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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
2013

THURSDAY, MARCH 1, 2012.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 2013 BUDGET
REQUEST

WITNESSES
DAN ASHE, DIRECTOR, U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

CHRISTINE NOLIN, BUDGET OFFICER, U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERV-
ICE

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN SIMPSON

Mr. SIMPSON. Good morning, Director Ashe. I would like to ex-
tend a special welcome to you, as you are appearing before the sub-
committee for the first time in your capacity as the Director of the
Fish and Wildlife Service. Let me welcome also your Budget Offi-
cer, Chris Nolin, who has been instrumental in providing this sub-
committee with the information it needs to do its work. We appre-
ciate that very much.

In Idaho, it is difficult to think of the Fish and Wildlife Service
without thinking first and foremost of threatened and endangered
species. Whether it is to save the snails or slickspot peppergrass,
the last thing Idahoans want is the Federal Government telling
them what they can and cannot do on their own land and other-
wise disrupting a sustainable way of life they have known for gen-
erations. There has got to be a better way to properly balance re-
covery with people’s livelihoods.

That is why the Service, with the direction of this committee, ini-
tiated in fiscal year 2012 the Northern Rockies Multi-Species Con-
servation Agreement Initiative to improve upon and increase the
use of ESA and conservation agreements between the agency, the
state and private landowners. I want to thank you, Director Ashe,
for embracing this concept and I look forward to reading the coali-
tion report so that we may consider expanding that initiative in
other parts of the country.

The Service’s 2013 budget request is $1.5 billion, which is $72
million above fiscal year 2012. On top of that, the Administration
is proposing that Congress rescind $200 million in unobligated bal-
ances from the Coastal Impact Assistance program, a mandatory
program established by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, which dis-
tributes funds to Outer Continental Shelf oil- and gas-producing
states for the conservation, protection and preservation of coastal
areas including wetlands. The Fish and Wildlife Service has never
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met a conservation program that it did not like, and so I doubt the
Service acting alone would propose in 2012 to take this program on
only to slash the funding in 2013. Therefore, Director, I will spare
you the inquisition and simply lament that this is a prime example
of why OMB should be testifying before this committee.

Instead, I will focus on the $72 million net increase and some of
the internal offsets you are proposing, some of which we have seen
before. For the second straight year, the budget proposes a more
than $50 million increase in land acquisition, which is partially off-
set by zeroing out payments to local counties, payments that are
supposed to mitigate for loss of revenue when the feds remove land
from the local tax base. In a year in which the Administration is
proposing to fully fund PILT for another year, I find the Service’s
proposal to be both contradictory and, frankly, unacceptable.

Also for the second straight year, the Service proposes to cut
funding for mitigation fish hatcheries and seeks reimbursement
from other federal agencies, except that these other federal agen-
cies have not requested enough funding in their own budgets to
fully offset the Service’s proposed cuts. Director Ashe, I understand
what you are trying to do, and I support that actually, but until
your proposed cuts are fully offset by increases in other agency
budgets, you have created a problem that this subcommittee will
have to fix once again.

The budget continues to build the Service’s science capacity and
its network of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives. I appreciated
the opportunity to visit with one of the LCCs in Idaho last Sep-
tember. I must admit, though, that I am still struggling with lin-
gering questions related to what the LCCs do that is not already
being done, why the Service is not getting the science it needs from
the USGS, and why the department continues to fund multiple
overlapping landscaping conservation efforts.

I look forward to your testimony today, and I hope it will shed
some additional light on where the agency is trying to go, how it
intends to get there and how it measures success.

Mr. SiMPSON. With that, I am happy to yield to my ranking
member from Virginia, Mr. Moran.

OPENING REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN MORAN

Mr. MoORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Director, you are quite familiar with Capitol Hill, having worked
up here for many years on the staff of the former House Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee, and I trust that has given you
good preparation for your current responsibility. Director Ashe, we
are glad to have you up here, and we are pleased, many of us, cer-
tainly, that you have this responsibility because I know you are
going to carry it out extraordinarily well.

The Fish and Wildlife Service’s budget is unique among federal
land management agencies. Only about a third of the budget is de-
voted to its core land management responsibility, the National
Wildlife Refuge System. The rest is devoted to its partnership and
grant programs as well as its leading role both nationally and
internationally in fish and wildlife conservation. Among the agen-
cy’s important responsibilities is of course the administration of the
Endangered Species Act. We in the House had our differences on
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endangered species funding last year. I hope we avoid that this
year. It is good to see that the agency proposes increases in listing
and consultation funding this year, although it would have been
nice to have seen a little more for recovery.

Plants, animals and even insects are important links in nature’s
chain, and I have a tradition of a little quote, and so I am going
to share what Thomas Jefferson said at this point: “If one link in
nature’s chain might be lost, another might be lost until the whole
system of things will vanish.” Well, Jefferson was visionary. That
is what we are trying to avoid, particularly through the efforts of
the Fish and Wildlife Service, because extinction, of course, is for-
ever. I do appreciate the important work that the Fish and Wildlife
Service does on preventing extension and enhancing recovery as
well as its work on fish and wildlife conservation in general.

That work enhances hunting, fishing and recreational opportuni-
ties. It helps to ensure that wildlife survives to support our econ-
omy and enrich our lives in ways as simple as the songbirds we can
see and hear in our own backyards. These programs not only have
a sltlzrong conservation basis but a significant economic benefit as
well.

Many of the programs at Fish and Wildlife Service carries out
are done in partnership with state and local governments and pri-
vate citizens. We will be interested to hear from you this morning,
Director Ashe, on what work you are doing to leverage the limited
resources that you have available to you.

So I thank you, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. I would just say that the only difference in opinion
we had in the funding for ESA last year was not really about fund-
ing ESA, it was about whether the Resources Committee should do
their job and get the reauthorization done that has not been done
for 22 years.

Mr. MORAN. We actually agreed on that.

Mr. SIMPSON. Anyway, Director Ashe, we look forward to your
comments.

OPENING REMARKS OF DIRECTOR ASHE

Mr. AsHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member and
members of the Subcommittee. It is a pleasure and an honor to be
here before you today to talk about our 2013 budget request, and
I would like to thank the Subcommittee for your continued support
during these difficult fiscal times. I know you have a difficult chal-
lenge as we do in trying to balance priorities, and I want to thank
you for your hard work and dedication to that important effort.

The Service’s 2013 budget request focuses on funding for the
agency’s highest-priority conservation initiatives while containing
costs and trying to find additional management efficiency within
the organization. The budget focuses on large-scale conservation,
emphasizing public and private partnerships and locally-supported
conservation strategies. It reflects a philosophy and growing com-
mitment to achieve our mission by working with private land-
owners to conserve working landscapes like the Everglades Head-
waters in Florida. You will hear more about that later. It reflects
our continued commitment to prevent species extinctions and work
to recover listed species like the gray wolf and to conserve can-
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didate species like the sage grouse. It reflects determination to play
a role in securing the energy, renewable and traditional energy,
that is necessary to fuel America’s economy. It reflects and respects
our key partnership with state fish and wildlife agencies, and it re-
flects continued investment in what we believe is our most impor-
tant infrastructure in the Fish and Wildlife Service, and that is sci-
entific capacity and competency within the organization and its
partners.

In 2011, we expanded upon this approach and philosophy with
our commitment to build, with your help, a network of Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives, and we envision a network of 22 LCCs,
or Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, that are made up of all
the members of the conservation community to develop shared sci-
entific and technical capacity. With the funding that you provided,
we now have 18 up and working, and we have heeded your advice
and we are trying to set priorities and make sure that the LCCs
that we are standing up are working well and that we are not
spreading our resources too thinly. The Fish and Wildlife Service
has been focusing its funding on 14 LLCs. We have four LLCs for
which the development is being led by other federal agencies and
partners, and I would note in particular that during the last year,
the U.S. Forest Service took the initiative to begin the development
of the Caribbean LCC.

These LCCs are leading efforts to develop among the partners co-
ordinated approaches to wildlife conservation science and a very
good example, Mr. Chairman, is in the Great Northern LCC that
covers parts of Idaho, Wyoming, Montana, Washington and Oregon,
and included in that partnership are all of the states, the National
Park Service, the National Resource Conservation Service, the
Intermountain West Joint Venture, the U.S. Geological Survey, En-
vironment Canada, and others, and these partners are joining to-
gether to work across all of those jurisdictions to share data,
science and conservation capacity.

I think that these Landscape Conservation Cooperatives are a
crucial investment for us at a critical time but they represent more
than just scientific capacity, they represent an aspiration that we
can and we must work more closely together as partners, that we
cannot just continue building our own capacities within our own or-
ganizational stovepipes but that we have to design and manage
shared capacity, and that has changed. That is difficult to do. It re-
quires change within the Fish and Wildlife Service. It requires
change within our partners to not think of building something
yourself and then trying to coordinate it with somebody else but
really trying to design and build something that is a shared capac-
ity and responsibility.

And that commitment, that philosophy extends to organizations.
So you are going to see, I think, a commitment to that within the
Fish and Wildlife Service. Within our budget, we have $5.4 million
for a Cooperative Recovery Initiative where we are combining the
assets and the capabilities of our refuge system, our fisheries pro-
gram, our private lands program, our science capacity and our en-
dangered species program to work together on cooperative recovery
initiatives, so looking in particular in the landscape around na-
tional wildlife refuges to attack and to design recovery efforts
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where we think we can move the needle, where we can really dem-
onstrate success, and one example of that would be piping plover.
When the Atlantic population of piping plover was listed in 1986,
we had about 800 pairs of piping plover. Today we have nearly
1,800 pairs and our recovery goal is 2,000. Much of that recovery
has been supported within national wildlife refuges along the At-
lantic coast so we have the opportunity to put this initiative to
work, working with refuges, working with states, working with pri-
vate landowners around the refuges to perhaps meet and exceed
that recovery objective and start thinking about potential delisting
of the piping plover.

I think we have many exciting interagency, interjurisdictional co-
operative aspects to our budget. I would say one of the hallmarks
this year is in the Land and Water Conservation Fund portion of
our budget where we have an interagency collaborative effort
where we are not just, you know, four squares of the LWCF, the
Bureau of Land Management, the Park Service, the Fish and Wild-
life Service and the Forest Service but we are coming together and
we are looking at how we can work together in some of these large
landscapes, and in this year’s budget we are focusing on the Crown
of the Continent up in the northern Rocky Mountains and the long
leaf pine ecosystems in the southeastern United States, again, look-
ing for opportunities for us to go in, work together, move the needle
for conservation in those areas, focusing again on working land-
scapes. We are looking at working with the timber industry in the
Southeast on long leaf pine, working with the ranching and agricul-
tural community in the northern Rocky Mountains, and in the fu-
ture, you can see that same principle working in places like the
Flint Hills in Kansas, the Chesapeake Bay, the Delaware Bay
along the Atlantic coast, many other places where we can work to-
gether to envision a cooperative framework for landscape conserva-
tion. And again, it is that idea of a shared vision for conservation,
a shared vision from the local landowner to the federal agency
level, and I think that is the approach, the philosophy, the frame-
work, the commitment that we are trying to bring to conservation.

I will sum up by—I do want to mention energy because it has
been a focus for the Secretary and a focus for the Obama Adminis-
tration, and it is an area where the Fish and Wildlife Service has
a key responsibility, and I am proud of the effort that the Service
has put forward, and with your help, you provided $10 million in
funding to the Service in 2011 and 2012, and we are asking for ad-
ditional support from you in 2013. As of December of 2011, the
Service has worked with the Bureau of Land Management and
other agencies and we have permitted 21 renewable energy projects
producing over 7,000 megawatts of renewable energy in California
and Nevada, and these are not easy projects. We worked with the
BLM and a private project sponsor and now in the California
desert the largest commercial-scale solar facility in the world is
under construction and it is right in the heart of the critical habit
for the desert tortoise. Our biologists worked hand in glove with
the BLM and the project sponsor to get that project permitted, and
that success is being duplicated throughout the West. People are
committed to getting the job done and doing it in a way that pro-
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duces renewable energy for the economy but conserves threatened
and endangered species, migratory birds and other resources.

So I want to thank you for your help in providing us with the
resources to do that. We are asking you for additional help in the
coming year, and I also want to give a shout out. As you look
through the budget, you are going to see again this commitment to
a shared approach to conservation. You look in the BLM’s budget,
you are going to see $15 million for their Sage Grouse Conservation
Initiative. The Bureau of Land Management is the key to our abil-
ity to envision a possibility where we will not have to list the sage
grouse. They control 54 percent of the habitat for the sage grouse,
and they have made a commitment to revise 68 resource manage-
ment plans, including $15 million in their budget to help them ful-
fill that commitment. If you look in the Forest Service budget, you
are going to see that they are revising 12 resource management
plans that are core aspects of the sage grouse initiative. Our state
partners have been leaders in formulating, through the Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies and the Western Gov-
ernors Association, a Western Sage Grouse Initiative. And so the
State and Tribal Wildlife Grants that you are providing funding for
are the key fuel for those states to work on that initiative. And out-
side of your budget, if you go to agriculture, the NRCS is providing
the key fuel for the private lands component of sage grouse con-
servation, and NRCS Chief Dave White has been an absolutely es-
sential ally in this effort. So sage grouse is just one example of the
approach to conservation that I think our budget represents and
the future that we see in making wildlife conservation and working
landscapes a key aspect of moving forward.

So thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I look forward to answering
your questions.

[The statement of Dan Ashe follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF DAN ASHE, DIRECTOR,

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BEFORE THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE,

REGARDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2013 BUDGET OF THE
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

March 1, 2011

Good morning Chairman Simpson, Mr. Moran, and Members of the Subcommittee. I am Dan
Ashe, Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). Iappreciate the opportunity to
testify before you today on the Service’s Fiscal Year 2013 budget request. I would also like to
thank the Subcommittee for its continued support of our mission to conserve, protect, and
enhance fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American
people.

The Service’s FY 2013 budget request will focus funding on the bureau’s highest priority
conservation initiatives, while containing costs through management efficiencies and other
savings. The $1.55 billion request includes a $200 million cancellation of prior year unobligated
balances and program increases for our high priority needs of $72 million compared to the FY
2012 enacted budget. The budget also includes approximately $995 million available under
permanent appropriations, most of which will be provided directly to States for fish and wildlife
restoration and conservation.

The budget focuses on large-scale conservation efforts by supporting the President’s America’s
Great Outdoors initiative. This initiative is focused on how the Federal government can best
advance those priorities through public-private partnerships and locally supported conservation
strategies. Additionally, the Service engages partners, including other Federal agencies, to work
collaboratively and share resources to implement a scientifically-based landscape conservation
approach to address key conservation challenges that threaten the nation’s fish and wildlife
resources.

The Service supports the President’s America’s Great Outdoors initiative with a request of
$106.9 million from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for Federal land acquisitions the
Service has identified as having the greatest conservation benefits. The Service’s budget request
also includes $13.6 million to support Youth in the Great Qutdoors by providing a platform and
programs to orient children and young adults from varied backgrounds to work together on
conservation projects which impart the importance of fish and wildlife conservation and
encourage careers in natural science.

The budget proposes an increase of $4.0 million for activities associated with energy
development, including: $1.5 million for the Endangered Species Consultation program to
support assessments of renewable energy projects; $750,000 for Conservation Planning
Assistance to enhance the Service’s participation in priority landscape level planning for the
siting of renewable energy projects and transmission corridor infrastructure; $750,000 to
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strengthen migratory bird conservation in areas with wind developments; and $1 million for
enforcement of wildlife protection laws to lessen the impact of energy development on wildlife
resources.

The Service believes very strongly on the necessity of cross-programmatic partnerships to
maximize efficiencies and leverage resources to achieve conservation goals. The FY 2013
budget request includes an increase of $5.4 million for a Cooperative Recovery initiative in
which the National Wildlife Refuge System, Endangered Species, Partners for Fish and Wildlife,
Fisheries, Migratory Birds and the Science programs focus on implementing recovery actions for
endangered species on National Wildlife Refuges and surrounding ecosystems.

Science is a critical component of any conservation action. The FY 2013 budget request
includes $6.0 million for increased science work on discrete project needs. Of the additional
science funding, $2.0 million will support the continued development and operation of a
comprehensive Asian carp early detection and surveillance program through scientific studies
such as eDNA analysis, and $1.0 million will support pesticide consultations to help ensure the
Nation’s waters are suitable for recovery and restoration of imperiled aquatic and aquatic-
dependent species. Additionally, a $3.0 million increase in science funding will be used to
continue building the landscape scale, long-term refuge inventory and monitoring network that
the Service began in FY 2010 so that wildlife and habitats are understood and conservation
actions are well informed. These inventory and monitoring efforts complement Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) development and adaptive science management.

The Service includes $12.4 million to fund fixed costs which include adjustments for Federal
employer contributions to health benefit plans, unemployment and workers compensation, and
rent. In addition, over the last two years, the Administration has implemented a series of
performance and management reforms to achieve efficiencies and cut costs across the
government. The Department of the Interior’s goal is to reduce administrative spending by 20
percent or $207 million from the 2010 levels by the end of 2013. To meet this goal, the
Department is leading efforts to reduce waste and create efficiencies by reviewing projected and
actual administrative spending and to allocate efficiency targets for bureaus and Departmental
offices to achieve the 20 percent target.

Cooperative Landscape Conservation

The LCCs will continue to act as a focal point for collaborative work with partners to
disseminate applied science products and tools for resource management decisions across
landscapes. This collaboration provides partners scientific information so they can target
resources and activities that will produce the greatest benefits for fish and wildlife for the
American people. Within the Service, LCCs help support and augment, but not duplicate, many
ongoing programs, including Endangered Species Recovery Plans, Refuge Comprehensive
Conservation Plans, fish passage programs and habitat restoration. The FY 2013 budget will
continue to support the national network of 22 LCCs. In response to Congressional direction, the
Service will focus funding on the 14 most developed of the 18 FWS-led LCCs.
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National Wildlife Refuge System

Funding for the operation and maintenance of the National Wildlife Refuge system is requested
at $494.8 million. The request includes an increase of $9.1 million, enabling Refuges to complete
additional habitat improvement projects. Included in this amount is $2.5 million for Cooperative
Recovery to address current threats to endangered species on and around wildlife refuges and
$3.6 million for the Challenge Cost Share program which funds a variety of small-scale projects
with partners. An additional $1.0 million will be used for refuge law enforcement to respond to
drug production and smuggling, wildlife poaching, illegal border activity, assaults and a variety
of natural resource violations.

Law Enforcement

The budget request provides $63.9 million for the law enforcement program to investigate
wildlife crimes and enforce the laws that govern the Nation’s wildlife trade. The request is $1.8
million above the 2012 enacted level, of which $1.0 million will bolster law enforcement
activities that address the impact of energy development on wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Endangered Species

The budget includes $179.7 million to administer the Endangered Species Act, an increase of
$3.7 million when compared with the 2012 enacted level. This includes a $1.5 million increase
for renewable energy consultation, $1.0 million for science for pesticide consultation, and
$400,000 for cooperative recovery of endangered species on wildlife refuges and in surrounding
ecosystems,

The Service also is requesting funding be shifted to Listing from within the subcap for critical
habitat designation for already listed species. In addition, the request includes an increase of $1.6
million to address the backlog of listing determinations for candidate species, including eritical
habitat designations. This increase for Listing will be used to meet the terms and conditions of
settlements and allow the Service to address the highest biological priorities of the Listing
program for the years ahead. The funding in Listing will allow the Service to publish
approximately 13 additional proposed or final rules in FY 2013.

Fisheries and Aquatic Resource Conservation

The budget request includes a total of $131.6 million for the Fisheries and Aquatic Resource
Conservation program, a decrease of $3.7 million from the 2012 enacted level. Facilitating the
Service’s role and responsibility in promoting ecosystem health, fisheries, and aquatic resource
conservation, the budget includes increases of $2.9 million for Asian carp prevention and control
activities, $1.5 million for fish passage improvements, and $800,000 for the Service’s cross-
programmatic Cooperative Recovery initiative which focuses on recovering endangered species
on wildlife refuges and in surrounding ecosystems. The request also includes an increase of $1.6



million for the Klamath Basin to restore high-priority stream habitats and recover listed and
native fish species.

National Fish Hatchery Operations — Mitigation

The FY 2013 request contains a reduction of funding for National Fish Hatchery general
program activities of $3.2 million. At several of its hatcheries, the Service produces fish to
mitigate the adverse effects of Federal water development projects constructed by other Federal
agencies. States depend on these activities to stock fisheries which provide significant economic
benefit to local communities. At the direction of Congress, the Service is working to recover
costs from the Federal agencies that built and operate these water infrastructure projects. The
U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers is the largest customer for these mitigation fish and negotiations.
Service efforts are proceeding to recover the $4.7 million necessary to fund mitigation fish
production. In addition, the FY 2013 Bureau of Reclamation request includes $600,000 to fund
mitigation fish production which will be used to reimburse the Service. The Service will
continue discussions with the Tennessee Valley Authority to negotiate reimbursement for this
activity.

Migratory Birds

The Migratory Birds program is funded at $51.1 million, just slightly below FY 2012 enacted
level. The North American Wetlands Conservation Fund, a flagship program for
conservationists and sportsmen alike, is funded at $39.4 million, an increase of $3.9 million over
2012 enacted.

International Affairs

The budget request provides the International Affairs program with $13.1 million, almost level
with the 2012 enacted level. The Multinational Species Conservation Fund is funded at $10.0
million, an increase of $514,000 over the 2012 enacted level.

Coastal Impact Assistance Program

Under the Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP), the Secretary of the Interior was
authorized to distribute $250 million for each of the fiscal years 2007 through 2010 to offshore
oil producing States and their coastal political subdivisions (CPS) to support the conservation,
protection and preservation of coastal areas, including wetlands. This money is shared among
Alabama, Alaska, California, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas and is allocated to each
producing State and eligible CPS based upon legislated allocation formulas.



CIAP funding supports projects for the conservation, protection, or restoration of coastal areas,
including wetlands; mitigation of damage to fish, wildlife, or natural resources; planning
assistance and administrative costs; and mitigation of the impact of OCS activities through
funding of onshore infrastructure projects and public service needs. The FY 2013 budget
proposes that $200 million of the remaining $565 million in unobligated funds for CIAP be
permanently cancelled.

