mitigation re-
search integral to natural disasters, particularly those associated
with hurricane and high wind damage. The Committee therefore
directs the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to
work with the State University System of Florida on comprehen-
sive hurricane mitigation research.

COMMUNITY DISASTER LOAN PROGRAM

The Committee notes that previous direction of the Congress
with regard to the Community Disaster Loan Program has re-
stricted the use of the funds solely for loans to municipal govern-
ments for emergency education operations assistance where school
districts have incurred unanticipated requirements because of dis-
placement of students. The Committee understands that there may
have been overwhelming justification for such a restriction in the
past, but does not believe the same circumstances exist today.
Therefore, FEMA may make loans under this program for any pur-
pose henceforth.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT
STATE SHARE LOAN

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........ccccceeeeuveeercireennieeeeneeeennnennn 0
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. $405,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request . 0

Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceevueenneen. 0
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Limitation on direct Administrative ex-
loans penses

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ..................... ($25,000,000) $557,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ..... . (25,000,000) 543,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .................. . (25,000,000) 557,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropria-

BIOTL et 0) +14,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ....... (0) 0

Beginning in 1992, loans made to States under the cost sharing
provisions of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act were funded in accordance with the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990. The Disaster Assistance Direct Loan Program
Account, which was established as a result of the Federal Credit
Reform Act, records the subsidy costs associated with the direct
loans obligated beginning in 1992 to the present, as well as admin-
istrative expenses of this program.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends no funding for
the cost of State Share Loans, a decrease of $405,000 from the fis-
cal year 2002 appropriation and the same amount as the Presi-
dent’s request. In addition, the Committee has provided
$25,000,000 for the limitation on direct loans pursuant to section
319 of the Stafford Act, as well $557,000 for administrative ex-
penses of the program.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........ccccceeeeeuveeencireeenieeeenneeennnennn $250,690,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 233,801,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 239,690,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +16,889,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request +11,000,000

This activity encompasses the salaries and expenses required to
provide executive direction and administrative staff support for all
agency programs in both the headquarters and field offices. The ac-
count funds both program support and executive direction activi-
ties.

The bill includes $250,690,000 for salaries and expenses, an in-
crease of $11,000,000 from the budget request, and an increase of
$16,889,000 when compared to the fiscal year 2002 appropriation.

FEMA has experienced significant increases in program growth
and responsibility over the past few years and with this budget un-
dertakes two new initiatives that will severely tax its capabilities.
The recommendation includes, in addition to the budget request, 64
new full time equivalents for the Federal Insurance and Mitigation
Division, 27 for the United States Fire Administration, and 24 for
the Financial and Acquisition Management Division. Funding for
these positions totals $11,000,000 for fiscal year 2003 and has been
added to the budget request.

FEMA is directed to provide $1,750,000 to the Administrative
and Resource Planning Directorate for its efforts to archive key
agency documents by digitization to optical disks, including related
activities.
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccceeevieerieesiienneenneenveennns $11,549,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 10,303,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 11,549,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... +1,246,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request 0

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) was established adminis-
tratively within FEMA at the time of the Agency’s creation in 1979.
Through a program of audits, investigations and inspections, the
OIG seeks to prevent and detect fraud and abuse and promote
economy, efficiency and effectiveness in the Agency’s programs and
operations. Although not originally established by law, FEMA’s
OIG was formed and designed to operate in accordance with the in-
tent and purpose of the Inspector General Act of 1978. The Inspec-
tor General Act Amendments of 1988 created a statutory Inspector
General within FEMA. The FEMA Inspector General has the added
responsibility to act in that capacity for the Chemical Safety and
Hazard Investigation Board.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $11,549,000 for the Office of Inspector General, an increase
of $1,246,000 above the fiscal year 2002 appropriation and the
same as the President’s budget request.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation® ...........cccccoeciiviiinniinniieenienieenaen. $367,040,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 2850,023,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 3,747,214,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ....... —482,983,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request —3,380,174,000

1Does not include funding for Fire Fighters Assistance grants.

2Includes $360,000,000 in Fire Fighters Assistance grants.

This appropriation provides program resources for the majority of
FEMA’s “core” activities, including, response and recovery; pre-
paredness, training and exercises; mitigation programs, fire pre-
vention and training; information technology services; operations
support; and executive direction. Costs for the floodplain manage-
ment component are borne by policyholders and reimbursed from
the National Flood Insurance Fund.

The Committee recommends a fiscal year 2003 appropriation of
$367,040,000, a decrease of $482,983,000 to the fiscal year 2002
level and a decrease of $3,380,174,000 to the fiscal year 2003 budg-
et request. In addition, the Committee recommends a transfer of
$2,900,000 from the Disaster Relief account for the consolidated
emergency performance grants program. This account has in the
past included funding for Fire Fighter Assistance grants. With this
bill, the fire fighter grant program is given its own account.

Of the amount provided, no more than $30,000,000 is provided
for the Citizen Corps program, up to $30,000,000 is provided for
all-hazard planning activities, and $78,000,000 is provided for com-
munications interoperability.

The Committee expects that comprehensive State strategies will
address immediate State and local responder needs to effectively
respond to all types of terrorist or weapons of mass destruction at-
tacks. These plans should include the equipment, training, exer-
cise, technical assistance, and planning needs for all types of State
and local first responders including law enforcement, fire, emer-
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gency, medical service, and hazardous material response. In the de-
velopment and implementation of their plans, States are expected
to consult with local governments regarding the scope, design, and
allocation of resources so that State and local strategies are con-
sistent.”

The September 11th attacks taught Federal, State, and local first
responders the importance of having communications equipment
and plans that allow all types of responder from multiple jurisdic-
tions to maintain communications lines during an emergency. This
interoperability program shall provide State and local agencies
with grants to develop multi-jurisdiction emergency communica-
tions plans, procure emergency communications equipment, and
procure equipment allowing existing communications systems to be
interoperable. The Committee remains concerned about the ineffi-
cient use of appropriated funds. The Committee notes that, histori-
cally, efforts to address public safety wireless issues have been
fragmented resulting in duplication and wasted resources. The
Wireless Public Safety Interoperable Communications Program,
known as Project SAFECOM was established to promote a more ef-
ficient and coordinated effort to achieve critical network interoper-
ability. The Committee endorses Project SAFECOM as the means
to accomplish this purpose. FEMA, through Project SAFECOM, is
directed to develop requirements, goals, and timeframes and report
back to the Committee by March 31, 2003 on its efforts.

The Committee directs FEMA, within 90 days of enactment of
this legislation, to update its guidance on outdoor warning and
mass notification systems, CPG 1-17, and immediately upon its
publication to disseminate the guidance to units of government at
the federal, state and local level to aid them in the purchase of this
equipment. The committee recognizes that many of the basic prin-
ciples outlined in the guidance document continue to apply to these
systems, but the guidance document must be updated to reflect
some of the technological advances that have taken place since
originally published in 1980. The updated guidance shall reflect the
benefits of using voice technology to address all natural and man-
made hazards, including acts of terrorism, and shall require that
all warning systems be operable in the absence of AC power sup-
ply. Further, the Committee urges FEMA to consult with other rel-
evant agencies and use the updated CPG 1-17 as the baseline for
formulating a national standard for outdoor warning and mass no-
tification that reflects the latest state-of-the art technology.

FEMA is directed to continue its partnership with the National
Technology Transfer Center at the fiscal year 2000 level to bring
technology applications to the local, state, and Federal levels of the
emergency management community for the purpose of responding
to both natural disasters and terrorist attacks and reducing their
impact.

FIREFIGHTER ASSISTANCE GRANTS

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation .........cc.ccceeeeveeereiveeeneneeenveeennnnens $450,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 1360,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request . 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 1+90,000,000
Comparison with budget request ........cccoceevieveriieneniincniicneeiee +450,000,000

1Funding for this activity was included under Emergency Management Planning and Assistance.
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This account supports a grant program of assistance to local fire
fighting departments for the purpose of protecting the health and
safety of the public and fire fighting personnel, including volun-
teers and emergency medical service personnel, against fire and
fire-related hazards.

The Committee recommends funding of $450,000,000 in fiscal
year 2003, an increase of $90,000,000 when compared to fiscal year
2002 appropriations and an increase of $450,000,000 when com-
pared to the budget request. A provision is included in the bill
which transfers a portion of these funds to Salaries and Expenses
to necessary administrative costs.

The Committee urges FEMA to work in a collaborative and inclu-
sive manner in the planning, training and equipping of all front
line responders, including but not limited to all components of
EMS, fire, police, and other parties a locality may employ. Addi-
tionally, the Committee believes that FEMA should give priority to
applicants proposing entry-level physicals or immunizations under
the Health and Wellness grant category.

RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND

The fiscal year 1999 bill included language establishing the Radi-
ological Emergency Preparedness Fund. The Committee rec-
ommendation includes continuation of this Fund in fiscal year
2003.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAM

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeevieerieeniienieenieeneeennen. $153,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 140,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 153,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation .............cccceeevennee. +13,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccvveenneen. +308,000

The Emergency Food and Shelter Program within the Federal
Emergency Management Agency originated in the 1983 Emergency
Jobs legislation. Minor modifications were incorporated in the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. The program is de-
signed to help address the problems of the hungry and homeless.
Appropriated funds are awarded to a National Board to carry out
programs for sheltering and feeding the needy. This program is na-
tionwide in scope and provides such assistance through local pri-
vate voluntary organizations and units of government selected by
local boards in areas designated by the National Board as being in
highest need.

The Committee has recommended $153,000,000 for the Emer-
gency Food and Shelter Program, an increase of $13,000,000 when
compared to the fiscal year 2002 appropriation and the same as the
budget request. The budget had proposed that this program be
transferred to the Department of Housing and Urban Development
in an effort to consolidate “homeless” programs. The Committee
recommends that the program remain at FEMA where it has a
proven track record of providing assistance to those most in need
at the lowest possible cost.

Once again this year, bill language is included which limits ad-
ministrative costs to 3.5% for fiscal year 2002.
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FLOOD MAP MODERNIZATION FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccceeevieerieesiienneenneenveennns $200,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 0

Fiscal year 2003 budget request 300,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccevveeenneen. +200,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request .........cccceceveenenne —100,000,000

The budget request included $300,000,000 for the Flood Map
Modernization Fund in recognition of the overwhelming need to up-
date maps which are on average close to 14 years old. Maps this
old do not always reflect the current state of development and hy-
drology and in many cases are of little use in determining the true
risk to homes or buildings. The Committee noted last year that
floods are the nation’s most costly and frequent natural disasters
and at that time proposed funding of over $150,000,000 to begin a
robust flood map modernization program. Unfortunately, the Con-
ference on this bill last year was not able to endorse the House po-
sition due to a lack of funding. The Committee recommendation for
fiscal year 2003 includes $200,000,000 for the Flood Map Mod-
ernization Fund.

The Committee wants to emphasize that modernization of flood
maps should not sacrifice quality for quantity and program per-
formance goals should not emphasize short-term quantity over
product quality. At a minimum, the Committee directs FEMA to
use no less than $75,000,000 for “basin-wide” analyses and up to
$45,000,000 shall be dedicated to working with State and local
communities to build on local knowledge and capabilities through
Cooperating Technical Partnership agreements.

The Committee commends FEMA for its development of Cooper-
ating Technical Partnerships with local and state governments and
regional entities. Such involvement of state, local, and regional gov-
ernment bodies is encouraged since such engagement improves the
quality of the new maps and fosters heightened local risk aware-
ness. Voluntary contributions, either monetary or in-kind, are ex-
pected so that the investment of federal dollars is leveraged. Recog-
nizing that some communities can commit significantly more re-
sources than others and that accurately mapping risk serves the
national interest and assists in reducing natural disaster costs to
the nation, cost shares will vary on a case by case basis but a goal
of 20% is to be sought. FEMA is directed to make $2,000,000 avail-
able to the New York Department of Environmental Conservation
for the New York Flood Plain Mapping Program, and use
$2,000,000 to continue the Louisiana pilot project to provide two-
foot contour interval mapping of ground elevations.

FEMA is directed to make $250,000 available to the Canaan Val-
ley Institute to develop flood plane maps of West Virginia for areas
that are currently unmapped and/or update existing flood plain
maps.

The Committee has been made aware that the state of Alabama
is in the process of developing a statewide Geographic Information
System (GIS) clearinghouse responsible for collecting and distrib-
uting GIS data to the various federal, state, local and private
users. The Committee is encouraged by this GIS initiative and be-
lieves it is consistent with the overarching goals of FEMA’s Flood
Map Modernization Program. Therefore, the Committee urges
FEMA to partner with the Alabama Department of Revenue and
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the state of Alabama in order to further develop the Alabama state-
wide GIS initiative.

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 requires the purchase
of insurance in communities where it is available as a condition for
receiving various forms of Federal financial assistance for acquisi-
tion and construction of buildings or projects within special flood
hazard areas identified by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency. All existing buildings and their contents in communities
where flood insurance is available, through either the emergency or
regular program, are eligible for a first layer of coverage of sub-
sidized premium rates.

Full risk actuarial rates are charged for new construction or sub-
stantial improvements commenced in identified special flood haz-
ard areas after December 31, 1974, or after the effective date of the
flood insurance rate map issued to the community, whichever is
later. For communities in the regular program, a second layer of
flood insurance coverage is available at actuarial rates on all prop-
erties, and actuarial rates for both layers apply to all new construc-
tion or substantial improvements located in special flood hazard
areas. The program operations are financed with premium income
augmented by Treasury borrowings.

The Committee has included bill language proposed in the budg-
et request for salaries and expenses to administer the fund, not to
exceed $32,393,000, and for mitigation activities, not to exceed
$77,666,000. Also included is a limitation of $20,000,000 for ex-
penses under Section 1366 of the National Flood Insurance Act of
1968, as amended, which shall be available for transfer to the Na-
tional Flood Mitigation Fund.

The Committee is aware that authorization to write new policies
during all of fiscal year 2003 does not currently exist. The Com-
mittee has included bill language which extends this authority
through December 31 of 2004 to ensure the seamless operation of
the program.

NATIONAL FLOOD MITIGATION FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeeviienieesiienieenieeneeennen. $20,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation .............cccceveeeeuveenne 20,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......... 20,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriations . 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccvveenneen. 0

The budget request includes a program to address the issue of
repetitive loss properties within the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram. This program targets properties with a high incidence of re-
petitive losses, and offer removal or elevation of structures with the
goal of significantly reducing the future costs of the National Flood
Insurance Fund. The Committee recommends $20,000,000 for this
effort in fiscal year 2003, to be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program.
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ADMINISTRATION PROVISION

The Committee has included an administrative provision which
specifies that a hospital meeting the standard for occupancy under
regulations established by the California Office of Statewide Health
Planning and Development (OSHPD) shall also have satisfied
FEMA’s criteria for “Immediate occupancy.” The Committee has
taken this action because FEMA has been unable to resolve a dis-
pute with regard to Valley Presbyterian Hospital in California as
directed in the report accompanying the fiscal year 2002 appropria-
tions bill.

The Committee has included an administrative provision which
gives FEMA authority to provide funds to the City of New York
and the State of New York for costs unreimbursed under the Staf-
ford Act. These funds are to be derived from appropriations for the
Disaster Relief account made available under Public Law 107-117.
It is the understanding of the Committee that the categories of
costs will include, but not be limited to, salaries for uniformed and
other personnel, capital expenses necessary to protect public safety
and health, and fire department costs. It is not the intent of the
Committee that any of these funds shall be used for the non-Fed-
eral share of any cost share programs. Prior to receipt of these
funds, the City of New York and the State of New York shall pro-
vide FEMA and the Committee with a detailed spending plan with
full cost justifications. These plans must include a certification that
the items paid for with these funds have not been reimbursed
under the Stafford Act.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
FEDERAL CITIZEN INFORMATION CENTER FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............cccccceeevieeniensieenieenicenieennen. $11,541,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 7,276,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 12,541,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccceeeeennee. +4,265,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........ccccccceeeevvveeerveeeennnn. —1,000,000

The Consumer Information Center (CIC) was established within
the General Services Administration (GSA) by Executive Order on
October 26, 1970, to help Federal departments and agencies pro-
mote and distribute consumer information collected as a byproduct
of the Government’s program activities.

The Federal Information Center (FIC) program was established
within the General Services Administration in 1966, and was for-
malized by Public Law 95-491 in 1980. The program’s purpose is
to provide the public with direct information about all aspects of
Federal programs, regulations, and services. To accomplish this
mission, contractual services are used to respond to public inquiries
via a nationwide toll-free telephone call center.

