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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FISHERIES SOCIETY

The American Fisheries Society (AFS) would like to provide input that may assist
you in the task of determining the level of fiscal year 2005 appropriations for the
Department of the Interior’s, Biological Research Discipline (BRD) of the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey (USGS), the Fisheries Program of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), the National Park Service, the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and the Bu-
reau of Land Management (BLM). As the Nation’s largest association of fisheries
and aquatic science professionals with 9,000 members representing all states, com-
monwealths, and trust territories, we believe it is essential that interests of our
members and our profession be considered in the appropriations process for agencies
supporting fisheries and aquatic science and conservation. We ask this letter be in-
cluded in the official record of the agency’s appropriation hearings.

The Nation’s fisheries annually provide billions of dollars in recreational and com-
mercial benefits. Millions of Americans and visitors spend hundreds of millions of
hours fishing the country’s rivers, streams, lakes, and marine coastal waters.

Over the past few years the Congress has taken critically important actions to
conserve these resources to ensure that their benefits will continue to be enjoyed
by future generations. However, despite Congress’ actions, our fisheries resources
are at risk and in too many cases threatened. Additional funds are needed to better
implement the management and research programs that are essential to reverse the
current decline in many of our fisheries.

Although we understand that this is a period of strongly competing government
priorities, we also wish to note that robust research and technology development
programs are the only means by which more effective and efficient fisheries man-
agement tools and actions can be developed and tested. Management and conserva-
tion decisions are only as good as the information upon which they are based and
there is substantial evidence to suggest that better information is critically needed
here. To address these needs the Society offers the following recommendations for
your consideration.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

Biological Resources Discipline

The Biological Resources Discipline (BRD) provides critical scientific research and
information needed for the effective management and restoration of the Nation’s in-
land, anadromous, and estuarine fisheries and aquatic resources. With no regulatory
role, BRD provides high-quality unbiased science for our nation’s natural resources
decision makers.
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In light of past under funding of the BRD, AFS is disappointed over the fiscal
year 2005 request of $167.6 million for the Biology component. This is almost a $7
million decrease from the fiscal year 2004 budget. AFS also notes that although re-
cent BRD budgets show progress by tracking in the same direction as inflation, they
still are not keeping up with inflation and have not yet made up for the 20 percent
decrease experienced in 1996.

AF'S is pleased to see BRD budget request fiscal year 2005 increases for Klamath
research of lake conditions and the Lost River and shortnose suckers ($2.0 million)
and invasive species (+ $1.0 million). AFS also supports a fiscal year 2005 budget
request increase of $1.3 million for the new BRD initiative of Science on the DOI
Landscape, especially its emphasis on fisheries (aquatic and endangered resources).
AFS also supports new fiscal year 2005 funding of $1 million for additional NBII
(National Biological Information and Infrastructure) Nodes in California and the
Chesapeake Bay where issues of water quality/quantity and species recovery/main-
tenance are critically important to fisheries, aquatic resources, and our national en-
vironmental heritage.

The Society is also concerned by programs that show a decrease in fiscal year
2005. Of particular importance to fishery research, restoration, and management
are the Co-operative Research Units (CRU) and the Biological Research and Moni-
toring (BRM) programs. CRU and BRM both appear as line item decreases in the
fiscal year 2005 budget request. We encourage Congress to make similar earmarks
to these line items.

U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Fisheries Program

The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service works with others to conserve, protect, and en-
hance the nation’s fishery resources and aquatic ecosystems for the benefit of the
American people. The Fisheries Program safeguards these resources while helping
to provide recreational opportunities for the nation’s 50 million licensed anglers, as
well as evaluates fish populations and their habitats and coordinates the restoration
and recovery of aquatic populations, habitats, and ecosystems.

The Society would like to see more money go into programs to combat aquatic nui-
sance species. The fiscal year 2005 budget shows a decrease of $180,000 in funds
for aquatic nuisance species. AFS is disappointed to see funds for the Fish Passage
and Cooperative Projects eliminated from the fiscal year 2005 budget request.. By
reconnecting aquatic species to historic habitats, many native species benefit, in-
cluding salmon, trout, striped bass, walleye, paddlefish, and sturgeon.

AF'S also commends the fiscal year 2005 budget request for beginning to address
the operations and management challenges faced by our aging National Fish Hatch-
ery System, a system critical to fishery conservation, restoration, and recreation ef-
forts, but that needs to be updated to function at its full capacity and achieve its
management objectives. Therefore, the Society strongly supports increasing the fis-
cal year 2005 request from $57 million—a $1 million decrease below the fiscal year
2004 enatced—to restore and improve the National Fish Hatchery System. Of this,
we are very pleased with the $840,000 increase for hatchery operations and the
$999,000 increase for hatchery maintenance, particularly to address the critical
water management needs of old and outdated hatcheries. We would like to see con-
tinued increases to the National Fish Hatchery System’s budget of $15 million per
year for the next three years.

Related to fisheries conservation and aquatic ecosystem management is the im-
portant role that the USFWS plays in implementing the Endangered Species Act.
AFS supports the fiscal year 2005 request of $129.4 million for the Endangered Spe-
cies Line Item.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Wildlife and Fisheries

The BLM manages public lands for a range of uses, including recreation, con-
servation, livestock grazing, hunting and fishing, forest management and wildland
fire management, cultural resource protection, and energy and mineral production.
Many of the BLM lands are managed for fisheries as well as other uses. Fisheries
program priorities for 2005 include: inland-fisheries conservation; subsistence fish-
eries management; Pacific Northwest fisheries, including culverted fish passage
ishsues; multi-species conservation; aquatic indicators of land condition; and partner-
ships.

Despite the breadth of BLM’s fishery management responsibilities and its role in
conserving our Nation’s aquatic resources, the President and Congress have not
funded BLM fisheries programs accordingly. In fiscal year 2002 and fiscal year
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2003, there was a decline of more than $0.7 million and $0.5 million, respectively,
in funds allocated to fisheries programs. The fiscal year 2005 budget request of
$12.456 million is much closer to the 2001 enacted BLM fisheries budget. AFS rec-
ommends an increase of the Fisheries Line Item to the level of fiscal year 2001, that
is to $12.8 million.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Park Management

For fiscal year 2005, AF'S recommends supporting the Resource Stewardship Line
Item at the level requested ($343.4 million). AFS also supports the fiscal year 2005
budget requests for the funding of the following programs that also have benefit to
aquatic resources: Cooperative Conservation Initiative ($21 million. AFS also en-
courages the Administration and Congress to continue authorization of the Rec-
reational Fee Program which will expire without further authorization in fiscal year
2005.

Bureau of Reclamation

The AFS supports the President’s request for fiscal year 2005 for BOR. With the
growing challenge of water quality and quantity, allocation and preservation, AFS
wants to underscore the critical responsiblity the Bureau of Reclamation and other
Federal agencies have in managing our water resources and their associated eco-
systems and species for the public good, including compliance with the Endangered
Species Act.

The Society appreciates your consideration of our view. We welcome the oppor-
tunity to provide additional information and advice regarding fisheries efforts of the
Department of Commerce.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN HIKING SOCIETY

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, American Hiking Society rep-
resents 5,000 members and the 500,000 members of our 160 affiliated organizations.
As the national voice for America’s hikers, American Hiking Society promotes and
protects foot trails and the hiking experience—and is a long time partner with the
National Park Service (NPS), USDA Forest Service, and Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM). In order for Americans to enjoy the outdoors and find healthy places
to recreate, we need protected open spaces and well-maintained trails and other
recreation facilities. We urge you to support funding increases that will protect
trails and recreation resources for the benefit of the nation and future generations
of hikers. American Hiking makes the following trail and recreation funding rec-
ommendations for fiscal year 2005:

National Park Service:

—Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program: $13 million

—National Trails System: $10 million, plus $1.25 million for GIS Network

USDA Forest Service:

—Recreation Management, Heritage and Wilderness: $300 million

—Capital Improvement and Maintenance—Trails: $85 million

Bureau of Land Management:

—Recreation Management: $70 million

—National Landscape Conservation System: $58 million Conservation Trust

Fund: $2.24 billion

—Stateside Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF): $300 million

—Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund: $450 million

—Federal LWCF, Appalachian National Scenic Trail, Forest Service: $5 million

—Federal LWCEF, Ice Age National Scenic Trail, National Park Service: $4 million

—Federal LWCF, Florida National Scenic Trail, Forest Service: $10 million

—Federal LWCF, Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, Forest Service: $10 million

—Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program (UPARR): $50 million

Trails represent one of our nation’s most valuable assets, bringing individuals and
families outside for recreation, inspiration, and education, and providing healthy
physical activities, alternatives for transportation, and economic development for
local communities. Hiking is one of the nation’s most popular outdoor activities—
73 million Americans hike regularly or occasionally (Outdoor Industry Association
Participation Study 2002). However, years of inadequate funding jeopardize the pro-
tection of natural and cultural resources and the experiences of millions of
recreationists every year.

Federal policy encouraging partnerships, healthy lifestyles, and promoting vol-
unteerism to protect and maintain our public lands warrants increased funding for
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trail and recreation programs across the land management agencies. Targeted fund-
ing increases coupled with increased on-the-ground recreation staff, including trail
and volunteer coordinators, is essential to providing and preserving hiking and
other outdoor recreation opportunities nationwide.

NPS, Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA): $13 million

RTCA yields enormous conservation and recreation benefits to communities by
fostering partnerships between federal, state, and local interests to restore rivers
and wildlife habitat, develop trail and greenway networks, preserve open space, and
revitalize communities—all contributing to improved quality of life and close-to-
home recreation.

RTCA is an extremely cost-efficient program. Through RTCA partnerships, NPS
helps conserve more than 750 miles of river corridor, develops nearly 1,500 miles
of trails, and protects more than 65,000 acres of park, habitat, and open space annu-
ally, at no long-term cost to NPS. These projects often incorporate related benefits
such as transportation alternatives, brownfield redevelopment, and floodplain plan-
ning. RTCA plays a critical role in creating a nationwide network of parks and open
spaces, supporting conservation partnerships, promoting volunteerism, and encour-
aging physical activity. The Administration’s HealthierUS Initiative explicitly high-
lights RT'CA for its efforts in promoting physical activity.

RTCA is a highly effective and popular program but continues to lack adequate
funding. Despite RTCA’s successes in coordinating upwards of 300 projects annu-
ally, RTCA funding has remained relatively stagnant during the last decade, vir-
tually flat—approximately $8.2 million—for the last four years, and lagged well be-
hind the rate of inflation. The program’s declining real budget and funding short-
ages result in limited staff positions in several regions, office closures, and reduced
staff participation within communities and on-the-ground projects, diminishing es-
sential services of this field-based technical assistance program. Flat funding results
in an annual loss of approximately 4 positions, as personnel costs continue to rise
through inflation and cost-of-living increases, while project costs must be cut back.
The program faces the loss of another 4-5 staff in fiscal year 2005 if RT'CA receives
flat funding.

RTCA receives less than V2 of 1 percent of the total funding for the National Park
Service, yet by building local partnerships it succeeds in attracting and leveraging
substantial local funding. It makes sense to strengthen programs such as RTCA
that support communities through partnerships and capacity-building, enabling
local stakeholders to better manage and conserve their recreational and natural re-
sources. We strongly urge you to fund RTCA at $13 million to remedy the program’s
continued erosion, compensate for losses due to inflation, and enable the program
to respond to growing needs and opportunities in communities throughout the coun-
try.

NPS, National Trails System: $10 million, plus $1.25 million for GIS network

The NPS administers eighteen of the twenty-three national scenic and historic
trails, but only one—the Appalachian National Scenic Trail—is fully open for public
use from end-to-end. For most of these trails, barely half of their congressionally au-
thorized length and resources are protected and available for public use. A min-
imum of $10 million in fiscal year 2005 is crucial for resource protection, trail main-
tenance, interpretation, and volunteer coordination and support for these long-dis-
tance trails. In addition, NPS requires $1.25 million to continue work on a Geo-
graphic Information System network for the National Trails System to better ad-
minister, manage, and protect trail resources and landscapes. American Hiking
thanks the Subcommittee for its support of the National Trails System and urges
you to increase funding to help complete and protect these national treasures. Amer-
ican Hiking Society endorses the specific funding requests submitted by the Partner-
ship for the National Trails System (PNTS).

USDA Forest Service, Recreation Management, Heritage and Wilderness: $300 mil-
lion

The current investment in Forest Service recreation falls far below national needs.
The Forest Service estimates that recreation creates nearly 80 percent of the Gross
Domestic Product generated from Forest Service land, yet only about 10 percent of
the agency budget is dedicated to recreation. Additionally, our national forests in-
clude the vast majority of our nation’s designated wilderness areas, where opportu-
nities for primitive recreation are abundant. The Forest Service requires increased
funding to protect critical resources; upgrade recreation facilities; reduce the $188
million recreation deferred maintenance backlog; augment on-the-ground recreation
staff; improve recreation resource analyses and planning; and more effectively uti-
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lize volunteers. Recreation budgets in many forests are barely sufficient to meet
daily operational needs.

Forest Service, Capital Improvement and Maintenance/Trails: $85 million

The Forest Service manages 133,000 miles of trails and requires increased fund-
ing to restore and maintain these thousands of trail miles; reduce the $120 million
trails maintenance backlog; improve trail infrastructure; prevent and mitigate re-
source impacts; and provide safe, high-quality recreational experiences for millions
of hikers and other trail enthusiasts. We request $7.2 million for national scenic and
}Il)ilsj‘glc‘)éic trail administration, management, and construction, as specified by the

Increased funding for recreation and trails is especially crucial to the Recreation
Agenda goal of placing trail and volunteer coordinators and/or recreation planners
at each national forest and for each nationally designated area or trail. Despite the
Forest Service’s increased emphasis on recreation, we are very concerned that this
conversation at the top is not translating to the ground. Very few national forests
have even one full-time trails coordinator. Understaffing often results in volunteers
performing essential functions instead of agency personnel or willing volunteers
being turned away. And despite the number of hiking and other recreation organiza-
tions that offer to volunteer to build and maintain trails in national forests, very
few forests have a volunteer coordinator. These efforts warrant an expanded com-
mitme&nt to trails and recreation funding, notably funding for recreation staff on the
ground.

In the Northwest, current agency budgets cannot accommodate the additional bur-
den of storm damage repair. Record rainfall in Washington last fall caused severe
flooding along the western slope of the Cascades. Dozens of road and trail bridges
were washed out, and some of the most popular trails and campgrounds in the
North Cascades were severely damaged. Existing Forest Service budgets cannot ab-
sorb the costs associated with repairing these facilities. The Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie
National Forest requires an additional $4.4 million in emergency appropriations to
preserve access to more than two dozen campgrounds and trails enjoyed by a com-
bined total of more than 100,000 visitors per year. The cost of bridge replacement
and tread repair along the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail ($1.2 million) alone
is almost the entire size of the Mount Baker Snoqualmie National Forest’s annual
recreation budget.

BLM, Recreation Management: $70 million

The BLM supports a broad range of recreational opportunities within its 261 mil-
lion acres yet continues to receive very limited funding. BLM is focusing on a com-
prehensive travel management approach to managing roads and trails and pro-
viding adequate and appropriate public access and has generated many collabo-
rative partnerships for trails. BLM is working to leverage its minimal resources
through the development and implementation of outreach strategies and manage-
ment action plans for both motorized and non-motorized trail activities. However,
the BLM faces daunting challenges with a growing deferred maintenance backlog
for upkeep of more than 15,500 miles of trails. BLM is also facing critical inventory,
planning and management challenges as it manages a staggering network of an es-
timated 600,000 mile of roads, trails, routes and ways available for public use—with
80,000 miles maintained and signed.

BLM, National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS): $58 million

The NLCS protects and conserves the crown jewels (such as wilderness areas and
national scenic and historic trails) of our public lands while providing a variety of
benefits to the public, including diverse recreational opportunities. Additional fund-
ing is needed to support a range of activities in NLCS units including: environ-
mental education, site interpretation, and developing more compatible land use eth-
ics among public lands visitors; completing Resource Management Plans and initi-
ating implementation actions for national monuments and conservation areas; moni-
toring of recreation use; management of portions of twelve national scenic and his-
toric trails exceeding 5,200 miles; and developing and strengthening partnerships
for visitor services, recreation, interpretation, stewardship education, and volun-
teers. We request $3.3 million for national trail administration and management as
outlined by the PNTS.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF): $300 million Stateside; $450 million
Federal
Federal and state land managers use the LWCF to create parks, protect trails and
open spaces, and preserve wilderness and wildlife habitat. Over the past decade, the
majority of LWCF funds have been diverted to programs unrelated to the traditional
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LWCF wuses such as land protection and recreation. While LWCF funds have been
cut severely, the need for open space and recreation has soared. LWCF is one of
the most important conservation tools ever designed and is critical to the future pro-
tection of national trails. We strongly support federal LWCF appropriations for the
Appalachian, Ice Age, Florida, and Pacific Crest National Scenic Trails.

Volunteer contributions are essential to trails and recreation programs, and
American Hiking and its members and member clubs do their part every year to
help maintain our nation’s outstanding network of trails. However, an increase in
volunteers on public lands should not be perceived as an opportunity to cut agency
budgets. In fact, the opposite is necessary. Creating a viable volunteer environment,
leveraging willing human resources for burgeoning land managers’ needs, requires
additional investment in the infrastructure to support these volunteers. In return,
volunteers can help reduce the enormous maintenance and construction backlogs in
public agencies and be an educated, passionate voice for preserving and protecting
our public lands.

On June 5, 2004, American Hiking will coordinate the twelfth National Trails Day
(NTD) to raise public awareness and appreciation for trails. Participants will gather
at more than 2,000 NTD events nationwide. American Hiking Society members and
outdoorspeople nationwide appreciate the Subcommittee’s support for trail and
recreation in the past and look forward to continued strong support. Thank you for
considering our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

The American Institute of Biological Sciences (AIBS) requests that Congress ap-
propriate at least $1 billion in fiscal year 2005 funding for the United States Geo-
logical Survey (USGS). This funding level would restore cuts to important science
programs proposed by the administration, provide a modest but much needed infla-
tion adjustment, and allow implementation of important new science and informa-
tion dissemination initiatives.

The USGS provides independent, high-quality data, information, research support
and assessments needed by federal, state, local and tribal policymakers, resource
and emergency managers, engineers and planners, researchers and educators and
the public. Because of the agency’s combination of biological, geographical, geologi-
cal, and hydrological research programs, USGS scientists utilize cutting-edge inter-
disciplinary research techniques to answer significant questions about earth proc-
esses that impact human quality of life.

United States Geological Survey scientists do not work in isolation. Through the
agency’s nearly 400 offices located in every state and partnerships with over 2,000
federal, state, local, tribal, and private organizations, the USGS has built the capac-
ity to draw on additional research expertise. For example, through the cooperative
research units program USGS scientists are stationed on university campuses. This
proximity to academic researchers helps bring additional intellectual and technical
resources to bear on the natural resource problems USGS seeks to understand. The
value of cooperative research units extends beyond their immediate research produc-
tivity, however. Cooperative research units are an essential component of our na-
tional education and training infrastructure. These research units enable future nat-
ural resource managers to gain the skills and experience government agencies need.
Furthermore, cooperative research units are one of USGS’ mechanisms for providing
data and technical assistance to decision-makers.

Natural resource managers require reliable, relevant, and timely information. The
USGS Biological Informatics Program through initiatives such as the National Bio-
logical Information Infrastructure is another example of how the agency is meeting
the needs of the resource management community. The Biological Informatics Pro-
gram develops and applies innovative technologies and practices to the management
of biological data, information, and knowledge resulting from research, thereby in-
creasing the value of that research to scientists, planners, decision-makers, edu-
cators, students, and the public. Increased funding for the USGS would enable the
Biological Informatics Program to continue on-going activities and begin to imple-
ment new initiatives that the resource management and research communities have
identified as important for addressing national priorities.

Other USGS biological research programs gather important data and information
that academic, private sector, or other government scientists do not collect. For in-
stance, a clear national priority is the prevention and mitigation of future losses re-
sulting from non-native species invading new environments. USGS research is help-
ing guide our understanding of how invasive species, such as the zebra mussel,
brown tree snake, or tamarisk, colonize new environments. Decision-makers, wheth-
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er working for the National Park Service or a hydroelectric utility, utilize USGS
science to develop action plans for combating invasive species.

Infrastructure is vital to science. Increasingly, coordinated networks of databases
and data gathering instruments are required to answer the questions that public
policymakers and scientists are asking. For example, environmental toxicologists or
ecosystem scientists may use real-time data from the USGS network of streamgages
to learn how quickly a pollutant travels through a watershed, impacts downstream
fisheries, or enters a community’s drinking water supply. An emerging need is for
increased federal investment in natural history collections such as museums and
herbaria. These institutions contain irreplaceable collections of the genetic diversity
of our nation; information that helps to answer questions about invasive species, or
how species have responded to changing environmental conditions. Unfortunately,
much of this information is not accessible. With an increased investment in USGS
science programs, agency personnel and their partners could begin to develop new
technology that enables scientists to better utilize this valuable information.

In the fiscal year 2005 appropriation, Congress can also support USGS science by
ensuring that adequate funds are provided to cover “uncontrollable costs,” items
such as salary and benefit increases. The Department of the Interior fiscal year
2005 budget request does not adequately address these expenses. The Department
of the Interior’s budget indicates that $17.2 million is needed to cover these ex-
penses. Unfortunately, only $9.1 million has been requested. If the $17.2 million
needed is not appropriated, program managers may be forced to curtail important
work in order to meet these commitments.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this request. If you require addi-
tional information, please contact Dr. Robert Gropp at 202-628-1500 or
rgropp@aibs.org.

ABOUT AIBS

The American Institute of Biological Sciences is an umbrella organization whose
individual and organizational membership spans the breadth of applied and basic
biological sciences. AIBS is dedicated to advancing biological research and education
for the welfare of society. AIBS seeks to facilitate communication and interactions
among biologists, professional biological societies, biological and other scientific dis-
ciplines, as well as to serve and advance the interests of biology in the broader sci-
entific community and in other components of society.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE APPALACHIAN MOUNTAIN CLUB

As a founding member of the Northern Forest Alliance (NFA), the Appalachian
Mountain Club (AMC) echoes the testimony of George Gay, Executive Director of
the NFA, in strong support of a significant increase in funding for the Forest Legacy
program to at least $150 million, and full funding for the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund (LWCF). In addition, we call for full funding of the Conservation Trust
Fund (Title VIII), which should be funded in fiscal year 2005 at $2.24 billion, as
originally authorized. It is critical for conservation efforts in the Northern Forest re-
Eg‘iorz_{ aéld across the country that the array of programs included in this title be fully
unded.

As a regional conservation, education, and recreation organization of 92,000 mem-
bers from Maine to Washington, DC, AMC urges the Committee fund these critical
programs and the many specific projects that have been identified for Forest Legacy
or LWCF funding. In addition, the AMC specifically urges the Committee’s favorable
consideration of the request from Senators Collins and Snowe for $1.5 million in fed-
eral side LWCF funds for the expansion of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail
in Maine, which would help implement our exciting Maine Woods Initiative (see
below). This request incorporates a pass-through of the funds and the land owner-
ship to the State of Maine, rather than the federal government, similar to the ap-
proach taken by the Subcommittee previously in other areas such as Ice Age Trail
and New Jersey Pinelands, to address concerns about the expansion of federal land
ownership in Maine.

On December 9, 2003, the AMC purchased from International Paper 37,000 acres
in Maine of outstanding recreation land, wildlife habitat, and forest that includes
17 miles of the Appalachian Trail. This purchase is a first step in AMC’s Maine
Woods Initiative, which will integrate habitat protection, recreation, education, and
sustainable forestry in the heart of the 100-Mile Wilderness region of Maine. The
parcel purchased in December, also known as the Katahdin Iron Works property,
lies 10 miles east of Greenville. Among the outstanding features of this tract are
a 9-mile stretch of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail that traverses the prop-
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erty along the Barren-Chairback Mountain Range, and an 8-mile stretch of the Trail
along its eastern boundary. While these sections of the Trail enjoy federal protection
through NPS ownership of the immediate trail corridor, there are significant nat-
ural and scenic features along the Barren-Chairback Range that are not perma-
nently protected and that fall outside the trail’s current configuration.

The area proposed for acquisition includes several notable ecological features, in-
cluding a 300-year-old spruce stand on the southern slopes of Columbus Mountain
and two occurrences of a fir-birch subalpine forest, considered relatively rare in
Maine and notable on the Katahdin Iron Works property for occurring at a signifi-
cantly lower elevation than is usual for this forest type. The proposed corridor ex-
pansion also includes the upper portion of West Chairback Pond Stream, rated
Class C by the Maine Rivers Study, which puts it in the top 13 percent of the state’s
total river mileage for composite natural resource value. In addition, much of the
proposed acquisition area lies within a roadless area of over 9,000 acres mapped as
part of a regional roadless area study. Acquisition of this parcel would allow for its
protection along this incredibly scenic and popular stretch of the Appalachian Trail,
and provide adequate buffers of undisturbed land that will make the hike through
the 100-Mile Wilderness a truly wilderness experience for the Trail’s many visitors.

AMC’s Maine Woods Initiative creates the opportunity for an innovative public
private partnership that will greatly expand the recreational opportunities available
to local, regional, and state residents as well as visitors from afar, at no ongoing
cost to American taxpayers. The 100-Mile Wilderness region, and the property pur-
chased by the AMC, abounds in four season recreational opportunities, the experi-
ence of which will be enhanced by expanding protection of this section of the Appa-
lachian Trail. In these times of scarce resources for our public parks and forests,
this partnering of the Federal government, the State of Maine, and the AMC
through our Maine Woods Initiative represents a unique opportunity to further the
goals of land protection, outdoor recreation, and economic opportunity in the Maine
Woods Region. The AMC is proud of the strong local support our project has re-
ceived to date, from local government leaders and economic development officials to
business owners, community organizations, and local residents for whom these
lands are their own back yard.

The AMC is excited and challenged by our Maine Woods Initiative. Permanent
protection of an expanded trail corridor for this section of the Appalachian Trail will
be a critical and popular first step in our recreation, forest management and con-
servation plans for the Katahdin Ironworks Tract. Thank you for your consideration.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA INDUSTRY AND GOVERNMENT COALITION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: On behalf of the California In-
dustry and Government Coalition for the Kern County Valley Floor Habitat Con-
servation Plan (KCVFHCP), we are pleased to submit this statement for the record
in support of our funding request for the Interior Appropriations Bill for fiscal year
2005.

First, the Coalition supports the Department of Interiors budget request for the
Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund—especially funding for HCP
land acquisition.

Second, the Coalition urges the Subcommittee to appropriate additional funding
for land acquisition above the funding requested by the President.

Third, the Coalition requests that the Appropriations Subcommittee earmark $1
million to the Kern County program to be used for purposes of acquiring and main-
taining habitat preserves.

The Coalition’s request is supported by the timely need to implement the
KCVFHCP. In 1997, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service allocated $500,000 of federal
Endangered Species Act Section 6 funds to assist in program implementation. The
California State Government has authorized $1 million to augment the federal
funds. In order to secure the $3 million total necessary to assist in the implementa-
tion of the plan, we will require $1 million for fiscal year 2005 and $500,000 for
fiscal year 2006.

The Coalition requests that the Subcommittee appropriate the maximum possible
amount for this program, so that the funding pool can accommodate our request and
need. We are confident that the plan’s merits and urgency support this request.

Kern County’s program is unique from other regions in the nation in that it con-
tains some of the highest concentrations of plant and animal species protected by
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) within the continental United States. The region
is occupied by 11 wildlife species and 14 plant species covered as threatened or en-
dangered under the program. The potential for conflict with the federal ESA is great
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in Kern County because of the extensive oil and gas production activities, water con-
veyance efforts and the urbanization that is occurring. Since Kern County is the top
oil producing county in the nation and experiencing rapid urban growth, potential
conflicts with the ESA and their resolution through a proactive conservation pro-
gram has significant national importance.

In recognition of the conflicts posed to economic growth by federal and state en-
dangered species laws, a joint agency Memorandum of Understanding was entered
into by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, California
Energy Commission, California Division of Oil and Gas and Geothermal Resources,
California Department of Fish and Game and Kern County. The participating agen-
cies agreed to develop a unified conservation strategy with the goal of providing a
streamlined and consistent process of complying with State and federal endangered
species laws, yet at the same time allow important industry activities such as oil
and gas, water conveyance and other industry activities to continue.

Preparation of the KCVFHCP began in 1989 and involved a number of federal,
State and local government agencies, as well as the oil and gas industry, agricul-
tural interests, utilities and environmental groups.

Kern County’s Valley Floor Habitat Conservation Plan is one of the largest and
most diverse endangered species conservation programs under development in the
nation encompassing over 3,110 square miles. The program represents a departure
from traditional endangered species conservation programs which utilize prohibitory
controls to assure conservation of species habitat. Instead, it is based on an incen-
tive-based system of selling or trading habitat credits in an open market. This inno-
vative approach, for the first time, provides landowners with real incentives and
more importantly, the ability to choose how best to manage their own private prop-
erty. The KCVFHCP is in the final stages of preparation. The HCP document is
completed. An environmental impact statement is being prepared for public review
in Fall, 2004. Final approval will occur in 2005.

Numerous agencies, in concert with the State of California and local government
entities, as well as the private oil and gas industry have contributed funding, time
and other resources toward developing the KCVFHCP. The KCVFHCP program will
be completed in 2005, provided there is the necessary federal funding for the acqui-
sition of habitat to mitigate for oil and gas operations and development. Additional
funding is critical to completing the HCP. This is one of the final steps necessary
to implement the conservation strategy. Because of the extensive private, local and
state government financial support that went into the development of this program,
federal participation in program implementation will demonstrate that the burden
of ESA compliance is not being placed exclusively on private property owners. Pro-
gram funding will also contribute to eventual species recovery.

PROGRAM FUNDING NEEDS

In order for the KCVFHCP to be implemented, the program requires funding in
the amount of $1.5 million (augments the $1.5 million in state and federal funding
received in 1997) that could be funded in increments over the first two years of the
program. The purpose of this funding is described as follows:

Oil Development Issue

A mitigation strategy has been devised that is intended to acknowledge existing
oil field activities within Kern County. The strategy proposes to acquire 3,000 acres
of endangered species habitat to mitigate for species loss resulting from oil field de-
velopment outside of established oil field production areas, but within proximity of
those areas. This is to allow for reasonable expansion of oil field activities over the
life of the HCP program. The program strategy allocates $3.0 million for acquisition
and perpetual maintenance of species reserve areas. With this type of strategy, oil
field expansion activities would be provided for in the program. This strategy would
be of great benefit to the small independent oil and gas companies within the pro-
gram area.

Urban Development [ County Infrastructure Issue

The conservation program includes an Urban Development/County Infrastructure
mitigation strategy that mitigates for species habitat loss through the use of an in-
centive-based system of selling or trading habitat credits in an open market. This
innovative program will add market value to land that is needed by project pro-
ponents to comply with endangered species laws which will encourage the owners
of such properties to offer lands for the benefit of species conservation. Protected
species of plants and animals will benefit from a program that promotes private
property owners to conserve permanent habitat preserves consistent with the objec-
tives of the ESA.
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Federal Funding Support will Augment Local Government and Private Industry Ef-
forts to Comply with the Endangered Species Act

The $1.5 million required for the oil field strategy would help contribute to satis-
fying the program’s endangered species conservation goals, while also providing for
continued economic growth of Kern County’s oil and urban development activities.
Protected species would benefit from a comprehensive long-term program that pro-
motes the creation of permanent habitat preserves.

Numerous private businesses, in concert with the State of California and local
government entities, are attempting to do their part, and we come to the appropria-
tions process to request assistance in obtaining a fair federal share of financial sup-
port for this important effort. This unique cooperative partnership involving state
and local government, as well as private industry, has contributed substantial funds
to date, to assist in the development of this program.

The California Industry and Government Coalition appreciates the Subcommit-
tee’s consideration of this request for a fiscal year 2005 appropriation to support im-
plementation of this significant program.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

Support for fiscal year 2005 Federal Funding of $5.2 Million for the Department
of the Interior-Bureau of Land Management to assist in the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Program, with $800,000 to be designated specifically to salinity con-
trol efforts.

Your support and leadership are needed in securing adequate fiscal year 2005
funding for the Department of the Interior-Bureau of Land Management with re-
spect to the federal/state Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. This pro-
gram is carried out as a part of ecosystem and watershed management pursuant
to the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act and the Clean Water Act.

As you are aware, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the largest land-
owner in the Colorado River Basin. Due to geological conditions, much of the lands
that are controlled and managed by the BLM are heavily laden with salt. Past man-
agement practices have led to man-induced and accelerated erosional processes from
which soil and rocks, heavily laden with salt have been deposited in various stream
beds or flood plains. As a result of this disposition, salt is dissolved into the River
System causing water quality problems downstream.

Congress has charged federal agencies, including the BLM, to proceed with pro-
grams to control the salinity of the Colorado River. BLM’s rangeland improvement
programs can lead to some of the most cost-effective salinity measures available.
These salinity control measures may be more cost-effective than some now being
considered for implementation by the Bureau of Reclamation through its Basinwide
Program and by the Department of Agriculture through its EQIP program. In keep-
ing with the Congressional mandate to maximize the cost-effectiveness of the salin-
ity control program, the Colorado River Board is requesting that Congress appro-
priate and the administration allocate adequate funds to support BLM’s portion of
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program.

The Colorado River Board of California (Colorado River Board), the state agency
charged with protecting California’s interests and rights in the water and power re-
sources of the Colorado River System, requests that Congress appropriate
$5,200,000 of these funds in fiscal year 2005, to accomplish activities that BLM ei-
ther has underway or should initiate in order to further control the concentrations
of salinity of the Colorado River. It is particularly important that the BLM’s line
item for Management of Lands and Renewal Resources be adequately funded. The
Colorado River Board urges the Subcommittee to specifically mark, $800,000 from
this line-item for the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program as has been
the direction to BLM from the Subcommittee in past years.

The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum) on behalf of the seven
Colorado River Basin states has submitted testimony to your Subcommittee. The
Colorado River Board concurs in the fiscal year 2005 funding request and justifica-
tion statements for BLM as set forth in the Forum’s testimony.

California’s Colorado River water users are presently suffering economic damages,
estimated at $300 million per year, due to the River’s salinity, as stated in a recent
report prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California. In addition, the federal government has made significant
commitments to the Republic of Mexico and to the seven Colorado River Basin
states with regard to the delivery of quality water to Mexico. In order for those com-
mitments to be honored, it is essential that in fiscal year 2005 and in future fiscal
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years, that the Congress provide adequate funds to the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment for its activities related to salinity control in the Colorado River Basin.

The Colorado River is, and will continue to be, a significant and vital water re-
source to the 17 million residents of southern California as well as throughout the
Lower Colorado River Basin. As stated earlier, preservation of the River’s water
quality through an effective salinity control program will avoid the additional eco-
nomic damages to users of Colorado River water in Arizona, California, and Nevada.

The Colorado River Board greatly appreciates your support of the federal/state
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program and again asks for your assistance
and leadership in securing adequate funding for this important program.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE DORIS DAY ANIMAL LEAGUE

The Doris Day Animal League is a non-profit, member supported animal advocacy
organization located in Washington, D.C. On behalf of our more than 350,000 mem-
bers and supporters, we respectfully present to the subcommittee our concerns
about the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) Wild Horse and Burro Program
(Program).

In 1971, Congress charged the BLM with preserving America’s wild horses and
burros via passage of the Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act. The Act declares
that “wild free-roaming horses and burros are living symbols of the historic and pio-
neer spirit of the West . . . [who] shall be protected from capture, branding, har-
assment or death.” Further, they are to be considered as “an integral part of the
natural system of the public lands.” We are gravely concerned that the BLM is fail-
ing to fulfill this mandate.

In fiscal year 2001, the BLM received a $9 million budget increase to halve the
number of wild horses on the range within four years. Despite the agency’s failure
to meet this goal, large numbers of horses were removed from the range and this
new level of funding was maintained through fiscal year 2004.

Now the agency is requesting another monumental increase of $10.5 million (plus
another $2.3 million from Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act funds) so
that it can once again begin mass roundups to drastically reduce the number of wild
horses and burros on the range from an estimated 39,000 to 25,000 in just two to
three years. Yet the agency has failed to conduct the most basic research to justify
its proposed action. Despite a statutory requirement to base roundups on current
data, the agency now spends just 3 percent of its budget on range work, including
monitoring and censusing of wild horse populations, even though such work is crit-
ical to the successful management of wild horse and burro populations and the
range itself. In fact, most herd management areas haven’t been censused for at least
four years.

The need for such basic field research cannot be over stressed. Multiple roundups
in the last year brought in significantly fewer horses than had been anticipated.
One explanation is the BLM’s reliance on old data. Further, the agency operates on
the premise that wild horses and burros have an annual population growth rate of
20-25 percent when the rate may be closer to 18 percent. The very real possibility
exists that the agency, if granted its requested increase, may actually take the wild
horse and burro population well below the arbitrary target Appropriate Manage-
ment Level of 25,000 animals, simply because it doesn’t actually know how many
horses and burros roam the range today.

The removal of such huge numbers of horses also creates a management crisis.
Although the BLM has recognized the shortage of good adoptive homes and has sub-
sequently opened several long-term holding facilities where horses are pastured in
large groups, it is unclear how the agency can sustain this plan of action; as more
horses are rounded up, additional facilities are needed. Already the agency spends
some 40 percent of its annual budget on caring for some 21,000 horses removed from
the range, with nearly another 40 percent of the budget going to a marketing and
adoption program that can never be expected to successfully place the thousands of
wild horses and burros rounded up annually.

Ironically, while the government is spending millions to remove wild horses and
burros from the range, it spends millions more to subsidize livestock grazing on pub-
lic lands, a practice that has been cited by the General Accounting Office as being
the primary cause of range degradation: “. . . the primary cause of degradation in
rangeland resources is poorly managed domestic livestock (primarily cattle and
sheep) grazing . . . wild horses are vastly outnumbered on federal rangelands by
domestic livestock . . .” (Rangeland Management: Improvements Needed in Federal
Wild Horse Program, GAO, 1990). Despite some grazing reductions in recent years,
domestic livestock still so dramatically outnumber wild horses on BLM land (the
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ratio is estimated to be 50:1) that the removal of tens of thousands of horses has
not had a significant impact on the health of the range.

While we do not oppose the agency receiving additional funds, we do not agree
that mass roundups should go forward without the agency first conducting the nec-
essary research to establish the need to remove such large numbers of wild animals
from their natural habitat. Not only is the strategy financially unsustainable, but
history shows that the health of the range is not noticeably improved simply
through the removal of large numbers of wild horses and burros. There is, of course,
the loss of the animals’ freedom to consider, too.

We therefore respectfully urge this subcommittee to carefully scrutinize the Pro-
gram’s request for additional funding in fiscal year 2005, and request the following
report language be included in the bill:

“The Committee is concerned by the Bureau of Land Management’s Wild Horse
and Burro Program’s failure to maintain current data on numbers of wild horses
and burros on the range. As such, one-quarter of all new funds requested by and
appropriated to the Bureau of Land Management in fiscal year 2005 for its Wild
Horse and Burro Program shall be apportioned for on-the-range research to scientif-
ically establish current population levels of wild horses and burros in at least one-
quarter of all Herd Management Areas and to verify that the target Appropriate
Management Level of 25,000 is indeed correct. In addition, the agency shall report
back to Congress by March 1, 2005 on the Wild Horse and Burro Program’s research
and roundup activities, including the numbers or animals brought in versus the
numbers scheduled to be gathered.”

Finally, in light of the huge number of wild horses and burros being rounded up
through emergency and scheduled gathers, it is imperative that the “no-kill” provi-
sion that has been attached to the Interior Appropriations bill for several years now
remain intact. That provision reads:

“The appropriations made herein shall not be available for the destruction of
healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement or its contractors.”

Thank you for your consideration.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ECOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA

The Ecological Society of America (ESA), the nation’s premier scientific society of
ecologists with over 8,000 members, is pleased to provide written testimony on the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) for fiscal year 2005. ESA is grateful to Congress for
report language included in both fiscal years 2003 and 2004 which underscored the
importance of USGS programs and cooperative initiatives. We ask that Congress
strongly consider funding USGS at $1 billion for fiscal year 2005. This 6.5 percent
boost above the fiscal year 2004 enacted level would restore proposed cuts to key
agency programs, fully fund uncontrollable costs, and begin to reverse the nearly
decade-long funding shortfall of this agency.

As the Department of Interior’s sole science agency, the USGS conducts research
critical to Interior’s responsibilities in managing land, water and in protecting wild-
life and environmental resources. In addition, USGS’ long-term monitoring pro-
grams, nationwide network and multidisciplinary scope makes USGS a unique and
important research body in such areas as combating invasive species, maintaining
water quality and quantity, and tracking wildlife diseases. These problems impact
the health, well being and economic security of many U.S. residents, in addition to
being key areas of ecological research.

The proposed budget for fiscal year 2005 includes new funds, including $1 million
for invasive species research and $1 million for Water 2025, which we believe de-
serve congressional support. USGS is at the forefront of innovative research on
invasive species—a nation-wide environmental problem costing the United States an
estimated $135 billion a year. USGS’ stream monitoring network is an unparalleled
resource, tracking water quantity and quality all over the nation and providing a
valuable dataset to researchers from many institutions.

However, the Society is concerned about the Administration’s proposed cuts—in-
cluding a proposed $2.8 million cut to the fire ecology and biological fire science ac-
tivities—which would curb the agency’s ability to provide scientific information in
those areas. In addition, there is a real risk that research finds will be redirected
in order to meet uncontrollable cost increases.

The USGS is an exceptional and unique research institution. Many of the ecologi-
cal problems that the USGS is charged with addressing require an interdisciplinary
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and integrative approach. USGS is positioned to utilize its expertise in geology, hy-
drology, geography and biology to address these complex problems so crucial to
maintaining human and environmental health.

We hope that on this, the agency’s 125th anniversary, Congress will do its best
to support USGS at or as close to the $1 billion level as possible. Thank you for
your thoughtful consideration of our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FUND FOR ANIMALS

My name is Andrea Lococo and I serve as the Rocky Mountain Coordinator of The
Fund for Animals, a national animal protection organization headquartered in New
York City with 200,000 members and supporters nationwide and regional offices
throughout the country. Please accept the following testimony regarding the Bureau
of Land Management’s (BLM) budget request for its wild horse and burro program
for fiscal year 2005.

As background information, The Fund for Animals has been intimately involved
in wild horse and burro advocacy for many years from working to pass protective
legislation to litigation to direct rescue operations. We have rescued thousands of
wild burros from being shot over the years from Grand Canyon National Park,
Death Valley National Monument and China Lake Naval Weapons Center. In fact,
we are currently rescuing wild burros from Mojave National Preserve. We have also
taken many so-called “unadoptable” wild horses at the request of the BLM, all of
whom have found refuge at our sanctuary, Black Beauty Ranch, in Texas. We are
well acquainted with the national wild horse and burro program and have on nu-
merous occasions expressed our concern about the adverse impacts of BLM manage-
ment policy and actions on these “living symbols of the historic and pioneer spirit
of the West.”

With the passage of the 1971 Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act
(WFHBA), the BLM became the primary federal agency charged with the protection
and management of our nation’s wild horses and burros. The agency is required to
protect and to manage wild horses and burros as self-sustaining populations of
healthy animals in balance with other uses and the productive capacity of their
habitat. In addition, wild horses and burros are to be considered comparably with
other resource values in the formulation of land use plans. (Emphases added) How-
ever, based upon review of the national wild horse and burro program over several
years, it has become painfully obvious to The Fund for Animals that the BLM has
lost sight of its legal mandate to protect wild free-roaming horses and burros, and
instead focuses almost entirely on managing these animals. Disturbingly, manage-
ment has been reduced to nothing more than removals, regardless of whether such
actions negatively impact the health and viability of these animals.

The WFHBA requires the BLM to submit to Congress a biannual report about the
status of the wild horse and burro program. Astonishingly, 1997 was the last year
the BLM presented a then delinquent report to Congress, covering the years from
1992-1995. Since that time, for all intents and purposes, the agency has not been
held accountable for its actions. Many of its current management decisions are seri-
ously jeopardizing the long-term health and genetic viability of numerous herds.

In fiscal year 2001, the BLM requested a $9 million increase to its national wild
horse and burro budget in order to implement a new strategy to remove 50 percent
of wild horses and burros from public lands by 2005—a strategy that made signifi-
cant changes to the management of the program and yet was never subjected to en-
vironmental review. Since that time, the agency has churned out a spate of empty
Environmental Assessments (EAs), using woefully inadequate monitoring data, in
order to establish population targets for wild horses and burros that are based solely
on resource availability after existing livestock and wildlife use is considered. Based
upon review of most BLM land use plans, it is obvious that the agency routinely
ignores its regulatory mandate that wild horses and burros shall be considered com-
parably with other resource values in the formulation of land use plans (CFR
4700.06(b)). The BLM first considers the current level of livestock use, after which
the wild horse and burro population target, referred to as the Appropriate Manage-
ment Level (AML), is calculated. Shockingly and unfairly, on the average, 90 per-
cent of forage is allocated to livestock and the remainder to wild horses and burros
and other wildlife species. Wild horses and burros are inexcusably an afterthought
in the process.

Now the BLM is asking for another increase of more than $10 million to further
reduce the numbers of wild horses and burros on public lands—never having dem-
onstrated the need to drastically reduce the populations in the first place. According
to Nevada BLM documents dated 12/17/03, received through a Freedom of Informa-
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tion Act (FOIA) request, in Nevada, the state which manages more than half of the
nation’s wild-freeroaming horses and burros, many of the Nevada’s Herd Manage-
ment Areas (HMAs) are currently below AML (the population target the agency
itself sets) due to the removal of excess wild horses and burros since fiscal year 2000
and to continuing drought conditions in the West causing lower reproduction rates.

The BLM routinely claims in its EAs that wild horses are increasing at a rate
of 20-25 percent annually. Yet, when round-ups are conducted, the estimates often
prove to be completely off the mark with considerably fewer animals found than es-
timated. This is cause for grave concern, particularly in herds that are geographi-
cally isolated and for which no chance of natural genetic exchange with contiguous
herds exists. Nothing could be a better example than the travesty of the BLM’s re-
cent decision to set an AML of a paltry 7-10 wild horses in the isolated 11,000 acre
Lahontan HMA in Nevada—a number that is clearly not genetically viable.

Despite the aforementioned facts, the BLM insists that an overabundance of wild
horses and burros is one of the primary threats to watersheds and to environmental
health. However, the absurdity of such a claim is evident when one understands
that literally millions of private domestic cows and sheep use the same lands. The
BLM has dismissed the findings of a 1990 General Accounting Office Report (GAO/
RCED-90-110) that stated that the primary cause of the degradation in rangeland
resources and damaged riparian areas is poorly managed domestic livestock grazing,
that wild horse and burro removals have not demonstrably improved range condi-
tions, that wild horse behavior patterns make them less damaging than cattle to
vulnerable range areas and that wild horse and burro removals are occurring in
some locations not being damaged by widespread overgrazing. This latter point
highlights another violation of the 1971 Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act which
stipulates that “excess” animals only be removed for the purpose of restoring a
thriving natural ecological balance and to protect the range from the deterioration
associated with overpopulation. The BLM simply never demonstrates that wild
horses and burros are indeed the animals responsible for damage.

The agency also ignores the findings in the Department of the Interior’s Range-
land Reform 1994 F EIS that identified livestock grazing as the chief cause of dete-
riorated riparian areas. Studies have indicated that the reason riparian areas con-
tinue to degrade while many upland areas improve is attributable to the fact that
cattle spend anywhere from 5 to 30 times longer in riparian areas than upland habi-
tats. Furthermore, management directives from outdated land use plans are un-
likely to address this degradation. Instead, the BLM appears fixated on reducing
wild horse and burro numbers to AMLs that have been established in outdated land
use plans whose obvious purpose was to accommodate existing livestock use in the
first place.

In addition to the problems within the program associated with on-the-range man-
agement, over the years, thousands of wild horses, who have been removed from
public lands, have been sold to slaughter by unscrupulous and uncaring persons be-
cause the BLM failed to adequately screen potential adopters. The Fund for Animals
has recently learned that hundreds of wild horses continue to be sold to slaughter
each year in the United States alone. The BLM is doing virtually nothing to inves-
tigate and to prosecute people who, in order to obtain title, are required to sign affi-
davits under penalty of perjury indicating that they have no intention of selling the
animals to slaughter and whose horses are subsequently slaughtered within days
or weeks of receiving title. Even more shocking is that the BLM insists that these
people are eligible to adopt again.

BLM officials would have the public believe that all is well in its wild horse and
burro adoption program, but time and time again we discover that is not the case,
and we have been forced to turn to the courts several times in an effort to remedy
the serious problems within the program. The BLM has failed to ensure that wild
horses and burros, once adopted, receive humane care for the remainder of their
lives, as was clearly the intent of Congress when it enacted the Wild Free-Roaming
Horses and Burros Act in 1971.

Twice in the recent past, nearly 60 animal protection and environmental organiza-
tions have submitted a request to the BLM asking that the agency for the first time
ever prepare a Programmatic Environmental Impact Study (PEIS) on its national
wild horse and burro program. Twice, the BLM has refused. Based on the difficulty
our organization has experienced in obtaining accurate, timely information from the
BLM, one must conclude that the agency apparently does not welcome public scru-
tiny of the program. Not only is the general public denied an opportunity to scruti-
nize the basis for the BLM’s decision-making, but as previously mentioned, Con-
gress has been equally denied.

Despite the fact that the BLM has been unaccountable for its management ac-
tions, the agency is shamelessly requesting another significant increase in its budg-
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et for fiscal year 2005. To do what? The agency has yet to indicate and justify how
it spent the last increase.

For these and other reasons, The Fund for Animals respectfully requests that
Congress instruct the BLM that until such time as the agency updates land use
plans and prepares a Programmatic Environmental Impact Study (PEIS) allowing
the public the opportunity to both scrutinize and offer input into how its wild horses
and burros will be managed on its lands that no monies be used to conduct round-
ups of wild horses and burros. Monies allocated for round-ups should be used to pre-
pare such an analysis. At a minimum, the agency should be required to reallocate
its budget to ensure that if removals occur, then the justification for such removal
be based upon current and quality monitoring data and a current census of horses
and burros. Wild horses and burros are to be removed from public lands for the pur-
pose of maintaining a thriving natural ecological balance. Without this information,
the agency manages recklessly and in violation of the law.

Also, due to the massive removals within a relatively short period of time, there
are approximately 21,000 wild horses and burros in holding facilities. The safety
and welfare of these animals must be ensured. It is critical that Congress guarantee
that these animals be humanely cared for over either the short or long term by stip-
ulating that no funds be used for the destruction of healthy, unadopted wild horses
and burros by BLM or its contractors.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HIGHLANDS COALITION

On behalf of the Highlands Coalition, I would like to offer testimony in support
of several important projects proposed for the fiscal year 2005 Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations Bill that would significantly advance conservation of the
Highlands region. The Highlands region has now been the subject of two federal
studies that have highlighted its importance for conservation of public drinking
water supplies, wildlife habitat, and recreational opportunities. The projects de-
scribed below would help assure that this region can continue to meet the needs of
the more than 25 million Americans who live within an hour’s drive of the High-
lands.

The Highlands Coalition includes 117 national, regional, state and local organiza-
tions working to protect the more than 2 million-acre Highlands region that
stretches from southeastern Pennsylvania through northwest New Jersey, the Hud-
son Valley of New York and into the Litchfield Hills of Connecticut. The Highlands
Coalition was galvanized by the landmark regional study of the New York-New Jer-
sey Highlands, published in 1992, that found the Highlands region to be of national
significance due to the diversity and quality of its natural resources and landscape,
all located so close to the nation’s most densely populated area.

In 2002, the U.S. Forest Service published a detailed study update that reinforced
the findings of the 1992 Highlands Study and recognized accelerating land use pres-
sures on the region. The study update noted that the Highlands are the backyard
and lifeblood of a metropolitan complex extending from Philadelphia through New-
ark and New York City and up to Hartford, supplying clean drinking water to over
15 million people, hosting 14 million recreational visits annually and providing habi-
tat for 247 threatened and endangered species.

The study update further revealed that over 5,000 acres of land in the New York-
New Jersey Highlands are lost each year to suburban sprawl and that the rate of
loss of forests and wetlands in particular has quadrupled, threatening the quantity
and quality of public drinking water supplies. Statistics indicate that if the status
quo continues, the population of the region will increase by nearly 50 percent, im-
pacting water quality in over 70 percent of Highlands watersheds and causing water
demand to exceed supply in many areas. Wildlife habitat and recreational outlets
in the Highlands will be similarly impacted if the current rate and pattern of devel-
opment continues.

The Highlands Coalition supports several projects proposed for the fiscal year
2005 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill that would help improve our
understanding of the Highlands region and provide immediate protection for some
of its most high value resource areas:

U.S. FOREST SERVICE HIGHLANDS STUDY FUNDING

The Highlands Coalition supports the request from Senators Arlen Specter, Rick
Santorum, Joseph Lieberman, and Christopher Dodd for $500,000 to extend the U.S.
Forest Service’s New York-New Jersey Highlands Study into the Pennsylvania and
Connecticut portions of the Highlands region. The original funding for the 1992
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Highlands Study and subsequent update clearly contemplated inclusion of associ-
ated pieces of the Highlands region beyond the identified study areas in New York
and New Jersey, and a variety of public and private partners in Pennsylvania and
Connecticut are eager to begin this long-awaited work. Completion of a Highlands
Study extension would support more effective conservation of the entire Highlands
greenbelt.

FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM

The Highlands Coalition supports three important Forest Legacy projects in the
Highlands that have been put forward by the States of Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
and New York.

The Birdsboro Waters project in the Pennsylvania Highlands seeks $2.2 million
to conserve 1,800 acres of interior forestland that lie at the heart of the largest con-
tiguous forest block in southeastern Pennsylvania. This project provides critical
water supply protection for the millions of users who rely on the Schuylkill River,
as well as wildlife habitat, trout streams, and myriad public outdoor recreation op-
portunities. The project was ranked first on Pennsylvania’s list and twelfth in the
President’s Budget.

The Dickerson Tract in the Raritan Watershed of the New Jersey Highlands seeks
$4.5 million to conserve one of the major water supply areas for central New Jersey.
The Raritan System includes the Spruce Run and Round Valley Reservoirs, two of
New Jersey’s most important. In addition to critically important water supply pro-
tection, this 220-acre project would also protect critical wildlife habitat as part of
one of the largest remaining interior forest areas in the New Jersey Highlands. The
project was ranked first on New Jersey’s list and fourth in the President’s Budget.

The Surprise Lake project in the New York Highlands seeks $1 million to con-
serve 648 acres most notable for wonderful recreation values and watershed protec-
tion. The project lies in the middle of a network of protected lands that is being as-
sembled across the Hudson Highlands, a scenic area accessible from New York City
by public transit or automobile in less than an hour. The Surprise Lake project area
features scenic vistas from high ridgelines, long distance hiking opportunities, and
represents one of the highest quality mountain recreation opportunities within close
range of the New York metropolitan area. The project area also protects the Break-
neck Brook, a key tributary of the Hudson River, and provides valuable wildlife
habitat. The project rightfully ranked behind the top-ranked and valuable Tahawus
project in the Adirondacks on New York State’s project list, and was not included
in the President’s Budget. However, we feel that this project opportunity is so valu-
able as to merit a second project beyond Tahawus for populous and rapidly urbaniz-
ing New York State in fiscal year 2005.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

The Highlands Coalition supports $1.6 million from the federal side of the Land
and Water Conservation Fund (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service account) for additions
to the Wallkill National Wildlife Refuge, which lies within a key natural resource
area that crosses the border between the New Jersey and New York Highlands. The
Wallkill NWR provides valuable protection for the Wallkill River and key wetland,
riparian, and interior forest habitat, while also providing recreation opportunities
that include wildlife viewing, paddling, and hiking on the nearby Appalachian Trail
and other trails.