In sum, the Service’s budget request makes some tough choices, generating program reductions
and management savings, while supporting our effort to transform the agency to meet the
conservation challenges of the 21 century.

By building science capacity and focusing on strategic, partnership-driven landscape
conservation, this budget will enable us to be more effective and efficient with the funding we
receive.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify this morning. I am happy to answer any questions the
Subcommittee may have and look forward to working with you through the appropriations
process.



Daniel M. Ashe

Daniel M. Ashe was confirmed on June 30, 2011 as the 16th Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the nation's principal Federal agency dedicated to the conservation of fish and wildlife and
their habitats. His appointment by President Obama is the culmination of a lifetime spent within the
Fish and Wildlife Service family.

Dan Ashe was born and spent his childhood in Atlanta, Georgia, where his father began his 37-year

career with the Service. Much of Ashe’s childhood was spent on national wildlife refuges and fish
hatcheries in the Southeast, where he learned to band birds, fish, hunt and, most importantly, simply
enjoy the outdoors.

Prior to his appointment as Director, Ashe served as the Service’s Deputy Director for Policy
beginning in 2009, where he provided strategic program direction and developed policy and guidance
to support and promote program development and fulfill the Service mission.

Ashe also served as the Science Advisor to the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Appointed
to this position in March, 2003, he advised the Service Director and provided leadership on science
policy and scientific applications to resource management. As Science Advisor, Ashe led an
organizational renaissance for science and professionalism, leading the Service’s efforts to respond to
changes in the global climate system; shaping an agency agenda for change toward a science-driven,
landscape conservation business model; defining an agency Code of Scientific and Professional
Conduct; authoring new guidelines for scientific peer review and information quality; building state-
of-the-art, electronic literature access for employees; and reinstituting internal scientific publication
outlets. He was also responsible for leading efforts to build stronger relationships with the U.S.
Geological Survey, and scientific professional societies.

From 1998 t0 2003, Ashe served as the Chief of the National Wildlife Refuge System, directing
operation and management of the 150 million-acre National Wildlife Refuge System, and the
Service’s land acquisition program. During his tenure as Chief, the Refuge System experienced
an unprecedented and sustained period of budget increases for operations, maintenance,
construction and land acquisition. The Refuge System also saw vastly expanded public
visibility, and partner and community involvement. Ashe also led the Service’s migratory bird
management and North American wetlands conservation programs from 1998 to 2000,
contributing to significant advances in both programs’ impact and effectiveness.

From 1995 to 1998, Ashe served as the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Assistant Director for
External Affairs, where he directed the agency’s programs in legislative, public, and Native
American affairs, research coordination, and state grants-in-aid. During his tenure in this
position, the Service restructured and broadened its communications programs and capacities,
incorporating communications expertise into all of its program areas and employee training. The
agency implemented a forward vision for Congressional relations, which led to several
groundbreaking legislative accomplishments, including enactment of the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act.



From 1982 until 1995, Ashe was a Member of the Professional Staff of the former Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, in the U.S. House of Representatives. In 13 years on Capitol
Hill, Ashe served in several capacities, advising the Committee’s Chairmen and Members on a
wide range of environmental policy issues, including endangered species and biodiversity
conservation, ocean and coastal resources protection, the National Wildlife Refuge System, the
National Marine Sanctuaries Program, the Clean Water Act, wetlands conservation, fisheries
management and conservation, and offshore oil and gas development.

Ashe's journey to the Nation's Capitol was made possible by the National Sea Grant College
Program, in 1982, when he was awarded a National Sea Grant Congressional Fellowship.

Ashe earned a graduate degree in Marine Affairs from the University of Washington, where he
studied under a fellowship from the Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation. His Master's thesis, on
estuarine wetland mitigation, was published in the Coastal Zone Management Journal, in 1982,

Ashe is very active in local civic affairs in Montgomery County, Maryland, where he and his
family reside. He is an avid waterfowl hunter, angler and tennis player. Ashe’s father, William
(Bill) C. Ashe, also a career employee of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, retired in 1990, and
now resides in Harvard, Massachusetts.



Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, and thank you for your opening state-
ment.

Just for the members, the schedule this morning is, about 10:15
to 10:25 we are going to have votes. I have to leave by about 10
to 10:00 because I have another meeting I have to chair. Jerry is
going to take over, but we would like to obviously get done by the
time we have votes. So I am going to go first.

INVASIVE SPECIES

Let me ask you several questions dealing with the same subject,
and you can answer all of them together. Like many of my col-
leagues, I am deeply concerned about the spread of invasive spe-
cies, particularly quagga and zebra mussels in western states.
These species pose a serious threat to water infrastructure and hy-
dropower systems in my state and others, not to mention the im-
pact on habitat. I understand that these destructive mussels move
from the Great Lakes into the western waters, mainly on trailered
boats. Has your department used your authority under the Lacey
Act to restrict interstate transport of these mussels? Also, I under-
stand that the 100th Meridian Initiative, a collaborative effort be-
tween local, state and federal agencies, was created within your de-
partment to keep these mussels out of the West. This is a great
concept. Given the fact that the mussels were discovered in Lake
Meade in 2007 and have spread rapidly throughout the western
waters of the lower Colorado system, do you feel that the 100th
Meridian Initiative is seen as a successful program, and if so, how
do you gauge success in this instance?

In 2012, we appropriated $1 million to the Fish and Wildlife
Service for mandatory inspections and decontamination at infested,
federally managed water bodies. Can you tell me how the Service
intends to implement this operational program and use it to assure
that the boats that leave mussel-infested places like Lake Meade
1:1:18([1&01}731 Recreation Area are not carrying mussels into other water

odies?

Finally, the budget proposes an increase of $2.9 million for Asian
carp while at the same time cutting funding for zebra mussel con-
trol prevention. Are we to presume that controlling the spread of
Asian carp is a more pressing issue right now than controlling the
spread of quagga and zebra mussels? Considering the increases
and decreases proposed for the invasive species program, are we to
presume that invasive species are enough of a problem to warrant
the significant increase in this budget? That is a general invasive
species question.

Mr. ASHE. Are we using Lacey Act? Absolutely, and we have a
number of examples, and we can provide you more for the record
but, you know, for instance, we had a marine construction company
that removed barges encrusted with zebra mussels from a lake in
Iowa and transported the barges through Missouri and Arkansas
without cleaning or removing those. We fined them $3,000 under
the Lacey Act injurious species provisions. So I would say yes to
that. And I would say as we think about invasive species and par-
ticularly the Lacey Act aspect that our law enforcement capacity is
an equally important investment to make because a lot of times it
is our special agents and our refuge law enforcement officers and



those people that are doing the education. They are linking up with
their state law enforcement counterparts and they are the ones
that are going to put that into practice for us.

[The information follows:]



US Fish & Wildlife Service Enforcement of Injurious and Invasive Mussels

e The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Law Enforcement is responsible for enforcing
Federal prohibitions on the importation and interstate transport of species listed as “injurious” in
the Lacey Act (18 USC 42) and 50 CFR Part 16.

o Service enforcement officers also support State efforts to prevent the introduction of State-
banned invasive species via interstate commerce or international trade.

* Statutory authority

o Lacey Act injurious wildlife provisions (18 USC 42)
o Lacey Act import or interstate commerce in violation of underlying State, Federal,
tribal or foreign conservation law (16 USC 3372)

* Service enforcement efforts include:

o Interdiction of unlawfully imported species listed as injurious under the Lacey Act
(18 USC 42)

o Investigations of illegal importation and interstate transport of federally listed
injurious wildlife (18 USC 42)

o Assistance to States with intercepting illegal importation and/or interstate transport
of invasive species banned under State law (16 USC 3372).

o Supporting the Quagga/Zebra Mussel Action Plan (QZAP).

o These law enforcement activities broadly support the following National Invasive
Species Management Plan goals: Goal 1 ~ Prevention; Goal 2 — Early Detection and
Rapid Response; Goal 3 — Control and Management.

Injurious and Invasive Mussels Enforcement Action Examples

e A marine construction company that removed two barges encrusted with live zebra mussels from
a lake in lowa and transported the barges through Missouri and on to Arkansas without scraping
off these federally listed injurious mussels was fined $3,000 under the Lacey Act injurious
species provisions (18 USC 42).

¢ The owner of a Michigan company cited by the Service for transporting a boat infested with
viable zebra mussels from the Mississippi River in lllinois to a lake in fowa pleaded guilty to
violating the Lacey Act and was fined $500 (18 USC 42).

¢ Zebra/Quagga Mussel Refused Entry — In June 2011, a Canadian citizen attempted to cross the
border at the Port of Dalton Cache, AK, near Haines. During inspection, it was discovered the
boat was contaminated with zebra/quagga mussels. The boat was refused entry and the importer
was instructed to pressure wash his boat before attempting re-entry. The mussels were detected
by U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) officers who had received training on the
detection of the mussels from an Anchorage Service wildlife inspector.



Mr. AsHE. How do we measure success on this? Well, with
quagga and zebra mussels, I guess are we preventing further
spread from places where we have them like Lake Meade, and I
think with the $1 million that you gave us last year, the add, we
are going to focus on Lake Meade and trying to keep quagga and
zebra mussels from moving from Lake Meade to other potions of
the West.

Mr. SIMPSON. Some people have suggested the $1 million be used
in places like Lake Tahoe when the mussels get there. I think the
committee’s intent was that we keep them in Lake Meade.

Mr. AsHE. And I think our people agree with that, we know they
are in Lake Meade. We have limited resources, so rather than try
to deploy those forward to places where they might come, let us de-
ploy them where we know they are and keep them from moving
out. And so that is our strategy. The other million dollars that you
gave to us we intend to invest in state capacity because our state
partners are key to this and so that $1 million we intend to provide
to our state partners for capacity.

Mr. SIMPSON. Asian carp, as I mentioned, is a big issue with
many members on this Committee. Recommended funding is up for
it, down for zebra and quagga mussels.

Mr. AsSHE. Correct. As you noted and as you know, we have lim-
ited capacity, and we are at a place where we are at a crisis with
Asian carp where they are literally knocking at the door of the
Great Lakes. We have spent the last several years working with
EPA, with the Corps of Engineers, with the Great Lakes states to
try to put in place protective measures and response plans to hope-
fully keep them from moving into the Great Lakes, which puts a
$7 billion fishery and recreational resource potentially at risk. So
yes, sir, we did make a determination that at this point in time
that that potential crisis is a priority.

Mr. SIMPSON. Invasive species are a huge issue, not just animals
but also plants that destroy habitat. I have had several meetings
recently with stakeholders that actually do the work on the ground
of trying to prevent invasive plants from taking over the habitat,
and their complaint is that very little—and they are talking like
maybe 30 percent or less—of the money that is appropriated for
those purposes actually gets on the ground. They have got some
facts and figures that they have all put together, and many dif-
ferent states have come together on this issue. We are planning on
trying to put together a briefing where we can talk about this—
Ms. McCollum and I have talked a little bit about it—where we
talk about invasive species in general and the money that we are
spending and how we are spending that money. Ultimately, what
we need is money on the ground.

Mr. AsHE. Right.

Mr. SiMPSON. And so we would like to work with you on that
when we put a briefing together. I think we all have the same goal.

Mr. AsHE. Is that invasive species funding across the board or
Fish and Wildlife Service?

Mr. SIMPSON. Across the board.

Mr. AsHE. OK.

Mr. SiMPSON. And much of it comes from the Department of Ag-
riculture.



Mr. ASHE. I mean, as for the Service, we are a field-based organi-
zation so I would venture almost assuredly a much higher percent-
age

Mr. SiMPSON. I would not want the press to think I was talking
about Fish and Wildlife Service. I am talking about across the
board.

WOLF MONITORING

One other question. As you know, the Service is obligated to
monitor wolf populations for 5 years post delisting. In the past,
Fish and Wildlife Service has included in its budget a line item for
wolf monitoring to help states defray the costs of these require-
ments. In recent years, that amount has been around $2 million.
It now appears that the agency has rolled that money into general
program activity, and I am concerned by the reports that now only
a fraction of that money once intended for wolf monitoring is going
to the states and that the Fish and Wildlife Service is starting to
siphon that money off for other priorities. Can you tell me how
much funding you intend to spend on wolf monitoring in the 2013
budget?

Mr. AsHE. Our wolf monitoring funding is going to maintain con-
stant, and we have assured our state partners that we are com-
mitted to maintaining the monitoring funding throughout the 5-
year delisting period. Where we are making reductions, and we are
phasing those reductions, is in the management funding that we
have been providing to the states. While the wolves were listed, we
had agreements and we were providing management funding, par-
ticularly to the States of Idaho and Montana, because we had
agreements under the Endangered Species Act with them and the
Nez Perce Tribe in Idaho, but what we have said is, we are going
to begin to phase that funding down because we delisted the wolves
in Idaho and Montana, so we are going to maintain our monitoring
commitment. We are going to phase down the management funding
so we are not pulling the rug out from under them but we are let-
ting them know that over this 5-year period we are going to phase
that funding down.

Mr. SiMPSON. I appreciate that. I have several other questions I
will submit for the record. Many of them you and I have talked
about, the Peregrine Fund and its importance and so forth, and a
variety of other things. I appreciate the job you are doing. It is
sometimes a difficult job and one that always everybody else thinks
they can do better. That is the difficulty we have sometimes, so I
appreciate it.

Mr. AsHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Moran.

INVASIVE SPECIES

Mr. MORAN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. I will stay on
that topic of invasive species for a little while.

I brought up with Secretary Salazar a major problem we are hav-
ing in the Everglades with exotic snakes. Under the Lacey Act, is
it not the Fish and Wildlife Service’s responsibility to enforce the
act’s prohibition on the import or transport across state lines of
what are designated to be injurious species? And maybe you could



tell us how you are implementing that responsibility because we
are losing a whole lot of species as a result of these pythons in the
Everglades.

Mr. ASHE. As you know, we designated four species of large con-
strictor snake as injurious. We are still in the process of consid-
ering another five for potential designation. And again, when we
think about enforcing the Lacey Act provisions, it is really our law
enforcement program that bears the principal burden of doing that.
So what we will be doing is prioritizing the work within our law
enforcement program. You know, many of you may have seen about
a week ago, we consummated a major undercover investigation on
rhino horn trade, and so we have a very effective law enforcement
program. What we will do is prioritize the constrictor snake en-
forcement within that program and we will begin to look for any
avenues of trade in those constrictors that are going into Florida
or into the United States and take appropriate action. We work
with Customs and Border Patrol, we work with USDA APHIS in
those efforts, so we will be reaching out to them.

And also, we are working with the Park Service, with the State
of Florida and the South Florida Water Management District to
work on how we can control the problem where it exists in south
Florida and we are working on new trapping techniques and tech-
nologies to actually go after those snakes and try to reduce their
populations in south Florida.

NOAA FISHERIES COOPERATION

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Director. I am afraid that is where
we have to put most of the emphasis right now because it is too
late to stop them from getting in there. They are in there, and they
have propagated. Thank you.

The President discussed transferring the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration from Commerce to Interior. Part of
NOAA is the National Marine Fishery Service, which has responsi-
bility for marine fisheries offshore while the Fish and Wildlife
Service has responsibility for fisheries onshore. So I would like to
know how you coordinate currently with the National Marine Fish-
ery Service on species such as salmon which spend time in both
freshwater and saltwater. Could you respond to that?

Mr. AsHE. We work hand in glove with NOAA fisheries. Salmon
is one of those complexities of nature, and in the Atlantic for Atlan-
tic salmon, we do work on Atlantic salmon jointly so the listing of
the species was joint, the recovery planning effort is joint. We do
joint biological opinions for Atlantic salmon.

In the Pacific, it is a little bit different. In the Pacific, NOAA is
the lead agency for salmon conservation so they do all aspects of
salmon conservation, oceanic and when the salmon are in the riv-
ers. We manage a hatchery system in the Columbia and Snake
River systems and so our principal responsibility with Pacific salm-
on recovery is in managing the hatchery aspects of that.

So we have different relationships but our people are virtually
interchangeable whether we are working on Atlantic or Pacific
salmon recovery. We work very well together with NOAA fisheries.



REFUGE MONITORING

Mr. MORAN. Thank you. Lastly, a number of our national wildlife
refuges are located in coastal marshes, and the sea-level of those
coastal marshes is rising at an accelerated pace, it seems. So what
monitoring are you doing of the sea-level changes in these national
wildlife refuges?

Mr. AsHE. With your help, 2 years ago we started a national in-
ventory and monitoring framework for the National Wildlife Refuge
System, and it is something that we have aspired to do for decades
and so with your help we have begun to do that. Monitoring sea-
level rise is one of the key aspects of that developing monitoring
system. Going back to the theme of cooperation, when we started
building that framework, we collocated our capacity with the Na-
tional Park Service’s capacity in Fort Collins, Colorado, and so we
are working not to reinvent the wheel but to work together with
the Park Service. We both have an interest in sea-level rise and
monitoring sea-level rise and producing the information products
that our managers are going to need to make siting decisions, to
develop comprehensive conservation plans that are forward-looking
and think about the impacts of sea-level rise. It will be a major fac-
tor for us in regions like the Chesapeake Bay where we are pre-
dicting accelerated rates of sea-level rise, so it has implications for
our facilities, for our recreation, program planning, and for our
land acquisition planning. So it is a vital piece of information, and
our inventory and monitoring framework is going to be a key asset
for us as we think about dealing with sea-level rise in the future.

Mr. MorAN. Well, thank you, Director Ashe. I know you are
doing a good job with limited resources. I will give it over to others
for questions.

Mr. LEWIS [presiding]. Thank you very much.

INVASIVE SPECIES

Welcome, Mr. Ashe and Chris Nolin. It is a pleasure to see both
of you. The chairman, as he said earlier, had a conflicting meeting
and so he handed the gavel to me briefly. I did not anticipate, how-
ever, to have a chance to follow up on your express concern about
this python circumstance, whole sets of species being wiped out,
and I would like to have the Fish and Wildlife Service help us with
what might be described as a war relative to the python’s impact
upon this portion of the environment. I would like to know exactly
what we would intend to do, propose to do, what it will cost and
with some calendar before us with specific dates, you know, what
can we anticipate doing. If we fool around very much with this, it
will be too late if it is not already too late.

Mr. MORAN. If I could just mention, Mr. Chairman, pythons
swallowed a 72-pound deer the other day.

Mr. LEwIS. I heard that.

Mr. MORAN. You heard that?

Mr. LEwis. It is unbelievable, so I am not going to be doing any
walking around there.

Mr. MoRraAN. No, we are curtailing our site visits in the marshes.



ENDANGERED SPECIES: SANTA ANA SUCKER

Mr. LEwis. The delta smelt, you are very familiar with, but it
was not so long ago that I talked with Secretary Salazar about an-
other little item in southern California that is going to compete if
we do not do something about it with the delta smelt called the
Santa Ana sucker, and presently the potential impact of the sucker
in the southern California region, which will eventually impact the
economy of all of Los Angeles County and Orange County, very
much should be a part of our focus and here we should certainly
try not be too late.

Every time we turn a corner and begin to ask questions about
a subject like this, you hear the phrase “lawsuit pending.” It does
not matter what endangered species or otherwise you are dealing
with, suddenly there is a lawsuit pending, and it seems to get in
the way of our ability to go forward with sensible policy. I just won-
der if you could provide us probably for the record what kinds of
monies we as an agency are spending with funding our lawyers rel-
ative to those lawsuits, and then in turn looking at local agencies
like local water districts who have come together to try to draw
some lines as it relates to the Santa Ana sucker suddenly find
themselves not in confrontation but certainly not in agreement
with Fish and Wildlife Service relative to their effort to get a han-
dle on the sucker. Could you tell me, try to bring me up to date
separate from the lawsuit what you see as the status of those plans
and where the Fish and Wildlife Service would take us?

Mr. AsHE. Plans on the Santa Ana sucker?

Mr. LEwIS. Santa Ana sucker.

Mr. AsHE. I think the most important thing is that we are work-
ing on a recovery plan for the Santa Ana sucker and we expect to
have that in 2013, to have progress on a recovery plan, so that will
give us the framework for moving forward on Santa Ana sucker.
And also, we have a strike team that we are working on with the
local governments, the state governments, the water contractors.
So we have everybody together talking about what are the nec-
essary elements of recovery for the Santa Ana sucker, how can we
work cooperatively to accomplish the needs for water supply in
southern California and conservation of the Santa Ana sucker.

I do think that it is one of those instances where I think we can
accomplish both. It does require commitment on all parties, and I
think, Congressman, the Fish and Wildlife Service is committed to
doing everything possible to making that work. We do have law-
suits pending on Santa Ana sucker and that does complicate com-
munication on an issue like this but it does not make it impossible.
We actually do it all the time, working toward recovery or to com-
plete biological opinions in an environment where we are in litiga-
tion with the parties involved. And we understand that it is impor-
tant to you and the people of California, and I think

Mr. LEwis. It is very important to all the members from Los An-
geles County, for example, and Orange County, so quickly you get
to, like, 30 or 40 members once they know it is a problem. It may
be too late by the time they understand it is a problem.




Mr. AsHE. I know it is a priority for you, it is a priority for me
and for the Fish and Wildlife Service, and we are committed to
working with you and with the people of California.

Mr. LEwis. I appreciate that. I understand that the Service re-
cently one way or another walked away from what appears to be
an ongoing collaboration effort by way of the water districts to try
to come together and work on a solution. Can you tell me what is
happening in connection with that?

Mr. AsHE. I think the water districts provided a cooperative
agreement to the Fish and Wildlife Service to sign. We had some
concerns with that agreement, so we have not been able to consum-
mate it, but we are continuing to work with them on that. We do
not need that kind of a framework agreement in order to do the
cooperative work and provide the technical assistance that they are
looking for. I think it is just a disagreement on the nature of that
proposed agreement.