On January 28, 2000, the Consumer Information Center as-
sumed responsibility for the operations of the FIC program with
the resulting organization being officially named the Federal Con-
sumer Information Center. The Federal Consumer Information
Center combines the nationwide toll-free telephone assistance pro-
gram and the database of the FIC with the CIC website and publi-
cations distribution programs.
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During fiscal year 2002, the Federal Consumer Information Cen-
ter became part of GSA’s newly established Office of Citizen Serv-
ices and Communications and was renamed the Federal Citizen In-
formation Center (FCIC). The new Office serves as a central federal
gateway for citizens, businesses, other governments, and the media
to obtain information and services from the government. FCIC as-
sumed operational control of the FirstGov.gov website and in fiscal
year 2003 plans to begin accepting e-mail and fax inquiries from
the public.

Public Law 98-63, enacted July 30, 1983, established a revolving
fund for the CIC. Under this fund, FCIC activities are financed
from the following: annual appropriations from the general funds
of the Treasury, reimbursements from agencies for distribution of
publications, user fees collected from the public, and any other in-
come incident to FCIC activities. All are available as authorized in
appropriation acts without regard to fiscal year limitations. The bill
includes a limitation of $18,000,000 on the availability of the re-
volving fund. Any revenues accruing to this fund during fiscal year
2003 in excess of this amount shall remain in the fund and are not
available for expenditure except as authorized in appropriation
Acts.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends $11,541,000, an
increase of $4,265,000 over the level for fiscal year 2002 and a de-
crease of $1,000,000 from the budget request. The Committee rec-
ognizes the importance and is supportive of the Administration’s
interest in expanding FCIC services to the public. To this end, the
Committee has increased funding for FCIC by almost sixty percent
over the level provided in fiscal year 2002.

The appropriation will be augmented by reimbursements from
Federal agencies for distribution of consumer publications, user
fees from the public, and other income. FCIC’s anticipated obliga-
tions for fiscal year 2003 will total approximately $15,946,000.

The Committee is supportive of the expansion of the Federal Cit-
izen Information Center to include management of the FirstGov
portal. This is in keeping with the FCIC mission to be a one-stop,
multi-channel provider of Federal information to the public through
print, the media, and online. Further, the Committee is strongly
opposed to any weakening in staffing of the consumer mission of
the program and firmly believes that moving the consumer media
staff outside of FCIC would seriously diminish FCIC’s ability to in-
form and educate the public about vital consumer issues. Addition-
ally, the Committee is convinced that removing the Comptroller of
the FCIC Fund out of the FCIC organization would fragment the
fiduciary accountability of this appropriation.

Because of the Committee’s commitment to protect and strength-
en both the FCIC program as a whole and its financial integrity,
and to avoid any conflict of Committee jurisdiction, the Committee
directs that the FCIC organization and management structure as
presented in the fiscal year 2003 Congressional Justification be re-
tained, notwithstanding the changes that have already been imple-
mented to incorporate the management and staffing of the
FirstGov portal.
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $15,300,000,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 14,901,700,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......cccceevveeeecieeeecieeeeieeeeevee e 15,000,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccecvveeennen. +398,300,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request .........ccccceeveeeeciienienieenen. +300,000,000

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration was created
by the National Space Act of 1958. NASA conducts space and aero-
nautics research, development, and flight activity designed to en-
sure and maintain U.S. preeminence in space and aeronautical en-
deavors.

The Committee has recommended a total program level of
$15,300,000,000 in fiscal year 2003, which is an increase of
$300,000,000 from the budget request and an increase of
$398,300,000 when compared to the fiscal year 2002 enacted appro-
priation.

The Committee strongly believes that NASA’s goal of signifi-
cantly improving the agency’s financial management process, as a
primary goal, is noteworthy. The Committee is convinced that this
increased emphasis on financial management, and the improved
cost visibility that will result from these efforts, will yield substan-
tially improved decision making in the future.

Integrated Financial Management Program. The Committee is
aware that there have been two previous NASA attempts at field-
ing a new financial management system, neither of which was suc-
cessful. The Committee concurs with recent revisions to the pro-
gram, which, in order to reduce risk, has focused on fielding the
core financial programs initially, and on reducing overlap with fol-
low-on modules. However, the Committee is concerned about the
current estimated overall cost of the IFMP at $644,300,000. The
Committee directs that NASA undertake a comprehensive review
of all elements of IFMP and follow-on IFMP modules in order to
reduce the overall cost; this review should include consideration by
NASA of other financial applications already operating within the
government. NASA is directed to submit the results of this review
not later than February 15, 2003.

Working Capital Fund. In support of efforts to improve cost visi-
bility, the Committee has authorized the establishment of a work-
ing capital fund. The Committee recommends that information
technology (IT) be adopted as the first area for inclusion in the
fund since Agency reports indicate that IT funding has not been
sufficiently managed in the past, and this lack of control has
threatened the performance of numerous Agency-wide systems, not
the least of which has been information financial management. The
Committee cautions the Agency that the working capital fund
should not be used as a means to circumvent the normal appropria-
tions process.

Full Cost Accounting / Reports. The Committee also notes that the
Agency plans to submit the fiscal year 2004 budget under a full
cost model. It should be noted, however, that there are numerous
recurring reports and cost limitations that may be affected as a re-
sult of this change, not the least of which is the limitation on ex-
penditures for the International Space Station. NASA is directed to
submit, in conjunction with the fiscal year 2004 budget, rec-
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ommended changes to existing law, if necessary, to the “cost caps”
to reflect full cost methodology.

Title IV of the bill includes four general provisions which directly
affect NASA operations. Section 419 provides for the establishment
of a working capital fund. Section 420 provides NASA with en-
hanced lease authority. Section 421 provides NASA with authority
to privatize certain utility systems. This authority is similar to that
provided to the Department of Defense. The Committee has taken
this action in anticipation of NASA getting more reliable and cost
efficient utility service in selected locations. Included in the legisla-
tion is direction requiring NASA to present to the Congress a de-
tailed economic analysis prior to entering into any agreement to
convey utilities to a private party. Finally, Section 422 extends
NASA’s authority to offer buy-out incentives to employees for three
additional years.

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccceeeeuveeeecieeeerveeeesneeescnnenns $6,130,900,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 6,912,400,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 6,130,900,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation —1781,500,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........ccccccveeerviveeencireennnnn. +0

This appropriation provides for human space flight activities, in-
cluding development of the international space station and oper-
ation of the space shuttle. This account also includes support of
planned cooperative activities with Russia, upgrades to the per-
formance and safety of the space shuttle, and required construction
projects in direct support of the space station and space shuttle
programs. Starting with the fiscal year 2002 appropriation, this ac-
count also includes funding for activities previously carried in the
Mission Support appropriations account.

The Committee recommends a total of $6,130,900,000 for the
human space flight account in fiscal year 2003.

In the past this Committee and the Congress have been staunch
supporters of NASA’s efforts to upgrade its shuttle fleet in the
areas of safety and reliability. It is with deep regret that the Com-
mittee notes that once again, major safety upgrades funded in prior
years’ budgets have been cancelled due to technological obstacles or
cost constraints. The Committee is frustrated that NASA cannot
seem to accurately evaluate the risks of its proposed upgrade pro-
gram components and the cost of those components. The Com-
mittee directs NASA to undertake a serious evaluation of the proc-
ess by which safety upgrades are proposed and approved, only to
be cancelled or deferred less than one year later. NASA is directed
to report to the Committee on Appropriations within 60 days on
the steps being taken to correct deficiencies in the process.
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SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $9,144,500,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 7,889,600,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......cccceeevveeeeciieeniieeeniieeeeieee e 8,844,500,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccceeeueenee. +1,287,400,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........ccccccceeervveeervveeennnn. +300,000,000

This appropriation provides for the research and development ac-
tivities of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.
These activities include: space science, life and microgravity
science, earth sciences, aero-space technology, advanced concepts
and technology, space operations, and academic programs. Funds
are also included for the construction, maintenance, and operation
of programmatic facilities. Starting in fiscal year 2002, this account
also includes funding for activities previously carried in the Mis-
sion Support appropriations account.

The Committee recommends $9,144,500,000 for Science, Aero-
nautics and Technology in fiscal year 2003. The amount rec-
ommended is an increase of $300,000,000 to the budget request,
and $1,287,400,000 more than the fiscal year 2002 appropriation.

SPACE SCIENCE

Within the Space Science portion of this account, the Committee
recommends $3,556,200,000, a net increase of $141,900,000 to the
budget request.

The Committee is supportive of the New Frontiers Program as
a competitive process to undertake missions to the outer planets.
The Committee is concerned that the New Frontiers Program as
proposed by NASA may be unduly constrained by a uniform cap on
mission costs of $650 million. Since the purpose of the program is
to undertake scientifically valuable missions, the cap should not
limit the mission options being considered. The Committee sup-
ports New Frontiers with a flexible cap for each new opportunity
($500 million to $1 billion in fiscal year 2002 dollars) prior to open
competition, giving due consideration to specified scientific objec-
tives.

The Committee recommends the following adjustments to the
budget request:

1. An increase of $2,500,000 for the Center for Space Sciences at
Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas.

2. An increase of $105,000,000 for the Kuiper Belt/Pluto mission.

3. An increase of $40,000,000 for the Europa mission. In light of
the high priority by the National Academy decadal study for a Eu-
ropa Orbiter Mission and the public support for Europa exploration
as indicated by the recent survey of the Planetary Society, the
Committee directs NASA to conduct a focused technology program
and begin Phase A activities to ensure that this mission is ready
at the earliest possible opportunity and that NASA preserves its
core capabilities to implement and manage such a mission at the
Jet Propulsion Laboratory. The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $30,000,000 for this activity and an additional $10,000,000
for instrument technology. The Committee is aware that JPL has
an relationships with research universities on its outer planetary
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programs and anticipates that a majority of the $10,000,000 mil-
lion will be expended solidifying those relationships.

4. An increase of $500,000 for Morehead State University, Ken-
tucky, for upgrades to its ADAS satellite tracking facility.

5. An increase of $2,000,000 for propulsion testing facilities at
the University of Alabama, Huntsville.

6. An increase of $500,000 for the Ultra-lightweight
Electroformed Segmented Large Aperture Optics program at Ala-
bama A&M University.

7. An increase of $900,000 for High-Energy Photonics Instrumen-
tation at the University of Alabama, Huntsville.

8. An increase of $7,500,000 for development of a lightweight car-
rier pallet to support the Hubble Space Telescope program. The re-
cent success of the Hubble servicing mission has underscored the
continued importance of the Hubble Space Telescope. NASA’s plan
for HST has been to discontinue servicing missions after 2004 in
order to create a funding wedge for the next generation space tele-
scope (NGST), the community’s highest priority, and to return HST
to earth in 2010. Although this scenario creates an important fund-
ing wedge, it also leads to a significant probability that HST will
degrade over the intervening six-year period and become inoperable
well before 2010. This gap may be so long that HST archival data
alone may not sustain a productive scientific community. The Com-
mittee directs that NASA carry out an in-depth study of possible
alternatives to the 2010 return mission that would increase the
probability of operating HST until NGST becomes available. This
study should address the possibility of an additional servicing mis-
sion, SM5, and as an alternative, a final servicing mission in 2007
in lieu of the 2010 mission that would include a means of disposing
of HST other than by Shuttle return. This study should address the
relative costs of such scenarios, the potential scientific benefits, and
the mission constraints that will need to be considered for the 2010
return mission.

9. An increase of $19,900,000 to the Mars program to cover re-
cent cost increases. This funding is derived through a decrease in
funding for the flight projects building, a cancelled project at the
Jet Propulsion Lab.

10. A decrease of $10,000,000 from the Nuclear Electric Propul-
sion program and a decrease of $7,000,000 from the Nuclear Power
System program.

BIOLOGICAL AND PHYSICAL RESEARCH

Within the Biological and Physical Research portion of this ac-
count, the Committee recommends $854,200,000, a net increase of
$11,900,000 to the budget request.

Within the amount provided, the Committee directs NASA to es-
tablish a floor of funding support for the National Space Biomedical
Research Institute at $30,000,000 in fiscal year 2003.

The Committee remains committed to a healthy and productive
Materials Science research program. This program has undergone
multiple reviews by the National Research Council. It has also pro-
duced a backlog of well-respected investigators whose experiments
have undergone multiple peer reviews, certifying that they will pro-
vide useful scientific returns that can only be obtained in the
microgravity environment of space.
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The Committee is concerned that recent changes to the Materials
Science program have jeopardized the ability of the International
Space Station to support a robust materials science research pro-
gram. Therefore, the Committee expects NASA to maintain its com-
mitment to a healthy materials research program, which at a min-
imum includes the timely completion of the Materials Science Re-
search Rack—1, its experiment modules and module inserts, and
the planned, peer-reviewed materials investigations that were to
utilize this facility.

The Committee recommends the following adjustments to the
budget request:

1. An increase of $4,000,000 for the Space Radiation program at
Loma Linda University Hospital.

2. An increase of $1,000,000 for Canisius College for multi-user
scientific equipment in life sciences.

3. An increase of $1,000,000 for the Institute for Proteomic and
Nanobiotechnology at Northwestern University.

4. An increase of $400,000 for the Center for Research and Train-
ing in gravitational biology at North Carolina State University.

5. An increase of $5,000,000 for the National Center of Excel-
lence in Bioinformatics in Buffalo, New York.

6. An increase of $8,000,000 for procurement of animal and plant
habitats for the international space station.

7. A decrease of $11,200,000 from the Generations program. The
Committee recognizes the value of the research being proposed
through the Generations program, but finds the program to
unaffordable at this time given shortages in funding for equipment
for the International Space Station.

8. The Committee notes that NASA’s 15 Commercial Space Cen-
ters are all under the management of the Office of Biological and
Physical Research and directs NASA to support Centers at a fund-
ing level of $18,500,000, an increase of $3,700,000 to the budget re-
quest.

EARTH SCIENCES

Within the Earth Sciences portion of this account, the Committee
recommends $1,675,000,000, a net increase of $46,600,000 to the
budget request.

The Committee commends the work of the New Jersey NASA
Specialized Center of Research and Training and its application not
only to long duration space missions but its impact on the agricul-
tural and environmental business sectors. The Committee encour-
ages NASA to continue funding these vital efforts and recommends
the agency create a technology development and demonstration
center focusing on life support issues in closed environments in
New Jersey.

The fiscal year 2002 appropriations bill and accompanying re-
ports gave NASA Congressional direction to establish an imple-
mentation plan for Earth science applications partnerships. NASA
completed the report on its implementation plan in June of 2002
and forwarded the report to the Committee for its review. The
Committee has reviewed the report and finds that it offers a good
basis on which to build a credible program utilizing remote sensing
data from the Earth Observing System. Accordingly, the Com-
mittee recommendations do not include any funding for new remote
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sensing applications centers, but urges NASA to follow through
with its implementation plan which calls for a widely competed
program.

The Committee recommends the following adjustments to the
budget request:

1. An increase of $650,000 for the NASA Center for Marine Re-
mote Sensing at the University of New England.

2. An increase of $2,000,000 for the Advanced Tropical Remote
Sensing Center of the National Center for Tropical Remote Sensing
Applications and resources at the Rosenstiel School of Marine and
Atmospheric Science.

3. An increase of $500,000 for continuation of emerging research
that applies remote sensing technologies to forest management
practices at the State University of New York, College of Environ-
mental Sciences and Forestry.

4. An increase of $2,500,000 for NASA’s Regional Application
Center for the Northeast.

5. An increase of $15,000,000 for the Institute of Software Re-
search for development and construction of research facilities.

6. An increase of $1,750,000 for on-going activities at the God-
dard Institute for Systems, Software, and Technology Research, in-
cluding UAV and remote sensing technology research.

7. An increase of $1,000,000 for the Clustering and Advanced
Visual Environments initiative.

8. An increase of $6,000,000 for data storage back-up and recov-
ery managed services that supports the Goddard Space Flight Cen-
ter (GSFC) programs, providing heterogeneous support to existing
information systems and scalability to serve future requirements.

9. An increase of $10,000,000 to be transferred to the Air Force
Research Laboratory (PE 602204F Aerospace Sensors) to develop
dual-use lightweight space radar technology.