The federal government has already made a significant investment in not only the
Wallkill NWR but also in the immediately surrounding region, including the Appa-
lachian NST corridor, the Pochuck Mountain Forest Legacy project in New York,
and Sterling Forest State Park. As development pressures increase in this formerly
remote corner of the Highlands, it will become more difficult to complete the
Wallkill NWR by acquiring needed inholdings. In light of the absence of appro-
priated funding for the refuge last year, the Highlands Coalition respectfully re-
quests that funding be allocated for this important project in fiscal year 2005.

In conclusion, the Highlands Coalition is grateful for the considerable federal in-
vestment that has been made over the last decade to support conservation of the
Highlands region. We would be grateful for the subcommittee’s support for the im-
portant projects outlined above to continue the fine partnership with states and
local communities that is steadily securing valuable natural resources across the re-

gion.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES

Thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony to the Interior and Related
Agencies Subcommittee on several funding items of importance to The Humane So-
ciety of the United States (HSUS) and its 8.1 million supporters nationwide. As the
largest animal protection organization in the country, The HSUS urges the Com-
mittee to address these priority issues in the fiscal year 2005 budget.

LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVISION OF THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

After illegal drugs and arms, trade in wildlife parts is the third most lucrative
smuggling enterprise in this country. New technology and a full complement of Spe-
cial Agents are essential if law enforcement is to have any hope of effectively enforc-
ing the nation’s endangered species trade laws. The HSUS strongly supports an in-
crease of $2.351 million over the Administration’s request for U.S. Fish and Wildlife
1Ser\iice Law Enforcement Operations and Maintenance to meet last years’ funding
evel.

In addition, the Captive Wildlife Safety Act, which was recently signed into law,
will require a small amount of additional funding for proper enforcement. The law,
Public Law 108-191, was passed unanimously in both the House and Senate and
takes aim at the epidemic of private ownership of dangerous exotic animals as pets.
According to some estimates, there are up to 15,000 big cats kept as pets in the
United States. A small increase of $1.3 million over last years’ funding level should
be appropriated to hire and train one new Special Agent for each of the Fish and
Wildlife Service’s seven regions. This additional funding will allow for adequate en-
forcement of this bipartisan legislation.

Investigating sophisticated wildlife smuggling operations requires the latest in
law enforcement technology. The Clark R. Bavin Wildlife Forensics Laboratory is ca-
pable of providing assistance in the prosecution of wildlife crimes by analyzing
claws, teeth, feathers, tissue, blood, and other wildlife samples. The Clark R. Bavin
Wildlife Forensics Laboratory is indispensable in the vigorous enforcement of the
nation’s wildlife trade laws. The HSUS urges the Committee to appropriate $7 mil-
lion to enable completion of the renovation of the dermestid colony, and morphology,
and firearms facilities, as well as new additions for pathology, an atrium that would
include a 60-seat training and conference room for agent and inspector training and
scientific conferences.

MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

The HSUS joins a broad based coalition of organizations in requesting an increase
over the Administration’s request for the Multinational Species Conservation Fund
(MNSCF). The MNSCF is a fund established by Congress to benefit African and
Asian elephants, rhinos and tigers, great apes, and neotropical migratory birds. Last
year, Congress demonstrated its commitment to the Fund by appropriating $7.8 mil-
lion for the five programs. Unfortunately, the Administration requested only $7 mil-
lion for the five funds in fiscal year 2005. We ask that you continue to support these
highly threatened mammals and birds in fiscal year 2005 by appropriating $2 mil-
lion each for the African Elephant Conservation Fund, the Asian Elephant Con-
servation Fund, $3 million each for the Great Ape Conservation Fund and for the
combined Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Fund, and $5 million for the
Neotropical Migratory Birds Conservation Fund, for a total of $15 million.

While there are threats to the long-term survival of elephants, rhinos, tigers,
great apes, and neotropical migratory birds, there have been improvements attrib-
utable to funds made available through the MNSCF. Grants made from the MNSCF
provide a stable funding source that has leveraged over four times as much in addi-
tional contributions from range states, non-governmental organizations, and others.

While The HSUS wholeheartedly supports increased funding for the MNSCF, we
are concerned about past incidents and future opportunities for funds from these
conservation programs to be allocated to promote trophy hunting, trade in animal
parts, and other consumptive uses-including live capture for trade, captive breeding,
and entertainment for public display industry-under the guise of conservation for
these animals. We would like to see grants made to projects that are consistent with
the spirit of the law.

BEAR FEEDING

The HSUS strongly recommends that all federal lands agencies develop consistent
policies with respect to prohibiting the feeding of bears on publicly owned land, in-
cluding deliberate baiting practices. Bill or report language should direct the Bureau
of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service to promulgate regulations ban-
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ning the practice of feeding bears, just as the National Park Service and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service have done.

Baiting involves the intentional placement of human food as a means of attracting
bears for the purpose of shooting the animals. While forty states have resident bear
populations, only ten states permit baiting. Baiting occurs on BLM and U.S. Forest
Service lands in nine states despite agency materials emphatically stating that feed-
ing bears is harmful to the animals and hazardous to humans.

Bears are naturally wary of humans. But once they acquire a taste for human
food, they lose their cautionary nature and become emboldened in approaching peo-
ple and property. Human fed bears cause millions of dollars in damage to property
every year and can pose a serious safety threat to humans. A consistent policy
should apply to all federal lands and for all forest users. Such a policy would have
Eo impact on how states set bag limits, season lengths, and weapons rules for bear

unting.

TRAPPING ON NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES

National Wildlife Refuges should not permit commercial and recreational trapping
with inhumane traps. The National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS) was established
to provide inviolate sanctuaries for wildlife. Today, trapping is allowed in many ref-
uges, interfering with the important roles predators and other animals play in eco-
syitielar?s, and causing unnecessary pain and distress for both target and non-target
wildlife.

According to a June 1997 report to the Congress, “‘Mammal Trapping within the
National Wildlife Refuge System: 1992-1996,” the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ad-
ministered 487 trapping programs on 281 refuges; thus, more than half of the na-
tion’s 520 refuges permitted some trapping by 1997. According to the report,
“[elighty-five percent of the mammal trapping programs on refuges were conducted
primarily for wildlife and facilities management reasons. The remaining 15 percent
occurred primarily to provide recreational, commercial, or subsistence opportunities
to the public.”

In 2002, recreational trappers visited 82 units of the NWRS a total of 73,090
times; the number of animals killed or injured by these trappers nationwide on ref-
uges is not known. “Consumptive” uses as a whole (including recreational trapping
and hunting) are allowed on the majority of NWRS units according to data from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for fiscal year 2002. However, most people who enjoy
the refuges are “non-consumptive” users, whose activities in the refuges include hik-
ing, photography, and nature observation. In particular, in fiscal year 2002, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service recorded over 42 million visits by non-consumptive users
to refuge units open to the public. Clearly, an elimination of recreational trapping
on the NWRS would have negligible effect on the millions of Americans who use and
enjoy the refuges every year. In fact, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice’s most recent national survey, people who appreciate wildlife in a non-consump-
tive manner, spent $40 billion in the year 2001 to travel and purchase equipment
related to activities such as wildlife observation and photography.

The American Veterinary Medical Association, the American Animal Hospital As-
sociation, and the World Veterinary Organization have all declared leghold traps to
be “inhumane.” These traps are designed to slam closed and grip tightly an animal’s
leg or other body part. Lacerations, broken bones, joint dislocations, and frozen dig-
its or limbs can result. Additional injuries result as the animal struggles to free
itself, sometimes chewing off a leg or breaking teeth from biting the metal trap. Ani-
mals caught in leghold traps sometimes die from dehydration, starvation, exposure
to sub-freezing temperatures, or predators. An animal may suffer for several days
before a trapper returns to check a trap.

Neck snares are similarly inhumane. Coyotes, foxes, and other animals trapped
in neck snares often die slowly over hours or days by strangulation, as evidenced
by necropsy data. Necropsies performed on neck snared coyotes show physiological
evidence of a slow, painful death—as evidenced by inflammatory exudates and hem-
orrhaging—for many snared coyotes. Even when animals are anesthetized prior to
snaring in laboratory tests of the snares’ humaneness—a procedure that decreases
the time to loss of consciousness—foxes often take several minutes (up to 45 min-
utes in one study) to lose consciousness.

These traps are as indiscriminate as they are inhumane. Any animal unlucky
enough to stumble across a trap will be victimized by it. In addition to catching “tar-
get” animals, traps catch non-target, or “trash,” animals, such as family pets, eagles,
and other protected species. Professional wildlife managers have indicated that be-
tween 66 and 78 percent of trapped animals caught in leghold traps are non-target
animals. This is an unacceptable level of by-catch.
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In 1999, the House approved an amendment, offered by your Appropriations Com-
mittee colleague, Representative Sam Farr, to bar the use of tax dollars to admin-
ister or promote the use of steel-jawed leghold traps or neck snares for commerce
or recreation on units of the National Wildlife Refuge System. The amendment al-
lowed use of these traps for purposes of research, subsistence, conservation, or facili-
ties protection. The House approved this measure by a bipartisan vote of 259-166,
with a majority of the members of the Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations fa-
voring the amendment.

We urge the Committee to incorporate the language of the Farr amendment in
the fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropriations Act. It is a sensible, humane, and nar-
rowly crafted provision. The amendment would not bar trapping on refuges. Other
traps, including foot snares, Conibears, and box and cage traps, could be used for
any purpose consistent with law and regulation on the refuges. The Farr amend-
ment would not forbid the use of leghold traps or neck snares. It would ban those
two devices only for commercial and recreational purposes.

PROTECTION FOR WALRUSES

We urge this subcommittee to appropriate $500,000 in fiscal year 2005 to fund
much-needed research on the Pacific walrus. New promising methodologies for sur-
veying walrus populations are being developed and require funding support. Wal-
ruses are targeted by Native hunters for subsistence, despite a paucity of data re-
garding their current population status or population structure. Hundreds of wal-
ruses are killed annually; in some years this number has climbed to as many as
7,000. Moreover, in some hunting villages, females and their calves are preferen-
tially killed, against the recommendation of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
standard management practice. A portion of these funds could also be used to assist
gnd improve the Walrus Harvest Monitor Project, which collects basic management

ata.

WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

Wild horses and burros are a public trust greatly beloved by the American people.
Consequently, we strongly believe that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
should be given the direction and resources it needs to ensure the health of wild
horse and burro herds and the public lands they inhabit, as well as the welfare of
the horses and burros that are removed from the range.

During fiscal year 2002 and fiscal year 2003, the Bureau of Land Management’s
Wild Horse and Burro Program received a substantial increase to their annual oper-
ating budget. This increase was to be used to implement BLM’s four-year plan to
achieve appropriate management levels (AML’s) in all herd management areas,
principally through an increase in the number of horses and burros removed from
the public lands. The HSUS supports in principle the BLM’s attempt to establish
a national, strategic approach to wild horse management. We strongly believe, how-
ever, that many of the AML’s set by the BLM exaggerate the impact of wild horses
on the public lands, and do not provide wild horses and burros with the fair share
of public land resources to which they are entitled under the law. We also fear that
the planned removals will threaten the viability of these populations. To adequately
address these concerns, the BLM should carry out a programmatic environmental
impact analysis of the impacts of wild horses, burros, and livestock on the conditions
in herd management areas, and of the proposed population reductions on the viabil-
ity of wild horse and burro populations on public lands.

Currently, however, the BLM’s plan to achieve AML has been stalled by the rapid
filling of the holding facilities available for horses removed from the range. As has
happened repeatedly, the budget and attention of the Wild Horse and Burro Pro-
gram are being diverted from management of wild populations on the public lands
to maintenance of wild horses and burros in captivity. There is a long-term solution,
which only awaits agency implementation that can help restore the agency’s focus
on wild horses and the land. With the strong support of The HSUS and this com-
mittee, BLM-sponsored research has produced a one-shot, one-to-two-year contracep-
tive vaccine for wild horses. Wide application of this vaccine, known as PZP, would
be a humane, publicly acceptable, cost-efficient means for reducing the number of
horses that must be removed from the public lands. Accordingly, we ask the com-
mittee to insert the following language into the fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropria-
tions bill: “The BLM is strongly encouraged to implement immunocontraception to
help control populations of wild horses on the public lands.”

In addition to the more traditional threats faced by wild horses and burros, which
include habitat destruction, wildfires, and cattle ranching encroachment, wild horses
are coming under pressure from the increasing demand for horsemeat as a result
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of the “mad cow” disease threat in Europe. The BLM documented that in 1999 hun-
dreds of wild horses that had been adopted through the BLM’s adoption program
were sold into slaughter, despite the congressionally mandated prohibition on such
action.

Because of pressure on wild horses and burros from decreasing habitat, the policy
of aggressive removals, and mad cow disease, we urge the committee to once again
include the following standard language in the fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropria-
tions bill: “The appropriations made herein shall not be available for the destruction
of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bureau of Land
Management or its contractors.” We also request $100,000 in additional funding to
be allocated to the preparation of a comprehensive NEPA review. Finally, we urge
this committee to allocate $500,000 in additional funding to the BLM for pre-titling
compliance monitoring of adoptions, adopter mentoring programs, and other means
of ensuring that adopted wild horses and burros are treated consistently with the
intent of the Wild Horse and Burro Protection Act and are not sent to slaughter.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CONSERVATION DISTRICTS

The U.S. Department of the Interior manages roughly 20 percent of nation’s land.
Through its various agencies and bureaus, it provides opportunities for wilderness
and wildlife protection, recreation and resource development and is a major supplier
of water for much of the Western United States. The following are recommendations
for USDI programs in which conservation districts play active roles.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Fish and wildlife resource concerns are significant throughout the United States.
The nation’s growing population creates enormous pressure on the land and water
habitats of many species, underscoring the need for active resource management
programs to protect these valuable resources.

The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program offers technical and financial assist-
ance to private landowners to voluntarily restore wetlands and other fish and wild-
life habitats on their land. The program emphasizes the re-establishment of native
vegetation and ecological communities for the benefit of fish and wildlife while meet-
ing the needs and desires of private landowners. Conservation districts are major
partners in the program—raising matching funds and sponsoring numerous restora-
tion projects. Through 2002, the Partners program has restored some 640,000 acres
of wetlands, more than a million acres of prairie and other uplands, and nearly
5,000 miles of streamside and in-stream habitat.

The department-level Cooperative Conservation Initiative (CCI) brought about the
development of two new Service initiatives: the Private Stewardship Grant (PSG)
Program and the Landowner Incentive Program (LIP). Through slightly different
channels these two programs provide grants and other assistance to individuals and
groups engaged in local, private, and voluntary conservation efforts that benefit fed-
erally listed, proposed, or candidate species, or other at-risk species. Both programs
are flexible and are open to all private landowners who have a desire to voluntarily
manage for rare species on their land.

The Ecological Services Program (Endangered Species and Habitat Conservation)
works in partnership with public agencies, private organizations and landowners
and operators with the goal of reducing threats to declining species. Its consultation
and recovery elements include a wide range of management options designed to pro-
tect species while still allowing private economic development to proceed.

The Coastal Program focuses the Service’s efforts in bays, estuaries and water-
sheds along the U.S. coastline. Its purpose is to conserve fish and wildlife and their
habitats to support healthy coastal ecosystems. The Service provides funding
through the program to 16 high priority coastal ecosystems.

The North American Wetlands Conservation Fund and associated program pro-
vide assistance to conserve wetland ecosystems, migratory waterfowl and other
birds and other migratory fish and wildlife that depend upon wetlands. Through vol-
untary partnerships, federal funding leverages nonfederal funds for projects that
focus on restoring wetlands and acquiring wetlands from willing sellers to be man-
aged for wildlife conservation by private organizations or state and federal agencies.

Below are conservation district recommendations for selected Fish and Wildlife
Service programs for fiscal year 2005.
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[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year
L2008 | 2004 final ?nﬁ%frg 2005 NACD
U.S. Department of the Interior—Fish and Wildlife Service:

Partners for Fish and Wildlife 37.826 52.000 57.000 57.000
Landowner Incentive Program 39.740 30.000 50.400 50.400
Private Stewardship Grants 9.935 7.500 10.100 10.100
Ecological Services—Endangered SPECies .........cocovvvreeeneireniiinriinnns 131.757 134.000 146.000 146.000
Ecological Services—Habitat Conservation ............cccccoceesvverrirerionns 37.826 82.614 90.000 90.000
Coastal Program 11.210 10.200 13.100 13.100
North American Wetlands Conservation Fund ........c.ccccomeevnervininneens 38.835 38.000 54.500 54.500

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Water needs are an increasing resource concern, especially in the Western United
States. The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is the lead federal agency for sup-
plying water to agricultural producers and others in the seventeen Western states.
Reclamation initiated its Water Conservation Field Services Program (WCFSP) in
1997 to encourage the efficient use of water on federal projects, assist water districts
develop and implement effective water conservation plans, and complement and
support other federal, state, and local conservation program efforts. WCFSP is de-
signed to provide technical and financial assistance in conservation planning, edu-
cation, demonstration of innovative conservation technologies and implementation of
effective conservation measures.

The President’s budget request includes $21 million for the new Water 2025 Chal-
lenge Grants initiative to help develop solutions to the increasing demands for lim-
ited water resources—especially in the West. The initiative is directed toward en-
hancing Reclamation’s efficiency and performance in carrying out its core mission
of delivering water and power in an environmentally sound and cost efficient man-
ner. The initiative has four key elements intended, among other things, to enhance
water management to prevent crisis-level water conflicts in the West.

Conservation districts recommend the following for Reclamation programs in fis-
cal year 2005.

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year
2005 ad-
L2008 | 2004 final minists- | 2005 NACD
on
U.S. Department of the Interior—Bureau of Reclamation:
Water Conservation Field Services ! 16.339 4.400 7.378 20.000
Water 2025 Challenge Grants 4.000 21.000 21.000

1 Water Conservation Field Services is not a line item in the budget. It is funded through Reclamation’s Efficiency Incentives Program,
$1.798 million, and Water Management and Conservation Program, $5.580 million.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) administers 264 million of America’s
public lands, located primarily in 12 Western States. BLM’s mission, sustaining the
health, diversity and productivity of public lands, becomes more challenging each
year as populations and pressures on the resource base grow rapidly in these states.

The Interior Department makes annual Payments in Lieu of Taxes to local gov-
ernments to offset local revenues not collected for tax-exempt federal lands adminis-
tered by BLM, the National Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S.
Forest Service and for federal water projects and some military installations. Until
last year, BLM administered all payments. They are now administered at the de-
partment level.

BLM’s Challenge Cost Share programs have been successful in leveraging millions
of federal dollars with private and state funding for conservation efforts that benefit
resources on BLM-administered public lands. The program works through partner-
ships to protect fisheries, wildlife, threatened and endangered species, cultural re-
sources, and recreation areas. Partners include state fish and game agencies, trans-
portation departments, historic preservation offices and private organizations.
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The agency’s Soil, Water and Air; Range Management; and Wildlife and Fisheries
Habitat accounts are each aimed at improving the health of landscapes and water-
sheds and to manage, protect and restore important fish, wildlife and grazing habi-
tats.

Forestry programs within BLM target conducting commercial timber thinning
sales and management activities to improve the condition and productivity of public
forests the agency manages. OR&CA Grant Lands funds target enhanced manage-
ment activities on environmentally sensitive public lands in Oregon and California.

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year
(2008, | 2004 final ?nolg?:rt?g 2005 NACD
U.S. Department of the Interior—Bureau of Land Management:

Payments in Lieu of Taxes 218.570 227.500 220.000 236.500
Soil, Water, and Air 35.824 35.000 34.200 36.500
Range Management 72.256 73.000 68.200 76.000
Wildlife & Fisheries Habitat 33.794 34.000 37.900 35.500
Challenge Cost Share 13.892 16.496 21.296 21.296
Public Domain Forestry 7.188 8.000 9.000 9.000
OR&CA Grant Lands 109.946 106.672 116.058 116.058

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY FISHERIES
AND WILDLIFE PROGRAMS

The National Association of University Fisheries and Wildlife Programs
(NAUFWP) appreciates the opportunity to submit testimony concerning the fiscal
year 2004 budget for the U.S. Department of the Interior. NAUFWP represents ap-
proximately 55 university programs and their 440 faculty members, scientists, and
extension specialists, and over 9,200 undergraduates and graduate students working
to enhance the science and management of fisheries and wildlife resources.
NAUFWP is interested in strengthening fisheries and wildlife education, research,
extension, and international programs to benefit fish, wildlife, and habitats on pub-
lic land. We understand the many pressing needs of the nation at this time, but
we stress that a nation strong in its international role must be strong in its support
and conservation of its natural resources, including fish and wildlife.

The following table summarizes NAUFWP’s recommendations for the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, USGS Biological Resources Divi-
sion, and U.S. Forest Service:

[In thousand of dollars]

Fiscal year
USDOL agency/program 2004 enacted dgﬂ?g Eﬁg'ét %gcuosmt:%/:?%vg’—;

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:

State Wildlife Grants 69,137 80,000 125,000

Science Excellence Initiative 2,000 4,000
U.S. Geological Survey:

Total Funding 938,000 920,000 1,000,000

Biological Resources Division 174,529 167,604 183,529

Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Units ........ccccoovvevverecivecnersireis 14,942 14,113 16,113
Bureau of Land Management:

Wildlife and Fisheries Management 34,098 37,884 41,884

Threatened and Endangered Species Management .........cc.ccocovevenieiiniinnns 21,452 21,940 26,940
U.S. Forest Service:

Forest and Rangeland Research 269,710 281,000 281,000

Wildlife, Fish, Threatened & Endangered Species .........ccooevverevevriesinnns 137,375 134,522 150,000

We appreciate report language in recent appropriations legislation emphasizing
the importance of cooperative Department of Interior initiatives. Partnerships, par-
ticularly with the academic community, provide the Department of Interior with in-
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creased flexibility to combat an aging workforce and looming retirements, and more
investment is needed in those areas.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Funding assistance for state wildlife conservation is one of the highest priority
needs for wildlife at this time, providing essential resources to conserve wildlife,
fish, and habitat, and to prevent further declines in at-risk wildlife populations in
every state. We appreciate the Administration’s recognition of the importance of this
program through the $80 million request, but we strongly encourage even greater
funding to achieve all species conservation. We recommend that $125 million be ap-
propriated for State Wildlife Grants in fiscal year 2005.

We strongly support $4 million for the Administration’s new Science Excellence
Initiative to elevate science within the Fish and Wildlife Service. The initiative is
aimed at enhancing partnerships with agencies, universities, and professional soci-
eties and improving application of scientific information to better guide conservation
goals and support adaptive management and research. The President’s budget
should be increased to $4 million to adequately fund this important initiative. Part
of the money would be dedicated to information acquisition, and part to building
“communities of practice.” These communities would be a means for FWS to call on
a group of scientists with particular expertise to work together on scientific issues
within the bureau. Additional funding is needed to strengthen the Service’s ability
to analyze and address conservation issues that are impacting its mission.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DIVISION

As a member of the USGS Coalition, NAUFWP supports $1 billion for USGS in
fiscal year 2005. This level of funding would restore the cuts proposed in the Presi-
dent’s budget and provide a 6.5 percent increase over the fiscal year 2004 level to
cover uncontrollable costs, inflation, and ongoing science initiatives that support
public policy decisions.

We recommend that Congress appropriate an additional $15.925 million for the
Biological Resources Division to allow critical monitoring and research projects to
continue, and to eradicate the budget decline (in real dollars) that the program has
accumulated. We recommend that of this amount, $1.556 million be dedicated to
fully funding uncontrollable costs in the Division to prevent significant losses in
operational activities. Further, we recommend that $2 million of the increase be al-
located to the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Units. The Units serve as a
link between USGS, state agencies, nongovernmental organizations, and univer-
sities. Since 2001, insufficient funding for the Units has eroded critical staff posi-
tions, including at the newly established Nebraska Unit. We strongly encourage you
to support $16.113 million for the Units in fiscal year 2005.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Wildlife and Fisheries Management would receive a $3.789 increase in fiscal year
2005, largely directed to the Bureau’s Sage Grouse Conservation Initiative. We sup-
port this increase, provided the Initiative is consistent with current state sage
grouse management efforts, but we are concerned that no additional base funds are
provided to the Bureau. This erodes the agency’s staff and resources that are needed
to ensure sound management and protection of a diversity of wildlife, fish and habi-
tats, while providing for recreational and commercial uses of the land. We encourage
Congress to appropriate an additional $4 million for Wildlife and Fisheries Manage-
ment, to provide for adequate staff and operational funds.

The Administration has requested a §488,000 decrease for the Threatened and
Endangered Species Program. The request is inadequate to meet identified needs or
allow the BLM to carry out its responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act.
Significant increases in funding are needed in fiscal year 2005 and the next several
years to stabilize funding and personnel needs until species recovery becomes effec-
tive. In light of the inequity between resource needs and funding levels, we strongly
encourage Congress to appropriate an additional $5 million to the Threatened and
Endangered Species fiscal year 2005 budget.

We are gravely concerned about current staffing levels at the Bureau. The staff
shortfall is not addressed in the fiscal year 2005 budget, and given the increased
emphasis on accelerating completion of land use plans and expanding energy devel-
opment on public lands, staffing shortages are resulting in fish and wildlife re-
sources being inadequately addressed in agency actions. Additional resources must
be allocated to filling vacant wildlife, fishery, and botany positions within the agen-
cy.
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U.S. FOREST SERVICE

We are concerned about the funding decrease in the Wildlife and Threatened &
Endangered Species programs. To ensure that each National Forest has a base in-
frastructure of personnel to administer viable natural resource programs and pro-
vide base level funding for biologists to implement management, monitoring, and re-
search projects, we recommend that Congress appropriate funding that is at least
level with the $137.375 million enacted in fiscal year 2004.

Thank you for considering the views of universities with fisheries and wildlife pro-
grams. We look forward to working with you and your staff to ensure adequate
funding for wildlife conservation. Please include this testimony in the official record.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICERS

Request: $15,430,000 increase from the HPF for the States

The National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers requests a
$15,430,000 increase in the withdrawal from the Historic Preservation Fund for the
States for 2005 over the Administration’s request of $34,570,000 for a total of
$50,000,000. (A summary of the national historic preservation need is found on page
4,

INTRODUCTION

The Historic Preservation Fund provides the matching money to run the national
historic preservation program (National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 470h).
State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs ) implement the preservation program.
Historic preservation is and has been an effective domestic policy tool that address-
es many key cultural and economic priorities. In recent years, though, funding has
been flat or declining. With full funding, SHPOs could achieve much greater results
in four crucial areas: Providing economic stimulus; implementing the “Preserve
America” initiative; fostering heritage tourism; and streamlining the environmental
review process, thereby making it easier to implement federally funded projects and
privately funded initiatives.

SUPPORT FOR $50,000,000

The National Conference is joined in this request by the Senators Mike DeWine
of Ohio and Richard Durbin of Illinois who have said, “We respectfully request that
you fund the state historic preservation program at $50 million in fiscal year 2005
for the benefit of all our states. The current funding levels are undermining the abil-
ity of state programs to carry out their mandated activities under the National His-
toric Preservation Act. . . . The evidence is clear that funding for state historic
preservation activities returns many times the federal investment by leveraging
state, local and private sector dollars. . . . Not only will this investment be multi-
plied many times over . . ., this essential increase will ensure the protection of
hundreds of historic structures and sites throughout the nation that might other-
wise be lost forever.”

Mayor Mike Swoboda of Kirkwood, Missouri, added “The value of historic preser-
vation in a local community is beyond price. It’s about preserving something that
can’t be replicated today. It’s about appreciating the planning and efforts of those
who came before us. Historic preservation upholds what was important in the past,
thereby maintaining a community’s foundation: its past, present, and future.”?!

Governor Rick Perry of Texas concurs: “Historic preservation creates jobs, revital-
izes downtown business districts, provides affordable quality housing and stimulates
heritage tourism.” 2

ECONOMIC STIMULUS

Historic preservation provides an opportunity to employ diverse sectors of the
economy, revitalize neighborhoods and communities, entice private capital invest-
ment nationwide and foster heritage tourism. HPF programs such as the Rehabilita-
tion Tax Credit have proven their worth—leveraging $25 billion in private invest-
?ent since 1977. Such programs have received bipartisan support throughout their

istory.

1National Park Service, The Historic Preservation Fund Annual Report Fiscal Year 2003,
[March 2004].
P

Ibid.
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PRESERVE AMERICA

The “Preserve America” initiative and State Historic Preservation Offices can be
a great partnership. Fully funded, SHPO funding to certified local governments
(CLGs) would double and SHPOs could provide technical assistance and promotional
resources to help implement the First Lady’s initiative, including needed support for
the new $10 million grant program proposed for fiscal year 2005.

HERITAGE TOURISM

Historic preservation is the foundation of heritage tourism, which is a multi-bil-
lion dollar industry ($200 billion annually by 2005). Heritage tourists stay longer
and spend more than do other tourists ($623 per historic/cultural trip as compared
to $457 for an average U.S. trip), providing local jobs and creating local, state and
federal tax revenues. SHPOs promote heritage tourism through historic site survey
and National Register programs, and they further American history education by
generating interest in urban and rural landmarks across America.

STREAMLINE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

One crucial duty of SHPOs is to review federal projects (e.g., highways, wetlands
permits, HUD block grants) for potential impacts on historic places. In fact, every
federal dollar spent goes through these reviews. State budget shortages and in-
creased federal activity have escalated the workload on SHPOs leading to delays in
the critical review process. This creates frustration with both the project sponsors
and the SHPOs who are doing the best they can with extremely limited resources.
Increased HPF funding will facilitate more timely review and also allow SHPOs to
conduct site visits and provide training to agencies and applicants.

HPF ALLOCATIONS TO THE STATES—MONEY WELL SPENT

In fiscal year 2003 the Historic Preservation Fund programs underwent a review
under the Program Assessment Rating Tool, the government-wide process to inform
budget decisions. The Historic Preservation Programs received a first review score
of 83 percent indicating exemplary performance of mandated activities.? The Na-
tional Conference is disappointed that this success is not reflected in the Adminis-
tration’s budget request.

HPF INTENT UNDERMINED

Further, the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers is deeply
concerned that the Historic Preservation Fund is being used to pay for federal staff
salaries both in the administration of Save America’s Treasures and in tribal grants
especially as the National Park Service budget increases. The National Historic
Preservation Act is specific (Section 101(e)). The Secretary may make matching
grants to the States, Indian tribes, and the National Trust. The law allows the Sec-
retary to use 10 percent of the annual HPF appropriation for direct, project grants,
not for NPS salaries.

NATIONAL PRESERVATION NEED

The chart on page 4 outlines the national historic preservation need.

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION NEED FROM THE HPF

Fiscal year 2004 The national Administration

need NCSHPO
actual request budget request

State Historic Preservation Offices:

National preservation program operations $34,568,734 $50,000,000 $34,570,000

Expedite project review to complete the national inventory ... | oo 10,000,000
Preserve America/local grants 30,000,000
Tribal grants 2,963,034 12,000,000 2,963,000
National Trust historic sites 493,839
Federal Grant Programs:
Save America’s Treasures 32,593,378 30,000,000 30,000,000
Preserve America grants 10,000,000

3 State LWCF grants, in contrast, received a review score of 25 percent.



26
NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION NEED FROM THE HPF—Continued

Fiscal year 2004 The national Administration

need NCSHPO
actual request budget request

HBCU 2,963,034
TOTALS 73,582,099 132,000,000 77,533,000
OFF SHORE OIL LEASE DEPOSITS INTO HPF .......cccoommrriiimirnriiiisnnnriiiin 150,000,000 150,000,000 150,000,000

Thank you for your consideration of our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR SCIENCE AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

SUMMARY

The National Council for Science and the Environment (NCSE) urges Congress to
appropriate $1 billion for the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in fiscal year 2005, an
increase of 6.6 percent over fiscal year 2004. USGS science helps every citizen in
the nation by providing critical knowledge on natural hazards, freshwater, geologi-
cal and biological resources, and mapping. The 6.6 percent increase we propose for
the USGS would restore damaging cuts in the budget request, provide full funding
for “uncontrollable” cost increases, and allow for modest investments in a few high
priority areas that would pay dividends to homeland security, economic develop-
ment, natural resources management, natural hazards mitigation, and other critical
national needs.

NCSE is dedicated to improving the scientific basis for environmental decision-
making. We are supported by over 500 organizations, including universities, sci-
entific societies, government associations, businesses and chambers of commerce,
and environmental and other civic organizations. NCSE promotes science and its re-
lationship with decisionmaking but does not take positions on environmental issues
themselves.

The National Council for Science and the Environment thanks the Senate Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies for the opportunity to pro-
vide testimony in support of increased appropriations for the U.S. Geological Survey.

FEDERAL INVESTMENTS IN R&D

Federal investments in research, development, and science education are essential
to the future well-being and prosperity of the nation and deserve the highest pri-
ority of Congress. The U.S. Geological Survey is a critical component of the nation’s
R&D portfolio. On the occasion of the 125th anniversary of the agency, USGS Direc-
tor Charles Groat said, “For 125 years, the USGS has provided the Department of
the Interior, the nation, and the world with the science needed to make important
decisions and safeguard society. As an unbiased science organization, our scientists
are dedicated to the timely, relevant, and impartial study of the landscape, our nat-
ural resources, and the natural hazards that threaten us.”

The USGS supports a unique combination of biological, geological, hydrological
and mapping programs that is of great value to decisionmakers. During the past
eight years, total federal spending for non-defense research and development has
risen by nearly 50 percent from $37 billion to almost $55 billion in constant dollars.
By contrast, funding for the USGS has been nearly flat. Even this flat funding for
the USGS reflects congressional restoration of proposed budget cuts.

NCSE greatly appreciates the sustained support of the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies for the U.S. Geological Survey. We
are especially grateful for the Subcommittee’s bipartisan leadership in restoring
past cuts and providing for growth in the USGS budget. We encourage your contin-
ued support in this difficult fiscal environment.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY BUDGET REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

The National Council for Science and the Environment urges Congress to increase
the budget of the U.S. Geological Survey to $1 billion in fiscal year 2005, an in-
crease of 6.6 percent over the fiscal year 2004 enacted level. This increase would
provide $8.1 million to fully fund uncontrollable cost increases, $26.2 million to re-
store proposed cuts to existing programs, $16.1 million to fund new programs in the
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President’s budget, and $11.6 million for modest investments in a few high priority
areas. The additional investment would pay dividends to homeland security, eco-
nomic development, natural resources management, natural hazards mitigation, and
other critical national needs.

Under the fiscal year 2005 budget request, funding for the USGS would fall by
$18.2 million or 1.9 percent to $919.8 million in fiscal year 2005. After accounting
for transfers of existing funds to the agency’s new Enterprise Information account,
funding for Water Resources would decrease 4.2 percent, funding for Geology would
decrease 3.9 percent, funding for Biological Research would decrease 2.3 percent,
and funding for the Geography (formerly Mapping) would decrease 1.7 percent.

These proposed budget cuts would impair the ability of the USGS to achieve its
important mission. In fiscal year 2005, $6.5 million would be cut from the Mineral
Resources program, $6.4 million from the Water Resources Research Institutes, $2.8
million from fire ecology and biological fire science activities, and $1.9 million from
partnership funding for the National Map. A variety of other programs would suffer
losses as well.

In addition to explicit funding cuts, the fiscal year 2005 budget request would re-
quire the USGS to absorb $8.1 million in uncontrollable cost increases. As in past
years, the failure to provide full funding for uncontrollable costs increases may force
the USGS to curtail on-going science that is needed by the nation.

The fiscal year 2005 budget request would provide $16.1 million for the USGS to
establish or expand several promising science initiatives that merit the support of
Congress. The request would add $2.7 million for Klamath Basin-related science,
$1.2 million for science on Department of the Interior landscape initiatives, $1.0
million for Water 2025, and $1.0 million for invasive species research.

The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy cites USGS funding cuts as a factor in the
inadequacy of the nation’s water quality monitoring network. According to the Com-
mission’s draft report, “National [water] monitoring has been greatly reduced, par-
ticularly in coastal areas, due to funding cuts at USGS and many partner agencies.
The USGS National Streamflow Information Program has eliminated a number of

streamgages. . . . Funding cuts have also affected USGS’s water quality monitoring
programs, resulting in reductions in the number of sampling sites and sampling fre-
quency.”

We encourage Congress to provide the USGS with a budget that will allow for
the modest growth necessary to address emerging needs for science. After years of
stagnant funding and absorbing uncontrollable cost increases, the USGS has a large
and growing backlog of monitoring and science needs. The National Council for
Science and the Environment urges Congress to appropriate $1 billion for the USGS
in fiscal year 2005. This investment will help the USGS improve monitoring net-
works, strengthen partnerships, produce high-quality data, and deliver impartial
science that serves the needs of the nation. As a founding member and co-chair of
the USGS Coalition, NCSE welcomes the opportunity to work with Congress and
the Administration to achieve these objectives.

USGS SERVES THE NATION

The USGS has a truly national mission that extends beyond the boundaries of the
nation’s public lands to encompass the homes of all citizens through natural hazards
monitoring, water resource studies, biological and geological resource assessments,
and other activities.

The nation’s policymakers—at the national, regional and local levels—are con-
fronting increasing challenges in water management. They need the information
provided by USGS streamgages and water quality studies. The USGS streamgage
network also supplies the National Weather Service with the information it needs
to issue flood warnings.

The USGS has tremendous strength in areas that are critical to homeland secu-
rity, such as monitoring water resources and producing digital maps that are needed
for assessing terrorist threats and responding to terrorist attacks.

The USGS helps protect people across the nation from potentially disastrous con-
sequences of geologic hazards, including earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, landslides,
erosion and floods. For example, USGS sensor systems provide information that can
substantially reduce the impact of earthquakes, leading to reduced loss of human
life and property.

USGS biologists study wildlife health issues like chronic wasting disease and
West Nile virus, which also affects human health. USGS researchers also study the
spread of invasive species, which have significant economic (billions of dollars per
year), environmental, and public health impacts.
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TABLE 1.—U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

[Dollars in millions]

Budget Authority Fiscal year 2004-05 Fiscal year 2004-05
- changes ! changes adjé for
USGS Activity/Subactivity Fiscal year transfes
2003 2004 2005 Amount Percent
actual enacted request Amount Percent
Mapping, Remote Sensing, & Geog. Investiga-
tions:
Cooperative Topographic Mapping .. $81.1| $808 | $71.0| —$98| —121| —$20 -25
Land Remote Sensing .............. 35.7 33.7 33.1 —0.5 =16 | s 0.1
Geographic Analysis & Monitoring .. 16.4 15.2 14.8 —0.5 -31 —-0.2 —14
Subtotal 1332 129.8 1189 | —1038 —83 —22 -17
Geologic Hazards, Resources, and Processes:
Geologic Hazard Assessment .. 75.0 75.3 73.0 —-23 -30 —-09 —-12
Geologic Landsc. & Coast. Assess. 18.7 78.4 75.2 -31 —4.0 —1.7 -21
Geologic Resource Assessment 79.5 80.5 72.5 —8.0 —10.0 —6.6 —8.2
Subtotal 233.2 234.2 2208 | —134 —57 -9.1 -39
Water Resources Investigations:
Hydrolog. Monit., Assess. & Rsch. 136.8 145.3 139.7 —56 -39 —2.7 -19
Cooperative Water Program ..... 64.4 64.0 63.0 —-1.0 —-15 0.1 0.1
Water Resources Research Act ... 6.0 6.4 | o —6.4 | —100.0 —6.4 | —100.0
Subtotal 207.2 215.7 202.7 | —13.0 —6.0 -9.0 —42
Biological Research:
Biological Research & Monitoring 132.1 135.1 129.2 -59 —4.4 -37 —2.7
Biological Information ............. 22.8 24.7 24.3 —04 —1.6 | e
Cooperative Research Units .... 14.9 14.8 14.1 —0.6 —44 —0.5 -31
Subtotal 169.8 174.5 167.6 —6.9 —4.0 —4.0 -23
Enterprise Information ... | o [ i 45.1 45.1 100.0 45.1 100.0
Science Support 85.2 90.8 68.7 | —22.1 —243 5.1 5.6
Facilities 90.8 93.0 95.9 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.2
TOTAL 919.3 938.0 919.8 | —18.2 —-19| —182 -19

Source: The Interior Budget in Brief: fiscal year 2005, USGS fiscal year 2005 Budget documents and NCSE analysis.

1Change from enacted fiscal year 2004 USGS appropriations to the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget request for USGS.

2These columns include the change from the enacted fiscal year 2004 USGS appropriations to the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget re-
quest for USGS, adjusted to compensate for transfers from disciplinary accounts and programs to the new Enterprise Information account.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES FOR WATER RESOURCES

Mr. Chairman, I am James Moncur, President of the National Institutes for
Water Resources and Director of the Hawaii Water Resources Research Center at
the University of Hawaii. My statement requests the Subcommittee to provide
$8,775,000 to the U.S. Geological Survey for the state Water Resources Research In-
stitutes program.

First, I want to thank you and this Subcommittee for the strong support you have
given to the state water resources research institutes program in past years. You
have recognized the great value in having federal, state and local government agen-
cies cooperating with a network of universities to produce new knowledge about
water resources as well as train a new generation of talented and educated water
professionals.

In addition, I want to acknowledge the leading role you and your colleagues have
played to ensure that the U.S. Geological Survey continues to provide the science
needed to manage the nation’s natural resources.

Public Law 106-374, passed in 2000, reauthorized the Water Resources Research
Act through fiscal year 2005. In passing this reauthorization, Congress recognized
the enormous success of the state water resources research institutes in providing
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sound science and well educated professionals to the nation’s water management
programs, and doing so in a highly efficient manner.

The National Institutes for Water Resources respectfully request the addition of
$8,775,000 to the U.S. Geological Survey’s fiscal year 2005 budget for the state
water resources research institutes program. This recommendation is based on the
following components:

—$7,000,000 in grants for the 54 institutes as authorized by Section 104(b) of the

Water Resources Research Act;
—$1,500,000 to support the national competitive grants program authorized by
Section 104(g) of the Act, and

—$275,000 for program administration at USGS.

These amounts would provide each institute $125,000 under Section 104(b), to
support state-based competitions for research and graduate education at the insti-
tutes, located at land-grant universities in each state, three territories and in Wash-
ington, D.C. Currently this grant is $92,524. It would also provide for an increase
from about $1 million to $1.5 million for the national grants program under Section
104(g). Competition for the awards is extremely vigorous: in 2003, for example, 76
proposals were submitted to the 104(g) program; only 6 were funded.

This year, 2004, marks the 40th anniversary of the original Water Resources Re-
search Act. In that time, the state institutes created by Congress have established
a remarkable infrastructure of physical and human capital for studying water re-
source problems. The institutes link scientists and scholars from a wide array of dis-
ciplines, institutions and agencies to focus on the diverse characteristics and effects
of water and related resources. The network composed of these institutes serves an
invaluable function in sharing knowledge across state lines and addressing problems
created by the stubborn refusal of rivers, aquifers, floods and droughts to restrict
their effects within the boundaries of any given state.

In the past several decades, our nation has made great strides managing water
resources. Our rivers no longer carry layers of pollution that catch on fire. Most
wastewater is highly treated before disposal into receiving waters. Conservation ef-
forts have allowed a growing population and economy to thrive despite flat water
usage over the last two decades. We have wide controls on salinity and erosion and
are very sensitive to potential contamination with pesticides or other toxic chemi-
cals.

Unfortunately, few of these problems are anywhere near completely and finally
“solved,” and new issues continue to arise. Several areas of the country are rapidly
approaching or have passed the sustainable limits of groundwater withdrawals.
Control of non-point source pollutants is a vast undertaking, far from complete de-
spite several years of earnest effort. Contention over river flows has spread from the
dry west to some of the relatively rainy eastern states. Floods, forest fires, homeland
security and newly discovered chemical contaminants all remain challenging issues.
Water is widely thought to be the most scarce resource of the 21st century and more
likely to be the cause of regional conflicts and war.

Not all these problems are equally important in all states or regions of the coun-
try. In my own state of Hawaii, we don’t, for example, argue over access to flows
of rivers in neighboring states, but we do face most other issues present in other
states as well as some that are particular to tropical or subtropical climates. Our
fading sugar-plantation legacy and rapid population growth have generated im-
mense changes in water use. These changes have forced a thorough re-examination
of the management of aquifers from which most of our water is drawn and have
sparked new interest in alternative sources of supply—wastewater reuse, desalina-
tion and conservation. In other areas of country, pressures on water supplies of the
Rio Grand Basin; acid rain in New England; water storage in Nebraska sand dunes;
assessment of water quality in South San Francisco Bay; and regional water plan-
ning in the New York City watershed exemplify the diversity of problems ap-
proached by the institutes. Any such list illustrates the need for a network of re-
search centers to look after problems in their own backyards as well as to collabo-
rate with one another on problems of regional and national scope.

Here are some examples of the institutes’ work in the past year:

—The Montana institute developed simple and inexpensive techniques for remedi-

]z;tirfg mine wastes, based on a sophisticated understanding of indigenous micro-
iology.

—The West Virginia institute is studying biological and water quality criteria ap-

propriate to mining-impacted watersheds.

—The North Dakota institute studied the potential risks of importing unwanted

aquatic organisms along with interbasin water transfers, placing risks into per-
spective.
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—The Nevada institute created a broad coalition of government, university and
private sector groups to study water problems of developing countries.

—New Mexico Water Resources Research Institute’s worked with Sandia National
Labs and the Bureau of Reclamation to evaluate proposals for a major desalina-
tion research facility.

—The Maryland Water Resources Research Center developed methods to rejuve-
nate oyster habitat and populations in Chesapeake Bay, using genetic markers
to test the effectiveness of restoration strategies.

—The Alaska Water and Environmental Research Center will determine environ-
mental impact of winter pumping of water to build ice roads, airfields and drill-
ing pads on the tundra.

This abbreviated list attests to the practicality and applicability of research per-
formed by the institutes. To ensure the usefulness of supported research, each insti-
tute has a technical advisory committee, made up of representatives from faculty,
local, state and federal agencies and the private sector. These panels identify the
most pressing water problems facing their states, establish priorities and help with
local reviews of proposals.

The National Institutes for Water Resources, in close collaboration with the
USGS, has developed a highly effective and efficient online system for collecting
data, reporting results, and review of competitive research proposals for the insti-
tutes program. The system accepts early drafts of proposals and allows local admin-
istrators to choose which to support. It then identifies experts from across the coun-
try to provide peer reviews, which they report online. The same system accommo-
dates the institute evaluations required every five years under the Water Resources
Research Act. This system is now serving as a model for management of other spon-
sored research by federal agencies.

Each year the Institute Program produces about 1,000 technical publications deal-
ing with water resources. Roughly one-fourth of these are in refereed scientific jour-
nals. In fiscal year 2003, the institutes conducted more than 132 conferences, semi-
nars and workshops with more than 22,500 participants. About two-thirds of the in-
stitutes publish newsletters detailing research projects and reporting on water
events. The Internet has proven to be of great importance in technology transfer,
with web sites at each institute and at USGS providing a “virtual library” of water
information, to anyone who can type “Google.”

Beyond research and service, the institutes also make an important contribution
to education and training. In fiscal year 2003, 1,409 students (528 undergraduates,
526 master’s 297 Ph.D.s and 58 post-doctoral) were supported by institute-generated
projects. These projects provided invaluable hands-on application of classroom in-
struction for students from agriculture, engineering, economics, geology, geography
and many other areas. Often, students have developed theses or dissertations and
even found post-graduation employment as a direct result of their institute-sup-
ported work. Encouragement of education in water-related areas is increasingly im-
portant as the baby-boom cohort, representing a large fraction of the nation’s human
capital in water and other sciences, ages and retires in the next decade.

Section 104(b) provides grants oriented mainly to state-based issues, with prior-
ities set by the individual state institutes. Section 104(g) sponsors a nation-wide
competitive grants program dealing with issues of national or at least wide regional
scope. For several years, priorities for this program have centered on water quality
issues, particular non-point sources. Recently, in response to severe drought affect-
ing a large area of the country, emphasis shifted to water supply matters.

The federal appropriation has fostered a network of truly national scope from a
collection of individual researchers in universities and water professionals in gov-
ernment and the private sector. The institutes provide the driving force for collabo-
ration between disciplines. The Institutes are the only entity that brings together
managers, regulators, users, public-interest groups and researchers to articulate
problems and develop the research needed to solve them. The Institutes all have,
in some way, input from and contact with the many public and private entities af-
fecting water in each of our states. Without an institute in each state, these exten-
sive network benefits would wither away.

Federal funds invested in the institutes program have a remarkably high payoff.
Each dollar of the 104(b) grant ($84,234 per institute in fiscal year 2003) requires
$2 matching funds from other sources. The grants directly supported 235 projects
nationwide, and led the way to an additional 917 projects funded from other
sources. Altogether, the institutes generated an additional $19 in other funding for
each dollar provided by the federal appropriation. Of this, $10 came from other fed-
eral sources and $9 from local and state governments, universities, private firms,
foundations and other non-federal sources. It is crucial to realize that much of this
extra $19 could not have been generated without the leverage provided by the Con-
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gressional appropriation. In the process, the grants serve as a catalyst for univer-
sities to invest in and maintain capacities to galvanize faculty, laboratories and
equipment and to stimulate student interest in water resource issues.

The 1960s appropriations provided $100,000 per year to each institute. By fiscal
year 2004, despite a small but most welcome increase over the previous several
years, this had declined to $92,524 per institute. Worse yet, inflation has eroded the
2004 appropriation to just over $17,000 in 1965 dollars. Research needs for this
money have not, unfortunately, diminished apace.

The U.S. Geological Survey Water Resources Research Institutes program gen-
erates a high return to the people of the United States by applying sound scientific
methods in support of sound water policy and management. The National Institutes
for Water Resources urges this Subcommittee to provide $8,775,000 for fiscal year
2005.

Finally, the National Institutes for Water Resources is a member of the USGS Co-
alition. NIWR strongly concurs in the Coalition’s recommendation that Congress in-
crease the budget of the U.S. Geological Survey to $1 billion in fiscal year 2005, an
increase of 6.5 percent above the fiscal year 2004 enacted level. The increase, which
is necessary for the Survey to continue providing critical information to decision
makers at all levels of government, would enable the USGS to restore the science
cuts proposed in the budget request, provide full funding for “uncontrollable” costs,
and undertake a few exciting new science initiatives that would begin to reverse the
cumulative effects of the long-term funding short fall.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to present these views.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION

The Association urge your support for a fiscal year 2005 appropriation of $200
million from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for assistance to state and
%)cal governments, and $50 million for the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery

rogram.

Recent revelations in the Journal of the American Medical Association (March 10,
2004) on the increasing rate of mortality attributable to physical inactivity and poor
diet increase the imperative to invest in public park and recreation facilities that
encourage active lifestyles. The 400,000 deaths annually due to physical inactivity
and poor diet is the “largest increase among all causes of death,” the report ob-
serves. Also, Kenneth H. Cooper, M.D., M.P.H. recently noted, “(Today) our kids are
fatter and less fit than they have been in the history of this country.” (Statement
to National Governors’ Association, Winter Meeting, Feb. 22, 2004.)

A report by the National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Pro-
motion reinforces our recommendations. The Center observed, “(C)haracteristics of
our communities such as the accessibility and location of parks, trails, sidewalks
and recreation centers . . . may play an even greater (than social environments)
role in promoting or discouraging an individual or family’s level of physical activity.”

Congressional support for increased public access through recreation development
and resource conservation holds high potential for at least stabilizing costs over the
long term. For example, the four diseases that may be prevented by appropriate ac-
tive lifestyles, including active recreation—heart disease, cancer, stroke, and diabe-
tes—are life-threatening and costly to treat. The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention has observed that if physically inactive people were to become suffi-
ciently active, we could potentially reduce health care costs by over $75 billion a
year. Active recreation also can promote mental health; it can reduce feelings of
anxiety and depression.

Youth, especially, can benefit from active recreation. About 15 percent of all chil-
dren are obese, a condition that increases the risk of high blood cholesterol, high
blood pressure, and diabetes. By being physically active on a regular basis, often at
public parks and recreation sites, youth may be able to avoid or delay health prob-
lems associated with obesity and related conditions.

With appropriate funds, thousands of public park and recreation facilities in
American communities will be created, restored, and expanded, thus offering greater
opportunity for active lifestyles. We urge your support for federal-state-local fiscal
partnerships that will further these objectives.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION

This statement shares with the Subcommittee the views of the National Recre-
ation and Park Association on fiscal year 2005 appropriations for selected programs
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within its jurisdiction. Referenced programs are administered principally by the Na-
tional Park Service.

We recommend the following:

—$200,000,000 from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for state assistance
to be invested by state and local governments on a 50/50 matching basis. Funds
should be allocated to the states as authorized by current law.

—$50,000,000 to address the most distressed urban recreation resource conditions
and deficiencies identified and aided through the Urban Park and Recreation
Recovery Program. This program funds no land acquisition.

—$13,000,000 for the Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance (RTCA) program
to support field-based technical assistance program that yields enormous con-
servation and recreation benefits to communities partnerships between federal,
state, and local interests in creating blueway and greenway trail systems.

—Sufficient funds to enable the National Park Service, through Federal Lands to
Parks and other programs to collaborate with state and local recreation and
park agencies and others on the conservation and use of surplus federal real
property, and conservation of rivers and trails and other resources.

These recommendations, if substantially adopted, will help address the national

imperative to improve physical and mental health, sustain the environment, and
stimulate economic growth.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND STATE ASSISTANCE

Further, we are pleased to note that our recommendations relative to LWCF as-
sistance and urban park restoration are also supported by Advocates for Health,
Public Parks, and Recreation, a broad coalition of health and recreation related
groups. Their statement has been submitted separately.

We commend the Subcommittee for its decisions to create and sustain fiscal part-
nerships with state and local recreation and park authorities. However, we share
with many legislators and advocates the disappointment that the fiscal year 2003
and 2004 appropriations have fallen below previous years, especially the LWCF
state assistance and the urban park programs. Our request for fiscal year 2005
equals the administration’s LWCF state assistance request for fiscal year 2003—
$200,000,000—absent proposed restrictions that would have been imposed by the
Secretary of the Interior’s “Cooperative Conservation Initiative.”

We also commend the President for his commitment to appropriations from the
Land and Water Conservation Fund. However, the administration’s budget incor-
porates non-LWCF programs, thus creating the illusion that LWCF is “fully fund-
ed.” If the Congress in its wisdom continues to fund these programs from LWCF,
then jurisdictions and agencies presently eligible for LWCF assistance should be eli-
gible for participation in programs that are drawn from the LWCF treasury account.

Recent local and state requests for LWCF assistance exceed $4 billion according
to applications submitted to state officials. This reflects both the need for invest-
ment and program effectiveness, while suggesting that our request is very conserv-
ative. Our program priorities reflect a nationwide demand to increase the recreation
capacity of public systems, especially those relatively close to home.

We continue to press our concern that the administration’s proposed budget again
recommends access to the Land and Water Conservation Fund for a number of other
non-LWCF activities. The LWCF act, while broad in its application and diversity of
projects, is very specific in its policy objectives—provision of recreational opportuni-
ties to improve human health through conservation of lands and waters and devel-
opments to enable public use and access.

Non-federal recreation and park resources are essential to quality recreation expe-
riences for all people. Frankly, these systems provide the majority of public recre-
ation destinations, services, and visitor experiences.