ENDANGERED SPECIES

Mr. LEwIS. Director Ashe, it is—well, let’s see. I am sure it was
sometime before either Ms. Nolin or you were born, a family moved
from beautiful downtown Texas to California. Talking to a young
fellow in my neighborhood, he asked me if I had ever heard of or
seen a thing called the kangaroo rat. Well, I had not, but he said
well, they are on their way from Texas and Oklahoma up to Cali-
fornia because the weather, especially in San Bernardino County is
perfect for their habitat needs. Since then, the kangaroo has moved
forward and been a very big part of some of our challenges dealing
with the local population. The last information that I received at
any rate was that mitigating for the kangaroo rat in the region
presently is running somewhere in the neighborhood of $100,000
per rat, which is a reasonable price to pay for taking care of our
rats.

Mr. MORAN. A hundred thousand a rat?

Mr. LEwIS. It is just $100,000 a rat, approximately $4 million to
really get a handle on this project, but you and I would suggest
maybe there are better priorities.

Mr. MORAN. Maybe.

Mr. CALVERT. Go to Texas and get more rats.

Mr. LEwis. That is right. We could bring them in in carloads.
They probably too came by way of somebody transporting them un-
beknownst to us.

Mr. ASHE. In many areas like San Bernardino County, we have
multi-species habitat conservation plans. Usually when you are
doing mitigation work, you are not doing it for one species, you are
usually doing it for a multitude of species and so if we are doing
something for the K rat, it is providing coverage for that project for
a multiplicity of species.

Mr. LEwiS. The huge and obvious impact upon local economies
is very, very real, and the people I really care about in public af-
fairs want to have a sensible process for planning and development
in a broad region, and southern California is one of those areas
that continues to explode, but when you throw items like this in
the middle of that planning process, to say the least, even beyond
the lawsuits, it is problematical for people who want to make sense



out of public affairs. So your input in connection with all of that
would be very helpful.

It occurs to me that probably this was before my colleague from
Minnesota, the gentlelady, Ms. McCollum, before she was born as
well, the kangaroo rat was having its impact upon our territory,
but lo and behold, also out in the desert territory we have a small
thing called a desert tortoise, and it seems as the desert problem
came upon us, one of the recommendations—I wish that Ms.
McCollum had been here because I think she would have joined me
on this—I was proposing to the military and the Park Service that
we ought to recognize that we have got enough desert space for
four eastern states, and that space wildly will accept eggs from the
tortoise, and if we had gone to the East Mojave and planted mil-
lions and millions of eggs, in those days, people would say oh, wait
a minute, we cannot do that, it takes about 10 years for those ani-
mals to hatch and to mature and otherwise and all these birds
come in and kill them, et cetera. But in the meantime, you know,
25 and 30 years has gone by and if we had even begun to think
about how do we preserve this species, the tortoise would not be
an endangered species today. But somehow we are not able to find
ourselves capable of thinking that far ahead, and I am wondering
why, and I wonder if you could help me by way of your reaction
to that.

Mr. AsHE. I think we—that is a thoughtful observation, and I
think more and more we are trying to look at candidate conserva-
tion, so can we back up and look at trying to deal with issues be-
fore we have species that need to be added to the list and so we
have good examples today, the sage grouse, I mentioned earlier.
The prairie chicken is another one, the dune sage lizard between
west Texas and New Mexico, the golden wing warbler, the gopher
tortoise in the southeastern United States where we are trying to
back up and say, can we work to put in place the foundations that
are necessary to conserve these species so that they do not become
endangered. I think that is the secret, and a lot of times, we are
overfocused on the species that are in the emergency room, the spe-
cies that are listed, and we have to be, and that once something
gets on the list and we have regulatory responsibilities to local gov-
ernments, private landowners and others, we have to fulfill those
responsibilities if we are going to have projects moving forward and
people getting the authorizations that they need to work in and
around the Endangered Species Act.

But candidate conservation is a key, and we are doing that more
and more, and some of the things in our budget being proposed this
year are going to further that. The investment in scientific informa-
tion is also key because as you think about our responsibilities
under the law, that key phrase, best available information, we
have to make decisions today and do not have the luxury of waiting
for more scientific information. Investment in science and our abil-
ity to understand what these species need are a key to the vision
that you have outlined.

Mr. LEwis. I have often heard it said that our job is to have staff
help us figure out what the questions are, and your job is to help
find out what the answers are.

Mr. AsHE. Thank you, sir.



Mr. LEwIS. Thank you for being here.

Ms. McCollum.

Ms. McCorLLuM. I thank you for being here today. Minnesota
ranks number one in the country in fishing licenses per capita. I
am going to be getting mine here shortly. My constituents really
appreciate the work that your agency does, and I know you work
very closely with our DNR as well as our tribal governments.
Thank you for all of the work that you do. Fish and Wildlife is
hugely popular in Minnesota.

INVASIVE SPECIES

But following up on what the chairman had been talking about
on invasive species, I want to first say that I watched zebra mussel
and millefoil onset about the same time in Minnesota. The destruc-
tion that it does commercially as well as environmentally, is unbe-
lievable until it starts happening. I want to work with the chair-
man to spread the dollars out so that they are fighting in the most
effective ways, so we do not see the explosion of zebra mussels in
any other state, it is terrible, and millefoil and others as well.

But I do want to focus on Asian carp just a little bit, because one
of the things that the chairman has spoken to greatly is how we
need to have a coordinated effort, that really makes a lot of sense.
We need to understand how you need to work and all the different
agencies that you work with. There are several of us here from the
Great Lakes region, and we have had the support of our colleagues
in what has truly been a bipartisan, bicameral, executive, legisla-
tive both at the state and national levels to work on Great Lakes
restoration. You are working to keep the Asian carp out of the
Great Lakes, and I was looking at your budget here and you asked
for about $3 million in additional funding to keep carp out of the
Great Lakes. I realize that you are working hard to keep the carp
out of the Great Lakes. I could not agree with you more that we
should try to prevent that from happening, but we know the carp
is in the Mississippi River, and DNA has found them in Minnesota.
Because upper Mississippi River projects cannot qualify for Great
Lakes funding, I would like to know what resources are being
spent by Fish and Wildlife to address the fact that the carp are al-
ready damaging local economies and ecosystems and businesses in
the upper Mississippi, and what current resources are going to
Asian carp in the upper Mississippi. I can find places in the lower
Mississippi where things are going, but the carp are heading our
way. The Administration has proposed $50 million to fight Asian
carp, with substantial portions going to your agency, yet none of
the $50 million seems to be devoted to Minnesota or the upper Mis-
sissippi River. Wisconsin is right on the other side of the border so,
we all care about the Great Lakes. What can we do to address this?
Because once it gets in the Mississippi River, it is in the Minnesota
River, it is in the St. Croix, it is throughout our river system.

Mr. AsHE. We would be happy to come up and talk to you about
that. Our work has been focused on implementation of the national
Asian carp strategy that we have developed in conjunction with our
state and federal partners. The Service has key responsibilities in
terms of early detection, and you see that reflected in our budget



this year, an investment in this e-DNA technology which is state-
of-the-art in terms of early detection of Asian carp invasion.
[The information follows:]

ASIAN CARP—UPPER MISSISSIPPI

e The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) currently implements two different
strategies to address the threat of Asian carps in the United States. The first is The
Management and Control Plan for Bighead, Black, Grass, and Silver Carps in the
United States (Plan), which is national in scope. Implementation would be done
through the Service, in cooperation with partners. Its goal is eradication of all but
“triploid” grass carp in the wild.

e The second is the more recent Asian Carp Control Strategy Framework (Frame-
work) created in 2010, focuses on Great Lakes waters only. This approach is being
implemented through the Asian Carp Regional Coordinating Committee (ACRCC),
a partnership of Federal, Great Lakes states, and local agencies led by the White
House Council on Environmental Quality. The latest version of the 2012 Framework
was released this past February.

e The Service continues to provide technical assistance to Midwest Region states,
like Minnesota, to prevent the spread of these fish and to share information learned
from Asian carp control efforts in other areas. The Service will soon be breaking
ground on a new environmental DNA (eDNA) facility, that will be attached to the
La Crosse Fish Health Center in Wisconsin. The new facility will increase the Serv-
ice’s capacity to test water samples for traces of Asian carp DNA.

e Currently, the only funds available to the Service for early detection and moni-
toring for Asian carps are limited to Great Lakes waters, largely through the Great
Lakes Restoration Initiative.

e $2 million is included in the President’s 2013 Budget to assist the implementa-
tion of the national Plan through development of eDNA testing for early detection
and surveillance of the leading edge of Asian carp distributions. If funded, work
could include collecting and analyzing water samples for eDNA testing from state
and Fish and Wildlife Conservation Offices in areas potentially susceptible to Asian
carp invasions. Work plans would need to be developed and prioritized, but Asian
carp intrusion into the upper Mississippi River could be considered a high priority
area.

Ms. McCoLruM. That is why we know we have it in the upper
Mississippi.

Mr. AsHE. Right. And then eradication and response, and so we
have been providing assistance to our state partners in terms of re-
sponse so where we see indications through e-DNA detection,
where we see indications that we may have carp present, then we
are working with our state partners to get them the resources that
they need to do more intensive monitoring, and if necessary, to tar-
get eradication efforts to those places.

And so I think that while we may not be giving any directed
funding to Minnesota, I think the response strategy is geared to
providing response support when and if we discover incidents, but
we can get you more detail.

Ms. McCoLLuM. I look forward to working with you on this. I am
not passing a critical judgment, it is just kind of a question. The
Asian carp control methods coordination, which cuts across a lot of
these budgets here, is zero, and so maybe you are coordinating and
doing it another way? We would like to get a handle on it so that
we can be helpful because the discussion that is taking place most
often about stopping Asian carp is to stop barge traffic. Well, that
is how grain gets to market, and I wish Chairman Rogers were
here, that is how coal gets to our coal-fired power plants. The Mis-
sissippi is a working river. It is also a place where we recreate and
it is filled with history, but it is a working river. To all of a sudden
start saying that the only way to stop Asian carp spread is to start



closing locks and damns at the upper Mississippi is not going to be
a viable economic alternative for those states and those people and
businesses who depend upon barge traffic.

So we need to get a handle on this better so that we can work
with you to be more effective. I really look forward to the chairman
hearing that. I thank Mr. Lewis for giving me the time.

Mr. LEwis. Mr. Calvert.

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ENDANGERED SPECIES

The Chairman and I share the same region so we both have a
concern about the Santa Ana sucker. Riverside County was the
first major urban county, to enter into, a multi-species habitat con-
servation plan, and we have done a lot to put together landscape
of significant size,—hundreds of thousands of acres.

However, there is a certain amount of frustration at the local
level that many of the regulators, many of the people in the Fish
and Wildlife Service, are still of the mindset to conserve species one
by one, which is the typical model throughout the country, rather
than the more effective use of conservation funds to have a broader
approach at the landscape level. I think Secretary Babbitt was the
first to push that idea, and I certainly agreed with it. Riverside
County has put a significant amount of resources into landscape
level conservation. I would hope you will make sure that those in
the field understand the unique approach landscape level conserva-
tion takes. Do you have any comment about that?

Mr. AsHE. I think with Riverside County, we have reached agree-
ment. We had some conflict over our potential designation of crit-
ical habitat overlaying the multi-species habitat conservation plan,
and I think we have resolved that, and we have agreed with their
position except where the HCP does not cover certain aspects of the
suckers’ habitat, and unfortunately, there we have to take a spe-
cies-by-species, one-by-one approach because if certain elements of
the habitat are outside of the geography of the HCP, then we need
to take that into consideration.

Mr. CALVERT. Well, certainly it is the suckerfish but it is also the
kangaroo rat. As you know, there are many subspecies of the kan-
garoo rat. It started out as a Stephens’ kangaroo rat, then we had
the Pacific kangaroo rat, and Jerry has got the San Bernardino
kangaroo rat. These species are highly related and have certain dif-
ferences, but nonetheless, they are the same basic species. We have
set aside land. We worked together to get the old Lockheed Martin
property, about 9,000 acres, and that was supposed to free up land
in other places and we are still trying to get property released
around March Air Force Base that was supposed to be used for de-
velopment. It does not make sense, especially when we have land
to offset the developments.

It is an ongoing frustration that the local community has because
we put this conservation plan together, and what happens then is
some of these local communities want to break away from the
agreement when the government doesn’t uphold its obligations.

Mr. AsHE. I would be interested in your thoughts about how we
can do better and so maybe we should look to a time in the near



future where we can bring some of our field leaders into Wash-
ington.
Mr. CALVERT. That would be great.

INVASIVE SPECIES

One last comment. It may sound silly, but years ago, Fish and
Wildlife used to have a bounty program for some invasive species.
I do not know if you still do that. If there were a controlled bounty
program on some of these species, like pythons in the——

Mr. LEwis. Fifty dollars a python.

Mr. CALVERT. Yeah, you just go out and get them.

Mr. AsSHE. Some of these—obviously, species like the python,
they are, as biologists are inclined to say, cryptic. They are very
hard to find. They make their living by being unseen and then
grabbing things

Mr. CALVERT. It is probably a lot less money than bureaucracy
to go out and——

Mr. ASHE. But bounties are being—in Florida with the Burmese
python, they are considering a bounty, and so we are looking at
every potential option that would be workable and so——

Mr.?LEWIS. They are considering a bounty? What does “consider”
mean?

Mr. AsHE. Well, the State of Florida and the South Florida
Water Management District, obviously they would have to come up
with the money to finance a bounty, so they are trying to figure
out can they do it, would it be effective. So they are looking at all
manner——

Mr. CALVERT. We have a number of endangered species in my
area, like the Least Bell’s Vireo. A cowbird lays its eggs in the Vir-
eo’s nest, and the Least Bell’s Vireo incubates the egg. We have
people out there killing the cowbirds, and it has had a tremendous
effect on Least Bell’s Vireo habitat. More important than restoring
the willow habitat is getting rid of the cowbird. That has done
more to bring back the Least Bell Vireo than anything else we have
done.

Mr. AsHE. All of your comments are right at the crux of probably
one of the most challenging issues that we are going to have to deal
with in the future. What we now call invasive species, which are
of course non-native, alien invasive species like the Burmese
python, quagga, zebra mussels are challenging enough but now as
a result of in many cases changing climate, rising temperatures, we
are seeing species moving across the landscape, including native
species. You know, brown-headed cowbird has historically been a
problem for us.

Just yesterday or the day before yesterday we released our crit-
ical habitat for the northern spotted owl, and one of the major
sources of decline of spotted owl is invasion of the barred owl into
its habitat. Well, the barred owl is a native bird. It was an eastern
bird and it has moved across the United States because there used
to be this big thing in the middle—it is a forest bird. There used
to be this big thing in the middle called prairie, and so they could
not go across it. Well, then we made forests across the prairie and
so around 1956, the year I was born, the barred owl showed up in
the Pacific Northwest, and now the barred owl is distributed




throughout the territory of the spotted owl. It is a bigger, more ag-
gressive bird that competes with the spotted owl so now we are
having to think about control of the barred owl in order to protect
the spotted owl. So these are very complicated questions. They in-
volve science, they involve ethics, ethical considerations about con-
trolling one species to promote another. So these are going to be
real challenges for us going forward.

Mr. CALVERT. I do not think there is any debate on pythons.

Mr. AsHE. No.

Mr. CALVERT. I think we have consensus here: kill them all.

Mr. AsHE. I have not heard of anybody that feels sympathy for
the python. In fact, the Humane Society of the United States is one
of our biggest supporters in the Lacey Act determination for the
Burmese pythons.

Mr. LEwISs. Mr. Serrano.

Mr. SERRANO. I am for the python. I think one of my greatest ac-
complishments, Mr. Chairman, is that I came from the Bronx, New
York, and I actually understand and sympathize with a lot of these
issues. Ms. McCollum’s comment of kill them and eat them, I do
not understand that one. And when we were monitoring wolf, I
thought we should have done Frank, but then I realized it was not
Frank Wolf we were monitoring.

Do you know if everything is in place to finish up my standup
routine for the swallows from Serrano to come back to Capistrano
on March 19th?

Mr. AsHE. We can look into that.

Mr. SERRANO. OK. Please.

Thank you for being here, both of you, and thank you for your
service. It is an area of the work government does that sometimes
does not get the publicity it should get, especially because we have
so many urban areas and people just do not pay attention to it the
way they should, although they pay more attention to it every day,
and I think folks like you are unsung heroes that have to be men-
tioned on a daily basis.

Just one bit of advice. Do not ever tell people you were born in
1956 when you know everybody on the panel was born before 1956.

Mr. AsHE. OK.

YOUTH PROGRAMS

Mr. SERRANO. I was born in 1943, so—let me just ask you, keep-
ing in line with what I said before, as you mentioned in your open-
ing statement, the Fish and Wildlife Service’s budget request in-
cludes $13.6 million to support youth in the great outdoors by pro-
viding a platform of programs to orient children and young adults
from varied backgrounds to work together on conservation projects
which impart the importance of fish and wildlife conservation and
encourage careers in natural science. I am a great supporter of all
the science agencies fulfilling an educational role in addition to
their scientific work, so I am appreciative of your focus on this. I
am particularly interested to see this happen in urban areas where
oftentimes children are not given the same levels of exposure to the
great outdoors. Can you tell me in greater detail where these pro-
grams operate and how you carry out the work?



Mr. ASHE. One of the things that we are doing, we have of course
our National Wildlife Refuge System, and one of the things that we
are doing now is, we are trying to rethink the concept of urban ref-
uges. So we have great assets like with Mason Neck just here on
the Potomac River or Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge in
Minneapolis or Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge, which is
about 40 miles from the center of New York City. We can employ
those resources more fully to bring particularly underserved com-
munities and provide them the opportunities to be in the outdoors
and to learn about conservation and maybe perhaps be inspired as
many of us were at a young age about the outdoors and to develop
an appreciation and perhaps an ambition to work in a conservation
field. And so we are looking at our urban refuges particularly and
we are using our national wildlife refuges and our fish hatcheries.

This summer, I was with the Secretary at Creston National Fish
Hatchery in Montana, where we had Native Americans working on
a summer crew at the fish hatchery, and so we are looking at our
assets and using our physical plant, refuges, fish hatcheries, to be
avenues to the outdoors for particularly underserved communities.
Our National Conservation Training Center in Shepherdstown,
West Virginia, is providing the leadership for us in developing our
youth initiatives as well as getting young children into the out-
doors, we are exploring using new media to engage young children
so that we take this thing we all see as a disadvantage, this fixa-
tion with technology, and we are trying to turn that to an advan-
tage to reach out to young people and engage them in the outdoors
and in future careers.

But we are committed in the Fish and Wildlife Service to the
idea of diversity as a strength, and the conservation, the fish and
wildlife conservation profession historically has been dominated by
white males, and we are trying to build an organization for the fu-
ture, one that looks to bridging gaps to Americans of all racial and
ethnic backgrounds. We see that as building core strength in the
Fish and Wildlife Service so these youth programs are very essen-
tial to our vision going forward.

Mr. SERRANO. Well, I encourage you to do so. You know, I have
been representing in one way or another, one legislative body or
another, 38 years parts of the Bronx, and I have never seen such
a move and a desire as I have in the last 5, 6, 7 years of people
just being involved in discovering the waterways, you know, the
Bronx River, the East River, the Harlem River, using the parks,
talking about birds and local species in a way that has never hap-
pened before, and there is a desire, and one well-kept secret was
that the parents and the grandparents who migrated from the
South, who came from Puerto Rico, who recently came from the Do-
minican Republic or Mexico are folks that used to come from the
land, as we say, who understood this, but were faced in New York
with being told basically that is for some people in some other
places. So there is a whole discovery to the point, as you know,
where a beaver returned to the Bronx River for the first time in
200 years, to New York City for the first time in 200 years, and
New York City was a beaver colony at the beginning, and that was
accomplished by cleaning up the Bronx River through some of
those items we used to do which we now consider a bad word, you



know, earmarks. Remember those? And the beaver is there and
doing well, and we now have herring also, and New York herring
goes very well, you know, a little cream and herring and you are
all set.

And one last point because I know we are running short on time,
when you look at these programs, always remember that we have
other than states, we have other communities including the terri-
tories and we have territories that are islands and can do so much
and need so much, so always include them fairly and equally.

Mr. AsHE. Thank you, sir, and I will tell you, I was at the
Invasive Species Week reception last night, and congratulations on
your recognition there with an award from the Invasive Species Co-
alition.

Mr. SERRANO. Well, thank you. I did not want to mention that
because, you know, but thank you.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Is it good to be an invasive species?

Mr. SERRANO. I got this award for being, I guess, a person from
a city like New York who understands the needs that you face on
a daily basis and who goes out of his way to do something about
our national species and to protect them and to grow them. Two
hundred and fifty of my closest friends were there last night. It is
a beautiful—it has got a nice little fish on the award and every-
thing.

Mr. AsSHE. And thank you for your remarks.

Mr. SERRANO. Well, I blew it. I made a comment about Boston
and the Red Sox and I got hissing from half of the crowd.

Mr. ASHE. And thank you for your remarks about the work that
we do and for your remarks, Ms. McCollum, and for all of the gen-
uine feeling that we get when we come here. We have about 10,000
people in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and they are among
the most passionate, committed public servants that exist in this
country and they do difficult work in challenging situations with
limited amounts of resources, and as you look at our budget this
year, I think it represents a small increase in our capacity but that
increase will make all the difference in the world for people that
are trying to do very difficult work under very difficult cir-
cumstances, and they do a tremendous job for the American people.
So again, thank you for your leadership and support.

Mr. LEwis. Thank you, Mr. Ashe.

Mr. Moran.

Mr. MORAN. No, I am all set.

Mr. LEWIS. Are you?

Mr. MORAN. Yes.

Mr. LEwIs. We have a vote that is just beginning. Let me men-
tion that——

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, can we submit questions for the
record?

Mr. LEWIS. In writing, please. Of course you can.

Mr. SERRANO. They are in Spanish, too.

Mr. LEwis. We very much appreciate the work of Fish and Wild-
life Service and are very aware in the beautiful and very open ter-
ritory of southern California the impact you are having upon that
territory.



In turn, one of the projects you mentioned earlier was originally
called Bright Source. It was talking about the potential for solar
energy and its impact upon our region. We first began discussing
some of those issues as long as 50 years ago. I remember Southern
California Edison had a project just outside of beautiful downtown
Barstow entitled Solar One when the near-term future the major
energy sources would come from our sun because of the desert. But
in turn, over the years we quickly learned that between there and
then, there would be lawyers involved, and so my comments and
questions of you earlier relative to those lawyers and their impact
upon this process, any information you can give, and thoughts that
you might have on or off the record would be helpful.