10. An increase of $1,500,000 for the United States portion of a
joint U.S./Italian satellite development program to remotely ob-
serve forest fires.

111.1An increase of $2,000,000 for the Little River Canyon field
school.

AERO-SPACE TECHNOLOGY

Within the Aero-Space Technology portion of this account, the
Committee recommends $2,883,850,000 a net increase of
$68,050,000 to the budget request.

The Committee has grown increasingly concerned that today’s
airspace modernization efforts fall short of addressing existing and
emerging needs. Growing numbers of flight delays and cancella-
tions over the past few years can be attributed to fundamental lim-
itations in aviation system capacity. Congestion, delays and ineffi-
cient routing have serious economic and environmental con-
sequences. The events of September 11, 2001 not only highlighted
the importance of aviation to our entire economy, but also dem-
onstrated the need to enhance aviation system security to reduce
the risk that future threats result in the shutdown of our national
airspace system.

The Committee strongly urges the NASA Administrator, in con-
sultation with the FAA Administrator to participate in a national
initiative with the objective of defining and developing an air traffic
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management system designed to meet national long-term aviation
security, safety, capacity and efficiency needs. Such an initiative
would result in a multi-agency blueprint for acquisition and imple-
mentation of an air traffic management system that would build
upon current air traffic management and infrastructure initiatives.
The initiative should take a system of systems approach toward in-
tegrating the requirements, resources, and capabilities of all key
agencies or department and utilize stakeholder based system per-
formance requirements to determine an optimal operational con-
cept and system architecture. New modeling, simulation, and anal-
ysis tools should be used to validate system performance and bene-
fits. The national initiative should also develop a transition plan
for successful implementation into the National Airspace System
(NAS).

The Committee recognizes that any significant improvement in
the National Airspace System will depend upon a robust technology
development program. Given the thirty-year involvement of Glenn
Research Center in developing innovative communications research
and technology for NASA, the Center should play a significant role
in achieving the development of this technology.

The Committee recommends the following adjustments to the
budget request:

1. An increase of $19,000,000 for Intelligent Propulsion for Next
Generation Aircraft to build on and leverage the Ultra Efficient En-
gine Technology and Quiet Aircraft Technology programs.

2. An increase of $2,500,000 for the NASA-Illinois Technology
Commercialization Center at DuPage County Research Park.

3. An increase of $300,000 for the Rural Technology Transfer and
Commercialization Center of Durant, Oklahoma.

4. An increase of $2,000,000 for the Tulane Institute for
Macromolecular Engineering and Science for polymer research.

5. An increase of $1,500,000 for the Glennan Microsystem Initia-
tive.

6. An increase of $500,000 to be used for continued development
of an electric/diesel hybrid engine at Bowling Green State Univer-
sity in conjunction with the University of Toledo.

7. An increase of $6,000,000 for the HITS multilateration sensor
and surveillance server for Airport Surface Detection and Manage-
ment System.

8. An increase of $5,000,000 to develop in partnership with the
Air Force Research Laboratory-Information Directorate, the JVIEW
modeling and simulation system for satellite coverage analysis,
ground radars and air traffic over the United States.

9. An increase of $5,000,000 for Project SOCRATES.

10. An increase of $7,000,000 for continuation of the Space Alli-
ance Technology Outreach Program, including $3,000,000 for busi-
ness incubators, in Florida and New York.

11. An increase of $1,000,000 for the Advanced Interactive Dis-
covery Environment engineering research program at Syracuse
University.

12. An increase of $5,000,000 for the National Center of Excel-
lence in Infotonics in Rochester, New York.

13. An increase of $1,500,000 for the Virtual Collaboration Cen-
ter at the North Carolina GigaPop.
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14. An increase of $2,000,000 for the Garrett Morgan Commer-
cialization Initiative in Ohio.

15. An increase of $1,000,000 for on-going activities in support of
NASA Dryden Flight Research Center’s Intelligent Flight Control
System (IFCS) research project.

16. An increase of $1,250,000 for ongoing research at Marshall
Space Flight Center in the area of advanced and breakthrough so-
lutions for propulsion.

17. An increase of $9,000,000 for hydrogen research being con-
ducted by the Florida State University System.

18. An increase of $5,000,000 to develop in partnership with the
Air Force Research Laboratory-Information Directorate, the JVIEW
modeling and simulation system for satellite coverage analysis,
ground radars and air traffic over the United States.

19. An increase of $500,000 for aerospace projects being accom-
plished by the Montana Aerospace Development Authority.

20. An increase of $800,000 for Middle Tennessee State Univer-
sity for the SATS Aerospace Flight Education Research Initiative.

21. An increase of $3,000,000 for the Advanced Power Systems
project.

22. An increase of $5,000,000 for the DP—2 vectored thrust pro-
gram.

23. An increase of $2,000,000 for the Energy Momentum Wheel
project at Goddard Space Flight Center.

24. An increase of $1,000,000 for COM simulation architecture
program.

25. An increase of $4,000,000 for NASA’s Independent
Verification and Validation Facility

26. An increase of $2,000,000 for equipment for the Computer
Forensics Technology Center at Utica College of Syracuse Univer-
sity.

27. An increases of $7,000,000 for the Small Aircraft Transpor-
tation System. The Committee is concerned that NASA has not re-
quested sufficient funding to enable the Small Aircraft Transpor-
tation System (SATS) program to demonstrate the practical appli-
cation of the SATS Program concept, which offers the promise of
extending reliable point-to-point air service to smaller communities
and has provided this increase. The additional funding is to be in-
vested through the governance process of the National Consortium
for Aviation Mobility (NCAM), exclusively for acceleration of re-
gional service demonstrations that apply those SATS and related
technologies ready for implementation, and for automotive tech-
nology transfer. The Committee expects NCAM to use these addi-
tional funds to accelerate the planning and conduct of SATS re-
gional service demonstrations in states with strong state, commu-
nity, and transportation service provider participation in the
NCAM partnership. This funding for NCAM is in addition to the
$11,750,000 proposed by NASA for fiscal year 2003. Further, the
Committee expects the SATS service demonstrations to provide the
participating communities and their representative organizations
with an opportunity to participate in SATS transportation service
demonstrations, an analysis of economic impacts and related impli-
cations of improved air access to smaller communities, and an ex-
planation of the technologies behind the concept.
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The Committee expects the SATS program to engage NCAM
partners in efforts to enhance the affordability of SATS to end-
users through an inter-modal transportation technology transfer ef-
fort in coordination with relevant industrial automotive technology
development efforts.

The Committee expects the SATS service demonstrations to be
done in collaboration with the FAA and, as appropriate, in coopera-
tion with the FAA’s Safe Flight 21 Program. The SATS project will
address issues raised by the FAA regarding operational procedures
and safety criteria for the SATS technologies and their deployment.
A primary objective of the FAA-NASA collaboration in the SATS
program is for the output of the 2005 demonstration activities to
be sufficient to define the implementation actions required for de-
ployment of SATS transportation services.

NASA is directed to provide a report to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House and the Senate on the status of program
progress and results on March 31 of each year. Finally, the Com-
mittee directs that future budget requests for SATS shall identify
sufficient funding to enable NCAM to fully carry out the service
demonstrations and the automotive technology transfer, including
adequate funding to support full collaboration between SATS and
the FAA.

28. A decrease of $31,000,000, without prejudice, from the Space
Launch Initiative program. The Committee recommendation in-
cludes the full request for of $62,700,000 for Alternative Access to
Station. Because NASA’s Research Maximization and Prioritization
Task Force has called for additional “upmass” to improve ISS re-
search productivity, the Committee directs that these funds be
used to demonstrate a near-term commercial ISS re-supply service.

29. An increase of $500,000 for the Advanced Space Propulsion
Materials Research and Technology Center at Alabama A&M Uni-
versity.

30. An increase of $1,000,000 for high temperature
nanotechnology research to be conducted at Glenn Research Cen-
ter.

31. An increase of $1,000,000 for the computing, information, and
communications technology program only for the development,
demonstration and assessment of a mobile, wireless, broadband
internet capability.

The Committee supports the mission of Wallops Flight Facility
and that facility’s fully capable test range for low-cost, aerospace-
based, science and technology research through small to medium-
sized missions. However, the Committee does not support the alter-
ation of existing roles and responsibilities of NASA’s flight centers.

AcADEMIC PROGRAMS

Within the Academic Programs portion of this account, the Com-
mittee recommends $178,950,000 an increase of $35,250,000 to the
budget request.

The Committee has provided $82,100,000 for NASA’s minority
university research and education activities, the same as the budg-
et request. The Committee directs that the Minority University Re-
search and Education Program be retained as a discrete budget
line in future budgets and that the Minority University Research
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and Education Division be continued within the Office of Equal Op-
portunity Programs.

The Committee has serious concerns that too few students are
pursuing advanced degree in aerospace science and engineering,
with a result that the Nation’s future in the utilization and explo-
ration of space will be compromised. The Committee recognizes
that for advanced education to be effective, it must be pursued in
universities with active research programs. NASA, with its long-
standing support of university-based research, is in a unique posi-
tion to ensure that the university research base, and the edu-
cational opportunities that accompany it, are sufficient to the Na-
tion’s needs. Accordingly, NASA is directed, in cooperation with the
Nation’s leading research universities, to develop a comprehensive
plan and implementation strategy that will result in an increase in
the number of students pursuing advanced degrees in the presence
of vibrant university research efforts. The plan should include
means to increase the number of university research and edu-
cational groups, to increase the number of new, young faculty; to
build cooperative relationships between universities and NASA
centers; and means for attracting and supporting students. The
plan should be submitted to the Committee by March 15, 2003 and
will serve as the basis for consideration of the fiscal year 2004
NASA budget.

The Committee encourages NASA to develop closer working rela-
tionships with universities in regions adjacent to national labora-
tories. National laboratories have assets and capabilities that are
important to graduate student support and collaborations with re-
gional universities.

The Committee recommends the following adjustments to the
budget request:

1. An increase of $250,000 for Niagara University for science, en-
gineering and math programs.

2. An increase of $1,200,000 for the NASA Educator Resource
Center at South East Missouri State University.

3. An increase of $1,050,000 for the Carl Sagan Discovery Science
Center at the Children’s Hospital at Montefiore Medical Center to
implement the educational programming for this science learning
project.

4. An increase of $2,500,000 for the JASON Foundation.

5. An increase of $4,000,000 for continuation of programs at the
American Museum of Natural History.

6. An increase of $1,000,000 to the U.S. Space and Rocket Center
for an Educational Training Center.

7. An increase of $1,000,000 for academic and infrastructure
needs at St. Thomas University in Miami, Florida.

8. An increase of $1,000,000 for the Ohio View Consortium.

9. An increase of $3,000,000 for the Alabama Math, Science, and
Technology initiative.

10. An increase of $2,500,000 to the Educational Advancement
Alliance to support the Alliance’s math, science, and technology en-
richment program.

11. An increase of $5,000,000 for the National Space Grant Col-
lege and Fellowship program. The funding level recommended by
the Committee is $24,100,000, the same as the fiscal year 2002 ap-
propriation. By this action, the Committee has funded the core pro-
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grams of the 52 consortia, including some modest upgrades. NASA
is encouraged to use these consortia to continue workforce develop-
ment initiative to attract and retain educated, skilled diverse em-
ployees for ANSA and aerospace industries. It is imperative that
NASA encourage additional young people to pursue careers in
science and engineering and these consortia are on the front lines
for this effort.

12. An increase of $500,000 for Science, Engineering, Math and
Aerospace Academy programs at Central Arizona College.

13. An increase of $2,000,000 for the Center for Science and
Math at the University of Redlands.

14. An increase of $1,000,000 for the Chabot Space and Science
Center for math and science education.

15. An increase of $2,000,000 for the City College of New York
to establish a community-based science and technology education
facility.

16. An increase of $500,000 for Science, Engineering, Math and
Aerospace Academy programs at Livingstone College.

17. An increase of $550,000 for the Patriots Technology Training
Center in Seat Pleasant, Maryland.

18. An increase of $5,400,000 for the EPSCoR program for a total
funding level of $10,000,000, the same as fiscal year 2002.

19. An increase of $800,000 for Science, Engineering, Math, and
Aeronautics Academy in Miami, Florida.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeeeieerieenieenneeneenneennns $24,600,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 23,700,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 24,600,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 0

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request 0

The Office of the Inspector General was established by the In-
spector General Act of 1978 and is responsible for audit and inves-
tigation of all agency programs.

The Committee recommends $24,600,000 for the Office of the In-
spector General in fiscal year 2003, an increase of $900,000 to the
amount provided in fiscal year 2002 and the same as the budget
request for fiscal year 2002.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

The bill includes four administrative provisions as carried in
prior appropriations acts, three of which were proposed in the
budget.

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION
CENTRAL LIQUIDITY FACILITY

Limitation on direct Limitation on adminis-
loans trative expenses

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ($1,500,000,000) ($309,000)
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation (1,500,000,000) (309,000)
Fiscal year 2003 budget request (1,500,000,000) (0)
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation (0) (0)
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request (0) (0)
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The National Credit Union Central Liquidity Facility Act estab-
lished the National Credit Union Administration Central Liquidity
Facility (CLF) on October 1, 1979, as a mixed-ownership govern-
ment corporation within the National Credit Union Administration.
It is managed by the National Credit Union Administration and is
owned by its member credit unions. Loans may not be used to ex-
pand a loan portfolio, but are authorized to meet short-term re-
quirements such as emergency outflows from managerial difficul-
ties, seasonal credit, and protracted adjustment credit for long-term
needs caused by disintermediation or regional economic decline.

The Committee recommends a limitation of $1,500,000,000 on
CLF lending activity to member credit unions from borrowed funds.
This limitation represents the same level as fiscal year 2002 and
the same as the budget request. The Committee expects to be kept
apprised of CLF lending activity.

The Committee recommends the budget request of not more than
$309,000 for administrative expenses.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT REVOLVING LOAN FUND

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cceceeeeieerieenieenieeneenveennn. $1,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 1,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 1,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation 0
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request .........ccocceevieriieenieniennen. 0

The Community Development Revolving Loan Fund Program
(CDRLF) was established in 1979 to assist officially designated
“low-income” credit unions in providing basic financial services to
low-income communities. Low-interest loans and deposits are made
available to assist these credit unions. Loans or deposits are nor-
mally repaid in five years, although shorter repayment periods may
be considered. Technical assistance grants are also available to
low-income credit unions. Until fiscal year 2001, only earnings gen-
erated from the CDRLF were available to fund technical assistance
grants. Grants are available for improving operations as well as ad-
dressing safety and soundness issues.

The Committee recommends $1,000,000 be provided to the Com-
munity Development Revolving Loan Fund for loans to community
development credit unions, the same level as requested in the
budget request. Within this amount, $700,000 is available until ex-

ended for loans to community development credit unions and
5300,000 is available for fiscal year 2003 for additional technical
assistance grants to low-income and community development credit
unions.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........cccceeeeuveeeecieeeenneeeenneeesnnennn $5,422,942,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............. 4,808,540,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 5,028,210,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation +614,402,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........ccceccvveerciveeencieeennnnn. +394,732,000

Established in 1950 and receiving its first appropriation of
$225,000 in 1951, the National Science Foundation celebrates its
51st anniversary as an important, highly regarded federal agency
during fiscal year 2002. The primary purpose behind its creation
was to develop a national policy on science, and support and pro-
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mote basic research and education in the sciences filling the void
left after World War II. Since its first appropriation in 1951, NSF
has grown to what in fiscal 2002 is a multi-billion dollar agency.

The Committee recommends a total of $5,422,942,000 for fiscal
year 2003. This recommendation is an increase of $614,402,000, or
13 percent, above last year’s appropriation and an increase of
$394,732,000 above the President’s budget request.

The Committee is strongly supportive of the National Science
Foundation and committed to its mission of providing national
leadership and federal financial support of research as the basis for
scientific and social advancement for the nation and for the entire
world. This commitment is reflected in the substantial 13 percent
increase provided in this bill for the NSF for FY 2003.

As Congress, the executive branch and the American people
begin to consider a multi-year build-up of financial support for the
NSF, however, the Committee also believes that a review of the
agency’s organizational, programmatic and personnel structures is
appropriate and can provide assurance to the public that the agen-
cy is positioned to maximize the opportunities which increased
funding can create. The Committee has allocated $1,000,000 within
the agency “Salaries and Expenses” appropriation for a contract
with the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) to
conduct such a study. The Committee expects this contract to be
awarded no later than December 31, 2002.