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION RECOVERY PROGRAM

The Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program recognizes the recreation val-
ues associated with conservation of the built environment. Its use is restricted to
restoration and, thus, renewed and expanded public use of local recreation facilities
and sites that have essentially been worn out by use or age. These facilities and
sites are no less important than conservation of other recreation spaces and places
of high ecological and aesthetic value. Demand for Urban Park and Recreation Re-
covery Program assistance remains high. This interest is reflected in both the num-
ber of requests for assistance and the quality and objectives of projects. Based on
demand for fiscal year 2001-2003 appropriations, we estimate that our rec-
ommendation would support between 115-125 projects. UPARR projects emphasize
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the national importance of bringing quality recreation resources and services to chil-
dren and youth in more economically distressed cities and neighborhoods.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE INTERGOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITIES

Rivers and Trails Conservation Assistance Program

We recommend $13,000,000 for the Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance
Program. The program illustrates the critical importance of federal contribution to
public/public and public/private partnerships for conservation of natural and cul-
tural resources, and public access for recreation. The program provides technical as-
sistance to local governments, citizen and community organizations, and state agen-
cies to consider recreation and conservation strategies. The results include planning,
restoration, and development of water ways and trails, and conservation of open
space and greenways, among other types of projects. In most cases, local govern-
ments continue to invest non-federal funds in projects stimulated by local public in-
terests and technical assistance.

RTCA has been “flat-funded” for several years, which has resulted in a reported
annual loss of program staff and project funding. This trend must be reversed for
this invaluable program that does so much to bring local, state, and regional fund-
ing to the partnerships it creates.

Federal Lands to Parks Program

We recommend an appropriation of at least $1 million to support the Federal
Lands to Parks program, also part of the NPS Recreation and Conservation Assist-
ance area. The FLP program is an exemplary service. It guides state and local gov-
ernments in the conversion of federal surplus properties to public recreation and
park uses and conservation of historic or wildlife values. We understand that the
amount of surplus property potentially available for state and local parks, and de-
mands for assistance has increased beyond the present capacity of program staff.
A large part of this demand was generated by the closure of a large number of mili-
tary bases between 1988 and 1995. In recent years, program staff have assisted in
the transfer of about 20-25 properties annually. There is a current backlog of some
sixty pending transfers.

While there is today considerable attention and debate on the stewardship and
priorities of the National Park System and National Park Service, we urge the Sub-
committee to not let these situations and issues divert attention away from other
congressional authorities in the Interior department’s domain.

Local and state park systems are critical to the American people and others who
work and reside among us. With sufficient funds, more recreation resources could
become accessible. These resources address diverse public interests and our collec-
tive need for quality recreation and associated services for children of working par-
ents. Local agencies in particular host programs that serve millions of nutritious
breakfasts, lunches, snacks, and suppers to needy children. Public recreation and
park sites and services help reduce crime and delinquency, especially during non-
school hours, days and seasons. Public recreation and park mangers recognize that
at any given time perhaps 50 million people have a physical disability: They at-
tempt to accommodate their needs for recreation.

In addition to providing public recreation experiences, state and local agencies
contribute importantly to plant and wildlife diversity. Collectively, over 5,000 local
park systems contain about 9 million acres. Hundreds of local systems contain more
than 5,000 acres, with many systems in excess of 15,000 acres. An estimated 80 to
85 percent of larger systems are typically undeveloped and thus contribute to an
array of conservation outcomes. Most systems also provide wide-spread public oppor-
tunities to create environmental awareness among the general public.

The National Recreation and Park Association appreciates the opportunity to sub-
mit this statement. NRPA public policy director Barry Tindall (202-887—0290) is
available to provide additional perspectives and to respond to questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATURE CONSERVANCY

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity
to present The Nature Conservancy’s recommendations for fiscal year 2005 appro-
priations. The Nature Conservancy is an international, non-profit organization dedi-
cated to the conservation of biological diversity. Our mission is to preserve the
plants, animals and natural communities that represent the diversity of life on
Earth by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive. The Conservancy
has more than 1,000,000 individual members and 1,900 corporate associates. We
have programs in all 50 states and in 28 foreign countries. We have protected more
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than 15 million acres in the United States and Canada and more than 83 million
acres with local partner organizations globally. The Conservancy owns and manages
1,400 preserves throughout the United States—the largest private system of nature
sanctuaries in the world. Sound science and strong partnerships with public and
private landowners to achieve tangible and lasting results characterize our con-
servation programs.

STEWARDSHIP OF PUBLIC LANDS

The nation’s federal lands require enhanced stewardship funding. Many of our
ecosystems are extremely degraded, particularly by invasive species and poor fire
management, and require substantial investments to restore proper ecosystem func-
tion.

National Fire Plan.—In recent years, inadequate wildfire suppression funding has
required agencies to transfer funds from other key resource programs to cover sup-
pression costs. We urge Congress to find a solution to the suppression funding prob-
lem. Any solution should include cost containment measures, including increased
emphasis on fire management planning and wildland fire use.

In addition to the increase in the President’s budget for Hazardous Fuel Reduc-
tion to $476 million, we recommend $100 million for hazardous fuels reduction
projects supported by local communities and consistent with long-term, ecologically-
based, landscape-scale plans (within and beyond the WUI) with scientifically ade-
quate monitoring protocols. Congress should also explore full funding of the Healthy
Forest Restoration Act Title I ($760 million) consistent with the agencies’ capacity.

The most cost-efficient way to address the threat of ecologically destructive fires
is through long-term restoration. Without adequate post-emergency restoration fol-
lowing unnaturally severe fires, forest and grassland habitats are impaired and
invasive species can invade the site, increasing the risk of fire. The President’s
budget does not provide funding for long-term post-fire restoration, and limits reha-
bilitation funding to $27 million. Congress should restore total Rehabilitation and
Restoration programs to $82.7 million, the fiscal year 2002 level, including $10 mil-
lion ($5 million, Forest Service and $5 million DOI) for development and production
of additional native plant materials through private/public partnerships. The Na-
tional Fire Plan fire research funding for the Forest Service should be increased to
$25 million and should focus on long-term management and ecological restoration
so that future suppression costs will be decreased.

Forest Health Management.—America’s forests are under siege by numerous ex-
otic insects and diseases, and the pace of introductions appears to be increasing. The
Forest Service has a crucial role in containing or eradicating these devastating orga-
nisms and minimizing their impacts. which can cost hundreds of billions of dollars
if they are not contained. We recommend that the Forest Health Management pro-
gram (including National Fire Plan funding) be maintained at the fiscal year 2004
lIevel of $123.261 million. We support the President’s request for $10 million for an
“Emerging Pest and Pathogen Fund” as long as these funds are in addition to the
base and conditions for use of the money are sufficiently flexible. We also rec-
ommend funding as needed for the Accelerated Information Gathering section of the
Insect Infestations and Related Diseases title of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act
(Title IV).

State and Private Forestry.—We strongly support funding for programs that pro-
vide incentives for forest stewardship on state and private lands, and critical tech-
nical and financial assistance to communities and landonwers to improve forestry
practices for conservation. We support: (1) full funding ($15 million) for the Water-
shed Forestry Assistance program of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (Title III);
(2) funding for demonstration projects ($5 million) under the Healthy Forest Reserve
title of HFRA (Title V); (3) $20 million for the Forest Land Enhancement Program.

Invasive Species.—Next to habitat loss, invasion by non-native species is the most
pervasive threat to native biodiversity on public land. The Conservancy supports the
interagency National Invasive Species Budget as a step in accelerating prevention,
early detection, rapid response, control and management and restoration. In addi-
tion to the President’s requested funding of $58.3 million for BLM, BOR, NPS, FWS
and USGS and $17.4 million for Forest Service for invasive species management,
the Conservancy recommends $7 million for a new grant program for integrated
tamarisk control within western watersheds.

Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation.—Declining sagebrush habitats have led to pe-
titions to list sage grouse as threatened or endangered. We support the President’s
request of an increase $3.2 million for the BLM’s Wildlife Management budget to
address sage grouse conservation and restoration needs.
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ACQUISITION OF FEDERAL LAND

The Nature Conservancy applauded action by the Appropriations Committees to
establish and fully fund the Land Conservation, Preservation, and Infrastructure
Improvement program established in fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year 2002. The Con-
servancy was disappointed that the fiscal year 2004 Interior appropriations bill did
not continue the commitment to implementing this historic 6-year conservation
achievement. We strongly urge the Subcommittee to fully fund this program at its
fiscal year 2005 level of $1.68 billion.

Land and Water Conservation Fund.—We strongly support continued federal ac-
quisition of high-priority biologically important land and urges the Congress to pro-
vide funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) at a far more ro-
bust level than the President’s request. The Conservancy specifically proposes fund-
ing of 39 biologically rich land acquisition projects totaling $81.2 million. Priorities
include completing multi-year projects to transform Great Sand Dunes National
Monument into the 57th National Park, a multi-agency project in Montana’s Black-
foot River valley and protection of major inholdings at St. Marks NWR, Cache River
NWR and the St. Francis NF. A number of projects, including the Northern
Tallgrass Prairie NWR and BLM’s Henry’s Lake ACEC projects, rely upon conserva-
tion easements to achieve important conservation objectives while maintaining the
integrity of working landscapes. We urge the subcommittee to provide at least the
President’s request of $93.8 million for the state-side of LWCF.

Forest Legacy.—This program is an increasing popular and successful model of a
non-regulatory conservation approach based on partnerships between federal and
state governments and private landowners. We strongly support the President’s re-
quest for $100 million for this program and urge the Committee to fully fund this
request to support priority projects from the Walls of Jericho in Tennessee, to the
Blackfoot River in Montana, to St. Croix in the U.S. Virgin Islands.

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES AND REFUGE REVENUE SHARING

Programs provide payments to counties where land has been taken off the local
property tax roles and put into federal ownership. In some counties, protection of
significant natural resources impacts the tax base necessary to fund local govern-
ment services, including schools and public safety. We urge the Committee to pro-
vide full funding for these programs and honor the federal government’s commit-
ment to impacted communities.

SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION

Sound decisions on public and private land acquisition and management must be
based on high-quality scientific information. The Conservancy’s work on the ground
has been guided by information from the non-profit organization NatureServe and
its state natural heritage program members. We support the President’s request for
the National Biological Information Infrastructure (NBII, USGS) and recommend an
increase of $6 million to establish the NBII State Grants Partnership program. We
support an increase of $4.3 million for the NPS Natural Resource Challenge; an in-
crease of $4 million in BLM’s budget for long-term resource monitoring to measure
the effects of increased energy development on other resources, and an increase for
Forest Service (NFS) Inventory and Monitoring to $191,345,000.

ENDANGERED SPECIES PROGRAMS

The Conservancy supports $100 million for the FWS’s Cooperative Endangered
Species Fund, an effective and flexible tool for building cooperative, voluntary part-
nerships. The requested increase reflects the importance and unmet public funding
needs of collaborative conservation strategies to protect critically rare species on
non-federal land, and state and local acquisition of habitat necessary for the sur-
vival of listed and candidate species.

The Conservancy proposes significant increases for the FWS’s ESA implementa-
tion programs. Funding increases would enhance the Service’s ability to provide im-
portant incentive-based, non-regulatory programs that assist private landowners in
protecting species. $12 million for Candidate Conservation would expand this inno-
vative program and permit more effective monitoring and implementation of exist-
ing agreements. $17 million for Listing would enable the Service to expand its eval-
uation of imperiled species for listing, a critical action that guarantees certain pro-
tections under the law, including the authority to purchase habitat. $55 million for
Consultation/Habitat Conservation Planning would permit the Service to respond to
the dramatic increase in the use of HCPs. $75 million for Recovery would permit
the development, monitoring, and implementation of recovery plans and actions for
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a rapidly increasing number of listed species. We support $1.75 million in planning
funds to Southern California’s Natural Community Conservation Planning program.
We urge that targeted funding for Pacific Salmon Grants (a $1.975 million pass
through) and the Upper Colorado River Recovery Program ($691,000) be restored,
in addition to restoration of $1.4 million of general Recovery program funds.

STATE AND TRIBAL WILDLIFE GRANTS

The Conservancy strongly supports this program and recommends funding of $125
million. We believe the development of state comprehensive wildlife conservation
plans will set the foundation to direct future resources for state conservation objec-
tives and encourage the states to make full use of the best existing scientific infor-
mation, including natural heritage data.

COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION INITIATIVE AND PRIVATE LANDOWNER PROGRAMS

Private lands provide a portion of the habitat for at least two-thirds of all feder-
ally listed species. The Administration’s Cooperative Conservation Initiative sup-
ports innovative ways to support partnerships between private landowners, local
communities, states and the federal government.

Challenge Cost Share—We support the proposed funding for the BLM ($21 mil-
lion), FWS ($12.0 million) and NPS ($21 million). These programs leverage appro-
priated dollars through 1:1 matches with State and private partners to implement
important restoration and protection projects.

Partners for Fish and Wildlife.—We support the proposed increase to $50 million,
including $5 million to the High Plains Partnership and $6.2 million for the Upper
Klamath River Basin Restoration Initiative. The Partners program provides impor-
tant technical and financial assistance to private landowners and other partners to
protect, restore and enhance habitat for fish and wildlife species.

Landowner Incentive Program and Private Stewardship Grants.—We support the
President’s request of $50 million and $10 million for these programs, respectively.

PARTNERSHIP INITIATIVES

—National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.—Federal support to NFWF continues
to yield a return of over two non-federal dollars for every single taxpayer dollar.
We recommend appropriations of FWS ($9 million), BLM ($4 million) and For-
est Service ($4 million).

—North American Wetlands Conservation Fund and Joint Venture program.—The
Conservancy supports funding for NAWCA at the President’s request of $54
million or more. More than $1.6 billion in partner contributions has been raised
to match $573 million in federal funds in order to save 20.6 million acres of wet-
lands. The Conservancy supports the Presidents’s request of $11.45 million for
Joint Ventures..

—Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Fund.—We support funding for this
important and increasingly popular program at its authorized level of $5 mil-
lion. The Service should continue to administer this grant program through its
Division of Bird Habitat Conservation.

—Connecticut River Atlantic Salmon Commission (CRASC).—The Conservancy
urges restoration of funding and an increase to $750,000 for the CRASC.

—Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act (GLFWRA).—The Conservancy
recommends $2 million in base funding and $2 million for grants for the Serv-
ice’s Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Programs.

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS.

The Conservancy recommends a total of $14 million to the programs identified in
the FWS’ Multinational Species Conservation Fund. We propose, however, that the
Committee appropriate $9 million to the Rhinoceros/tiger, Elephants and Great Ape
funds and provide $5 million to the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Fund.
We support $10 million for the Forest Service’s International Programs. The NPS
Office of International Affairs should be funded at $2 million so that the National
Park Service—global leaders in conservation—can expand its activities to assist
international partners in creating and managing parks and other protected areas.

Thank you for the opportunity to present The Nature Conservancy’s comments on
the Interior budget.
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FISCAL YEAR 2005 LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND PROJECTS RECOMMENDED BY THE

NATURE CONSERVANCY

LWCF project TNC request Admrgnqllslysattmn
Bureau of Land Management:
Blackfoot River Watershed, MT $5,000,000 | oo,
Henry's Lake ACEC, ID 1,000,000 $1,000,000
Otay Mountain/Kuchamaa HCP, CA 2,000,000 | cooveerereieines
Santa Rosa/San Jacinto Mountains NM, CA 1,000,000 1,000,000
Upper Snake/South Fork Snake River, ID 2,000,000 2,000,000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:
Baca NWR, CO 3,400,000 2,600,000
Big Muddy NWR, MO 750,000 750,000
Cache River NWR, AR 850,000 850,000
Cahaba River NWR, AL 1,500,000
Cape Romain NWR, SC 900,000
Cape May NWR, NJ 1,000,000
Cypress Creek, IL 127,000 127,000
Dakota Tallgrass Prairie WMA, ND/SD 1,000,000 650,000
Eastern Shore Virginia NWR, VA 3,000,000 | coovvereieiaes
Laguna Atascosa NWR, TX 1,000,000 1,000,000
Lower Hatchie NWR, TN 1,130,000 | coovrvveeeeienens
Lower Rio Grande Valley NWR, TX 650,000 600,000
Massasoit NWR, MA 575,000 | oo
Northern Tallgrass Prairie NWR, MN/IA 1,000,000 500,000
Red River NWR, LA 2,700,000 | ..oovvorrieiinnns
San Diego NWR, CA 3,000,000 1,000,000
Silvio Conte NWR, CT/MA/NHNT 1,000,000 1,000,000
St. Marks NWR, FL 1,900,000 1,000,000
Upper Mississippi NWFR, MN/IA/IL/WI 500,000 500,000
National Park Service:
Pinelands National Reserve, NJ 3,000,000 | oo
Pinnacles NM, CA 5,300,000 5,300,000
U.S. Forest Service:
Chattahoochee NF (GA Mountains Riparian Project), GA ... 3,000,000 3,000,000
Cherokee NF (TN Mtns.), TN 3,260,000 3,000,000
Daniel Boone NF, KY 2,000,000 500,000
Francis Marion NF, SC 5,500,000 | .oooviierieis
Helena-Lolo NFs (Blackfoot project), MT 10,000,000 300,000
Hoosier NF (Hoosier Unique Areas), IN 1,100,000 125,000
Huron-Manistee NF, MI 2,300,000 500,000
Mark Twain NF (Ozarks Mtn. Streams & Rivers), MO 500,000 500,000
National Forests in Alabama, AL 2,500,000 | oeoveereeeeeeies
Shawnee NF, IL 1,000,000 125,000
Skagit River, WA 600,000 | woovereerrrireeens
Sumter NF, SC 2,000,000
Wenatchee NF (Tieton River), WA 2,200,000
Total TNC Request for 39 LWCF Projects 81,242,000 | .ovovereen

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ENEWETAK/UJELANG LOCAL GOVERNMENT COUNCIL

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this Subcommittee: Thank you for
providing this opportunity to the people of Enewetak to describe issues that relate
to our ability to live on Enewetak Atoll. Of immediate concern is the funding of the
Enewetak Food and Agriculture Program. In the Compact of Free Association, as
amended (hereinafter “Compact”), Congress provided an annual sum of “not less
than $1.3 million” for the Enewetak Food and Agriculture Program. That funding
in the Compact is much appreciated. However, Congress has funded the program
at a level of $1.7 million these past several years and that is the minimum amount
necessary to provide food, transportation, and the continuation of the soil rehabilita-
tion and agriculture work. Accordingly, this statement includes a request to increase
the Compact funded Enewetak Food and Agriculture Program by $400,000 from

$1.3 million to $1.7 million.
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Other issues that relate to our ability to live on Enewetak Atoll are: Funding of
the health care program; funding of the just compensation award issued by the Nu-
clear Claims Tribunal; resettlement of the Enjebi people on their home island of
Enjebi; monitoring of the our people for radiation exposure; continued monitoring
of the environment to determine current radiation levels; and, monitoring of the
Runit dome.

We would first like to address the continuing challenges that life on Enewetak
presents. These challenges are the result of the severe damage inflicted on our atoll
by the U.S. Nuclear Testing Program. This committee has helped us meet some of
these challenges by funding the Enewetak Food and Agriculture Program.

INCREASED FUNDING OF THE ENEWETAK FOOD AND AGRICULTURE PROGRAM.

This program is necessary because over one-half of Enewetak remains contami-
nated by radiation. The remaining fifty percent of the land was turned into a desert-
like wasteland in the course of the nuclear testing program. As a result of such ac-
tivities, there is insufficient food and other resources on Enewetak atoll to support
the people.

Congress has provided a sum of not less than $1.3 million annually for 20 years
for the Enewetak Food and Agriculture Program in the Compact. The Enewetak
people greatly appreciate such mandatory funding. However, the program has been
funded at a level of $1.7 million for the past several years and such funding level
needs to continue to maintain the minimum components of the program. The compo-
nents of the program include a soil and agriculture rehabilitation program, the im-
portation of food, and the operation of a vessel.

Much progress has occurred over the past several years with regard to the agri-
culture rehabilitation effort. In addition, we have become more and more involved
with the soil rehabilitation effort and the planting and maintenance of food bearing
plants. Funding of the program at the $1.7 million level these past several years
has helped the program keep up with inflation and has created a momentum that
we would like to maintain.

However, the growing population, much improved agriculture rehabilitation tech-
niques, and transportation expenses have increased the costs of the program. These
costs are the costs of the necessary food imports; transportation costs for food im-
ports; transportation costs of equipment, material, supplies, and fuel for the agri-
culture rehabilitation program; and labor costs for the accelerated agriculture effort.
To meet these costs, the program funding needs to be increased to the sum of $1.7
million in fiscal year 2005. The $1.7 million is broken down as follows: Food and
cooking fuel costs, $550,000; agriculture costs (labor, equipment, material, supplies,
fuel, operations and maintenance), $850,000; transportation costs (labor, fuel, oper-
ations and maintenance), $300,000. Included in the three foregoing categories is the
cost of administration of the program. Due to the foregoing, we respectfully request
that this committee increase the amount provided under the Compact for this pro-
gram for fiscal year 2005 by the amount of $400,000, for a total of $1.7 million.

We would now like to describe the award of $386 million made to us by the Mar-
shall Islands Nuclear Claims Tribunal for damages we suffered as a result of the
U.S. Nuclear Testing Program.

FUNDING OF THE JUST COMPENSATION AWARD ISSUED BY THE NUCLEAR CLAIMS
TRIBUNAL

The issue most important to us is the funding of the $386 million award for just
compensation made to the Enewetak people by the Nuclear Claims Tribunal.
Enewetak was the site for forty-three of the sixty-seven nuclear bombs detonated
by the United States in the Marshall Islands. The damages of the U.S. Nuclear
Testing Program affect us to this day. It is important to remember that in 1947,
prior to the removal of our people from Enewetak, the United States promised us
that we would have all constitutional rights accruing to U.S. citizens, that we would
be taken care of during our exile to Ujelang, and that we would not be exposed to
any greater danger than the people of the United States.

The constitutional rights to which we are entitled include the right to be justly
compensated for the damages we suffered as a result of the U.S. nuclear testing pro-
gram. In addition to the well documented promises made to us, the United States
in the Compact (1) accepted responsibility for the just compensation owing for loss
or damage resulting from its nuclear testing program and (2) agreed that the Mar-
shall Islands Nuclear Claims Tribunal (“Tribunal”’) make a final determination of
the amount that would satisfy the constitutional requirement of just compensation.

The Tribunal, following well established U.S. constitutional, legal, and regulatory
principles, determined that the just compensation to be provided to us was an
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amount of $386 million in addition to what we received or will be receiving under
the Compact. The funding of this amount by the United States would satisfy its con-
stitutional obligation to us. This funding could be provided through the Changed
Circumstances Petition process that has been presented to the U.S. Congress. Alter-
natively, the Congress could direct the U.S. Court of Appeal for the Federal Circuit
to review and certify, or to reject in whole or in part, the award of the Tribunal
similar to an existing Congressional provision that deals with judgments of the Mar-
shall Islands courts against the United States arising from its administration of the
Marshall Islands under the U.N. Trusteeship.

It is important to note that this funding would provide us with the resources to
rid our land of radiological contamination, rehabilitate the soil, revegetate the land,
resettle the Enjebi people on their home island, and provide the means by which
we could establish a local economy in the fishing and tourism sectors. The foregoing
would permit us to once again become self-reliant and self-sufficient. Until this
funding materializes, we require continued and increased funding of the Enewetak
Food and Agriculture Program.

RESETTLEMENT OF THE ENJEBI PEOPLE ON THEIR HOME ISLAND OF ENJEBI

We, the Enewetak people, consist of two groups: The people of the southern part
of the atoll, the Enewetak group; and, the people of the northern part of the atoll,
the Enjebi group. The Enjebi people have been exiled from their home island for
a period of over 56 years. They have not been able to resettle their home island be-
cause it remains contaminated. As a result, the Enjebi people need to share the lim-
ited land and resources with the other Enewetak people on the islands of Enewetak,
Medren and Japtan. As the populations grow, this is becoming an increasingly dif-
ficult situation. Yet Enjebi cannot be resettled in the near term because insufficient
funding exists for the cleanup and resettlement.

The situation at Enjebi is difficult since Enjebi Island was ground zero for a num-
ber of tests. In addition, it underwent bulldozing, scrapping and soil removal during
the 1977-80 partial cleanup activities. In order to make the island habitable again,
radiological remediation and soil and plant rehabilitation are required. As deter-
mined by the experts, the cost for the radiological remediation and soil and plant
rehabilitation is approximately $118 million, which includes the cleanup and reha-
bilitation of the other northern islands which are part of the Enjebi people’s re-
sources for food from land and marine areas. These costs are part of the just com-
pensation award made to the Enewetak people by the Tribunal.

In addition, the people require the housing, infrastructure, and other buildings
necessary to permit them to live on the island while the rehabilitation is ongoing.
These costs are estimated at $30 million.

In short, the cleanup and resettlement of Enjebi is projected to cost $148 million.
The best solution is to fund the Tribunal award which would provide the funding
for the cleanup and rehabilitation of all the northern islands including Enjebi, and
WhiECh v]s[/)ould provide the funding for the housing and other necessary infrastructure
at Enjebi.

RADIATION MONITORING OF THE PEOPLE, THE ENVIRONMENT, AND THE RUNIT DOME

Because of the residual radiation contamination at Enewetak Atoll, we and our
environment need to be monitored. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the
Enewetak/Ujelang Local Government Council have reached an agreement on an ap-
propriate whole body counting and plutonium detection regime. The DOE respon-
sibilities under such a regime need to continue until Enewetak is radiologically re-
mediated. In addition, the Runit Dome (Cactus Crater Containment Site) contains
over 110,000 cubic yards of material including plutonium and other radioactive de-
bris. This site needs to be monitored to assure the integrity of the structure and
to assure that no health risks from the radioactive waste site are suffered by us.
To effect the foregoing, a long-term stewardship program of the Runit Dome needs
to be implemented by the United States.

FUNDING OF THE HEALTH CARE PROGRAM

In Section 102 of Public Law 96-205, the U.S. Congress, authorized a program
of medical care and treatment for the peoples of the atolls of Bikini, Enewetak,
Rongelap, Utrik and other Marshallese determined to be affected as a result of the
U.S. Nuclear Testing Program in the Marshall Islands. The funding for such pro-
gram continued, in an amount of $2 million annually for 15 years, under the terms
of the Compact. The funding for such medical care and treatment program expired
as of October 21, 2001. The RMI has provided funding for the continuation of this
program from the Section 177 trust fund. However, that fund is now so depleted
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that the RMI cannot fund the program as of September 30, 2004. The Congress in
Section 104 of Public Law 96-205, intended such medical care and treatment pro-
gram to continue unless terminated by the express approval of the Congress. Con-
gress has not approved termination. The program needs to continue and the funding
needs to be increased to $4 million annually to provide a medical safety net for the
people of the 4 atolls and other Marshallese determined to have been affected by
nuclear testing. Even at the $4 million level, the program will only be able to ex-
pend $28 per person per month for the program costs. The $4 million should include
an inflation factor by being tied to the U.S. medical CPI.

ENEWETAK FOOD AND AGRICULTURE PROGRAM

The Enewetak Food and Agriculture Program enables us to live on Enewetak. It
provides funding for imported food, continued agriculture rehabilitation, operation
of a motor vessel that brings us the imported food, and an operation and mainte-
nance component conducted out of a facility on Enewetak known as the field station.

1. Efforts made to increase food production.—The most significant aspects of the
agriculture rehabilitation program are the infusion of nutrients into the soil and the
planting of buffer plants along the island’s shore to protect the interior plants from
salt spray. The infusion of nutrients into the soil is accomplished by digging trench-
es and placing organic material in the trenches along with a compost mixture of
copra cake and chicken manure. This activity is extremely labor intensive and re-
quires the importation of copra cake and chicken manure. Although the work is pro-
gressing, additional funding is required to provide greater manpower and the nec-
essary equipment, materials and supplies.

2. Importation of food.—Imported food is required because of the poor soil condi-
tion of the land available to us and the radiation contamination of other lands. Im-
ported food is now approximately $550,000 of the program budget and is expected
to increase because of the increase in food costs and because of our growing popu-
%ation. These issues further illustrate the need to increase the program to $1.7 mil-
ion.

3. Vessel.—In 1999, we purchased, repaired, and refitted a 104-foot motor-vessel
as a replacement vessel for our 54-foot motor-sailer, which sank. This replacement
vessel, named the KAWEWA, has greater capacity for cargo and passengers than
the previous vessel. The KAWEWA permits us to transport machinery, equipment,
supplies and other necessary cargo. It also provides transportation to members of
our community. Both the transport of cargo and people has become extremely dif-
ficult in the Marshall Islands because of the lack of transport vessels and aircraft.
The KAWEWA provides the necessary lifeline for goods, materials, and transpor-
tation for our community.

4. Field Station.—Operation and maintenance of the entire program is conducted
out of a facility referred to as the Field Station. Field Station personnel provide all
the required agricultural work; maintain, service, and operate the equipment re-
quired by the various components of the program; make payments and maintain
books of accounts; and coordinate the procurement of food, material and equipment.

CONCLUSION

We thank the Congress for its past support and its consideration of the items de-
scribed above.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NEBRASKA BOYER CHUTE NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE

SITE DESCRIPTION & LOCATION

Boyer Chute National Wildlife Refuge was established on August 11, 1992, under
the authority of the Fish & Wildlife Act and the Emergency Wetland Resource Act.
It lies three miles east of the farming community of Fort Calhoun, Nebraska. The
current refuge boundary is situated west and alongside the Missouri River in Wash-
ington County, ten miles north of Omaha, Nebraska. The authorized acquisition
boundary also extends across the river into Pottawattamie County, Iowa.

This 3,200-acre refuge lies in the wide, fertile floodplain of the Missouri River val-
ley on former river meanders. It will connect DeSoto NWR and Wilson Island State
Park to the north with the Neale Woods Center (a privately owned Nature Center)
to the South. The focal point of the refuge is Boyer Chute, a “first of its kind” re-
stored side-channel of the Missouri River.
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ECOLOGICAL VALUES

The purpose of the Refuge is to restore, preserve, and maintain fish and wildlife
habitat, with special emphasis to threatened and endangered species, migratory
birds, and preservation of the natural biodiversity of the Missouri River floodplain.
It is not to be considered as another waterfowl refuge. However, it will serve as an
important migration stopover for ducks and geese. As the mosaic of riparian forest
and grasslands are restored, the refuge will attract a wide variety of neotropical mi-
gratory species. It also serves as an important habitat and nursery ground for
riverine species of fish.

The Refuge is a joint federal and local conservation partnership designed to re-
store a portion of the Missouri River habitat that flows through the 2% mile long
chute and parallels the main flow of the river. Riparian woodland, tallgrass prairie,
and palustrine and riverine wetlands are the major wildlife habitats that are being
restored and protected. Approximately 400 acres are temporarily managed as crop-
lands awaiting restoration. Over 1,500 acres of tallgrass prairie and wet meadows
have been restored or preserved. These habitats benefit Missouri River fishes, mi-
gratory birds, endangered species and resident wildlife. This important habitat is
a potential Important Bird Area in the state.

PUBLIC USE

Proactive outreach introduces more and more people to the Fish and Wildlife
Service. The refuge promotes recreational activities including fishing, picnicking,
hiking, interpretation, wildlife viewing, environmental education and photography.
This affords the growing visiting public the chance to enjoy the wildlife and associ-
ated habitats of the restored floodplain forest and adjacent grasslands. Visitors can
use four nature trails and two education pavilion shelters located along 2 miles of
graveled roads along the Chute. Parking areas, rest rooms, and fishing piers are
handicapped accessible.

THREATS

Threats to the integrity of the refuge come from several fronts. Urban sprawl from
the Greater Omaha Metropolis is ever increasing. Land prices are acutely inflated
due to the desire to move out of the big city. The clearing of land for trophy houses
along the river is creating significant riparian habitat loss. Cottonwood regeneration
is at an all-time low along the Missouri River corridor causing serious declines in
use by bald eagles and innumerable other species. Invasive species such as purple
loosestrife become more of a threat every day because landowners along the river
are not controlling growing populations. Progeny from the invasives are then trans-
ported to the refuge where they become established. The physical incising of the
Missouri River channel into itself is effectively “drying out” the river valley. Flood-
plain side-channels and associated wetlands have become non-functional as a result.

ACQUISITION STATUS

An LWCF appropriation of $1 million is needed to replenish the depleted funding
for Boyer Chute NWR acquisition and acquire these tracts.

PUBLIC SUPPORT

Boyer Chute NWR Is a joint federal, state, and local partnership with Corps of
Engineers, Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources District, the NE Game and
Parks Commission, Natural Resources Conservation Services, Ducks Unlimited,
Back to the River, Inc., Friends of Boyer Chute and DeSoto NWR, Midwest Interpre-
tive Association, Fontenelle Nature Association, and the Upper Mississippi Joint
Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.

HABITAT
River, Wetlands, Taligrass Prairie, and Wet Meadows.
SPECIES

The Refuge provides a home or seasonal resting are for 83 species of fish, 15 spe-
cies of amphibians, 29 species of reptiles, 60 species of macroinvertebrates, 40 spe-
cies of mammals, and at last count 259 species of birds. Habitat is also suitable to
the endangered Pallid sturgeon, Interior Least Tern, Piping Plover and American
Burying Beetle. Also, Wood Thrushes, Red-Headed Woodpeckers, Short eared Owls,
Harris, Grasshopper and Henslow’s Sparrows, Dickcissels, Bald Eagles, Lapland
Longspurs, Common Snipe, Lesser and Greater Yellowlegs, Spotted and Upland
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Sandpipers, Orange Crowned, Palm, Black & White, Tennessee and Nashville War-
blers, Yellow-bellied Sapsuckers, Northern Goshawks, Merlins, Green, Yellow-
Crowned Night and Great Blue Herons, Hooded and Common Mergansers.

Attachment.
AUDUBON SOCIETY OF OMAHA,
OMAHA, NEBRASKA,
March 22, 2004.

Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chairman,
Senate Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on Interior, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BURNS: When you mark up your fiscal year 2005 Interior appro-
priations bill, I ask that you include $1 million under the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund for the Boyer Chute National Wildlife Refuge located a few miles
north of the metropolitan city of Omaha, Nebraska. These funds will be used to pur-
chase lands in the floodplain of the Missouri River valley on former river meanders,
“the first of its kind” restored side-channel of the Missouri River. The addition of
these lands will greatly increase the area’s value as bird and wildlife habitat.

The 3,200 acre proposed refuge is a joint project of federal and local conservation
partnership designed to restore a portion of the Missouri River habitat that flows
through the 2% mile long chute and parallels the main flow of the river. Partners
include the Papio-Missouri River Natural Resources District, the Nebraska Game
and Parks Commission, The Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv-
ices. Riparian woodland, tallgrass prairie, palustrine and riverine wetlands are the
major wildlife habitats that are being restored and protected. Approximately 400
acres are temporarily managed as croplands, awaiting restoration. Over 1,500 acres
of tallgrass prairie and wet meadows have already been restored or preserved.
These habitats benefit Missouri River fishes, migratory birds endangered species
and resident wildlife. This grant would greatly help the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
work to bring this Refuge to fruitation.

The Refuge affords the growing, visiting public the chance to enjoy the wildlife
and associated habitats of the restored floodplain forest and adjacent grasslands. It
promotes recreational activities including, fishing, picnicking, hiking, interpretation,
wildlife viewing, environmental education and photography.

On the other hand, the integrity of the refuge is being threatened by the increase
of urban sprawl from the Greater Omaha Metropolis by the desire of its citizens to
move “out of the big city.” Land prices are becoming acutely inflated because of this
desire of the citizens. It is imperative to complete a conservation project of this
scope and importance before the land no longer becomes available.

We respectfully request that you include LWCF funding of $1 million for the
Boyer Chute National Wildlife Refuge in the Interior Appropriations Bill. Thank you
for your attention to this request and for your assistance in years past. I look for-
ward to working with you this year to make this conservation project a reality.

Sincerely,
IoNE WERTHMAN, Conservation Chair,
Audubon Society of Omaha.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NEBRASKA GAME AND PARKS COMMISSION

The Nebraska Game and Parks Commission is the agency responsible for stew-
ardship of Nebraska’s wildlife resources in the best long-term interest of Nebras-
kan’s and those resources. The Commission supports the President’s fiscal year 2005
budget for the National Biological Information Infrastructure (NBII, U.S. Geological
Survey, Department of Interior) and recommends an increase of $6 million to estab-
lish the NBII State Grants Partnership program. This grant program will further
the development, dissemination and use of sound scientific information about the
nation’s natural heritage and wildlife. The program will provide base funding to
every state for natural heritage resources and wildlife information management and
a national competitive grant pool.

Each year millions of dollars are spent by states and the federal government to
grapple with land and water use issues. Countless hours of staff time are devoted
to managing conflicts over changes to the environment caused by society’s need to
develop natural resources. The lack of reliable information about vulnerable species
and habitats increases the uncertainty, risks, and costs for developers, energy com-
panies, and other private landowners due to project delays. Ready access to this
kind of information will reduce uncertainty, risks, and costs, and enhance conserva-
tion opportunities.
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States are clearly in a position to provide leadership in the management, sharing
and use of data essential to making sound decisions for the conservation and man-
agement of our nation’s natural resources. However, resources are needed at the
state level to computerize this information, document and publicize its uses, and
make it easily accessible to a broad range of stakeholders.

A NBII State Grants Partnership program to further the development and dis-
semination of sound, scientific natural resource information will have numerous
benefits including:

—Strengthen the state’s ability to evaluate proposed land and water uses by im-

proving accessibility of essential biological information.

—Lower costs of state planning efforts (transportation, economic development,
etc.) by improving the efficiency with which managers can access detailed infor-
mation about biological resources in project areas.

—Reduce conflicts associated with biological resource management (e.g., declining
species, habitat loss) by increasing the amount and improving the quality of sci-
entific information available to both state staff and the public.

—Strengthen cooperation among states in the management of species and eco-
systems throughout their ranges by increasing interoperability among informa-
tion systems.

—LEliminate duplication of effort by ensuring that information about the state’s
biological resources does not have to be collected in the field more than once
because it is captured in data systems where it can easily be used to address
future resource management issues.

The NBII State Grants Partnership program would provide much needed support
for our ability to develop and disseminate natural resource information and would
allow the Game and Parks Commission to better manage the state’s wildlife re-
sources. We encourage you to support funding for this program.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE OCEAN CONSERVANCY

The Ocean Conservancy (TOC) is pleased to share its views regarding the pro-
grams in the Department of the Interior’s budget that affect marine resources and
requests that this statement be included in the record for the fiscal year 2005 Inte-
rior and Related Agencies Appropriations bill.

The Ocean Conservancy strives to be the world’s foremost advocate for the oceans.
With over 80 staff serving 150,000 members, we work to inform, inspire and em-
power people to speak and act for the oceans through science-based advocacy, re-
search and public education. Headquartered in Washington, D.C., The Ocean Con-
servancy has additional offices in Alaska, California, Washington, Florida, Maine,
Virginia and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

The following testimony summarizes TOC’s priority funding requests for the De-
partments of Interior, including the Conservation Trust Fund and agency-specific
requests for the Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, the U.S. Geo-
logical Service, the Minerals Management Service and the Office of Insular Affairs.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Conservation Trust Fund

The Conservation Trust Fund supports a wide variety of programs including the
Land and Water Conservation Fund, State Wildlife Grants, the Cooperative Endan-
gered Species Fund; it finances the maintenance of parks, refuges and other sites,
and supports critical marine and coastal protection needs. TOC is deeply concerned
that the Administration’s budget request significantly cuts the Conservation Trust
Fund and urges the Subcommittee to fully fund the Interior portion at $1.68 billion
in fiscal year 2005.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE (FWS)

Endangered Species Act (ESA) Requirements

Listing and Critical Habitat.—The FWS continues to face a backlog of listing and
critical habitat designations required by the ESA. TOC is pleased that the Adminis-
tration is seeking a $5 million increase in fiscal year 2005 and urges that the Sub-
committee to provide an additional increase for endangered species listing and crit-
ical habitat programs in fiscal year 2005.

Section 7 Consultations.—Each year, the FWS performs interagency consultations
on more than 62,000 federal actions under Section 7 of the ESA. TOC urges the
Subcommittee to reject the Administration’s proposed cut and support $67.9 million
in fiscal year 2005 to ensure timely completion of these required biological reviews.
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Recovery Program.—TOC is extremely concerned about the Administration’s pro-
posed $9.7 million cut to the endangered species recovery program. We appreciate
the Subcommittee’s rejection of the Administration’s proposed cut in fiscal year 2004
and urge substantially increased funding be provided in fiscal year 2005.

Southern Sea Otter—The southern sea otter was listed as threatened under the
ESA in 1977. The current population has suffered significant declines in six out of
the last eight years. Necropsy data indicates that nearly 40 percent of otters exam-
ined suffered an infection at the time of death. TOC respectfully requests that the
Subcommittee provide $1,500,000 in fiscal year 2005 to undertake the health-related
research proposed in the Southern Sea Otter Recovery Plan, which was finalized
last year. With a mortality of 262 southern sea otters in 2003, which represents over
10 percent of the population, this research is both timely and necessary to recover
this population.

Manatee Recovery and Enforcement

Heightened law enforcement is necessary to protect the endangered Florida man-
atee and curtail motorboat caused fatalities. Past funding has assisted in increasing
compliance with manatee protection speed zones. In fact, watercraft-related man-
atee deaths in 2003 were at their lowest level since the 1999, suggesting that man-
atee protection strategies, including law enforcement, are having a positive impact.
TOC thanks the Subcommittee for its support in fiscal year 2004, and respectfully
requests continued funding at $1 million for fiscal year 2005.

Marine Mammals

The FWS is badly in need of revised stock assessments for manatees, walrus, and
polar bears, ongoing trend data for declining northern sea otters, and a comprehen-
sive health assessment of southern sea otters. TOC urges the Subcommittee to re-
ject the Administration’s proposed $2.2 million cut and appropriate $11.8 million in
fiscal year 2005 to improve research and conservation efforts for these species.

Multinational Species Conservation Fund

TOC appreciates the Subcommittee’s continued support for the Multinational Spe-
cies Conservation Funds and requests $2 million each for the Asian Elephant and
African Elephant Conservation Funds, $3 million each for the Great Ape and the
Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Funds, and $5 million for the Neotropical Migra-
tory Bird Conservation Fund in fiscal year 2005.

Since the early 1990s, the Multinational Species Conservation Fund has helped
to produce some notable successes in protecting these species and has been espe-
cially effective in encouraging local and international matching contributions from
private organizations and foreign governments. The program’s $31 million in grants
over the past thirteen years has leveraged over $107 million in additional funding.
The result has been an important contribution to the survival of these species and
we respectfully request that the Subcommittee continue its support for these funds
in fiscal year 2005.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE (NPS)

Channel Islands National Park

TOC supports the Administration’s request of $326,000 to enhance law enforce-
ment within the Channel Islands National Park. While the park includes 125,000
acres of marine waters, only seasonal local patrols are currently conducted around
three islands. With the dramatic decline in the heath of the ecosystem, the new ma-
rine protected areas within the park, and the high levels of visitors, this funding
is critical to provide a consistent marine patrol presence to better protect the re-
source.

Buck Island Reef National Monument, St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Islands

The Buck Island Monument has expanded in size from 880 acres to 18,135 marine
acres, a twenty-fold growth. As a result, TOC respectfully requests an additional
$1.0 million in funding in fiscal year 2005 for the Park Service to administer this
ocean park; scientifically assess, monitor and protect its marine resources; and con-
duct outreach and education programs for its increased number of visitors.

Virgin Islands Coral Reef National Monument, St. John, U.S. Virgin Islands

TOC respectfully requests an additional $500,000 in funding in fiscal year 2005
to administer this monument; scientifically assess, monitor, and protect its marine
resources; and conduct outreach and education programs.
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Coral Reef Protection in Dry Tortugas and Biscayne National Parks

TOC requests an additional $1.0 million to improve the management and protec-
tion of special coral reef areas in Florida’s Dry Tortugas National Park and Biscayne
National Park; the later is currently undergoing an extensive public management
review process.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SERVICE (USGS)

Coral Reef Conservation

TOC urges the Subcommittee to provide a $1.0 million increase above the Admin-
istration’s request for USGS coral reef programs in fiscal year 2005. This $4.5 mil-
lion would help the agency conduct basic research on coral reef decline, provide
more valuable data to local partners, and better coordinate those efforts with map-
ping and monitoring findings to produce regional assessments.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE

Offshore Oil and Gas Leasing Moratoria

Since 1981, Congress has included bill language in the Interior Appropriations
legislation to protect sensitive coastal and marine regions from new offshore oil and
gas leasing. Today the moratorium protects the east and west coasts of the United
States and parts of the Eastern Gulf of Mexico off Florida. TOC applauds the Sub-
committee’s historic support of this language and urges its continued inclusion in
fiscal year 2005.

INSULAR AFFAIRS

Coral Reef Conservation

TOC respectfully requests $2.0 million in fiscal year 2005 for grants to the Mar-
shall Islands, Micronesia, and Palau. These grants, which would be awarded based
on partnerships, would go directly to local communities and assist them with build-
ing the capacity to manage their natural resources, cracking down on illegal foreign
fishing through remote monitoring and patrols, and implementing their local action
strategies, such as increasing public education and field work, to improve coral reef
conservation.

ANTI-ENVIRONMENTAL RIDERS

TOC urges the Subcommittee to not attach any anti-environmental rider to this
or any other appropriations bill. In the past, riders have been used by Members of
Congress to roll back environmental protections and prevent Interior from advanc-
ing conservation.

Thank you for considering the funding needs of these programs. They are of the
utmost importance to the stewardship of the nation’s living marine resources. TOC
appreciates the difficult budget constraints under which spending decisions must be
made this year. We appreciate your past support for these programs and your con-
sideration of our fiscal year 2005 requests.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PARTNERSHIP FOR THE NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: The Partnership for the Na-
tional Trails System appreciates your support over the past several years, through
operations funding and earmarked Challenge Cost Share funds, for the national sce-
nic and historic trails administered by the National Park Service. We also appre-
ciate your increased allocation of funds to support the trails administered and man-
aged by the Forest Service and your support for the trails in the Bureau of Land
Management’s National Landscape Conservation System. To continue the progress
that you have fostered, the Partnership requests that you provide annual operations
funding for each of the 23 national scenic and historic trails for fiscal year 2005
through these appropriations:

—National Park Service—$9.553 million for the administration of 18 trails and
for coordination of the long-distance trails program by the Washington Park
Service office.

—USDA Forest Service—$3.2 million to administer 4 trails and $750,000 to man-
age parts of 13 trails administered by the Park Service or Bureau of Land Man-
agement; Construction: $1 million for the Continental Divide Trail, $500,000 for
the Florida Trail and $1,765,000 for the Pacific Crest Trail.

—Bureau of Land Management.—To administer the Iditarod National Historic
Trail: $250,000, the Camino Real de Tierra Adentro National Historic Trail:
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$250,000, the Old Spanish National Historic Trail: $100,000 and $2.715 million
to manage portions of 9 trails administered by the Park Service or the Forest
Service; %407 ,000 for operating the Casper NH Trail interpretive center.

—We ask that you appropriate $9 million for the National Park Service Challenge
Cost Share Program and continue to earmark $5 million for Lewis & Clark Bi-
centennial projects and one-third of the remaining $4 million (approximately
$1,326,000) for the other 17 national scenic and historic trails it administers or
create a separate $1 million National Trails System Challenge Cost Share Pro-
gram.

—We ask that you appropriate $1.253 million to the National Park Service Na-
tional Center for Recreation and Conservation to support the second year of a
five-year interagency pilot project to develop a consistent system-wide Geo-
graphic Information System (GIS) for the National Trails System.

We ask that you appropriate from the Land and Water Conservation Fund:

—to the Forest Service: $10 million to acquire land for the Pacific Crest Trail, $10
million to acquire land for the Florida Trail, $5 million to acquire land for the
Appalachian Trail in Tennessee and Virginia, $150,000 to acquire land for the
Overmountain Victory Trail in North Carolina;

—to the Bureau of Land Management: $1.5 million to acquire land for the Oregon
Trail in Oregon, $3.5 million to acquire land for the Lewis & Clark Trail in
Montana;

—to the Park Service: $4 million to grant to the State of Wisconsin to match state
funds to acquire land for the Ice Age Trail; $1 million to grant to the States
of Wisconsin, Michigan and Ohio to match state funds to acquire land for the
North Country Trail; $6.25 million to acquire land at Fort Clatsop, Oregon for
the Lewis & Clark Trail.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

We request $1.253 million to fund the second year of a 5 year interagency effort
to develop a consistent GIS for all 23 national scenic and historic trails. This initia-
tive is described in the August 2001 report (requested by Congress in the fiscal year
2001 appropriation) “GIS For The National Trails System” and is built upon work
already underway on the Ice Age, Appalachian, Florida, Oregon, California, Mormon
Pioneer and Pony Express Trails to develop consistent information and procedures
that can be applied across the National Trails System. The requested funding will
be shared with the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service.

The $9.553 million we request for Park Service operations includes increases for
many of the trails to continue the progress and new initiatives made possible by
the $975,000 funding increase provided for nine of the trails in fiscal year 2001 and
the $500,000 increase provided in fiscal year 2004. $74,000 of our requested increase
will finally provide significant operational support for the Natchez Trace Trail,
which currently receives only $26,000 in annual operations funding. Another
$916,000 will enable the Park Service to begin managing the three new national
historic trails—Ala Kahakai, E1 Camino Real de Tierra Adentro, and Old Spanish—
the latter two administered with the Bureau of Land Management. These funds will
provide full-time management, support projects for these trails and development of
a Comprehensive Management Plan for the Old Spanish Trail.

We request an increase of $25,000 for the Overmountain Victory Trail to fund a
feasibility study of the best place to locate the Park Service headquarters and prin-
cipal public contact site for the trail. An increase of $34,000 will fund interpretive
projects and the trail corridor study along the Potomac Heritage Trail in Wash-
ington, D.C.

We request an increase of $276,000 to continue and expand Park Service efforts
to protect cultural landscapes at more than 200 significant sites along the Santa Fe
Trail and to fund public outreach and educational programs of the Santa Fe Trail
Association. An increase of $185,000 for the Trail of Tears will enable the Park
Service to work cooperatively with the Trail of Tears Association to develop a GIS
to map the Trail’s critical historical and cultural heritage sites so they can be pro-
tected and interpreted for visitors.

The $100,000 increase we request for the interagency Salt Lake City Trails office
will enable the Park Service to develop a comprehensive interpretation plan for the
Oregon, California, Mormon Pioneer and Pony Express Trails with a library of im-
ages derived from the GIS map database of the trails.

We request $500,000 to help fund the operation of “Corps II,” a major component
of the Federal government’s commemoration of the Bicentennial of the Lewis &
Clark Expedition. This interagency mobile interpretive exhibit is designed to follow
the route of the Lewis & Clark Trail, stopping in communities along the way to pro-
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vide state-of-the art, interactive interpretation of the Lewis & Clark “Corps of Dis-
covery.”

All of these trails are complicated undertakings, none more so than the 4,000 mile
North Country Trail. With more than 650 miles of Trail across 7 national forests
in 5 states there is good reason for close collaboration between the Park Service and
Forest Service to ensure consistent management that provides high quality experi-
ences for hikers. Limited budgets for both agencies have severely hampered their
ability to practice this effective management procedure. The $846,000 we request
will give them that ability for the first time while also providing greater support
for the regional and local trail building and management led by the North Country
Trail Association, hastening the day when our nation’s longest national scenic trail
will be fully opened for use.

The $935,000 we request will enable the Park Service to help WDNR and other
partners to accelerate acquisition of land for the Ice Age Trail and more efficiently
plan resource protection, trail construction and maintenance to correct unsafe condi-
tions and better mark the Trail for users. The funds will also provide assistance to
the Ice Age Park & Trail Foundation to better equip, train and support the volun-
teers who build and maintain the Ice Age Trail and manage its resources.

The Challenge Cost Share program is one of the most effective and efficient ways
for Federal agencies to accomplish a wide array of projects for public benefit while
also sustaining partnerships involving countless private citizens in doing public
service work. The Partnership requests that you appropriate $9 million in Challenge
Cost Share funding to the Park Service for fiscal year 2005 as a wise investment
of public money that will generate public benefits many times greater than its sum.
We ask you to continue to direct $5 million for Lewis & Clark Bicentennial projects
and one-third of the other $4 million for the national scenic and historic trails to
continue the steady progress toward making these trails fully available for public
enjoyment. We suggest, as an alternative to the annual earmarking of funds from
the Regular Challenge Cost Share program, that you establish a separate National
Trails System Challenge Cost Share program with $1 million funding.

USDA-FOREST SERVICE

As you have done for several years, we ask that you provide additional operations
funding to the Forest Service for administering three national scenic trails and one
national historic trail, and managing parts of 13 other trails. We ask you to appro-
priate $3.203 million as a separate budgetary item specifically for the Continental
Divide, Florida and Pacific Crest National Scenic Trails and the Nez Perce National
Historic Trail. Full-time managers have been assigned for each of these trails by the
Forest Service. Recognizing the on-the-ground management responsibility the Forest
Service has for 838 miles of the Appalachian Trail, more than 650 miles of the
North Country Trail, and sections of the Ice Age, Anza, Lewis & Clark, California,
Iditarod, Mormon Pioneer, Oregon, Overmountain Victory, Pony Express, Trail of
Teafs and Santa Fe Trails, we ask you to appropriate $750,000 specifically for these
trails.

Work is underway, supported by funds you provided for the past five years, to
close several major gaps in the Florida National Scenic Trail. The Florida Trail As-
sociation has built 100 miles of new Trail across Eglin Air Force Base, in the Ocala
National Forest, Big Cypress National Preserve and along Lake Kissimmee and the
Choctawahatchee River. The Partnership requests an additional $500,000 for trail
construction in fiscal year 2005 to enable the Forest Service and FTA to build 90
more miles on these and other segments of the Florida Trail.

The Continental Divide Trail Alliance, with Forest Service assistance and funding
from the outdoor recreation industry, surveyed the entire 3200 mile route of the
Continental Divide Trail documenting $10.3 million of construction projects needed
to complete the Trail. To continue new trail construction, begun with fiscal year
1998 funding, we ask that you appropriate $572,500 to plan 382 miles of new trail
and $1 million to build or reconstruct 267 miles of the Continental Divide Trail in
fiscal year 2005.

A Forest Service lands team is working with the Pacific Crest Trail Association
(PCTA) and the Park Service National Trail Land Resources Program Center to
map and acquire better routes for the 300 miles of the Pacific Crest Trail located
on 227 narrow easements across private land or on the edge of dangerous highways.
We request $200,000 to continue the work of the fulltime Trail Manager and the
lands team and $100,000 for Optimal Location route planning. We also request
$1,765,000 for new trail construction and reconstruction of fire and flood damaged
l]?)ré%%:s along the PCT in California and Washington by the Forest Service and the
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

While the Bureau of Land Management has administrative authority only for the
Iditarod, E1 Camino Real de Tierra Adentro, and the Old Spanish National Historic
Trails, it has on-the-ground management responsibility for 641 miles of two scenic
trails and 3,115 miles of seven historic trails administered by the National Park
Service and U.S. Forest Service. The significance of these trails was recognized by
their inclusion in the National Landscape Conservation System and, for the first
time, in fiscal year 2002, by provision of specific funding for each of them. The Part-
nership applauds the decision of the Bureau of Land Management to include the
national scenic and historic trails in the NLCS and to budget specific funding for
each of them. We ask that you continue to support the funding for the National
Landscape Conservation System and that you appropriate for fiscal year 2005
$250,000 for the Iditarod National Historic Trail, $250,000 for E1 Camino Real de
Tierra Adentro National Historic Trail, $100,000 for the Old Spanish National His-
toric Trail and $2,615,000, as requested by the Administration, for management of
the portions of the nine other trails under the care of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. We also request $1 million for construction of the California Trail Interpretive
Center in Elko, Nevada, $100,000 for maintenance of the Pacific Crest Trail, and
$407,000 to operate the Historic Trails interpretive center in Casper, Wyoming.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

The Partnership requests that you fully appropriate the $900 million annual au-
thorized appropriation from the Land and Water Conservation Fund and that you
make the specific appropriations for national scenic and historic trails detailed at
the beginning of this statement and in Attachment No. 2. The funding we request
for the Florida and Pacific Crest National Scenic Trails will continue acquisition un-
derway by the Forest Service and Park Service. The first 5 tracts to help close gaps
in the Florida Trail have been acquired and 11 other acquisitions are underway
with LWCF money provided in previous years. Optimal Location Planning and ap-
praisal work have been completed and acquisition has begun in earnest along the
Pacific Crest Trail. The requested funding for the Appalachian National Scenic Trail
will help complete its protection in Tennessee and Virginia. The requested funding
for the Overmountain National Historic Victory Trail will protect a key link and ac-
cess to a 7-mile section of the trail in the Pisgah National Forest in North Carolina.