So thank you very much for your service, and with that, I think
we will wander off and do the folks’ business by way of voting.

Mr. AsHE. Thank you, sir.

Mr. LEwIS. It was a pleasure to be with you.
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Hearing: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service FY 13 Budget Oversight
Thursday, March 1, 9:30am Rayburn B308

Questions for the Record from Chairman Simpson
Quagga and Zebra Mussels

Simpson QI: Like many of my colleagues, I am deeply concerned about the spread of invasive
species, particularly quagga and zebra mussels, in western waters. These species post a serious threat
to the water infrastructure and hydropower systems in my state and others, not to mention the impact
on habitat.

1 understand that these destructive mussels have moved from the Great Lakes into western waters
mainly on trailered boats. Has your department used your authorities under the Lacey Act to restrict
interstate transport of these mussels?

Answer: The Department, through the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), has used its authorities
under Federal law to restrict interstate transport. The Service's Office of Law Enforcement is
responsible for enforcing Federal prohibitions on the importation and interstate transport of species
listed as “injurious” under the Lacey Act (18 USC 42) and 50 CFR Part 16. The zebra mussel is listed
as injurious; however, the quagga mussel is not. The Service's enforcement officers also support State
efforts to prevent the introduction of State-banned invasive species via interstate commerce or
international trade. This is done using the Lacey Act’s injurious wildlife provisions (18 USC 42) and
import or interstate commerce in violation of underlying State, Federal, tribal, or foreign conservation
law (16 USC 3372).

Service enforcement efforts include: interdiction of unlawfully imported species listed as injurious
under the Lacey Act (18 USC 42); investigations of illegal importation and interstate transport of
federally listed injurious wildlife (18 USC 42); assistance to States with intercepting illegal
importation and/or interstate transport of invasive species banned under State law (16 USC 3372);
and supporting the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force's "Quagga/Zebra Mussel Action Plan”
(QZAP).

In addition to using these authorities, the Service has employed a more holistic approach that includes
voluntary public actions to reduce interstate transport of these mussels. In 2002, the Service, under
the umbrella of the Aquatic Nuisance Species Task Force, unveiled the “Stop Aquatic Hitchhikers!”
campaign (www.protectyourwaters.net). By tapping into shared ownership and using a grassroots
branding strategy, the Service has empowered citizen organizations and conservation groups around
the country to join the Service in promoting a unified message across State lines. The campaign
targets all aquatic recreation users (anglers, boaters, paddlers, waterfowl hunters, etc.) and all types of
aquatic species--animals (including the quagga mussel) and plants. The campaign prompts the users
to clean their gear every time they leave the water.
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Simpson Q2: 1 understand that the 100th Meridian Initiative, a collaborative effort between local,
state, and federal agencies, was created within your department to keep these mussels out of the
West. This is a great concept.

Given the fact that the mussels were discovered in Lake Mead in 2007 and have spread rapidly
throughout the federal waters of the Lower Colorado system, do you feel that the 100th Meridian
Initiative is seen as a successful program? If so, how do you gauge success in this instance?

Answer: The 100th Meridian Initiative: A Strategic Approach to Prevent the Westward Spread of
Zebra Mussels and other Aquatic Nuisance Species (100th Meridian Initiative) was developed in
2001 and was the first comprehensive, strategically focused effort, involving Federal, State, tribal and
Provincial entities, potentially affected industries, and others to address the western spread of zebra
mussels and other aquatic invasive species. The 100th Meridian Initiative has and continues to build
public awareness about quagga and zebra mussel threats, provide training and protocols for
watercraft inspections, assist with new State enforcement programs, early detection monitoring, rapid
response planning, and work with States to identify gaps and incorporate authorities needed to reduce
ANS spread on transported vessels.

Thanks largely to the efforts of the 100th Meridian Initiative, the West was not caught off guard by
the discovery of quagga mussels in Lake Mead in 2007. In fact, that first report of quagga mussels
came from an active volunteer with the 100th Meridian Initiative’s volunteer zebra/quagga mussel
monitoring program run out of Portland State University. Within just a few days of the discovery the
100th Meridian Team had mobilized a meeting of western ANS personnel and efforts were underway
to detect, monitor, control and contain quagga mussels in the lower Colorado River Basin. Although
quagga mussels are established in Lake Mead and the lower Colorado River Basin, the West has seen
only limited spread beyond the connected waterways (natural and artificial) in the basin. Another
example of success of the 100th Meridian Initiative is the zebra mussel (the initial impetus for the
formation of the 100th Meridian Initiative), which is only established in two water bodies west of the
100th Meridian, while it is recorded as present in over 500 water bodies (not including the Great
Lakes) east of the 100th Meridian.

The 100th Meridian Initiative has also been successful to the extent that it has been collaboratively
implemented. Many Western waters remain free of zebra and quagga mussels, and these waters tend
to be in State jurisdictions where the threat is taken seriously and considerable State and partner
resources have been allocated to prevention. The Western Regional Panel of the Aquatic Nuisance
Species Task Force understands the importance of the 100th Meridian Initiative and provided
direction in the 2010 Quagga-Zebra Mussel Action Plan for Western U.S. Waters (QZAP). The
QZAP specifically details the highest priority actions needed to effectively combat the threat of
invasive mussels in the Western United States. To date, $2 million has been allocated for QZAP, 40
percent of which was directed to a single water body (Lake Tahoe). Lake Tahoe remains free of
invasive mussels and serves as testament to the effectiveness that the 100th Meridian Initiative can
achieve, if fully implemented as designed.

Simpson Q3: In FY12, we appropriated $1 million in the Fish and Wildlife Service budget for
mandatory inspections and decontaminations at infested federally-managed water bodies.



Can you tell me how the Service intends to implement this operational program and use it to assure
that boats that leave mussel-infested places like the Lake Mead National Recreation Area are not
carrying mussels into other water bodies?

Answer: The Service must work together with Federal and State partners to protect our shared
resources. Coordination and collaboration are essential. Lake Mead National Recreation Area has
already begun a program to prevent boats from carrying mussels away from Lake Mead. However,
several improvements are necessary to better implement this program. The Service will work with the
National Park Service and the States of Nevada and Arizona to implement a three-pronged approach
recommended by the Quagga/Zebra Mussel Action Plan for Westen Waters. This approach will
include elements of prevention, containment, and outreach. Specifically, the Service and its partners
will work collaboratively to increase outreach and law enforcement participation, improve
decontamination procedures, discourage boaters from avoiding mandatory decontamination
procedures, and coordinate more fully and effectively with our State partners to interdict boats that
have slipped past our containment program. Lake Mead is an important water body, and as one of the
top boating destinations in the West, Lake Mead will be the focus of Service efforts. However, Lake
Mead is only one of many infested waters that could act as a source for further infestations in the
West. The Service’s containment efforts will include other water bodies along the lower Colorado
River, including, for example, working with the Bureau of Land Management on Lake Havasu.

Simpson Q4: The budget proposes an increase of $2.9 million for Asian carp while at the same time
cutting the funding for zebra mussel control and prevention.

Are we to presume that controlling the spread of Asian carp is a more pressing issue right now than
controlling the spread of quagga and zebra mussels?

Answer: It is difficult and expensive to deal with an invasive species after it has become established
in new ecosysterns. Quagga/zebra mussels and Asian carp are both pressing issues, and while each
present unique threats and impacts, addressing their spread collectively is of critical importance to
protecting our environmental and economic interests in our nation’s waters. This is why the
Administration has sought to actively manage numerous pathways of spread in the U.S. For
example, the Service’s Office of Law Enforcement provides assistance to States with intercepting
illegal interstate transport of quagga/zebra mussels and other invasive species banned under State
law. The Service is actively promoting through its national campaign, Stop Aquatic Hitchhikers,
voluntary actions the public can take to prevent spreading invasive species, such as cleaning,
draining, and drying all aquatic recreational equipment. The Service has also implemented numerous
prevention and containment actions under the 100th Meridian Initiative that have also been identified
under the Quagga/Zebra Mussel Action Plan. At Congress’ urging and leadership, the Service is
strengthening containment actions at infested water bodies, such as Lake Mead.

The $2.9 million increase for Asian carp is related to the Asian Carp Control Strategic Framework
(Framework). The Framework includes projects that are specifically funded by the Great Lakes
Restoration Initiative (GLRI) and by Federal agency base funding directed towards the Great Lakes
basin. The GLRI is the primary source of funding for the vast majority of the projects in the
Framework. The GLRI was established by President Obama and funded by Congress for projects
that restore and protect the Great Lakes basin. Projects outside of the Great Lakes basin are not
included within the Framework, because they are not directly connected to the Great Lakes and not
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eligible for GLRI funding. However, preventing the spread of Asian carp to other U.S. water bodies
is also critically important.

Simpson Q5: Considering the increases and decreases proposed for the invasive species program, are
we to presume that invasive species are much of a problem to warrant significant net increases to the
budget?

ANSWER: Invasive species are a significant threat to America's economy and natural resources,
costing at least tens of billions of dollars each year. Invasive species pose a threat to every region of
the United States. Brown tree snakes in Guam, zebra and quagga mussels in the West, white-nose
syndrome in the Northeast, and nutria in Louisiana are just a few of the highly destructive species
that the Service and its partners are actively working to manage. We are also working actively on
domestic and international prevention, which is widely recognized as the most cost-effective means
to deal with invasive species. We want to keep the "next" Asian carp, Burmese python, or zoonotic
disease from ever establishing in our country or spreading into new ecosystems. The Service is
investigating opportunities and new approaches to improve both regulatory and voluntary efforts to
deal with invasive species, and looks forward to working with Congress, partners, and stakeholders to
continue making a difference on this critical issue.

Wolf Monitoring

Simpson Q6: As you know, the Service is obligated to monitor wolf populations for five years post-
delisting. In the past, the Fish and Wildlife Service has included in its budget a line-item for wolf
monitoring to help states defray the costs of these requirements--in recent years, that amount has been
around $2 million. It now appears that the agency has rolled that money into its general program
activities, and I am concerned by reports that now only a fraction of the money once intended for
wolf monitoring is going to the states and that the Fish and Wildlife Service is starting to siphon that
money to other priorities.

Can you tell me how much funding you intend to spend on wolf monitoring in FY13 and the out
years?

Answer: The Congressional Action Table accompanying the President’s fiscal year 2011 request
included 5 separate “wolf monitoring” lines, totaling $2,182,000. They could have been labeled
“wolf management,” because this funding was all directed to supporting management of the listed
wolf population in the northern Rocky Mountains. Monitoring of those listed wolf populations was
only one of the management functions supported by that funding.

The Service’s fiscal year 2011 Operations Plan consolidated the “wolf monitoring” lines into the
general program activities line for Recovery, but the Service fully funded the States and affected field
offices for management and monitoring of wolves in the northern Rocky Mountains in the manner
requested in the 2011 President’s budget. The post-delisting monitoring requirement was not
triggered until wolves in Idaho and Montana were delisted in 2011.

In fiscal year 2013, if funded at the President’s request level and if wolves in Wyoming are also
delisted by that time, the Service intends to provide $232,000 to each of the States of Idaho, Montana
and Wyoming and $50,000 to each of the States of Washington and Oregon for post-delisting
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monitoring of wolves in the northern Rocky Mountains distinct population segment. The Service
also intends to distribute an additional $694,000 to the States and Tribes to assist in various wolf
management activities, for a combined total of $1,490,000 to assist the States and Tribes in wolf
monitoring and management in fiscal year 2013. The Service is committed to funding the States at
the fiscal year 2012 level for monitoring of the recovered wolf population ($796,000) for each of the
5 years post-delisting, but the Service intends to gradually reduce funding support for management of
this recovered wolf population through subsequent years and redirect those Recovery funds to critical
recovery needs of other species listed as threatened or endangered.

Peregrine Fund

Simpson Q7: For the past few years, the Fish and Wildlife Service has provided between $600 and
$700 thousand per year out of their base for condor recovery and around $150 thousand for aplomado
falcon recovery work being done in partnership with the Peregrine Fund. This organization has done
great work in recovering these birds, resulting in some of the few success stories under the ESA.
After hearing in early January that the Service intended to continue this partnership at previous levels
in FY'12, I recently learned that you are now shifting some of this money to the San Diego Zoo and to
the regional office to create a staff position focused on condor recovery.

Can you tell me why you have made these changes and how that will improve efforts to recover
condors?

Answer: Both the Peregrine Fund and the San Diego Zoo are significant and critical partners in this
recovery effort, contributing approximately $1.5 million each toward the program annually. Despite
this significant funding effort, each organization, including the Fish and Wildlife Service, has
additional needs that would improve their participation in Condor recovery. The fiscal year 2012
level of funding for the Percgrine Fund is equal to the level they received prior to the increase in
2008.

The Service's new coordinator position is crucial to the program’s long term success and aligns with
the Service’s long term objectives. The position results in part from recommendations made by the
American Omithologists’ Union that the Service “increase its leadership of condor recovery” and will
provide close coordination with the Service’s many partners to reconcile conflicts associated with
new and existing threats that the California condor will encounter as it recovers and expands its
range. The position will provide leadership to ensure the continued success of the breeding,
distribution, monitoring and management of this important recovery effort.

Program FWS Funding to the Years
Peregrine Fund

Annual Funding $400K 1997-2007
Annual Funding $634K 2008-2010
Annual Funding (875K provided to San Diego Zoo $559K 2011
for condor recovery)
Annual Funding (8§150K provided to San Diego Zoo, $404K 2012
$80K for California Condor Position)




Simpson Q8: Do you see a continued partnership with the Peregrine Fund on these projects, or
should I expect to see this partnership fade away in the coming years as funding for their work is
shifted to other priorities?

Answer: The San Diego Zoo participates in captive propagation, assists in managing the release site
on the San Pedro Martir in Baja California, Mexico, and administers exhibits at the San Diego Zoo
and San Diego Safari Park. The San Diego Zoo provides veterinary services and presents necropsy
reports on condor mortalities and manages the studbook for propagation.

The Peregrine Fund participates in captive propagation and reintroduction efforts. The Peregrine
Fund manages a release site at Vermillion Cliffs in Northern AZ and captive breeding facility and
exhibit at the World Center for Birds of Prey in Boise, Idaho.

The ability of the San Diego Zoo to contribute to condor recovery is significant and warrants a level
of partnership as exists with the Peregrine Fund. Both organizations are critical to ensure the success
of recovery efforts. The Service does not anticipate its partnership with the Peregrine Fund to fade
away in the coming years. The Peregrine Fund is a key partner in condor propagation and recovery
efforts in Arizona which will continue into future years.

Sage Grouse

Simpson Q9: What is the Fish and Wildlife Service doing to conserve sage grouse and how are you
measuring success?

Answer: The Fish and Wildlife Service is doing work to conserve sage grouse through multiple
programs. National Wildlife Refuges are reviewing their management strategies to ensure sage-
grouse and sagebrush management are adequately addressed on refuge lands. Refuge managers are
also actively engaging with surrounding landowners/managers to ensure good management across
political boundaries.

Through the Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Service Program biologists are assisting private
landowners with sagebrush conservation projects on their lands. This includes securing funding, and
working with other partners, such as the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to get
projects implemented.

The Ecological Services program is assisting the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest
Service (FS) with their efforts to revise land management plans for sage-grouse conservation.
Service personnel are engaged at all levels (Director, Regional, and State) to ensure that BLM and FS$
are getting the necessary guidance to produce an effective conservation strategy. The Service is a
member of the BLM National Technical Team, which is responsible for delineating the science
necessary to inform management decisions. Additionally, projects submitied by any Federal agency
are reviewed by Ecological Services staff so that recommendations to minimize project impacts on
sage-grouse are incorporated.

In addition, the Ecological Services program is assisting NRCS with the implementation of their
progressive Sage-Grouse Initiative, both at the planning and implementation stage. Ecological
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Services is also preparing Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances across the species’
landscape to assist private landowners in proactive sage-grouse conservation.

The Service is actively engaged in State planning efforts for sage-grouse including the Wyoming core
area strategy, the Utah Governor’s Sage-Grouse Team, the Idaho Sage-Grouse Task Force, and the
Oregon sage-grouse planning efforts. Additionally, the Service works closely with State wildlife
biologists as requested, in developing and incorporating sage-grouse management recommendations.

The Service is a member of the Secretary of Interior’s National Task Force, tasked with developing a
range-wide sage-grouse conservation plan. This includes chairing the Conservation Objectives
Team, a technical group composed of State and Federal experts tasked with quantifying long-term
conservation objectives.

The Service is a long-standing member of the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
Sage-Grouse Technical and Range-wide Interagency Sage-Grouse Conservation Teams. This
includes participation at both the Director and Regional {evel. The Service has signed a MOU
agreeing to focus on pro-active conservation activities for this species, and was co-author of the 2006
Greater Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy. Service members at the State level are
members of Local Working Groups for sage-grouse conservation. There are multiple groups per
State, and Service employees are involved in each team.

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives are becoming actively engaged in working with the many
partners in sage-grouse conservation, serving as a central clearinghouse for information and data;
coordinating research and landscape-scale conservation projects; and facilitating communication
between all stakeholders. Migratory Birds, through the Intermountain Joint Ventures program, is
assisting NRCS in securing positions to assist local landowners with sagebrush and sage-grouse
conservation efforts.

The Service has employed a National Sage-Grouse Conservation Coordinator to work with all
stakeholders in developing and implementing effective conservation efforts. Success is measured by
the amelioration of threats to the extent that listing is not warranted.

Simpson Q10: Please provide a funding cross-cut table, by program, for the record.

Answer: While the Service does not budget for nor track expenditures for individual species, the
Service’s Ecological Services Program estimates it spends about $2 million in staff time annually to
conserve sage-grouse and the sage brush habitat on which the species depends. This figure is based
on an estimated 13 GS-12 FTEs (approximately $107,617/year each, including benefits), 3 GS-14
FTEs (approximately $151,222/year each, including benefits), and 1 GS-15 FTE (approximately
$177,882/year, including benefits) dedicated full-time to sage-grouse conservation. In addition, the
Partners for Fish and Wildlife program estimates annual expenditures of $450,000 to conserve sage-
grouse and sage-grouse habitat.

Expenditures by other Service programs are not accounted for in this total. In general, the Service
focuses its funding and efforts on conservation actions that benefit habitats and ecosystems that
support multiple species.



Northern Rocky Mountain Multispecies Conservation Agreements Initiative

As 1 mentioned in my opening, thank you again for your work on the Northern Rocky Mountain
Multispecies Conservation Agreements Initiative. My hope is that the Service, together with the
States and private landowners, can enter into innovative, multispecies, multipartner conservation
agreements that simplify the process for private landowners so that more of them want to sign up;
that empower the States to work directly with private landowners to set up the agreements; and that
still recognize the Service’s statutory obligations. If the initiative works, I would like to work with
you to consider expanding the model to other parts of the country.

Simpson Q11: Would you please update us on progress of the initiative?

Answer: The Service’s intent with the Northern Rocky Mountain Multispecies Conservation
Agreements Initiative is that through the Governor’s greater sage-grouse Task Force in Idaho, and the
associated conservation efforts, we will work with partners to explore the potential for agreements for
conservation of sagebrush and sagebrush-obligate species. The second meeting of the Governor’s
Task Force is scheduled for March 20'™. The Service has attended these meetings, and will continue
to participate actively as a technical and policy advisor to the Task Force.

Mitigation Fisheries

Simpson Q12: The Service is proposing a $3.2 million reduction from mitigation fish hatchery
operations that arguably should have been paid for all along by those Federal agencies that built the
dams in the first place. That model seems to work well in the West, but in the East, somewhere along
the way, somehow, the Fish and Wildlife Service started picking up the tab. Thanks to the
Congressional direction from my predecessors and tireless efforts of program staff, the Service has
started to receive some reimbursement. Moreover, the Army Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation
are now requesting funds in their budgets to at least partially reimburse the Fisheries Program for the
fish it grows and stocks in and below these Federal reservoirs.

Is the $3.2 million reduction proposed in the Service’s FY13 budget fully offset by proposed
increases in the other Federal agency budgets? If not, what is the shortfall?

Answer: The Service is migrating to a user pay system for mitigation hatcheries. Most of the
hatchery raised fish the Service provides for mitigation are funded through reimbursable agreements
with the sponsor of the water project requiring mitigation. For example, the Bureau of Reclamation
currently provides funds to the Service for hatchery raised fish for mitigation.

The fiscal year 2012 President’s budget proposed eliminating funding for mitigation hatcheries from
the Service’s budget, a funding reduction of $6,288,000 from base hatchery operations. The fiscal
year 2013 President’s budget for Hatchery Operations continues the proposal to eliminate hatchery
mitigation funding from the Service’s budget, a net program decrease of $3.2 from the 2012 enacted
level. Adjusted for inflation, the Service’s cost of mitigation efforts for these hatcheries in 2010
dollars is $6,288,000. The Corps of Engineers has asked for $4.3 million, and the Bureau of
Reclamation has asked for an increase of $600,000 in their respective fiscal year 2013 budget
requests. The Service is also seeking reimbursement for mitigation work performed for both the
Tennessee Valley Authority and the Bonneville Power Administration for mitigation efforts. To date
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no reimbursement has been received from the TVA or BPA for these activities. That leaves an
estimated shortfall of $1,388,000. When adjusted for inflation, this shortfall amounts to a projected
deficit 0£$1,932,000 in 2013.

The Service will continue to work with the Corps, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and the Bureau of
Reclamation, to establish equitable reimbursable agreements for the production of hatchery fish for
mitigation, Without the agreements, the Service will only produce the amount of fish that correspond
to the amount of the reimbursement received.

National Wildlife Refuge Fund

Simpson Q13: What is the justification for terminating the National Wildlife Refuge Fund at a time
when the Administration is proposing full funding for what is essentially the rest of PILT?

Answer: The Service is not terminating the National Wildlife Refuge Fund; funds are not requested
for the additional single-year appropriation that supplements the receipts collected from economic
use activities on Refuges. Payments to local governments for recognition of reduced tax income
would continue to be made from receipts carried over from the previous year.