Without prejudicing the outcome of this NAPA review, the Com-
mittee is concerned about the following issues:

Organizational and program structure. Over the last decade the
NSF has evolved into a very complex and multi-layered system of
directorates, sub-directorates and programs each with its own lead-
ership and budget. This organizational structure is then managed
and evaluated against a system of goals which were established
under the Government Performance and Results Act as well as a
set of six cross-cutting priority areas which change from year to
year. All programs are required to justify themselves according to
how they serve both the goals and the priorities. Assets flow and
personnel are evaluated based on such evaluations even though not
every program clearly is designed to serve every goal and every pri-
ority. There is concern that this system, each aspect of which may
have been created with the best of intentions, may have become
overly bureaucratic. Some observers have characterized this cur-
rent structure as both Byzantine and balkanized. This reflects a
concern that the system is broken up into large numbers of parts
which may channel significant portions of research funding into
narrow areas making it difficult for researchers to follow broader
interdisciplinary projects or innovative research areas not yet re-
flected in NSF’s view of scientific opportunity. Because recent NSF
budget requests have heavily favored the agency’s own priority
areas at the expense of research in core disciplines, investigators
often feel compelled to apply for support in certain areas because
of a sense that proposals which do not fit into NSF’s priorities are
significantly disadvantaged. The Committee believes that a
thoughtful review should ask whether the current NSF organiza-
tion and management structure and its goal and priority systems
should be simplified or changed.
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The balance between field driven and NSF driven science priority
setting. Second, but clearly related, the Committee believes that
this review should consider whether the NSF’s approach to its
stewardship mission creates the proper balance between necessary
and appropriate levels of agency leadership of NSF sponsored
science and the need to ensure that this research remains prin-
cipally investigator initiated work. A corollary question is whether
the structure of NSF and management control of its priority setting
methodologies have negatively influenced the balance between NSF
initiatives and appropriate resource allocations for core science in-
vestments.

The underlying principal around which NSF was founded and
which the Committee believes is still the pedestal upon which the
success of America’s taxpayer supported research rests is that both
the choice of research priorities and the choice of individual
projects should flow principally from practicing scientists in the
field as expressed through organized systems of advice and through
external peer review. The Committee believes that it is appropriate
to review whether the balance of power in setting research prior-
ities is the appropriate one or whether NSF has become too direc-
tive in managing its research portfolios.

Role of the National Science Board. The NSF is unique in en-
trusting both advisory and executive authority for the agency in an
“independent” board appointed by the president. Recent Congres-
sional action has highlighted, however, the concerns about the rela-
tionship between the Board and the agency and its Director and in
particular the issue as to how independent the Board is able to op-
erate given its dependence on the Agency for financial support and
personnel. The Committee has not adopted the proposals made by
its Senate counterpart to provide for a separate budget for the
Board but instead would request that the organizational review of
NSF here directed include an analysis of the extent to which the
Board has fulfilled its original purpose and a review of the role and
the structure of the Board in the future.

Personnel policies. The NSF has chosen over the years to rely sig-
nificantly on contractual and on temporary personnel assigned to
the agency under the IPA system to manage its science programs
including its grant selection processes. Almost one-tenth of the ap-
proximately 1500 staff of the agency are university based research-
ers detailed to NSF under the Intergovernmental Personnel Act
(so-called IPA’s) and over 200 are contractors. The assignment of
non-permanent personnel to management positions now includes
the heads of its science directorates. The advantage of this system
is a continuous flow of individuals from the field who are current
in their science. The disadvantage, however, is a cadre of agency
personnel, including some of its most senior staff, who have less ex-
perience and could have split loyalties between their federal roles
and their past or future employment base. The Committee believes
a thoughtful review of the agency’s structure should include an
evaluation of the use of temporary staff and term appointments, es-
pecially to the extent this involves the heads of the science direc-
torates.

In laying out these particular concerns, the Committee does not
mean this to be an exclusive list. The review by NAPA should be
carried out by very senior and thoughtful persons who should feel
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free to analyze any other factors which the group believes are cen-
tral to the question of determining what organizational, pro-
grammatic and personnel systems will facilitate the most effective
partnership between the National Science Foundation and the sci-
entific community for the benefit of the nation.

Of the amounts approved in the following appropriations ac-
counts, the Foundation must limit transfers of funds between pro-
grams and activities to not more than $500,000 without prior ap-
proval of the Committee. Further, no changes may be made to any
account or program element if it is construed to be policy or a
change in policy. Any activity or program cited in this report shall
be construed as the position of the Committee and should not be
subject to reductions or reprogramming without prior approval of
the Committee. Finally, it is the intent of the Committee that all
carryover funds in the various appropriations accounts are subject
to the normal reprogramming requirements outlined above.

RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation $4,150,000,000

Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 3,598,340,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ........cccceecveeevieeiniieennieeeieee e, 3,783,200,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...........ccccceeenee. +551,660,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request .......ccccccveevecrveercveeennnnen. +366,800,000

The appropriation for Research and Related Activities covers all
programs in the Foundation except Education and Human Re-
sources, Salaries and Expenses, Major Research Equipment and
Facilities Construction, and the Office of Inspector General. These
are funded in other accounts in the bill. The Research and Related
Activities appropriation includes United States Polar Research Pro-
grams and Antarctic Logistical Support Activities and the Critical
Technologies Institute, which were previously funded through sepa-
rate appropriations. Beginning with fiscal year 1997, the Presi-
dent’s budget provided funding for the instrumentation portion of
Academic Research Infrastructure in this account.

The Committee recommends a total of $4,150,000,000 for Re-
search and Related Activities in fiscal year 2003, an increase of
$551,660,000 above last year’s funding level and an increase of
$366,800,000 above the budget request. This represents a 15.3 per-
cent increase over the fiscal year 2002 appropriated level for this
entire account, and provides an increase of at least 15 percent over
the fiscal 2002 funding level for seven of the nine Research and Re-
lated Activities’ directorates. The Committee’s recommendation in-
cludes the following program levels: (1) Biological Sciences,
$584,670,000; (2) Computer and Information Science and Engineer-
ing, $592,110,000; (3) Engineering, $543,160,000; (4) Geosciences,
$700,890,000; (5) Mathematical and Physical Sciences,
$1,058,510,000; (6) Social Behavioral and Economic Sciences,
$195,610,000; (7) U.S. Polar Research Programs, $254,000,000; (8)
U.S. Antarctic Logistical Support Activities, $70,440,000; and (9)
Integrative Activities, $150,610,000.

Except as specifically noted herein, in allocating the increases
provided by the Committee, the Foundation should give the highest
priority to increasing research opportunities for investigator initi-
ated research in the core scientific disciplines. Should the NSF find
it necessary to pursue funds for “emergency” research needs at any
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time during the fiscal year, the Committee will make every effort
to respond to appropriate reprogramming requests as quickly as
possible.

Of the amounts made available for Biological Sciences, the Com-
mittee has recommended $75,000,000, the budget request, to con-
tinue research on the genomics of plants of major economic impor-
tance. In addition, the Committee’s recommendation provides
$26,000,000 for Biocomplexity in the Environment research, an in-
crease of 53% over the fiscal year 2002 funding level of
$16,900,000.

It is the Committee’s intent that not to exceed $12,500,000 of the
additional funds made available for Computer and Information
Science and Engineering, may be used by NSF for ongoing oper-
ational support of the two funded terascale computing systems. The
remaining additional resources over the budget request should, to
the greatest extent practicable, be focused on information tech-
nology research and cyber-security research.

From within the Engineering Directorate, the Committee is con-
cerned that researchers are reaching the physical limits of current
complementary metal oxide semiconductor (CMOS) process tech-
nology and that this will have significant implications for continued
productivity growth in the information economy. The Committee
encourages NSF to examine the challenges and timelines outlined
in the most recent International Technology Roadmap for Semi-
conductors and, where feasible, increase research support in this
area accordingly.

Under the Geosciences Directorate, the Committee has not rec-
ommended approval of the budget request to transfer to the NSF
the Environmental Education program, currently operated by the
Environmental Protection Agency, the National Sea Grant Pro-
gram, operated by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, or the Hydrology of Toxic Substances program, operated by
the United States Geological Survey. Each of these programs works
well within its current framework and the Committee has not been
convinced that such transfer as proposed in the budget submission
will either enhance the individual programs or benefit the ongoing
programs of the Foundation.

Within the additional funds made available for the Mathematical
and Physical Sciences directorate, the Committee expects the Foun-
dation to allocate funds on a basis which provides a high priority
for astronomy, including individual investigator grants, and suffi-
cient resources to begin development of important new projects rec-
ommended in a recent National Academy of Sciences 10-year plan
for astronomical science activities. In addition, the Committee’s rec-
ommendation for the Astronomical Sciences activity includes
$5,000,000 above the budget request for the National Radio Astron-
omy Observatory (NRAO) program, $4,300,000 above the budget re-

uest for the National Optical Astronomy Observatories (NOAO),
%2,000,000 above the budget request for the National Astronomy
and Ionosphere Center (NAIC), and no less than the budget re-
quest of $4,000,000 for the Telescope Systems Instrumentation Pro-
gram (TSIP). The Foundation is expected to aggressively continue
its program, begun in fiscal 2001, of upgrading on a priority basis
its astronomical facilities and equipment.
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Also within Mathematical and Physical Sciences, the Commit-
tee’s recommendation includes the budget request of $181,870,000
for Mathematical Sciences and not less than $225,000,000, a 15%
increase over the fiscal year 2002 funding level, for Physics pro-
grams.

With regard to the Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences Di-
rectorate (SBE), the Committee recognizes that investment in
basic, multidisciplinary research on learning is crucial to both suc-
cessful educational reform and effective workforce development. In
this regard, the Committee’s recommendation includes support for
the NSF Science of Learning Centers. This program is intended to
build collaborative research communities of scientists, educators,
community groups, and industry capable of addressing funda-
mental questions in learning and then integrating these results
into ongoing federal education reform initiatives.

Also within the SBE directorate, the Committee has included
$6,000,000 for the Children’s Research Initiative (CRI). This level
of funding, an increase of $1,000,000 above that provided for fiscal
years 2001 and 2002, will allow NSF to emphasize ongoing re-
search related to enhancing literacy and improving math and
science skills.

For the Office of Polar Programs (OPP), an increase of
$18,260,000 above the budget request has been provided to en-
hance the ongoing research effort as well as to provide additional
necessary resources for operations, research support and logistics,
and science and research grant support. In addition, the Committee
is aware of the pressing need to provide both upgraded living facili-
ties and adequate, indoor storage facilities at NSF’s McMurdo Sta-
tion in Antarctica. In this regard, the Committee requests that the
OPP prepare and deliver to the Committee at the earliest date pos-
sible a report outlining the work that needs to be performed to up-
grade these facilities as well as the estimated short- and long-term
costs involved with such upgrades. The report should detail wheth-
er such facilities would be new construction or retrofits or upgrades
to existing facilities. Upon completion and delivery of such report,
OPP may utilize available resources provided herein to begin plan-
ning, design, pre-construction and/or construction activities related
to such necessary upgrades.

Finally, from within these additional funds, OPP may begin to
execute contractual arrangements and make necessary advance ex-
penditures in preparation of its plans to provide mechanical tra-
verse capability between McMurdo Station and Amundsen-Scott
South Pole Station. Because all supplies and materials going to the
South Pole must currently be configured so as to fit in a C-130 air-
craft, delivery of such is entirely dependent on the availability of
aircraft and subject to severe weather fluctuations. Once fully im-
plemented, this traverse capability thus offers the opportunity to
safely and in a timely manner provide both increased supply vol-
umes and construction supplies and equipment requiring less ret-
rofit at a greatly reduced cost.

Within the Integrative Activities Directorate, an additional
$40,000,000 over the budget request has been included for Major
Research Instrumentation.
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MAJOR RESEARCH FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPMENT

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccceeevieerieesiienneenneenveennns $159,510,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 138,800,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 126,280,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeeneeen. +20,710,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request .........ccccceevveecveeneenneennen. +33,230,000

This account provides funding for the construction of major re-
search facilities that provide unique capabilities at the cutting edge
of science and engineering.

The Committee recommends a total of $159,510,000 for the major
research construction and equipment account for fiscal year 2003,
an increase of $33,230,000 over the budget request and $20,710,000
over the fiscal 2002 funding level.

The Committee’s recommendation includes the budget requests
of $9,720,000 for the Large Hadron Collider, $13,560,000 for the
George E. Brown Jr. Network for Earthquake Engineering Simula-
tion, $30,000,000 for construction funding of the Atacama Large
Millimeter Array (ALMA) aperture-synthesis radio telescope, and
$6,000,000 for additional construction requirements necessary to
meet enhanced capacity needs at the new South Pole Station.

In addition the Committee is recommending $25,530,000 as the
final installment necessary to complete development of the High-
performance Instrumented Airborne Platform for Environmental
Research (HIAPER), and $24,700,000 for continued research and
development of the IceCube Neutrino Detector Observatory in Ant-
arctica. This project, building on the successful AMANDA dem-
onstration, is designed to more fully develop knowledge of the ori-
gins of the universe as well as the fundamental nature of physical
matter using its unique polar telescope. This device will allow sci-
entists to measure, quantify and analyze neutrino particles and
their role in these basic questions of science. The amount provided
for fiscal 2003 will support continued development, acquisition, pre-
construction, testing and logistics support necessary to facilitate
IceCube’s large-scale construction and deployment.

Finally, the Committee has provided $40,000,000 for first year
funding for the new EarthScope project instead of $35,000,000 as
requested in the budget submission, and $10,000,000 for support of
the Terascale Computing System and the Distributed Terascale Fa-
cility (also known as “Teragrid”), instead of $20,000,000 as pro-
posed in the budget request.

With regard to EarthScope, the five-year budget projections of
this important project initially called for lesser funding require-
ments in the first, fourth, and fifth years of the project and dra-
matically increased funding in years two and three. In an attempt
to provide a relatively level funding profile for the life of the
project, the project’s sponsors have developed an alternative re-
quest which provides $40,000,000 in year one, $42,000,000 in year
two, $40,000,000 in year three, $39,000,000 in year four, and
$37,000,000 in year five. In addition to the obvious benefits such
level funding will bring to the annual appropriations process, the
sponsors have suggested this new approach brings the added bene-
fits of achieving significant cost savings over the long-term oper-
ation and maintenance of the facility, and providing higher quality
data through the acquisition of instrumentation with uniform tech-
nical characteristics.
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With regard to support of the two new terascale facilities, it is
the Committee’s understanding that the original fiscal 2002 re-
quest of $55,000,000 for this project was intended to be spent over
a three-year period, with $35,000,000 being necessary in year one
and $10,000,000 necessary in each of years two and three. The
Congress last year provided the first year’s $35,000,000 require-
ment, and the Committee intends to continue this pattern by pro-
viding $10,000,000 in fiscal 2003 and $10,000,000 in fiscal year
2004.

The Committee’s recommendation does not include funding for
the new National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON) project
as requested in the budget submission. This decision, made without
prejudice to the NEON project, allows the Committee to use its
limited MREFC resources to fully fund ongoing projects as well as
begin funding for one new research effort, the EarthScope project.

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........cccceeeeeuveeeeieeeerveeeesneeescnnenns $910,580,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ......... . 875,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccveeneeen. . 908,080,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation . +35,580,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........ccccccceeeeerveeervreeennnn. +2,500,000

The Foundation’s Education and Human Resources activities are
designed to encourage the entrance of talented students into
science and technology careers, to improve the undergraduate
science and engineering education environment, to assist in pro-
viding all pre-college students with a level of education in mathe-
matics, science, and technology that reflects the needs of the nation
and is the highest quality attained anywhere in the world, and ex-
tend greater research opportunities to underrepresented segment of
the scientific and engineering communities.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee recommends $910,580,000,
an increase of $35,580,000 above last year’s appropriated level and
$2,500,000 above the budget request. The Committee’s rec-
ommendation includes the following program levels: Math and
Science Partnership, $160,000,000; Educational System Reform,
$40,250,000; EPSCoR, $86,000,000; Elementary, Secondary and In-
formal Education, $177,440,000; Undergraduate Education,
$155,600,000; Graduate Education, $128,380,000; Human Resource
Development, $95,710,000; and Research, Evaluation and Commu-
nication, $67,200,000.