The $5 million requested for the Bureau of Land Management will protect impor-
tant historical sites along the Lewis & Clark National Historic Trail in Montana
and the Oregon National Historic Trail in Oregon.

The National Trails System Act encourages states to assist in the conservation
of the resources and development of the national scenic and historic trails. Wis-
consin has committed more than $10 million to help conserve the resources of the
Ice Age National Scenic Trail. With fiscal year 2000-04 LWCF funding, matched 2:1
by State funds, Wisconsin has purchased 18 parcels and now has another 12 parcels
under appraisal or option to purchase. The requested $4 Million Land and Water
Conservation Fund grant to Wisconsin will continue this very successful Federal/
State/local partnership for protecting land for the Ice Age Trail.

The essential funding requests to support the trails are detailed in Attachment
No. 2.

PRIVATE SECTOR SUPPORT FOR THE NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM

Public-spirited partnerships between private citizens and public agencies have
been a hallmark of the National Trails System since its inception. These partner-
ships create the enduring strength of the Trails System and the trail communities
that sustain it by combining the local, grass-roots energy and responsiveness of vol-
unteers with the responsible continuity of public agencies. They also provide a way
to enlist private financial support for public projects, usually resulting in a greater
than equal match of funds.

The private trail organizations commitment to the success of these trail-sus-
taining partnerships grows even as Congress’ support for the trails has grown. In
2003 the trail organizations channeled 648,548 hours of documented volunteer labor
valued at $10,726,994 to help sustain the national scenic and historic trails. The or-
ganizations also applied private sector contributions of $6,997,803 to benefit the
trails. These contributions are documented in Attachment No. 1.
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1.—CONTRIBUTIONS MADE IN 2003 TO SUPPORT THE NATIONAL TRAILS SYSTEM
BY NATIONAL SCENIC AND HISTORIC TRAIL ORGANIZATIONS

Estimated value 3 N
Organization Volunteer hours of vlglgonrteer cof]ltl}?bnuctliaulns

Appalachian Trail Conference 185,018 $3,060,198 $3,700,000
Continental Divide Trail Society 11,500 24810 | oo
Continental Divide Trail Alliance 19,600 324,184 906,000
Florida Trail Association 159,400 982,476 170,200
Ice Age Park & Trail Foundation 81,755 1,352,228 699,920
Iditarod National Historic Trail, Inc. 117,900 296,066 175,000
Heritage Trails/Amigos De Anza & others 3,967 65,614
Anza Trail Coalition of Arizona 3,255 53,838 | ...
Lewis & Clark Trail Heritage Foundation 155,000 909,700 315,000
Mormon Trails Association 350 5,789 3,032
lowa Mormon Trails Association 1750 12,405 12080
Nebraska Mormon Trails Association 1125 2,067 12,635
Natchez Trace Trail Conference
National Pony Express Association 1,526 25,240 4,108
Pony Express Trail Association 5,706 94,377 38,176
Nez Perce Trail Foundation 1,700 28,118 8,000
North Country Trail Association 39,192 648,236 180,847
0ld Spanish Trail Association 7,629 126,184 27,833
Oregon-California Trails Association 75,635 1,251,003 312,172
Overmountain Victory Trail Association 5,789 95,750 14,000
Pacific Crest Trail Association 31,900 527,626 395,600
Potomac Trail Council 11,670 27,622 | e
Santa Fe Trail Association 119,200 317,568 86,000
Trail of Tears Association 29,981 495,886 57,200

Totals 648,548 10,726,994 6,997,803

! Estimate.



50

‘Suiqed pue sa3pliq ‘eysely Jo ajels pue suoljez

-1ue3Jo |1ed] poieyp| ‘salouage [eJapad Jayjo yyum juswadeuew sAjesoqe(j0d Joy poddns pue uoreulpiood | 000052 000691 000691 |le] poseyp|
‘N8
"WasAS sjiel] |euorjen Joj |9 4o JuswdoidAsqg | 000°€5Z'T v 193014 |9 Aouadessyu)
‘wa)shS s|ies] [euoijey Jo sal oy |y p$ Sululewal Jo paIyl-auQ Held g simal Joj W G$ | 000°000'6 000'7/6'8¢ | 000'258'9z aleys 1s0) aguajiey)
Buipuny suorjesado wa)skS s|ie] [euoljeN [e30L | 000'€SS'6 0002969 0002969 " Wa)SAS s|led] [euoreN
‘siaupied 1 yjeis Joj Surutes) pue sjosfoid [e1aads 4oy Suipuny pue uoijeu1piood weisold | 000'0SE 000852 000852 9014 uol3ulysem-SIN
“YLOL YNM SaI}I|1oe} JOISIA Mau apinoid g says |ie] (el Jaidisjul ‘g9 dojanaq | 00018 000962 000°96¢ Sies] Jo |leif
‘sajouage |eao| R suonjeziuesio yoddns
UBZINY YUM UoIRI0qR|0d Ul undaq uoljejaidisjul [iedy pue padojansp uejd juswageuew aAlsusyaidwo) | 000'19Z 000952 000962 * Kiawogjuop 0} ew|ss
Y14S UM eIpaw aAljaIdIalul nqLisIp B UBISAP ‘s3IN0sal [BIN)NY IHN4S dMasald | 000°L06 000'T€9 1 000'T€9 1 94 ejueg
‘sjoafoid |euorjeanps 3 Sujuue|d Joj suoijeziuesio ¥ salouase [BI0| 0} AJUBISISSY | 000'0GZ 000912 000912 agejusy ewolod
‘s|ied} ¢ o} aseqejep Aieqi| sagew! yym uejd uoijelsidisul saisusyaidwod dojaasq | 000'202 000°2LT 000°ZLT ssaldx3 Auod
‘3)IS JOBJUOI JOYISIA PUB Siapenbpeay [1el] JO U0Ijedo|
Joy Apmys Ayjiqisesy ‘Aiojuanul uonjasjosd oy seyis [led] Suiddew ‘syquyxa anjaidisjul @ susis aynol maN | 000881 000691 000691 103017 urejuNOWIBAQ
‘s|iel} ¢ o} aseqejep Aeiq sagew! yym uejd uoijelaidisul saisusyaidwod dojaasq | 000'8EC 000°€1Z 000°€12 uogalg
‘diND Jo uoneledaid uI3aq ‘Juawiageue|y pueT Jo neaing ypm uorjensiulwpe paieys | 000'GE9 000°0L 000°0L ysiueds pio
‘SIauped pue SI99JUN|OA 0} BIUBISISSE |BIIUYIR) pUB
$a0Iuas [euoidal 3uipinosd Aq sseusieme dlgnd pue uoijasjosd ‘Sujuueld ainos ‘UoOIINIISUOD [1_I] BOUBAPY | 000‘9Y8 000965 000965 fiunoy ypon
‘s|led) oy aseqejep Kieiqi| sedew! ypm uejd uorjejaidiajur anisusysidwod dojaasq | 000°0ST 000621 000621 138U0Id UOULIOJ
*.II sdi109,, pue sposfoid [eluuajuadlg [edo] Joj poddns 3 uoijeupiood ‘Sujuueld | 000181 000°189'T 000°189'T e[ B Sma]
‘S9IJIUNWLI0D 0UIeT PUB S|00YIS 0} YIeaIN(Q ‘Suol}
-eziue310 g sarouade [eoo| ypum s3oafoid Juswdojanap B uolje}aidiajul ‘uoi3asjoad YIS |1eJ] JO UOIBUIPI00) | 000'GZZ 000'622 000622 ** BZUY 8P E)snneg uenf
‘SI993UNJOA {]1734Y| Aq JuswaSeuew 8unosal pue sdueus)ulew
‘Juawdo|anap |1es| aseasou| -sisuped Aouage Aq uorysinboe pue| pue Sujuueld Jopuod |lel] 8}eI3[33Y | 000'GE6 000°0€S 000°0€S agy 89|
‘s|leJ} oy aseqejep Kieiqi| seSew! ypm uejd uorjejaidiejur anisusysidwod dojaasq | 000'1/Z 000'9tZ 000'9%Z eluiojen
‘Juawaseu.ly pueq Jo neaing yum |lel} mau Jo Juswaseuew aAljeloqe|jod uidag | 000001 0000 0000 |eay oulwes |3
YOS B OLIN Yiim doueusjurew Sopqoeq ‘sagplig g |les} Mau Suipjing @ Suluueld | 000'001 00092 00092 0.l 73ydeN
‘SJUBWIYILO0IIUD [IBJ} UNM |eap 0} Ja3uel yied 91y AQ paping jusw
-a3euew pue| pue |iel} paseq-1aajunjon spoddns [e30} 8U} 40 0000GES ‘39O Yied L'V SdN Jo suonesado | 000°ZS0'T 000%20'T 000720'T uelyoeeddy
B} MU Jo} ue|d Juswageue|y anisuayaidwog jo uorjesedald anunuod | 000‘181$ 000'6.1$ 000'6.1$ 1eyeyey ey
0INY3S Mdvd
1sanbas 1sanbai ‘dosdde
Suipuny paseaioul ypm aqissod sweidoid/3a8lolyd Slauped UIWPY 5002 3009 002 |te1y/Kouady
Jeaf |easi4

INILSAS STIVYL TYNOILYN JHL 404 SNOILYI4dOY¥ddY G00¢ ¥¥IA TvISI4 Q3LSINDIY INALSAS STIVYHL TYNOILYN JHL ¥O04 dIHSYINLYYd—"¢ "ON INFWHIVLLY



51

‘SI9AIY 83UUBMNG PUB ‘MO|[3A ‘D8LIWISSIY ‘98U I}RYBMEII0YD U}

guoje pue a3nyay a(P|IM B|[19NY ‘}S8104 B}eIS BJOUIWAS Ul S3|IW (F Sulleo} S}d8foid UOIANIISUOD |1eu|
‘00IXa|\ MAN pue opelojo)) ‘Sulokp\ ‘Oyep| ‘euejuol ul

|leJ} Jo S9jiw 79z SuIpjing Jo Su1jonJISu0da) :|le| PIAIQ [euauIu0Y 8y} Suole S398foid UOIRINIISUOD [lBi|
‘S19)|ays 1 $39]10} J0 uolje||esul pue sagpuq Jofew jo juswade|das ‘|lel) uerydejeddy ay} Jo Suoijoas
JO UOIJONJISUODBI PUB UOIIRIO|-BY ‘BIAIBS YJed [euoreN Yym [1es] Aiuno) yuon 8y} Jo juswageuew
9AI}BI0.||0 40} UOSIel| 8pIA0Id pue SjuswsAoidwl 8Yew ‘|les} JO S8|IW (E UO SaJ} UMOPMO|] SAOWIAI
‘30UBU3JUIBW PaLRJEp Ssalppe 0} (00‘00Z$ ‘SISal04 [BUONEN Ul SIUBWSSS |1el) J0} SalN|Ioe) peayjies)

pue uorjdgjoid 8YS AL0ISIY ‘salpnis |eal30j0seyase ‘uorjejaidiajul ‘Sunpew ‘saueusiulew |ies} parosdu)

‘uoIepuN04 |1eJ] 8d4ay
Z9) J0 Sal}Ajoe yoeaino algnd pue uoizeanpa poddns 0} 000'6y$ *SI9 1Bl Jo juswdofensp anuIu0d
pue |1e1] epLol4 8y} JO Sa|iw gy AI0JusAul 0} UOIJRII0SSY [1BJ] BPLIOJ{ UMM }IOM BAI}EIOQR[|0D 8NUIju0d
0} 000°06/$ ‘V10d Aq pejeurpiood sieajunjon Aq soueusjulew |ies) asealoul 0} 000°00T$ Pue 10d 1o}
Buluueld uoneao |ewndp Joj 000‘00T$ Pue Jojensiuipe |lel] dwil-||ny Jo Yom poddns 0} 000‘00Z$
'1@9 Jo s8jiw mau zge ueyd 0} 00GZ/G$ osly 3@ Buluuerd josfoud ‘sudis ‘saunyooiq |les) ‘sisu
-ped fouade |ea0] pue uoljeziueSIO |IBs} YHM JuswaSeuew JuslsIsuod Joj poddns ‘jiely yoea Joy uor}
-e10qe|[00 Aouadelajul Jua)sisuod 1oy diysiapes| pue A})iqisuodsal anljeslsiuiwpe |ny Joj Yoddns panuijuo)

"epeABN ‘0|3 Ul Jojuad aAi}eidia)ul |IeJ| JLI0ISIH [BUOIJEN BIUIOI[BD JO UOIJINIISU0D Joj Julpuny panuijuo)
*13}u90 3AIjaIdIdjul S|I_a] O1I0)SIH |euonjeN ssaidx3 Auod pue ‘isauold uowuoly ‘elulojjeq ‘uo3alQ SuljesadQ
“Burpuny suojjesado wa)sAS sjied] [euolep |l

‘epena) pue yein ui |iesy ssaidx3 Auod 3uiylely
‘uoljeloqey|0d juswageuew Aouagelayu)
‘BUBJUOJ\ pue oyep| ul suoljeedaid |eluUBUADIG YRl B SIMA]

‘BUBJUOJ\ pUB OYep| Ul SAIJIAIJE pue suoljeledald [elUUBIUADIG YIB|) B SIM3T]

‘elUJ0I|BY pUB BPBASN ‘YBIM) Ul SBLIOJUBAUI 3IN0SAI |IBJ] BIUIOM|E]

‘eIUI0}I|BY) PUB BUOZLIY UI [IBJ] BZUY 10} SHQIYXd 8A1aIdIau|

‘uorjeloqe||0d Juawageuew Aouadelsyu] ‘elulop[e) Ul sdueUSUIRW |9d
‘101310 .[]09 JuaW

-afeuew fous3elaju| ‘0dIX8\ MaN pue BUBJUO|\ ‘OYep| Ul yiom pue Sulwokpm ur 19 Jo sejiw gz Sunep
‘ue|d Juawageuep anisuayaid

0IABS YJed [BUOJEN UMM JuswaSeuew pue UOIJeJISIUIWPE 8AI}BI0qR|[0D

‘3018 /e |BUOIJEN UM Juswageuew pue uoljelisiulwpe aAljeoqe||o)

-wo) jo uoljeledasd uigag

000005 000'v6Y
000°000'T " | 000886
000°05£ 000°05€ 000°GtL
005602 000°000'T 000'/LY'T
000985 " | 000°Z€S
000006 000°ceL
000°05£ " | 000455
005296 00059
000°000'T 000°000'T
00007 000207 000207
000°GTE'E 000°LTT°E 000°LTT°E
000°1C1 000721 000121
0001 0001 000'¢T
000°ev$ 000y 000y
000°621 000°62T 000621
000'%GL'T 000'%5L'T 0007SL'T
000°€9T 000°€9T 000°€9T
00095 00095 00095
000°061 000°06 000°06
000511 000'GTT 000°GTT
000001 00028 000'/8
000°05¢ 000052 000052

led] epuoj4

|lea] BPINIQ [JUBUIUOD

's1ea] Jo |1eJ] ‘84 ejueg ‘ssaidx3 Auod ‘fi0joIp
UIBJUNOWIBAQ ‘J98UOI UOWO ‘U0381) ‘Y.ej)
B SIMI] ‘ezuy ap elsineg uenf ‘ejuloj|en
‘poseyip] ‘83y 9] ‘Ajunoy ypoN ‘uejyoejeddy
|ejo]

s|lea] 82134 ZaN
15919 91j10eg
epuoj4

apINQ [eUaUNUOY
“3OIAY3S 1S3404
AN—191U39) 8A1a1dIa)u| [1BI] BIUIOY[BY JO UOHINIISUOY

19)u3) |HN Jedse)
WaJsAS s|ies] |euoieN

ssaudx3 Auod
uogalQ
30194 78N
133u01d UoWLo
MY 7§ SIMIT
elulojljed
 ezuy 8p ejsiineg uenf
15819 2141984

aPIAIQ |BIUBUILOY

usiueds pjo
|eay oulwe) |3




52

"BUBJUOJ U )Y S8YeT-J0-uleyd Je Jaaly Lnossijy Suoje pue| o uolisinbae g | 000°005'€ 000°005°€ WIEIY B SIMAT N1g—Iuei3 JOM1
‘uo3aiQ ur any Apueg ayy Suoje pue| Jo uonisinbIe WIg | 000'005'T 000°006'T 000°000'T uo3alQ W1g—Iuel3 JOM1
‘BU
-0189 YLON Ul [1ed] KI0JAIA ulejunowanQ ayy ur yul| Aoy 3asjoid 03 puej Jo uolysinbae 818 158104-¥ASN | 000°0GT £10301A ureyunousng S4—jueld JOMm1
1ea] A1y
-UnoJ YMON 8y} Ul Syul| B9} alinbae 03 01yQ pue UBSIYIIN ‘UISUODSIM JO S8)elS 0} papinoid 8uelsIssy | 000°000°T LI IM—AIun0) ypoN SdN—3uel3 Jom1
"SaIjuno) eteysnep pue eoednep ‘uojdul
-YSem ‘yuomiepm ‘eeuod yjod ‘uoyjesey ‘elqunjo) ‘emaddiy) ‘sueq ul puej ajeaud ssoioe sjusw3as
|IBJ} J03UU0D PuB J0PLI0 |lel] 88y 39| pausjealy} 303joid 0} UISUOISIA JO d)elS 0} papirosd B3UBISISSY | 000°000'% 000°000'2 " g UISU0ISIM—a3Y 89| Jueld 4OMT
'S)SJ0) PBIajje 8y} Uy s3uIpjoyul JuedludIs Jayjo aiinboe pinom sgue
-|eq 8y} ‘sjoes} pajejal-jies) uelyoejeddy 91 8inboe pinom uoljjiw g$ INoge ‘|elo} 8y} JO ‘suleunop
eIUIZIIA pue Sulejunoly 8assauus) ayj ur sjosfoid uorysinboe aIMag 1s8104-yasn daiyl) spoddns [e30) 8yl | 000°000'S 000°000°S 000°008°S “ uelyoefeddy S4—iueis 4OM1
"BPLO{ YIN0S pue |eJjusd ul pue JaAly ssuuemng ay} 3uoje ‘aseg iy
U133 ‘a3njay aIIPIIM SYJBIN IS ‘SIS8I04 [BUONEN 8y} Ussm}aq pue| ajeAld ssojoe sjuawgas |1es) Joau
-U0J pue JOpLLOY |leJ] epLIOj{ Pauajeaiy} Jo Sa|iw z9 398j0id 0} Spue| Jo uorisinbae 8aIMaS 1$8104-¥ASN | 00000001 000°000°S  BpUo|4 S4—Iueid JoMT
‘|lea 3S819 A1j19ed 8y} Jo A}iSajul UaIS 8y} aAIaS
-a1d 0] uoj3uIySep WIBYIN0S pue uoS8i() ‘BILIOM[ED UIBYINOS Ul SPUB| JO UOINSINDIE 83IAIBS 1S8104-YASN | 000°000°0T 15019 141084 S4—Iue3 4OM]
‘STIvYL 404 49M1
S|les|—aoueu
"W)sAS 15104 [BUOILBN U} INOYSN0JY) UOIJINIISUOD [IBs} MBU pue ddueusjulew |1ed] | 00000068 000°069'G/ | -eurely 7 juswanosdw| |epde) wa)shS 1sal04 “jeN
‘Wwa)sAS 158104 |euOIleN By} IN0Y3NO0JY] UOIJINIISU0D-8 |1_J} PUB UOIJINIISUD [1eJ) MBN | ' 000006'2 | “*U0IJONJISU0Y |1es] wa)SAS 1sai04 jeN
"WoYSAS 158104 [EUOIIEN U} N0YSN0IY) SIuBUBJUIRW [lBi| 000°0G4'L€E " QQUBUB)UIB |1BJ] WRISAS 1s8104 “JeN
Buipuny waysg sjiel] |euoneN ‘[ejo] | 005812, 000°0G€'T 000°61L'Y " WasAS sjiel] [euoneN
‘s8U1ss010 Aemysiy |red] e sudis anijaidia}
-Ul 3pISPeOJ JO UOIJE||BSUl puB UOI}RILIGe ‘U0J3UIYSEA PUB BIUIOJIB) Ul SBINJONLIS pue saspuq page
-Wep WI0}S PUB Bi1} JO UOIINIISU0IaS Sulpnjoul ‘|Ied) 3sal)) d1jloed 8y} 3uoje s3asfoid uonNIISU0I Jleal | 000'G9L'T 000078 |1ea] 1sa1) aujioed
1sanbas 1sanbas ‘dosdde
Suipuny paseasoul yum aqissod sweidoid/osloid Slauped UIWPY 5002 3009 002 J1ea)/Kouady
Jeaf [easi4
panuijuo)

—INILSAS STIVYL TYNOILYN JHL Y04 SNOILYIYdOY¥ddY G00¢ ¥¥IA TYISI4 Q3LSINDIY INLSAS STUVYHL TYNOILYN JHL HO4 dIHSYINLYYd—"¢ "ON INJINHIVLLY



53

1Se3| J& paydjew aq 0} 0|y pue UBSIYIN ‘UISUOISIM JO SBJeIS BU} 0} SjUBI3 Bq pnom 8say] ,

"T1 e8| Je Payjew aq 0} UISUOISI JO d}elS Ay} 0} Jueil B ag PInom Syl g

'S|le1) }Sa1) 0141984 PUB BPUO|4 By} Joj SWes) uorysinb

-8 pue| pue |IeJ} Yoea 10} SIOJRLISIUILIPE AWI-[|Ny Joj Buipuny ‘|iel] OLOISIH [UOIYEN 8334 ZaN By} Pue S|lei| IIUIS [BUONEN 1S U194 PUE ‘BPLIOJJ ‘BPIAIQ [EIUBUIIUOY U} JO UOIEIISIUILIPE 1oy I|jIW //¢°Z$ :Sapnjoul Lotjelidoiddy ¢
*2007 Aenuef ur ssa1guo) o} paianijep podal S| 89IAIBS Yed Ul pa|ieap 198png sjoeyal Jsanbas Suipuny,

} ysi|dwodoe 0} Papaau S| yIewles [euoissaiguoy ay| “wajskg s|iel] [euoljeN ay} 1oj spuny Aue 8}eao||e Jou SAop }anbal UONELSIUIWPY ¢

*sjoaf04d WaysAg s|led] [euoljeN 1oy paieuiea ale (Uoljiw 0G6'T$ JO 000°0G9$ IN0Ge) spuny Suiutewas ayy Jo piyl-auQ ‘s}oaloid [eIUUBIUAOIG HIe|D B SIME] 0} PaNIEULIE] UOI|IL Z06'$ SPNJU]
IeJ| 84 EJUBS U} 0} Pajejal J0u ‘93140 BIINIAS Yied 84 EJUES JO suonesado 1oy (00‘T9Z$ SapN|ou| ¢

‘U0881Q Ul [eUOWa|y [euoieN dosiel) 104 1B pue| Jo uoiyisinbIe B0IAISS Yied

000°00%'TY

00005291

000°050°TT

0000529

0000529

000'052'T

[e301

" WeIQ B SIMET SIN—IUBIZ JOM1



54

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE RIVERS AND TRAILS COALITION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, the Rivers and Trails Coalition,
composed of local, regional, statewide, and national organizations representing hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans nationwide committed to conservation and recre-
ation, respectfully asks that you fund the National Park Service Rivers, Trails and
Conservation Assistance (RTCA) program at $13 million in fiscal year 2005.

The RTCA coalition formed many years ago to support an invaluable field-based
technical assistance program of the National Park Service that yields enormous con-
servation and recreation benefits to communities by fostering partnerships between
federal, state, and local interests. The resulting cooperative efforts restore rivers
and wildlife habitat, develop trail and greenway networks, preserve open space, and
revitalize communities—all contributing to improved quality of life and close-to-
home recreation. RTCA staff provide on-the-ground assistance solely at the request
and invitation of communities in coordinating projects, facilitating public meetings,
serving as a liaison and convener of government and non-profit groups, assessing
and mapping resources, developing promotional materials and events, and identi-
fying sources of funding.

RTCA is a highly effective and popular program but continues to lack adequate
funding. Current demand for RTCA services greatly exceeds the program’s capacity.
Despite RT'CA’s successes in coordinating upwards of 300 projects annually, RTCA
funding has remained relatively stagnant during the last decade, virtually flat for
the last four years, and has lagged well behind the rate of inflation, resulting in
real cuts to the program. The program’s declining real budget and funding shortages
have resulted in limiting staff positions in several regions, office closures, and re-
duced staff participation within communities and on-the-ground projects, dimin-
ishing essential services of this field-based program. RTCA currently has 82 staff
in 33 field offices, compared to 90 staff in 2002. Flat funding results in an annual
loss of approximately 4 positions, as personnel costs continue to rise through infla-
tion and cost-of-living increases, while project costs must be cut back. The program
faces further reductions in service and the loss of another 4-5 staff in fiscal year
2005 if RTCA receives flat funding.

RTCA is an extremely cost-efficient program. Through RTCA partnerships, NPS
helps conserve more than 750 miles of river corridor, develops nearly 1,500 miles
of trails, and protects more than 65,000 acres of park, habitat, and open space annu-
ally, at no long-term cost to NPS. Projects also include regional trail systems and
greenway development, transportation alternatives, brownfield redevelopment,
youth conservation projects, floodplain planning, among numerous other conserva-
tion and recreation initiatives. RTCA receives less than one-half of 1 percent of the
total funding for the National Park Service, yet by building local partnerships it suc-
ceeds in attracting substantial local funding. Every year, RTCA funding has helped
leverage millions of dollars from other sources for its projects. This program is an
excellent value for the American taxpayer and merits increased funding to accom-
plish its mission as a community-based National Park Service technical assistance
and outreach program.

Last year, RTCA experienced a strong showing of support from both the Adminis-
tration and many legislators. The President’s fiscal year 2004 budget request pro-
posed a $1.5 million increase for RTCA (to approximately $9.6 million), recognizing
the critical role the program plays in creating a nationwide, seamless network of
parks and open spaces, supporting conservation partnerships, promoting vol-
unteerism, and encouraging physical activity. The Administration’s HealthierUS Ini-
tiative explicitly highlights RTCA for its efforts in promoting physical activity
through the development of local trails, greenways, and parks.

The Senate Interior Appropriations bill included a $1.5 million increase for the
RTCA program for fiscal year 2004, representing a modest increase equal to the
President’s proposal. In addition, twenty-two Senators signed a Dear Colleague let-
ter requesting increased funding for RTCA in fiscal year 2004. The House Interior
Appropriations bill, however did not include increased funding for RTCA in their
mark-up. The final fiscal year 2004 Interior budget provided flat funding for RTCA
in the NPS budget at approximately $8.2 million

Our requested funding level would allow this extremely beneficial program to con-
tinue current projects without interruption, restore recent cuts, put staff closer to
the people they serve, and meet the outstanding requests from communities around
the nation. We strongly believe it makes sense to strengthen programs such as
RTCA that support communities through partnerships and capacity-building, ena-
bling local stakeholders to better manage and conserve their recreational and nat-
ural resources from the bottom-up.
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We urge you to fund the Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance program at
$13 million in the fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropriations bill to remedy the pro-
gram’s continued erosion, compensate for losses due to inflation, and enable the pro-
gram to respond to growing needs and opportunities in communities throughout the
country. Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted by the Rivers and Trails Coalition, comprised of the fol-
lowing organizations:

The Accokeek Foundation; American Canoe Association; American Hiking Society;
American Rivers; American Society of Landscape Architects; American Trails; Amer-
ican Whitewater; Appalachian Mountain Club; Association of State Floodplain Man-
agers; Bay Circuit Alliance; Bikes Belong Coalition; Conservation District of South-
ern Nevada; East Coast Greenway Alliance; International Mountain Bicycling Asso-
ciation; National Association of Service & Conservation Corps; National Audubon
Society National Parks Conservation Association; National Recreation and Park As-
sociation; New York-New Jersey Trail Conference; New York Parks and Conserva-
tion Association; North American Water Trails; Rails to Trails Conservancy Scenic
America; Trout Unlimited; Washington Area Bicyclist Association; and Washington
Trails Association.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY

Re: Support for fiscal year 2005 Federal Funding of $5.2 Million for the Depart-
ment of the Interior—Bureau of Land Management to assist in the Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Program, with $800,000 to be designated specifically for sa-
linity control efforts.

The San Diego County Water Authority appreciates your support and leadership
in securing fiscal year 2005 funding for the Department of the Interior—Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) with respect to the federal/state Colorado River Basin Sa-
linity Control Program. This program is carried out pursuant to the Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Act and the Clean Water Act.

Locally, salinity has been one of San Diego County’s biggest water quality issues.
The Colorado River is the primary source of water for the San Diego region, pro-
viding in recent years about 75 percent of the water imported by the Water Author-
ity. Compared with water imported from the State Water Project, which comprises
the remaining 25 percent of the Authority’s supply, Colorado River water is rel-
atively high in dissolved salts. While this is not a concern from a public health per-
spective, impacts of excessive salinity in San Diego County include damages to resi-
dential and business water-using appliances, reduced agricultural yields, plus in-
creased water use for leaching agricultural crops.

The Authority is working with members of the Colorado River Board, the state
agency charged with protecting California’s interests and rights in the water and
power resources of the Colorado River System, to support activities that further con-
trol the concentrations of salinity of the Colorado River.

Because of the importance of the Colorado River to the San Diego region the San
Diego County Water Authority is requesting that Congress appropriate $5,200,000
and the administration allocate these funds to support BLM’s portion of the Colo-
rado River Basin Salinity Control Program.

Further, the San Diego County Water Authority urges the Subcommittee to spe-
cifically mark $800,000 from this line-item for the Colorado River Basin Salinity
Control Program, as has been the direction to BLM from the Subcommittee in past
years.

The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum), on behalf of the seven
Colorado River Basin states, has submitted testimony to your Subcommittee. The
San Diego County Water Authority concurs in the fiscal year 2005 funding request
and justification statements for BLM as set forth in the Forum’s testimony.

The Colorado River is, and will continue to be, a significant and vital water re-
source to the millions of San Diego County residents. The Water Authority greatly
appreciates your support of the federal/state Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Program and your assistance and leadership in securing adequate funding for this
important program.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SOCIETY FOR ANIMAL PROTECTIVE LEGISLATION

The Society for Animal Protective Legislation (SAPL) respectfully requests the
House Appropriations Committee’s Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies
appropriate an additional $7 million for the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Division of Law Enforcement for Special Agents, an additional $1.4 million to estab-
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lish two new wildlife ports of entry, $12 million for certain funds under the Multi-
national Species Conservation Fund (including a specific $500 thousand for the
Great Ape Survival Partnership of the United Nations Environment Programme),
$7 million for the Clark R. Bavin National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Laboratory,
and $1 million to enforce the recently-enacted Captive Wildlife Safety Act.

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE DIVISION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT

SAPL urges significant increased funding to enable the Law Enforcement Division
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to undertake its important, expanding
work. These agents are responsible for enforcement of over a dozen conservation
laws including the Lacey Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Endangered Species Act,
Marine Mammal Protection Act, African Elephant Conservation Act, the Wild Bird
Conservation Act, and implementation of the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). Special agents undertake a
variety of wildlife trade cases involving illegal shipments of caviar, elephant ivory,
shahtoosh, reptiles, primates, African finches, bear viscera, turtle eggs, coral, exotic
big cats, and many other species. It is well-known that the trade in wildlife is ri-
valed only by the trade in drugs in terms of its magnitude in global commerce.

Special Agents

The FWS Division of Law Enforcement undertook nearly 10,000 investigations
during fiscal year 2003 for cases involving vital wildlife protection statutes that are
important to millions of Americans. Special agents also conduct vital anti-poaching
and wildlife law enforcement training for officials in numerous countries across the
globe. This training is essential to protect threatened and endangered wildlife from
being poached in these range states. In 2003 cases uncovered more than 7,700 viola-
tions resulting in some $13,000,000 in fines and civil penalties.

The proposed budget for law enforcement operations and maintenance would not
meet even the most basic needs of the Division, which is currently undergoing a re-
building effort to get back to its number of authorized Special Agents—253. Quite
frankly, SAPL feels that 253 Special Agents is insufficient to investigate all cases
of illegal wildlife smuggling. However, given current funding restraints, SAPL urges
an additional $7 million appropriation to enable the Service to hire 38 additional
law enforcement special agents to raise its number from 215 to 253. This money will
not only enable the new hires, but it will also provide the $186,000 of funding per
agent that is optimal for the agents to carry out their work (this includes salary
and operations expenses).

Port Inspectors

Approximately 100,000 shipments worth more than $1 billion are processed by
FWS inspectors at the 14 existing designated ports of entry each year. As wildlife
smugglers become increasingly sophisticated, they try new ways to get their wildlife
contraband into the United States—including via United Parcel Service (UPS) and
Federal Express (FedEx). SAPL, therefore, requests an additional $1.4 million to es-
tablish Memphis (a FedEx hub) and Louisville (a UPS hub) as Designated Ports of
Entry. $700,000 for each of these entry points would enable three wildlife inspec-
tors, one special agent, and clerical support and other basic start-up costs. Annual
appropriation needs for each of these ports, once established, will decrease to ap-
proximately $450,000.

MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

Since 1988, the United States has shown its steadfast commitment to global con-
servation efforts by legislatively creating a series of funds to assist in wildlife pro-
tection in all regions of the globe. The African Elephant Conservation Fund, the
Asian Elephant Conservation Fund, the Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Fund,
and recently, the Great Ape Conservation Fund, are vital tools to prevent these spe-
cies from declining further and, in some cases, going extinct. SAPL respectfully re-

uests that $2.5 million be appropriated for the Asian Elephant Conservation Fund,
%2.5 million for the African Elephant Conservation Fund, $3 million for the Great
ApedConservation Fund and $4 million for the Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation
Fund.

The African Elephant Conservation Fund and the Asian Elephant Conservation
Fund have provided important funding for elephant conservation projects. For dec-
ades, poachers and smugglers exploiting the global ivory trade have targeted ele-
phants. Today, elephants are at great risk not only for ivory, but also for their meat,
which is consumed as “bushmeat,” particularly in Africa. Vital conservation projects
that have received funding under these Funds include: anti-poaching assistance,
acoustic monitoring of forest elephants, immunocontraception research as a means
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of non-lethal population control, and programs exploring the interrelationships of
elephants, people, and the protection of their crops.

The Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Fund provides essential financial assist-
ance to protect the world’s remaining five rhino species and tiger subspecies. Rhinos
have been poached historically for their horns, which are used in traditional Asian
medicines, while tigers have been exploited for their valuable skins, bones and other
body parts. In the last century, it is estimated that the total number of all wild ti-
gers scattered across their range has plummeted to 5,000 animals. Recent U.S.
funding has contributed to the equipping and operating of anti-poaching patrols,
studies of population dynamics using DNA technology, establishing conservation
education programs in rhino and tiger range states to increase awareness about
these species, and rhino translocations.

The Great Ape Conservation Fund makes funds available to address the growing
threat of the trade in bushmeat and the habitat decimation perpetrated on great
apes by timber companies and other extractive industries. Chimpanzee, bonobo, go-
rilla, orangutan and gibbon populations have declined substantially, and there is a
serious threat to their long-term survival. Grants from this fund enable conservation
and anti-poaching projects to be established and effectively implemented to the ben-
efit of these endangered ape species.

A specific earmark for the Great Ape Survival Partnership (GRASP) is needed
under the Great Ape Conservation Fund. The United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme has undertaken a significant, ambitious endeavor to examine all of the rel-
evant parameters concerning great ape decline and survival in range states. A mod-
est additional $500,000 from the United States Congress, administered through the
Great Ape Conservation Fund, would provide support for GRASP’s continuing work
to undertake stakeholder workshops and technical missions in range states. This
will assist dramatically in the development of long-term national planning projects
to conserve all remaining great apes.

THE CLARK R. BAVIN NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FORENSICS LABORATORY

The Service’s forensics lab is uniquely capable of providing assistance in the pros-
ecution of wildlife crimes and is the world’s only forensic laboratory devoted specifi-
cally to wildlife crime. The lab analyzes teeth, claws, hairs, feathers, tissues, blood,
and other wildlife samples to determine species of origin and connect wildlife and
suspects to the scene of the crime. This lab has always been on the cutting edge
of wildlife prosecutions and must be funded adequately to fulfill its vital roles. Fur-
ther, the lab is an internationally well-respected icon, and the Secretariat of CITES
has, for instance, entered into Memorandums of Understanding with the lab to,
among other things, assist in the analysis of ballistic evidence. At the CITES Stand-
ing Committee meeting in Geneva, Switzerland in March 2004, the CITES Secre-
tariat specifically recommended that Parties contact the Bavin lab to assist in the
identification of bear parts and derivatives during investigations.

The laboratory has begun an important and significant rehabilitation and expan-
sion project, which had included plans to enlarge lab capabilities with a 37,000
square foot addition, including a training and conference room, a new pathology lab
with a bio-level 3+ containment capability, and a new evidence control area. Sadly,
funding constraints are apparently preventing the Bavin lab from meeting its
planned development goals fully. We respectfully urge this Subcommittee to appro-
priate a minimum of $7 million to enable completion of the renovation of the dem-
onstration colony, and morphology and firearms facilities, as well as new additions
for pathology, an atrium that would include a 60-seat training and conference room
for agent and inspector training and scientific conferences. This $7 million appro-
priation would be extremely modest given the importance of the Clark R. Bavin Na-
tional Fish & Wildlife Forensics Laboratory and the actual expansion and renova-
tion needs for the lab.

THE CAPTIVE WILDLIFE SAFETY ACT

On December 19, 2003 the President signed into law the Captive Wildlife Safety
Act to prevent the interstate and foreign commerce in big cats—lions, tigers, leop-
ards, cheetah, jaguars, or cougars or any hybrid of such species—for personal pos-
session as “exotic” pets. In recent years, the United States has seen a dramatic in-
crease in the number of these dangerous animals being kept in private hands, with
a concomitantly dramatic rise in the number of unfortunate attacks by these inher-
ently wild animals. It is imperative that the FWS be given the tools it needs to en-
force this important law, for the benefit of the animals themselves and the humans
who are at risk because of the big cats who are being kept in captivity.
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While the legislation authorized an appropriation of up to $3 million each year
for implementation and enforcement of the Act, SAPL appreciates the difficult fi-
nancial situation confronting Congressional Appropriators this year. As a result,
SAPL urges an appropriation of $1 million toward specific enforcement of the Cap-
tive Wildlife Safety Act.

WILD HORSE AND BURRO ACT

Another issue the Society for Animal Protective Legislation would like to address
is the Wild Horse and Burro Program. In 1971, Congress charged the Bureau of
Land Management (Bureau) with preserving America’s wild horses. The Wild Horse
and Burro Act states that “wild free-roaming horses and burros are living symbols
of the historic and pioneer spirit of the West . . . [and] shall be protected from cap-
ture, branding, harassment or death.”

We are concerned that the Bureau is failing to fulfill this mandate, and instead
is engaging in scientifically, ecologically and economically unsound practices under
the guise of range protection, resulting in a program which favors the interests of
the livestock industry over those of wild horses and burros. In fact, the Bureau has
presented a funding proposal to Congress where thousands more horses than can
be adopted out to the public will be removed from the range, despite the fact that
the Act specifically states that roundups are subject to the availability of homes to
which the animals may be adopted.

Domestic livestock so dramatically outnumber wild horses on the range (the ratio
is at least 50:1) that the removal of these wild horses will not make a dramatic dif-
ference in range vitality. As a GAO report from 1990 states, “. . . the primary
cause of degradation in rangeland resources is poorly managed domestic livestock
(primarily cattle and sheep) grazing . . . wild horses are vastly outnumbered on
federal rangelands . . . Even substantial reductions in wild horse populations will,
therefore, not substantially reduce total forage consumption” (Rangeland Manage-
ment: Improvements Needed in Federal Wild Horse Program, GAO, 1990). It should
be noted that less than 3 percent of American beef is produced on federal lands and
contributes less than 1 percent to annual incomes in Western states.

During this Congress, Representative John Sweeney, Co-chair of the Congres-
sional Horse Caucus introduced the American Horse Slaughter Prevention Act to
ban the slaughter of America’s horses. To date this bill has the strong support of
Congress, the horse and humane community, veterinarians and the American pub-
lic. Each year thousands of federally protected wild horses, stolen horses, foals and
aguse(cll horses are being slaughtered in a brutal industry to meet consumer demand
abroad.

Congress must act quickly to ensure that our wild horses do not quietly disappear
at the hands of a few self-serving individuals.

In closing we, support the President’s language included in the fiscal year 2005
Department of Interior Appropriations Act:

“That appropriations herein made shall not be available for the destruction of
healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bureau or its contrac-
tors.”

HONOR THE U.S. OBLIGATION TO PHASE OUT STEEL JAW LEGHOLD TRAPS

Approximately 140 of 517 national refuges currently permit use of steel jaw
leghold traps. These traps slam with a vice-like grip on the limbs of their victims,
breaking bones, tearing ligaments and tendons, severing toes and causing excru-
ciating pain. Alternative traps, which reduce the suffering of trapped animals are
available and can be used instead.

The American Veterinary Medical Association, the American Animal Hospital As-
sociation, the World Veterinary Association and the National Animal Control Asso-
ciation have condemned leghold traps as “inhumane”. The vast majority of Ameri-
cans oppose use of these traps as evidenced by numerous public opinion polls. In
addition, the states of Massachusetts, Arizona, Colorado, Washington and California
have prohibited use of these cruel devices by public referendum. New Jersey, Flor-
ida and Rhode Island prohibit use of steel jaw traps too.

In response to the widespread international concern with steel jaw leghold traps,
the U.S. Trade Representative signed an “Understanding” with the European Union
on December 11, 1997 in which the United States committed to phase out use of
“conventional steel jawed leghold restraining traps.” The U.S. Department of Inte-
rior is responsible for honoring this U.S. obligation on lands under its jurisdiction
and needs to begin implementing a phase out on use of these devices. So far, no
action has been taken by the Department of Interior to comply with this official
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agreement. We respectfully request this distinguished Subcommittee urge the Sec-
retary to take action this year.

LETTER FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

STATE OF UTAH,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Salt Lake City, UT, February 16, 2004.

Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chair,

Hon. Robert C. Byrd, Ranking Minority Member,

Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BURNS AND SENATOR BYRD: I am writing to request your support
and assistance in ensuring continued funding for the Recovery Implementation Pro-
gram for Endangered Fish Species in the Upper Colorado River Basin (Upper Colo-
rado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program) and the San Juan River Basin Re-
covery Implementation Program. These cooperative programs involving the states of
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming, Indian tribes, federal agencies and
water, power and environmental interests are ongoing in the Upper Colorado River
Basin and have as their objective recovering four species of endangered fish while
water development proceeds in compliance with the Endangered Species Act of
1973, state law and interstate compacts. Utah respectfully requests support and ac-
tion by the Subcommittee that will provide the following:

1. The appropriation of $700,000 in “recovery” funds (Ecological Services Activity;
Endangered Species Subactivity; Recovery Element; Colorado Fish Project) to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) for fiscal year 2005 to allow FWS’ Region 6
to meet its funding commitment to the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Re-
covery Program. This is the level of funding appropriated in fiscal years 2003 and
2004 for this program. Funding will be used for FWS’ program and data manage-
ment costs, estimating the abundance of fish populations, evaluating stocking and
monitoring fish and habitat response to recovery actions.

2. The allocation of $444,000 in appropriated base operation and maintenance
funds (“Fisheries Activity; Hatchery O&M Subactivity”) to support the current oper-
ation of the FWS’ Ouray National Fish Hatchery in Utah for fiscal year 2005.

3. The allocation of $165,000 in “recovery” funds for the San Juan River Basin
Recovery Implementation Program to the FWS for fiscal year 2005 to meet FWS’s
Region 2 expenses associated with program management and implementing the San
Juan Program’s actions.

The enactment of Public Law 106-392, as amended by Public Law 107-375, au-
thorized the Federal Government to provide up to $46 million of cost sharing for
these two ongoing recovery programs’ remaining capital construction projects. Addi-
tional hatchery facilities to produce endangered fish for stocking, restoring flood-
plain habitat and fish passage, regulating and supplying instream habitat flows, in-
stalling diversion canal screens to prevent fish entrapment and controlling non-
native fish populations are key components of the capital construction efforts. The
four participating states are contributing $17 million, and $17 million is being con-
tributed from revenues derived from the sale of Colorado River Storage Project
(CRSP) hydroelectric power. Subsection 3(c) of Public Law 106-392 authorizes the
Secretary of the Interior to accept up to $17 million of contributed funds from Colo-
rado, Wyoming, Utah and New Mexico, and to expend such contributed funds as if
appropriated for that purpose. These facts demonstrate the strong commitment and
effective partnerships that are present in both of these successful programs.

The above line item funding requests for the FWS are supported by the state of
Utah and each of the participating states engaged in these programs. The requested
federal appropriations are critically important and will be used in concert with other
federal and non-federal cost-sharing funding. The support of your Subcommittee in
past years is gratefully acknowledged and appreciated, and it has been a major fac-
tor in the success of these multi-state, multi-agency programs in progressing to-
wards endangered fish species recovery in the Upper Colorado and San Juan River
basins while necessary water use and development activities are occurring. We
again request the Subcommittee’s assistance to ensure that the FWS is provided
with adequate funding for these vitally important programs.

Sincerely,
OLENE S. WALKER,
Governor.
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LETTER FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING

STATE OF WYOMING,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Cheyenne, WY, February 25, 2004.
Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chairman,
Hon, BYRON DORGAN, Ranking Member,
Subcommittee on the Interior and Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BURNS AND SENATOR DORGAN: I am writing to request your sup-
port and assistance in insuring continued funding for the Recovery Implementation
Program for Endangered Fish Species in the Upper Colorado River Basin (Upper
Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program) and the San Juan River Basin
Recovery Implementation Program. These cooperative programs involving the States
of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming, Indian tribes, federal agencies and
water, power and environmental interests are ongoing in the Upper Colorado River
Basin and have as their objective recovering four species of endangered fish while
water development proceeds in compliance with the Endangered Species Act of
1973, state law, and interstate compacts. Wyoming respectfully requests support
and action by the Subcommittee that will provide the following:

1. The appropriation of $691,000 in “recovery” funds (Ecological Services Activity;
Endangered Species Subactivity; Recovery Element; Colorado Fish Project) to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) for fiscal year 2005 to allow FWS’ Region 6
to meet its funding commitment to the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Re-
covery Program. This is the level of funding appropriated in fiscal years 2003 and
2004 for this program. Funding will be used for FWS’ program and data manage-
ment costs, estimating the abundance of fish populations, evaluating stocking and
monitoring fish and habitat response to recovery actions.

2. The allocation of $444,000 in appropriated base operation and maintenance
funds (“Fisheries Activity; Hatchery O&M Subactivity”) to support the current oper-
ation of the FWS’ Ouray National Fish Hatchery in Utah for fiscal year 2005.

3. The allocation of $167,000 in “recovery” funds for the San Juan River Basin
Recovery Implementation Program to the FWS for fiscal year 2005 to meet FWS’
Region 2 expenses associated with program management and implementing the San
Juan Program’s actions.

The enactment of Public Law 106-392, as amended by Public Law 107-375, au-
thorized the Federal Government to provide up to $46 Million of cost sharing for
these two ongoing recovery programs’ remaining capital construction projects. Addi-
tional hatchery facilities, restoring floodplain habitat and fish passage, regulating
and supplying instream habitat flows, installing diversion canal screens and control-
ling nonnative fish populations are key components of the capital construction ef-
forts. The four participating states are contributing $17 Million and $17 Million is
being contributed from revenues derived from the sale of Colorado River Storage
Project (CRSP) hydroelectric power. Subsection 3(c) of Public Law 106-392 author-
izes the Secretary of the Interior to accept up to $17 Million of contributed funds
from Colorado, Wyoming, Utah and New Mexico, and to expend such contributed
funds as if appropriated for that purpose. These facts demonstrate the strong com-
mitment and effective partnerships that are present in both of these successful pro-
grams.

The above line item funding requests for the FWS are supported by the State of
Wyoming and each of the participating States engaged in these Programs. The re-
quested federal appropriations are critically important and will be used in concert
with other federal and non-federal cost-sharing finding. The support of your Sub-
committee in past years is acknowledged and appreciated and has been a major fac-
tor in the success of these multi-state, multi-agency programs in progressing to-
wards endangered fish species recovery in the Upper Colorado and San Juan River
Basins while necessary water use and development activities are occurring. We
again request the Subcommittee’s assistance to ensure that the FWS is provided
with adequate funding for these vitally important programs.

Best regards,
DAVE FREUDENTHAL,
Governor.
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LETTER FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING

STATE OF WYOMING,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Cheyenne, WY, February 25, 2004.
Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chairman,
Hon. Byron Dorgan, Ranking member,
Subcommittee on the Interior and Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BURNS AND SENATOR DORGAN: I am writing to request your sup-
port and assistance in insuring continued funding for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (FWS) participation in the development of a Federal/State basin-wide re-
covery implementation program (Program) for endangered species in central Ne-
braska. Wyoming respectfully requests support and action by the Subcommittee to
provide the appropriation of $982,000 in “recovery” funds (Ecological Services Activ-
ity; Endangered Species Subactivity; Recovery Element; Platte River Recovery
Project) to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) for fiscal year 2005 to allow
FWS to continue its necessary participation. This is the same level of funding appro-
priated to the FWS in fiscal year 2004 for this project and insures that the Platte
River is not de-emphasized in the FWS budget at a critical time in the Program’s
development. Congress has appropriated funding in this FWS line item each year
since 1998.

In 1997, the States of Nebraska, Wyoming and Colorado and the U.S. Department
of the Interior signed a Cooperative Agreement for Platte River Research and Other
Efforts Relating to Endangered Species Along the Central Platte River, Nebraska
(Cooperative Agreement). The signatories agreed to pursue a basin-wide, cooperative
approach to address habitat needs of four threatened and endangered species—the
whooping crane, piping plover, least tern and pallid sturgeon. The signatories to the
Cooperative Agreement realize a comprehensive, cooperative approach for address-
ing the Endangered Species Act (ESA) issues in the Central and Lower Platte River
Basin region is the most equitable and effective means to resolving endangered spe-
cies conflicts. This cooperative approach also provides greater certainty that the
Platte River will continue as a water source for irrigators, wildlife, and for the many
people who reside in the Basin.

The Department of the Interior has prepared a draft environmental impact state-
ment (DEIS) dated December 2003 to analyze the impacts of the proposed Program.
The National Academies of Science (NAS) is currently conducting a review of the
scientific aspects of the processes and methods used by the FWS in determining the
habitat needs for the target species in central Nebraska. It is anticipated that the
required EIS and ESA reviews of the proposed Program, as well as the NAS review
of the scientific foundation of the proposed program, will be completed during cal-
endar year 2005. With adequate funding secured to complete the required reviews,
the first increment of the Program may be implemented in 2005. Once approved by
the States and the Congress, program costs will be shared equally between the
States and the Federal government. Any specific authorization that may be sought
from the Wyoming Legislature or the Congress for Program implementation will be
addressed prior to proceeding with implementation of the Program.

The State of Wyoming and each of its partners participating in developing the
proposed Program for the Platte River Basin support the $982,000 funding request
for the FWS. The requested Federal appropriation is critically important and will
be used in concert with other federal and non-federal cost-sharing funding. The sup-
port of your Subcommittee in past years is gratefully acknowledged and appreciated.
We also appreciate the fact that the Bureau of Reclamation Budget for 2005 is ade-
quate to cover their participation in financing the Program. We again request the
Subcommittee’s assistance to ensure that the FWS is provided with adequate fund-
ing to assure progress and success in implementing the proposed recovery imple-
mentation program.

Best regards,
DAVE FREUDENTHAL,
Governor.
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LETTER FROM THE WYOMING STATE ENGINEER’S OFFICE

WYOMING STATE ENGINEER’S OFFICE,
HERSCHLER BUILDING,
Cheyenne, WY, May 12, 2004.
Hon. CONRAD BURNS, Chairman,
Hon. BYRON L. DORGAN, Ranking Member,
Subcommittee on the Interior, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

Re: Support for Funding of $5,200,000 in fiscal year 2005 to the Bureau of Land
Management for Implementing the Colorado River Salinity Control Program; Sup-
port for the President’s Request for the Land Resources Subactivity—Soil, Water
and Air Account in the amount of $34,238,000; Requesting the Specific Designation
of $800,000 for Colorado River Basin Salinity Control

DEAR CHAIRMAN BURNS AND RANKING MEMBER DORGAN: This letter is sent in
support of fiscal year 2005 funding for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for
activities directly benefiting the Colorado River Salinity Control Program. The ac-
tivities needed to control salts reaching the Colorado River system from lands man-
aged by the BLM fall within that agency’s Land Resources Subactivity—Soil Water
and Air Account. We write to request $5,200,000 be directed to enhancing Colorado
River water quality and accomplish salt loading reduction in the Basin. We support
the appropriation of $34,238,000 for the Soil Water and Air Account, Land Re-
sources Subactivity, as requested in the President’s recommended fiscal year 2005
budget.

The State of Wyoming is a member state of the seven-state Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Forum, established in 1973 to coordinate with the Federal Govern-
ment on the maintenance of the basin-wide Water Quality Standards for Salinity.
The Forum is composed of gubernatorial representatives and serves as a liaison be-
tween the seven States and the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture and the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The Forum advises
the Federal agencies on the progress of efforts to control the salinity of the Colorado
River and annually makes funding recommendations, including the amount believed
necessary to be expended by the Bureau of Land Management for its Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Program. Overall, the combined efforts of the Basin States,
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau of Land Management and the Department
of Agriculture have resulted in one of the nation’s most successful non-point source
control programs.

The basin-wide water quality standards for salinity consists of numeric water
quality criteria set for three Lower Colorado River points and a Plan of Implementa-
tion that describes the overall Program and the specific salinity control projects that
are being implemented to remove sufficient salt from the River system to assure the
salinity concentrations of the River’s waters arriving at the three locations do not
exceed the numeric criteria values. Pursuant to the Clean Water Act, these water
quality standards for salinity are reviewed at least once each three years and the
Plan of Implementations is jointly adjusted and revised by the States and involved
Federal agencies, including representatives of the Bureau of Land Management, to
ensure continuing compliance with the numeric criteria for salinity.

Successful implementation of land management practices by the Bureau of Land
Management to control soil erosion and the resultant salt contributions to the Colo-
rado River system is essential to the success of the Colorado River Basin Salinity
Control Program and compliance with the water quality standards adopted by each
of the seven Colorado River Basin States and approved by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. Inadequate BLM control efforts will result in significant additional
economic damages to downstream water users.