The Refuge Revenue Sharing Act, as amended, authorizes revenues and direct appropriations to be
deposited into a special fund, the National Wildlife Refuge Fund (NWRF), and used for payments to
counties in lieu of taxes for lands acquired in fee or reserved from public domain and managed by the
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). As counties can use these funds for any purposes, the Fund is a
lower priority program than efforts to produce conservation outcomes.

Importantly, refuges have been found to generate tax revenue for communities far in excess of tax
losses from Federal land ownership. National Wildlife Refuge lands provide many public services,
such as watershed protection, while placing relatively few demands on local governments for schools,
fire, and police services. National Wildlife Refuges bring a multitude of visitors to nearby
communities, which provide substantial economic benefits. Hunters, birdwatchers, beach goers,
hikers and others bring money into local economies, generating millions of dollars in tax revenue to
local, county, State and Federal governments. In 2006, for example, nearly 35 million people visited
national wildlife refuges, creating almost 27,000 private sector jobs and producing approximately
$543 million in employment income. Such economic generators are not taken into consideration
when determining NWRF payments. Without these funds, local governments will also continue to be
compensated through the Payment In Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program for lands that are withdrawn
from the public domain.

Simpson Q14: What evidence do you have that National Wildlife Refuges generate more revenue for
surrounding counties than National Parks, National Forests, or BLM lands?

Answer: Hunting, fishing, and other outdoor recreation activities contribute an estimated $730 billion
to the U.S. economy each year, and one in twenty US. jobs are in the recreation economy.
Therefore, the Refuge System Visitor Services program has a direct impact on the local economies of
communities where refuges are located. Recreational visits to refuges generate substantial retail
expenditures in the local area, for gas, lodging, meals, and other purchases. According to the
Department of the Interior Economic Contributions 2011 report, in 2010 national wildlife refuges
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generated more than $3.98 billion in economic activity and created more than 32,000 private sector
jobs nationwide. The 2006 Banking on Nature report revealed that each $1 investment in the
National Wildlife Refuge System returned approximately $4 to the local economies where refuges are
located. The quantity and quality of recreational programs available at refuges affect not only direct
retail expenditures, but also jobs, job-related income, and tax revenue. On a national level, each $5
million invested in the Refuge System’s appropriations (salary and non-salary) impacts an average of
83.2 jobs, $13.6 million in total economic activity, $5.4 million in job-related income and $500,000
in tax revenue. Each one percent increase or decrease in visitation impacts $16.9 million in total
economic activity, 268 jobs, $5.4 million in job-related income, and $608,000 in tax revenue.
Therefore, maintaining a healthy visitor program at national wildlife refuges is vital to the economic
well-being of communities all across the nation.

Cooperative Recovery

Your budget includes a $5.4 million increase for a new initiative, Cooperative Recovery. I generally
support new and innovative efforts to try and recover endangered species as quickly as possible.
However, this new initiative seems to suggest that the only way for Refuges, Fisheries, and Partners
for Fish and Wildlife to focus their collective efforts on recovery is to provide them new funds to do
SO.

Simpsen Q15: In addition to these new funds for Cooperative Recovery, how much of the Fish and
Wildlife Service’s budget is focused on recovering threatened and endangered species? Please
provide a cross-cut table for the record.

Answer: The Service’s Endangered Species Program budget request for FY 2013 is $179.7 million
to implement the Endangered Species Act. One of the primary objectives of the ESA is to recover
species so that protection of the ESA is no longer needed. The Cooperative Endangered Species
Conservation Fund (§60 million) is also dedicated to the conservation and recovery of species. The
Service believes that all its programs contribute to recovery of listed species through many efforts,
such as invasive species control, needed habitat acquisition, law enforcement, and climate change
planning. The concepts of the Cooperative Recovery Initiative are not new, however this request will
provide additional resources to address recovery in a collaborative, strategic approach,
complimenting the resources already directed towards recovery efforts with current resources.

Simpson Q16: The Fisheries Program is taking cuts to the population assessment and habitat
restoration components of their budget. Won’t these cuts affect ongoing recovery efforts?

Answer: As the principal funding source for most of the Service’s Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Offices (FWCO), this reduction will impact the Service’s infrastructure; however, this decrease will
be attenuated by increases in the fish passage program to fund fish passage activities and in the new
initiative, Cooperative Recovery. As a result, the Service will be able to minimize impacts to
recovery efforts.

Funding for the new Cooperative Recovery initiative will allow the Service to counter the impacts of
the Fisheries program cuts by increasing its fish population recovery and management activities on
National Wildlife Refuge System properties. Working cooperatively across programs, the Service
will focus on delisting threatened and endangered species and enhancing habitat for depleted fish
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populations. This will create aquatic refuges for fish and other aquatic organisms that otherwise
would be in peril of decline and, ultimately, extinction. The Service will stem the loss of keystone
fish species on several National Wildlife Refuges that also support fisheries and bolster economies of
local communities through recreational fishing.

Building upon the existing Fish and Wildlife Conservation Office infrastructure, the Service will
continue its fransition towards a leaner, habitat-focused conservation delivery program, crucial for
delivering the aguatic conservation component of the Service’s mission.

Land Acquisition

Your budget includes a $52 million increase for land acquisition but the projects aren’t listed in
numbered, priority order. It is unlikely in this budget climate that youw’ll receive your full funding
request for land acquisition. In any event, this Committee would still like to know what the
American people are buying before we appropriate the funds to do so.

Simpson Q17: When can this Committee expect to see a prioritized list of projects—a list that
combines both the “core” projects and the “collaborative landscape” projects?

Answer: The FWS is working with the Department to develop a list that is in priority order. The list
will be submitted to the committee separately.

The two lists are complimentary to each other but have different goals. The core project list supports
bureau specific, mission related acquisitions. These acquisitions have been ranked through the Land
Acquisition Priority System (LAPS), but are listed here and in the FWS Congressional Justification
in the Administration’s priority order. LAPS only provides a biological starting point for the land
acquisition budget formulation process. Considering LAPS as the final prioritized list of projects
removes critically important considerations from implementing the most efficient land acquisition
process possible, such as the presence of willing sellers, potential partners and the ability to leverage
financial resources. The core projects, utilizing these considerations, are listed below in priority
order:

FWS Core LWCF Project List State Amount

Dakota Grassland CA ND/SD $2,500,000
Dakota Tallgrass Prairie WMA ND/SD $500,000
Everglades Headwaters FL $3,000,000
Flint Hills Legacy CA KS $1,951,000
Middle Rio Grande NM $1,500,000
Neches River NWR X $1,000,000
Silvio O. Conte NF&WR CT/NH/VT/MA $1,500,000
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San Joaquin River NWR CA $1,000,000
Upper Mississippi River NW&FR TA/TL/MN/WI $1,000,000
Northern Tallgrass Prairie NWR 1A/MN $500,000
Grasslands WMA CA $1,000,000
Nisquallty NWR WA $1,000,000
§t. Vincent NWR FL $1,000,000

Total for Core Project List $17,451,000

The Collaborative Landscape Planning component list includes all of the acquisitions that will
support a set of strategic interagency landscape-scale conservation projects that also align with
agency-specific acquisition needs. Smart investment in strategic conservation on a landscape scale
focuses on select areas for acquisition by multiple Federal agencies that meet defined goals and
support well-established State and local collaborative efforts. Investing now in these ecologically
important and threatened landscapes will ensure they remain resilient in the face of development
pressures and global change. These coordinated efforts will protect large areas to maximize
ecosystem values, support at-risk species, and prevent further ecosystem decline or collapse, thereby
precluding the need for restoration. In order to reap the benefits of this new strategic interagency
approach to acquisition planning, funding is requested for the entire ecosystem, including the
individual projects identified by all of the participating bureaus.

¥WS Collaborative Conservation Project List State Amount

CoC -Rky Mtn Frnt/Blackfoot Val/Swan Val CAs MT $19,742,000
LLP -St. Marks NWR : FL $32,912,000
LLP - Okefenokee NWR GA $13,636,000
Total for Collaborative Conservation Project List $66,290,000

Simpson Q18: What are some of the criteria you will use to set your priorities?

Answer: All of the proposed FY 2013 projects were prioritized based on the Service Land
Acquisition Priority System (LAPS) and considered in light of bureau-wide and Departmental
requirements. The Department-wide projects target landscape-level conservation, especially river and
riparian conservation and restoration, conservation of wildlife and their habitat, recreation
opportunities in urban landscapes, and cultural and historical preservation. The four categories of
evaluation criteria for these projects include:
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e Process: ensure proposals are built through Federal agency and local stakeholder
collaboration and make efficient use of Federal funding (e.g. which stakeholders are involved,
what other resources will be leveraged)

e OQutcomes: ensure Federal resources are targeted to achieve important biological,
recreational, cultural and socio-economic outcomes (e.g. anticipated impact on recreation
opportunities, species and habitats, working lands, rivers and waterways, cultural and
historical resources)

o Urgency: ensure funding is focused on outcomes that may be lost today if no action is taken
or that are particularly achievable today (e.g. nature and timeliness of threats to the
landscape).

» Contribution to national priorities: ensure local proposals are important contributors to
national outcomes at the regional and national scales (e.g. does proposal contribute to goals
related to priority regions or topics).

The LAPS ranks the proposed acquisition projects that have willing sellers. Numerical scores are
assigned to four components (Fisheries and Aquatic Resources, Endangered and Threatened Species,
Bird Conservation, and Landscape Conservation), in addition to a project summary. The points for
each component are totaled to yield a cumulative score and produce a biological profile for each
project. The Service’s land acquisition program achieves its conservation goals by prioritizing
proposed acquisitions according to their potential to permanently protect habitats where biological
communities will flourish within ecosystems.

Simpson Q19: Are parcels identified for acquisition already fully or mostly bordered by other federal
lands? If not, then how can you claim that acquisitions save money on maintenance and
enforcement?

Answer: Projects submitted for funding in FY 2013 are within the approved acquisition boundaries of
the refuge or wildlife management area. Acquisitions made by conservation easements do not require
Service-manned maintenance and minimal Service law enforcement activities. Most of the time
yearly fly-overs to verify that land owners are compliant to the terms of the easement. As easements
prohibit or strictly limit construction of buildings, fire protection and suppression costs are reduced or
eliminated.

Dakota Grassland Conservation Area and Flint Hills Legacy Conservation Area are recent additions
to the Refuge System and will be composed of conservation easements. Because Conservation Areas
cover millions of acres, acquiring easements from willing sellers that are co-located or share
boundaries may not be possible for FY 2013. Future acquisitions may be targeted to acquire
easements within designated areas to provide a solid core area of protection. The landowner is
responsible for maintaining the land and habitat for plants and wildlife.

Service conservation easements with contiguous borders or borders shared with other Federal or State
governments, or partner organizations require minimal oversight. Conservation easements eliminate
the need for the Service to install utilities or maintenance facilities, and also eliminate the need for
the need for road maintenance.
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Everglades Headwaters NWR and CA

Approximately 750 acres would be acquired in fee title within the approved acquisition boundary of
Everglades Headwaters National Wildlife Refuge and Conservation Area. A significant portion of
the refuge lies within the boundaries of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, a
collaborative partnership among the federal government, including the Army Corps of Engineers and
Department of Interior (FWS/NPS), the State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection,
numerous county and local governments, and non-governmental organizations. Additionally, the
Natural Resource Conservation Service is making significant investments in wetland protection
easements in the Northern Everglades area and the Service anticipates working with NRCS to
coordinate conservation investments.

Neches River NWR

The 640-acre parcel to be acquired from a willing seller for the Neches River National Wildlife
Refuge is adjacent to existing Service-owned parcels. The purchase will enable the Service to
straighten out existing boundaries, making fencing and management practices such as prescribed fire
easier and safer. Resource protection will be more efficient and cost effective.

The Service, in partnership with the State of Texas and The Conservation Fund, has cooperated in
identifying focus areas for bottomland hardwood conservation. Currently, the Service owns land in
the project arca. Therefore, adding acreage to the existing Service land will not cause additional
expenses for management or maintenance.

Silvie O. Conte NFWR

The acquisition of tracts totaling 1,041 fee acres within the Refuge boundaries will enhance
protection of a large grassland area for the benefit of the upland sandpiper and other grassland bird
species.

The acquired tracts will straighten out existing boundaries and make resource protection more
efficient and cost effective. The Service anticipates no additional costs associated with the
acquisitions because the parcels are located within the refuge boundary and would create no
additional workload.

Upper Mississippi River NW&FR

This acquisition is three parcels totaling fee title of 335 acres within the approved land acquisition
boundary. These parcels will round out Service ownership and reduce maintenance costs by
eliminating the need for retracement surveys, sign maintenance, or, in some locations eliminate the
need for boundary fences. Consolidation enables consistent management and reduces confusion for
visitors to these areas. On a river refuge prone to flooding, reducing signage and fence maintenance
is cost effective. The public benefits from consolidated ownership because there is much less
likelihood of accidentally trespassing on privately-owned land; public use and hunting regulations are
uniform; and law enforcement costs are reduced.

Northern Tallgrass Prairie NWR

The majority of parcels to be acquired for the Northern Tallgrass Prairie National Wildlife Refuge are
adjacent to existing public lands, and have been given the highest priority for that reason; the
purchases will straighten out existing boundaries, making fencing and management practices, such as
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prescribed fire, easier and safer. They will also make resource protection more efficient and cost
effective.

Although not immediately adjacent to other land holdings within the boundaries of previously
established priority "focus areas” for land acquisition, the Service, in partnership with the States of
Minnesota and Iowa, The Nature Conservancy and the Natural Resource Conservation Service have
identified these focus areas for grassland conservation. The Service currently has a land acquisition
presence in each area; therefore, adding acreage to this base will not add to travel and/or long-term
management costs to our agency. The Service will work with private landowners to develop
stewardship agreements, and provide incentives and management assistance in the interest of
preserving the prairie landscape regardless of ownership.

Nisqually NWR

The Service intends to acquire fee acreage, with a possibility of one parcel including both fee and
easemnent, of an estimated total of 208 acres. Nearly all parcels targeted for acquisition are
contiguous to existing Service-owned lands, and some of the key areas are also adjacent to Nisqually
Indian Tribe lands or the Joint Base Lewis-McChord (a.k.a. Fort Lewis).

Acquiring these contiguous parcels will reduce trespass problems due to the patchwork nature of land
ownership, predominantly at the Black River Unit, but also at the main unit of the refuge. Acquiring
inholdings will make the boundary clearer for both refuge staff and the general public. The refuge is
in a growing urban area, and encroachment on Service boundaries is a significant problem,
particularly in the form of neighboring yards and fencing, and acquiring these parcels should reduce
these issues with neighboring land owners.

St. Vincent NWR

The St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge targeted acquisition is four acres. The tract to be acquired
consists of a one-acre upland parcel, an ingress and egress easement, and the marina parcel,
consisting of both the boat basin and surrounding land for parking and storage of vehicles and boats.
The main purpose in acquiring this property is to obtain safe, secure, and permanent deep water boat
and barge access to St. Vincent Island, the main unit of the St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge, for
the purpose of maintaining Refuge facilities; protecting trust species and their habitats; supporting
public visitation, including the annual hunt program; and continuing the refuge’s biological program,
including wildlife census, research, and management of the federally-endangered red wolf captive
breeding program. The refuge is on a month-to-month lease for boat and barge access at a
campground approximately 10 miles to the west, but the access is not for sale and the lease can be
terminated at any time. There are only three deepwater canals in the general vicinity of St. Vincent
Island: the campground, the Fisherman's Cooperative, which is not for sale or lease, and the Trust for
Public Land marina property. The TPL marina is the closest property to St. Vincent Island. If the
refuge does not acquire the TPL marina, the next closest available marina is one of the public marinas
in Apalachicola, about 20 miles east.

Acquisition of the subject property will save time and money for maintenance and for biological, fire,
and law enforcement programs. As the marina is very close to St. Vincent Island, boats and barges
could be stored at the property, reducing both ferry time and costs (most notably the cost of gas)
involved in getting boats, barges, and other equipment to the island for maintenance purposes and for
continuation of biological programs, including management of the federally-endangered red wolf
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captive breeding programs. The same reduction in time and costs will be realized by the refuge law
enforcement program, since officers would be able to access boats and quickly respond to
emergencies on the island in a matter of moments instead of nearly an hour.

Okefenokee NWR

The 9,886 acres to be acquired for Okefenokee National Wildlife Refuge is owned by The
Conservation Fund. Funding would be used to acquire timber, recreational, and hunting rights,
providing the Service with full management rights on these lands. The acquisition will assist in
preserving a tapestry of Federal, State, and private forest lands that provide more than a million acres
of unfragmented habitat for a variety of federally-listed endangered and threatened species, including
the red-cockaded woodpecker, woodstork, flatwoods salamander, Eastem indigo snake, and
whooping crane. Acquisition would significantly contribute to a multi-partner effort by Greater
Okefenokee Association of Landowners to establish a one-mile, wildfire-resilient wildlife
conservation zone around the Refuge.

The acquisition of the 9,886 acres would allow the Service to manage the area as a fire resilient forest
and save substantially on suppression efforts, as well as significantly improving our ability to protect
the rural community (Spanish Creek) immediately to the east of the parcels.

Simpson Q20: The Land Acquisition budget includes a new set-aside of $66 million for
“Collaborative Landscapes”, with the focus being on three ecosystems: the Northern Rockies, the
Greater Yellowstone, and the Florida-Georgia Longleaf Pine.

How did the selection of these three ecosystems come about?

Answer: Seven teams of interagency staff from the field submitted proposals requesting
collaborative funding for acquisitions of landscapes. These proposals were reviewed first by a
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) comprising bureau staff with expertise in real estate,
recreation, and conservation programs. The TAC scored each proposal against the set of criteria
agreed upon by the interagency working group that designed the new collaborative program. There
were four categories of evaluation criteria:

¢ Process: ensure proposals are built through Federal agency and local stakeholder
collaboration and make efficient use of Federal funding (e.g. which stakeholders are involved,
what other resources will be leveraged)

* Outcomes: ensure Federal resources are targeted to achieve important biological,
recreational, cultural and socio-economic outcomes (e.g. anticipated impact on recreation
opportunities, species and habitats, working lands, rivers and waterways, cultural and
historical resources)

« Urgency: ensure funding is focused on outcomes that may be lost today if no action is taken

or that are particularly achievable today (e.g. nature and timeliness of threats to the
landscape).
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* Contribution to national priorities: ensure local proposals are important contributors to
national outcomes at the regional and national scales (e.g. does proposal contribute to goals
related to priority regions or topics).

Then, a National Selection Commitiee (NSC) comprising all four agency Directors/Chiefs, plus
senior representatives from both DOI and USFS, reviewed the results of the TAC scoring and
discussed and weighed the merits of the proposals. In addition to the scores from the TAC, the NSC
members considered where their agencies were making complementary investments in the same
landscapes through other programs, and whether communities had made a case for locally-driven
conservation plans over the course of the AGO listening sessions and in other contexts.

The recommendations of the NSC were approved by the Secretaries prior to inclusion in the budget.
Simpson Q21: Why do you not have any projects in the Greater Yellowstone ecosystem?

Answer: The Service's acquisition efforts are located in the Northern Rockies large landscape
portion of the request. The acquisitions total $19.7 million and are concentrated in the Rocky
Mountain Front, Blackfoot Valley, Swan Lake and Red Rocks Lakes Conservation Areas.

Simpson Q22: What are your goals and measurable objectives? I understand your strategy is
acquiring land, but where and how far are you asking us to go with this?

Answer: The collaborative process was developed in response to congressional directives for greater
coordination and to achieve greater conservation impacts. The new process was piloted in
formulation of the President’s 2013 Budget in a small number of ecosystems where the groundwork
for collaboration was already in place and where significant acquisition opportunities of strategic
importance were known to be available. The Departments of the Interior and Agriculture focused on
these ecosystems for the pilot year to test the new process and evaluate whether it would successfully
yield high quality collaborative proposals. The results of the pilot were promising and could be used
to broaden the effort in successive years.

The broader goals of this new collaborative approach to land acquisition using LWCF funds are:

- To be more strategic with our LWCF investments;

- To make LWCF investments based on the best science and analysis that are collectively
available to all agencies;

- To incentivize collaboration among bureaus, other federal agencies, and other stakeholders;

- To achieve efficiencies and improved results through complementary efforts and leveraging
joint resources; and

- To support locally-driven conservation efforts.

Interior and Agriculture defined measurable goals and objectives for each landscape’s proposed
acquisition strategy. Staff in the field were challenged to work together to define common
conservation and community (e.g. recreation, economic development) goals at the landscape scale,
then determine whether land acquisition was an appropriate tool to help reach those goals. Goals and
metrics for measuring progress to goal were articulated by the interagency teams preparing each
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collaborative funding proposal.  For example, some of the goals and measurable objectives for
landscapes selected for funding were:

- Protect 96 percent of the threatened flatwoods salamander Critical Habitat between the St.
Marks and Auculla Rivers (metric = % of Critical Habitat).

- Protect 29,000 acres of future habitat to allow the expansion of endangered red-cockaded
woodpecker recovery populations identified in the Red-cockaded Woodpecker Recovery Plan
by at least 135 breeding pairs (metric = acres pineland acquired; metric = number of breeding
pairs).

- Protect a 6-mile corridor inland from Apalachee Bay (between St Marks and Pinhook Rivers)
to protect habitats for wildlife movement inland as a result of sea level rise and connectivity
to other public lands (metric = miles of corridor).

- Protect crucial wildlife migration corridors, endangered biological and geological systems,
and special status species.

- Enhance cultural and natural landscapes while allowing for traditional working ranches and
forests in many cases.

- Enhance outdoor recreational opportunities by increasing access, maintaining the integrity of
scenic vistas and the primitive qualities of the Crown of the Continent Ecosystem.

The proposals were scored in part on how well project goals were articulated, expected outcomes
were quantified, and how well the plan narrative contributed to the goals set.

Simpson Q23: Why is acquiring land the only strategy for this initiative, particularly when one
considers that the Service’s budget is filled with conservation and restoration programs that could be
at least partially targeted toward these priority ecosystems?