In addition to the $86,000,000 recommended for the EPSCoR pro-
gram under the Education and Human Resources account, the
Committee has concurred in the budget request of $5,000,000 for
EPSCoR from within the Integrated Activities directorate in the
Research and Related Activities account, bringing the total
EPSCoR program level for fiscal 2003 to $91,000,000.

Within the Committee’s recommendation for the Elementary,
Secondary and Informal Education activity is an additional
$6,000,000 for Informal Science, bringing the total program level to
$61,000,000.

Within the Undergraduate Education activity, increases above
the budget request have been provided for the Advanced Techno-
logical Education (ATE) program (+$4,000,000), the STEM Talent
Expansion Program (STEP) (+$13,000,000), and the Robert Noyce
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Scholarship Program (+$3,000,000). The total funding level for each
of these three programs is $42,160,000, $15,000,000, and
$7,000,000, respectively.

Finally, within the Human Resource Development Activity, an
additional $2,000,000 above the budget request has been added to
the Louis Stokes Alliances for Minority Participation (LSAMP) pro-
gram for a total funding level of $28,530,000, and $3,500,000 above
the budget request has been added to Historically Black Colleges
and Universities Undergraduate Program (HBCU-UP) for a total
2003 program level of $17,470,000.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........ccceeeeveeeecieeeenveeeenneeescenenns $193,852,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ................. 170,040,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request 202,950,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeenneee. +23,812,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request ........cccccceeeerviveeerviveennnnn. —9,098,000

The Salaries and Expenses activity provides for the operation,
support and management, and direction of all Foundation pro-
grams and activities and includes necessary funds that develop,
manage, and coordinate Foundation programs.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $193,852,000 for
salaries and expenses, a decrease of $9,098,000 below the Presi-
dent’s budget request and an increase of $23,812,000 above last
year’s appropriated level.

The Committee shares the belief that the increased activities, re-
sponsibilities, and financial resources of the Foundation make it
necessary to provide increased personnel resources as well. The
Committee’s recommendation therefore includes $128,662,000 for
Personnel Compensation and Benefits, an increase of $8,812,000
above the fiscal year 2002 funding level. This funding level is suffi-
cient to provide comparability and locality pay increases for exist-
ing staff, within-grade increases, career promotions and appro-
priate bonuses, and will allow the employment of up to 25 addi-
tional FTEs, bringing the total workforce to 1175 for fiscal year
2003.

In addition, the Committee’s recommendation includes an addi-
tional $15,000,000 above the fiscal 2002 funding level for General
Operating Expenses, including increases for space rental, travel
and transportation, training, supplies and other necessary oper-
ating expenses, as well as for the Foundation’s ongoing Information
Infrastructure program.

As the Committee has not approved the transfer of programs
from the EPA, NOAA, and the U.S. Geological Survey as proposed
in the budget submission, the Committee’s recommendation for Sal-
aries and Expenses does not include the 17 FTEs that would have
transferred with these programs.

The Foundation is expected to use up to $1,000,000 from within
the Salaries and Expenses account to contract with the National
Academy of Public Administration for an extensive organizational
study as outlined earlier in this Report.
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.cccceeevieerieesiienneenneenveennns $9,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ........ccc.cceeceveeeecveeesereeeesveeessseeesseneens 6,760,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ......c..ccccoeevvieveriienenienenienieneeiene 7,700,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............ccccevveeeneeen. +2,240,000

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 request .........ccccceevveecveeneenneennen. +1,300,000

This account provides National Science Foundation audit and in-
vestigation functions to identify and correct management and ad-
ministrative deficiencies which could lead to fraud, waste, or abuse.

For fiscal year 2003, the Committee has recommended
$9,000,000 for the Office of Inspector General. This amount is
$2,240,000 above last year’s funding level and is $1,300,000 above
the budget request.

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION
PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ............c.ccoceeevieerieenieenneenneesneennn. $105,000,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ........cccccceeeeveeeecveeencieeeesveeeesveeessnneens 105,000,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request ........cccceveveeeeiiiieniieeeniieeeieeeeeeeenn 105,000,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ............cccccvveeenneen. 0

Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ...........cccceeeueeene.. 0

The Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation, established by title
VI of Public Law 95-557 in October 1978, is committed to pro-
moting reinvestment in older neighborhoods by local financial insti-
tutions working cooperatively with community people and local
government. This is primarily accomplished by assisting commu-
nity-based partnerships (NeighborWorks organizations) in a range
of local revitalization efforts. Increase in homeownership among
lower-income families is a key revitalization tool. Neighborhood
Housing Services of America (NHSA) supports lending activities of
the NeighborWorks organizations through a national secondary
market that leverages its capital with private sector investment.

The Committee recommends a funding level of $105,000,000 for
fiscal year 2002, the same amount as the budget request and the
fiscal year 2002 appropriation.

A set-aside of $10,000,000, as proposed in the budget, is included
for continuation of an innovative initiative that combines a conven-
tional mortgage, section 8 assistance, and the NRC revolving loan
fund, with pre- and post-purchase counseling thereby enabling low-
income families to attain the goal of homeownership.

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Fiscal year 2003 recommendation ...........cccceeeeuveeerciieeenveeeesneeescnnennn $26,480,000
Fiscal year 2002 appropriation ......... e 25,003,000
Fiscal year 2003 budget request .......ccceeeveeeeciieencieeeeieeeeeeee e 26,480,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2002 appropriation ...........c.ccoceeveenuenne +1,477,000
Comparison with fiscal year 2003 budget request ..........ccccvveenneen. 0

The Selective Service System was reestablished by the Selective
Service Act of 1948. The basic mission of the System is to be pre-
pared to supply manpower to the Armed Forces adequate to ensure
the security of the United States during a time of national emer-
gency. Since 1973, the Armed Forces have relied on volunteers to
fill military manpower requirements. However, the Selective Serv-
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ice System remains the primary vehicle by which men will be
brought into military if Congress and the President should author-
ize a return to the draft.

For fiscal year 2003, the bill includes the budget request of
$26,480,000 for the Selective Service System, $1,477,000 above the
fiscal year 2002 funding level.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

The Committee recommends inclusion of twenty-two general pro-
visions, fifteen of which were carried in the fiscal year 2002 Appro-
priations Act (Public Law 107-73). The Committee has included
new provisions which (1) prohibits the expenditure of funds to any
department or agency created after enactment of this Act, (2)
changes the formula for hazard mitigation grant funding, (3) modi-
fies the Consumer Product Safety Act to clarify that CPSC has ju-
risdictional authority regarding the regulation of low-speed electric
personal assistive mobility devices, (4) provides new authorities to
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration as described in
the NASA section of this report, and (5) provides for a reduction
in the State cost share for construction of emergency operations
centers from 50 percent to 25 percent.

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT REQUIREMENTS

The following items are included in accordance with various re-
quirements of the rules of the House of Representatives.

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

Clause 3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives states: “Each report of a committee on bill or joint res-
olution of a public character, shall include a statement citing the
specific powers granted to the Congress in the Constitution to
enact the law proposed by the bill or joint resolution.”

The Committee on Appropriations bases its authority to report
this legislation from clause 7 of section 9 of Article I of the Con-
stitution of the United States of America which states: “No money
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of Appropria-
tions made by law * * *”

Appropriations contained in this Act are made pursuant to this
specific power granted by the Constitution.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(4) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following is a statement of general perform-
ance goals and objectives for which this measure authorizes fund-
ing:

The Committee on Appropriations considers program perform-
ance, including a program’s success in developing and attaining
outcome-related goals and objectives, in developing funding rec-
ommendations.
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TRANSFER OF FUNDS

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2), rule XIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, the following statements are made describing the
transfers of funds provided in the accompanying bill.

The Committee has included language transferring not to exceed
$17,138,000 from compensation and pensions to general operating
expenses and medical care. These funds are for the administrative
costs of implementing cost-savings proposals required by the omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 and the Veterans’ Benefits
Act of 1992. Language is also included permitting necessary sums
to be transferred to the medical facilities revolving fund to aug-
ment funding of medical centers for nursing home care provided to
pensioners as authorized by the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 1992.

The Committee recommends transferring the following amounts
to the VA’s general operating expenses appropriation pursuant to
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990: the veterans housing ben-
efit program fund program account ($168,207,000), the education
loan fund program account ($70,000), the vocational rehabilitation
loans program account ($289,000) and the Native American veteran
housing loan program account ($558,000). In addition, the bill pro-
vides up to $750,000 in general operating expenses and medical
care for administration of the guaranteed transitional housing
loans for homeless veterans program account.

The Committee has included language under the Department of
Veterans Affairs which would transfer funds from the medical care
collections fund to medical care.

The Committee has included language under the Department of
Veterans Affairs which would transfer $5,000,000 from medical and
prosthetic research to medical care.

The Committee recommends providing authority under adminis-
trative provisions for the Department of Veterans Affairs for any
funds appropriated in 2003 for compensation and pensions, read-
justment benefits, and veterans insurance and indemnities to be
transferred between those three accounts. This will provide the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs flexibility in administering its entitle-
ment programs. Language is also included permitting the funds
from three life insurance funds to be transferred to general oper-
ating expenses for the costs of administering such programs.

The Committee has included language under the Department of
Housing and Urban Development transferring all uncommitted
prior balances of excess rental charges as of fiscal year 2002 and
£a‘dl gollections made during fiscal year 2003 to the flexible subsidy
und.

The Committee has included language under the Department of
Housing and Urban Development transferring the following
amounts to the salaries and expenses account for administrative
expenses: FHA mutual mortgage insurance and general and special
risk insurance program accounts ($548,202,400); GNMA guarantees
of mortgage-backed securities loan guarantee program account
($10,343,000); community development loan guarantees program
account ($1,000,000); Indian housing loan guarantee fund program
account ($200,000); native Hawaiian housing loan guarantee fund
($35,000); and Native American housing block grants account
($150,000).
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The Committee has included language under the Department of
Housing and Urban Development transferring $13,000,000 from
the manufactured housing fees trust fund to the manufactured
housing standards program.

The Committee has included language under the Department of
Housing and Urban Development transferring no less than the fol-
lowing amounts to the working capital fund under the salaries and
expenses account for development and management of information
technology systems: housing certificate fund ($3,000,000); public
housing capital fund ($18,600,000); community development fund
($3,400,000); home investment partnership program account
($1,100,000); homeless assistance grants account ($1,500,000);
housing for special populations account ($500,000); FHA mutual
mortgage insurance program account ($21,360,000); FHA general
and special risk insurance program account ($14,240,000); Office of
Inspector General ($300,000); and native American housing block
grants account ($600,000).

The Committee has included language under the Department of
Housing and Urban Development transferring $23,343,000 from
the various funds of the Federal Housing Administration to the Of-
fice of Inspector General.

The Committee has included language under the Department of
Housing and Urban Development transferring $30,000,000 from
the federal housing enterprise oversight fund to the office of federal
housing enterprise oversight account.

The Committee has included language under the Environmental
Protection Agency transferring funds from the hazardous substance
superfund trust fund ($12,742,000) to the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral. In addition, $86,168,000 is transferred from the hazardous
substance superfund trust fund to the science and technology ac-
count.

The Committee has included language under the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation transferring up to $30,848,000 from the
Bank Insurance Fund, the Savings Association Insurance Fund,
and the FSLIC Resolution Fund to the Office of Inspector General.

The Committee has included language under the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency transferring $2,900,000 from the dis-
aster relief account to the emergency management planning and
assistance account and $21,577,000 to the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral.

The Committee has included language under the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency transferring up to $20,000,000 from the
National Flood Insurance Fund to the National Flood Mitigation
Fund.

The Committee has included language which provides for the
transfer of up to five percent of firefighter assistance grants fund-
ing to salaries and expenses.

The Committee has included general transfer language under
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, human space
flight account and the science aeronautic and technology account.
This language will allow for the transfer of funds among these two
accounts, as necessary, to reflect full cost accounting recently
scheduled for implementation.
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RESCISSIONS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following table is submitted describing the
rescissions recommended in the accompanying bill:

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Housing Certifi-

cate FUN ..ot —-1,300,000,000
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Rental Housing
ASSISEANICE ....vvvvviiiieieecieeee et e e e e aaa e e e e enes -100,000,000

CoMPLIANCE WITH RULE XIII, CL. 3(e) (RAMSEYER RULE)

In compliance with clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill,
as reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omit-
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic,
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE

* * * & * * *

PART II—GENERAL BENEFITS

* * * * * * *

CHAPTER 17—HOSPITAL, NURSING HOME,
DOMICILIARY, AND MEDICAL CARE

Subchapter I—General

Sec.
1701. Definitions.

Subchapter III—Miscellaneous Provisions Relating to Hospital and Nursing Home
Care and Medical Treatment of Veterans

1721. Power to make rules and regulations.

[1729B. Health Services Improvement Fund.]

Subchapter III—Miscellaneous Provisions Relating to Hos-
pital and Nursing Home Care and Medical Treatment of
Veterans

* * *k & * * *k

§1722A. Copayment for medications
(a) kockosk
k * * % * * *

(c) Amounts collected [under subsection (a)l under this section
shall be deposited in the Department of Veterans Affairs Medical
Care Collections Fund. [Amounts collected through use of the au-
thority under subsection (b) shall be deposited in the Department
of Veterans Affairs Health Services Improvement Fund.]
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[(d) The provisions of subsection (a) expire on September 30,
2002.1

* * * & * * *

§1729A. Department of Veterans Affairs Medical Care Col-
lections Fund

(a) kock ok
(b) Amounts recovered or collected after June 30, 1997, under

any of the following provisions of law shall be deposited in the
fund: 1y *

* * *k & * * *k

(8) Section 8165(a) of this title.

(9) Section 113 of the Veterans Millennium Health Care and
Benefits Act (Public Law 106-117; 38 U.S.C. 8111 note).

[(8)] (10) Public Law 87—693, popularly known as the “Fed-
eral Medical Care Recovery Act” (42 U.S.C. 2651 et seq.), to
the extent that a recovery or collection under that law is based
on medical care or services furnished under this chapter.

% * * * % * *

[§1729B. Health Services Improvement Fund

[(a) There is established in the Treasury of the United States a
fund to be known as the Department of Veterans Affairs Health
Services Improvement Fund.

[(b) Amounts received or collected after the date of the enact-
ment of this section under any of the following provisions of law
shall be deposited in the fund:

[(1) Section 1713A of this title.

[(2) Section 1722A(b) of this title.

[(3) Section 8165(a) of this title.

[(4) Section 113 of the Veterans Millennium Health Care
and Benefits Act.

[(c) Amounts in the fund are hereby available, without fiscal
year limitation, to the Secretary for the purposes stated in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) of section 1729A(c)(1) of this title.

[(d) The Secretary shall allocate amounts in the fund in the
same manner as applies under subsection (d) of section 1729A of
this title with respect to amounts made available from the fund
under that section.]

* * & & * * &

PART VI—ACQUISITION AND DISPOSITION OF
PROPERTY

* * * * * * *

CHAPTER 81—ACQUISITION AND OPERATION OF HOS-
PITAL AND DOMICILIARY FACILITIES; PROCUREMENT
AND SUPPLY; ENHANCED-USE LEASES OF REAL PROP-
ERTY

* * *k & * * *k
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Subchapter V—Enhanced-Use Leases of Real Property

§ 8165. Use of proceeds

(a)(1) Funds received by the Department under an enhanced-use
lease and remaining after any deduction from those funds under
subsection (b) shall be deposited in the [Department of Veterans
Affairs Health Services Improvement Fund established under sec-
tion 1729B of this titlel Department of Veterans Affairs Medical
Care Collections Fund established under section 1729A of this title.

* * * * * * *

SECTION 113 OF THE VETERANS MILLENNIUM HEALTH
CARE AND BENEFITS ACT

SEC. 113. ACCESS TO CARE FOR TRICARE-ELIGIBLE MILITARY RETIR-
EES.

(a) * * *

(b) DEPOSITING OF REIMBURSEMENTS.—Amounts received by the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs under the agreement under sub-
section (a) shall be deposited in the [Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Health Services Improvement Fund established under section
17298 of title 38, United States Code, as added by section 202] De-
partment of Veterans Affairs Medical Care Collections fund estab-
lished under section 1729A of title 38, United States Code.

* * & & * * &

SECTION 225 OF THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

HOPWA TECHNICAL

SEC. 225. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
amount allocated for fiscal [year 2000, and the amounts that would
otherwise be allocated for fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year 2002]
years 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003, to the City of Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania on behalf of the Philadelphia, PA-NJ Primary Metro-
politan Area (hereafter “metropolitan area”), under section 854(c) of
the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 12903(c)), the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development shall adjust such
amounts by allocating to the State of New Jersey the proportion of
the metropolitan area’s amount that is based on the number of
cases of AIDS reported in the portion of the metropolitan area that
in located in New Jersey.