At its recent October 2003 meeting, the Forum, in consultation with BLM offi-
cials, recommended that the U.S. Bureau of Land Management should expend
$5,200,000 in fiscal year 2005 for salinity control. The Forum requests, joined herein
by the State of Wyoming, that the Land Resources Subactivity—Soil, Water and Air
Account line item be adequately funded. Based on analyses conducted by the Forum,
our testimony specifically requests that BLM be directed to target the expenditure
of $5,200,000 for activities to reduce salt loading from BLM-managed lands in the
Colorado River Basin in fiscal year 2005.

The State of Wyoming appreciates the Subcommittee’s funding support of the Bu-
reau of Land Management’s statutorial responsibility to participate in the basin
wide Colorado River Salinity Control Program in past years. We continue to believe
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this important basin-wide water quality improvement program merits funding and
support by your Subcommittee.
With best regards,
JOHN W. SHIELDS, Interstate Streams Engineer, for
Patrick T. TYRRELL, Wyoming State Engineer,
Member, Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum.

PREPARED STATMENT OF THE TEAMING WITH WILDLIFE STEERING COMMITTEE

On behalf of the Teaming with Wildlife Steering Committee, we request your sup-
port for the State Wildlife Grants program in fiscal year 2005 Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations. Teaming with Wildlife is a broad coalition of more than
3,000 groups who have united to enhance America’s wildlife resources. We are dedi-
cated to achieving increased federal funding for state-level fish and wildlife con-
servation, education, and recreation, to ensure a bright future for all fish and wild-
life and the habitat on which they depend. We strongly urge you to appropriate
$125 million for State Wildlife Grants in fiscal year 2005.

The State Wildlife Grants program is the nation’s core program for preventing
wildlife from becoming endangered in every state. The program leverages federal
funds to assist state fish and wildlife agencies in conserving wildlife and habitat.
The federal government and states have had a strong partnership for decades in the
conservation of wildlife species that are hunted and fished—this program extends
the same support to all wildlife.

State Wildlife Grants provide essential resources to state agencies to conserve
fish, wildlife, and habitat, and to prevent further declines in at-risk fish and wildlife
populations. More than 1,000 species are imperiled, or listed as federally threatened
or endangered, with many more under consideration for listing. While we under-
stand that Congress must make difficult programmatic decisions during this time
of fiscal constraints, it is critical to recognize that State Wildlife Grants ultimately
save federal taxpayer dollars. Experience shows that efforts to restore imperiled
wildlife are difficult and costly. State Wildlife Grants enable states to be proactive
and avert such conservation catastrophes, saving wildlife and taxpayer dollars, and
improving our quality of life by conserving wildlife for the benefit of millions of
Americans. Further, in difficult budget times, the State Wildlife Grants program is
even more effective, as it leverages federal dollars with state and private funds fur-
thering national goals at less federal expense.

We are very pleased that the President has recognized the significance of this pro-
gram and supported $80 million for State Wildlife Grants in fiscal year 2005, an
increase above fiscal year 2004’s enacted level. However, funding has been variable
over the last few years and we hope to see this funding restored to the Conservation
Trust Fund’s anticipated higher level. A funding level of $125 million will ensure
that every state receives at least $1 million to maintain the critical on-the-ground
conservation work that they are doing. Reliable funding is essential for these activi-
ties to succeed over the long term.

Because the State Wildlife Grants program is so effective, it enjoys consistent, bi-
partisan support in Congress. Even in a tight budget year, Members of Congress
are asking for additional funding for this effective program. As you know, 52 Sen-
ators from both parties and every part of the nation recently signed a letter sup-
porting a funding level of $100 million for State Wildlife Grants. A second letter,
supporting full funding for the Conservation Trust Fund and, therefore, an effective
funding level of $165 million for State Wildlife Grants, recently attracted the sup-
port of 50 Senators. The State Wildlife Grants program also enjoys strong support
in the House of Representatives, where 111 Representatives recently signed on to
a letter of support for a funding level of $100 million.

We understand the many pressing needs of the nation at this time, but we stress
that a nation strong in its international role must be strong in its support for and
conservation of its natural resources, including fish and wildlife. We need and sin-
cerely appreciate your help with annual funding, and are hopeful that we can work
together to bring dependability to these funds, which will be necessary to achieve
long-term fish and wildlife conservation objectives for all citizens.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE USGS COALITION
SUMMARY

The USGS Coalition urges Congress to increase the budget of the U.S. Geological
Survey to $1 billion in fiscal year 2005—the 125th anniversary of this vitally impor-
tant federal agency.

The USGS plays a central role in protecting the public from natural hazards such
as floods and earthquakes, assessing water quality, providing emergency responders
with geospatial data to improve homeland security, analyzing the strategic and eco-
nomic implications of mineral supply and demand, and providing the science needed
to manage our natural resources and combat invasive species that can threaten ag-
riculture and public health. The USGS has nearly 400 offices, located in every state.
To aid in its interdisciplinary investigations, the USGS works with over 2,000 fed-
eral, state, local, tribal and private organizations.

The USGS Coalition is an alliance of 58 organizations united by a commitment
to the continued vitality of the unique combination of biological, geographical, geo-
logical, and hydrological programs of the United States Geological Survey.

FUNDING SHORTFALL

During the past eight years, total federal spending for non-defense research and
development has risen by nearly 50 percent from $37 billion to almost $55 billion
in constant dollars. By contrast, funding for the USGS has been nearly flat, as
shown in the accompanying chart (Figure 1). Even this flat funding for the USGS
reflects congressional restoration of proposed budget cuts.

In language accompanying last year’s spending bill, the House Appropriations
Committee strongly urged the Administration “to continue to fund these critical
science programs in the base budget in future years.” For its part, the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee urged the Administration “to bear in mind the expressed
public support across the United States for the Survey’s programs.”

The need for science in support of public policy decisionmaking has never been
greater. USGS scientists and engineers produce knowledge and data that support
water, energy and mineral resource management, wildlife and ecosystem manage-
ment, and protection and prevention measures for natural disasters.

In order to meet the tremendous needs of the future, more investment is needed.
That investment should be used to strengthen USGS partnerships, improve moni-
toring networks, produce high-quality digital geospatial data and deliver the best
possible science to address societal problems and inform decision makers.
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Figure 1. USGS funding in constant dollars, FY 1996 — FY 2005. El represents the new Enterprise Information
account established in the FY 2005 USGS budget request. Source: USGS budget documents.
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USGS BUDGET REQUEST

The USGS Coalition urges Congress to increase the budget of the U.S. Geological
Survey to $1 billion in fiscal year 2005, an increase of 6.5 percent above the fiscal
year 2004 enacted level, which is necessary for the agency to continue providing
critical information to decisionmakers at all levels of government. The increase
would enable the USGS to restore the science cuts proposed in the budget request,
provide full funding for “uncontrollable” costs, and undertake a few exciting new
science initiatives that would begin to reverse the cumulative effects of the long-
term funding short fall discussed above (Figure 1).

The fiscal year 2005 budget request would cut funding for the USGS by $18.2 mil-
lion or 1.9 percent to $920.6 million. The budget request would cut $6.5 million from
the Mineral Resources program, $6.4 million that funds the Water Resources Re-
search Institutes, $2.8 million for USGS fire ecology and biological fire science ac-
tivities, and $1.9 million in partnership funding for the National Map, as well as
cutting other programs. The proposed budget cuts would adversely affect the ability
of the USGS to achieve its mission.

The budget request also contains $17.2 million in uncontrollable cost increases,
of which $9.1 million would be funded in the budget and $8.1 million would be “ab-
sorbed” by various programs. Without full funding of uncontrollable cost increases,
USGS program managers may be forced to curtail on-going research, hindering or
preventing the delivery of data needed by natural resource managers and others.

The budget request would add $16.1 million for new or expanded programs, in-
cluding $1.2 million for science on Department of the Interior landscape initiatives,
$2.7 million for Klamath Basin-related science, $1.0 million for Water 2025, and
$1.0 million for invasive species research. These initiatives deserve the support of
Congress.

We encourage Congress to consider additional increases that would enable the
USGS to meet the tremendous need for science in support of public policy decision-
making. We appreciate the fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004 report language
emphasizing the importance of USGS programs and recognizing the need to support
cooperative initiatives. More investment is needed to strengthen USGS partner-
ships, improve monitoring networks, produce high-quality digital geospatial data
and deliver the best possible science to address societally important problems.

A SAMPLING OF ESSENTIAL SERVICES FOR THE NATION

The USGS has a truly national mission that extends beyond the boundaries of the
nation’s public lands to encompass the homes of all citizens through natural hazards
monitoring, drinking water studies, biological and geological resource assessments,
and other activities.

—USGS water-quality studies help to protect the nation’s drinking water and
fresh water resources by assessing how environmental and human factors affect
the condition of our streams and ground water over time. The National Weather
Service uses data from the USGS streamgage network to issue flood warnings.
Other agencies use the data for assessing flood risk and drought impacts. Still
other scientists use streamgage data to study fish populations and behavior or
to create models that improve our understanding of how ecosystems function.

—Not only does USGS produce the topographic maps familiar to many, but it also
works with partners to provide a whole new generation of high-quality, digital
geospatial data products that help inform decisions by resource managers, state
and local officials, and the public.

—Invasive species are a major economic, environmental and public health prob-
lem. USGS researchers track the pathways of these species and study their ef-
fects on other organisms and ecosystems.

—Nearly 80 million people in 39 states are at risk from destructive earthquakes.
New USGS sensor arrays can produce real-time groundshaking maps and other
products to help vulnerable urban areas reduce the human and economic effects
of future quakes. The Advanced National Seismic System (ANSS)—a nationwide
monitoring network, when complete, will provide emergency response personnel
with real-time information on the intensity and distribution of ground shaking
that can be used to guide emergency response efforts.

—USGS assessments of energy and mineral resources provide crucial information
for environmentally prudent development and conservation, contributing to the
nation’s economic security.

—USGS biologists are studying wildlife health issues like chronic wasting disease
and West Nile virus. Because such diseases can also affect human populations,
this research has important medical value as well.
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—With elevated homeland security concerns, the USGS and its federal partners
are developing and deploying advanced sensors to monitor vulnerable water
bodies and natural resources. As the nation’s mapper, USGS provides geospatial
data for an array of homeland security needs.

CELEBRATE THE 125TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE USGS

Congress has repeatedly recognized the value of the USGS since it established the
agency in 1879. In March 2004, a bipartisan group of Representatives demonstrated
their appreciation for the USGS by co-sponsoring a resolution (H. Res. 556) that rec-
ognizes the agency’s important work on the occasion of its 125th anniversary. As
he introduced the resolution, Rep. Jim Moran said, “For 125 years, the United
States Geological Survey has provided the science that serves as the basis for our
most important decisions.” The resolution states:

“Resolved, that the House of Representatives congratulates the United States Ge-
ological Survey on its 125th anniversary and expresses strong support for the
United States Geological Survey as it serves the Nation by providing timely, rel-
evant, and objective scientific information which helps to describe and understand
the Earth, minimize the loss of life and property from natural disasters, manage
water, biological, energy, and mineral resources, and enhance and protect the qual-
ity of life of all Americans.”

Recognizing that the USGS is a federal agency “. . . with no regulatory or land
management responsibilities and is thus a trusted entity to provide impartial
science that serves the needs of the Nation” (H. Res. 556), the USGS Coalition urges
Congress to appropriate $1 billion to support USGS programs that underpin respon-
sible natural resource stewardship, improve resilience to natural and human-in-
duced hazards, and contribute to the long-term health, security and prosperity of
the nation.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of our request. If you would like ad-
ditional information or to learn more about the USGS Coalition, please contact Rob-
ert Gropp of the American Institute of Biological Sciences (rgropp@aibs.org), Emily
M. Lehr of the American Geological Institute (eml@agiweb.org), or Craig Schiffries
of  the National Council for Science and the Environment
(schiffries@NCSEonline.org) or visit www.USGScoalition.org.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE

The Wildlife Management Institute (WMI), established in 1911, is a national sci-
entific and educational organization that is committed to the conservation, enhance-
ment and professional management of North America’s wildlife and other natural
resources. We are longstanding partners of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and U.S. For-
est Service (USFS). In general we support the natural resource management and
biological research requests the Administration has made for these agencies but
there are specific programs for which WMI seeks increased funding. Compared to
the fiscal year 2004 estimate, we are asking your subcommittee to support the fol-
lowing increases: $22 million for the BLM, §139 million for the FWS, $2 million for
the USGS, and $3.9 million for the USFS.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Within the wildlife and fisheries program, the Institute greatly supports the pro-
posed increase of $3,235,000 to protect sagebrush and sagebrush steppe commu-
nities from further degradation and fragmentation. As you know, the populations of
sage grouse are alarmingly low and there is public pressure to list the species as
federally threatened or endangered (T/E). But through the cooperative efforts of the
BLM and its 11 western State fish and wildlife partners, hope remains for restoring
sage grouse populations without the help of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

WMI asks additional consideration for management of T/E species on BLM lands.
Under the fiscal year 2001 Interior Appropriations Act, the Bureau was directed to
study how listings under the ESA affected the agency’s mission and to identify re-
sources for reversing those impacts. The BLM concluded that it must rely more on
multi-species conservation efforts to prevent the need for listing and that it must
hire additional biologists, the latter of which would require a $48 million baseline
by fiscal year 2007. The T/E program has hovered around $21 million since fiscal
year 2001, and the Administration has proposed level spending for fiscal year 2005.
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WMI urges your subcommittee to increase the Bureau’s T/E funding level by at least
$10 million so that the agency can start implementing its 3-year old T/E strategy.

Last year, the Office of Management and Budget used its Program Assessment
Rating Tool to review the Bureau’s restoration programs. OMB concluded that the
BLM does not conduct enough monitoring when making land management decisions
or when assessing the effectiveness of its restoration programs. In light of the above
conclusion, the Institute believes a $12 million increase for monitoring activities is
reasonable and justified.

Lastly, WMI understands that the mustang and burro population on BLM lands
is exceedingly large and must be reduced substantially. However, when so many
other fish and wildlife programs also merit immediate attention, like the ones de-
scribed above, and continue to be funded at the same level year after year, the Insti-
tute opposes any redirection of land and resource management dollars to adopt a
more aggressive management strategy for the wild horse and burro program. We
urge your subcommittee to withhold support for the Administration’s $10.5 million
increase for the wild horse and burro program until new dollars are available.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The Fish and Wildlife Service’s Cooperative Conservation Initiative contains many
proposed spending increases for the next fiscal year, all of which WMI supports. One
program in particular that we ask your subcommittee to endorse is the High Plains
Partnership Program (HPP). Recognized as a subset of the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife Program, HPP is designed to help private landowners address habitat needs
for species of concern and to reduce the need for listing any of those species as fed-
erally endangered or threatened. Landowners in the Central Plain states have dem-
onstrated high interest and participation in the program and the Institute supports
the $5 million set aside for HPP in fiscal year 2005.

Another program of keen interest to WMI is the State Wildlife Grants Program
(SWGQ). For the first time, this Administration has requested $80 million to help
State fish and wildlife agencies leverage state, local and private funds to keep com-
mon species common. Indeed, SWG is now widely recognized as the nation’s core
program for preventing the listing of endangered species in every state. Before Octo-
ber 2005, each State agency will have finalized its Comprehensive Wildlife Con-
servation Plan, but each State also needs financial help to complete those plans.
Moreover, the States collectively have a fish and wildlife conservation need that to-
tals at least $350 million each year. For these reasons, WMI requests a $56 million
increase for SWG in fiscal year 2005.

The Institute appreciates the Administration’s $54 million request for the North
American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA), but WMI seeks full funding for the
statute in fiscal year 2005 (a $27 million increase). For 14 years the wildlife con-
servation community has used NAWCA dollars to protect and restore over 16 mil-
lion acres of wetlands and associated habitat in the United States, Canada, and
Mexico. By funding NAWCA at its authorized amount of $65 million, the Adminis-
tration will enhance the populations of countless birds, ranging from waterfowl to
neotropical migrants, while achieving its goal of no net loss of wetlands.

As mentioned during the BLM discussion, survey and monitoring work is a crit-
ical component of migratory bird management. Without quality survey and moni-
toring results, the FWS and its State partners cannot confidently carryout the hunt-
ing regulatory process. Moreover, without quality survey and monitoring data, the
FWS cannot conduct strategic planning and conservation efforts for webless migra-
tory birds, shorebirds, waterbirds and neotropical migrants. Thus, the Institute
urges you to increase the Administration’s spending request for migratory bird man-
agement by $16 million.

In fiscal year 2002, the operations and maintenance backlog for the National
Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS) was $294 million. Thanks to the support of the
White House and Congress, the baseline for that program has grown to 5391 million
in fiscal year 2004. According to the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement,
however, the NWRS must receive an annual appropriation of $700 million so it can
reduce its operations and maintenance backlog in ten years. And because over 39
million recreationists visit national refuges each year, it is critical that the FWS
reaches its $700 million baseline sooner than later. Thus, WMI recommends a $40
million increase for the NWRS deferred operations and maintenance account in fis-
cal year 2005.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

As a partner in the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Units (CRU) Program,
the Institute finds it extremely troubling that the Administration continues to ig-



68

nore the program’s mounting financial needs. Established nearly 70 years ago, the
CRU Program represents a true Federal-State-university-private partnership that
maintains an unparalleled record of collaboration and cost-sharing.

Presently there are 40 CRUs within 38 states. A university is the host for each
unit, and as the host, the university is responsible for providing each CRU scientist
with office space, research equipment and money to hire and to advise graduate stu-
dent researchers. Hence, the USGS is only responsible for providing the salary and
federal benefits for each CRU scientist. Meanwhile, State fish and wildlife biologists
are working closely with CRU scientists to identify and to conduct timely research
projects. Because of this time intensive relationship, the research products for each
CRU are promptly translated into a land management action. As the program’s
fourth partner, the Institute maintains a supervisory role to insure all CRU projects
uphold the principles of science-based management. In short, the CRU Program rep-
resents the quintessential model for how biological researchers and land managers
should work together to solve America’s conservation issues.

Lest the integrity of the CRU Program is lost, it is imperative that the USGS re-
ceive an additional $2 million to keep the program running properly in fiscal year
2005 and beyond. Approximately 1 out of every 8 Unit scientist positions (i.e., 15
total) is currently vacant and there are 25 scientists within 16 CRUs who are eligi-
ble to retire in 2004. If the CRU Program is denied its modest $16.1 million funding
need in fiscal year 2005, USGS will not be able to fill any of the presently vacated
scientist positions while even more positions become vacant. WMI urges your sub-
committee to not let this happen.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE

The Institute supports the Administration’s requests for the National Forest Sys-
tem’s wildlife and fisheries habitat program and for the State and Private Forestry’s
Forest Stewardship Grants and Forest Legacy Program. But, as in previous years,
we request a revision in the Forest Service’s budget structure. Without detailed in-
formation of how the agency uses its wildlife and fisheries habitat money, it is dif-
ficult for WMI and our partners to track individual habitat conservation projects
and to determine whether we think those projects are receiving sufficient funding.

Under Wildland Fire Management, WMI recommends a $3,914,000 increase for
the restoration and rehabilitation program. This program must receive stable fund-
ing for multiple years to maintain desirable soil, plant, wildlife, and water condi-
tions for forests and rangelands that have experienced a catastrophic burn. Stable
funding is also needed to protect previously burned sites from future, unwanted
wildfires. The Institute also recommends that the USFS use the restoration and re-
habilitation dollars to minimize human-wildlife conflicts in the Wildland-Urban
Interface. As nutritious grasses, forbs and saplings emerge in previously burned
areas, prey animals, such as deer and elk, will appear in larger numbers, subse-
quently attracting cougars, coyotes and other predators. Hence, the protection of
human safety is not restricted to fire preparedness and suppression programs.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the fiscal year 2005 Inte-
rior and Related Appropriations Bill. Please contact Kathryn Reis at (202) 371-1808
if you have any questions.

INDIAN AFFAIRS

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INDIAN HIGHER EDUCATION CONSORTIUM

On behalf of the nation’s 34 Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs), which com-
prise the American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AITHEC), thank you for
this opportunity to present our fiscal year 2005 Appropriations requests for the 27
colleges funded under the Tribally Controlled College or University Assistance Act
(Tribal College Act), and for our tribally controlled postsecondary vocational institu-
tions. The U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, administers
these programs. While ATHEC ultimately seeks full funding for all programs author-
ized under the Tribal College Act, we recognize that a focused approach with incre-
mental increases is a way to best meet that goal over time. In fiscal year 2005, we
seek a total of $64.2 million for Tribal College Act programs. Our first priority with-
in this request is to increase funding for the day-to-day operations of institutions
funded under Titles I & II of the Act, for this we specifically request $54.5 million;
of which, $43,619,000 would be for Title I grants and $10,881,000 would be allocated
for Title II. This request is an increase of $6.7 million over the fiscal year 2004
level, the same percentage increase enacted in fiscal year 2004, and $12.2 million
over the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget recommendation. Additionally, we seek:
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$500,000 for technical assistance, an increase of $386,000 over fiscal year 2004 and
the President’s request. These funds will help address continually emerging tech-
nical assistance needs and to gather and analyze data necessary to comply with the
Congressional request to provide added information on TCUs; and $2 million for en-
dowments under Title III of the Act. Also, we support $4 million for United Tribes
Technical College; and a minimum of $1.325 million for Crownpoint Institute of
Technology; the fiscal year 2005 budget recommendation once again eliminates
funding for these two tribally controlled vocational institutions.

ATHEC’s Membership also includes three other TCUs funded under separate au-
thorities within the Interior Appropriations Act, namely: Haskell Indian Nations
University; Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute; and The Institute for Amer-
ican Indian Arts. AIHEC supports the independently submitted requests for funding
the institutional operations of these institutions.

BACKGROUND AND FUNDING DISPARITIES

In 1972, six tribally controlled colleges established ATHEC to provide a support
network for member institutions. Today, AIHEC represents 34 Tribal Colleges and
Universities in 12 states, created specifically to serve the higher education needs of
American Indians. Annually, they serve approximately 30,000 full- and part-time
students from over 250 federally recognized tribes.

The vast majority of TCUs is accredited by independent, regional accreditation
agencies and like all institutions of higher education, must undergo stringent per-
formance reviews on a periodic basis to retain their accreditation status. In addition
to college level programming, TCUs provide much-needed high school completion
(GED), basic remediation, job training, college preparatory courses, and adult edu-
cation. Tribal colleges fulfill additional roles within their respective communities
functioning as community centers, libraries, tribal archives, career and business
centers, economic development centers, public meeting places, and childcare centers.
An underlying goal of TCUs is to improve the lives of students through higher edu-
cation and to move American Indians toward self sufficiency.

Title I of the Tribal College Act authorizes funding for the basic institutional oper-
ating budget of one qualifying institution per federally recognized tribe based on a
full-time American Indian student enrollment formula. The Tribal College Act was
first funded in 1981. Today, 23 years later and notwithstanding an increase of $6
million in fiscal year 2004, these colleges are operating at $4,230 per full-time In-
dian student count (ISC), just 70 percent of their authorized level of $6,000 per ISC.
This is not simply a matter of appropriations falling short of an authorization; it
effectively impedes our institutions from having the necessary resources to expand
so as to provide the educational services afforded students at mainstream institu-
tions.

JUSTIFICATIONS

Tribal colleges provide critical access to vital postsecondary education opportuni-
ties—TCU reservations are located in remote areas, and their populations are
among the poorest in the nation. On average, median household income levels are
only about half of the level for the U.S. population as a whole. As a result, the cost
of attending a mainstream institution, which for many reservation communities is
several hours away, is prohibitively high, especially when tuition, travel, housing,
textbooks, and other expenses are considered.

Tribal colleges are producing a new generation of highly trained American Indians
as teachers, tribal government leaders, engineers, nurses, computer programmers,
and other much-needed professionals.—By teaching the job skills most in demand
on their reservations, TCUs are laying a solid foundation for tribal economic growth,
with benefits for surrounding communities. In contrast to the high rates of unem-
ployment of reservations, 74 percent of recent tribal college graduates are employed
and using the skills gained through their educational experiences. Many of these
graduates are employed in “high need” occupational areas such as Head Start, and
elementary and secondary school teachers, and nurses/health care providers. Just
as important, the overwhelming majority of tribal college graduates remain in their
tribal communities, applying their newly acquired skills and knowledge where they
are most needed. Nearly one-half of the faculty and staff of Little Big Horn College
in Crow Agency, Montana are graduates of the college.

Tribal colleges meet the strict standards of mainstream accreditation boards and
offer top quality academic programs.—Several TCUs have attained a ten-year ac-
creditation term, the longest term granted to any higher education institution. The
quality of the colleges’ programs is reflected in the high rates of satisfaction re-
ported by their graduates: 91 percent of TCU graduates surveyed reported being
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very satisfied or satisfied with courses in their major field of study and with overall
instruction.

Tribal colleges serve as highly effective bridges to four-year postsecondary institu-
tions.—While most TCUs are two-year institutions offering certificates and associate
degrees, their transfer function is significant. A survey of TCU graduates indicated
that almost 50 percent continued their education during the year after graduation,
with more than 80 percent of those seeking a bachelor’s degree. The overwhelming
majority of the continuing TCU graduates felt that the programs at TCUs had pre-
pared them well for further education and greatly enhanced their success rates.

SOME ADDITIONAL FACTS

Enrollment Gains & New TCUs.—Compounding existing funding disparities is the
fact that although the numbers of TCUs and students enrolled have dramatically
increased since 1981, appropriations have increased at a disproportionately low rate.
Since 1981, the number of colleges has increased from 6 to 26 and enrollments have
risen a remarkable 332 percent. In fiscal year 2005, the two newest TCUs, Saginaw
Chippewa Tribal College (Michigan) and Tohono O’odham Community College (Ari-
zona) will be eligible to receive funds under the Tribal College Act. TCUs are in
many ways victims of their own successes. The dramatic enrollment increases, cou-
pled with a growing number of tribally chartered colleges, have forced TCUs to slice
an already inadequate pie into even smaller pieces. Our fiscal year 2005 request
would fund operations at Title I colleges at about $4,700 per ISC, after 23 years,
still far short of the $6,000 per ISC authorized by Congress.

The Absence of State Funds for Institutional Operations.—While mainstream insti-
tutions have enjoyed a foundation of stable state support, TCUs must rely on the
Federal government for their operating funds. Because TCUs are located on Federal
trust lands, states have no obligation to fund them even for the non-Indian state-
resident students who account for approximately 20 percent of TCU enrollments.
Yet, if these same students attended any other public institution in the state, the
state would provide basic operating funds to the institution.

Local Tax and Revenue Bases.—TCUs cannot rely on local tax base revenue. Al-
though tribes have the sovereign authority to tax, high reservation poverty rates,
the trust status of reservation lands, and the lack of strong reservation economies
hinder the creation of a reservation tax base. In Indian Country, according to the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 50 percent of the eligible workforce is unemployed. In com-
parison, the current national unemployment rate is 5.6 percent.

Trust Responsibility.—The emergence of tribal colleges is a direct result of the
special relationship between American Indian tribes and the Federal government.
TCUs are founded and chartered by their respective American Indian tribes, which
hold a special legal relationship with the Federal government, actualized by more
than 400 treaties, several Supreme Court decisions, prior Congressional action, and
the ceding of more than one billion acres of land to the Federal government. Beyond
the trust responsibility, the fact remains that TCUs are providing a public service
that no other institutions of higher education are willing to, or can, provide, by help-
ing the Federal government fulfill its responsibility to the American people, particu-
larly in rural America. Despite the fact that only Indian students are counted when
determining the level of operating funds, TCUs have open enrollment policies and
do not discriminate based on race or ethnicity. They are simply and effectively re-
moving barriers that have long prevented equal access to higher education for res-
ervation community residents.

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

Although the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget does acknowledge that there are
two new colleges now eligible for funding, it recommends a $5.5 million cut to cur-
rent funding, which is already inadequate to operate our tribally chartered reserva-
tion based colleges, and once again eliminates funding for the two vocational col-
leges. Despite a $6 million increase in the fiscal year 2004 Appropriation, the 24
colleges currently funded under Title I of the Act are receiving $4,230 per full time
Indian student (ISC), just 70 percent of the authorized level of $6,000 per ISC. The
$5.5 million cut proposed in the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget, if enacted,
would result in a loss of $844 per ISC for Title I colleges, assuming Title II funding
were to revert to the fiscal year 2003 funding level of $6,212 per ISC. This slashing
of basic operating funds would cause some TCUs to no longer be able to meet min-
imum requirements for stable funding needed to pay overhead and the salaries of
faculty and staff. This would not only jeopardize their accreditation status but
would most likely force some of the colleges close their doors.



71

ATHEC’S APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

We respectfully request a total appropriation of $64.2 million for our Tribal Col-
lege Act authorized programs. Of that amount our first priority is to increase fund-
ing for our institutions’ basic operations under Titles I & II of the Act, we specifi-
cally request $54.5 million for Titles I and II of the Tribal College Act; of which,
$43,619,000 would be for Title I grants and $10,881,000 would be allocated for Title
II. This request is an increase of $6.7 million over the fiscal year 2004 appropriated
level, and represents the same percentage increase as was enacted in fiscal year
2004 and $12.2 million over the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget request. This
increase would bring funding for the basic operations of our Title I colleges, includ-
ing our two new colleges, Saginaw Chippewa Tribal College (Michigan) and Tohono
O’odham Community College (Arizona), to $4,700 per ISC, which is still far short
of the $6,000 per ISC authorized. Additionally, we seek $500,000 for technical as-
sistance, an increase of $386,000 over fiscal year 2004 and the President’s request.
These funds will help address ever emerging technical assistance needs and to fund
data collection and analysis necessary to comply with the Congressional requests for
additional information on TCU operations, and $2 million for endowments under
Title III of the Act.

For our two tribally controlled vocational institutions, we support $4,000,000 for
United Tribes Technical College; and a minimum of $1,325,000 for Crownpoint In-
stitute of Technology, to restore and expand the funding for these programs that the
fiscal year 2005 budget once again recommends eliminating.

CONCLUSION

Tribal colleges are bringing education to thousands of American Indians. The
modest Federal investment in the TCUs has paid great dividends in terms of em-
ployment, education, and economic development, and continuation of this invest-
ment makes sound moral and fiscal sense. We very much need your help to sustain
and grow our programs and achieve our missions.

Thank you for your past and continued support of the nation’s Tribal Colleges and
Universities and your consideration of our fiscal year 2005 appropriations requests.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHIPPEWA OTTAWA RESOURCE AUTHORITY

The Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority (CORA,) on behalf of its five member
Indian tribes, requests an increase of $523,108 in CORA base funding from the De-
partment of Interior’s fiscal year 2005 Appropriations Bill. This increase is impera-
tive as CORA continues to face a very real and serious funding shortfall.

CORA is the management and regulatory body for the five Michigan tribes with
recognized fishing rights in the 1836 treaty-ceded waters of the upper three Great
Lakes. These rights were adjudicated and affirmed under U.S. v. Michigan. The five
federally recognized member tribes that comprise CORA are; the Bay Mills Indian
Community, the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, the Little
River Band of Ottawa Indians, the Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians,
and the Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians. The Bay Mills Indian Commu-
nity, Grand Traverse Band, and Sault Ste Marie Tribe have operated joint manage-
ment programs since 1981, while the Little River Band, and Little Traverse Bay
Bands recently joined the inter-tribal management structure in 1998 and 2000 re-
spectively. Other parties to U.S. v. Michigan are the State of Michigan and the
United States government.

The parties to U.S. v. Michigan strongly desired to settle resource allocation and
management issues through a joint agreement, rather than contentious and costly
litigation. A landmark agreement was achieved in August 2000, and entered into
federal court as a Consent Decree. The Consent Decree will govern allocation, man-
agement, and enforcement of Great Lakes fisheries through the year 2020.

In order to achieve an agreement of this scope and magnitude, the CORA tribes
made many concessions, assumptions, sub-agreements and politically difficult
changes in their fishery and associated management structures. These changes re-
quire increases in all phases of management activities, and form the basis for this
appropriations request.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING NEEDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

In fiscal year 2005, CORA is seeking a total of $3,443,547 for the following pur-
poses:
(1) Maintain current fiscal year 2004 base funding for CORA tribes ($2,920,439).
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(2) Provide increased base funding to allow the CORA tribes to meet the increased
obligations mandated by 2000 Consent Decree ($523,108).

JUSTIFICATION FOR INCREASED FUNDING REQUEST

Illustration 1 shows the extent of the treaty-ceded waters of the Great Lakes, and
the expanded water territory resulting from the 2000 Consent Decree. Expanding
the area within the treaty-ceded waters for tribal fishing was essential to achieving
an agreement among the parties. However, securing this expanded area has created
many burdens on already understaffed and under-equipped tribal enforcement and
biological departments. In addition, the Consent Decree instituted numerous inter-
governmental bodies and processes that require extensive participation by tribal bio-
logical and enforcement personnel.

Consent Decree directly hinges on the ability for each of the tribal, State, and fed-
eral parties to meet their obligations, and provide effective resource management
programs.

Over the past decade, inflation has eroded the amount of funds available to the
tribes for operation and management of the treaty fishery. In addition to the man-
dates of the Consent Decree, the costs associated with tribal management programs
have increased over the past decade, and the tribes are now facing a serious threat
to their ability to effectively manage and self-regulate their treaty-based fishery.
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We wish to stress that the Consent Decree imposed many new court-ordered man-
dates and responsibilities on all tribal biological and law enforcement programs, in-
cluding those of the “new” tribes, that current (fiscal year 2004) funding levels will
not support. The geographic area where the tribes can fish was substantially ex-
panded, thereby creating an increased responsibility to biologically assess and mon-
itor those fish stocks and enforce fishing regulations. The Consent Decree increased
requirements for on-lake assessments, which often must be completed before tribal
commercial fishing can commence. The Decree also created an inter-agency biologi-
cal modeling group to assist in the development of harvest limits (quotas) and fish-
ing effort limits for important commercial and sport fish species. The modeling proc-
ess requires additional staff to conduct the actual modeling work as well as in-
creased field data collection required to make the modeling task scientifically valid.
The Decree further mandated numerous new law enforcement processes or tasks
that require increased staff, travel, and equipment well beyond the current scope
of activity or funding support.
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It is imperative, that after making such landmark and long-term commitments,
the tribes must not be placed in a position where inadequate funding inhibits them
from meeting their obligations, responsibilities and opportunities under the Decree.
Failure to meet such obligations risks “re-opening” the Decree, or at a minimum,
modifying certain terms of the Decree in a manner detrimental to the tribes, and
the other parties.

FUNDING HISTORY AND PREVIOUS APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST

CORA has historically been under-funded when compared with similar inter-tribal
fishery organizations, especially considering the scope and magnitude of the inter-
governmental activities established by the 2000 Consent Decree. Therefore, it is im-
perative that the CORA tribes are appropriated funding adequate to protect their
management capability, and protect their treaty-based fishery rights.

Prior to fiscal year 2004, base funding for CORA programs was $1,915,000, a level
that has remained virtually constant for the previous 11 years. Consequently, tribal
management programs were under financial stress even prior to the Consent De-
cree! In fiscal year 2004, CORA requested $1,515,108 of which only $992,000 was
appropriated (balance = $523,108). This appropriation was earmarked as base fund-
ing for the two tribes that recently joined the CORA structure, but had previously
received no funding for Great Lakes treaty activities. However, the fiscal year 2004
appropriation was not adequate to establish management programs for the two new
tribes, nor did it provide the original three CORA tribes with any additional funding
to allow their programs to meet obligations and responsibilities of the Consent De-
cree. Accordingly, for fiscal year 2005 we are requesting that our fiscal year 2004
request be funded in full as recurring operational dollars.

PROPOSED USE OF FISCAL YEAR 2005 FUNDING REQUEST

Our fiscal year 2005 funding request will be used for the Great Lakes fishery
management programs consisting of the biological services, conservation enforce-
ment, conservation court and CORA Administration—joint programs. The additional
funds will be distributed to the member tribes as follows:

Tribe Amount
Bay Mills Indian Community fiscal year 2005 DOI Appropriation Request $95,333
Little River Band fiscal year 2005 DOI Appropriation Request 118,998
Little Traverse Bay Bands fiscal year 2005 DOI Appropriation Request 118,110
Grand Traverse Band Self-Governance fiscal year 2005 DOI Appropriation Request ..........ccooveiveirncinniirnniis 95,333
Sault Tribe Self-Governance fiscal year 2005 DOI Appropriation Request 95,334
Total 2005 Funding Request 523,108

On behalf of CORA and its five member tribes, I would like to thank you for your
support in fiscal year 2004, and request your continued support in obtaining base
funding for CORA in fiscal year 2005.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL AMERICAN INDIAN COURT JUDGES
ASSOCIATION

On behalf of the National American Indian Court Judges Association (NAICJA),
I am pleased to submit this testimony on the proposed fiscal year 2005 budget for
the Justice Department’s Indian Country Law Enforcement Initiative and the In-
dian Tribal Justice Technical and Legal Assistance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106—
559). We request $73.4 million for Tribal Courts including $15 million for Indian
Country Law Enforcement Initiative and $58.4 million in funding for the Indian
Tribal Justice Technical and Legal Assistance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-559). In
addition, we request full funding for the following areas or, at minimum, propor-
tional increases in keeping with economic growth. Specifically, this includes:

1. Increase by $4.74 million Administration proposed cuts in Law Enforcement
under the COPS program in DOJ.

2. Increase by 57.59 million Administration proposed cuts in Tribal Courts under

3. Increase by $2 million Administration proposed cuts in BIA for “contract sup-
port costs” to $135,314,000.

4. Increase by $2.46 million Administration proposed cuts in DOJ for Indian
Country Prison grants.
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The National American Indian Court Judges Association (NAICJA),
www.naicja.com, was incorporated in 1969. NAICJA is the largest organization rep-
resenting Tribal Judges and Tribal Courts in the United States. The mission of
NAICJA is to strengthen and enhance all Tribal justice systems through improve-
ment and development of Tribal Courts and Tribal Court Judges.

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT FUNDING

Indian Country Law Enforcement Initiative and Indian Tribal Justice Technical and
Legal Assistance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-559)

(1) $15 million for Indian Country Law Enforcement Initiative.—NAICJA strongly
supports full funding for the Indian Country Law Enforcement Initiative. NAICJA
would like to specifically emphasize our support for the funding of the Indian Tribal
Court Fund at a level of at least $15 million (Please note that this fund was for-
mally authorized by the 106th Congress—see Public Law 106-559, section 201).
Through the increased funding for law enforcement under the Indian Country Law
Enforcement Initiative, more police officers have been added throughout Indian
Country. Without substantial additional funding, tribal courts will be unable to han-
dle the increased caseloads generated by this increased law enforcement.

(2) $58.4 million in funding for the Indian Tribal Justice Technical and Legal As-
sistance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-559).—When the 106th Congress enacted Pub-
lic Law 106-559 in December 2000, it recognized the vital legal and technical assist-
ance needs of tribal justice systems—finding in part that “there is both inadequate
funding and inadequate coordinating mechanism to meet the technical and legal as-
sistance needs of tribal justice systems and this lack of adequate technical and legal
assistance funding impairs their operation” and promised three grant programs to
address these Congressional recognized needs. It is vital that Congress provide ade-
quate funding for Public Law 106-559 (see the Act itself for more specific informa-
tion). NAICJA strongly supports funding of Public Law 106-559 at the level of at
least $58.4 million. Failure to provide this funding level would make the Indian
Tribal Justice Technical and Legal Assistance Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-559) a
hollow recognition of tribal justice systems needs without providing needed re-
sources.

We further express our concern with the Administrations fiscal year 2005 Budget
proposals regarding Tribal Courts. Decreases in these areas will severely hinder ef-
fective law enforcement and Tribal Courts in Indian Country.

We request full funding for the following areas or, at minimum, proportional in-
creases in keeping with economic growth. Specifically, this includes:

5. Cuts in Law Enforcement under the COPS program by $4.74 million in DOJ.

6. Cuts in Tribal Courts under DOJ by $7.59 million.

7. Cuts in BIA for “contract support costs” by $2 million down to $133,314,000.

8. Cuts in DOJ for Indian Country Prison grants by $2.46 million.

IMPORTANCE OF TRIBAL COURTS

Tribal justice systems are the primary and most appropriate institutions for main-
taining order in Tribal communities.

“Tribal courts constitute the frontline tribal institutions that most often confront
issues of self-determination and sovereignty, while at the same time they are
charged with providing reliable and equitable adjudication in the many and increas-
ingly diverse matters that come before them. In addition, they constitute a key trib-
al entity for advancing and protecting the rights of self-government. . . . Tribal
courts are of growing significance in Indian Country.”——(Frank Pommersheim,
Braid of Feathers: American Indian Law and Contemporary Tribal Law 57 (1995)).

Tribal Courts must deal with the very same issues state and Federal courts con-
front in the criminal context, including, child sexual abuse, alcohol and substance
abuse, gang violence and violence against women. Tribal Courts, however, must ad-
dress these complex issues with far fewer financial resources than their Federal and
state counterparts. Judicial training that addresses the existing problems in Indian
Country, while also being culturally sensitive, is essential for Tribal Courts to be
effective in deterring and solving crime in Indian communities.

INADEQUATE FUNDING OF TRIBAL JUSTICE SYSTEMS

There is no question that Tribal justice systems are, and historically have been,
under-funded. The 1991 United States Civil Rights Commission found that “the fail-
ure of the United States Government to provide proper funding for the operation
of tribal judicial systems . . . has continued for more than 20 years.” The Indian
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Civil Rights Act: A Report of the United States Civil Rights Commission, June 1991,
p- 71. The Commission also noted that “[flunding for tribal judicial systems may be
further hampered in some instances by the pressures of competing priorities within
a tribe.” Moreover, they opined that “If the United States Government is to live up
to its trust obhgatlons it must assist tribal governments in their development .

More than ten years ago, the Commission “strongly supportled] the pendlng and
proposed congressional initiatives to authorize funding of tribal courts in an amount
equal to that of an equivalent State court” and was “hopeful that this increased
funding [would] allow for much needed increases in salaries for judges, the retention
of law clerks for tribal judges, the funding of public defenders/defense counsel, and
increased access to legal authorities.”

With the passage of the Indian Tribal Justice Act, 25 U.S.C. §3601 et. seq. (the
“Act”), Congress found that “[T]ribal justice systems are an essential part of tribal
governments and serve as important forums for ensuring public health, safety and
the political integrity of tribal governments.” 25 U.S.C. §3601(5). Congress found
that “tribal justice systems are inadequately funded, and the lack of adequate fund-
ing impairs their operation.” 25 U.S.C. §3601(8). In order to remedy this lack of
funding, the Act authorized appropriation of base funding support for tribal justice
systems in the amount of $50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1994 through
2000. 25 U.S.C. §3621(b). An additional $500,000 for each of the same fiscal years
was authorized to be appropriated for the administration of Tribal Judicial Con-
ferences for the “development, enhancement and continuing operation of tribal jus-
tice systems . . .” 25 U.S.C. §3614.

Nine years after the Act was enacted into law, and even after reauthorization, no
funding has been appropriated. Only minimal funds, at best, have been requested.
Yet, even these minimal requests were deleted prior to passage. Even more appall-
ing is the fact that BIA funding for Tribal Courts has actually substantially de-
creased following the enactment of the Indian Tribal Justice Act in 1993.

BIA-DOJ INDIAN COUNTRY LAW ENFORCEMENT INITIATIVE

Full funding is requested for the Joint BIA-DOJ Law Enforcement Initiative pro-
posal to improve law enforcement in Indian Country. The Final Report of the Execu-
tive Committee for Indian Country Law Enforcement Improvements documents the
“stark contrast between public safety in Indian Country and the rest of the United
States.”——(Final Report, p. 4.) “While law enforcement resources have been in-
creased and deployed throughout the United States, BIA resources actually have
been reduced in Indian Country during the past few years.” It is axiomatic that “as
a consequence of improvements to law enforcement services, a corresponding in-
crease in funds is needed for judicial services, especially tribal courts.”——(Final Re-
port, p. 8).

The Initiative includes funding to continue the Department of Justice Indian Trib-
al Court Program. We urge the Committee to support full funding of the Tribal
Court Program to assist in the development, enhancement and continued operation
of tribal judicial systems. While funding has fallen far short of the $58 million in
annual funding promised by the Indian Tribal Justice Act, the Initiative will fail
without it. Without well-staffed, competent Tribal judiciaries to handle the influx of
the new criminal prosecutions flowing from the Law Enforcement Initiative, the goal
of providing service to 1.4 million Native Americans who live on or near Indian
lands the same “protection of their basic rights, a sense of justice, and freedom from
fear” enjoyed by Americans at large, will not be attained.——(Final Report, p. 4).

CONCLUSION

Tribal justice systems are the primary and most appropriate institutions for main-
taining order in tribal communities. They are key to Tribal economic development
and self-sufficiency. Any serious attempt to fulfill the federal government’s trust re-
sponsibility to Indian nations, must include increased funding and enhancement of
Tribal justice systems.

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Justice Department’s Budget Re-
quest for the fiscal year 2004 funding of the Indian Country Law Enforcement Ini-
tiative and the Indian Tribal Justice Technical and Legal Assistance Act of 2000
(Public Law 106-559).

Please contact me at (715) 478-7255, or NAICJA Executive Director Chuck Rob-
ertson, at (605) 342-4804 or naicja@rushmore.com with questions or comments.
Thank you.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHUGACH REGIONAL RESOURCES COMMISSION

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this written testimony to the Senate Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies. The Chugach Regional
Resources Commission (CRRC), a non-profit Alaska Native coalition for managing
Tribal natural resources, with its seven member Tribes located in the Prince Wil-
liam Sound and Lower Cook Inlet, respectfully requests restoration of its base fund-
ing of $350,000 to the fiscal year 2005 Bureau of Indian Affairs budget, Fish, Wild-
life and Parks Program.

The Tribes of the Chugach Region, who make up CRRC, appreciate the support
of the Subcommittee in reinstating our fiscal year 2004 funding which was zeroed
out by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Unfortunately, the Administration has once
again zeroed out our funding of the President’s proposed BIA fiscal year 2005 budg-
et. Therefore, we are respectfully requesting the support of the House Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies to restore the $350,000 to the
Bureau of Indian Affairs fiscal year 2005 Fish, Wildlife and Parks budget for for
CRRC and add it to the base budget as permanent funding.

Until fiscal year 2002, this funding had been included in the BIA’s Fish, Wildlife
and Parks budget for the previous 12 years. The mission of CRRC is to work with
our seven member Tribes to promote and develop sound economic resource based-
projects and to work collectively to address any natural resource and environ-
mentally related issues that affect the Native people of the Chugach Region.

This funding, over the past 14 years, has supported the development and oper-
ation of many programs that have assisted communities in providing meaningful
employment opportunities as well as valuable services and products to the people
of the State of Alaska. If this funding is not restored, 35 Native people in the Chu-
gach Region will lose their jobs. With the scarcity of employment opportunities in
rural Alaska, the impact of approximately six families per village losing this income
in a village with an average population of 100, strikes a devastating blow to the
local community economy. In addition, these 20 families will create a much larger
burden on state and federal financial resources as they will be forced to depend
upon state and federal welfare programs to provide funding for necessary living ex-
penses. This funding also supports the base operating expenses of CRRC, and with-
out it, our work will not be able to continue. A summary of some of these programs
supported by this funding is provided to give you a better understanding of the inte-
gral role this funding plays in Tribal community development.

The Port Graham Salmon Hatchery has been in operation since 1990, and raises
sockeye, pink, and coho salmon. CRRC provided Port Graham with the technical
and administrative assistance necessary to build the hatchery program. The hatch-
ery’s goal is to rebuild local salmon runs and provide economic opportunities for vil-
lage residents. CRRC has funded the hatchery operations for many years and em-
ployed the hatchery staff consisting of 5-7 full time and seasonal employees.

The original hatchery was located in the net loft of the salmon cannery building.
This building was completely destroyed by a fire in January of 1998. CRRC worked
closely with the Port Graham Village Council to obtain funding and help to build
a new hatchery. The new hatchery was completed in 2000 and is now in the process
of bringing salmon production to full capacity, which is 110 million pink salmon
eggs, 5 million sockeye salmon eggs and 2 million coho salmon eggs. The hatchery
currently produces local stock pink and coho salmon and incubates sockeye salmon
eggs for the nearby Native Village of Nanwalek. The hatchery is expecting about
300,000 adult pink salmon to return this year, which will be enough to fill it to ca-
pacity. Annual adult returns are expected to increase to about 3 million pink salmon
beginning in 2004 and 100,000 to 200,000 sockeye salmon beginning in 2006. Rein-
statement of the fiscal year 2005 funding will allow to continue with its needed in-
vestment in the hatchery program and to help develop a value added processing
component to the local processing plant which is owned and operated by the Port
Graham Corporation.

The Nanwalek Sockeye Enhancement Program (NSEP) was also initiated in 1990.
CRRC provided funding and technical and administrative assistance to develop a
sockeye smolt stocking program that would supplement wild production and help re-
build the depleted English Bay sockeye run. The Nanwalek IRA Council operates
the project with administration and support coming from CRRC. It is the only pro-
gram of its kind currently permitted in the State of Alaska and employs one full
time and ten seasonal workers. The heart of the project consists of rearing Port
Graham hatchery produced fry to smolt size in English Bay Lakes and releasing
them in the lakes to migrate out to sea and return as adults. Rearing operations
commenced in 1991 and have occurred annually since that time. Over two and a
half million sockeye smolts have been released into the English Bay Lakes since
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project inception. This has produced over 220,000 adult sockeye salmon that have
returned to the English Bay River and associated fisheries. Fish from this project
allowed for the reopening of the subsistence fishery in 1996 and a limited commer-
cial fishery in 1997.

This important program is expected to reach a peak production of about 150,000
adult sockeye salmon returning every year beginning in 2007. English Bay River
sockeye salmon are a principal source of subsistence food and commercial fishing in-
come for the Nanwalek and the nearby Port Graham villages. CRRC continues to
provide consulting and technical assistance for this project that will help provide a
sustainable economic base for the village of Nanwalek.

The Qutekcak Shellfish Hatchery in Seward has been a major accomplishment for
both the Qutekcak Native Tribe and CRRC. The operation began in a small pilot
hatchery with funding provided from CRRC BIA funds, and is now operating out
of a new state-of-the-art facility, spawning, hatching, and rearing littleneck clams,
Pacific oysters and geoducks for sale to shellfish farms in Alaska and elsewhere.
This hatchery is now operated by the Tribe under a contract with the City of Sew-
ard, and employs 4 full time employees. This is the only shellfish hatchery in the
State of Alaska, and has the capacity to serve all shellfish farms in the state. The
Tribal hatchery staff is currently conducting research on the culture techniques of
Purple-hinged Rock Scallops and Cockles. CRRC has helped fund hatchery research
and development, which would be sharply curtailed without this support. This
would devastate not only the Tribal hatchery, but the shellfish farmers in Alaska
as well who depend upon seed for their own operations. One condition of the hatch-
ery operating contract stipulated that the Tribe put up $100,000 bond to cover the
cost of mothballing the hatchery should the Tribe pull out and no one else found
to take its place. Operating costs are approximately $340,000 per year for the hatch-
ery. Without the BIA funding, hatchery operations would have to be cut back. This
would reduce seed production that, in turn, would reduce income. This likely would
force the Tribe to back out of its operating contract. This would mean that some
or all of its $100,000 bond would be forfeited if no one else could be found to take
over hatchery operations. Closing the hatchery would also doom the state’s
mariculture industry; reducing it to a very small number of farmers supplying oys-
ters to the tourists.

The Tatitlek IRA Council has operated the Alutiiq Pride Oyster Farm since 1992
and is one of those farms that depend upon seed from the Qutekcak Shellfish Hatch-
ery for their operation. The oyster farm has produced some of the best oysters in
the country and is well known throughout Alaska. The operation sells their product
primarily in Anchorage at this time, marketing approximately 200-300 dozen per
week. Funding for this project is slowly being phased out as their profit margin in-
creases. Sales currently account for about $80,000 of its $145,000 budget. About
$35,000 of the remainder comes from the CRRC’s BIA natural resources program
and the rest from village funding sources. This is one of the bigger mariculture oper-
ations in the state, providing 3 full time and several part time employment opportu-
nities for Tribal members. The Tribe recently completed construction of a processing
facility to process the oysters and prepare them for shipping. Losing the BIA fund-
ing would likely result in a reduction in employment and production, and possibly
the end of the program. This in turn would hurt the Qutekcak shellfish hatchery
since Tatitlek is one of the hatchery’s bigger customers.

In a related project, the Chenega IRA Council operates the Chenega Floating
Nursery System for oysters and other shellfish in Chenega Bay. With this nursery
system, they are able to raise shellfish to a size larger than what can legally be im-
ported into Alaska. The ability to purchase larger seed means shorter grow-out time,
and higher profitability for the shellfish farms. So, this program fills a niche in the
shellfish market that did not exist anywhere in the state prior to its inception. This
program employs one full time community member.

In addition to these projects, this funding has also supported the development of
Tribal Natural Resource Programs in the region in an effort to be more meaning-
fully involved in the natural resource management projects and decisions that affect
the Tribes’ traditional subsistence lifestyle. Active participation by the Tribes in
such current initiatives as the Exxon Valdez Trustee Council’s Gulf Ecosystem Mon-
itoring Program, the federal subsistence fisheries management projects occurring in
traditional use areas, and the potential co-management of the Outer Continental
Shelf fisheries is vital to the overall success of each of these programs. We have also
been able to start new projects with this funding, such as providing much needed
training in natural resource management so that the communities are better pre-
pared to participate in state and federal agency management efforts. Funding from
this initial appropriation also supports the base operations of the organization, such
as salaries, travel, telephone, office space, office supplies, and professional biological



79

assistance, which are vital to the CRRC’s very existence. We have been very suc-
cessful at utilizing these funds to use as match for other grants as well, oftentimes
doubling or even tripling the initial investment.

As you can see, this funding has played an integral role in allowing CRRC to de-
velop and implement important community-based programs such as those described
above. The over 35 Native people employed under this funding, the majority of
which are located in the villages, will lose their jobs if this funding is not restored,;
CRRC will be without operating funds, thus unable to facilitate the development of
local community economies, and Tribes will no longer have a collective voice to ad-
dress the environmental and resource issues that affect their lives.

We are respectfully requesting the Committee’s support to restore the original
amount of $350,000 to the BIA Fish, Wildlife and Parks Budget for the Chugach
Regional Resources Commission and make it part of the recurring base budget. Due
to the magnitude of this program to the people of the Chugach, as well as its far
reaching impacts and high cost to benefit ratio, we are also requesting that this
funding be included in the budget as part of the permanent base. We believe that
making our funding a part of the permanent base will alleviate the need for us to
spend what little funding we have on getting our BIA funding restored rather than
on meaningful projects that will benefit the communities.

In a related matter, we also support the restoration of funds to other Tribal fish
and wildlife programs that were cut from the BIA budget, including $98,000 to the
Alaska Sea Otter and Stellar Sea Lion Commission, $1,087,000 to the Bison Res-
toration Program, and $592,000 in Wetlands/Waterfowl Management.

Once again, we ask the Committee to restore these funds in behalf of the Native
people of the Chugach Region and thank you for your support of our programs, as
well as this opportunity to provide our written testimony. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact me at 907/284-2212 or Patty Brown-Schwalenberg, Execu-
tive Director, at 907/562—6647.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY

The Metlakatla Indian Community submits this statement with regard the fiscal
year 2005 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations bill. In summary, our re-
quests are:

—$3.3 million for economic development

—$3.2 million in THS funds for staffing and equipment for our health clinic (same
as the Administration’s request)

—Increased funding for the Alaska Community Health Aide/Practitioner Program
($11.7 million increase) and the Medevac and Patient Travel ($2 million in-
crease each)

—$14.5 million to continue work on the Walden Point Road/Ferry Project

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Metlakatla needs $3.3 million to avoid economic collapse and to transition to a
better future. Funds will be used to provide government services, develop tourism
and start the Bald Ridge mine. The mine will provide 70 jobs and revenues that
may reach millions. By making its fishery a tourist attraction, Metlakatla can re-
store profits to its enterprise and a living wage to its fisherman.