Answer: The Department is striving to achieve greater collaboration across all its conservation and
restoration programs per congressional directives. The goal is to better align a broad range of
Department of the Interior and Department of Agriculture programs so that we can achieve even
greater efficiencies and improved outcomes through leveraging diverse strategies and funding. Other
Fish and Wildlife Service programs that complement the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF) program include the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund grants, North
American Wetlands Conservation Act grants, and the Partners for Fish and Wildlife program. These
programs contribute significantly to a broad range of conservation goals, but LWCF remains
unmatched in its importance as a conservation tool.

To help explore how to do this, the FY 2013 budget request pilots a collaborative planning and
decision-making process for Federal land acquisition under LWCF. A signature reason for starting
with LWCF was to be responsive to Congress’ directives in  House Report No. 111-180 and
Conference Report No. 111-316 which accompanied the 2012 Appropriations bill, to collaborate
extensively with other government and local community partners.

Another reason it made sense to develop a collaborative approach among the four LWCF Federal
land acquisition programs is that each agency implements land acquisition programs that are
substantially similar in mission but often operate independently from one another. That is, they all
acquire land in fee or easement to be managed {(or monitored, in the case of easements) by the
agency, to further the specific agency mission without always considering how other agencies’
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missions and priorities overlap. Yet each agency makes decisions about which parcels to prioritize for
acquisition according to an agency-specific set of criteria, all of which are stringent and merit-based,
but do not consistently incorporate considerations about mutually beneficial opportunities for
interagency collaboration. It made sense to first align these four bureaus around a common and robust
decision-making process and determine related land acquisition opportunities on a small scale before
implementing an interagency collaborative land acquisition program on a larger scale.

The Department thinks the successful collaboration of this program will help to identify opportunities
to align programs and funds to achieve greater efficiencies and meet mutual goals.

Environmental Contaminants

The Environmental Contaminants program is looking at a $1.3 million increase and the addition of 4
FTE to focus on spending down the high unobligated balances in the Natural Resources Damage
Assessment and Restoration program. 1 know the Environmental Contaminants program has been
instrumental in dealing with the Deepwater Horizon disaster, but what I don’t understand is why we
need to invest additional discretionary dollars into programs that ought to be paying for themselves
using funds received from damage settlements.

Simpson Q24: Please explain.

Answer: While there is over $450 million available for restoration in the DOI Natural Resources
Damage Assessment and Restoration fund, this money is arrayed across several hundred individual
accounts. The funds in each individual account were specifically obtained in a Federal court
approved settlement for on-the-ground restoration to compensate the public for documented injuries
specific to that individual damage assessment case. With very few exceptions, these restoration
funds are not available for consolidation or to cover restoration implementation costs of the involved
Federal, State, or tribal trustees. In addition, since these settlement funds are not divisible among the
trustees, all trustees have an equal claim to the funds and decisions on expenditures are made by
consensus among the case specific individual trustee council members.

While some of the larger restoration seftlements have sufficient funding to cover the cost of
implementation, many of the settlements of smaller and medium size cases are not structured to cover
such implementation costs. Implementation costs are normally sought during settlement negotiation,
but a shortfall often occurs as a function of the risk and cost of litigation. In addition, the
Department’s co-trustees (states, tribes, and other federal agencies) on NRDA cases often are focused
on putting the restoration dollars on the ground and not in funding the necessary staff support for
project implementation. While DOI will continue to seek full funding of implementation costs in
NRDAR settlements, the requested increase in funds and FTEs will substantially increase the speed
of NRDA restoration implementation.

The funds will be used to fully fund several NRDA restoration specialists in the Environmental
Contaminants program to take a leading role in guiding several specific trustee councils to more
expeditiously and intentionally complete their stalled or sluggish restoration activities. Restoration
within the NRDA context requires a unique skill set as the specialist not only needs to fully
understand all the aspects of implementing a wide array of restoration options, but also have to be
comfortable with environmental chemistry, consensus and coalition building, applying cutting edge
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economic theory (e.g., ecosystem services and habitat or resource equivalency analysis), and
avoiding legal challenges.

Some of the funds and FTEs will be used to support staff in critical, administrative duties (e.g.,
organizing and leading meetings, obtaining consensus among the trustees, writing restoration plans
that incorporate a broad array of restoration options and public input) necessary to complete
restoration planning, partnering, and leveraging of funds before on-the-ground restoration projects
can be implemented. Successfully addressing these duties is often critical to obtaining consensus
among the members of a trustee council, especially when the decision-making process of the council
does not have to meet time critical deadlines.

In 2013 the Service will prioritize restoration efforts into three categories anticipated to produce the
greatest return on investment:
» Closing out 12 cases with restorations nearly completed,
s Accelerating restoration expenditures on 24 cases with on-going restorations, and
o Expediting restoration planning on 16 large recently settled cases to begin restoration
activities.

With the Environmental Contaminants program’s track record of effectively utilizing Federal dollars
for on-the-ground restoration, this increase can produce huge environmental returns. Based on the
performance of the program since the late 1990’s, a return of 25:1 is expected; for every $1 in
funding spent by the Environmental Contaminants Program $25 in natural resource restoration will
be returned, making this requested increase an excellent investment of Federal funding. In 2011
alone, Environmental Contaminants-led NRDA restoration projects restored 32,038 wetland acres,
55,557 upland acres, and 392 stream miles. By providing the funding to hire or fully fund dedicated
NRDA restoration specialists, the Service anticipates doubling the current annual restoration efforts
to $50 million per year.

Fisheries Program

The Fish and Wildlife Service’s Fisheries Program just released a report estimating that the
program’s activities generate a total economic impact of $3.6 billion annually, which translates into a
28:1 return on investment and 68,000 jobs. A major message of the America’s Great Outdoors
initiative is about the economic benefits of outdoor recreation. It seems to me that fishing is a major
component, and therefore that the Fisheries Program should be an important piece of the AGO
crosscut.

Simpson Q25: Not only is it not, but core programs are severely cut. Why?

Answer: While the FY 2013 President’s Budget proposes reductions in the Fisheries Program
totaling $11.8 million, the Service is proposing to partially offset these reduction with the proposed
$7.0 million in increases for high priority programs that will enhance the AGO initiative, such as $1.5
million for the National Fish Passage Program for barrier removal/bypass projects and $2.9 million
for Asian carp control. Included in the program reduction is $600,000 which was shifted to other
bureau budgets for direct reimbursement of mitigation production, $1.9 million for which the Service
is seeking reimbursement for the production of fish for mitigation of federal water projects, and
$741,000 which was a fiscal year 2012 congressional addition for supplies. The Office of
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Management and Budget, Congress and DOI have asked the Service to amplify efforts to obtain full
reimbursement from the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

The Service and the Fisheries Program is committed to advancing the key goals of the AGO
initiative, and the fiscal year 2013 President’s Budget request works toward that goal.

Fish Passage Program

The budget proposes a $1.5 million increase for fish passage, while at the same time proposes a $1.1
million reduction from aquatic habitat general activities.

Simpson Q26: Compare and contrast what you expect to do more of with the increase for fish
passage, versus the decrease from aquatic habitat general activities.

Answer: Fish passage has become a critical conservation tool for the Fisheries Program as the need
to address aquatic habitat fragmentation has increased. Restoring habitat connectivity is essential for
restoring anadromous fish specifically and making all fish species more resilient to the effects of
climate change. The requested increase will implement as many as an additional 28 critical barrier
removals or bypass projects that will reconnect important waterways and reopen habitat for fish and
other aquatic species. Based on values reported in the Service study Net Worth, The Economic Value
of Fisheries Conservation, Fall 2011, it is estimated that this will result in more than $200 million in
economic benefits to local communities, as well as create or maintain over 1,300 jobs. Through the
fish passage program as a whole, the Service will work with over 700 partners to assist local
communities with the planning and implementation of these projects.

As increased funding for large fish passage projects becomes available, more expertise is needed in
the highly specialized areas of fluvial geomorphology, fish passage engineering, fish behavior, and
conservation business management. Building upon the existing Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Office infrastructure, the Service will continue its transition towards a leaner, habitat-focused
conservation delivery program, crucial for delivering the aquatic conservation component of the
Service’s mission. Therefore, while there will be a reduction in the delivery of on-the-ground
fisheries habitat restoration and conservation due to the decrease in general program activities, the
Service is funding high priority needs.

Simpson Q27: Will the decrease from aquatic habitat general activities include cuts to the National
Fish Habitat Action Plan?

Answer: No, the National Fish Habitat Action Plan funding request remains at the FY 2012
appropriated funding level of $7,141,555.

Simpson Q28: Why are you putting more fish passage money into people instead of into projects?

Answer: More than 70 percent of the funds received by the Fisheries Program for the National Fish
Passage Program (NFPP) go directly to the implementation of projects. The Fish and Wildlife
Service is working strategically to strengthen on-the-ground fish passage delivery capabilities by
training current biologists in the science of fish passage. This increase of in-house capabilities would
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reduce the price tag of fish passage projects. The Service’s experience with NFPP engineers shows
that when in-house expertise is used, the price of implementing a fish passage project can be reduced
by over 20 percent.

Simpson Q29: Have you ever considered rolling the fish passage program into the National Fish
Habitat Action plan so that fish passage dollars can be considered within the greater context of
aquatic habitat restoration priorities?

Answer: The National Fish Habitat Action Plan (NFHAP), a Service supported and Association of
Fish and Wildlife Agency (AFWA) led effort, exclusively addresses priorities of the Fish Habitat
Partnerships (FHP), some of which are fish passage related, but not all. While a portion of National
Fish Passage Program (NFPP) funds and expertise address priorities of the FHPs, the fish passage
program also addresses a myriad of other Service priority fish habitat projects.

The Service established the NFPP in concert with repeated Congressional report language issued
from 1998 to 2005 to increase the habitat focus of the Fisheries Program. Since its formation in
1999, the NFPP has expanded in scope and capabilities to the point that the Service is a vital and
trusted partner in community-based fish passage projects. Funding for NFPP support Service
technical expertise, as well as on-the-ground cost-shared projects with over 700 partners across the
country The program is flexible, allowing the Fisheries Program’s Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Office field biologists to respond quickly to priorities of the Service and our partners (both Federal
and non-Federal), as demonstrated recently with the post tropical storm Irene recovery efforts.

The NFHAP emerged in 2002 from a recommendation to the Service by the Sport Fishing and
Boating Partnership Council. NFHAP gained momentum in 2003 when the Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies, representing the States, endorsed the effort and agreed to take a leadership role.
To this day, the AFWA serves as the lead entity in what is now known as the National Fish Habitat
Partnership (Partnership). The Service is a key participant in the Partnership at local, regional, and
national levels, and provides crucial funding to support science, partnerships, and on-the-ground cost-
shared projects. The Partnerships help by enlisting a broader slate of partners and identifying
matching funds for projects. This synergy is increasing over time within the Service’s Fisheries
Program, and also with the Service’s Coastal Program and Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program.

Increased collaboration across programs, bureaus, and departments is encouraged by the Secretaries
of the Interior, Agriculture, and Commerce through a recently signed Memorandum of Understanding
for Implementing the National Fish Habitat Action Plan. The MOU recognizes that the National Fish
Habitat Partnership provides a national strategy to harness energies, expertise, and existing programs
to achieve cooperative, proactive conservation goals. The Service believes that the approach put
forward in the MOU effectively links the NFPP with the greater context of aquatic habitat restoration
priorities.

National Wildlife Refuges
Simpson Q30: Will the refuge system complete Comprehensive Conservation Plans for all 554

original refuges by October 9, 2012, as mandated by the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 19977
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Answer: The Service has made significant progress toward meeting the goal of completing
Comprehensive Conservation Plans (CCPs) for 554 units by October 9, 2012:

* Through the end of FY 2011, CCPs for 427 of these units have been completed.

» CCP development is underway for an additional 109 of these units.

« CCPs for 18 of the required units are yet to be started.

The CCPs for 8 of the 427 completed units are currently being revised. The Service has also
completed CCPs for 9 units that were created after the Improvement Act. Despite this progress, there
is a reasonable chance that that a CCP will not be completed for all of the original 554 units by
October 9, 2012, The current schedule indicates that CCPs for 42 of the required 554 Refuge System
units will not be completed by that date. All of these plans, however, should be under development
on that date.

Simpson Q31: How many refuges are closed to the public? How many are unstaffed?

Answer: Of the 594 refuge units, 459 of them, or 77 percent, are open to the public and 134 are
closed to the public.

The latest data on staffed refuges is from 2008, when it was determined that 216 refuge units
(including both national wildlife refuges and wetland management districts) were unstaffed.
“Unstaffed” in this case does not mean the unit never receives attention, but it does indicate that no
FWS employees are located there. The number of unstaffed refuges is approximately the same today.
Therefore, with 594 total units (556 refuges and 38 wetland management districts), including
Everglades Headwaters established in 2012, approximately 374 units (63%) are staffed and 220
(37%) are unstaffed. Unstaffed and closed are not the same. Some refuges may be closed to the
public but are staffed and accomplishing specific work such as invasive species management.

Simpson Q32: How many refuges are open to hunting and fishing?

Answer: According to the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), the Refuge System offers hunting on
327 refuges and fishing on 272 refuges. There are 243 refuges that are open to both hunting and
fishing.

Simpson Q33: How large is the maintenance backlog, and is it growing?

Answer: The Refuge System continues to manage its maintenance backlog by continuing to refine its
condition assessment process, using maintenance action teams, actively pursuing local partnerships,
carefully prioritizing budgets, and disposing of unneeded assets. As a result the backlog declined by
$200 million from fiscal year 2010 to fiscal year 2012.The condition of the overall portfolio has
improved; mission critical needs are being met.

The Refuge System’s list of deferred maintenance projects decreased from $2.7 billion to $2.5
billion. There are 14,641 deferred maintenance projects. Repairs to roads and parking lots, bridges
and trails, dams, levees, and other water control structures are among the most common maintenance
needs. With the start of the Service using the Financial and Business Management System (FBMS),
the Service redefined ‘facilities;” thus, the total number of Refuge System facilities dropped from
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44,475 in 2011 to 31,577 in 2012. Of the Refuge System’s 31,577 facilities, 10,603 are now in need
of some repair, and many of these pose safety threats for refuge visitors, staff, and wildlife.

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives

The Service has invested heavily to establish Landscape Conservation Cooperatives around the
country over the past few years. The FY13 budget proposes no additional funds for LCC’s, yet at
least four of the 22 L.CC’s aren’t fully established.

Simpson Q34: Was the shift in funding priorities for FY13 a direct response to Congressional
direction in FY12 to concentrate the bureau’s efforts on a select few LCC’s?

Answer: Yes. In fiscal year 2012, Congress directed the Service to more fully develop the LCC
initiative in a limited number of areas. The Service has responded to that concern by focusing funding
and support on those LCCs that are best able to deliver priority conservation outcomes as defined by
LCC partners while maintaining others at a reduced level. Targeting funding in fiscal year 2013 will
provide for continued development of critical partnerships associated with more established LCCs
and will focus resources so they are used effectively to benefit fish, wildlife, plants and their habitats.

Simpson Q35: Why is the Peninsular Florida LCC not a priority at a time when the Department is
investing billions in restoration and new acquisition?

Answer: In accordance with Congressional direction, the Service proposes to focus funding and
support on those LCCs that are best able to deliver priority conservation outcomes while maintaining
others at a reduced level. The Peninsular Florida LCC has hired a coordinator and established an
interim Steering Committee, which are important steps in its development. However, the Peninsular
Florida LCC was initiated later than most of the other LCCs and has not had sufficient time to fully
develop the critical partnerships and capabilities associated with more established LCCs. In FY
2012, the Peninsular Florida LCC received a small funding increase, which will enable it to continue
to develop so that it can better serve the considerable needs of the conservation community in Florida
in the future.

Simpson Q36: Shouldn’t a Peninsular Florida LCC be a prerequisite to investing so much in
conservation and acquisition? If not, then what exactly is the point of the LCC?

Answer: LCCs are intended to be applied conservation science partnerships working to build a
shared view of future conservation needs across regional landscapes. The fundamental objective of
LCCs is to define, design, and help partners deliver landscapes that can sustain fish and wildlife
species at desired levels. LCCs are a nexus for bringing together land and resource managers from
all sectors -- federal, state, tribal, local, non-governmental, to address the onslaught of natural
resource stressors. They work towards this objective by agreeing on common goals and jointly
developing the scientific information and tools needed to develop, prioritize and guide more effective
conservation actions towards these goals. In this way, LCCs play an important role in identifying
gaps, prioritizing and connecting existing efforts with all conservation partners, leveraging funding
and preventing duplication. This integrated approach is needed to address increasing land use
pressures and widespread resource threats and uncertainties in a more efficient and effective way.
Cross agency coordination is a critical component to this approach as is working with highly effective
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existing partnerships such as the State Wildlife Action Plans, Joint Ventures, and Fish Habitat
Partnerships.

The conservation issues and opportunities in Florida are too urgent to wait until the Peninsular
Florida LCC reaches its full operational capacity. While the LCC will enhance cooperative
conservation in Florida, existing Service programs and conservation partnerships can begin the
important work of assessing and addressing the multiple stressors affecting this landscape.

Simpson Q37: Please explain whether and how the Service is integrating the work of its LCC’s into
each and every one of the Service’s other programs—and particularly the State and Tribal Wildlife
Grants.

Answer: The LCCs were developed to address critically important conservation challenges that are
large-scale in nature. These may be climate change related or may be among a wide variety of other
stressors that transcend ecological, geographic, administrative, and political boundaries. The impacts
include, but are not limited to, energy development, invasive species, land use transformation,
establishment of migratory corridors, and habitat connectivity. Clearly, this scale of impacts is
relevant to many programs of the FWS.  Administratively, the Fish and Wildlife Service is
represented on all 22 LCC steering committees. One of the key roles of the steering committee
representative is to act as a liaison to all Service programs of relevance to the LCC. This happens
through a variety of mechanisms such as email notes from the steering committee meetings, regular
meetings with staff, assignment of Service staff to various LCC work teams, and other approaches.
Furthermore, this role is supported through the actions of the Assistant Regional Director for Science
Applications who has a primary responsibility for ensuring science coordination among Service
programs and the LCCs.

Existing collaborative conservation programs such as the Joint Ventures (JV) and the National Fish
Habitat Action Plan (NFHAP) are highly relevant to the LCCs. The initial geographic development
of the LCC areas was primarily based upon Bird Conservation Regions. As a result, several LCCs
were very closely aligned with JVs (e.g.,, Great Plains LCC and the Playa Lakes JV; Gulf Coastal
Plains and Ozarks LCC and the Lower Mississippi JV). Because of this, LCC Steering Committees
and JV Boards often had substantial overlap in membership. More frequently, though, the JVs would
be represented on the LCC Steering Committee or be engaged as part of an advisory board consisting
of multiple partner-based organizations such as JVs, NFHAP Fish Habitat Partnerships (FHP), and
other pre-existing organizations. In both cases, science needs identified by the JVs and FHPs have
been incorporated into the larger framework of the LCC science agendas. A working group of
national coordinators or board leaders of the JV, NFHAP and LCC programs has been established
and is working on further programmatic integration.

The State Wildlife Action Plans (SWAP) are a fundamental source of information for the LCCs.
Most LCCs have reviewed SWAP priorities, developed multi-state SWAP comparisons, and included
them in initial conservation science planning. This has led to a number of approaches for further
advancement of SWAP and LCC integration. For example, the North Atlantic LCC recently co-
hosted a meeting with Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration and Northeast State partners to discuss
how State Wildlife Action Plan updates will incorporate common elements and regional information
to allow States and conservation partners to make state-level decisions within a regional or landscape
context. The regional information, including maps, conservation designs, and regional assessments to
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inform this planning, is coming from joint efforts between the North Atlantic LCC and the Northeast
States' Regional Conservation Needs (RCN) program which pools State Wildlife Grant funding for
regional projects.

The Southeastern States and LCCs have embarked on a process to develop a Southeast Conservation
Adaptation Strategy (SECAS). The purpose of SECAS is to provide a forum and process for the
conservation community to come together to develop a vision and strategies needed to enable fish
and wildlife populations to be sustained at desired levels in the face of major stressors such as
continued human population growth, growing energy development, and a changing climate. The
foundation for a SECAS will be based on and built upon conservation planning efforts already in
place: SWAPs, bird conservation plans [e.g., North American Waterfow! Management Plan, Partners
in Flight, and Northemn Bobwhite Conservation Initiative], National Fish Habitat Action Plan, The
Nature Conservancy (TNC), Ecoregional Plans, etc.

In addition, national LCC staff is participating in an Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
(AFWA) sponsored work group that is developing voluntary guidance in the form of a ‘best
practices’ document that can be used by U.S. States and Territories when revising their State Wildlife
Action Plans. One goal of this work group is to identify practices that would make the SWAPs more
useful for landscape scale conservation.

The first recommendation of the new National Wildlife Refuge System vision is to, “Incorporate the
lessons learned from the first round of Comprehensive Conservation Plans and Habitat Management
Plans into the next generation of conservation plans, and ensure these new plans view refuges in a
landscape context and describe actions to project conservation benefits beyond refuge boundaries.”
Working towards this vision, the Service’s refuge program has assigned a central liaison to the LCCs
and is working with LCCs to develop tools and information to support planning decisions. Refuge
staff serve on LCC steering committees (e.g., Chief of the Refuge System in the Southeast Region
serves on the Steering Committee of the South Atlantic LCC). LCCs support and add value to Refuge
System work. For example, the California LCC and the North Pacific LCC are helping the Service
model sea-level rise along the Pacific Coast. In this project, the LCCs are allowing five National
Wildlife Refuges to evaluate sea-level rise effects at a local scale relevant to the landscape level.