* * *k & * * *k

FEDERAL INSECTICIDE, FUNGICIDE, AND RODENTICIDE

ACT
* * * * * * *
SEC. 136a—1 (i) * * *
* * * * * * *

(5) MAINTENANCE FEE.—
(A) Subject to * * *
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(B) In the case of * * *

(C)d) The amount of each fee prescribed under subpara-
graph (A) shall be adjusted by the Administrator to a level
that will result in the collection under this paragraph of,
to the extent practicable, an aggregate amount of
[$17,000,000] $20,000,000 in [each] fiscal year 2003.

(D) The maximum * * *

(E)@) For a small * * *

(F) The Administrator shall * * *

(@) If any fee * * *

(H) The authority provided under this paragraph shall
terminate on September 30, [2002] 2003.

(6) OTHER FEES.—During the period beginning on October
25, 1988, and ending on September 30, [2002] 2003, the Ad-
ministrator shall * * *

* * * * * * #*
(3) EXPEDITED PROCESSING OF SIMILAR APPLICATIONS.—
(A) The Administrator shall use for each of the fiscal

years 1997 through [2002] 2003, not more than Y10 of the
maintenance fee collected * * *

* * & * * * &

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE ACT OF 1968

TITLE XIII—NATIONAL FLOOD
INSURANCE

SHORT TITLE

SEc. 1301. This title may be cited as the “National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968”.

* * & * * * &

CHAPTER I—THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE
PROGRAM

* * * & * * &

FINANCING

SEC. 1309. (a) All authority which was vested in the Housing and
Home Finance Administrator by virtue of section 15(e) of the Fed-
eral Flood Insurance Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 1084) (pertaining to the
issue of notes or other obligations or the Secretary of the Treasury),
as amended by subsections (a) and (b) of section 1303 of this Act,
shall be available to the Director for the purpose of carrying out
the flood insurance program under this title; except that the total
amount of notes and obligations which may be issued by the Direc-
tor pursuant to such authority (1) without the approval of the
President, may not exceed $500,000,000, and (2) with the approval
of the President, may not exceed $1,500,000,000 through December
31, [2002] 2004, and $1,000,000,000 thereafter. The Director shall
report to the Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs of
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the House of Representatives and the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate at any time when he re-
quests the approval of the President in accordance with the pre-
ceding sentence.

% * * * % * *

PROGRAM EXPIRATION

SEC. 1319. No new contract for flood insurance under this title
shall be entered into after December 31, [2002] 2004.

* * * * * * *

PART A—INDUSTRY PROGRAM WITH FEDERAL
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

* * * * * * *

EMERGENCY IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM

SEC. 1336. (a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this title,
for the purpose of providing flood insurance coverage at the earliest
possible time, the Director shall carry out the flood insurance pro-
gram authorized under chapter I during the period ending Decem-
ber 31, [2002] 2004, in accordance with the provisions of this part
and the other provisions of this title insofar as they relate to this
part but subject to the modifications made by or under subsection
(b).

(b) In carrying out the flood insurance program pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Director—

(1) shall provide insurance coverage without regard to any
estimated risk premium rates which would otherwise be deter-
mined under section 1307; and

(2) shall utilize the provisions and procedures contained in
or prescribed by this part (other than section 1334) and sec-
tions 1345 and 1346 to such extent and in such manner as he
may consider necessary or appropriate to carry out the purpose
of this section.

% * * * % * *

CHAPTER IV—APPROPRIATIONS AND MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS

* * & * * * &

APPROPRIATIONS
SEc. 1376. (a) * * *

* * & & * * &

(c) There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be
necessary through December 31, [2002] 2004, for studies under
this title.

* * *k & * * *k
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SECTION 404 OF THE ROBERT T. STAFFORD DISASTER
RELIEF AND EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE ACT

SEC. 404. HAZARD MITIGATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President may contribute up to 75 percent
of the cost of hazard mitigation measures which the President has
determined are cost-effective and which substantially reduce the
risk of future damage, hardship, loss, or suffering in any area af-
fected by a major disaster. Such measures shall be identified fol-
lowing the evaluation of natural hazards under section 322 and
shall be subject to approval by the President. Subject to section
322, the total of contributions under this section for a major dis-
aster shall not exceed [15] 7.5 percent of the estimated aggregate
amount of grants to be made (less any associated administrative
costs) under this Act with respect to the major disaster.

* * *k & * * *k

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY ACT

SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Consumer Product
Safety Act”.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 38. Low-speed electric personal assistive mobility devices.

LOW-SPEED ELECTRIC PERSONAL ASSISTIVE MOBILITY DEVICES

SEcC. 38. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of the law, low-
speed electric personal assistive mobility devices, other than those
excluded by 15 USC 2052(a)(1)(A), are consumer products within
the meaning of section 3(a)(1) of this Act.

(b) For the purpose of this section, the term “low-speed electric
personal assistive mobility device” means a self-balancing two non
tandem wheeled device with an electric propulsion system whose
maximum speed on a paved level surface, when powered solely by
such a propulsion system while ridden by an operator who weighs
170 pounds, is less than 20 mph; provided, however, that this term
shall exclude devices that are subject to jurisdiction of the Food and
Drug Administration pursuant to Section 321 (h) of the Title 21,
United States Code.

(¢c) To further protect the safety of consumers who ride low-speed
electric personal assistive mobility devices, the Commission may
promulgate new or amended requirements applicable to such de-
vices as necessary and appropriate.

* * *k & * k *k

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ACT OF 1958

* * *k & * * *k
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TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS

* * *k & * * *k

WORKING CAPITAL FUND

SEC. 314. There is hereby established in the United States Treas-
ury a National Aeronautics and Space Administration working cap-
ital fund. Amounts in the fund are available for financing activities,
services, equipment, information, and facilities as authorized by law
to be provided within the Administration; to other agencies or in-
strumentalities of the United States; to any State, Territory, or pos-
session or political subdivision thereof; to other public or private
agencies; or to any person, firm, association, corporation, or edu-
cational institution on a reimbursable basis. The fund shall also be
available for the purpose of funding capital repairs, renovations, re-
habilitation, sustainment, demolition, or replacement of NASA real
property, on a reimbursable basis within the Administration.
Amounts in the fund are available without regard to fiscal year lim-
itation. The capital of the fund consists of amounts appropriated to
the fund; the reasonable value of stocks of supplies, equipment, and
other assets and inventories on order that the Administrator trans-
fers to the fund, less the related liabilities and unpaid obligations;
amounts received from the sale or exchange of property; and pay-
ments received for loss or damage to property of the fund. The fund
shall be reimbursed, in advance, for supplies and services at rates
that will approximate the expenses of operation, such as the accrual
of annual leave, depreciation of plant, property and equipment, and
overhead.

ENHANCED-USE LEASE OF REAL PROPERTY

SEc. 315. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Administration may enter into a lease under this section
with any person or entity (including another department or agency
of the Federal Government or an entity of a State or local govern-
ment) with regard to any real property under the jurisdiction of the
Administration.

(b) CONSIDERATION.—

(1) A person or entity entering into a lease under this section
shall provide consideration for the lease at fair market value as
determined by the Administrator, except that in the case of a
lease to another department or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment, that department or agency shall provide consideration for
the lease equal to the full costs of the Administration in connec-
tion with the lease.

(2) Consideration under this subsection may take one or a
combination of the following forms:

(A) the payment of cash;

(B) the maintenance, construction, modification or im-
provement of facilities on real property under the jurisdic-
tion of the Administration;

(C) the provision of services to the Administration, in-
cluding launch services and payload processing services; or

(D) use by the Administration of facilities on the prop-
erty.
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(3)(A) The Administrator may utilize amounts of cash consid-
eration received under this subsection for a lease entered into
under this section to cover the full costs of the Administration
in connection with the lease. These funds shall remain avail-
able to the Administration until expended.

(B) Any amounts of cash consideration received under this
subsection that are not utilized in accordance with subpara-
graph (A) shall be deposited in a capital asset account to be es-
tablished by the Administrator, shall be available for mainte-
nance, capital revitalization, and improvements of the real
property assets of the Administration, and shall remain avail-
able to the Administration until expended.

(¢) LEASE TERM.—The term of any lease entered into under this
section shall not exceed 75 years.

(d) SCORING.—For the sole purpose of scoring leaseback agree-
ments for purposes of the Federal budget, if the non-Federal entity
shall exercise management control of the business of the public-pri-
vate entity and holds a majority interest in ownership in the public-
private venture, then the project shall not be considered to be con-
structed on Government-owned land for the purposes of the applica-
tion of scoring rules.

(e) AUTHORITY FOR DISPOSITION OF LEASED PROPERTY.—If, dur-
ing the term of a lease entered into under this section, or within 90
days after the end of the term of the lease, the Administrator deter-
mines that the leased property is no longer needed by the Adminis-
tration, the Administrator may initiate action for the transfer to the
lessee of all right, title, and interest of the United States in the prop-
erty by:

(1) requesting the Administrator of General Services Adminis-
tration to dispose of the property for such consideration as the
NASA Administrator and the Administrator of General Services
jointly determine is in the best interests of the United States
and upon such other terms and conditions as the Administra-
tors consider appropriate; or

(2) taking such other disposal action authorized by statute for
the transfer of property under the jurisdiction of the Adminis-
tration.

(f) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Administrator may
require such terms and conditions in connection with a lease under
this section as the Administrator considers appropriate to protect
the interests of the United States.

(g) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LEASE AUTHORITY.—The authority
under this section to lease property of the Administration is in addi-
tion to any other authority to lease property of the Administration
under law.

CONVEYANCE OF UTILITY SYSTEMS

SEc. 316. (a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORITY.—The Administrator may
convey a utility system or part of a utility system under the jurisdic-
tion of the Administrator to a municipal, private, regional, district,
or cooperative utility company or other qualified entity. The convey-
ance may consist of all right, title, and interest of the United States
in the utility system or such lesser estate as the Administrator con-
siders appropriate to serve the interests of the United States.
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(b) SELECTION OF CONVEYEE.—The Administrator shall carry out
the conveyance through the use of competitive procedures if more
than one of the entities and utilities referred to in subsection (a)—

(1) are eligible to operate and maintain the conveyed utility
system under applicable law regulating utilities; and

(2) notify the Administrator of an interest in the conveyance
under subsection (a).

(¢) CONSIDERATION.—The Administrator shall require as consid-
eration for a conveyance under subsection (a) an amount equal to
the fair market value (as determined by the Administrator) of the
right, title, or interest of the United States conveyed. The consider-
ation may take the form of—

(1) a lump-sum payment; or

(2) a reduction in charges for utility services provided by the
utility or entity concerned to the facility at which the utility sys-
tem 1s located for a period of time that is sufficient to amortize
the value of the utility system (including any real property or
interest in real property) conveyed.

(d) TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—Subject to appropriations, a
lump-sum payment received under subsection (c) shall be merged
with and made available for the same purposes as amounts avail-
able for construction of facilities in the “Human space flight” and
the “Science, aeronautics, and technology” accounts.

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The Administrator may
require such additional terms and conditions in connection with a
conveyance under subsection (a) as the Administrator considers ap-
propriate to protect the interests of the United States.

(f) UrtiLITY SYSTEM DEFINED.—In this section, the term “utility
system” means any of the following:

(1) a system for the generation or distribution of electric
power;

(2) a system for the treatment or supply of water;

(3) a system for the collection or treatment of wastewater;

(4) a system for the generation or supply of steam, hot water,
or chilled water;

(5) a system for the supply of natural gas;

(6) a system for the transmission of telecommunications; or

(7) any other utility system that the Administrator considers
to be appropriate.

* * * * * * *

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

(Public Law 104-204)

SEC. 432. To PROMOTE AND SUPPORT MANAGEMENT
REORGANIZATION OF THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE AD-
MINISTRATION.—(a) * * *

* * *k & * * *k

(j) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
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(2) No voluntary separation incentive under this section may
be paid based on the separation of an employee after Sep-
tember 30, [2002] 2005.

CHANGES IN THE APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAw

The Committee submits the following statements in compliance
with clause 3, rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, describing the effects of provisions proposed in the accom-
panying bill which may be considered, under certain circumstances,
to clhange the application of existing law, either directly or indi-
rectly.

Language is included in various parts of the bill to continue on-
going activities and programs where authorizations have not been
enacted to date.

In some cases, the Committee has recommended appropriations
which are less than the maximum amounts authorized for the var-
ious programs funded in the bill. Whether these actions constitute
a change in the application of existing law is subject to interpreta-
tion, but the Committee felt that this should be mentioned.

The Committee has included limitations for official reception and
representation expenses for selected agencies in the bill.

Sections 401 through 415 of title IV of the bill, all of which are
carried in the fiscal year 2001 Appropriations Act, are general pro-
visions which place limitations or restrictions on the use of funds
in the bill and which might, under certain circumstances, be con-
strued as changing the application of existing law.

The bill includes, in certain instances, limitations on the obliga-
tion of funds for particular functions or programs. These limita-
tions include restrictions on the obligation of funds for administra-
tive expenses, the use of consultants, and programmatic areas
within the overall jurisdiction of a particular agency.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
medical care, earmarking and delaying the availability of certain
equipment and land and structures funds, and limiting funds avail-
able for the operations and maintenance of facilities.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs
providing for the deposit of receipts collected under the Millennium
Health Care and Benefits Improvements Act of 1999 in the medical
care collections fund.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
general operating expenses, providing for the reimbursement to the
Department of Defense for the costs of overseas employee mail.
This language has been carried previously and permits free mailing
privileges for VA personnel stationed in the Philippines.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
construction, major projects, establishing time limitations and re-
porting requirements concerning the obligation of major construc-
tion funds, limiting the use of funds, and allowing the use of funds
for program costs.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
construction, minor projects, providing that unobligated balances of
previous appropriations may be used for any project with an esti-
mated cost of less than $4,000,000, allowing the use of funds for
program costs, and making funds available for damage caused by
natural disasters.
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Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions, permitting transfers between mandatory
accounts, limiting and providing for the use of certain funds, fund-
ing administrative expenses associated with VA life insurance pro-
grams from excess program revenues, extending authority to oper-
ate the Franchise Fund, allowing reimbursement from enhanced-
use leases, and allowing for reimbursement for certain services.
Eleven provisions have been carried in previous Appropriations
Acts. Six new provisions have been added.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions limiting medical services for non-service
connected veterans to those who have provided insurance and in-
come information.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions delaying the implementation of geo-
graphic means test for one year.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions requiring new funds to be appropriated
for adjudication of disability claims arising from any new concur-
rent receipt legislation.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions merging the Health Services Improve-
ment Fund with the Medical Care Collections Fund and extending
the Department’s authority to collect receipts.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions providing $19,900,000 for information
technology initiatives at the Department.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions prohibiting funds in this Act from being
used to implement provisions of H.R. 3253 as passed by the House
on September 18, 2002.

Language is included under the Department of Veterans Affairs,
administrative provisions limiting funds in Medical Care and the
Medical Care Collections Fund for security training and equipment
to $11,000,000.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, which designates funds for various programs, activi-
ties, and purposes, and specifies the uses of such funds.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, housing certificate fund, which specifies the alloca-
tion of certain funds; establishes a reserve fund for certain pur-
poses; sets forth certain reporting requirements; places a limitation
on certain fees and fee balances; and requires certain data to be
submitted.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, public housing capital fund, which specifies the allo-
cation of certain funds; limits the delegation of certain waiver au-
thorities; waives certain penalties related to withholding of funds;
requires reallocation of certain funds; prohibits funds from being
used for certain activities; and requires final regulations to be
issued by a date certain.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, public housing operating fund, which designates cer-
tain funds to be distributed by the Attorney General through a re-
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imbursable agreement; and prohibits funds from being used for cer-
tain activities.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, revitalization of severely distressed public housing
(HOPE VI), which prohibits the use of funds for awards to settle
}iti%ation or pay judgments; and specifies the allocation of certain
unds.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, home investment partnerships program, which speci-
fies the allocation of certain funds.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, homeless assistance grants, which establishes certain
minimum funding and matching requirements; and requires grant-
ees to integrate homeless programs with other social service pro-
viders.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, housing for special populations, which allows funds
to be used to renew certain contracts; and specifies the allocation
of certain funds.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, flexible subsidy fund, which permits the use of excess
rental charges.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, manufactured housing fees trust fund, which permits
fees to be modified.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, fair housing and equal opportunity, which places re-
strictions on the use of funds for lobbying activities.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, management and administration, which specifies the
allocation of funds; designates the use of certain funds; sets forth
certain authorities of, and requirements on, the Office of the Chief
Financial Officer; requires the transfer of certain personnel; places
lilmitations on personnel; and requires submission of a staffing
plan.