In 1998, Ketchikan Pulp Company terminated operations in Metlakatla, resulting
in the immediate loss of 175 fulltime jobs. The shutdown resulted from the Clinton
Administration’s determination to stop timber harvest on the Tongass National For-
est. The consequences now are being felt fully. The Tongass closure was coupled
with a sharp decline in the fishing industry, resulting in the closure of Metlakatla’s
cannery and continuing losses for its cold storage.

Unemployment has risen from 40 percent to a catastrophic 80 percent plus. The
percentage does not even give a true picture because dozens of households moved
in search of employment. Metlakatla’s population decreased to 1,200 from 1,600.
School enrollment 1s down over 100 students. Over 450 jobs have been lost. This
loss of jobs has had tragic consequences—there has been a 37 percent increase in
alcohol and drug abuse in Metlakatla which has, in turn, increased the incidence
of domestic violence. Emergency calls—primarily alcohol and drug related—have in-
creased significantly and are putting great stress on our already overworked med-
ical transportation system. We need additional qualified medical staff to deal with
substance abuse problems, domestic violence, and emergency medical transpor-
tation.

Average prices for salmon are less than half of what they were. A glut of pink
salmon keeps prices down and forces processors to limit to what they buy. A few
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years ago the average skipper in Metlakatla grossed about $100,000, enough to
maintain and operate a vessel and feed a family. The average gross now is less than
$30,000, which is not enough to meet overhead, let alone live on.

Metlakatla Power & Light’s revenues dropped from $2.4 to $1.4 million. For the
first time, MP&L is in default on loans from the Rural Utility Service. Loss of the
mill lease removed nearly $500,000 from annual municipal revenues. Collections
from other municipal services are less than 70 percent of what they were, while re-
ceivables grow at over 10 percent annually. Essential maintenance on infrastructure
is deferred. Metlakatla is unable to meet matching fund requirements for grants.

Many Metlakatla citizens have been forced onto welfare. The despair of citizens
places burdens on law enforcement and social services agencies. Despite a 20 per-
cent loss in population, arrests for assaults nearly doubled for two years after the
mill closed. Although the number of assaults has leveled off, the liquor related of-
fenses now are up sharply. Social services cases related to family dysfunction also
continue to increase alarmingly.

Metlakatla must develop the Bald Ridge project as soon as possible. Right now,
it cannot afford to undertake the necessary planning and preparatory work. Unless
Metlakatla independently plans for this business, however, a big mining company
may control our economic future.

Tourism also offers hope. Metlakatla’s exclusive right to operate fish traps is mar-
ketable. We want to establish high-speed marine transportation to bring tourists to
trap operations. Metlakatla also hopes to help fishermen upgrade vessels so that
tourists can experience commercial fishing. Value added salmon products would be
so}id. Tourists could observe salmon harvest, claim a fish and have it prepared to
order.

Metlakatla cannot realize its hopes for the future without financial help. Thus,
knowing that its request is extraordinary, it is asking for emergency assistance. The
funds will be used over the next two years as follows:

Bald Ridge Mine ($1 Million)

Metlakatla has no staff for the mine’s technical or marketing development. It is
using its existing, understaffed Forestry and Natural Resources Departments for
these activities. It will take about $500,000 annually to do the scientific, marketing,
professional and preparatory site work to be prepared adequately to contract with
a mining company for exploitation of the site.

Tourist Development ($1.3 Million)

Metlakatla has no operational fish trap. Framing and rigging an authentic trap
from natural materials will require a sizable crew and a considerable amount of
time and materials. An option is an aluminum frame but the cost will probably be
more. A high-speed vessel of sufficient size will be expensive. In addition, we need
to establish a loan program for fishermen who have vessels suitable for upgrading
and outfitting for tourist activities.

Municipal Shortfall ($1 million)

Metlakatla needs to survive as a municipality unit until it can establish its new
economic ventures. It must supplement its general assistance program immediately
and be prepared to do so again next year in order to keep a labor force. It needs
to bolster its social services capability to help distraught families and to help chil-
dren who are negatively affected by the stresses in their homes. We also need an
overall coordinator for new economic activities.

Staffing Package for Our Health Clinic.—We are grateful that in fiscal year 2004
Congress appropriated the final portion of funding for the construction of our health
clinic and related quarters. We now need the staffing package funding for the new
clinic and urge Congress to approve the $3,280,000 included in the Administration’s
fiscal year 2005 THS budget for this purpose.

Special Health Program Needs in Alaska.—We support the request of the Alaska
Native Health Board for an $11.7 million increase in IHS funding for the Commu-
nity Health Aide/Practitioner Program in Alaska. This amount of funding would in-
crease the number of CHA/P by 125 and the number of field supervisory by 23 posi-
tions. While we appreciate the Administration’s recommendation that the CHA/P
program be increased by $2 million in order to add 30 positions, there is an urgent
need to expand the program more rapidly.

We also support the ANHB recommendation of a $2 million increase each in IHS
funding for Medevac services and patient travel in Alaska. Being an island commu-
nity with no hospital, we are dependent on these air services. New Federal Aviation
Administration regulations requiring that air transport of patients must be done
with critical care air services has resulted in an increase in these costs. And lack
of patient travel funds results in people not seeking needed health care services.
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As mentioned above in the context of the consequences of our huge loss of jobs
at Metlakatla, we specifically need some portion of any increase for Medevac and
patient travel. The dramatic rise in substance abuse and domestic violence at
Metlakatla also means that we need additional resources for medical transportation
and for medical evacuations off the Annette Island Reserve.

Walden Point Road/Ferry Project.—Under a Memorandum of Agreement, dated
November 20, 2000, the Metlakatla Indian Community has worked jointly with the
Department of Defense (DOD), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities, on developing the Walden Point Road to alleviate isolation and improve
public safety and health care (emergency medical evacuations must now all be by
air). The project, when completed, will link Metlakatla to the city of Ketchikan. The
project is eligible for funding under 23 USC 101(a)12 and is listed on the Indian
Reservation Roads Inventory of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Walden Point Road,
Air 7, Sections 30-130 (14.7 miles). The Community is seeking $14.8 to continue
this project during fiscal year 2005.

Thank you for your consideration of our needs.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CROWNPOINT INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

The Crownpoint Institute of Technology (CIT) is the only post-secondary voca-
tional/technical school on the Navajo Reservation. CIT is one of only two tribally-
controlled postsecondary vocational technical institutions in the nation. Both of
these institutions are funded under the authority of Public Law 84-959, “The Adult
Indian Vocational Training Act”, codified at 25 U.S.C. §309. CIT has submitted
other testimony to this Subcommittee addressing the separate issue of requesting
continued operational assistance.

This testimony addresses the issue of contract support and is CIT’s request for
bill language to implement prior Congressional directives.

Prior Years Committee Language

The Conference Committee report on the fiscal year 2003 appropriation included
this language:

“The managers do not understand the disparate treatment of Crownpoint Insti-
tute of Technology and the United Sioux Tribes Technical College related to contract
support. Unless there is an objection by the Navajo Nation to Crownpoint being
treated as a tribal organization, the managers expect the Bureau to provide this
funding under a Public Law 93-638 contract and include contract support.”——
House Report 108-10.

The Senate last year included this language in its report on the appropriation for
fiscal year 2004:

“The Committee does not understand the disparate treatment of the Crownpoint
Institute of Technology and the United Sioux Tribes Technical College related to
contract support. Unless there is an objection by the Navajo Nation to Crownpoint
being treated as a tribal organization, the Committee expects the Bureau to provide
this funding under a Public Law 93-638 contract and include contract support.”——
Senate Report 108—89.

Situation / Need

Since fiscal year 2000, this Subcommittee has appropriated critically needed oper-
ational assistance to CIT. This funding is under the authority of 25 U.S.C. §309.
Of the two tribal postsecondary vocational technical institutions in the nation, both
receive funding under this same authority. Only CIT does not receive contract sup-
port costs to pay for administration of the base program. For the past three years,
CIT’s base funding has totaled more than $1 million annually. Even though CIT is
authorized to contract for its BIA monies under the Indian Self-Determination Act
and has asked to do so, BIA has refused to convert CIT’s annual grant to a self-
determination contract. The reason: Contracts require BIA to pay contract support
costs in addition to base program monies in order to keep program levels intact.
Grants do not.

Contract support costs are essential for the proper functioning of contracted pro-
grams. Without payment of contract support costs, program monies must be di-
Verf'fted to administration, reducing educational services. In either case, programs
suffer.

The lack of contract support has deprived the school of monies for: (1) human re-
sources, (2) accounting, (3) development, (4) payroll, (5) comptroller, (6) administra-
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tive personnel, (7) facilities maintenance, (8) transportation, (9) security (CIT is a
campus-based residential facility), (10) cafeteria, (11) student services, and (12) dor-
mitory operations.! To pay for its skeletal administration, CIT has been forced to
use program funds, which has diminished direct educational services.

CIT is in the business of educating adult Indian students for gainful employment
and has demonstrated unqualified competency in this arena. However, in recent
years the loss of anticipated support costs has, for example, contributed to the re-
duction in CIT’s graduate job placement rate from over 90 percent to a current all
time low of 76 percent. CIT has been fulfilling one of the BIA’s highest priorities,
which is educating and placing Indian people in meaningful lifelong employment
that improves the quality of life for them and their dependent families, and contrib-
utes to the overall economic well-being of the Nation.

The school is now launching a legal fight to force conversion to contracts and to
recover lost CSC monies from prior years. But there is virtually no chance the legal
fight will result in reimbursement of prior year contract support costs. Meanwhile,
the program needs stability and adequate funding. The legal fight may take a long
time. In the meantime, more Navajo young adults will be deprived of critically need-
ed education opportunities. CIT proposes that Congress place a directive in the fis-
ca}l1 }{ear 2005 appropriations bill to correct BIA’s intransigence and make the school
whole.

CIT proposes the following Language

Provided, That the Secretary is directed to: (1) issue forthwith to the Crownpoint
Institute of Technology, Crownpoint, New Mexico, a mature Indian Self-Determina-
tion Act contract to replace its Bureau grant, to be funded according to 25 U.S.C.
§450j—1(a) and §4501(c) sec. 1(b)(4); and (2) pay $950,000 to the Crownpoint Insti-
tute of Technology in unpaid contract support costs for fiscal year 2003 and fiscal
year 2004.

Proposed Justification for Committee Reports

Despite directives in the Conference Report for fiscal year 2003, House Report
108-10, and the Senate Report for fiscal year 2004, Senate Report 108-89, the Bu-
reau has refused to convert Crownpoint Institute of Technology’s annual grant for
vocational education under 25 U.S.C. § 309 to an Indian Self-Determination Act con-
tract. The chief consequence of Bureau’s refusal has been to deprive the school of
necessary contract support costs, which the Congress had assumed would be paid
in those years from the appropriation of contract support costs. This provision is in-
tended to (1) ensure conversion of the school’s grant to a mature Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act contract without further delay; (2) reimburse the school unpaid con-
tract support costs at the same level that applied to all other contractors and com-
pactors, for amounts the school was assured would be forthcoming for fiscal year
2003 and fiscal year 2004; (3) henceforth provide on-going program monies and con-
tract support costs to Crownpoint on the same basis as to all other mature contrac-
tors and compactors; and 4) settle a claim filed by Crownpoint for refusal by the
Bureau to convert Crownpoint’s grant to a contract.

The Amount Requested

The dollar amount requested was computed by multiplying the Bureau’s grant to
CIT $1,187,000 in fiscal year 2003 and its anticipated grant of approximately
$1,308,000 in fiscal year 2004 by CIT’s most recent negotiated indirect cost rate, 60
percent. The calculation results in $712,200 for fiscal year 2003 and $784,800 for
fiscal year 2004, to a total of $1,497,000 for the two years.

Because tribal contractors received less than their full need for contract support
costs, we multiply those amounts by the BIA average percentage of need for contract
support costs over the last four fiscal years, 89.8 percent. The reduced funding for
CIT contract support costs is thus $1,344,306. We then reduce this by almost 30 per-
cent to $950,000. Thus, the legislative proposal is quite conservative.

We thank this Subcommittee for its generous assistance for CIT to operate a high-
ly successful, fully-accredited postsecondary vocational educational institution that
places young Indian adults in meaningful employment. On behalf of the hundreds
of students at CIT, we thank the Subcommittee for the opportunity to present this
testimony. We urge the Subcommittee to act favorably on this request for Congres-
sional intervention.

1CIT’s funding includes funds from the Department of Labor and the Department of Edu-
cation. These agencies are under legislative or regulatory restrictions prohibiting them from re-
imbursing contract support and disallowing use of grant funds for this purpose beyond very
small percentages. BIA, on the other hand, is under a statutory directive to pay contract support
for its contracted self-determination programs. 25 U.S.C. § 450j—1(b)(2).
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FORT PECK TRIBES
INTRODUCTION

The Fort Peck Tribes are pleased to present testimony on the fiscal year 2005 BIA
and IHS Budget.

Overall, the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget request for Tribal programs is a
severe disappointment. Except for the Office of Special Trustee, which the Adminis-
tration proposed a 54 percent increase for, the Administration did not request any
measurable increases for tribal programs. It is clear to the Tribes that this Adminis-
tration is more concerned with the appearance of fulfilling its trust responsibility
to tribes than actually doing it. This is no more apparent than in the programs
under which the BIA and Tribes actually manage trust resources-range land man-
agement, fisheries management, timber management, oil and gas management-for
which the Administration has not requested any significant increases in the last
four years.

The one trust resource account that the Administration has requested an increase
in is the Land Consolidation Account, which in principle we strongly support. How-
ever, as the Bureau of Indian Affairs has implemented this program, the goal of
land consolidation has not been achieved. In fact, since the program’s inception,
more land on these reservations has either continued to be fractionated or has gone
out of trust, than has gone into trust for the tribes. This is contrary to the experi-
ence where tribes are operating their own land consolidation programs without the
supervision of the BIA. The Fort Peck Tribes, in particular, have been very success-
ful at our land consolidation efforts in the last fifteen years. Thus, we urge the Con-
gress to fund the $53 million requested increase for this program to expand it to
all of the Reservations. But, in doing so, we ask Congress to allow Tribes to operate
this program, rather than solely relying on the BIA to operate the program.

While we are discussing fiscal year 2005, we do want to make Congress aware
that this Administration is proposing to cut BIA programs by 3.6 percent in 2006.
This cut will devastate Indian country and Indian communities. Indian communities
are growing in size and the need to responsibly manage our trust resources is as
vital as it has ever been in our history and without the resources to do it, we will
not be able to preserve them for the generations to come.

FUNDING FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS

Beyond the Administration’s failure to request funding to adequately manage
trust resources, the Administration has failed to request sufficient funds to fulfill
its basic trust responsibility in the areas of health and safety. The Fort Peck Tribes
are particularly concerned with the failure of the Administration to request any in-
crease in law enforcement funding across Indian country. The only increase for this
account was directed for the operation and maintenance of detention facilities con-
structed with DOJ funding and for one Reservation to address its particular border
security issues. This is wholly unacceptable. All Tribes are facing a crisis in law en-
forcement services, most particularly in the area of staffing. Tribal and BIA law en-
forcement departments are unable to compete with local and other federal law en-
forcement agencies in salary and benefits packages. Thus, even when a Tribe has
the resources to hire an officer, it is unable to retain him once he is fully trained
and certified.

This problem will become more acute for the Fort Peck Tribes in 2005. In 2005,
the Fort Peck Tribes will no longer be able to receive Department of Justice COPS
hiring and retention grants. Without this federal funding to support the Public Safe-
ty Department, the Fort Peck Department will go from a department of 47 to a de-
partment of 14 positions, of that there will only be 8 patrol officers. Eight officers
cannot adequately patrol a 2 million acre Reservation with a population of over
10,000, with a high incidence of drug and violent crimes. A survey of current officers
has shown that they will not continue to work for the Tribes under conditions where
they will be required to ride alone and respond to calls without any possibility of
backup and be asked to work longer hours year after year for the same or less com-
pensation.

To address this immediate need on the Fort Peck Reservation, the Fort Peck
Tribes request $275,000 to be added to the Tribes’ law enforcement base budget to
ensure the continued staffing and operation of the Fort Peck Tribes Public Safety
Department. Without these funds, the Fort Peck Tribal Council will be forced to con-
sider returning the operation and management of the law enforcement department,
which the Tribes have operated pursuant to a 638 Self-Determination contract since
1995, back to the Bureau of Indian Affairs. More significantly, with only eight patrol
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officers, the health and safety of all the residents on the Fort Peck Reservation will
be in grave danger.

TRIBAL PRIORITY ALLOCATIONS

The Tribal Priority Allocations system is intended to give tribes an additional
measure of flexibility in determining how to use available funds to best meet local
needs. However, the Administration has requested only a small increase of $4.9 mil-
lion increase over the fiscal year 2004 level. While we support this request, it would
still fall far short of allowing the Fort Peck Tribes to meet the needs of our people
in key areas including, education, agriculture, road maintenance, and tribal courts.
We urge the Congress to do all it can to increase TPA above the level requested
by the President.

EDUCATION

Higher Education.—We urge the Committee to support the education needs of In-
dian people. The President’s budget requests $27.4 million for scholarships for In-
dian students to attend accredited post-secondary schools-This represents a
$500,000 cut in this programs funding from the fiscal year 2004 level. Obtaining a
degree in higher education—particularly for those individuals from families that
have not previously sent anyone to college—takes courage and often considerable
personal sacrifice. We believe it is our responsibility to support the efforts of our
people to attend college. The Tribes provide scholarship funds available through the
BIA program. However, the current levels of funding are already far too inadequate.
For example, this year the Tribes have identified 230 students who are eligible for
scholarship benefits for higher education but who cannot be served because of lack
of funding. The BIA itself reports that the level of unmet requests for scholarships
nationwide has increased steadily over the last three years.

Tribal Colleges.—We oppose the Administration’s proposal to cut tribal colleges
funding by $5.4 million. In addition to this cut, the Administration proposes bring-
ing two additional colleges into the system. Thus, the true impact of this cut will
be much larger. The current twenty-six tribal colleges are important institutions in
the remote tribal communities that they serve. On our Reservation, we operate the
Fort Peck Tribal College, a fully accredited institution, offering Associate Degrees
in arts, science and applied sciences.

The College offers our students an opportunity to obtain a higher education with-
out having to leave their homes and families. This is critical for many of our stu-
dents, especially our single parent students, who need family members to provide
child care. These students do not have the resources or the network to attend school
in Billings or Great Falls and if it weren’t for our Tribal College they would have
no opportunity to improve their lives, through higher education. We strongly urge
the Subcommittee to increase funding for this vital program that is improving the
lives of Indian people.

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

The President’s budget requests a total of $3.7 billion for IHS services and con-
struction. While this represents an increase on paper, it will not translate into any
program improvements or expansions. This increase does not even keep pace with
medical inflation rates.

The health indicators in Indian communities consistently demonstrate higher in-
fant mortality, teenage suicide, accident, alcoholism, diabetes, and heart disease
rates among Indian people when compared with other minorities and the general
American population. Yet, money directed to health care, especially preventative
care, such as routine checkups and health education, that clearly improve the qual-
ity of life and help avoid more expensive health care costs in the future is not in-
cluded in the Administration’s fiscal year 2005 budget request. This is unacceptable.

At Fort Peck, we are in dire need of an in-patient facility where our people can
receive care and not have to be flown to Billings or Williston to receive adequate
medical care. However, when we discussed this with the officials in the Indian
Health Service, we were told that the IHS will not consider the Fort Peck Reserva-
tion for a new in-patient facility and that in any event to get on the list for a new
facility it would take years. It is clear that there is extraordinary need for health
facilities construction in Indian Country, we urge the Congress to examine this and
begin the process to address this need.

In short, the Federal government has a trust responsibility to provide health care
to Native Americans, an obligation that was paid with millions of acres of land and
resources. This Federal responsibility has been reaffirmed through treaties, legisla-
tion, executive orders and policies by Congress and Presidential Administrations.
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The failure of the Administration to recognize this responsibility and request suffi-
cient funding for tribal health programs and facilities needs, while disappointing,
cannot be a basis for Congress abdicating its responsibility to appropriate the funds
to meet these needs.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FOND DU LAC BAND OF LAKE SUPERIOR CHIPPEWA

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I, Robert B. Peacock, Chairman of the
Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa would like to thank you for this op-
portunity to present written testimony on fiscal year 2004 appropriations for the De-
partment of Interior. The Fond du Lac Reservation was established by Treaty with
the United States on September 30, 1854 and encompasses 100,000 acres of land
in northeastern Minnesota. There is a population of 6,500 Indian people that live
within the service area of the Reservation with the Band providing employment or
services to most of them. On behalf of the Fond du Lac Band, I am asking that you
increase the bands funding from the Bureau of Indian Affairs by $15 million for fis-
cal year 2005 for the Resource Management Division to develop the infrastructure
necessary to continue to serve and protect the resources of the band. I also request
that $915,000 be provided for the Circle of Flight program under the BIA’s Other
Recurring Programs—Resource Management line item. Congress restored this im-
portant program in fiscal year 2003 and 2004, but the President has again proposed
eliminating the Circle of Flight in fiscal year 2005. I request that the Dept. of Inte-
rior’s Tribal Wildlife Grant Program be funded at $10 million as in fiscal year 2003,
and that the Tribal-Landowner Incentive Program also be funded at $4 million as
in fiscal year 2003.

We ask the Committee to restore full Pay Cost funding for all tribes in the fiscal
year 2005 Interior Appropriations budget. Funding for tribes’ most critical core serv-
ices have experienced unprecedented erosion in recent years. These services, includ-
ing law enforcement, fire protection, courts, resource management, road mainte-
nance, education and social services affect the lives of our people every day. Tribes
are locked in a desperate struggle to protect the funding levels provided for these
services, especially since the crippling, nearly $100 million cut in the Tribal Priority
Allocations account (TPA) in fiscal year 1996, with only one minor, general increase
in the TPA since that time (fiscal year 1998). In addition, tribes’ core service fund-
ing has been subjected to permanent, across-the-board reductions each year, as well
as permanent, targeted reductions such as the fiscal year 2004 reduction, which was
used to fund the BIA’s Information Technology upgrades. The only general increase
tribes could count on each year was a cost of living pay increase, known as the 638
Pay Cost account, which is similar to what the Administration and Congress provide
for federal workers employed by federal agencies each year. Now, even this cost of
living pay increase is under attack. Due to federal administrative oversight and
through no fault of the tribes, tribes received only 75 percent of their 638 Pay Cost
funding in fiscal year 2002. Due to an Administration decision, tribes received only
15 percent of their 638 Pay Cost funding in fiscal year 2003 and about 30 percent
in fiscal year 2004. As a result of the above, tribes’ core service funding is far less,
in real terms, than nearly a decade ago. Critical services continue to erode, seriously
undermining our ability to provide some semblance of public safety, security, and
well being for people who already suffer some of the worse living standards in
America. It may be the case that some federal agencies can absorb this onslaught
of cuts, but tribes cannot—there have simply been too many cuts for too long. The
failure of the BIA, OMB and the Congress to ensure that Pay Cost parity between
federal and tribal employees is protected seriously undermines the federal Indian
policy that favors, pursuant to Public Law 93-638, as amended, the assumption by
tribes of programs, functions, services and activities formerly carried out by federal
employees. I strongly urge the Committee to restore full Pay Cost funding for all
tribes in fiscal year 2005, and to consider restoring Pay Cost funding not received
in fiscal year 2002—-2004 through a special appropriations equitable adjustment.

We ask that the House Appropriations Committee support the Fond du Lac Band,
in behalf of the Fond du Lac Ojibwe Schools, to restore a $4.8 million decrease in
the proposed budget for overall school operation costs to at least the fiscal year 2004
enacted level of %569.8 million. We also request that a proposed decrease of $5.4
million to the tribal college program be restored in the budget. The Congress has
authorized $6,000 per tribal college student, however the proposed budget for fiscal
year 2005 would only provide about $3,300 per student, a significant reduction from
the fiscal year 2004 level of $4,200 per student. Tribal colleges continue to be the
lowest funded post secondary schools in the country. The Tribal Scholarship pro-
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gram would be cut by $0.5 million in the proposed budget, and we request that this
program be fully funded.

The Administration’s budget for the Indian Health Service is $3.7 billion. Al-
though this is an increase in most areas from last years budget it still falls far short
of the levels of need determined by the Congress’s approved Level of Need Formula
(LNF). The LNF has determined a need of about $8 billion for the Indian Health
Service to properly care for their patients. The budget for the Indian Health Service
should be significantly increased to meet this need.

We strongly support the Administration’s request of additional funding under the
Indian Country Law Enforcement Initiative. In 1997 the Minnesota Supreme Court
held that certain traffic regulations including, speeding, driving without a license,
and driving with no insurance were “civil-regulatory” in nature and under Public
Law 280 are unenforceable by state police officers on the Reservation. The ruling
known as the Stone decision, left a jurisdictional void with regard to law enforce-
ment on the roads within Indian Reservations in the State. In order to fill this void,
the Band has undertaken the establishment of it’s own Tribal police force through
the Community Oriented Policing Services, Bureau of Indian Affairs and Tribal
funds. In addition, the Band has worked with all local law enforcement agencies to
establish a cross-deputization agreement that ensures maximum law enforcement
protection for the Reservation and it’s citizens by allowing all law enforcement agen-
cies within the Reservation boundaries to enforce each other’s laws. However, be-
cause of the short-term, limited financial resources available, there are significant
unmet needs in this area. At Fond du Lac, we need long term funding to pay for
staff and equipment to adequately ensure the safety of the Reservation population.
In light of the Stone decision, we ask this committee to support the Administration’s
request for investment in strengthening Indian Country’s Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice System and ask that this committee consider placing these initia-
tives into the BIA’s permanent base budget. The Band currently employs seven po-
lice officers, six conservation officers, one records clerk, one prosecuting attorney,
one clerk of court, one part time court recorder, and one part time judge. All of these
staff positions are located within the Resource Management division. Along with
this staff, are thirty other permanent full time staff and fifteen full time seasonal
staff housed in a building that was designed to house twenty. With the increased
responsibility assumed by the Band there is an ever increasing need to expand the
staff and it’s capabilities. With this in mind, we request a one time allocation of $12
million to the Band for expansion of the office space for the Resource Management
Division. We are also requesting that $1.5 million be added to our base budget to
continue to implement and staff the court and enforcement systems for the Band.

Under Treaties with the United States made in 1837 and 1854 the Fond du Lac
Band reserved the right to hunt, fish and gather on the lands ceded, a large portion
of central and northeastern Minnesota, to the United States. The Band’s rights
under these treaties have been recognized and upheld by the federal courts—most
recently the United States Supreme Court. On March 24, 1999 the Supreme Court
issued a decision expressly re-affirming the Band’s hunting and fishing rights in the
1837 Ceded Territory. Under established Band conservation law, the exercise of
these off-reservation treaty rights require that the Band take the steps necessary
to ensure proper use and management of the natural resources. This means the
Band is responsible for member’s hunting, fishing and gathering activities over ap-
proximately 8,000,000 acres of land. The Band has adopted, along with the federal
courts, a code and a resource management plan that protects the exercise of treaty
reserved rights and the resources. It is very essential that the Band continue to
manage their on-reservation resources in order to meet the demands of an increas-
ing population. Established by the Treaty of 1854 with the United States, the home
of the Band is 100,000 acres in northeastern Minnesota. The waters, wildlife, wild
rice and the forest resources of the reservation are vitally important to it’s members
as these resources provide the foundation for our culture, subsistence, employment
and recreation. The Fond du Lac Reservation includes some 3,200 acres of lakes,
1,900 acres of wild rice lakes and associated wetlands, 66 miles of cool water
streams, and 17,500 acres of forest with the remaining acres being used by indi-
vidual land owner for housing and development. The loss of wild rice acres, wildlife
habitat, and the decline of our forest are of great concern to the Band. Therefore,
we are seeking an additional $1.5 million be added to the Band’s base budget for
the Fond du Lac Resource Management Division, for it’s natural resource programs,
‘ihat will enable us to protect these resources for the future generations on Fond du

ac.

In the $1.5 million request, we seek a $100,000 increase to the base budget of the
Fond du Lac Natural Resources Program. The Fond du Lac Natural Resources pro-
gram carries out the essential fisheries, wildlife and wild rice programs on the Fond
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du Lac Reservation. The funds for this program have not been increased since 1991
and the cost of conducting these resource management programs has increased sub-
stantially.

Another important resource management need is to obtain funds to address the
threat of Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD), which has recently infected white tailed
deer in our region. CWD poses a very serious threat to the health of the white tailed
deer herds and potentially to the moose population in northern Minnesota. The po-
tential harm to the deer population in this region has serious implications for Na-
tive Americans, because for a majority of Fond du Lac Band Members, deer com-
prise 25-30 percent of their diet. Therefore, we urgently request $75,000 in base
program funds for our Conservation Enforcement Program. The long term funding
of this project is necessary for our Conservation Enforcement and Wildlife staff to
collect the samples from hunters for analysis, in order to identify the frequency and
range of infected deer in Northeastern Minnesota

The Circle of Flight—Tribal Wetland & Waterfowl Enhancement Initiative, under
the BIA’s Other Recurring Programs category, was again eliminated by the Presi-
dent in his fiscal year 2005 budget request. The Circle of Flight has been one of
Interior’s top trust resource programs for 10 years. Since fiscal year 1991, Great
Lakes tribes and our partners have restored or enhanced more than 66,000 wetland,
grassland and native prairie acres, installed thousands of waterfowl nest structures,
and have undertaken many other wetland enhancement and education activities.
Circle of Flight has enabled Great Lakes tribes to become key partners with federal,
state, and local government units, as well as private organizations such as Ducks
Unlimited and the Nature Conservancy. The Circle of Flight program has invested
more than $6 million in habitat projects, and has leveraged these dollars for an ad-
ditional $18 million in federal, state, private, and tribal funding, yielding an impres-
sive match ratio of 3 to 1. I ask that you restore the Circle of Flight program to
the BIA’s fiscal year 2005 budget to at least the fiscal year 2004 level of $600,000,
and to consider providing the fiscal year 2003 requested amount of $915,000.

I thank the Committee for providing an increase (from $5 million to $6 million)
for the Tribal Wildlife Grant (TWG) program in the Interior Conservation Spending
Category in fiscal year 2004. Even though this amount represents less than .30 per-
cent of this Title, whereas tribes are directly responsible for protecting at least 2.35
percent of the land area of the United States, and also many of the lakes and rivers
in the Great Lakes region, it represents a good start at helping to address the mas-
sive unmet need tribes have in meeting their conservation responsibilities. The
TWG program was funded at nearly $10 million in fiscal year 2003, and we request
that this amount be funded for fiscal year 2005. The Tribal-Landowner Incentive
Program (TLIP) was funded at $4 million in fiscal year 2003, which was reduced
to $3 million in fiscal year 2004. We request that TLIP be funded at the $4 million
for fiscal year 2005. Fond du Lac has received grants in these two programs this
year, which will be used for important fisheries, wildlife, and wild rice management
and restoration projects. I request that these two programs be funded at least at
the level of the fiscal year 2004 budget.

In conclusion, the needs at Fond du Lac and throughout Indian Country remain
massive. Your support to preserve the current BIA funding request is critical to
maintain current program levels. Your consideration for our additional funding re-
quests will enable us to improve the delivery of services to Band members and help
ensure that we enter the 21st Century with a renewed sense of hope.

Miigwech. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE GREAT LAKES INDIAN FISH AND WILDLIFE
COMMISSION

BIA Treaty Rights Protection/Implementation.—$4,196,000 ($282,000 above en-
acted fiscal year 2004)—Operation of Indian Programs, Other Recurring Programs,
Resources Management, Rights Protection/Implementation, Great Lakes Area Re-
source Management.! Specifically, GLIFWC seeks to:

—Restore the full $300,000 in base funding that Congress had provided in fiscal
year 2003 but that has not been fully included in the Administration’s subse-
quent budget proposals;

—Restore $75,000 in fiscal year 2002 and 2003 pay cost adjustment base funding
that Congress provided to the BIA but that the BIA continues to wrongfully
withhold from GLIFWC; and

1The requested amount reflects GLIFWC(s share of this line item, which also provides fund-
ing for the 1854 Authority.
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—Provide $150,000 to sustain enhancements in conservation law enforcement and

emergency services capabilities.

GLIFWC’s conservation and law enforcement programs both fulfill important fed-
eral obligations to its 11 member Ojibwe Tribes and provide a wide range of associ-
ated benefits for the general public. Without full base funding, GLIFWC’s required
functions under a number of federal court decisions will be jeopardized, as will its
ability to participate in a number of conservation and public safety partnerships in
Wisconsin, Michigan and Minnesota.

BIA Contract Support Costs—GLIFWC also seeks full contract support cost fund-
ing as it has experienced a $310,000 shortfall since fiscal year 1995 that has cut
into program funding and that makes it increasingly difficult to maintain its histori-
cally low indirect cost rate (e.g. 14.67 percent in fiscal year 2003).

BIA “Circle of Flight” Program.—GLIFWC supports restoration of funding to the
Operation of Indian Programs, Other Recurring Programs, Resources Management,
Tribal Management Development Programs, Wetlands/Waterfowl Management line
item. The Administration again proposes to eliminate this long-standing tribal con-
tribution to the North American Waterfowl Management Plan. As it has done for
the past two years, Congress should restore the necessary funding, which over the
past decade has leveraged over $21 million—almost a 3 to 1 ratio—in matching fed-
eral, state, private, and other tribal funding for cooperative wetland enhancement
projects.

Ceded Territory Treaty Rights and GLIFWC’S Role.—GLIFWC was established in
1984 as a “tribal organization” within the meaning of the Indian Self-Determination
Act (Public Law 93—638) to assist its member Tribes in:

—securing and implementing treaty guaranteed rights to hunt, fish, and gather

in Chippewa treaty ceded territories; and

—cooperatively managing and protecting ceded territory natural resources and

their habitats.

It exercises authority delegated by its member Tribes to implement federal court
orders and various interjurisdictional agreements related to their treaty rights. It
serves as a cost efficient agency to conserve natural resources, to effectively regulate
harvests of natural resources shared among treaty signatory Tribes, and to develop
cooperative partnerships with other government agencies, educational institutions,
and non-governmental organizations.

Congress has funded GLIFWC for nearly 20 years to meet specific federal obliga-
tions under: (a) a number of U.S./Chippewa treaties; (b) the federal trust responsi-
bility; (c¢) the Indian Self-Determination Act; and (d) various court decisions, includ-
Lng a 1]299 U.S. Supreme Court case, affirming the treaty rights of GLIFWC’s mem-

er Tribes.

Under the direction of its member Tribes, GLIFWC operates a ceded territory
hunting, fishing, and gathering rights protection/implementation program through
its staff of biologists, technicians, conservation enforcement officers, and public in-
formation specialists.

Its activities include: natural resource population assessments and studies; har-
vest monitoring and reporting; enforcement of tribal conservation codes into tribal
courts; funding for tribal courts and tribal registration/permit stations; development
of natural resource management plans and tribal regulations; negotiation and im-
plementation of agreements with state, federal and local agencies; invasive species
eradication and control projects; biological and scientific research; and development
and dissemination of public information materials.

Why GLIFWC’s Funding Base Needs to be Maintained.—Ultimately, GLIFWC
must be able to carry out its conservation and law enforcement functions as re-
quired by a number of federal court decisions and to remain an active partner with
state, federal and local governments, with educational institutions, and with con-
servation organizations and other non-profit agencies.

For the past 3 years, Congress recognized this need and provided funding in the
range of $261,000 to $300,000 above what the Administration had proposed for
GLIFWC each year. As a result, GLIFWC has been able to maintain its core pro-
grams and has been able to restore services that had to be cut because of chronic
funding shortfalls.

Continued full base funding also will ensure GLIFWC’s participation in regional
emergency services networks as an integral partner with surrounding emergency re-
sponders. GLIFWC'’s officers not only enforce the Tribes’ off-reservation conservation
codes, but also work cooperatively with surrounding authorities in detecting viola-
tions of state or federal criminal and conservation laws. And, they are certified med-
ical emergency first responders and are trained in wilderness search and rescue.

GLIFWC has worked hard over the years to streamline its programs and institute
other cost-saving options. Specifically, it has: (i) cut staff as necessary to stay within
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funding allocations; (ii) teamed up with its partners to maximize the cost efficiency
of cooperative projects; (iii) obtained separate contract support funding from the
BIA; and (iv) diversified its funding from non-BIA sources to build upon its Self-
Determination Act funding and to undertake special projects.

Houw the requested fiscal year 2005 funds would be used.—GLIFWC will:

1. Restore and Maintain Required Core Programs ($300,000).—As was the case
with the funds that Congress provided for the past 3 years, GLIFWC would—(1) Re-
store programs that had been cut or reduced;2 (2) Replace ageing vehicles and field
equipment;3 and (3) Meet increased personnel and fringe costs (particularly ever-
increasing health insurance costs).

2. Restore and Maintain Pay Cost Adjustments that the BIA has not Included in
Base Funding ($75,000).—The BIA wrongfully withheld $75,000 that Congress had
provided in fiscal year’s 2002 and 2003 for GLIFWC’s pay cost adjustments. The
BIA has agreed to provide these funds on a one-time basis but, unlike in previous
years, has not included them in its proposal for GLIFWC’s base funding. Unless cor-
rected, this would negate the very purpose of the adjustments and would result in
more de facto budget cuts as the adjusted salaries are paid in subsequent years.

3. Enhance Law Enforcement and Emergency Services ($150,000).—In the past few
years, GLIFWC has solidified its law enforcement and emergency response infra-
structure utilizing a combination of US Department of Justice/COPS funds and BIA
funds. For example, it recently increased its warden force by three officers and the
additional $150,000 would partially support the salaries, provide training and equip-
{nent, and build the fiscal foundation to ensure retention of these officers over the
ong-term.

Public Benefits from GLIFWC’S Funding.—With the requested funds, GLIFWC
will:

1. Remain a constructive, stabilizing natural resource management and public
safety institution—GLIFWC provides continuity and stability in interagency rela-
tionships and among its member Tribes, and contributes to social stability in the
ceded territory in the context of treaty rights issues. It is a recognized and valued
partner in natural resource management, in emergency services networks, and in
providing accurate information to the public.

2. Retain an Experienced Professional Staff.—In many instances, GLIFWC staff
experience matches or exceeds that of their counterparts in other agencies when it
comes to treaty rights issues and to ceded territory natural resource management
and conservation enforcement.

3. Maintain cooperative, cost-effective partnerships—GLIFWC has built partner-
ships with:

—PFederal, state, and local government agencies (e.g. State DNR’s, USFWS,
USDA-FS, USDA-NRCS, Great Lakes Fishery Commission, U.S. Coast Guard,
EPA, ATSDR, and Canadian federal and provincial governments);

—Schools and Universities (e.g. University of Wisconsin-Madison, University of
Wisconsin-Superior, Northland College, University of Minnesota, Michigan
State University, and Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwe Community College); and

—Conservation groups (e.g. Ducks Unlimited, the Sharp-Tail Grouse Society, the
Natural Resources Foundation, the Nature Conservancy, and local lake associa-
tions).

Through these partnerships, the parties have achieved public benefits that no one

partner could have achieved alone by:

—Identifying mutual natural resource concerns, and implementing joint conserva-
tion and enhancement projects (e.g. wild rice restoration, waterfowl habitat res-
toration and improvement projects, and exotic species control projects);

—Providing accurate information on state and tribal harvests and on the status
of natural resource populations (e.g. joint fishery assessment activities and
jointly prepared reports);

—Maximizing financial resources to avoid duplication of effort and costs (e.g. co-
ordinating annual fishery assessment schedules and sharing personnel/equip-
ment);

2 As it did with previously provided funding, GLIFWC would: restore fall juvenile walleye re-
cruitment surveys to previous levels; restore tribal court and registration station funding cuts;
restore Lake Superior lamprey control and whitefish assessment programs; and restore
GLIFWC’s share in cooperative wildlife and wild rice enhancement projects with state and fed-
eral agencies, as well as with non-profit conservation organizations and other partners.

3GLIFWC would continue to maintain a vehicle/equipment replacement capital fund and
would replace a number of its oldest vehicles and equipment that have become obsolete or eco-
nomically inefficient to operate and maintain. This fund would be replenished with fiscal year
2005 funds to cover some of the over $200,000 in other vehicle/equipment replacement needs.
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—Contributing scientific research and data regarding natural resources and pub-
lic health (e.g. furbearer/predator research, fish consumption/human health
studies, and other fish contaminant research particularly regarding mercury
and dioxin); and

—Engendering cooperation rather than competition (e.g. cooperative law enforce-
ment and emergency response, joint training sessions, mutual aid emergency
services arrangements, and cross-credential agreements).

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INSTITUTE OF AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA NATIVE
CULTURE AND ARTS DEVELOPMENT

SUMMARY OF REQUEST

TAIA is authorized under Public Law 99-498, as amended, and herein respectfully
submits its fiscal year 2005 request, a total of $13 million to be allocated as follows:
—$6 million, as supported in the President’s fiscal year 2005 Request, for
strengthening operations as IAIA continues to mature into a four-year postsec-
ondary institution and implements recommendations of its accreditation assess-
ment of new four-year programs;

—$7 million for capital construction, building on last year’s appropriation of $1
million to provide an $8 million federal match to a W.K. Kellogg Foundation
challenge grant for the development of the first and only international Amer-
ican Indian, Alaska Native and Indigenous peoples lifelong learning center.

BACKGROUND AND KEY FACTS

TAIA, originally established in 1962 by Executive Order, has produced the major-
ity of North America’s most illustrious contemporary Indian artists. Founded as a
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) high school, IAIA’s path has been one of steady evo-
lution—from a unique high school to a federally chartered four-year college, building
its own campus and operating the national American Indian Arts Museum in the
historic plaza of Santa Fe, NM.

Charter and Mission.—IAIA moved out of the control of the BIA into a Congres-
sionally chartered institution in 1988 and is authorized under Public Law 99-498,
as amended. This law affirms and acknowledges that Native cultures and arts are
critical to the nation as a whole and, consequently deems it appropriate and essen-
tial for the federal government to support IAIA in the advancement, preservation,
and promotion of diverse Native cultures and arts. With IAIA’s unique authority
and charter, its mission is to serve as the national center of research, training, lan-
guage and scholarship for Native Americans and Alaska Natives through the dedi-
cated study, creative application, preservation and care of our Native cultures and
arts. The primary goal of IAIA is to enhance knowledge and understanding of the
cultural traditions of American Indians and Alaska Natives with a special focus on
traditional and contemporary Native art. To this end, it provides a culturally based
curriculum that combines professional skills development with an integrated liberal
arts education. It also has a public education mission which is carried out through
its public programs offered at its museum.

Governance.—IAIA is governed by a board of trustees appointed by the President
of the United States and confirmed by the Senate, a majority of which must be of
American Indian and Alaska Native descent.

Funding.—As a national postsecondary institution, IAIA operations are funded
through direct federal support and a diversified private sector approach to founda-
tions, corporations, tribes, and individual donors. It does not receive state support
for operations or student aid.

Educational Goals.—IAIA’s educational goals are to: recruit, admit, and retain
qualified American Indian and Alaska Native students and provide them with a Na-
tive-centered arts education—graduate students from the degree programs with
demonstrated artistic and academic competency—focus on the needs of the indi-
vidual student by providing an environment that encourages independent work, per-
sonal growth and professional development—strengthen cultural identity—and pro-
vide awareness of community and cultural diversity.

Museum —IAIA’s enabling legislation also authorizes funding to the IAIA Mu-
seum and specifies its dual purpose of public education and presentation. Its facili-
ties and collections provide hands-on training for students and faculty and serve as
an outlet to showcase exemplary work and ongoing connections with students and
alumni. It provides the Institute with a highly visible venue for public relations,
education, and outreach, attracting over 50,000 visitors annually. It also houses the
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largest National Collection of Indian Contemporary Art comprised of more than
6500 pieces of artwork as well as valuable artifacts from BIA collections.

Campus.—The Rancho Viejo Partnership, Ltd. donated 140 acres to IAIA for the
establishment of the college’s permanent campus in 1989. IAIA developed the land
infrastructure for site development and created an impressive master campus plan.
The first phase of the new campus, which is nearly complete, includes the following
facilities: Academics and Administration, Cultural Center, Student Housing, Stu-
dent Life Center, Facilities and Information Technology Management, Library and
Technology Center, and a Student Mentoring Center.

Student Body.—IAIA’s diverse student body represents virtually every state in the
country. Over the years, IAIA has enrolled and graduated over 4,000 members of
the 562 federally recognized tribes. The student population is 90 percent American
Indian and Alaska Native and relatively young in comparison to other tribal college
student populations. On average, over 90 percent of enrolled students come from im-
poverished reservations located in rural, isolated communities. Their family income
levels are predominately below federal poverty standards and financial aid is crucial
for continuation of their study. The majority of IAIA students reside on campus and
experience phenomenal personal and professional growth from the holistic frame-
work and relevancy of the curriculum IAIA offers. Graduates become renowned art-
ists and/or highly respected professionals in tribal communities and mainstream so-
ciety.

Tuition.—IAIA’s is strongly committed to assisting its student body access both
federal and private sources of scholarship, financial aid and other tuition assistance
public and private programs. IAIA’s tuition rates are similar to other community
colleges in the Santa Fe area.

Performance Measures.—The Institute undergoes rigorous assessment through
regular reviews by mainstream accreditation committees and meets strict evaluation
standards. It holds dual accreditation as a 4-year fine arts college by the North Cen-
tral Association of Colleges and Schools and the National Association of Schools of
Art and Design.

Community Outreach and Support—Through its public education and outreach
services, IAIA serves over 50,000 students, community members and national and
international visitors annually. Because of the important work IAIA is conducting
in tribal communities, it has gained the national support of tribes and Indian edu-
cation and tribal organizations. Please note that this budget request has the unani-
mous support of the American Indian Higher Education Consortium, the All Indian
Pueblo Council, the National Congress of the American Indian, and the National In-
dian Education Association, as documented by resolution and or support letter.

FUNDING JUSTIFICATIONS

Accomplishments.—IAIA just completed another very successful year as it con-
tinues to establish itself on its new campus. The 2003 graduating class of 40 stu-
dents was one of the largest in the school’s history with six students receiving Bach-
elor of Arts or Bachelor of Fine Arts degrees and 34 students receiving Associate
degrees. In the last academic year, 32 percent of the student population achieved
placement on the President’s Honor Roll (GPA of 4.0) or the Dean’s Honor Roll (GPA
of 3.5+). In addition, 14 of these students were inducted into the Beta Theta Delta
Chapter of the Phi Theta Kapp International Honor Society.

Another highlight of fiscal year 2003 was the construction and completion of a
new library. The state of the art facility was made possible from gifts from the pri-
vate sector, appropriations from Congress and the State of New Mexico, grants from
the Economic Development Agency, the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and the Department of Agriculture, as well as gifts from tribes. The library
will support the newly added baccalaureate programs of the IAIA.

Many new partnerships and collaborations were created over the past year that
will prove to be of tremendous benefit in providing new learning opportunities for
students, some of which include:

—MOU with the Smithsonian National Museum of the American Indian

—MOU with the Maori University of New Zealand

—2+2 Articulation Agreements with other tribal colleges for transfer into IAIA’s

new four year programs

—100 new partnerships in support of the Center for Lifelong Learning

—Consortium with the Peabody Essex Museum, Hood Museum, Bishops Museum

and the Alaska Native Heritage Center to enhance museum and education pro-
grams and operations.

Because of TAIA’s accomplishments and growing reputation, the Eastern Band of
Cherokee in Cherokee, North Carolina approached IAIA to seek the establishment
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of a branch campus on their reservation. At IAIA’s request, the Cherokee Tribal
Council has conducted a feasibility study, which shows strong feasibility for course
offerings to both the Cherokee tribe and the Southern Eastern Tribes of the United
States. Similarly, at the request of the Alaska Congressional delegation, we are ex-
ploring expanding IAIA’s services to Anchorage, Alaska. The Alaska Native Heritage
Center is highly interested in partnering with IAIA in this endeavor. Jointly, we are
planning a feasibility study over the next year and a subsequent implementation
plan appropriate to the conducted research.

Remaining Challenges.—Although IAIA’s track record has been exemplary over
the past several years, significant challenges still remain in the institution’s viabil-
ity. More funding is needed to solidify gains and allow the Institute the opportunity
to fully develop into its newly awarded four year designation. Actual costs of basic
operations, critical to the four year status, were not fully addressed the fiscal year
2004 budget and far exceed the federal appropriation. Below is a summarized list
of critical needs/priorities that must be met in the next two fiscal years.

—Stabilize operations and maintenance of existing programs and new facilities

—Meet strict accreditation mandates directly related to four year programs of stu-

dent, including: strengthen faculty and staff credentials; provide new tech-
nologies for instructional delivery; strengthen current curriculum and imple-
ment new programs of study; expand library services through technology and
campus services and community outreach

—Strengthen student services to include developmental studies for the vast num-

ber of under-prepared students applying to IATA

—Conduct research study on retention of students and develop and institu-

tionalize successful model student retention programs

—Institutionalize data collection and provide ongoing training for faculty and staff

—Increase faculty and staff salaries appropriate to competitive markets

—Implement comprehensive recruitment program to strengthen student enroll-

ment and admissions systems

—Review financial management system through outside expert evaluation

—Renovate historical building, housing the valuable national collection of contem-

porary Indian art.

Lifelong Learning Center.—The emergence of adult learners as a major constitu-
ency in American higher education has been one of the most dramatic changes in
the United States in the past 25 years. Since the 1970s, national commissions have
been established to examine lifelong learning. Their collective recommendations and
findings presented significant research and evidence that have now placed a high
priority on comprehensive lifelong learning models in the education agenda for the
nation. As a result, the Kellogg Foundation has established continuing education
centers throughout the world, demonstrating their commitment to creating com-
prehensive lifelong learning models across all levels and groups of people. However,
until now, Native populations have not been considered in this agenda, yet have
some of the highest social, economic, and educational needs in this country.

Through a highly competitive process the W.K. Kellogg Foundation selected IATA
as the designated site for the very first continuing education center to serve Amer-
ican Indian, Alaska Native and indigenous peoples worldwide and granted the Insti-
tute a $2 million planning award. Planning, construction and development costs are
projected at $37 million of which, $17 million has been secured and/or committed.
The Kellogg Foundation has committed an additional $10 million but requires a fed-
eral match of $8 million. Federal cooperation is essential to the success of this ini-
tiative. The Institute is diversifying support for remaining costs for construction and
start-up by engaging private, state, and tribal partners.

CONCLUSION

An endless dedication to the sustainability of our Indian Nations keeps IAIA an
ever-evolving force in the world of creative arts. Through the hard work of our staff,
faculty, trustees, as well as the critical support of President Bush, Congress, founda-
tions and many individuals, we have achieved great things. This success has posi-
tioned the Institute to become internationally prominent. We appeal to you to con-
tinue to support IAIA’s hard-earned momentum. The federal resources specified in
TAIA’s budget request are essential to the future of the Institute of American Indian
Arts. Thank you for your serious consideration and continued support.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERTRIBAL BISON COOPERATIVE
INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

My name is Ervin Carlson, a Tribal Council member of the Blackfeet Nation of
Montana and President of the InterTribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC). Please accept
my sincere appreciation for this opportunity to submit written testimony to honor-
able members of the Appropriation Subcommittee on Interior. ITBC is a Native
American non-profit organization, headquartered in Rapid City, South Dakota, com-
prised of fifty-three (53) federally recognized Indian Tribes within an 18 state re-
gion. On behalf of these members of ITBC, I would like to address the following
issues: (1) request an appropriation of $3,000,000 for fiscal year 2005, an increase
from the $2.23 million of last year’s appropriation, (2) explain to the committee
ITBC’s unmet funding need of $23 million, and (3) update the committee on ITBC’s
present initiatives.

Buffalo thrived in abundance on the plains of the United States for many cen-
turies before they were hunted to near extinction in the 1800s. During this period
of history, buffalo were critical to survival of the American Indian. Buffalo provided
food, shelter, clothing and essential tools for Indian people and insured continuance
of their subsistence way of life. Naturally, Indian people developed a strong spiritual
and cultural respect for buffalo that has not diminished with the passage of time.

Numerous tribes that were committed to preserving the sacred relationship be-
tween Indian people and buffalo established the ITBC as an effort to restore buffalo
to Indian lands. ITBC focused upon raising buffalo on Indian Reservation lands that
did not sustain other economic or agricultural projects. Significant portions of In-
dian Reservations consist of poor quality lands for farming or raising livestock.
However, these wholly unproductive Reservation lands were and still are suitable
for buffalo. ITBC began actively restoring buffalo to Indian lands after receiving
funding in 1992 as an initiative of the Bush Administration.

Federal appropriations have allowed ITBC to successfully restore buffalo the trib-
al lands, thereby preserving the sacred relationship between Indian people and buf-
falo. The respect that Indian tribes have maintained for buffalo has fostered a seri-
ous commitment by ITBC member Tribes for successful buffalo herd development.
Opportunities now exist for Tribes to utilize buffalo for tribal economic development
efforts. Thus, ITBC is now focused assuring economic sustainability of bison herds
and the promotion of buffalo as a healthy food source allowing Tribes to utilize a
culturally relevant resource as a means to achieve self-sufficiency.

FUNDING REQUEST

The InterTribal Bison Cooperative respectfully requests an appropriation for fiscal
year 2005 in the amount of $3,000,000. This amount is $770,000 above the fiscal
year 2004 appropriation for ITBC and is greatly needed to maintain last years fund-
ing level and to help build economic sustainability to the Tribal projects.

FUNDING SHORTFALL & UNMET NEED

In fiscal year 2004, the ITBC and its member tribes were funded through appro-
priations at $2,230,000. The President’s budget for fiscal year 2005 recommends a
funding amount of $1,144,000, which is a decrease of $1,087,000 at a time when
market prices for buffalo are only10 percent of the price three years ago.

At the current level of funding, many ITBC member tribes will not receive ade-
quate funding to begin buffalo restoration efforts. Other tribes that have success-
fully restored buffalo to Tribal lands will not receive adequate technical assistance
and resource development funds to ensure the sustainability of existing herds.

ITBC is structured as a member cooperative and 100 percent of the appropriated
funds expended on the development and support of Tribal buffalo herds and buffalo
product business ventures. ITBC funding is distributed to ITBC member Tribes via
a needs proposal review process developed by the consensus of members. ITBC sur-
veys member tribes, annually, to determine unmet project needs and currently the
total unmet need for ITBC member projects is $23,000,000. I have attached Tribal
Bison Project Proposal summaries that detail ITBC member tribe’s projects and fi-
nancial needs for your review.

ITBC GOALS & INITIATIVES

The immediate goal of ITBC is restoration of buffalo to Indian lands through the
development of Tribal buffalo herds and enhancement of buffalo product economic
development projects. ITBC’s ultimate goal is for Tribal buffalo herds to achieve
self-sufficiency and evolve into successful Tribal economic development projects.
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Economic Development

In 1991, seven Indian tribes had small buffalo herds, with a combined total of
1,500 animals. The buffalo provided little or no economic benefit to the tribal own-
ers. ITBC has proven extremely successful at buffalo restoration during its rel-
atively short 10-year history. Today, with the support and technical assistance of
ITBC, over 35 Indian Tribes are engaged in raising buffalo with approximately
15,000 animals owned and managed by ITBC member tribes. Many of these tribal
buffalo programs are close to achieving self-sufficiency via profitable operations. Of
great significance for Indian reservation economies, buffalo production has resulted
in a new industry creating hundreds of direct and indirect jobs relating to the buf-
falo management and production. As a result, thousands of dollars circulated
through Indian reservation economies.