The Refuge System Inventory and Monitoring (I&M) Program has a mission to create “a nationally
coordinated effort to support inventories and monitoring at the refuge, landscape, regional and
national scale to inform management and evaluate the effectiveness of strategies to support
adaptation to climate change and other major environmental stressors.” This aligns very closely with
a function of the LCCs to support the development of landscape-scale measures of conservation
status and success. The Refuge I&M program will look beyond the traditional refuge boundaries and
link with other I&M efforts such as those of the National Park Service. Efforts are underway within
the LCCs to facilitate and provide leadership in this process. For example, at the recent Denver
National LCC workshop (March 26-29, 2012) a special working session on coordination of
monitoring programs across multiple agencies took place. Furthermore, the LCC leadership team has
established a standing work team on monitoring coordination that includes a defined Refuge I&M
liaison to ensure appropriate coordination,

The LCCs support and add value to the Endangered Species Program’s efforts to achieve listed and
candidate species conservation on the working landscape. A top priority of the Great Basin LCC is to

26



provide science to advance the conservation of sage-depended species such as the greater sage
grouse, which is a candidate species for listing under the Endangered Species Act . The Great Plains
LCC provides applied science and decision support tools to help natural resource managers conserve
plant, fish and wildlife in the mid- and short-grass prairie of the southern Great Plains. Great Plains
LCC priorities include listed and candidate species such as the Lesser Prairie-Chicken, sand dune
lizard, and American burying beetle. The Gulf Coastal Plains and Ozarks LCC is working with the
FWS, US Forest Service and TNC to develop a prioritization model for identifying potentially
suitable, but currently unoccupied, habitats to target search and restoration efforts for the federally-
threatened Louisiana Pearlshell Mussel. The Great Northern LCC is working to support the recovery
of the threatened Bull Trout in the Crown of the Continent ecosystem.

In addition to working with NFHAP, the LCCs have engaged the Fisheries and Habitat Conservation
program at various levels. This has included an extensive work session at a national meeting of FHC
leadership held in Burlington, VT, in fall 2011, and working sessions with the Branch of Aquatic
Invasive Species and Branch of Habitat Restoration. LCC staff are also involved in the field station
reviews of the Fish Technology Centers and work with individual fish technology center staff on
evaluating science development and identifying linkages with LCCs. At the individual LCC level,
fisheries programs and LCCs are increasingly identifying valuable collaborative opportunities. For
example, the Upper Midwest and Great Lakes LCC is working with Service fisheries program
offices, the Great Lakes Fisheries Commission, and States to provide overall coordination for fish
passage analysis and planning.

Simpson Q38: Does the Service assess its other programs to supplement the LCC line-item funding?

Answer: No, funding appropriated to the Cooperative Landscape Conservation and Adaptive
Science subactivity provides the necessary funding for LCCs. While other Service programs work
collaboratively with LCCs and contribute resources and effort, they are not assessed financially to
support LCCs.

Simpson Q39: The Service hasn’t been shy about trying to re-build the science capacity it lost to the
National Biological Survey and eventually the Biological Resources Division at the USGS.

Is it just not working, this model of having all of Interior’s biological science housed in the USGS?

Answer: As a natural resource management bureau, the Fish and Wildlife Service is a science-based
organization and requires trained scientists and basic science capacity in order to apply scientific
findings to resource management decisions. The USGS has a different but complementary role to
conduct long-term objective research, to develop modeling and forecasting capability to support
decisions, and to maintain large-scale, long-term monitoring and data efforts.

In recent years USGS has provided important science support to the Service to assist with a range of
management issues including wind energy, golden eagles, sage grouse, white nose syndrome in bats,
invasive species and polar bears. Yet the leadership of USGS would be among the first to
acknowledge that there are currently not enough resources within the USGS to meet all of the needs
of the Fish and Wildlife Service for science in support of the Service’s mission. In a constrained
budget environment both USGS and the Service must balance competing needs and prioritize limited
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resources. The fiscal year 2013 budget request for both bureaus represents this prioritization for
science funding in each bureau.

Simpson Q40: The USGS budget includes a $16.2 million increase for “science in support of
ecosystem management for priority ecosystems.” [ thought that was basically the mission of
Interior’s Landscape Conservation Cooperatives, which are funded through the Fish and Wildlife
Service.

Why the need for both? Please explain.

Answer: The fundamental objective of LCCs is to define, design, and help partners ensure that
landscapes can sustain fish and wildlife species at desired levels. LCCs are not research institutions,
and their role is to work towards this objective by collaborating with partners to reach agreement on
common goals to develop, prioritize and guide more effective conservation actions. LCCs play an
important role in identifying science gaps and developing science-based strategies and decision
support tools, leveraging funding, and preventing duplication. To do this, LCCs rely on the research
capacity of USGS, Cooperative Ecosystems Studies Units (CESU), and other institutions to provide
new scientific information.

A broad array of scientific expertise is necessary to understand both the biotic and abiotic systems
that drive landscape change. The USGS has the unique range of capabilities to conduct this type of
landscape-scale, systems-based science that will be applied by the Landscape Conservation
Cooperatives (LCCs).

The $16.2 million increase in the USGS 2013 budget request is intended to fund fundamental science
questions related to restoration of economically important priority ecosystems, including control of
invasive species of greatest concern such as pythons in the Everglades, Asian carp in the Great Lakes
and Upper Mississippi, flow conditions and water quality in the San Francisco Bay-Delta, and water
availability, water quality, and fish habitats in the Klamath Basin. This information is available for
application by the LCCs and other resource management entities in conservation planning and
landscape level resource management.

Simpson Q41: The LCC’s appear to be more partnership-based than the USGS research program. Is
that the case, and, if so, shouldn’t we be investing in the LCC’s primarily?

Answer: LCCs were designed and organized to be partnership-based. However, LCCs alone cannot
provide the full range of science capacity needed to address the increasing land use pressures and
widespread resource threats and uncertainties affecting fish and wildlife resources. For example, the
impacts of accelerating climate change are a major uncertainty that needs to be considered in fish and
wildlife conservation and the USGS Climate Science Centers are being developed to work with the
LCCs to address this need.

USGS research activities are partnership-based to ensure both efficient use of scarce funds and close
matching of results to management needs. For example, USGS science is being applied in the
Chesapeake Bay as part of a broad coalition of Federal, State, and local partners supporting
implementation of the Chesapeake Bay Executive Order. In the Great Lakes region, USGS Asian
carp research into early detection and control technologies is being conducted in support of the Asian
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Carp Regional Coordinating Committee, which consists of Federal, State and local agencies in
addition to other private stakeholders.

Simpson Q42: A closer look at the Fish and Wildlife Service’s budget reveals $13.5 million for
ecosystern restoration activities that appear to be separate from the budget for LCC’s. Of this
amount, an increase of $2.5M is for Great Lakes restoration.

Why is the Administration asking separately for Great Lakes restoration funding increases in the Fish
and Wildlife Service budget, when the Service already receives a significant portion of funding
through EPA’s Great Lakes Restoration Initiative?

Answer: The Service’s 2013 budget request includes additional funding of $2.9 million for nation-
wide activities to control the spread of Asian carp. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
currently implements two different strategies to address the threat of Asian carps in the United States.
The first is the Management and Control Plan for Bighead, Black, Grass, and Silver Carps in the
United States (Plan), which is national in scope. Implementation would be done through the Service,
in cooperation with partners. Its goal is eradication of all but “triploid” grass carp in the wild. The
second is the more recent Asian Carp Control Strategy Framework (Framework) created in 2010,
focused on Great Lakes waters only. This approach is being implemented through the Asian Carp
Regional Coordinating Committee (ACRCC), a partnership of Federal, Great Lakes States, and local
agencies led by the White House Council on Environmental Quality. The latest version of the 2012
Framework was released this past February.

The Service continues to provide technical assistance to Midwest Region States to prevent the spread
of these fish and to share information learned from Asian carp control efforts in other areas. The
Service will soon establish an environmental DNA (eDNA) facility, that will be attached to the La
Crosse Fish Health Center in Wisconsin. The new facility will increase the Service’s capacity to test
water samples for traces of Asian carp DNA.

The Service’s 2013 requested increase will be used for early detection and surveillance of the leading
edge of Asian carp distributions. If funded, work could include collecting and analyzing water
samples for eDNA testing from State and Fish and Wildlife Conservation Offices in areas potentially
susceptible to Asian carp invasions. Work plans would need to be developed and prioritized, but
Asian carp intrusion into the upper Mississippi River could be considered a high priority area. Other
high risk-ecosystems include the San Francisco Bay Delta and Columbia River Basin. Early
detection and surveillance of the leading edge of Asian carp distributions is part of a broader national
containment strategy outlined under the National Asian Carp Management and Control Plan.

Simpson Q43: Why is the Service’s ecosystem restoration funding separate and apart from LCC’s?
Shouldn’t the funding go to the LCC’s to ensure that the programs are aligned and focused on the
highest priorities?

Answer: The Service’s funding for ecosystem restoration goes to collaborative efforts in which
many partners work together to implement management actions to restore coastal areas and habitats,
improve natural resource management and protect endangered species in areas such as the
Everglades, Gulf Coast, Chesapeake Bay and California Bay Delta. Many of these large-scale
projects are being done in collaboration with Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs).

29



By locating ecosystem restoration funding in programs such as refuges and fisheries, the Service is
providing resources to the project managers and biologists who execute the specific actions called for
in restoration plans such as the California Bay Delta Conservation Plan.

LCCs are landscape-scale conservation partnerships that produce and disseminate applied science
products for resource management decisions; they do not implement direct conservation actions.
LCCs promote efficient and effective targeting of Federal dollars, as well as use fiscal resources,
personnel and real property assets of their partners to obtain and analyze the science necessary for the
Service and its partners to protect fish, wildlife, plants and their habitats. Each LCC is guided by a
steering commiitee comprised of its key partners who identify a shared vision of the sustainability of
natural and cultural resources in that landscape. The partners identify the highest priority science
needs; it is not directed by the Service or the Department of the Interior. While LCC science may
benefit the restoration of a particular ecosystem, each LCC determines what the highest priority needs
are in that landscape.

LCCs advance the goals of ecosystem restoration by supporting efforts such as those of the Gulf
Coast Ecosystem Restoration Task force that, in cooperation with the Gulf States, is seeking to
address the long-term impacts of recent disasters (e.g., the Deepwater Horizon oil spill and hurricane
Katrina). The Guif LCCs (South Atlantic, Peninsular Florida, Gulf Coastal Plans and Ozarks, and
Gulf Coast Prairie LCCs) provide conservation planning, decision support tools, prioritized and
coordinated research, and help design inventory and monitoring programs to meet the regional
restoration goals of the Gulf Coast Restoration Strategy. In addition, the Service in conjunction with
NOAA, has established a Gulf Coast liaison position to work with the Gulf LCCs and the States in
the Gulf Coast region to help identify best practices, connect conservation efforts, identify data gaps
and avoid duplication of effort as they strive to restore this area.

The North Atlantic LCC also is very active in Chesapeake Bay restoration. For example, the LCC is
working on science projects to support conservation of at-risk species such as the Red Knot and the
Horseshoe Crab. LCCs are a mechanism to bring together the resources of all partners to answer
fundamental questions about habitat management and species conservation.

Coastal Impact Assistance Program

Simpson Q44: In the short time that the Fish and Wildlife Service has administered the Coastal
Impact Assistance Program, what steps has the Service taken to work with the States to try and
obligate this funding?

Answer: The Service has taken a number of steps to improve the management of the Coastal Impact
Assistance Program (CIAP). We began meeting with all of the affected States starting in May 2011 to
discuss the issues and develop a transition plan to minimize the impact on States and Coastal Political
Subdivision (CPS) operations. As a result of the preliminary discussions, we centralized the grant
administration into the Washington Office and hired and trained a professional grants management
team to review and award grants. Additionally, we have added a technical guidance function in each
of the States to provide a State Liaison to work closely with the recipients of CIAP funds. Five of the
six States presently have a State Liaison, with the sixth in the process of being hired. The State
Liaisons in the four Gulf States are co-located with State staffs. In California and Alaska, the liaisons
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are located in local Service offices in Sacramento and Anchorage, respectively, to encourage
communication and expeditious handling of technical questions on planning and proposed project
issues. The Washington Office staff is responsible for the technical review of grants, including
programmatic and financial aspects that are integral to the grant award process. The State Liaisons
are working with the recipients in the pre-award phase to guide the planning process, develop project
proposals and to help improve the quality of initial grant application submissions to alleviate the
time-consuming process of supplemental information requests during review.

In addition, we have held a national webinar and two national teleconferences with CIAP applicants.
We have completed a CIAP training session in Alaska and are in the process of scheduling training
workshops for States and CPSs for better CIAP grants management. We expect to hold these
workshops April through August 2012 in the eligible States.

Simpson Q45: What was the obligation rate for this program before and after the Service started
administering this program?

Answer: Prior to its transfer to FWS, approximately $402 million was obligated from FY 2007
through FY 2011. During these 60 months, which includes the start-up period, funds were obligated
at an average rate of $6.7 million per month. In FY 2012, the average monthly obligation through
March 15, 2012, is approximately $25 million per month. However, it should be noted that due to the
short time frame that the Service has been awarding grants, the rate of obligation may vary in future
months from this monthly average.

Simpson Q46: Does the Coastal Impact Assistance Program overlap with other Service programs,
such as the Coastal Program?

Answer: Although there are similarities between CIAP and some other Service grant programs, such
as the nationally competitive Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act, there is no
duplication of effort. The Service’s Coastal Program has a primary purpose to work with other
Federal, State and local agencies, Tribal governments, non-governmental organizations, educational
institutions, industry and private landowners, to protect and restore coastal habitat for the benefit of
Federal trust species in all coastal States and Territories. This complements but does not duplicate
CIAP purposes that are limited to the six States designated in the legislation: Alabama, Alaska,
California, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. These programs are often working in the same or
adjacent habitats, and the Service works closely with its State and local conservation partners to serve
local and national goals without duplicating efforts or working at cross purposes. CIAP projects were
developed by each State, vetted through a public review process, and the State CIAP Plans approved
by the Governor and the federal awarding agency. During the States” planning and review process,
the Service’s Coastal Program and Landscape Conservation Cooperative staffs were involved and
helped broaden opportunities for partnership between agencies and non-governmental organizations.
The interdisciplinary and complementary processes involved allow States to select their highest
priority projects within the CIAP eligible uses.
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Spotted Owls

Simpson Q47: Does the USFWS believe that spotted owl populations will continue to decline unless
barred ow! populations are meaningfully reduced?

Answer: Managing competition from encroaching barred owls is one of the primary short-term
recovery recommendations in the spotted owl recovery plan. Barred owls pose the most significant
short-term threat to spotted owl recovery. Barred owls reportedly have reduced spotted owl site
occupancy, reproduction, and survival. Limited experimental evidence, correlational studies, and
copious anecdotal information all strongly suggest barred owls compete with spotted owls for nesting
sites, roosting sites, and food, and possibly predate spotted owls.

This threat has increased in intensity over the years since the spotted owl was listed. It could result in
the local extinction or near extirpation of the northern spotted owl from a substantial portion of their
historical range even if other known threats, such as habitat loss, continue to be addressed. Because
the abundance of barred owls continues to increase, the Service recommended in the 2008 Recovery
Plan and the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl that specific actions to address the
barred owl threat begin immediately.

Simpson Q48: If barred ow! populations are not controlled will increases in designated critical
habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl stop the decline of the spotted owl?

Answer: The spotted owl recovery plan includes 34 recovery actions and makes three overarching
recommendations: 1) protect the best of the spotted owl’s remaining habitat; 2) revitalize forest
ecosystems through active management, and 3) reduce competition from the encroaching barred owl,
Consequently, both habitat protection and barred owl management are key components of spotted
owl] recovery and should be conducted simultaneously.

Recent science affirms the need to conserve larger areas of habitat to save the spotted owl in light of
its continued decline (the overall population is declining at a rate of 2.9 percent per year). This was
demonstrated through two scientific peer review processes—on the 2008 and 2011 spotted owl
Recovery Plans—and in recent published studies by leading spotted owl researchers. Scientists have
emphasized the importance of habitat conservation in the short term as we evaluate approaches for
managing competition from the encroaching barred owl. Maintaining or restoring forests with high-
quality habitat reduces key threats faced by spotted owls and provides high-quality refugia habitat
from the negative competitive interactions with barred owls that are occurring where the two species’
home ranges overlap. Maintaining or restoring these forests should allow time to evaluate the
competitive effects of barred owls on spotted owls and the effectiveness of barred owl removal
measures.

Simpson Q49: When does the USFWS expect that it will begin implementing a barred owl removal
program?

Answer: No policy decision is made by the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). If the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service moves forward with the proposed barred owl removal experiment to
support northemn spotted owl recovery, the soonest we would expect to implement the experimental
removal would likely be late FY 2013 or early FY 2014. After the 90-day public comment period on
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the draft EIS, we will review all public comments received and develop a final course of action. We
seek to finalize an EIS by the end of 2012 and proceed with obtaining the appropriate permits.
Unless the “no action™ alternative is chosen, survey work to locate barred owls could take place
during the spring of 2013, and the first removal could begin later that year, somewhere around the
beginning of FY 2014, Depending on the altemative chosen, results may not be conclusive for
several years.

Simpson Q50: How many acres of the spotted owls' habitat is currently occupied by barred owls?
What is the current estimated population of barred owls in the Pacific Northwest?

Answer: The range of the barred owl in the western United States now completely overlaps with the
range of the northern spotted owl. We observe that as the number of barred owls detected in
historical northem spotted owl territories increase, the number of spotted owls decrease. In the US,
the density of barred owls appears greatest in Washington where barred owls have been present the
longest and spotted ow] populations have declined at the greatest rate in these areas.

At this time, we do not have a current estimate of the barred ow! population numbers. Until recently,
most of the information on barred owls was gathered incidentally from observations taking place in
the course of other field research, which indicated that barred owl populations were increasing.
However, this collateral information was only providing a sense of a trend, not comprehensive data.
The 2008 Recovery Plan and the Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl recognized
the importance of gathering population information for barred owls and, as a result, a team of
scientists and researchers have worked together to develop protocols for detecting barred owls and
documenting important population information, including pair status and reproduction. We expect
these tools will help provide vital data needed to help manage barred owls and reduce their threat to
spotted owls.

Simpson Q51: How much does it cost per acre for barred owl removal activities?

Answer: The draft EIS includes eight potential alternatives that vary in size, methodology and cost.
The differences in these alternatives make it difficult to derive a reliable per acre cost estimate at this
time. In addition, public comments may provide information that could change the alternatives in
scope, scale, approach or timing and thus, could affect the final cost.

Simpson Q52: What is the total estimated annual cost of implementing the type of widespread batred
owl removal program needed to reverse spotted owl declines? How many years would it take to
implement this program?

Answer: The draft EIS includes eight potential alternatives of targeted barred owl removal for public
consideration and does not propose a widespread or rangewide removal program. Each alternative
includes information on the experiment location(s), the estimated cost and duration, the approximate
number of barred owls that would be removed, the potential effect on other species, and any potential
social, economic, cultural, and recreational effects. If it proceeds, the experiment would take place
over a period of 3-10 years (the duration varies in the different alternatives).

Simpsen Q53: Does the USFWS have sufficient funding to begin implementing this program in
FY137 Ifnot, why didn't the agency request additional funding for these activities?
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Answer: The amount of funding needed will depend on the alternative selected. The FWS
anticipates working with partners to identify funding options appropriate for the selected alternative.
Currently, without a better estimate of the funding that may be needed, the Service anticipates using
base funding for its portion of the initial phase if we proceed with the removal experiment.

Simpson Q54: What authority does the USFWS have to conduct barred owl removals on state and
private lands? Can barred owl population growth trends be meaningfully reduced if removal activities
only take place on federal lands?

Answer: Interspersed State and private land occurs within the boundaries of many study areas but
would only be included in the experiment with landowner permission. Incentives, such as easily-
implemented safe harbor agreements or habitat conservation plans, may be offered to encourage
participation.

For the Service to proceed with the removal experiment, we would be required to obtain a permit
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act for scientific collection of barred owls. As a component of the
issuance of that permit we are conducting a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review. We
would also conduct a consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Depending
on the study area and land management agency involved, the study may require additional Federal
and State permits. Any study on National Parks or Recreation Areas would require a research permit.
Study areas on National Forests would require a special use permit. Most proposed study areas for
the experiment are focused on federal lands (U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and
National Park Service). One proposed study area includes the Hoopa Valley Indian Reservation in
California.

If a decision is made to implement the experimental removal, barred owl population trends could
likely be meaningfully reduced if removal activities take place only on Federal lands, since Federal
lands comprise the majority of landownership within the range of the spotted owl. Any effort to
reduce or remove barred owls from the spotted owls’ range is likely to be beneficial, based on
information collected to date from Green Diamond Resource Company lands in coastal northern
California and efforts in British Columbia. While only small pilot efforts, these studies indicate that
spotted owls will re-occupy sites from which barred owls are removed, at least under some
circumstances. Spotted owls returned to all sites after barred owls were removed in the California
study. Successful breeding by spotted owls in Canada also was observed in areas where barred owls
were removed.
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Questions for the Record from Mr. Calvert

Coastal Impact Assistance Program

Your budget request includes a request for the rescission of $200 million from the Coastal Impact
Assistance Program, a program that, among other things, funds projects for the mitigation of the
impact of OCS activities through funding of onshore infrastructure projects and public service needs
for coastal states. It is my understanding that this program existed in MMS until FY2012 when
authority over the funds was transferred to FWS. Now, it seems that after 1 year under management
by FWS you are seeking to severely cut funds from this program.

Calvert Q1: Your budget justification seems to indicate that the reason for this rescission is because
the money is not being obligated fast enough. What factors are contributing to these funds relatively
low obligation rate?

Answer: In 2005, the Secretary of the Interior delegated Federal authority and responsibility for the
Coastal Impact Assistance Program (CIAP) to the Minerals Management Service (MMS — which was
later reorganized as the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management Regulation and Enforcement
(BOEMRE)). Before grants can be approved and funding obligated, the statute requires the States to
have approved plans for the funding. The MMS/BOEMRE approved State CIAP Plans for five of the
six States for FY 2007 through 2010 funds. Texas has an approved Plan for 2007-08 funds, and a
proposed Plan for 2009-10 funds. Additionally, there have been subsequent Plan amendments
submitted by States. For example, Louisiana submitted a fourth revision to their Plan in November
2011.