Language is included under the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, working capital fund, which places restric-
tions on the use of funds.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, office of federal housing enterprise oversight, which
limits net appropriations for the General Fund of the Treasury.

Language is included under Department of Housing and Urban
Development, administrative provisions, which maintains and re-
duces annual adjustment factors; prohibits funds to investigate or
prosecute certain lawful activities; revises allocations for housing
opportunities for persons with AIDS grant recipients; waives cer-
tain section 8 rental payment limits for a demonstration program;
relates to the expenditures for certain corporations and agencies;
relates to allocations of funds in excess of budget estimates; and re-
quires submission of a spending plan.

Language is included under Chemical Safety and Hazard Inves-
tigation Board, salaries and expenses, which limits certain per-
sonnel employed by the Board.

Language 1s included under Department of the Treasury, Com-
munity Development Financial Institutions, community develop-
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ment financial institution program account, which sets aside funds
for various purposes.

Language is included under the Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims, salaries and expenses, permitting the use of funds for a pro
bono program.

Language is included under Department of Health and Human
Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, toxic
substances and environmental public health, limiting availability of
funds for toxicological profiles.

Language is included under the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, environmental programs and management, which requires the
certification of grant amendments.

Language is included under the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, administrative provisions, which permits the Administrator to
award cooperative agreements to Indian Tribes or Intertribal con-
sortia under certain circumstances, prohibits the use of funds for
implementation of a specific new pesticide tolerance fee, and which
authorizes for one year a pesticide maintenance fee.

Language is included under Environmental Protection Agency,
state and tribal assistance grants, making technical changes in
grants provided in previous appropriations acts.

Language is included under the Council on Environmental Qual-
ity, which limits the size of the Council.

Language is included under the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, emergency management planning and assistance, which
authorizes the director of FEMA to provide consolidated emergency
management performance grants.

Language is included under the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, emergency food and shelter, limiting administrative ex-
penses.

Language is included under the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, national flood insurance fund, which limits administrative
expenses, program costs, and the amount available for repayment
of debt. Language is also included which extends the authorization
for the program.

Language is included under the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, national flood insurance fund, which establishes a fund for
flood mitigation activities.

Language is included under the General Services Administration,
Federal Citizen Information Center, limiting certain fund and ad-
ministrative expenses.

Language is included under the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, administrative provision, extending the availability
of construction of facility funds, permitting funds for contracts for
various services in the next year, and transferring of prior year ap-
propriations to the appropriate new appropriations accounts.

Language is included under the National Credit Union Adminis-
tration, central liquidity facility, limiting loans from borrowed
funds and administrative expenses.

Language is included under the National Science Foundation, re-
search and related activities, providing for the use of receipts from
other research facilities, requiring under certain circumstances pro-
portional reductions in legislative earmarkings, and use of funds.
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Language is included under the National Science Foundation,
education and human resources activities, requiring under certain
circumstances proportional reductions in legislative earmarkings.

APPROPRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED BY LAw

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following table lists the agencies in the ac-
companying bill which contain appropriations that are not author-
ized by law:



Agency/Program Last year of author- Authorization level Appropriation in last Appropriation this bill

ization year of authorization
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
Construction, Major:
Seismic Corrections for Palo Alto, CA, Building 2 $14,013,000
Seismic Corrections for Palo Alto, CA, Building 4 21,750,000
Seismic Corrections for San Francisco, CA, Building 203 31,000,000
Seismic Corrections for West Los Angeles, CA, Building 500 217,200,000
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Housing Certificate Fund:
Section 8 contract renewals and administrative expenses 1994 $8,446,173 $5,458,106 16,071,162
Section 441 contracts 1994 109,410 150,000 16,808
Section 23 leased housing conversions 1994 13,303 500
Section 8 preservation, protection, and family unification 1994 759,259 541,000 259,517
Incremental Vouchers 1994 2,060,725 . 40,000
Contract Administrators 196,000
Revitalization of Severely Distressed Public Housing (HOPE VI) 2002 Such sums 573,735 574,000
Native American Housing Block Grant 2001 Such sums 636,000 649,000
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS 1994 156,300 156,000 292,000
Rural Housing and Economics Development 25,000
Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities 30,000
Community Development Fund:
Community Development Block Grants 1994 4,168,000 4,380,000 4,577,000
Housing Assistance Council 3,300
Native American Indian Housing Council 2,200
National Housing Development Corporation 5,000
National Council on La Raza HOPE Fund 5,000
Self-Help Housing Opportunity Program 2000 Such sums 20,000 28,500
Capacity Building 1994 25,000 20,000 29,500
Economic Development Initiatives 144,600
Neighborhood Initiatives 23,400
YouthBuild 1994 41,680 28,000 65,000
HOME Investment Partnerships 1994 2,173,612 1,275,000 2,221,040
Homeless Assistance Grants 1994 465,774 599,000 1,250,000
FHA General and Special Risk Program Account:
Limitation on guaranteed loans 1995 Such sums (20,885,072) (23,000,000)
Limitation on direct loans 1995 Such sums (220,000) (50,000)
Credit Subsidy 1995 Such sums 188,395 15,000

Administrative Expenses 1995 e 197,470 93,780
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Agency/Program Last year of author-

Authorization level

Appropriation in last Appropriation this bill

ization year of authorization
GNMA Mortgage-Backed Securities Loan Guarantee Program Account:
Limitation on guaranteed loans 1996 (110,000,000) (110,000,000) (200,000,000)
Administrative Expenses 1996 Such sums 9,101 10,343
Policy Development and Research 1994 36,470 35,000 47,000
Fair Housing Activities, Fair Housing Initiatives Program 1994 26,000 20,481 20,250
Lead Hazards Reduction Program 1994 276,000 185,000 126,000
Salaries and Expenses 1994 1,029,496 916,963 1,090,299
Community Development Financial Institutions Fund 1998 111,000 80,000 80,000
Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation 1994 30,714 32,000 105,000
Consumer Product Safety Commission 1992 45,000 40,200 54,000
Federal Citizen Information Center Fund:
Federal Information Center 1980 7,000 4,492 3,447
Consumer Information Center Fund 1970 Not applicable 0 3,829
National Credit Union Administration, loan fund 1979 0 0 1,000
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Categorical Grants:
Clean Air Act FY 1997 Such sums 167,230
Radon Abatement Act FY 1991 10,000 9,000
Clean Water Act (FWPCA) FY 1990-91
BEACH Act FY 2005 30,000
Safe Drinking Water Act FY 2003 115,000
Solid Waste Disposal Act (RCRA) FY 1988 70,000
Toxic Substances Control Act FY 1983 1,500
Pollution Prevention Act FY 1993 8,000
Indian Environmental General Assistance Program Act FY 1998 Such sums
Clean Water SRF FY 1992 1,800,000 2,400,000
Sewer Overflows FY 2003 750,000
Drinking Water SRF FY 2003 1,000,000
Alaskan Native Village FY 1979 2,000 Not available
Hazardous Substance Superfund FY 1994 5,100,000 1,480,853
LUST Trust Fund FY 1988 10,000 14,400
il Spills (FWPCA) No expiration 35,000 15,000
Science and Technology:
Clean Air Act FY 1997 Such sums 177,150
Clean Water Act FY 1990 159,520 27,028
FIFRA FY 1991 95,000 (part) 11,890
Safe Drinking Water Act FY 2003 Such sums 51,501

¢8I



ERDDA

Office of Inspector General

FY 1981
No expiration

1,115,591
Such sums

217,828
34,019

€81
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The statutory authority for appropriations in all eight of EPA’s
accounts is provided to the Agency through a wide variety of pri-
marily media-specific statutes as shown in the following chart:



Section title Statute section Terms of authorization Expiration
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Res., Invest., Train., Tech. Asst., Info. Activ $22.77m, FY86-90 .. 33,146.
Train. Progs. for Treat. Works Personnel $3m, FY86-90 ... 33,146.
Forecasting Manpower $1.5m, FY86-90 . 33,146.
Agricul. Research $10m, FY73-75 . 27,575.
Fresh Water Aquatic Ecosystems Res. Grants $15m, FY73-75 . 27,575.
Thermal Discharge Cont $10m, FY73-75 .. 27,575.
Res., Dev., Demo. Grants Storm Water Poll. Cont $75m, FY73-75, 10% for 105(E) 27,575.
Grants for Pollution Control and Enforce $75m, FY86-90 ....... 33,146.

Mine Wtr. Poll. Control

Great Lakes Pollution Control Demo. Projects

Lake Erie Corp. of Eng. Deno. Project

Train, Grts., Cont., Schol

$30m, until expend .
$20m, until expend .
$5m, until expend
$7m, FY86-90 ...

Alaska Vill. Deno. Proj
In-Place Toxic Poll. Removal From Ports

$2m
$15m

Hudson Say PCB Reclamation Demo. Proj

$20m

Chesapeake-Bay Program

Great Lakes Program

Assur. for Every State

Reserve % for Admin. Specific Sections

Set-Aside for Altern. Conv. Sewage Treat. Wrks

Altern. and Innovative Technologies-Fed. Share
Reserve Con. Grants for WQ Mgt. Planning

Nonpoint Source Resrv

Sewage Covey. Cost NYC-NTWTON Treatment Plant
Reim. for Treat. Works

Grants for Construct. of Treatment Works

Grants to Areawide Waste Mgt. Agencies

Corps of Eng. Program of Tech Asst

DOI.Natl. Wetlands Inv

$3m, FY87-90
$10m for grants, FY87-90 ..

$11m, FY87-91 (30% to NOAA) .

$75m, FY79-90 ..o
Limit subject to formula .
Limit subject to formula .
Limit subject to formula
Limit subject to formula
Limit subject to formula .
Limit subject to formula .
$2600m for 206(a) ..
$750m for 206(b)

Agri Contracts-Control Non-Point Source Poll

Water Resources Council Basin Planning

IAG Transf. to Supp. WQ

Rev. Fund for Remov. of Qil or Haz. Sub. Progs
Clean Lakes Grants

207 $1200m, FY89-90 ...
208(F)(3) Such sums FY 83-90 ..
208(H)(2) wvooorereverrreeeeeeseeeeeeeseeereeinns $50m, FY73-74
208()(2) $6m
208()(9) Such sums FY83-90 .....ccccouvvveerrrrrrrenns
209(C) $200m
304(K)(3) $100m, FY79-83
Such sums FY84-90 ...
311(K) $35m
KN 10 14 R $30m, FY86-90 until expend ...............

When expended.
When expended.
When expended.

33,146.
29,128.

When expended.

Indefinite.
33,146.
33,146.
9/30/91.
9/30/90.

No exp. date.
No exp. date.
9/30/90.

No exp. date.
No exp. date.
9/30/82.

When expended.
When expended.

9/30/90.
9/30/90.
6/30/74.
12/31/81.
9/30/90.

When expended.

9/30/90.
9/30/90.
No exp. date.
9/30/90.
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Section title

Statute section

Terms of authorization

Expiration

Clean Lakes Demo. Proj

Natl. Study Commission

Sewage Sludge Studies

Con. Grants—San Diego

Oakwood Beach/Red Hood

Boston Harbor & Adj. Wtrs

Des Moines Sewage Pint

General Authorization

Sulfide Corrosn. Study

For Title |

General Authorization

Local Impl. Revisn. Grants

Gen. Authorization/Res

General Authorization

314(D)(4) $40m
315(H) $17.25m

Non-Point Source Mgt. Prog. Grants to States 319()) $130m, FY-91 until expend ...
L1V T(C)1 /2 $5m, FY87 ...
5100)) $600m, FY94 ..
512(B) $7m, FY87 and beyond
513(D) $100m, FY87 ..

San Diego Wastewater Reclamation Demo 514(C) $2m, FY87 and bey:
515(B) $50m, FY87 and beyond .
517 $135m, FY86-90 .......

Studies of Wtr. Poll. Probs. in Aquifers 520(C) $7m, FY87 and beyond

Great Lakes Consumptv. Use Study 521(D) $750k, FY87 and beyond .
522(D) $1m, FY87 and beyond

State Water Poll. Cont. Revolving Fund Auth 607 $1.8b, FY92

Marine Prot. Rsrch. & Sanct. Act
Ocean Dumping Ban Act
111 $14m, FY94-97 oo
Clean Air Act

327(R) Such sums FY90-97 ...
327(A)(1) $50m, FY91

FIFRA—Food Quality Protection Act
31 $95M, FYOL oovvoeeeeeeeeeeiene

Asbestos School Hazards Abatement Act
Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act

512 $100m, FY85-90 ...

Estab. Trust Fund for Collect. Loan Repayments A4(A)/5(E) $25m, FY87-90 ..

Resource Conserv. & Recov. Act
Solid Waste Disposal Act
Tire Shredding Grants

General Authorization

Criminal Investigators

Undrgrnd. Storg. Tank Reg

St. Asst.-UST Prog. Dev
St. Haz. Wst. Prog. Grants

$750K, FY78-79 .
$30m, FY88 ...
$2.529m, FY88
$10m, FY85-88
$25m, FY85-88
$60m, FY88

When expended.
When expended.
9/30/91.

No exp. date.
No exp. date.
No exp. date.
When expended.
No exp. date.
No exp. date.
9/30/90.

No exp. date.
No exp. date.
No exp. date.
9/30/94.

When expended.

9/30/97.
9/30/91.

9/30/91.

9/30/90.
No date spec.

9/30/79.
9/30/88.
9/30/88.
9/30/88.
9/30/88.
9/30/88.
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Grants to States for Invntory Haz. Wst. Sites $25m, FY85-88 .. 9/30/88.
Solid Wst. Prog. St. Grts $10m, FY85-88 9/30/88.
Grants for Studies & Market Analysis $10m, FY85-88 9/30/88.
St. Asst. for Provisns. Relt. to Recycled Oil $4m, FY82-86 ... ... 9/30/86.
Spec. Communities Disposal Site Grants $500K, FY85-88 . ... 9/30/88.
Municip. Asst. for Enrgy. Conserv. & Recov. Plang $8m, FY82-86 9/30/86.
St. Asst. for Recycled Oil Programs $5m, FY85-88 9/30/88.
Rural Community Grants $15m, FY81-82 9/30/82.
Dept. of Commerce Funct $1.5m, FY85-88 . ... 9/30/88.
Resource Conserv. Comm $2m When expended.
Drilling Fluids. Study $1m When expended.
Special Studies $8m, FY78-79 ... 1730791
Res., Training & Info $35m, FY78 ... 9/30/79.
Medical Waste Tracking. Demo. Program Such sums FY89-91 ... ... 9/30/78.
Natl. Ground Water Comm $7M, FY85-87 oo 1/11/87.
Safe Drinking Water Act
Health Risk Red. & Cost Analysis in Regulation Dev $35m, FY96-03 .. 9/30/03.
Arsenic and Sulfate Studies $2.5m, FY97-00 . 9/30/00.
Small Systems Operator Certification Grants $30m, FY97-03 9/30/03.
Small PWS Technology Assistance Centers Grants $2m, FY97-99 9/30/99.
$5m, FY00-03 9/30/03.
Environmental Finance Centers $1.5m, FY97-03 . 9/30/03.
Sole Source Aquifer Demonstration Program $15m, FY92-03 9/30/03.
State Programs to Establish Wellhead Prot. Areas $30m, FY92-03 .. 9/30/03.

State Ground Water Protection Grants $15m, FY97-03 .. 9/30/03.