However, Tribes must have the resources to build solid foundations for this new
industry to become fully self-sufficient and maintain sustainable buffalo herds.
ITBC provides critical technical assistance to member Tribes that have developed
sustainable management and infrastructure development plans. Additionally ITBC
provides training curriculum for the newly created jobs and marketing plans as
Tribal herds reach marketing capabilities. ITBC has begun implementation of a
marketing initiative to provide member Tribes with viable marketing options for uti-
lization of buffalo as economic development efforts. This marketing initiative is in
an infancy phase and continued funding is critical to achieve success.

Tribal Buffalo Marketing Initiative

When the tribal buffalo are ready for market, ITBC member tribes have faced an-
other obstacle to economic success. Few meat processing plants exist that are willing
to process range-fed buffalo. Shipping buffalo far distances to be processed increases
operating costs and reduces the quality of the meat by introducing unnecessary and
harmful stress to the animals. Further compounding the problem, existing proc-
essing plants often will not process buffalo unless the buffalo are finished in
feedlots, which compromises the objective of ITBC to provide a healthy range-fed
product. ITBC believes the development of tribally owned processing facilities that
will process range fed buffalo will provide a solution to the processing plant obsta-
cle.

ITBC has negotiated with the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Belknap
Indian Community in northern Montana to assist with the development of a meat
packing facility acquired by the Tribe in Malta, Montana. The Tribe requested
ITBC’s assistance to develop a viable facility for processing buffalo, to coordinate
with other Tribes for buffalo processing, and to build a cooperative market for the
Tribally produced range fed buffalo. ITBC has launched it’s marketing initiative by
negotiating to provide critical support to the Ft. Belknap Tribe in Montana and in-
tends to assist other tribes that have acquired USDA approved facilities. Develop-
ment of Tribally owned processing facilities will create the necessary infrastructure
to ensure the sustainability of Tribal buffalo production. Additionally, ITBC will
provide skills training in meat processing, cold storage facility development, proc-
essing plant enhancement, development of distribution systems for Buffalo meat
and by-products, and develop a cooperative brand name with standards and labeling
guarantees for Native American produced buffalo. The development of the Ft.
Belknap plant will serve as a model for other Tribal processing plants in strategic,
regional locations. Tribally owned buffalo processing plants will maintain the integ-
rity of the buffalo meat as a healthy food source, and provide culturally appropriate
processing methods.

Preventive Health Care Initiative

ITBC is committed to providing buffalo meat to Indian reservation families both
as an economic development effort for Native American producers and, more criti-
cally, as a healthy food to reintroduce into the diets of Native American populations.
Current research indicates that the diet of most Indian reservation families includes
large amounts of high cholesterol, processed meats that contribute to diabetes, heart
disease and other diet related illnesses.

ITBC has implemented a preventive health care initiative to provide easy access
to buffalo meat on Indian reservations and to educate more Indian families of the
health benefits of range fed buffalo meat in their daily diets. Generally, buffalo meat
is not sold in small quantities at the Indian reservation grocery and convenience
stores leaving Native American families with few alternatives to the high fat, high
cholesterol processed meats stocked in reservation stores. ITBC seeks to remedy this
conclcirn by providing buffalo meat in family sized quantities to Indian reservation
markets.
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CONCLUSION

ITBC has demonstrated success over the years by assisting its member tribes re-
store buffalo to their native lands for cultural purposes and economic development.
ITBC will continue to provide technical assistance and funding to its member tribes
to facilitate the development of sustainable buffalo herds.

ITBC and its member tribes have created a successful new Indian reservation in-
dustry, tribal buffalo production, resulting in new money for reservation economies.
In addition, ITBC continues to support methods to market buffalo meat by providing
easy access on the reservation and education efforts to the health benefits of buffalo
meat in the Native diet.

ITBC and its member tribes are appreciative of past and current support from the
Congress and the Administration. I urge the committee to consider an increase to
ITBC fiscal year 2005 appropriation to continue, without interruption, the important
and successful efforts of buffalo restoration and development of buffalo production
as viable Reservation based economic development efforts.

I would like to thank this Committee for the opportunity to present testimony and
the members of ITBC invite the honorable members of the Committee to visit our
Tribal buffalo projects and experience first hand their successes.

Questions and/or comments regarding any of the issues presented within this tes-
timony may be directed to Mr. Ervin Carlson, President or to Mr. Fred DuBray, Ex-
ecutive Director at (605) 394-9730.

[NOTE.—Additional  information can be found on the website:
www.intertribalbison.com]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERTRIBAL TIMBER COUNCIL
SUMMARY

Mr. Chairman, I am Nolan Colegrove, Sr., President of the Intertribal Timber
Council. I hereby submit the following requests for fiscal year 2005 BIA and U.S.
Forest Service appropriations:

(1) Increase BIA Forestry base funding by $119.6 million as per the Primary Rec-
ommendations of the December 2003 independent IFMAT-II report on Indian trust
forests and forest management,

(2) Integrate Interior fire funding for BIA lands into the BIA Forestry base budget
in Non-Recurring Programs, Resources Management, as per the Primary Rec-
ommendations of the independent IFMAT-II report on Indian trust forests and for-
est management,

(3) Within the overall BIA Forestry base funding increase in ITC request No. 1
above, support the BIA’s requested $1 million increase to Non-Recurring Programs,
Resources Management Forest Management Inventory and Planning, and add an
additional $6 million, to initiate a 10 year program to eliminate the backlog in forest
management planning,

(4) Restore Endangered Species in Non-Recurring Programs, Resources Manage-
ment to $3,035,000, and add $3 million for unfunded ESA mandates,

(5) Add $1 million to Environmental Management in Non-Recurring Trust Serv-
ices for cultural resource surveys,

(6) Add $8 million to Cadastral Surveys in Non-Recurring Programs Real Estate
1%ervi(aes, and add $1.5 million to Regional Office Operations Land Titles and

ecords,

(7) Within Wildland Fire funding, direct BIA to develop a Native American fire
crew leadership training program, and

(8) Add $2.5 million to U.S. Forest Service State and Private Forestry to fund the
newly authorized Tribal Forested Watershed Assistance Program.

Intertribal Timber Council background

The Intertribal Timber Council (ITC) is a twenty-eight year old organization of
seventy forest owning tribes and Alaska Native organizations that collectively pos-
sess more than 90 percent of the 7.6 million timberland acres and a significant por-
tion of the 9.5 million woodland acres that are under BIA trust management. These
lands provide vitally important habitat, cultural and spiritual sites, recreation and
subsistence uses, and through commercial forestry, income for the tribes and jobs
for their members. In Alaska, the forests of Native corporations and thousands of
individual allotments are equally important to their owners. To all our membership,
our forests and woodlands are essential to our physical, cultural, and economic well-
being, and their proper management is our foremost concern.
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(1) Increase BIA Forestry base funding by $119.6 million, as per the Primary Rec-
ommendations of the December 2003 independent IFMAT-II report on Indian
trust forests and forest management

The National Indian Forest Resources Management Act (Public Law 101-630) in
Section 312 (25 U.S.C. 3111) requires that every ten years the Secretary of the Inte-
rior provide for an independent assessment and report on the status of Indian for-
ests and forest management. After enactment of Public Law 101-630, the first In-
dian Forest Management Assessment Team report was issued in November 1993
(IFMAT-I). The second independent assessment has now been conducted and its re-
port, IFMAT-II, was issued in December 2003.

The IFMAT-II team consisted of nationally pre-eminent forestry professionals led
by Dr. John Gordon of Yale University. Six IFMAT-I team members also served on
the IFMAT-II team, providing invaluable continuity of knowledge about the IFMAT
processes and the Indian trust forest resource to the second assessment and report.
By statute, each IFMAT report must address eight specific tasks, including the
funding, staffing, management, and health of Indian trust forests. Additionally, each
IFMAT report must be submitted to Congress.

The IFMAT-II report, coming at this time when forest health and federal Indian
trust management adequacy issues are both being intensively debated, is particu-
larly significant. It is the only independent, standardized, periodic review of an In-
dian trust resource. There are no other reports of this kind for any other Indian
trust resource, and as such, in addition to the information the report provides for
Indian forests and forest health, it demonstrates the contribution independent re-
views can play in trust oversight.

IFMAT-II concludes that progress has been made in narrowing three of the four
gaps originally identified in IFMAT-I: (1) the gap between Indians’ visions for their
forests and how their forests are actually managed is narrowing, (2) the funding gap
between BIA Forestry and other comparable forests is narrowing (but principally as
a result of increased fire funding), and (3) more tribes have or are developing inte-
grated management plans. But (4), the progress has been made in the area of on-
the-ground trust responsibility.

In addressing its statutory mandate for “an in-depth analysis of management
practices on, and the level of funding for, specific Indian forest land compared with
similar federal and private forest lands” (25 USC 3111(a)(2)(A)), the IFMAT-II re-
ports finds that BIA base Forestry funding has actually declined in inflation-ad-
justed dollars from $3.29 an acre in 1991 (exclusive of fire funding) to $2.83 an acre
in 2001. This funding, when expressed as a percentage of U.S. Forest Service per
acre funding (inflation adjusted and excluding fire), has risen slightly from 21.6 per-
cent of USFS per acre spending in 1991 to 29.8 percent in 2001 (see Table 2b,
IFMAT-II page 58), but this comparative increase is due to USFS per acre funding
declining rather than a BIA increase. The IFMAT-II report recommends that BIA
base Forestry funding be increased by $119.6 million to bring it into per acre fund-
ing parity with the Forest Service IFMAT-II page 98).

(2) Integrate Interior fire funding for BIA lands into the BIA Forestry base budget
in Non-Recurring Programs, Resources Management, as per the Primary Rec-
ommendations of the independent IFMAT-II report on Indian trust forests and
forest management

The IFMAT-II report stresses the contribution that fire-related funding (fuels
management, preparedness, emergency stabilization) has made to the program since
1991. For 2001, the total BIA Forestry budget including base program funding and
fire funding is $9.38 an acre, or two-thirds of the $13.70 per acre combined base
and fire budget for the Forest Service. But while the BIA’s fire funding increase has
helped make-up a significant part of its funding disparity with National Forests, the
strict barriers on the BIA fire funds hamper more effective and coordinated manage-
ment, and can cause duplication of effort and other inefficiencies. The IFMAT-II re-
port therefore recommends that fire funding be made a permanent part of BIA’s
base Forestry funding in order to efficiently address forest health as part of overall
Indian forest management (IFMAT-II page 60). The ITC agrees and requests the
Committee to shift funding for BIA fire and fuels management and preparedness
to Forestry in Non-Recurring Programs, Resources Management.
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(3) Within the overall BIA Forestry base funding increase in ITC request No. 1 above,
support the BIA’s requested $1 million increase to Non-Recurring Programs, Re-
sources Management Forest Management Inventory and Planning, and add an
additional $6 million, to initiate a 10 year program to eliminate the backlog in
management planning

Within the fiscal year 2005 BIA budget request for Non-Recurring Programs, Re-
sources Management, we support the requested $1 million increase for forest man-
agement planning, but believe that the requested amount falls far below the actual
annual need of $7 million, as identified by the BIA’s own Status of Forest Manage-
ment Plans and Inventory Report. A November 13, 1998 Interior Solicitors’ Opinion
holds that “Indian timber may not be harvested until an approved forest manage-
ment plan has been established.” Yet the IFMAT survey reports only 43 percent of
the timberland tribes had current Forest Management Plans in 2001 (IFMAT-II
page 14, and Table 4 page 22). A current management plan is essential for the regu-
lation of a forest, and the design and execution of appropriate forest health activities
and timber sales all depend on a current plan. The absence of a current plan effec-
tively places the capacity to manage Indian forests and generate income from har-
vest of forest products at risk. Additionally, there are 185 tribal woodlands under
BIA trust management, of which only 34 (18 percent) were reported as having cur-
rent management plans.

(4) Restore Endangered Species in Resources Management, Non-Recurring Programs,
to $3,052,000 and add $3 million to begin fulfilling the unfunded ESA mandates

We request that the Endangered Species item in the BIA’s Non-Recurring Pro-
grams Natural Resources budget be provided $6,052,000. This amount restores the
northern spotted owl/marbled murrelet (NSO/MM) and Cheyenne River ferret pro-

ams back to their fiscal year 2002 level of $3 million ($1.6 million for the owl,

1.4 million for the ferret), includes $52,000 for cost of living adjustments, and then
adds another $3 million to begin addressing unfunded tribal/BIA endangered species
mandates. Congress started the NSO/MM program in 1991 to enable the BIA to ful-
fill its obligations after the owl and murrelet were listed under the ESA. BIA subse-
quently combined the NSO/MM with the ferret program. In fiscal year 2003, the Ad-
ministration proposed eliminating both activities, but Congress partially restored
the funding to 52,697,000. For fiscal year 2004, the Administration request of
$2,198,000 was enacted at $2,172,000 for ESA activities. It is essential that funding
to support ESA activities be restored. They are the only funds that have ever been
specifically provided in the BIA’s budget for addressing the NSO/MM listings. Re-
duction of these funds threatens ESA compliance activities and could potentially re-
strict or shutdown the timber harvesting that is essential to the economies of tribal
communities.

We request that ESA funding be fully restored for the NSO/MM and ferret pro-
grams to inflation-adjusted levels provided for fiscal year 2002. We also request a
further $3 million increase in the ESA budget item for management of other ESA-
listed species throughout Indian Country.

(5) Add $1 million to Environmental Management in Non-Recurring Trust Services
for cultural resources surveys

Indian lands are rich in historic artifacts and sensitive sites, and various federal
laws such as the Historic Preservation Act, NAGPRA, and NEPA impose exacting
requirements on land and resource managers. Cultural surveys generate the data
that is essential for forest and other resource management plans, but BIA has never
requested any funding to help meet those federal mandates. Accordingly, like last
year, we request that $1 million be added to Environmental Management in Non-
Recurring Trust Resources for cultural resource surveys.

(6) Add $8 million to Cadastral Surveys in Non-Recurring Programs Real Estate
Services, and add $1.5 million to Regional Office Operations Land Titles and
Records

Reliable and accurate boundaries and clear, current title are essential for the
management of Indian trust lands and resources. Without them, land use and man-
agement are clouded, its income subject to question, and its protection jeopardized.
But Interior funding has not been sufficient, so we request increasing the fiscal year
2005 funding to $16 million. We also ask that BLM, which for years has shirked
its statutory responsibility to provide cadastral surveys for trust land, be directed
to institute such a program as part of its baseline responsibilities.

For Land Titles and Records in Regional Office Trust Services, we ask an increase
of $1.5 million, to renew the commitment started several years ago to improve the
BIA’s ability to produce timely and accurate titles. Currently, BIA has 150,000 title
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documents that need to be recorded, and this caseload is growing as demand con-
tinues to outstrip the BIA’s capacity. Accordingly, we ask that funding be increased
by $1.5 million.

(7) Within Wildland Fire funding in the Bureau of Land Management, direct BIA
to develop a Native American fire crew leadership training program

There is an increasing need for fire crew leadership training that, if not ad-
dressed, could endanger the safety and hinder the deployment of otherwise fully
trained and able tribal fire crews. Native American crews constitute about 25 per-
cent of the line fire fighter work force and a crew leadership training program in
the BIA is essential to improve their safety and effectiveness. To help address this
need, we ask that the BIA be directed to develop a Native American fire crew lead-
ership training program.

(8) In U.S. Forest Service State and Private Forestry, add $2.5 million to fund the
newly authorized Tribal Forested Watershed Assistance Program

Title III of the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (Public Law 108-148) establishes
needed watershed forestry assistance programs for states (Sec. 302) and for Indian
tribes (Sec. 303). The authorized funding for the Tribal Watershed Forestry Assist-
ance program is $2.5 million a year, which we request to initiate the program in
fiscal year 2005. We anticipate funding will be applied through a national competi-
tive grant program that will help assure these relatively modest funds will be effec-
tively applied to worthy watershed projects throughout Indian country, where com-
munity water supplies are often fairly basic and heavily rely upon watershed health
for the quality of the community water supply.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE LAC DU FLAMBEAU BAND OF LAKE SUPERIOR
CHIPPEWA INDIANS

As Chairman of the Lac du Flambeau Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians,
located in Wisconsin, I am pleased to submit this written testimony which reflects
the needs, concerns and issues of the Tribal membership arising from the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2005 Budget.

INDIAN EDUCATION

Indian Education continues to be a Tribal priority. In the fiscal year 2005 Tribal
Priority Allocation (TPA) BIA formulation process the Lac du Flambeau Band made
education its top 4 priorities. These TPA programs include Scholarships, Johnson
O’Malley, Adult Education and Job Placement and Training. In the past we have
supported the President’s BIA budget on Indian Education, but this year most of
the increases are associated with school construction ($229.1 million) and operation
($565 million). This does not help the Lac du Flambeau Band. The Band is and has
been requesting increased funding through the Administration’s Tribal Priority Allo-
cation planning process in higher education and Johnson O’Malley, but has not been
successful. So again, we are asking Congress to address this funding shortfall
through the legislative process.

The Band’s specific concern is the funding levels associated with higher education
programs. There has not been an increase in the BIA’s higher education funding for
8 years. In fiscal year 2003, 230 Tribal members applied for scholarships and only
37 students were served. To fully support our eligible students, an additional
$141,000.00 of funding for Lac du Flambeau is required.

The Johnson O’Malley program has been under funded through the Tribal Priority
allocation process and the Band has identified a funding shortfall. Our Education
Program receives $55,967.00 to operate the JOM program. Given this limited fund-
ing, we are forced to concentrate the funding we receive on our high school students.
Subsequently, we have 520 students in grade school that are not served by the
Johnson O’Malley program. To fully fund this program at Lac du Flambeau, an ad-
ditional $93,000.00 would be required.

INDIAN HEALTH

The Lac du Flambeau Band urges Congress to support the Indian Health Service
request of $3.7 billion, an increase of $45 million over last year. One million six
hundred thousand (1.6 million) people utilize the Indian Health Service and the
number is growing. Even though the Band supports the increase, we do not think
$45 million is enough to address the growing health concerns and costs in Indian
Country. For example, Lac Du Flambeau received $3.2 million last year from IHS
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and supplemented the Peter Christensen Health Clinic by $1.9 million for a total
budget of $5.1 million.

Along with increased health care costs, there is the associated increase in health
insurance costs, which is having a negative effect on the Lac du Flambeau Band
and it’s enterprises. The Health Insurance premium for an employee with single
coverage is $451.60 per employee per month and for family it equals $966.00. The
non-Indian employee depending on the option can pay from $25.00 to $200.00 per
month to help off set costs. The total annual cost of health insurance the Band pays
is $7.3 million. It would be great to be able to use a portion of this money for infra-
structure development, education, economic development, natural resource manage-
ment and social services.

NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

In many past testimonies provided this Appropriations Committee, the Lac du
Flambeau Band has always described and discussed how important it’s natural re-
source are in providing fishing, hunting, gathering and economic opportunities to
the tribal membership. These same resources are also enjoyed by many non-Indians
who live, work and visit the reservation. So it is very important Congress supports
our efforts in protecting, conserving and enhancing these resources for present and
future generations. Specifically we would like Congress to address the following
funding issues:

Circle of Flight-Great Lakes Wetland | Water Fowl Management Program

We strongly urge the Committee to restore $596,000.00 for the Great Lakes Wet-
land/Water Fowl Management Program (Circle of Flight) that the Administration
proposes eliminating entirely again this year.

Congress restored this important funding last year and the Lac du Flambeau
Band would like to thank the Committee for understanding how important this pro-
gram is in restoring and preserving our Nation’s wetlands and waterfowl popu-
lations. This program also gives Congress, the Great Lakes Region Tribes, States,
USFWS, USDA, Ducks Unlimited and other private sector groups an opportunity
to work cooperatively in projects that provide wetland protection, flood control, clean
water and recreation in the Great Lakes Region. Your strong support of this pro-
gram is required again.

Tribal Historic Preservation

The Lac du Flambeau Band requests from the Saving America’s Treasures Ac-
count $1.5 million for the restoration of the Lac du Flambeau Boys and Girls Indian
School.

This school was opened in 1895 with the purpose of assimilating Indian children
from the region and operated as such until 1932. The history of the Lac du Flam-
beau Indian school represents a snapshot of a painful part of American history as
to the federal government’s various policies to address what at many periods in his-
tory was viewed as the “Indian problem.”

Specifically the boarding school era of the late 19th century had as its goal the
eradication of Indian traditional culture and language. Unfortunately, this story is
rarely told in present day text books. Restoration of the Lac du Flambeau Indian
School, will allow for the telling of this story. It is a story of cultural survival and
personal endurance in the face of what was at times seemingly insurmountable ob-
stacles. The Tribe’s goal to have inside the restored buildings a place to tell the
story of the boarding school era, as well as the creation of a space where present
day cultural learning and activities can take place.

Of the $1.5 million requested, $1.410 million will be used for planning, design,
and construction. The remaining $90,000 will be to continue the historical and ar-
chival research and creation of an exhibit for the public to view.

Wildlife and Parks

The Band has a comprehensive Natural Resource Department and dedicated staff
with considerable expertise in natural resource and land management. Our activi-
ties include raising fish for stocking, conservation law enforcement, data collection
on water and air quality, developing well head protection plans, conducting wildlife
surveys, and administering timber stand improvement projects on the 86,000 acre
reservation. We urge this Committee to increase the Wildlife and Parks budget and
set aside $200,000 for Lac du Flambeau ($100,000 for Tribal Fish Hatchery Oper-
ations and $100,000 for Tribal Management and Development). The Wildlife and
Parks budget has not increased significantly since 1990. An increase will ensure we
can maintain our current staff and critical natural resource programs.
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Forestry

Within the 86,000-acre reservation, we have 46,000 acres of forested land that
supports hunting and gathering opportunities for tribal members as well as logging.
Proper management of the forest is essential to sustain our subsistence lifestyle, but
also to provide economic growth for the Band. The Forestry Program, consisting of
two (2) foresters and two (2) technicians, undertakes a broad range of management
activities including tree planting, prescribed burning, timber road design and main-
tenance and timber sale administration. The Forestry Program is funded through
the Tribal Priority Allocation (TPA) within the Bureau of Indian Affairs budget,
which has been historically under funded. Through the TPA planning process, the
Band identified an unmet need of $107,000.00 just to support the current program.
Currently, through TPA funding the forestry program is receiving $99,985.00. Total
need to fully operate this program equals $207,000.00. In order to increase forest
development, timber sale management and wildfire control activities we urge the
Committee to earmark $107,000.00 for the Lac du Flambeau Forestry Department.
This program has not received any substantial funding increases since 1991.

Tribal Wildlife Grant and Landowner Incentive Program

We strongly support the continuation of State and Tribal Wildlife Grant and pro-
gram ($5 million tribal set-aside). These grant programs are extremely important,
because of the critical shortage tribes have experienced in conservation funding.
Generally, tribes manage Indian trust land with fewer staff and fewer dollars than
their state and federal counterparts. Thus, this funding is important to ensuring
that tribes carry out their responsibilities in a manner that is consistent with the
standards of their peer resource agencies.

Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission (GLIFWC)

The Band supports the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission request
of $4.196 million, to meet the needs in the Commission’s testimony submitted to the
Committee. The Band is a member of the GLIFCWC, which assists the Band in pro-
tecﬁing and implementing its treaty-guaranteed hunting, fishing and gathering
rights.

PAY COST SHORTAGES FOR BIA PUBLIC LAW 93—638 EMPLOYEES

The Lac du Flambeau Band is requesting the Appropriations Committee to re-
store full Public Law 93-638 Pay Cost funding for Tribes in the fiscal year 2005
Interior Appropriations Budget and consider restoring pay cost funding not received
in fiscal year 2002-2004 through a special appropriations. Funding for the Band’s
most critical core services have experienced unprecedented erosion in recent years
as a result of the lack of appropriate pay costs increases. These services include law
enforcement, courts, education, natural resource management and social services.
Funding would be used to support staff managing the Public Law 93-638 programs
(TPA and non-TPA). If these services were carried out by the federal government
they would continue to receive the appropriate pay cost increases mandated by fed-
eral law. Since tribal governments have assumed this responsibility under the In-
dian Self-Determination Act, Congress and the Department of the Interior has failed
to fulfill its responsibility under the Act by not ensuring the Band has the same
amount of resources the federal government would have to carry out these func-
tions. Over the course of several years, Tribes have received 75 percent of the pay
cost adjustment in fiscal year 2002, 15 percent in fiscal year 2003 and approxi-
mately 30 percent in fiscal year 2004. For the Lac du Flambeau Band $50,900.00
would provide for a 5 percent cost of living adjustment for the programs operated
pursuant to its Self-Determination Act contracts including programs within the
Tribal Priority Allocation, Tribal Management and Development and Tribal Fish
Hatchery Operations. The Lac du Flambeau Band is requesting $50,900.00.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NAVAJO NATION

The Navajo Nation appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments con-
cerning the proposed fiscal year 2005 budget for the Navajo Indian Irrigation
Project (“NIIP”).

I. BACKGROUND

From the 1920s through the 1950s, the Navajo Nation developed a keen interest
in a large-scale irrigation project near Shiprock, New Mexico, to partially alleviate
the hardships caused by the brutal livestock reduction program of-the federal gov-
ernment. At the same time, the State of New Mexico considered plans to divert San
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Juan River water across the Continental Divide through the Rio Chama to serve
non-Navajos in Albuquerque and elsewhere in the middle Rio Grande Basin.

In 1956, Congress passed the Colorado Storage Project (“CRSP”) legislation (Pub-
lic Law 84-485) authorizing construction of the Navajo Dam, identifying both the
Shiprock project and the San Juan-Chama Diversion Project as participating
projects, but did not authorize construction of either project, pending agreement on
their respective water allocations. In December of 1957, the Navajo Nation and the
State of New Mexico reached such agreement-the Navajo Nation would consent to
in annual average diversion of up to 110,000 acre-feet from the San Juan River for
the first stage of the San Juan-Chama Diversion Project in consideration for the
construction of a 110,630 acre NIIP with a diversion right of 508,000 acre-feet per
year.

As the Interior Department’s Inspector General stated, the Navajo Nation Coun-
cil’s approval of this agreement “culminated 10 years of negotiations.” Audit Report
“Navajo Irrigation Project, Bureau of Indian Affairs,” No. 88-43 (Feb. 1988) at 3,
(“Audit Report”). “It is generally agreed that the [Navajo] Tribe was promised a
completed irrigation project of a certain size and, based on that promise, made im-
portant concessions in return for an irrigation project.” Id.

In 1958, Senators Anderson and Chavez introduced a bill to jointly construct the
NIIP and the San Juan-Chama Diversion Project. The legislation, embodying the
agreement between the Navajo Nation and New Mexico, was signed into law by
President Kennedy in 1962. Public Law 87-483. As the Inspector General recounted:

“The Navajo Irrigation Project was authorized in the same Congressional bill as
the San Juan-Chama Diversion Project, with the implication that construction of the
two projects would proceed generally at the same pace. Congress subsequently ap-
propriated funds for the San Juan-Chama Diversion Project, and the Bureau of Rec-
lamation completed the Project on schedule in 1971. (Without the Tribe’s agreement,
it would have been impossible for New Mexico to obtain rights to the water now
being diverted to the City of Albuquerque and the middle Rio Grande Valley). Con-
versely, appropriations and construction for the Navajo Irrigation Project have
lagged far behind schedule. . . . There have not been any significant appropriations
or major construction on the Project since 1980. . . . Construction of the Navajo Ir-
rigation project is about half complete and at least 16 years behind schedule.”——
Audit Report at 1.

Funding for fiscal years 1994 through 2002 was increased to approximately $25
million to allow for additional construction of the NIIP, but this was still not suffi-
cient to complete the NIIP in a reasonable time period. Funding for fiscal years
2003 and 2004 was drastically reduced from those amounts by approximately 50
percent, and resulted in no substantial construction. Today, the NIIP is only about
65 percent completed. The proposed fiscal year 2005 budget continues the reduced
funding level, which again delays any substantial construction.

II. CONSEQUENCES OF THE DECREASED FUNDING

A comprehensive study of the Navajo Agricultural Products Industry (“NAPI”)
commissioned by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, “NAPI: Navajo Agricultural Assess-
ment Project” (Mid Kansas Agri Co 2000), identified organizational and manage-
ment deficiencies within NAPI and a variety of external causes of NAPI’s then-lack
of profitability. According to the study those external causes directly implicated the
failure to complete construction of NAPI as promised. . . .

“2. Farm development that included excessive infrastructure (roads, offices, build-
ings, staff, etc.). If the farm had been developed in a timely fashion as originally
planned, the infrastructure costs would not have been a problem,;

“3. Amount of time taken for BIA to develop the farm. The extended period of
time it has taken to develop the farm has resulted in equipment being depreciated
or won out before the farm was fully developed. Funds that should have gone to-
ward replacing this equipment have been used for other purposes; and

“4. Inadequate funding throughout the developmental phases of NIIP. The BIA
has not provided adequate funding for training Navajo managers in business man-
agement skills and for production expenses incurred in the initial crop year for each
field.”——Id. Exec, Sum., at xii—xiii.

That report recommended an additional commitment of $31,250,000 of federal
funds for repairing and replacing old water delivery systems and for establishing
cover crops, Id. at xiii. The United States, however, did not implement such rec-
ommendations. On the other hand, NAPI implemented all of the major rec-
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ommendations of the report except one which was determined by the NAPI Board
of Director not to be cost-effective.

As a result of the limited funding, NAPI struggles to spread its overhead over an
incomplete farm, to manage a farm whose equipment and works have become obso-
lete even before the farm is substantially completed, and, now, even to undertake
federal responsibilities contracted under Public Law 93-638 with inadequate fund-
ing because, in the words of the BIA NIIP Project Manager, “BIA may have to make
some mandated payments out of the O&M [Operations and Maintenance] account
to some other Tribes this year.” Letter from NIIP Project Manager to NAPI (Feb.
4, 2004). In addition, NAPI and the NAVJO Nation bear the opportunity costs of
the incomplete farm. The 45,000 acres of the NIIP that are not yet served by the
irrigation project could have generated up to $15,000,000 per year, had the NIIP
been completed.

III. CAUSES OF FUNDING VARIATIONS

The United States first offered as justification for reduced NIIP funding the fact
that NAPI was not profitable. After NAPI returned to profitability three years ago,
the United States offered a new justification, that NAPI had not implemented the
Mid Kansas recommendations. Now that NAPI has done that, the current “Green
Book” offers another explanation: “The BIA is negotiating with the Navajo Nation
to establish a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) identifying activities and ad-
dressing responsibilities to initiate the turnover of completed blocks to the Navajo
Nation and identify the date of project completion. Construction of additional facili-
ties is being deferred until the MOU is finalized and signed.” Green Book, p. BIA-
338.

However, Interior officials have also stated on other occasions that they have been
instructed not to work on the MOU. In addition, the BIA has said that the United
States will not fulfill its agreement until the Navajo Nation agrees to take over “re-
sponsibilities” of the NIIP “completed blocks,” although the project is only 65 per-
cent complete.

These continued justifications for reduced funding result in additional delays for
the completion of the NIIP. Ultimately, these delays result in additional costs to the
NIIP, which makes it more expensive and costly to all parties involved. Further-
more, none of these purported justifications honors the central fact that the Untied
States and the Navajo Nation have agreed for the construction of the NIIP. This
agreement was not conditioned on a profitable NAPI or compliance with the rec-
ommendations of any third party but was in exchange for the Navajo Nation’s con-
sent to the diversion of 110,000 acre-feet of water to the San Juan-Chama diversion
project.

IV. FISCAL YEAR 2005 FUNDING REQUST—$40 MILLION

As the “Green Book” states, “NAPI is a diverse, viable business enterprise that
directly contributes over $30 million annually to the regional economy. NAPI-related
activities employ over 200 full-time employees annually and over 1,000 seasonal em-
ployees during peak operations. NAPI’s future projects include continued crop diver-
sification, food processing plants, and modern crop storage and processing facilities
to fulfill customer packaging preferences and market demands.” Green Book, p.
BIA-337. The BIA NIIP Project Manager requested that the fiscal year 2005 budget
include $40 million for NIIP construction. The Navajo Nation and NAPI’s Board of
Directors think this is an accurate and fair request to ensure completion of the NITP
and as a whole support the BIA funding request of $40 million.

NAPT’s management and Board have, within the past quarter, adopted a five-year
strategic plan. Its achievement will bring more employment to the Navajo Nation,
more dollars to the regional economy, and more profits to the Navajo Nation. How-
ever, these goals will not be realized if the NIIP continues to be funded at the pro-
posed fiscal year 2005 level.

As such, the proposed funding for the NIIP for fiscal year 2005 is woefully inad-
equate. The Navajo Nation, therefore, respectfully requests that Congress increase
funding for the NIIP to $40 million for fiscal year 2005.

We appreciate the opportunity to offer these views for the consideration of the
Subcommittee, and look forward to any discussions, clarification, and testimony that
the Subcommittee deems desirable.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NAVAJO NATION

The Navajo Nation thanks the subcommittee for its support over the past year
for funding Indian Self-Determination Act (ISDA) programs. The Navajo Nation has
seen first hand the interest the subcommittee has shown in supporting the Navajo
Nation’s efforts to bring about social, governmental and economic change to its com-
munities. Federal funding is the single most pressing budget issue facing our Nav-
ajo communities for fiscal year 2004 through fiscal year 2006, so much so that, the
United States Commission on Civil Rights Report of July 2003 “A Quiet Crisis”
states,

“Native Americans still suffer higher rates of poverty, poor educational achieve-
ment; substandard housing and higher rates of disease and illness . . . continue to
rank at or near the bottom of nearly every social, health, and economic indicator.”

The conditions have not changed much. This is why the Navajo Nation takes issue
with the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget since it includes drastic measures that
provide no real significant funding increases to ISDA.

Overview.—The Navajo Nation fully impresses upon the subcommittee that the
ISDA funds contracted from the Department of the Interior-Bureau of Indian Affairs
budget is a vital function of the federal Indian self-determination policy.

The Congress and the Administration must be reminded, that we just started the
second quarter-century of the ISDA. Quite frankly, Tribal governments and their
communities can certainly fare much better than the first quarter-century, if the
Department would simply support, formulate and defend a budget reflective of the
ISDA policy.

Budget Impacts.—The Navajo Nation presents an analysis and impending impacts
of the President’s fiscal year 2005 Budget proposal on the ISDA contracted pro-
grams; as well, the Navajo Nation offers its perspective of our budgetary needs.
Over the course of this Administration, the President has requested an average of
only 2.35 percent in increases for fiscal years 2002 through 2005 for the Operation
of Indian Program (0IP) budgets, which is comprised of numerous budget categories,
namely, tribal priority allocation (TPA), Other recurring program (ORP), non-
recurring program (NRP), construction (CON), special pooled overhead programs
(SPP), Regional Office Operations (RO) and Central Office Operations (CO). For fis-
cal year 2005, the President requested $51,929,477,000 for OIP, $36,772,000 more
than the fiscal year 2004 enacted budget, representing a 1.9 percent increase. Of
the fiscal year 2005 Budget increase for OIP, $54,997,000 or.065 percent above fiscal
year 2004 enacted amount was requested for TPA, $14,088,000 or 268.24 percent
above fiscal year 2004 enacted amount was requested for Trust Services within the
Central Office Operations budget category, and $10,105,000 or 5.86 percent above
the fiscal year 2004 enacted amount was requested for SPP within the Regional Of-
fice Operations budget category. The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget requires
the subcommittee’s leadership to help the Congress debate the Administration for
its meager funding of the ISDA and its failure to meet the full accordance to the
federal government’s Indian self-determination policy.

Navajo Nation Fiscal Year 2005 Funding Request.—In April 2003 the Navajo Na-
tion requested $95,540,502 for various ISDA programs contracted by the Navajo Na-
tion. The requested amount includes a 5 percent or $4,549,548 planned increase
amount to fund fiscal year 2005 Navajo Nation Priorities: Scholarship/Higher Edu-
cation and Law Enforcement.

The Navajo Nation’s priorities represent efforts to promote educational opportuni-
ties and safe communities. The 'Navajo Nation believes that an educated workforce
willing to conduct commerce with the rest of America is vital to raising its standard
of living. Despite efforts to develop the Navajo Nation’s budgetary need with the De-
partment, the Navajo Nation now learns that the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget
makes no requests to fund priorities we have identified; and for that matter, makes
no attempt to hearken our plea of developing an educated workforce.

While we are grateful for the receipt of past funding, we must state, the fiscal
year 2005 President’s budget does little to establish social and economic parity com-
parable with the rest of the citizens of America. We have continuously stated that
current funding levels to the Navajo Nation are insufficient to adequately meet the
needs of the Navajo people. Thus, it is important to remind the Congress and the
Administration of our unmet needs budget for fiscal year 2005 in the amount of
$331,345,192. The Congress, through several appropriation provisions, has persist-
ently stated that. “the BIA shall develop alternative methods to fund tribal priority
allocations base programs in future years.” To date no methodology recommenda-
tions have been developed by the BIA.
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Response to Fiscal Year 2005 Budget Policy Issues.—The challenges the Navajo
Nation faces in fiscal year 2004 and now with fiscal year 2005 and further antici-
pated for fiscal year 2006, are shortfalls in funding and absent any longstanding
federal-Indian policy initiatives to sustain operational and funding parities. In the
Department of the Interior’s own fiscal year 2003-2008 Strategic Plan, several out-
come strategies have been adopted for the tribal ISDA contracted programs, with
specific performance measures for each significant outcome. While the Department’s
Strategic Plan is noble in projecting performance measure outcome plans lawmakers
like to see, the fact of the matter is, the fiscal year 2005 funding request does little
to achieve the Department’s stated performance outcome measure for all of Indian
Country. The following are specific budget policies that drive the President’s fiscal
year 2005 budget request and all of which presents a great hindrance to the Navajo
Nation, as well as all Indian tribes and yet the Navajo Nation makes its rec-
ommendations.

Fiscal Year 2005 Impact on Fiscal Year 2006.—The Navajo Nation has learned in
early March 2004 that the Administration is directing all executive departments to
plan for a 2.4 percent cut to its fiscal year 2006 budget request and are instructed
to submit reduced numbers reflecting the planned budget cuts.

The Administration’s latest action substantially cuts the already under funded fis-
cal year 2006 Tribal ISDA budgets and further exacerbates the historical ISDA
funding problem. The instructed 2.4 percent cut represents a $55.3 million cut in
fiscal year 2006. Once inflation and salary increases are taken into account, the real
cut easily reaches 3.6 percent or nearly $80 million to OIP. Overall, the department
will take a $259 million cut in fiscal year 2006. Budgeting within these constrained
funding levels will be even more challenging than in fiscal year 2005. While the Ad-
ministration dramatically cuts every single Interior agency, the BIA will absorb 22
percent of the overall cut. As for the Office of Special Trustee, it would be scaled
back by $8 million. The office’s budget saw increases of 54 percent and 44 percent
in the past two years.

Restore Full 638 Pay Cost Funding.—We ask the Congress to restore full 638 Pay
Cost funding for tribes. Tribes count on the cost of living pay increase, which is
similar to what the Administration and Congress provide for federal employees each
year. Due to the Administration’s budget decision, tribes like the Navajo Nation re-
ceived only 30 percent of their pay cost adjustment in fiscal year 2004, 15 percent
in fiscal year 2003 and 75 percent in fiscal year 2002. The shortfall of 638 Pay Cost
funding for these years have caused ISDA programs to absorb the cost by reducing
operations and direct services to ISDA clients. The Navajo Nation strongly urges the
Congress to restore 100 percent 638 Pay Cost funding for tribes in fiscal year 2005,
and to consider restoring 638 Pay Cost funding not received for fiscal years 2002—
2004 as a special appropriation.

Provide Training to Tribes of Base Line Data for Budgets and Performance.—Since
fiscal year 2002, Indian tribes have been left out of the discussions regarding the
implementation of the Administration’s Management Agenda. Our ISDA programs
have been left to defend for themselves when the Program Assessment Rating Tool
(PART) assessment were being administered in fiscal year 2003 and as more are
scheduled in fiscal year 2004 and fiscal year 2005. And all the while, the Office of
Management and Budget continues to rate Bureau and Tribal-operated programs
with yellow on progress and red on status, linking budget decisions to performance
measures and cost management information to improve budget performance integra-
tion. We request the Congress to direct the BIA to establish high-level coordination
with Tribes on their reporting requirements and with their method of processing
tribal financial and performance accomplishment reports for purposes of developing
the annual budget. By that token, we request new funding be provided to the BIA
and Tribe’s ISDA programs for training on the various reporting requirements and
the PART demands.

Fiscal Year 2003 Estimated Carry-Over.—The President requests a one-time
55,400,000 reduction to the fiscal year 2005 OIP budget. The reduction stems from
an anticipated carry-over from fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004. The Congress
must note that when the fiscal year 2003 Interior bill was signed into law, disburse-
ment to tribes and the BIA was not made fully available until late March 2003,
causing all BIA operations to expend their appropriated funds with approximately
75 percent of the fiscal year remaining. The Navajo Nation requests the Congress
to add the fiscal year 2005 anticipated carry-over reduction and all future carry-over
reductions to the ISDA funding base for ISDA programs identified as national pri-
ority ISDA programs by Indian Tribes.

Contract Support Costs (CSC).—The fiscal year 2005 President’s budget requests
$133,314,000 for CSC, a 5,334,000 or .25 percent decrease from fiscal year 2004 en-
acted level. The Congress has consistently not funded CSC at 100 percent. Rather,
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this Congressional sanctioned impasse has produced nothing more than capping
CSC at 89 percent since fiscal year 2003. The Navajo Nation strongly urges the Con-
gress to restore 100 percent CSC funding for tribes in fiscal year 2005, and to con-
sider restoring CSC funding not received for fiscal years 1999-2004 as a special ap-
propriation.

Trust Asset Management Reform.—The Administration has approached this issue
by piecemeal and at the expense of the ISDA programs. General provision language
in the fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004 Interior Appropriation have consecu-
tively directed the BIA to transfer any un-obligated funds from prior appropriation
acts to be made available for trust management reform activities.

We recommend that no provisions be made a part of the fiscal year 2005 Interior
Appropriation bill and that the Congress direct the Department and the Office of
the Special Trustee to: (1) report and communicate their trust reform processes, (2)
report their performance results and have them assure that they are measured
against their trust reform plan. Further we recommend Congress to monitor the
conditions of critical ISDA program resources in the Department’s plans; and assure
that ISDA funding resources are not impacted as a result of the Department imple-
menting their trust asset management reform plan.

Education Construction.—Despite a terrible backlog of new school construction,
Education Construction will lose $65,871,000 or a 28.75 percent decrease in the
President’s fiscal year 2005 budget, primarily due to the rationale that funding will
be used for construction for the remaining five schools. Disturbing to the Navajo Na-
tion, the fiscal year 2005 budget proposes that the remaining balance upon funding
the five schools will be used to replace the next schools on the priority list. The Nav-
ajo Nation requests that Congress restore the fiscal year 2005 decrease and to es-
tablish assurance from the Department, which the next schools scheduled for re-
placement are funded with new funding.

CONCLUSION

Investing in tribal communities should not be weighed against how much the fed-
eral government can spend to minimally live up to its federal trust obligations. In-
stead, the federal government should invest in tribal communities so tribal commu-
nities can create for themselves, a strong economic base. America’s first people
ceded insurmountable amounts of real estate property containing vast riches of re-
newable and non-renewable natural resources with the hopes that such patriotic
acts would provide to the birth of the new country-, that treaty negotiations would
bring perpetual returns. Since then, the United States has become a world leader
in promoting democracy, developing a strong military defense and building a sus-
tainable economy. Yet, its government fails to institute long-standing governmental
and diplomatic prominence to the first Americans.

The Navajo Nation believes that it must be provided an opportunity to debate.
We want the Congress and the Administration to judge us not by the subsistence
funding it has provided, but how our performance has improved upon achieving a
level of funding parity in ISDA. Thank you for the opportunity to convey our budget
request and concerns and we respectfully request an opportunity to present oral tes-
timony to the Committee.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NAVAJO NATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Committee on Appropriations, thank
you for the opportunity to provide the Navajo Nation’s statement regarding the
President’s fiscal year 2005 Budget. This statement is authorized by the Intergov-
ernmental Relations Committee of Navajo Nation Council pursuant to resolution
IGR-72-04, as sponsored by the Chairperson of the Public Safety Committee of the
Navajo Nation Council, the Honorable Mrs. Hope MacDonald-LoneTree.

The Navajo Nation personally thanks the Senate Committee for its support of In-
dian Law Enforcement and for funding adult and youth detention centers in Indian
country. The Navajo Nation and People directly benefit from the support the Com-
mittee has given to Indian Law Enforcement.

OVERVIEW

In the 1997 Final Report of the Executive Committee for Indian Country Law En-
forcement Improvements, the Attorney General and the Secretary of the Interior
stated that Indian reservations were suffering from a “public safety crisis.” The re-
port went on to state that the Indian law enforcement problem in Indian Country
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was “severe,” and that “the most glaring deficiency is a chronic lack of law enforce-
ment resources.”

In the years since that report, the law enforcement situation on many Indian res-
ervations has not improved. On March 16, 2003, the U.S. Attorney’s Office in Flag-
staff Arizona stated that violent crime on the Navajo Reservation was six times
higher than the national average. Attesting to the lack of resources to adequately
police tribal communities, in an area roughly 22,000 square miles and covering
three states, the Navajo Nation employs just over 300 Navajo police officers.

Additionally, in a time of glaring national concern in America’s security against
acts of terrorism, many tribal reservations are sources of important natural re-
sources that provide energy to large cities such as Los Angeles, Phoenix, and Las
Vegas. The Navajo Nation, for example, is surrounded by power plants and large
water resources. The reservation also has substantial oil, gas, uranium, and coal re-
serves used to provide energy for West. Furthermore, the Navajo reservation is also
home to major transportation corridors that lead to major cities in Southwest.

Despite the fact that Indian reservations are facing increasing rates of crime and
are potentially targets of terrorist acts and infiltration, there is no significant in-
crease in the funding of Indian law enforcement. The primary challenge that Indian
L}?w ?}Illlforcement faces, and has faced for a number of years, is a federal funding
shortfall.

This challenge is directly related to the absence of a federal-tribal policy that will
create operational and funding parity for Indian law enforcement agencies on a con-
sistent basis. Though the Department of Interior’s fiscal year 2003-2008 Strategic
Plan provides several strategies intended to be adopted by tribal communities with
law enforcement performance measures, the fact of the matter is that the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2005 budget request will: (1) not assist the Department of Inte-
rior’s stated performance-outcome measure for Indian Law Enforcement, (2) not ade-
quately assist Tribes with controlling rising crime rates, and (3) not adequately
train and equip tribal law enforcement officers. A consistent, increase, and reliable
source of federal funding would greatly improve Indian Country’s crime fighting ca-
pabilities, as well as make tribal communities safer.

In order to improve Indian County’s ability to fight crime, tribal law enforcement
will need a substantial increase in federal funding. Indian Law Enforcement funds,
specifically Navajo Nation Law Enforcement funds, contracted from the Bureau of
Indian Affairs plays an important role in the safety of our communities, and argu-
ably, the safety of the United States. Unfortunately, President Bush’s fiscal year
2005 budget for Law Enforcement is a matter of serious concern and will require
this Committee’s leadership to ensure that tribal law enforcement is adequately
funded in accordance to the principles of Indian self-determination and the Federal
Government’s trust responsibility.

Though President Bush’s proposed fiscal year 2005 Budget requests more than
$180,600,000 to fund 676 full-time-equivalent (FTE) employees, it only provides $7.8
million to hire 70 Bureau of Indian Affairs employees and 79 Tribal employees with
operational costs at eight DOI-DOJ constructed detention facilities. Furthermore,
$1.4 million is earmarked for the Tohono O’odham Nation Reservation near the
U.S.-Mexican border. The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget does not reflect any
significant increases for Indian law enforcement throughout entire expanse of In-
dian Country.

The Navajo Nation respectfully requests Congress for increased Indian Law En-
forcement funding to a level of parity that other state and municipal law enforce-
ment agencies enjoy. Increased funding would be used for training and recruiting
law enforcement personnel, improving law enforcement infrastructure, replace dilap-
idated equipment, and enhancing information technology.

CHALLENGES

Challenge One: Law Enforcement Personnel Capacity.—Navajo Nation law en-
forcement, and Indian law enforcement in general, work in a demanding and dan-
gerous environment. Indian law enforcement personnel must be certified, trained,
adequately compensated, and equipped to do their jobs.

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the Navajo Nation is projected to have on res-
ervation population more than 201,000 by 2006. Furthermore, crime statistics reveal
that felonies have increased at an average of more than 4 percent over a four year
period from 1999 to 2003. Misdemeanors have increased at an average of nearly 17
percent over the same period while funding remains level in these years.

In order to effectively control crime in our communities, we need more law en-
forcement officers who are certified, trained, adequately compensated, and equipped
to do their jobs.
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Additional law enforcement personnel.—In January 2003, the Bureau of Justice
Statistics Report cites a need for more than 1,500 additional sworn officers through-
out Indian country. No where is this need more apparent than within the Navajo
Nation where the officer per capita ratio is only .03 police officers per 1,000 people.
This startling statistic is made more evident when compared to the FBI’s Uniform
Crime Report, which reveals that there are 209 officers per 1,000 people in non-In-
dian communities with population under 10,000.

Law Enforcement Compensation and Training Needs.—As a result of inadequate
funding, tribal law enforcement agencies have had to absorb 85 percent of Indian
Law Enforcement costs either through operation funds or by reducing law enforce-
ment personnel. Subsequently, this funding crisis impacts the ability of tribal law
enforcement agencies to attract and retain qualified law enforcement personnel. Ad-
ditionally, this funding issue detracts from other law enforcement services intended
for improving community safety.

Furthermore, the fiscal year 2005 budget request represents a 15 percent decrease
in the training of tribal law enforcement personnel. Without adequate training, trib-
al law enforcement personnel present a liability to their own safety and the safety
of the tribal community. In real world terms, “there are lives on the line.” Tribal
police officers face increasing risks that are totally avoidable with adequate funding.

Reliable and State-of-the-Art Equipment-Disparities.—The operating expenditure
for an individual tribal law enforcement office is approximately $36,000. This in-
cludes training, protective gear, communications technology, and other equipment.
While on the other hand, the operating expenditure for non-Indian law enforcement
is $43,000. This disparity reveals that Indian law enforcement officers are being
asked to do more with less.

Challenge Two: Law Enforcement Facilities.—Indian law enforcement facilities
commonly have very limited or no available professional space. Additionally, tribal
facilities are more expensive to maintain and improve to meet federal standards. On
the Navajo Reservation, there are less than 103 dilapidated seventy year old jail
cells for a population of over 150,000 Navajo people living on the reservation.

Constructing New Law Enforcement Facilities.—The Federal fiscal year 2005
budget does not request funding for new detention facilities. This poses a serious
problem for three detention facilities on the Navajo Reservation that remain to be
funded as new construction; these facilities are listed on the BIA’s Detention Pri-
ority List—as approved by Congress. Without adequate funding, tribal facility
needs—earmarked by Congress—will continue to be unmet and crime will continue
to rise.

Operation and Maintenance Budget Outpaces Demand of Maintaining Older
Buildings.—The Public Safety and Justice Construction program elements within
the fiscal year 2005 budget request is only $2,000 above the fiscal year 2004 enacted
level. The Navajo Nation unmet needs is $61,654,271.00. As such, this inadequate
increase falls short of fully supporting the Department’s Strategic Plan 2003-2008.
The Strategic Plan calls for achieving parity between Indian and non-Indian law en-
forcement, it also states that law enforcement facilities will be maintained or im-
proved to meet standards established by the Facilities Condition Index. This is not
possible given the President’s current fiscal year 2005 budget request.

Challenge Three: Reporting Statistics and Base Line Data for Budgets and Per-
formance.—Currently, there exists a need for tribal participation and involvement
with the President’s initiative on Budget and Performance Integration, and the for-
mulation and planning of baseline performance measures and standardized report-
ing. More than often, the Bureau of Indian Affairs formulates performance meas-
ures and corresponding budgets without tribal consultation. The Navajo Nation re-
mains steadfast in requesting the Federal Government to adhere to §106(j) of the
Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act, which states:

«

. . . [T]he Secretary shall consult with, and solicit the participation of, Indian
Tribes and tribal organizations in the development of the budget for the Indian
Health Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (including participation of Indian
Tribes and tribal organizations in formulating annual budget requests that the Sec-
retary submits to the President for submission to Congress . . .”

The Bureau of Indian Affairs must establish and maintain executive-level coordi-
nation with Tribes on matters related to the BIA’s reporting requirements and
method of processing tribal financial and performance accomplishment reports for
the annual budget. Further, it would be ideally feasible that Tribes are trained and
prepared to respond to various report requirements and requests such as informa-
tion used in formulating budget recommendations, performance planning and the
Performance Assessment Rating Tool (PART).
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CONCLUSION

Adequate funding for Indian law enforcement is desperately needed to meet in-
creasing challenges. Without any established policy initiative on part of the Federal
Government to help meet these challenges, Indian Country will continue to deal
with increasing crime such as murder, drug trafficking, rape, and robbery. Just on
the Navajo Nation we need $61,654,271 than presently is requested.

The Navajo Nation strongly requests your support. As it stands now, President
Bush’s fiscal year 2005 Budget does not provide adequate funding to address Indian
law enforcement challenges in Indian Country. We look forward to working with
this Committee. At this time, I will answer any questions the Committee may have.
Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE RAMAH NAVAJO SCHOOL BOARD, INC.
ABSTRACT

The Ramah Navajo School Board, Inc. (RNSB), which serves the educational
needs of 463 students in grades kindergarten through twelve, appreciates the oppor-
tunity to submit its views on fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropriation budget for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs Indian education programs. In order for our Pine Hill
School, and other BIA-funded schools, to begin to meet the mandates set out in the
“No Child Left Behind Act,” we respectively request that Congress appropriate ade-
quate funds in the fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropriation budget for the Bureau
of Indian Affairs Indian education programs as set out below:

Amount
Indian School Equalization Funds (million or $4,500/w.s.u.) $352.90
Administrative Cost Grant (million—on-going programs) 60.00
Initial AC Grant (million—new programs) 3.00
Student Transportation (per mile) 3.18
Facilities Operation (million) 69.30

COMMUNITY BACKGROUND

The Ramah Navajo Community, located in west central New Mexico in Cibola
County, is part of the Navajo Nation although it is geographically separated from
the main reservation. Due to its remote and isolated location, the community was
largely ignored for most of its history by the federal, state and tribal governments.
The incentive for the establishment of the Ramah Navajo School Board, Inc. (RNSB)
was the closing of the local public school in the late 1960s and the refusal of the
State of New Mexico to build a new school to replace the condemned school. Ramah
Navajo students then had to be bused to public schools in Grants and Gallup—both
55 miles away. Many Ramah Navajo children were also sent to BIA boarding
schools, some located out-of-state, far from the community and their parents for
months at a time. In order to bring their children back to their families and the
community, the Ramah Navajo people realized they had to have their own school
and that this school had to be controlled by the community. Led by grassroots lead-
ers, and working with the Ramah Navajo Chapter, the Ramah Navajo School Board
was established by the Chapter on February 6, 1970, and incorporated as a non-
profit organization in the State of New Mexico in February 10, 1970. On April 10,
1970, RNSB received its 501(c)(3) tax exempt status from the IRS.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE “NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT”

In the enactment of the “No Child Left Behind Act” of 2001 (NCLDA), the Presi-
dent and Congress confirmed the federal government’s trust responsibility for the
education of Indian children in BIA and state school systems. Nevertheless, the
President continues to submit to Congress budgets with no request to focus on the
full implementation of NCLBA, making it difficult for BIA-funded schools to meet
the requirements mandated by the law. As we enter the 21st Century full of hope
and promises, too many of our neediest Indian students are still being left behind.