Tech. Assist. for Small Systems Circuit Rider $15m, FY97-03 9/30/03.
Emergency Assistance to States (1442(a)(2)(B)) $8,050k, FY91 . 9/30/91.
Research, Tech. Assist., Info., Trng of Personnel $38,020k, FY91 9/30/91.
Grants for State Public Water $100m, FY97-03 9/30/03.
Underground Injection Control Grants $15m, FY92-03 .. 9/30/03.
New York Watershed Protection Program $15m, FY97-03 .. ... 9/30/03.
Special Study and Demonstration Grants $10m 6/30/717.
Grants to Public Sector Agencies for Dev. & Demo. Proj 42 U.S.C. (300j—3a(c)1) $25m 9/30/78.
Monitoring Program for Unregulated Contaminants 1445(@)(2)(H) v $10m, FY97-03 .oooooeeceee e 9/30/03.
Capitalization of Drinking Water SRFs 1452(m) $1b, FY95-03 9/30/03.
Grants to Sppt State Source WQ Prot. Partnership Prog 1454(g) $5m, FY97-03 9/30/03.
Drinking Water Assistance to Colonias 1456(e) $25m, FY97-99 9/30/99.
Studies on Harmful Substances in Drinking Water 1458(c)(3) ... $12.5m, FY97-03 9/30/03.
Waterborne Disease Occurrence Study 1458(d)(3) ... $3m, FY97-01 (with limitations) 9/30/01.
Grants to States for Remedying School Drinking Water 1465(c) $30m, FY91 9/30/91.

L8T



Section title Statute section Terms of authorization Expiration
General Drinking Water Research Authorization 201 Such sums (not to exc. $26.593m) ..... 9/30/03.
Grants to Alaska to Improve Sanitation 303(e) $15m, FY97-00 .. 9/30/00.
Wastewater Assistance to Colonias 307(e) $25m, FY97-99 .. 9/30/99.
Grants for Water Supply Sys. & Source WQ Prot. Progs. 401(d) $25m, FY97-03 uncondit. auth 9/30/03.
$25m, FY97-03 condit. auth.
Pollution Prevention Act
EPA Activities—Source Reduct 6610 $8m, FY91-93 ... 9/30/93.
State Grants for Tech. Assist 6610 $8m, FY91-93 ... 9/30/93.
Noise Control Act
Res., Dev.—Low Noise Prod 15(G) $2.42m, FYTT . 9/30/717.
General Authorization 19 $15m, FY79 ... 9/30/79.
Envir. Research., Development., & Demo Act
EPA Environ. Reserach & Dev. Activities i 9/30/81.
Health and Ecological Effects program 2 CAA $45.2m, FY81
Industrial Processes program $4.1m, FY81
Monitoring and Technical Support $20.8m, FY81
Health and Ecological Effects 2 CWA $23.8m, FY81
Industrial Processe $13.7m, FY81
Public Sector Activities $14.3m, FY81
Monitoring and Technical Support $12.1m, FY81
Health and Ecological Effects 2 SDWA $12.36m, FY81
Public Sector Activities $14.08m FY81
Monitoring and Technical Support $1.008m FY81
2 SWDA $26.446m FY81
Health and Ecological Effects 2 PHSA $2.99m FY81
Monitoring and Technical Support $191m FY81
Health and Ecological Effects 2 1A $5.232m FY81
Monitoring and Technical Support $2.868m FY81
Anticipatory Research $14.745m FY81
Health and Ecological Effects 2 FIFRA $5.97m FY81
Industrial Processe: $2.9m FY81
Monitoring and Technical Support $565k FY81
Health and Ecological Effects 2 TSCA $31.87m FY81
Industrial Process $1.77m FY81
Monitoring and Technical Support $3.247m FY81
Health and Ecological Effects 2 EA $50.096m FY81

88T



Energy Control

Program Management

0IG Approp. Accounts

TSCA Research & Dev

$57.503m FY81

State Programs
General Authorization

Radon Profic. Rating

Radon St. Prog. Grants

2 EPA $4.666m FY81
Inspector General Act
108 Amounts as appropriated ...........cco.......
Toxic Substances Control Act
Radon Abatement Act
10
28(D) $1.5m, FY82-83 ..o
29(D) $58.646m FY82, $62m, FY-83 ...........
305(E) $1.5m
Citizen Guide, Model Constr. Stds., Tech. Asst 305(F) $3m, FY89-91
306() $10m, FY89-91 ..
Radon Diag./Remedial in High-Risk Schools 307(B) $1m & 500k (diag. & remed.)
308(F) $1m, FY89-91 ..o

Region. Radon Trng. Ctrs

Comp. Env. Response, Compensation & Liability Act
Superfund Amend. & Reauth. Act
Emergency Plan. & Community Right to Know Act

Limit. on Sec. 515/516

Pilot Proj. for Removal of Lead Contam. Soil

$5.1b, FY91-94 ..
$15b

Worker Train. & Ed. Grts

Agency—Tox. Sub. Disease

Limit. on Rad. Demo. Prog

Limit. on Maz. Sub. R&D, Demo, and Training Activ
Gulf Coast Haz. Sub. R&D, and Demo. Center

Pacific Northwest Haz. Sub. R&D and Demo. Centr

Emer. Trng. & Review of Emer. Systems—St. & Locl
Gen. Auth. T-111 Emer. Plan. Comm. Right to Knw

$20m, FY87-94 ....covvrvvvvceeererveerns
$60m, FY90-94 ..
$20m, FY87-94
$35m, FY91-94 .
$5m, FY87 and thereafter ...
$5m, FY87 and thereafter
$5m, FY87-90
Such sums beginning FY87 ...............

No exp. date.

9/30/81.
9/30/83.
9/30/83.

When expended.

9/30/91.
9/30/91.

When expended.

9/30/91.

9/30/94.
No exp. date.
9/30/94.
9/30/94.
9/30/94.
9/30/94.
No exp. date.
No exp. date.
9/30/90.
No exp. date.
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COMPARISON WITH BUDGET RESOLUTION

Section 308(a)(1)(A) of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344) requires that the re-
port accompanying a bill providing new budget authority contain a
statement detailing how the authority compares with the reports
submitted under section 302(b) of the Act for the most recently
agreed to concurrent resolution of then budget for the fiscal year.
This information follows:

[In millions of dollars]

302(b) allocation— This bill

Budget
authority

Budget

Outlays authority

Outlays

Discretionary 90,993 97,580 91,020 96,978
Mandatory 28,850 29,093 28,850 29,093

Note.—The Committee will reallocate to eliminate the breach in the budget authority allocation prior to the bill's consideration by the
House.

FIvE-YEAR OUTLAY PROJECTIONS

In accordance with section 308(a)(1)(B) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (Public Law 93—
344), as amended, the following information was provided to the
Committee by the Congressional Budget Office:

Millions
Budget Authority in bill.

71,703
19,478
8,804
4,834
4,765

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

In accordance with section 308(a)(1)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, (Public Law 93—
344), as amended, the Congressional Budget Office has provided
the following estimate of new budget authority and outlays pro-
vided by the accompanying bill for financial assistance to state and
local governments:

Millions
Budget Authority in bill 33,080
Fiscal year outlays resulting therefrom 7,579

BALANCED BUDGET AND EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL ACT

During fiscal year 2003 for purposes of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-177), the
following information provides the definition of the term “program,
project, and activity” for departments and agencies carried in the
accompanying bill. The term “program, project, and activity” shall
include the most specific level of budget items identified in the
2003 Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, the ac-
companying House and Senate reports, the conference report of the
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joint explanatory statement of the managers of the committee of
conference.

In applying any sequestration reductions, departments and agen-
cies shall apply the percentage of reduction required for fiscal year
2003 pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 99-177 to each pro-
gram, project, activity, and subactivity contained in the budget jus-
tification documents submitted to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House and Senate in support of the fiscal year 2003
budget estimates, as amended, for such departments and agencies,
as subsequently altered, modified, or changed by Congressional ac-
tion identified by the aforementioned Act, resolutions and reports.
Further, it is intended that in implementing any Presidential se-
questration order, (1) no program, project, or activity should be
eliminated, (2) no reordering of funds or priorities occur, and (3) no
unfunded program execution, it is not intended that normal re-
programming between programs, projects, and activities be pre-
cluded after reductions required under the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act are implemented.
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MINORITY VIEWS OF HON. ALAN MOLLOHAN AND HON.
DAVID OBEY

The appropriations bill for the Departments of Veterans Affairs,
Housing and Urban Development and Independent Agencies re-
ported by the Committee corrects many of the worst flaws in the
President’s budget. In particular, it adds critically needed funds for
veterans medical care and services, restores many of the cuts in
housing programs, provides important increases for several envi-
ronmental programs, and significantly increases funds for basic
science at the National Science Foundation. The bill does much
good within it’s budget allocation and the Chairman has worked co-
operatively with Committee Members on both sides of the aisle to
balance priorities based on need, program performance, and the in-
terests of Members of the House.

Unfortunately, however, the Subcommittee’s budget allocation
does not permit it to adequately address the many needs and op-
portunities within the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee. The bill re-
mains below the levels necessary to fully meet the needs of vet-
erans and low-income individuals and underfunds critical infra-
structure needs of this nation. Specific examples of these shortfalls
abound: thousands of veterans languish on long waiting lists for
needed medical care; waiting times for public housing are meas-
ured in years rather than months; and the EPA has released a new
report showing a shortfall in funding to provide for clean and safe
water in the hundreds of billions of dollars. In addition to failing
to address critical needs, the low allocation has forced the Majority
to rely on highly questionable budget assumptions and practices to
stay within the Subcommittee’s budget ceiling. These include a
“temporary” recommendation to eliminate funding for the Corpora-
tion for National and Community Service; very conservative projec-
tions of the cost of maintaining the section 8 public housing vouch-
er program; and, most troubling, the decision to provide only $800
million of the $3.5 billion which the President requested for “first
responder” activities on the assumption that the Commerce-Jus-
tice-State bill will fund the remainder of the President’s first re-
sponder program. This latter assumption is highly suspect since
the Commerce-Justice Subcommittee’s budget allocation is already
approximately $2 billion below the level likely necessary to pass
that bill in the House, making it impossible for them to absorb an-
other $2.7 billion to meet the President’s request for the “first re-
sponders” program.

These funding problems are not primarily the result of pro-
grammatic disagreements between the Majority and the Minority
on the Committee. Rather, they are the artifacts of the President
and House Majority Leadership’s insistence on an overall budget
ceiling which is arbitrary and entirely inadequate. The Minority be-
lieves that within the existing budget limitations, this bill’s at-
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tributes outweigh its shortfalls, but we believe strongly that addi-
tional amounts will need to be made available to the Subcommittee
before the bill is sent to the President.

Veterans

Veterans programs are an example of an area where constrained
resources have meant that the Chairman was unable to address
critical needs. He is to be praised for his recommendation to add
$1.1 billion to the President’s request for veterans’ medical care
and for rejecting the Administration’s proposal to establish a de-
ductible of $1,500 for many veterans. The Chairman has also allo-
cated a much needed increase of $31 million for medical and pros-
thetic research. Unfortunately these increased levels are still inad-
equate. At the levels recommended by the Committee, waiting
times for medical appointments will continue to increase. Currently
280,000 veterans wait for an appointment for VA health care.

Department of Housing and Urban Development

The Committee bill restores many of the reductions in the Presi-
dent’s request for the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. For instance, the $417 million cut by the Administration to
the Public Housing Capital Fund was fully restored. The Chairman
has also provided substantial increases for the HOME program and
for homeless assistance grants, including $10 million for a dem-
onstration program to develop new and innovative solutions to solv-
ing the problem of homeless Americans.

By far, the most critical aspect of the Committee bill related to
public housing is the change in the treatment of section 8 renewals.
While the bill continues a basic budget policy of funding the re-
newal of all section 8 vouchers, this year the Committee’s rec-
ommended funding level is based on the actual number of units
leased, as reported by the public housing authorities. This ap-
proach is intended to avoid replicating the situation that has oc-
curred in recent years where amounts appropriated are in excess
of actual units leased and the excess funds are then “recaptured”
in the following year. These funds are then reallocated to other pro-
grams, sometimes for housing, but often for other purposes. The
Committee has chosen to use these funds up front for other fiscal
year 2003 housing needs. It is not the intent of the Committee to
reduce the number of families and individuals served by these
vouchers. Nor does the Committee intend to limit the ability of
public housing authorities to reach full utilization of authorized
vouchers. The intent is to prevent unused funds in this account
from being spent on programs that do not provide or improve hous-
ing. These changes to the Housing Certificate Fund, specifically to
the renewal of tenant-based section 8 vouchers, are of concern to
many people. The Minority will continue to work with the Majority
to address these concerns as this bill moves forward.

Environmental Protection Agency

This bill provides a substantial increase of $560 million above
the President’s request for the Environmental Protection Agency.
The $8,204 million recommended by the Committee supports core
activities to protect this nation’s water and air, to clean-up haz-
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ardous wastes and to enforce various laws to protect the environ-
ment. It also provides resources for three important initiatives: ap-
proval of the President’s proposal to double funding for the
Brownfields program to clean-up abandoned industrial sites from
$100 million to $200 million; a $150 million increase over the
President’s budget for the Superfund program to escalate clean-up
of toxic waste sites; and a new $21 million program to support the
clean-up of critical watersheds.

Notwithstanding these increases, there are a number of areas
where funding remains inadequate. Principal among these is fund-
ing for repair of this nation’s clean water and wastewater infra-
structure. On September 30th the Administrator of EPA released
results of the most recent survey of the gap between the need for
infrastructure improvements and available funds. This study, con-
ducted by EPA, shows a twenty-year shortfall totaling $388 billion
for clean water facilities and $274 billion for safe drinking water
facilities. Given this need, the Minority does not understand why
the Majority has proposed a reduction of $50 million to $1,300 mil-
lion for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund.

Science

Despite constrained resources for the bill, the Chairman has
made scientific research a priority and has provided a generous al-
location for the science agencies, especially the $5,423 million in
the bill for the National Science Foundation. The President’s budg-
et requested a meager 3 percent real increase for the NSF. The
Committee has wisely added $395 million to the President’s re-
quest bringing the 2003 increase to slightly over 13 percent, an
amount which will allow the agency to significantly expand re-
search in basic physics, chemistry, mathematics and engineering as
well as take advantage of new opportunities which would have not
been possible under the Bush budget. In approving this increase as
a first step to a potentially substantial multi-year increase for NSF,
the Committee has also directed a major review of the Foundation’s
organizational, programmatic and personnel policies to assure the
Congress and the public that the NSF is optimally organized to
take advantage of the new opportunities that increased resources
can provide.

Although the increases recommended by the Chairman and ap-
proved by the Committee for NASA is appreciated, they are not
sufficient to provide for a robust space program. The bill as re-
ported does include $15.3 billion for NASA, an increase of $300 mil-
lion above the President’s request but a mere three percent over
last year.

The space station program was, and is, a concern of the Minority.
The International Space Station has encountered serious cost over-
runs throughout its history. This Committee and Congress continue
to await a revised cost estimate in the wake of revelations last year
of another $5 billion in cost growth. Although details of the new
cost estimates were expected last month, new detailed figures are
not now expected before the end of October. NASA has not yet pro-
vided details of how it plans to complete construction of the station
while ensuring that it will be the “world class” research facility
NASA promised, meet U.S. commitments to its international part-



212

ners, and stay within proposed budget guidelines. We are con-
cerned by the reports of the Research Maximization and
Prioritization (ReMaP) task force and the National Research Coun-
cil that outline the reduction in scientific research capability that
would result should only the “core complete” configuration be built.
The potential of the space station to serve as a premier research
laboratory must not be jeopardized. In addition, the NASA Man-
agement and Cost Estimating task force last year criticized the
agency’s focus on meeting annual budgets without dealing with the
larger challenge of total program costs. The Minority feels that
NASA must demonstrate not only that it has improved its manage-
ment and cost estimating processes, but also that it will cease tak-
ing a year-by-year approach to budgeting without considering the
impact on total program costs.

There are four general provisions affecting NASA in this bill.
Two of these provisions are of concern to the Minority: a proviso
allowing for the “enhanced-use lease” of real property and a provi-
sion concerning the privatization of utilities. As we move through
the legislative process, these issues need to be reviewed and vetted
by all parties impacted by these provisions.

Corporation for National and Community Service

Members should note that the Committee has again declined to
include funding for the Corporation for National and Community
Service. The Minority remains committed to working with the Ma-
jority to ensure that adequate funding is made available for this
important purpose.

Conclusion

In summary, the Minority is pleased by the Chairman and the
Committee’s efforts in many areas, especially the funds added to
the President’s request for veterans medical care, ongoing housing
programs, environmental initiatives, and the National Science
Foundation. However, shortfalls in other areas represent ongoing
concerns, which we will work to address during House and Con-
ference consideration prior to sending the bill to the President.

ALAN B. MOLLOHAN.
DAvVE OBEY.
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