RNSB strongly believes that in order to combat the pressure from the State Edu-
cation Agency (“BIA-Indian Education”) to hold the schools accountable for meeting
these mandates and the requirements imposed on schools that fail to meet these ac-
countability goals, a national mandate is called for to the President and Congress
to fund the “No Child Left Behind” initiatives at $1 billion in fiscal year 2005 total
for all education programs.
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Non-funded activities within BIA Indian Education includes continued focus on
raising student academic achievement, continued development of academic perform-
ance and cost efficiency measures that are comparable to public school systems, and
the strengthening of school-community links with parental involvement. The federal
government must also help close the achievement gap for disadvantaged students
by fully funding the NCLBA.

BIA SCHOOL OPERATIONS

RNSB requests that BIA school operations be funded as follows in the fiscal year
2005 budget:

Amount
Indian School Equalization Funds (million or $4,500/w.s.u.) $352.90
Administrative Cost Grant (million—on-going programs) 60.00
Initial AC Grant (million—new programs) 3.00
Student Transportation (per mile) 3.18
Facilities Operation (million) 69.30

Although the RNSB supports the Administration’s fiscal year 2005 request for an
increase in funding for BIA School Operations of $364 million, which would be
$522.4 million for the 2004-05 School Year, we believe there are continuing short-
falls that need to be addressed. The School Operations budget funds ISEF, Student
Transportation, Administrative Cost Grants and Early Childhood. The base value
for ISEF weighted student unit (w.s.u.) was $3,916 for fiscal year 2003 and $3,962
for fiscal year 2004, an increase of $46 per w.s.u. ISEF funds the instructional and
residential programs. RNSB recommends that the fiscal year 2005 ISEF budget be
increased to $4,500 w.s.u., to reflect the educational need in BIA-funded schools and
to continue to meet the requirements of the “No Child Left Behind Act.”

We note that the fiscal year 2005 Administrative Cost (AC) Grant request of $45.3
million for current contract and grant schools throughout the country is still below
the previous levels. The funding for AC Grants historically has been under-funded.
RNSB believes that the current funding need to administer these contracts and
grants is greater than the fiscal year 2004 funding level.

In addition, the Initial Administrative Cost Grant for BIA-operated schools con-
verting to contract and grant schools was not funded. Although the Administration
states that there are carryover funds available from fiscal year 2004, the BIA-oper-
ated schools which intend to convert to new contract and grant schools will face
greater obstacles in meeting the recent requirements of NCLBA. Therefore, RNSB
requests the funding for AC Grants be $60 million for on-going contract and grant
schools, and $3 million for Initial Grants.

School Transportation.—For Student Transportation, the BIA rate is $2.13 per
mile for the 2003—-04 School Year, far short of the national average of $2.92 reported
for public schools seven years ago. Yet the fiscal year 2005 budget includes a
$58,000 decrease for transportation costs, costs which have constantly exceeded the
budgeted rate because of: (1) sharp increases in fuel costs; (2) above average repair
costs for school buses used mainly in rural areas on roads that are not paved and
not maintained; and (3) escalating GSA rental and mileage rates. Our school has
been forced to use $100,000 to $150,000 of its ISEP funds to cover the shortfalls
in the transportation funding we received—a trade off we should not be forced to
make. Therefore, we ask Congress to increase student transportation in fiscal year
2005 to a level that can at least support a $3.18 per mile rate, which we estimate
would require an appropriation of at least $51.9 million.

School Facilities Operations.—The formula distributions for Facilities Operations
remain inadequate, often proving insufficient to cover even basic utilities, let alone
basic maintenance. Adequate formula funding for everyday upkeep of schools is a
critical element to assure schools will last longer and remain safe for students. With
Facilities Operations and Maintenance funds divided into two accounts in fiscal year
2000 (over the objection of the BIA schools), and Facilities Maintenance blended into
the overall line item for Facilities Improvement & Repair (FI&R) under the Edu-
cation Construction budget, it is difficult to discern what funding will be available
for Facilities Operations under the FACCOM formula. Currently we face a shortfall
of 21.18 percent. RNSB asks that Congress work with the Administration to ensure
that adequate funding—at least $69.3 million—is appropriated to eliminate this
shortfall. These funds are imperative to the operations of the Pine Hill School and
RNSB’ s Indian Self-Determination operations.

Navajo Tribal Education Department.—RNSB supports the Navajo Nation in its
request for funding to establish its own “Tribal Education Department” to assist 372
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BIA, public, private and parochial schools, school districts, and other programs serv-
ing 68,000 Navajo students within and near the Navajo Reservation in Arizona,
Utah and New Mexico. The Navajo Nation wants to establish its own educational
standards, institute a certification process for educators, integrate Navajo language
and culture into the curricula, and assist schools serving Navajo students to meet
the requirements of the “No Child Left Behind Act.”

U.S. Department of Education.—While we realize this Committee does not address
Department of Education funds under the Labor-HHS-Education appropriations act,
we want to share with you how such funds directly impact BIA-funded schools. The
proposed funding for the U.S. Department of Education provides direct and indirect
funds to BIA Indian Education for distribution to BIA-funded schools. The fiscal
year 2005 total request for Indian Education is $120.9 million, which is unchanged
from the fiscal year 2004 level. Grants to local education agencies (LEAs) is funded
at $95.9, million.

The BIA Office of Indian Education Programs (OIEP) distributes a percentage of
Title II-Part A (Improving Teacher Quality) grants to BIA-funded schools for the
purpose of improving student achievement. However, depending on the student pop-
ulation, the most a school can receive is $30,000. It is imperative that BIA/OIEP
and DOE/Indian Education collaboratively reassess these programs to request a
larger increase for this much needed initiative.

RBSB supports the Administration’s budget request for Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (IDEA) for special education and related services to children
with disabilities, which is $12.2 million for all programs. BIA-funded schools receive
funds under Part B and Part C of IDEA.

RNSB supports the Administration’s requested level funding for English Lan-
guage Acquisition of $681.2 million includes a $5 million set aside for BIA-funded
schools which are predominately Native American.

We thank you for your consideration of our requests for congressional funding in-
creasgs in the fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropriations BIA education budget as set
out above.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE RAMAH NAVAJO SCHOOL BOARD, INC.
ABSTRACT

The Ramah Navajo School Board, Inc. (RNSB) expresses its appreciation for the
opportunity to submit its views on matters coming before the 108th Congress. RNSB
requests that Congress appropriate $24 million in the fiscal year 2005 Interior Ap-
propriation budget specifically for the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) road appro-
priations for the repair, renovations and surfacing of BIA Routes 122 and 125 on
the Ramah Navajo Community in New Mexico.

COMMUNITY BACKGROUND

The Ramah Navajo Community, located in west central New Mexico in Cibola
County, is part of the Navajo Nation although it is geographically separated from
the main reservation. Due to its remote and isolated location, the community was
largely ignored for most of its history by the federal, state and tribal governments.
The incentive for the establishment of the Ramah Navajo School Board, Inc. (RNSB)
was the closing of the local public school in the late 1960s and the refusal of the
State of New Mexico to build a new school to replace the condemned school. Ramah
Navajo students then had to be bused to public schools in Grants and Gallup—both
55 miles away. Many Ramah Navajo children were also sent to BIA boarding
schools, some located out-of-state, far from the community and their parents for
months at a time. In order to bring their children back to their families and the
community, the Ramah Navajo people realized they had to have their own school
and that this school had to be controlled by the community. Led by grassroots lead-
ers, and working with the Ramah Navajo Chapter, the Ramah Navajo School Board
was established by the Chapter on February 6, 1970, and incorporated as a non-
profit organization in the State of New Mexico in February 10, 1970. On April 10,
1970, RNSB received its 501(c)(3) tax exempt status from the IRS.

JUSTIFICATION

Funding is needed for the repair and renovation of the two main roads running
through the Ramah Navajo Community—BIA Routes 122 and 125—which were
built by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and remain the BIA’s responsibility for their
maintenance and repair. These roads must be safe and passable since services and
households are scattered throughout the community area. BIA Route 122 is pri-
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marily a gravel road in critical disrepair, often impassable during inclement weath-
er, and is a dangerous road for our school buses. BIA Route 125, which passes
through the developed areas of Mountain View and Pine Hill, runs for approxi-
mately 25 miles through the community and is the only paved access from State
Road 53 to the Ramah Navajo and surrounding communities.

Hazardous Natural Terrain.—Even if BIA Routes 122 and 125 were all paved and
in excellent condition, they would be dangerous roads by their location alone. The
Ramah Navajo Community is in a rural isolated area, with elevations exceeding
7,000 feet. (The continental divide runs through a portion of the reservation.) The
terrain is hilly with juniper, pinon and pine tress throughout the area, obscuring
the road ahead as it winds through the community. Thus, the roads are dangerous
under the best of conditions, even during the day and in good weather. However,
during the evening and night, the dangers increase as it becomes more difficult to
see ahead. And during bad weather, with rain, snow or icy conditions, the roads be-
come even more hazardous.

Existing Road Problems.—BIA Routes 122 and 125 are in immediate need of ex-
tensive repairs, renovations and paving due to severe rough and uneven areas that
exist throughout the routes. Hazards include: extremely rough and uneven road sec-
tions; potholes and worn down road edges; faded center and side stripping; lack of
adequate road reflectors and side road indicators; lack of lighting at intersections
and crosswalks; outside lines that border the road are non-existent in some areas
making it hard to stay at a safe distance from the edge of the road causing drivers
to (iirift towards on-coming traffic—all of which present many safety and health haz-
ards.

Current Usage.—Although Route 125 is paved, most of the other roads in the com-
munity are either gravel or dirt. Usage of these routes, especially Route 125, in-
cludes the following:

—Residents of the Ramah Navajo Community, visitors, vendors, and public agen-

cies who have to drive the road—many on a daily basis.

—Our Pine Hill School buses transporting students to and from their homes that
are scattered throughout this rural community.

—Visiting school buses coming in for athletic activities, including activities in the
evening when the roads become even more treacherous for all travelers. Also,
visiting athletic teams usually have families traveling BIA 125 to attend the
events.

—Vendors from the major distribution areas of Grants and Gallup utilize this
Route 125 when they deliver their goods to the Pine Hill Market, the school and
school cafeteria, and the Pine Hill Health Center’s medical and pharmacy serv-
ices. Not only perishable goods, but liquid products such as propone, gasoline,
dieilel, and collection of waste by Waste Management are transported over these
roads.

—Other users include the U.S. Postal Service, UPS and Federal Express, private
stores delivering furniture, tables, office equipment, local private vendors and
feed for livestock.

—Public agencies that use the road are the U.S. Government, the Navajo Nation,
other tribal governments, the U.S. Forest Service, the U.S. National Park Serv-
ice, as well as State governmental officials.

—Emergency vehicles such as ambulance services, law enforcement, fire depart-
ment, and others who require swift travel are slowed down and in jeopardy
when using the routes.

—Patients being transported often complain about the added pain caused by the
bumpy roads, not to mention the time lost during emergency transport of pa-
tients.

—Vehicles pulling trailers with hay, wood, water and livestock are at risk.

—Pargicipants and visitors to the annual Ramah Navajo Fair must utilize this
road.

Federal Programs.—Multiple federally-funded health, education, community, so-

cial and administrative services and programs essential to the community are lo-
cated along BIA Route 125 as follows:

Funding provided by
At Pine Hill:
Pine Hill Health Center U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services/IHS
Emergency Medical Services U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services/IHS
Pine Hill Volunteer Fire Department U.S. Dept. of Homeland Security/FEMA
Pine Hill Schools (K-12) U.S. Dept. of the Interior/BIA
Pine Hill Schools (K-12) U.S. Dept. of Education
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Funding provided by

Pine Hill Schools (K—12)/Food Program U.S. Dept. of Agriculture
Pine Hill Schools (K—12)/New Dormitory ... | US. Dept. of the Interior/BIA
Ramah Navajo Head Start U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services
Family And Child Education (FACE) U.S. Dept. of the Interior/BIA
Workforce Investment Act (WIA) U.S. Dept. of Labor

At Mountain View:
BIA SW Region/Ramah Navajo Agency U.S. Dept. of the Interior/BIA
Ramah Navajo Chapter U.S. Dept. of the Interior/BIA
Ramah Navajo Police Department U.S. Dept. of the Interior/BIA
Ramah Navajo District Court U.S. Dept. of the Interior/BIA
RNSB Social Services U.S. Dept. of the Interior/BIA

The importance of BIA Routes 122 and 125 is not limited to usage by the above
entities—it is also the main road for other agencies and organizations such as Gal-
lup-McKinley School District buses, Waste Management for collections, and the Pine
Hill Market site, where a service station, a community bank, a Laundromat,
CellularOne and other businesses are located.

Federal Government/BIA Responsibility.—Although the BIA’s Southwest Region/
Ramah Navajo Agency Roads Department is responsible for maintaining this road
and all others in the community, the BIA has stated that it is unable to correct the
problems on BIA Routes 122 and 125 due to limited funding. Since Routes 122 and
(1325 are BIA roads, funding is unavailable from the State of New Mexico and Cibola

ounty.

Therefore, the Ramah Navajo School Board, Inc. is requesting congressional fund-
ing in the fiscal year 2005 Interior Appropriations (BIA) budget for the repair and
Iéenovation of BIA Routes 122 and 125 in the Ramah Navajo Community in Cibola

ounty.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE RED LAKE BAND OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the other distinguished members of the Com-
mittee for this opportunity to provide testimony on behalf of the Red Lake Band of
Chippewa Indians. On behalf of the people of Red Lake, who reside on our reserva-
tion in northern Minnesota, we respectfully submit that the budget appropriation
process represents for us the major avenue through which the United States govern-
ment fulfills its trust responsibility and honors its obligations to Indian tribes. We
must depend on you to uphold the trust responsibility which forms the basis of the
government to government relationship between our tribe and the federal govern-
ment. The Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians requests $7.9 million in additional
fiscal year 2005 Interior funding for Red Lake’s programs.

Red Lake is a relatively large tribe with 9,650 members. Our 840,000 acre res-
ervation is held in trust for the tribe by the United States. While it has been dimin-
ished in size, our reservation has never been broken apart or allotted to individuals.
Nor has our reservation been subjected to the criminal or civil jurisdiction of the
State of Minnesota. Consequently, we have a large land area over which we exercise
full governmental authority and control, in conjunction with the United States.

At the same time, due in part to our location far from centers of population and
commerce, we have few jobs available on our reservation. While the unemployment
rate in Minnesota is about 5 percent, ours remains at an outrageously high level
of 74 percent. The lack of good roads, communications, and other necessary infra-
structure continues to hold back economic development and job opportunities.

The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget request for Indian programs falls far short
of what tribes need. The following testimony highlights the most critical needs of
the Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians in fiscal year 2005.

TRIBAL PRIORITY ALLOCATIONS (TPA)

Tribal governments have suffered a terrible and unprecedented erosion in federal
funding for their critical core governmental services in the last decade. These serv-
ices, including law enforcement, fire protection, courts, road maintenance, resource
protection, and education and social services, affect the every day lives of people in
Indian communities.

Tribes are locked in a desperate struggle to protect the funding levels provided
for these services, especially since the crippling, nearly $100 million cut in the TPA
in fiscal year 1996. Although the President’s budget each year has requested an in-
crease in the TPA, in fact, except for a few targeted exceptions, none of these in-
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creases ever go to tribes’ existing TPA programs to offset inflation. Instead, these
increases go to fund new tribes and for certain internal transfers and uncontrollable
costs. There has been only one small General Increase in the TPA in fiscal year
1998.

Further exacerbating the situation, tribes’ core service funding has been subjected
to permanent, across-the-board reductions each year, as well as permanent, targeted
reductions such as the fiscal year 2004 reduction in tribal funding used to finance
the BIA bureaucracy’s Information Technology upgrades. Additional TPA cuts are
proposed in fiscal year 2005 for Scholarships, Pay Costs, and “Anticipated savings
related to improved fleet management”. It has become a major task each year just
to count up the number of ways the TPA is being cut.

As a result of the above, tribes’ core service funding is far less, in real terms, than
a decade ago. Critical services continue to erode, seriously undermining our ability
to provide some semblance of public safety, security, and well-being for people who
already suffer some of the worst living standards in America. It may be the case
that some federal agencies can absorb this onslaught of cuts, but tribes cannot—
we have reached the breaking point.

Let me provide an example of how real the funding crisis for basic services is at
Red Lake. Below is a table showing TPA funding versus actual expenditures for just
two of our critical service programs, Community Fire Protection and Tribal Courts.

Calendar year 2003

Tribal program Actual TPA BIA Actual Actual
budget expenditures shortfall !

Unmet need 2 Total need

$42,500 $310,192 ($267,692) $3,557,479 $3,599,979
246,900 559,136 (312,236) 325,400 884,536

Fire Protection
Tribal Courts

L1 O 289,400 869,328 (579,928) 3,882,879 4,484,515

1The actual shortfall, $579,928 for just these two programs, had to be taken from other Tribal programs, sharply reducing services pro-
vided by those programs.

2The Unmet Need for Fire Protection is primarily to replace two fire station buildings due to age and deteriorating conditions. The Unmet
Need for Tribal Courts is primarily for additional staff to resolve a tremendous backlog of existing Court cases.

The above example illustrates the damage caused by the onslaught of cuts to the
TPA. The only solution to this crisis is a General Increase in the TPA, to be distrib-
uted to all tribes. The increase should be no less than 5 percent ($35 million) over
the fiscal year 2004 enacted level. This amount will not even come close to replacing
funds lost to inflation and across-the-board reductions, but will provide a start at
addressing the present crisis.

PUBLIC LAW 93—-638 PAY COSTS

The only general increase tribes could count on each year was a cost of living pay
increase, known as the 638 Pay Cost account, and which is similar to what the Ad-
ministration and Congress provide for federal workers employed by federal agencies
each year. Now, even this cost of living pay increase in under attack. Due to federal
administrative oversight and through no fault of the tribes, tribes received only 75
percent of their 638 Pay Cost funding in fiscal year 2002. Due to an Administration
decision, tribes received only 15 percent of their 638 Pay Cost funding in fiscal year
2003 and about 30 percent in fiscal year 2004. These cuts, when combined with the
cuts to the TPA described above, have been nothing short of crippling.

The House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee included the following language
in House Rpt. 108-195—Department of Interior and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Bill, 2004, Section on Erosion of Base Program Budgets:

“The Committee is concerned about the erosion of the capability of the agencies
funded in this bill to deliver programs and services to the American people. Each
of the last three budgets has only partially funded the costs of employee pay in-
creases, as proposed by the Administration and approved by the Congress. Many of
the agencies are salary intensive, funding on-the-ground work by rangers, biologists,
maintenance workers, educators and other dedicated and skilled employees at the
Nation’s parks, wildlife refuges, public land districts, National forests, scientific lab-
oratories, and Indian agencies, hospitals and schools. If funding to cover pay in-
creases is ‘absorbed’, programs and service inevitably are reduced. In the case of the
Department of the Interior alone, cumulative pay costs of at least $225 million will
be absorbed in fiscal year 2004 . . . Also unfunded are uncontrollable costs, such
as utilities, rent increases, and inflationary costs that are beyond the agencies’ con-
trol and must be paid. Medical inflation has averaged 15 percent per year, yet there
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have been no funds provided to the Indian Health Service for non-pay inflation in
many years.”

“The absorption of uncontrollable pay costs has been compounded by substantial
unbudgeted costs that have been incurred for activities associated with management
initiatives, including competitive sourcing, budget and performance integration, fi-
nancial management reform, activity based costing, the program assessment rating
tool, and e-government . . .”

I want to reiterate, the profusion of cuts to the TPA, including Pay Costs, has cre-
ated a crisis for the Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians. I appeal to the Committee
to restore full Pay Costs in fiscal year 2005, for both BIA and IHS programs, and
to consider restoring Pay Cost funding not received in fiscal year 2002—2004 through
a special appropriations equitable adjustment. The impact to Red Lake during this
time frame has been a permanent reduction in base funding of at least $250,000,
and I ask for a specific and permanent earmark to Red Lake for this amount in fis-
cal year 2005.

CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS

Contract Support Cost (CSC) funds are critical for tribes to successfully operate
programs under self-determination policy. The Administration and Congress have
historically underfunded tribes’ CSC. For fiscal year 2005, the President proposed
a further reduction in CSC over the fiscal year 2004 request. The CSC account is
presently funded at about 90 percent of documented need. This ongoing shortfall
continues to penalize tribes that choose to operate BIA programs under the self-de-
termination policy. To fund CSC at 100 percent of need, at least $25 million addi-
tional is required above the President’s fiscal year 2005 request of $133.3 million,
and I ask for this amount.

HEALTH SERVICES

The President’s fiscal year 2004 THS request is $45 million over the fiscal year
2004 enacted amount, a paltry 1.5 percent. In just the last five years, the IHS serv-
ice population has risen by about 11.5 percent, while medical costs have risen by
about 15 percent each year. We're falling further and further behind, and this is
reflected in diminished health and well-being of our people. Below are just a few
American Indian health statistics:

—The rate of diabetes is twice that of the rest of America

—The mortality rate for chronic liver disease is more than twice that of the rest

of America

—The rate of alcoholism is more than five times than the rest of America

—The rate of Tuberculosis is about four times than the rest of America

—Infant mortality is nearly two times higher than Caucasian Americans

—The Sudden Infant Death Syndrome rate is the highest in America

—Unintentional/accidental death rate is twice that of the rest of America

—Teen suicide rates are three times higher than Caucasian Americans

—Average life span is six years less than the rest of America

Health care expenditures for Indian people are far below 50 percent of the per
capita health care expenditure for mainstream America, and only 50 percent of per
capita expenditures for federal prisoners. As the Administration and Congress con-
tinue to cut health care services to Indian people by not providing funding levels
even remotely in line with inflation, the rates of illness and death from disease will
grow worse each year. The fiscal year 2005 IHS “Needs Based Budget” is $19.5 bil-
lion, and this is what I ask the Committee to provide.

OTHER ISSUES

Housing is one of the most basic needs of every American. Past funding for the
BIA’s Housing Improvement Program (HIP) has been terribly inadequate. For exam-
ple, Red Lake recently submitted its 2003 HIP Work Plan Report to the BIA docu-
menting 188 families in need of housing upgrades or replacement, for which the BIA
is responsible to assist with. The total need documented for just BIA’s share of hous-
ing repair and new housing at Red Lake is $1.2 million, yet Red Lake receives only
$50,000 in HIP funding. I ask the Committee for a specific earmark of $1.2 million
for Red Lake in fiscal year 2005. I further ask that the fiscal year 2005 BIA HIP
budget be increased to $32 million, the level of need recently identified by the Na-
tional American Indian Housing Council.

The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget for Indian Country Law Enforcement con-
tinues a downward trend at a time when rising crime rates, homeland security con-
cerns, and court case backlogs have sharply hampered tribes’ abilities to ensure
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public safety and welfare. A recent study by the Department of Justice for example,
showed that violent crime rates in Indian Country are twice the national average,
and the same study identified that inadequate funding is “an important obstacle to
good policing in Indian Country”. The President’s fiscal year 2005 budget calls for
cutting $4.7 million for tribal COPS grants, $2.5 million for Indian Country deten-
tion facility grants, and $7.6 million in Department of Justice funding for Tribal
Courts. We strongly oppose these cuts and request that for fiscal year 2005, funding
for tribal law enforcement be increased by 50 percent to provide basic public safety
in Indian Country.

A top priority for Red Lake is to acquire funding to complete the new Red Lake
Criminal Justice Complex. When completed, this complex will be home to our law
enforcement, courts, adult and juvenile detention, and juvenile residential compo-
nents. To date we have received approximately $11 million in federal funds to con-
struct the detention facilities portion of the project. None of these funds may be
used for construction of the law enforcement and courts portion of the facility. Un-
less we receive additional law enforcement and courts funding, our new facility will
be located 1.5 miles away from the law enforcement and court components. This will
create operational problems from the start, and will result in significantly higher
costs to staff and maintain two separate facilities. Because of the urgent need to
complete this comprehensive facility, I ask the Committee to consider a specific ear-
mark to Red Lake in the amount of $3 million in fiscal year 2005 Interior funding.
This will allow us to complete all components of the criminal justice complex and
avoid the significantly higher costs required to adequately staff and maintain two
separate facilities.

We are very concerned about the continued lack of attention to community fire
protection. The funds tribes receive are woefully inadequate. Instead of addressing
this need, the budget for community fire protection has been slated for reductions
in recent years. I cited above, the dramatic disparity between BIA funding and ac-
tual expenditures for Community Fire Protection at Red Lake. I ask the Committee
for a specific earmark for Red Lake in fiscal year 2005 of $3.5 million.

The Circle of Flight Tribal Wetland & Waterfowl Enhancement Initiative, under
the BIA’s Other Recurring Programs category, was again eliminated by the Presi-
dent in his fiscal year 2005 budget request. The Circle of Flight has been one of
Interior’s top trust resource programs for 10 years. Elimination of the Circle of
Flight would cripple Great Lakes tribes’ ability to continue successful partnerships
which have benefited a diverse array of wildlife and associated habitats. It would
also be contrary to Interior Secretary Gale Norton’s recent statement that “success-
ful programs should be funded and allowed to thrive”. I ask that you restore the
Circle of Flight program to the BIA’s fiscal year 2005 budget to at least the fiscal
year 2004 level of $600,000, and to consider providing the fiscal year 2005 requested
amount of $1.1 million.

Thank you for allowing me to present, for the record, some of the most immediate
needs of the Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians in fiscal year 2005, and for your
consideration of these needs.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA

The Seminole Tribe of Florida is pleased to submit this statement regarding the
Tribe’s fiscal year 2005 request for funding from programs in the Department of the
Interior (DOI). The Tribe requests that Congress:

—Continue to provide $396,000 to the Bureau of Indian Affairs for water quality
and quantity studies by the Seminole Tribe of Florida and the Miccosukkee
Tribe of Indians, to be equally divided between the Tribes; and

—Provide $1,000,000 to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Water Management Plan-
ning and Pre-Development non-recurring account for the Seminole Tribe for
water quality studies and other ecosystem restoration and management efforts,
as a part of the Seminole Tribe’s Everglades restoration and government-wide
resource management efforts.

In summary, this funding will support a number of critical water projects in the
Greater Everglades ecosystem, including, but not limited to: water quality studies
to determine numeric standards for water conservation plan implementation; pro-
gram development for adaptive management of wetlands; and Tribal planning and
review of capital projects. These studies will strengthen the Tribe’s ability to ensure
effective and efficient project planning, design, and implementation and to coordi-
nate permitting programs. In addition, this funding will complement ongoing federal
funding of Tribal programs and projects designed to maximize effective resource
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management on Tribal lands, including a number of Everglades ecosystem restora-
tion programs and projects.

Department of Interior funding has helped the Tribe develop restoration programs
and projects and ultimately define its role in the overall South Florida Ecosystem
effort. The Seminole Tribe continues to make significant contributions to the res-
toration effort and looks forward to a continued partnership with DOI toward
achieving our common goals.

The Tribe’s Everglades Restoration Initiative is a comprehensive water conserva-
tion system designed to improve the water quality and natural hydropatterns in the
Big Cypress Basin. The Initiative, as implemented on the Big Cypress Reservation,
is designed to mitigate the degradation the ecosystem has suffered through decades
of flood control projects and urban and agricultural use. It will also provide an im-
portant public benefit: a new system to convey surface water from the western ba-
sins to the Big Cypress National Preserve, where water is vitally needed for re-
hydration and restoration of lands within the Preserve. This Initiative will con-
tribute to the overall success of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan
(CERP) as authorized by the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 (WRDA
2000).

Working with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the USDA Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), the Tribe is implementing its Everglades
Restoration Initiative on the Big Cypress Reservation. The Tribe and the Corps ini-
tiated an agreement for design and construction of the western portion of the Big
Cypress Reservation, along with a canal that transverses the Reservation, as a Crit-
ical Project under the authority of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996.
Initial construction activities on this project are complete and the detailed planning
activity for the balance of the project will be completed this summer, allowing con-
struction to begin in fiscal year 2005. The NRCS has identified a number of Farm
Bill programs and the Small Watersheds Program as suitable for funding the de-
sign, planning, and construction of the project on the eastern portion of the Reserva-
tion. The Tribe is working with NRCS to begin detailed planning and design for this
project.

The Tribe has also developed a comprehensive water conservation plan to address
restoration issues near Lake Okeechobee on the Brighton Reservation. The Brighton
plan addresses water storage and water quality issues. The Tribe is exploring fund-
ing options with the Corps for the implementation of this plan.

Funds provided by the DOI have made it possible for the Tribe to initiate the re-
search necessary to allow the Corps and NRCS to complete final project designs.
The Tribe continues to spend Tribal funds to advance the research and design and
is prepared to provide the required cost share payments as required by the different
federal programs. In addition, the results of studies the Tribe helps pay for with
both the Critical Ecosystem Study Initiative (CESI) funds from NPS and the BIA
funds will be applicable to other CERP projects.

The DOI, through the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), has provided the Seminole
Tribe with $199,500 in each of the fiscal years 1994 through 2002, half of the
$399,000 line item. In fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004, $396,000 was appro-
priated and split between the Seminole and Miccosukee Tribes. The Seminole Tribe
has used this BIA funding to complete studies and water quality and quantity moni-
toring that has proven critical to the Tribe’s leading role in Everglades restoration.

Through the National Park Service’s (NPS) Critical Ecosystem Study Initiative
(CESI) program, Interior provided the Tribe with $390,000 in fiscal year 1997,
$920,000 in fiscal year 1998, $684,125 in fiscal year 1999, $230,000 in fiscal year
2000, and $220,000 in fiscal year 2001. The Tribe has not received any additional
CESI funds. The Seminole Tribe used CESI funds to monitor and analyze the qual-
ity and quantity of water coming onto and leaving the Reservation and to conduct
scientific studies to determine nutrient impacts. For example, the Tribe studied the
assimilative capacity of the C&SF canals for nutrients, phosphorus in particular.
The results of such monitoring and studies will be available to others studying eco-
system degradation and developing plans to arrest the harm.

Continued funding at an increased level is necessary for the Tribe to complete a
number of studies that will support the design, construction, and operation of the
Big Cypress water conservation project. Funding through the BIA budget is also
necessary because the source of supplemental funding in prior fiscal years (the NPS
CESI account) has become so low as to not support the studies originally funded
with the CESI funds; the Tribe has not received any CESI funding since fiscal year
2001.

Specific studies that would be supported through the increased level of BIA fund-
ing include the following:
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—Forested Wetland Nutrient Uptake Research designed to address how to restore
and maintain wetland communities of plants and animals weakened by the ad-
verse impact of poor water quality and desiccation by re-establishing natural
hydrology and water quality;

—Seminole Tribe Data Collection and Monitoring designed to access ecosystem
damage and explore methods to restore and enhance natural habitats; and

—Early Detection and Management of the Invasion of the Big Cypress Reserva-
tion by the Exotic Old World Tree Climbing Fern designed to prevent this
invasive species from negating the restoration and preservation of native wet-
land communities.

Most of this research is likely to be applicable to most areas of the Big Cypress

Basin where similar forested wetland bio-regions exist.

In addition, this increased level of BIA funding will support water quality studies
to determine numeric standards for water conservation plan implementation and
program development for adaptive management of wetlands on both the Big Cypress
and Brighton Reservations. The Tribe also intends to reinforce its planning and re-
view of Tribal capital projects to ensure effective and efficient project planning, de-
sign, and implementation. As part of this effort, the Tribe intends to expand coordi-
nation of its wildlife, wetland, and water resource permitting programs. This fund-
ing will complement ongoing federal funding of Tribal programs and projects de-
signed to maximize effective resource management on Tribal lands, including a
number of Everglades ecosystem restoration programs and projects.

Improving the water quality of the basins feeding into the Big Cypress National
Preserve and the Everglades National Park is vital to restoring the Everglades for
future generations. Similarly, improving water quality and expanding storage oppor-
tunities adjacent to Lake Okeechobee is crucial to the success of the programs to
restore the Lake’s ecosystem. By granting this appropriation request, the Congress
will be taking a substantive step towards improving the quality of the surface water
that flows over the Greater Everglades ecosystem. Such responsive action with re-
gard to the Tribe’s reservations, federal land held in trust, will send a clear message
that the federal government is committed to Everglades restoration and the Tribe’s
role in this historic ecosystem restoration effort.

The Seminole Tribe is making substantial commitments to Everglades restoration,
including the dedication of over 9,000 acres of land for water management improve-
ments on the Big Cypress reservation and 50 percent of the planning, design, con-
struction, and operations and maintenance of the critical project authorized at over
$49 million. The Tribe is also finalizing plans to enhance water quality and storage
opportunities on the Brighton Reservation to impact the Lake Okeechobee water-
shed. However, as the Tribe moves forward with its contribution to the restoration
of the South Florida ecosystem, a substantially higher level of federal financial as-
sistance is needed as well.

The Tribe has demonstrated its economic commitment to the Greater Everglades
ecosystem restoration effort; the Tribe is asking the federal government to help its
participation in this effort. This effort benefits not just the Seminole Tribe, but all
Floridians dependent on a reliable supply of clean, fresh water flowing out of the
Everglades, and all Americans whose lives are enriched by this unique national
treasure.

Thank you for the opportunity to present the request of the Seminole Tribe of
Florida. The Tribe will provide additional information upon request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SHIPROCK ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL, GREASEWOOD
SPRINGS COMMUNITY SCHOOL, AND PINON COMMUNITY SCHOOL

This statement on the Bureau of Indian Affairs budget request for fiscal year 2005
is submitted on behalf of Shiprock Alternative School, Greasewood Springs Commu-
nity School, and Pinon Community School, located in New Mexico and Arizona, re-
spectively. Our schools are BIA-funded grant schools and serve a total of 1,114 stu-
dents in kindergarten through 12th grade.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Amount
Student Transportation (million or $3.00/mile) $47.50
Indian School Equalization Formula (WSU) 5,500.00
Administrative Cost Grants (million) 62.00
Facilities Operations (million) 75.00
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS—Continued

Amount

Facilities Improvement and Repair (million) 156.30

We are concerned that much of the Administration’s decisions with regard to BIA
Education funding appear to be focused on (1) the erroneous assumption there is
a big decline in enrollment at BIA-funded schools and (2) on data for specific per-
formance measures for which there are inadequate financial resources. While we
agree that establishing performance goals and measures are necessary and helpful
in guiding the actions of the schools, funding to achieve these goals and objectives
should be reflected in the Bureau’s budget requests. We note, however, that the fis-
cal year 2005 budget request does not support the Bureau GPRA goals and perform-
ance measures,! much less address the true needs of the BIA-funded schools.

Regarding the “declining enrollment,” the enrollment numbers have previously
been established during a specified count period in the fall, with no adjustment for
the influx of students we gain following the initial grading period in public schools
or the second half of the school year. Recognizing the need to more accurately deter-
mine the numbers of students served, it is anticipated that the Bureau will revise
this process to possibly a rolling average of the numbers of students throughout the
yeafr.llOur views on the specific funding levels proposed for BIA-funded schools are
as follows.

BIA—SCHOOL OPERATIONS

Funding received under the Interior and Related Agencies appropriations ac-
counts for over 75 percent of the funds for School Operations programs. Yet, the Ad-
ministration request would only provide an overall increase of $364,000 (a less than
1 percent increase) over the fiscal year 2004 final funding level. Within the School
Operations total are the following issues:

Forward Funded Programs (to be expended in SY 2005-2006).—$453.1 million (a
$241,000 net increase) for the “Forward Funded” programs (ISEF, Student Trans-
portation, Administrative Cost Grants, Early Childhood).

Student Transportation.—Student Transportation is without a doubt one of the
most under funded programs yet a vitally important element to the operation of a
school. For several years we have urged the Bureau to request a realistic funding
level so that our schools do not have to subsidize the transportation program from
the instructional funds. Yet, instead of even a minimal increase as in fiscal year
2004, the Administration proposal of $38.1 million for fiscal year 2005 would result
in a $58,000 decrease. Surely not only will some of Indian children be left behind
academically but also physically if we do not have sufficient funds to bring them
to and from the school!

The Bureau’s annual goal in fiscal year 2002 was to provide $2.30/mile, but the
actual amount provided dropped to $2.17/mile in SY 2002—2003 while the total miles
in the BIA school system grew from 14,873 to 15,828. In SY 2003-2004, the rate
dropped yet again to $2.13/mile and total miles increased yet again (16,314 miles).
Without a significant increase for transportation, the Bureau will not be able to pro-
vide funds at a rate comparable to the national average ($2.93/mile in SY 1999—
2000 based on School Bus Fleet data published February 2002). We also note that
according to the Rural School and Community Trust, for rural schools located out-
Sild?i designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas, transportation costs are nearly tri-
pled.

Recommendation.—We urge that Congress increase student transportation fund-
ing to at least $47.5 million or the amount that would result in a rate of $3.00/mile.

Indian School Equalization Formula (ISEF)—ISEF is the primary source of funds
for the instructional and residential programs at the 185 schools and dormitories
in the BIA school system. These funds, which are allocated by formula on a weight-
ed student unit basis, are used to (1) provide education services to students (includ-
ing 15 percent reserved to support the special education program), (2) cover the in-
creasing instructional program costs, teacher recruitment, and curriculum develop-

1Some of the BIA’s annual GPRA goals for education in fiscal year 2002 were: provide for
a 2 percent increase in proficiency of students in the areas of language arts and math; increase
the student attendance rate at Bureau/Tribal schools to 91 percent; provide for 100 percent ac-
creditation at Bureau/Tribal schools—but without any information on the number of non-accred-
ited schools; provide for 10 percent reduction in incidences of violence among students; provide
$2.30 [per mile] in Indian student transportation funding to bring funding up to a rate com-
parable to the national average.
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ment to maintain our current programs, and (3) cover the costs associated with the
many additional requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLBA).
Such additional costs include hiring only highly qualified teachers and paraprofes-
sionals, providing increased professional development and parent involvement ac-
tivities, ensuring schools achieve adequate yearly progress—with the goal of all stu-
dents reaching the proficient level on reading/language arts and mathematics tests
by the 2013-14 school year—and increased costs due to cost of living and inflation.
In addition, when the recently negotiated regulations developed pursuant to the
NCLBA are finalized and implemented, schools will likely face additional costs to
institute an appropriate assessment, curriculum, standards and myriad of other re-
quirements. Further, because of shortfalls in other areas of the school budget, par-
}iclillarly student transportation, ISEF funds are often utilized to cover those short-
alls.

In fiscal year 2004, the Bureau estimated schools would receive $4,029 per WSU
but the actual rate is now revised to $3,944 per WSU. However, during the NCLBA
negotiated rulemaking, the committee considered the minimum annual amount
[base funding]| necessary to sustain a BIA-funded academic or residential program
and found that the cost per student could be $5,260 per academic student and
$11,000 per residential student (based on SY 99-00 data). In light of the ever in-
creasing demands on these limited funds which constitute the base funding for
schools, we seriously doubt the fiscal year 2005 request of $352.9 million will be suf-
ficient to even maintain the current instructional program much less address the
additional requirements imposed by the NCLBA.

Recommendation.—To enable our schools to meet the requirements established in
the No Child Left Behind Act and ensure our students make adequate yearly

rogress, we urge that Congress provide an amount that would result in at least
55,500 per WSU.

Administrative Cost Grants (AC Grants).—The Administration does not request
any funds for the separate fund to cover the first-year AC Grant costs for schools
that newly convert to tribal operation, which was established in fiscal year 2004.
The Bureau states there is no need until tribal interest in taking over schools cur-
rently operated by the Bureau “can be assured.” Without further information, it is
difficult to determine whether the AC Grant request of $45.3 million would assure
that there are sufficient funds for the on-going contracts/grants as well as those
which may convert to contract basis during fiscal year 2004. It is doubtful since the
fiscal year 2005 request is a decrease from the amount provided in fiscal year 2004.

Of even greater concern is that the AC Grants funding request for continuing trib-
ally-operated schools will, once again, be totally insufficient to meet the needs of the
schools. In SY 2002-2003, the Bureau was only able to supply 72.1 percent of the
AC Grant needs of these ongoing tribally-operated schools. With the proposed reduc-
tion of $265,000, we will not even be provided that rate and thus be unable to keep
up with the increasing costs of annual financial audits, liability insurance, salaries
for certified administrators, and mandatory training courses for newly-elected school
board members.

Recommendation.—In order to meet 100 percent of need for on-going tribally-oper-
ated schools, we urge Congress to provide no less than $60 million2 for continuing
AC Grants.

Current Year Funded Programs.—$69.3 million (a $123,000 net increase) for “cur-
rent year funded” (Facilities Operations, Institutionalized Disabled, etc.).

Facilities Operations.—These funds are used to cover the cost of utilities, heating
fuel, janitorial, communications, refuse collection, water/sewer, fire protection, pest
control, and technology maintenance. Funding for this program is based on the total
square feet of education space.

The Administration’s fiscal year 2005 request of $57.1 million would result in a
$30,000 increase over fiscal year 2004. Since prior years’ funding levels resulted in
our being able to cover only 60 percent to 70 percent of the actual school operating
costs, it is unrealistic to believe that the minimal increase proposed would impact
the existing shortfall. Nor will the proposed amount help us to address rising costs
of fuel and other utility costs. As Congress is aware, nearly half of all BIA schools
are more than 30 years old, and 15 percent are more than 50 years old, which
means it costs substantially more to operate and maintain these outdated facili-
ties—facilities that have been found?3 to generally be in poorer physical condition,
have more unsatisfactory environmental factors, more often lack key facilities re-

2Based on fiscal year 2002 data, 100 percent AC Grant would have required $59.7 million.
3 General Accounting Office, BIA and DOD Schools: Student Achievement and Other Charac-
teristics Often Differ from Public Schools, GAO-01-934 (September 2001).
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quirements for education reform, and are less able to support computer and commu-
nications technology.

Recommendation.—For the safety of our students and to assist us in being able
to provide an adequate learning environment, additional Facilities Operations funds
are necessary. We ask that Congress appropriate at least $75 million in order that
our schools can be properly operated and maintained.

FOCUS Program.—We agree with the Administration that additional assistance
is necessary to help the lowest performing schools improve. Therefore we support
the $500,000 requested for the FOCUS program.

BIA—EDUCATION CONSTRUCTION

The Administration proposes $229.1 million for Education Construction, which is
$65.9 million less than the fiscal year 2004 amount and $64.7 million below the fis-
cal year 2003 enacted level.

Replacement Schools Construction.—Construction of new schools to ensure chil-
dren are no longer subjected to dilapidated, unsafe building conditions, buildings
that are not in compliance with handicapped accessibility codes, do not meet the in-
structional minimums, and contain a variety of health/safety code violations, re-
mains a very real need. We do not support the Administration’s recommendation
that replacement school construction funds be reduced by $61.1 million.

Facilities Improvement and Repair Program (FI+R)—In the recently released
“Department of Interior PART Assessments,” one of the findings was that in spite
of the amounts appropriated since fiscal year 2001, the Bureau could not assure
that the Administration’s commitment to eliminate the maintenance backlog within
5 years will be achieved. We do not find this surprising since the FI+R funds has
been decreasing ($163.3 million in fiscal year 2003, $146.3 million in fiscal year
2004), and yet the Administration proposes another decrease of $8.8 million for an
fiscal year 2005 funding level of $137.5 million.

We believe the Bureau’s “justification” for the proposed funding cut is lacking as
it only recites how the funds will used. It is certain, however, that the proposed
amount will not be sufficient to significantly reduce the maintenance backlog, which
has been estimated by the GAO to be more than $960 million.

Recommendation.—We ask that Congress restore the $8.8 million the Bureau pro-
poses to cut from the FI+R program, and provide at least an additional $10 million
in fiscal year 2005.

We fully realize that Congress faces an especially difficult year for determining
the best uses of a limited amount of funds. Nonetheless, we hope that Congress will
coireclt the inadequacies of the fiscal year 2005 budget request for the BIA-funded
schools.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE SKOKOMISH TRIBE OF WASHINGTON STATE

My name is Gordon James, I am Chairman of the Skokomish Tribe of Washington
State. The Skokomish Indian Reservation is a rural community located at the base
of the Olympic Peninsula with a population of over 1,000 people. The Skokomish
Tribe requests an appropriation of $250,000 to support the continued operation of
the Skokomish Tribal Police Department to meet the safety needs of this growing
community.

In the last ten years, the Skokomish Tribal Police Department has grown from
one (1) untrained officer, to a force of thirteen (13) Washington State/BIA certified
law enforcement officers. In addition, the Skokomish Tribe’s Public Safety Depart-
ment provides the only marine law enforcement and rescue services in a thirty-five
mile radius of the southern Hood Canal. The Police Department works very closely
with non-Tribal law enforcement agencies to combat the scourge of drug trafficking
in this isolated rural area. These Tribal officers play a key role in the detection and
bust of methamphetamine labs on the Reservation. Finally, the Tribe is a partner
with adjoining counties in the Region 3 Homeland Security efforts. However, in fis-
cal year 2005 the Tribe will not be able to maintain these officers or its Department,
because the Tribe will no longer be eligible for DOJ COPS hiring funding. Thus,
without the requested $250,000 the Tribe will be faced with possible closure of its
Law Enforcement Department, which has become an integral part of the law en-
forcement community in Mason County.

The Tribe experienced a significant growth in the Reservation’s population during
the 80s and early 90s. Along with the increased population, the Skokomish Indian
Tribe experienced an alarming increase in the extent and severity of drug abuse
among the residents of the Reservation. According to data from the Tribe’s Alcohol
Service Program, more than 53 percent of young adults ages 18-24 are presently
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impacted by drug abuse dependency. Unfortunately, along 64453.1 with increased
drug use, the community has had to endure a significant escalation in associated
crimes, including drug manufacturing and selling, armed assaults, domestic vio-
lence, and burglary. In the last six months, the Tribe’s officers have responded to
1,800 calls, which resulted in 300 arrests—many involving non-Indian people. More
than one-third of these arrests involved substance abuse. It is clear to the commu-
nity and the partnership of law enforcement personnel and agencies involved that
if the Tribe is forced to close its department, this rural community will become a
haven for drug manufacturing and selling, and associated crimes.

This is unacceptable. The Tribe requests your support for $250,000 to support the
continued operation of the Department. This request is supported by the sur-
rounding local governments, the Hood Canal School District and the local law en-
forcement agencies.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE UNITED SOUTH AND EASTERN TRIBES, INC.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit important testimony regarding the Ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 2005 Proposed Department of Interior Budget, and in par-
ticular our concerns regarding the Bureau of Indian Affairs budget. The United
South and Eastern Tribes, Inc. (USET) is an inter-Tribal organization comprised of
24 federally-recognized Indian Tribes from 12 states along the eastern seaboard, the
Gulf Coast, and into Texas. USET Tribes rely heavily on the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs (BIA) annual appropriations in order to contract with the government for the
operation of Indian programs. Over ninety percent (90 percent) of the USET Tribes
are contracting/compacting Public Law 93-638 tribes. Continual reductions to the
BIA budget more than concern the Tribes as they have a direct impact on tribal
sovereignty and tribal self-governance. Many of the USET Tribes already spend val-
uable Tribal funds to cover the shortfalls in administering the 93-638 government
contracts, which provide for the basic human needs of their Tribal members. These
funds should be available for valuable economic development initiatives on Tribal
lands that work to establish sustainable economies. For all Tribes taking budget
hits and those less fortunate Tribes that do not have the additional tribal funds to
invest, their programs suffer and never reach full capacity. Unless the budget cuts
cease and full funding of Indian programs is restored, Tribes will be forced to con-
tinue making these difficult decisions about what is important to the preservation
of their people.

FISCAL YEAR 2005 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSED BUDGET

The President’s proposed fiscal year 2005 Budget is said to be based upon per-
formance measurements. Those programs that can prove they are performing and
meeting their goals will receive funding, while those that fall short of meeting per-
formance goals are drastically cut or terminated. USET understands that these are
hard economic times and it is the Administration’s focus to limit spending of funds
to the most effective programs. Indian Programs are effective based on the resources
that they have to operate the programs. The performance reviews that the Adminis-
tration and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) look to in completing their
proposed budgets are not a full picture of the affected programs.

The current performance measures provide an incomplete picture of the perform-
ance levels of many programs in Indian country. The BIA Operation of Indian Pro-
grams has been historically under-funded and under-staffed for many years, yet
when the performance reports rate Indian Programs this is not taken into account.
How does the Administration expect Indian Programs to function at the optimal per-
formance level and receive good reviews when there is not adequate funding or re-
sources to operate the programs? In addition to leaving out this important consider-
ation, the data collected by the performance reviews comes strictly from government
data and is usually wrong. Not once have the USET Tribes been contacted during
a performance review of a program to get their valuable input. This is a true crisis
because the use of inaccurate data and reporting is eating away at the BIA Oper-
ation of Indian Programs budget each year. USET requests that Congress recognize
this deficiency in the performance review process and work to remedy it quickly.

The following is a list of concerns regarding various program funding in the Presi-
dent’s proposed fiscal year 2005 budget request. USET Tribes ask that Congress
weigh the heavy impacts that continued reductions to the BIA budget will have on
already struggling programs. BIA Operation of Indian Programs works to provide
the basic human needs to Tribes across the country including, welfare assistance,
Indian Child Welfare, Housing Improvement, Law Enforcement, and Education. Mil-
lions of dollars leave this country in foreign aid each year. USET asks that you con-



122

sider these requests and just leave a portion of those dollars marked for foreign aid
in the Bureau of Indian Affairs budget.

1. Contract Support Costs.—USET requests 100 percent funding on Contract Sup-
port Cost for Tribes carrying out Public Law 93-638 government contracts. In the
fiscal year 2005 Proposed Budget, Contract Support Costs were cut by $334,000.
Tribes are being forced to use tribal money, that is much needed in other areas, to
help support the administration of 638 contracts. Any other contract that the federal
government enters into, they are expected to pay the contractors the full amount
that it would have cost the government to run the same program. This does not hap-
pen in Indian country. It is a direct assault on tribal self-determination. The federal
government tells Tribes that they want them to administer their own programs, but
does not provide the resources to do so. The real fact is that if all Tribes got tired
of paying for federal contract shortfalls and turned programs back over to the gov-
ernment to administer, the government would not be able to fulfill their fiduciary
duty. Contracting, in the long-term, saves the government money and resources.

Annual pay costs increases are a major expense that not only effects the federal
government, but the Tribes administering federal government contracts as well.
Each year Tribes are receiving fewer funds to operate 638 contract/compacts and at
the same time being forced to absorb rising pay costs associated with those contracts
and compacts. In recent years the increase has been 4 percent, yet only 2 percent
of those costs has been appropriated. USET worries that each year more direct serv-
ice dollars are being used to fund the increases to pay costs. Tribes are only asking
for is what is due them just like any other contractor.

2. Scholarships.—USET requests that this line item be restored to the fiscal year
2004 enacted level. In the fiscal year 2005 Proposed Budget, Scholarships were cut
by $547,000. The explanation from the Administration for this cut in funding was
that there has been a reduction in the amount of scholarship applications over the
past year. Once again the governments data is not correct. Most Tribes have many
more scholarship applications than they can fund and each year many students are
turned away. With the rising costs of higher education it just does not make sense
to cut the scholarship program. Currently, Indian students receive only 18 percent
of the cost of tuition ($3,000) from the BIA scholarship. The proposed reduction to
this program would eliminate approximately 180 scholarships at the current rate of
18 percent per award. This program needs more funding regardless of the number
of applications received, because $3,000 does not go far in paying for a college edu-
cation.

Tribal students already fall far behind the national average in every level of edu-
cation. The USET Tribes feel that it is vital to the preservation of strong commu-
nities that their children are educated. Please consider restoring this extremely im-
portant line item in the BIA budget for fiscal year 2005.

3. Human Services.—USET requests that the line-items for both the Indian Child
Welfare Act (ICWA) and Welfare Assistance be restored to at least the fiscal year
2004 enacted levels. In the fiscal year 2005 Proposed Budget the Administration cut
ICWA by $329,000 and the Welfare Assistance Program by $215,000. These reduc-
tions are being made to vital programs and many Tribes will not be able to make
up that kind of shortfall. These programs are already grossly under-funded, yet the
Green Book provides no explanation for this type of major reduction to the budget.

Many Tribal governments rely on these funds as a stepping stone to accom-
plishing greater objectives within the community. If Tribal people do not have the
basic necessities of life such as clothing, food, heat, etc., how can they be expected
to be part of an expanding and thriving Tribal community? Congress must help
Tribes care for the basic needs of their people.

Tribal lands have the highest poverty rates of anywhere in the country, yet the
Administration continues to send more money to foreign aid each year with little
regard for the well-being of its own people. When will the true third-world condi-
tions and needs of Indian country be considered? USET asks that Congress work
to eliminate the needs in Indian country and begin that work by restoring funding
to the Human Services part of the BIA fiscal year 2005 Budget.

4. New Tribe Funding.—USET requests that as new Tribes are brought into the
federal recognition process Congress will appropriate additional funding of Tribal
Priority Allocations to those Tribes. USET believes that gaining recognition through
the federal recognition process is essential to strengthening the sovereignty of
Tribes. Many Tribes work years and spend countless hours to validate their sov-
ereignty and gain recognition through a government-to-government relationship
with the federal government. When these Tribes come into the federal system and
attempt to receive the same services as the other Tribes, many times they are
stopped due to lack of funding. It could take Tribes many more years to get up to
the same level of government services as other more established Tribes. If funding
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is given to new Tribes from existing pools of money, it placed Tribes in competition
against each other for the valuable resources they have been promised as dependent
sovereign nations. In future funding cycles many more Tribes will enter the federal
system. USET asks that Congress allocate specific funding for those new Tribes to
establish themselves instead of slicing the existing funding sources in even thinner
pieces for existing Tribes.

While the items of concern are not the only items to consider in the BIA fiscal
year 2005 Proposed Budget, they are the items that took the largest reductions and
will effect Tribes in great ways. A proposed reduction of $52 million to the BIA fiscal
year 2005 Budget will not only devastate the Tribes, but will cause further dis-
organization and lower service levels from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The BIA
is already strapped for funding. How are BIA programs supposed to pass perform-
ance measures in the future when the budget is losing major ground? There can be
no expectation of high performance without adequate and sufficient funding of BIA
programs. USET urges Congress to consider these requests carefully and halt the
downward spiral caused by continual attempts to reduce the budget.

Tribes do not seek a hand-out from the government, they only ask for what has
been promised them through countless treaties, land exchanges, and agreements
with the U.S. Government. USET asks that Congress uphold those treaties and
promises to Tribes and protect the government-to-government sovereign relation-
ship. Adequate funding of Indian Programs and domestic aid to Indian country
would go a long way in protecting that relationship.

The USET Tribes thank you for the opportunity to present our concerns regarding
the fiscal year 2005 Proposed BIA Budget to the Honorable members of Congress
and offer any assistance necessary to resolve these important issues.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF UNITED TRIBES TECHNICAL COLLEGE

For 35 years, United Tribes Technical College (UTTC) has been providing postsec-
ondary vocational education, job training and family services to Indian students
from throughout the nation. We are governed by the five tribes located wholly or
in part in North Dakota. We have received funding through the Bureau of Indian
Affairs every year since our founding, and since 1976 under Public Law 93-638 con-
tract authority.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs’ proposal to eliminate funding for United Tribes
Technical College makes no sense. The proposal is an affront to Indian youth and
to Indian country generally. We are an educational institution that consistently has
excellent results, placing Indian people in good jobs and reducing welfare rolls. The
Bureau should be supporting us, not making proposals that would put us out of
business. The elimination of BIA funding for UTTC would shut us down, as these
funds constitute half of our operating budget. We do not have a tax b