The CIAP authorizing statute requires these plans to go through a substantive public planning process
that is coordinated through a designated State lead agency with a great degree of participation of the
local Coastal Political Subdivisions (CPS). In addition to the six eligible States, there are 70 CPSs,
which are the County, Parish and Borough governments eligible to receive CIAP funds directly. A
multi-level CIAP Plan review process at the Federal level conducted previously also contributed to
the delayed Plan implementation and slow obligation rates. Further, the proposed projects are all
located in sensitive coastal habitats that involve permitting prior to the full obligation of funds as part
of the grant review process. The complexity of the MMS/BOEMRE administrative process was a
recognized factor in the slow obligations, which led to the transfer of the program to the Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) in October 2011.

Through the end of FY 2011, approximately $402 million of the total available CIAP grant funds
were awarded by MMS/BOEMRE. In FY 2012, the Secretary of the Interior re-delegated CIAP
administration authority to the Service, under its Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program. The
Service is in the process of awarding the balance of CIAP funds, and has already awarded over $40
million in grants this year. The Service immediately consulted with States and CPS to develop a
framework to better implement the program and obligate funding, including centralizing the grant
administration into the Washington Office and adding a technical guidance function in each of the
States to provide a State Liaison.
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Calvert Q2: As [ understand it, FWS has only had control over CIAP funds for less than 1 fiscal
year. Do you believe FWS has had sufficient time managing the program to increase the obligation
rate of these funds? How does FWS’ obligation rate compare to that of the program’s previous
manager, MMS?

Answer: The Service has been administering CIAP funds since Oct. 1, 2011, A complicating factor
has been that at the time of the CIAP transition to the Service, the Department of the Interior
converted the Service to its new financial system, the Financial and Business Management System
(FBMS). FBMS is designed to incorporate the majority of DOI's financial management functions
into one system. The conversion to FBMS, along with the need to deobligate the obligated but
unexpended grants in the BOEMRE system and obligate them anew in the Service system, delayed
the Service’s ability to award grants and amendments until January 2012. Since this time, the Service
has awarded 38 grants and grant amendments for a total of about $41.3 million, a rate of about $25
million per month. MMS/BOEMRE administered the program from FY 2007 through FY 2011, fora
total of 60 months, a period that included the program start-up and development of State plans.
During this time they obligated approximately $402 million, an average of $6.7 million per month.
The Service, working with the States, has also created a new framework to administer the program,
including centralizing staff and providing more technical guidance through State Liaisons, which
should increase the obligation funding rate compared to levels prior to FY 2012.

Calvert Q3: Do you believe that, if given more time, FWS could effectively and efficiently obligate
these funds on projects?

Answer: The Service’s Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program has a proven track record of
working with States and others to award approximately $1 billion per year in cost-shared grants
associated with the Pittman-Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act; the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish
Restoration Act; State Wildlife Grants; the Coastal Wetland Planning, Protection, and Restoration
Act; the Clean Vessel Act and others. The Service plans to incorporate similar administrative
practices and processes that have been shown to be effective in these programs to manage CIAP. This
will also provide greater transparency and public accountability. The Service has the experience and
expertise to effectively and efficiently obligate grant funds while working with the recipients to
achieve national CIAP goals for projects that meet the program’s eligible purposes.

Endangered Species Act

In my home county of Riverside County, CA, we have established a multispecies habitat
conservation plan that establishes a plan for landscape level conservation of endangered species in
the region. These plans provide clear conservation goals as well as facilitate infrastructure
development.

Calvert Q4: Given that the Endangered Species Act lists ecosystem conservation as its first goal,
even before providing for the conservation of endangered species, what is the FWS doing to promote
the establishment of these MSHCPs that support ecosystem level conservation?

Answer: The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) was established to save species at risk of
extinction and to protect the ecosystems upon which they depend. Toward that aim, the ESA makes it
unlawful for any person to “take” a listed species. In 1982, the ESA was amended to authorize
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incidental taking of endangered species by private landowners and other non-federal entities,
provided they develop habitat conservation plans (HCP) that minimize and mitigate the taking.

Across the nation, Fish and Wildlife Service Offices work hand in hand with city planners to help
municipalities understand both the benefits of the ecosystem approach and of the comprehensive
planning for streamlining compliance with ESA. In the Pacific Southwest Region, which includes
California, Nevada and the Klamath Basin of Oregon, the Service is committed to the development of
landscape level plans.

Since 1983, when the first HCP was permitted on San Bruno Mountain, there have been 139 HCPs
completed in California and 8 HCPs in Nevada ranging from .015 acres to 5 million acres of habitat.
The duration of plans also varies widely, from 1 year for the Shimboff plan in Vacaville to 80 years
for the El Sobrante Landfill plan in Riverside County, depending on the activities and conservation
actions and can cover from as few as one species {0 as many as 140 species.

Because HCP’s involve take of endangered species, they must include information about the status
of populations and habitats of the species, an assessment of how many individuals and how much
habitat will be taken under the plan, and what impact that take will have on the species overall. Asa
result, these plans can take many years to complete and involve complicated negotiations between
applicants (seeking ‘take’ coverage for listed species ~ to comply with the Endangered Species Act
“ESA”) and the Service.

A crucial measure for the success of HCPs is the choice and implementation of measures to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate impacts on the species included in the permit. If the appropriate measures are
chosen and implemented in a timely fashion, the impact on the species in question might be
effectively mitigated, justifying the issuance of an incidental take permit.

Many plans are initiated by commercial companies, or local municipalities looking to develop in
some way or to maintain their operations. Examples of activities included in HCPs: residential
development, logging, energy development, industrial development, maintenance of energy facilities,
etc. Most plans invelve NGO’s, local, state, and federal agencies.

Habitat Conservation Plans cover greater than 6.5 million acres in California and greater than 6.7
million acres in Nevada for a total of greater than 13.2 million acres. HCPs seek to protect and
improve priority habitats for both listed and sensitive species. The conservation strategy of each HCP
varies, but often focuses on protecting a key/limited habitat type or key ecological functions. Each
plan relies on the principals of conservation biology and contributes to landscape level needs by
connecting conservation areas or by adding to existing reserves. Examples of conservation provided
in HCPs include: maintaining connectivity between populations, protecting limited habitat types (e.g.
streams), enhancing ecosystem function, reducing/eliminating non-native species, and others. The
conservation planning process is complex, but incorporates the needs of many species to identify and
to protect important areas and/or enhance ecosystem function.

The Service demonstrates its’ commitment to landscape level HCP’s in many ways; one of which is
through the ESA Section 6 funding. Every year a national competition is conducted to fund HCPs in
two ways: 1) the development of new plans and 2) the acquisition of lands to complement preserves
in existing HCPs. Throughout the competition for Section 6 funds the emphasis is on funding plans
that provide the biggest benefit to ecosystems and landscape level conservation. The criteria for
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choosing which plans to fund are heavily weighted towards plans that can provide large scale
ecosystem benefits. The tables below illustrate the Service’s commitment to fund HCPs using
Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Funds.

Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund Request and Award Totals since 20006,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1. HCP Land Acquisition (dollars)

Requested Awarded

E.Y. National CA/NV National | CA/NV

2011 72,603,630 | 30,000,000 | 28,631,600 | 16,463,936

2010 60,325,000 | 18,000,000 | 40,944,474 | 18,000,000

2009 75,297,000 } 22,000,000 | 36,008,000 | 14,407,200

2008 125,214,920 | 74,528,850 | 35,031,843 | 12,613,122

2007 114,611,031 | 55,842,050 | 47,158,967 | 31,645,592

2006 175,632,703 | 105,469,000 46,158,967 | 21,639,054

2. HCP Planning (dollars)

Requested Awarded

F.Y. National: CA/NV National | CA/NV

2011 10,771,660 . | 5,838,335 10,771,660 { 5,838,335

2010 16,416,505 | 6,462,448 10,002,010 | 1,726,839

2009 | 17,316,695 | 4,064,612 | 7,449,103 | 1,886,576

2008 8,757,383 12,138,096 8,634,573 | 2,103,896

2007 | 7,125335 11,763,116 6,610,856 | 1,763,116

2006 | 9,833,026 |2917,824° |7,530,533 | 1,727,465

Calvert Q5: Do you believe that the most efficient way to focus conservation resources is on a
species by species basis, as is the current model, or can more effective use of conservation funds be
realized through the broader application of landscape level conservation plans?

Answer: We believe that we can be more effective through the broader application of landscape
level conservation plans. The overall condition of natural systems and many species of fish and
wildlife that inhabit them is declining. With the multitude of stressors on the landscape such as
climate change, urbanization, energy development, human population growth, spread of invasive
species, to name a few, we can no longer rely on small achievements to stem the tide of biodiversity
loss, habitat degradations, and encroaching development. Recognizing the complexity and scale of
today’s conservation problems, the Service has committed to a partner-based, landscape-scale
approach in our conservation efforts. We must be strategic, collaborative, science-based and aim for
landscape-scale successes. Biological, social, and financial realities demand that the Service and
conservation community work as a singular force for conservation. We will continue to work with
State fish and wildlife agencies and other partners to identify comprehensive conservation strategies
that benefit a broad number of species. However, it is important to recognize that landscape level
conservation plans will not fulfill all our responsibilities or the conservation needs of all species.
Where necessary, we will continue to work on priority issues on a species by species basis, such as
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where required under the Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, or Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act.

Calvert Q6: Should more resources be dedicated to analyzing comprehensive and coordinated
ecosystem level conservation strategies?

Answer: At the requested funding level, the Service will continue to strategicaily build the National
LCC Network. In FY 2012, the Service is working with its LCC partners to complete administrative
underpinnings and work plans for each LCC and identify conservation outcomes, Each LCC will
establish targets and then prepare biological plans and conservation designs capable of achieving
those targets. In FY 2013 more attention will be directed toward establishing landscape-scale
conservation targets for the priority species and habitats collaboratively identified by LCC steering
committees. As a result, we expect that partners will align their funding and personnel to implement
specific activities laid out in the conservation designs. LCCs leverage resources for the conservation
delivery activities of partners which will provide significant benefits for fish and wildlife and help
sustain those resources in critical landscapes across the country. As this occurs, LCCs wiil devote
more time and resources to designing and implementing monitoring and evaluation efforts capable of
determining the extent of those successes, while refining and improving science and planning tools
which will benefit future biological planning and conservation delivery.

Santa Ana Sucker

Secretary Salazar, as I'm sure you are aware, the Fish and Wildlife Service has designated expanded
critical habitat on the Santa Ana River for the ESA-listed Santa Ana sucker fish. While this action
was locally viewed as having the potential to be overly restrictive of future water supply development
projects in the region and with little scientific underpinnings to support the designation, I was
encouraged to hear that the Service was also reaching out to and participating with local water
agencies in a collaborative effort to find common ground on protecting locally developed water
supplies and endangered fish in the process.

1 encourage you and the Service to continue to work with our local water agencies in identifying
actions that can protect both wildlife and our region’s important water resources for future
generations.

Calvert Q7: Can you please provide the Subcommittee with an update on the progress of this
collaborative effort?

Answer: The Fish and Wildlife Service appreciates your comments. The Service continues to
regularly meet and provide technical assistance with all members of the collaborative group. To assist
in their project planning efforts, the Service will soon be providing the collaborative group with an
interim conservation strategy that will help identify short-term and long-term conservation needs of
the fish.
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Questions for the Record from Mr. LaTourette

Northern Spotted Owl

In February 2011, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) issued a “Protocol for Surveying Proposed
Management Activities that May Impact Northern Spotted Owls” that requires two years of surveys
be conducted for listed species, 6 visits per year. In order for landowners to be able to harvest timber
in Northern Spotted Owl range, I understand that the FWS needs to be involved in the process to
provide Technical Assistance (TA), which would allow biologists to review the site specific
information and issue a “not likely to take” opinion. However, some landowners have been informed
that certain local FWS field offices (Arcata, CA and Yreka, CA) do not have funds to conduct the TA
reviews, which prevents them from harvesting timber in these areas.

LaTourette Q1: I see that you are requesting $64.1 million for Endangered Species Consultation,
which is a $3 million increase from what you received for this program in FY12. If you receive this
increase, would that allow local FWS offices to move forward on these technical reviews?

Answer: Of the $2.8 million increase requested in FY 2013 for program changes, $1.5 million
would be directed towards consultations related to renewable energy projects, $1.0 million would be
directed towards developing and implementing consultations with EPA on pesticide registrations, and
the $300,000 would be directed towards better integration of various environmental reviews and
ecological information through the development of a decision support system to assist federal
agencies and project proponents with their resource management decisions. Regarding technical
assistance for spotted owl surveys, the Service has been working closely with the State of California
agency, CALFIRE, to help landowners successfully survey their timber harvest plans. The Service
has produced written recommendations on how to survey for spotted owls and how to avoid taking
spotted owls during timber harvest. The Service also holds multiple workshops with landowners and
CALFIRE annually to educate the public and equip CALFIRE as they assist landowners during the
State’s timber harvest plan permit process under the Forest Practice Rules. The written
recommendations produced by the Service have enabled landowners to survey for and avoid taking
spotted owls, thus eliminating the need for direct technical assistance from the Service.
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Questions for the Record from Mr. Cole

Cole Q1: The FWS recently moved the Lesser Prairie Chicken from a priority 8 to a priority 2 on the
Endangered Species Priority List. What justifies such a severe jump after 10 years as an 8 and what
scientific data was used to make that decision?

Answer: On June 9, 1998, the Service announced in the Federal Register the outcome of the lesser
prairie-chicken status review. In that publication, we provided our determination that listing of the
lesser prairie-chicken was warranted under the ESA. However, the immediate listing of the lesser
prairie-chicken was prectuded by the need to first list other species that were higher priority for
protection. A "warranted but precluded” finding must be reviewed every 12 months to determine if
the listing priority for the lesser prairie-chicken has changed.

In 2008, as part of the annual review, we updated the listing priority number of the lesser prairie-
chicken and changed the priority from an 8 to a 2, thereby elevating its listing priority. The change
reflected an increase in the overall magnitude of threats to the species throughout its range, primarily
from wind energy development and its associated infrastructure and the anticipated conversion of CRP
(Conservation Reserve Program) lands to croplands. These activities are ongoing and continue to
affect the long-term viability of the lesser prairie-chicken. The most recent candidate assessment
form for the lesser prairie-chicken is posted (http://ecos.tws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.
action?spcode=BOAZ) and contains a list of the referenced scientific literature. The assessment form
has not been updated since 2010, as the Service funded work on the listing proposal in early 2011.

Cole Q2: Does the FWS have reliable population counts for Lesser Prairie Chickens in Oklahoma,
Texas and New Mexico?

Answer: The most recent candidate form for the lesser prairie-chicken found at
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=BOAZ contains population
estimates current at that time. In 2012, State fish and wildlife agencies in Colorado, New Mexico,
Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas will work cooperatively to conduct a comprehensive range-wide
survey effort for the lesser prairie-chicken. Information from these surveys will be used by the
Service in partnership with other State and Federal agencies and non-government organizations to
monitor population trends and manage the lesser prairie-chicken. Information will also be used to
identify and provide conservation opportunities to landowners and private industries to conserve the
lesser prairie-chicken. The Service will use the best available scientific data in the development of its
proposed listing rule.

Cole Q3: If the Lesser Prairie Chicken is listed what tangible measure of recovery is realistic?

Answer: The Service recognizes the vital role the States, private landowners and other partners play
in the conservation of the lesser prairie-chicken, and we have been involved in a number of
conservation efforts with our partners over many years and we continue to make these efforts a high
priority.

Recovery planning in the context of the ESA is a process that reverses the decline of an endangered
or threatened species by removing or reducing threats identified when the species becomes listed. A
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“Recovery Plan” pursuant to the ESA is not required until a Federal listing occurs. In the event the
lesser prairie-chicken becomes listed, a recovery team will be appointed to draft a Recovery Plan. A
Recovery Plan must identify objective and measurable criteria to enable the Service to remove the
species from the Federal list when met.

Cole Q4: What impact does the Fish and Wildlife Service FY 13 budget have on Indian Country?

Answer: The FY 13 budget provides approximately $10.0 million for Native American Programs, the
same as the FY12 enacted level, including $4.3 million in Tribal Wildlife Grants to develop and
implement programs supporting wildlife and habitat conservation on Indian Country. In addition, the
FY13 budget funds Native American fisheries, wildlife, and refuge management efforts that include
resources for marine mammals, the Great Lakes Consent Decree, Nez Perce Wolf Monitoring, and
the Yukon Flats NWR. In the FY13 budget, the Service continues its support of Native American
programs and projects that employ tribal youth and provide career-enhancing work experience in
conservation and natural resources management.

Cole Q5: In your FY 13 Budget, you propose a $3.7 million cut to the fisheries program. How
would this affect tribal fisheries?

Answer: The Service has over 230 formal agreements with Native American governments. The
Service is committed to delivering our federal trust responsibilities and expects to operate as close to
2012 enacted levels as possible to deliver these priority services to our tribal partners. However, the
Service has had to make difficult funding decisions in FY 2013 to ensure adequate resources are
available for high priority programs such as Asian carp control. As a result, the fisheries program has
experienced some funding reductions which have both direct and indirect impacts on its ability to
assist Tribes in managing, protecting and conserving their treaty-reserved and statutorily-defined trust
natural resources. In addition, the Service will have reduced capacity to assist Tribes with the
development of their own conservation delivery capabilities.

Despite these negative impacts, the fisheries program continues to work closely with Native
American governments to conserve and protect their trust natural resources.
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Questions for the Record from Mr. Flake

Endangered Species Act & the Border Patrol

During last year’s budget process, I noted that an October 2010 GAO study reported that “Five
Border Patrol stations reported that as a result of consultations required by section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, agents have had to adjust the timing and specific locales of their ground and
air patrols to minimized the patrol’s impact on endangered species and critical habitat.” 1 noted that
many are familiar with the Endangered Species Act consultation process being used when federal or
other construction projects could have in impact on an endangered species or critical habitat, but
these are consultations having to do with Border Patrol operations.

Flake Q1: When asked if the Service anticipated continued use of the section 7 consultation process
when it comes to Border Patrol operations, it was noted that a programmatic approach to section 7
consultations on border operations would best serve the interests of both agencies. Has any progress
been made on a programmatic approach to section 7 consultation?

Answer: The Service is currently working with Border Patrol/Customs and Border Protection on a
programmatic consultation for maintenance and repair of border infrastructure in Arizona (except that
infrastructure already covered by previous consultations or for infrastructure covered by a waiver
issued by the Secretary of Homeland Security). This programmatic consultation wiil be a model for
other consultations to be conducted for similar activities in the other southern border states:
California, New Mexico, and Texas. While the Service has suggested that Border Patrol request a
programmatic consuitation for its operations in Arizona (and other states), this would be a
complicated endeavor (due to the necessarily dynamic nature of the Border Patrol's operations) and to
date, the Border Patrol has not requested this approach.

The Service performs consultations on individual projects (e.g., installation of infrastructure such as
Integrated Fixed Towers, Remote Video Surveillance System towers, Forward Operating Bases,
helipads) as requested by the Border Patrol. These requests for project-specific consultation are made
by the Border Patrol as they complete their planning for each phase of infrastructure construction.
Consultations are completed in Texas as operations are submitted for review, such as Operation Rio
Grande, Operation FORDD, and national guard deployment and training exercises.

Wildfires and Endangered Species

It is well known that Arizona’s forests are host to a number of species on the endangered species list.
it is also well known that Arizona has faced catastrophic wildfires in recent years. Last year, a Fish
and Wildlife spokesman noted in reference to the fires that raged “"The natural fires are good for a
healthy forest, but these fires — where the debris has been allowed to build up and it just hasn't been
addressed - they come out very hot and just scorch everything.”

Flake Q2: Given that our land management has prevented the natural fire regimes and litigation
regularly halts important thinning and fuel reduction projects, do the recovery goals for forest-
dependent endangered species reflect the fact that they are living in arguable un-natural habitats that
can experience catastrophic fires like in Arizona have seen?
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Answer: The Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) is likely the best known forest-
dependent species in Arizona, and the danger of high-severity, stand replacing wildfire is recognized
as one of two primary reasons for listing the owl as threatened in 1993 (69 FR 53182; August 31,
2004). The Service is currently in the process of revising the 1995 Recovery Plan for the Mexican
spotted owl and released a draft for public comment in 2011. Both the 1995 and the revised
Recovery Plan for the Mexican spotted owl (In Draft) acknowledge that recent forest management
has moved from a commodity focus and now emphasizes sustainable ecological function and
restoring fire-adapted ecosystems, both of which have the potential to benefit the owl. However, the
revised Recovery Plan also notes that Southwestern forests have experienced larger and more severe
wildfires from 1995 to the present than those fires recorded in history, and that climate variability,
combined with unsustainable forest conditions and the intensification of natural drought cycles are
likely to increase the negative effects to habitat from fire. The revised Recovery Plan, and the
Service, support landscape-level initiatives such as the Southwest Jemez Mountain Restoration
Project in New Mexico and the Four Forest Restoration Initiative in Arizona, that are focused on
addressing forest sustainability through thinning and prescribed fire across large, fire-prone areas.
These projects will aid in recovery efforts for the Mexican spotted owl, Jemez Mountains
salamander, and other sensitive forest-dwelling species.

Flake Q3: Are you aware of any recovery goals that have been changed or revisited as a result of the
reality that catastrophic fires have burned in Arizona?

Answer: Recovery planning documents can be revised in response to new information on the species,
threats to the species, or other factors. The original Apache Trout Recovery Plan (USFWS 1983) did
address wildfire, noting that intensive wildfire could result in major losses of existing Apache trout
habitat, and that fuel reduction in high risk areas should be considered. The revised Apache Trout
Recovery Plan (USFWS 2009) recognizes the increase in wildfires, noting that drought, wildfire, and
post-fire flooding are on the rise, and that Apache trout are vulnerable to these threats because the
small remaining populations are in areas most likely to be impacted by these climatic effects
(Williams and Meka Carter 2009). The revised Apache Trout Recovery Plan (USFWS 2009) now
includes a specific action item (1.5) which provides for salvage and development of refuge facilities
for populations of Apache trout that are affected by wildfire, among other impacts. This action item
indicates that wildfire was considered in development of the most recent recovery plan, the impacts
of wildfires have been revisited for this species, and that action items within the plan have been
developed to address catastrophic wildfires.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1983. Apache trout recovery plan. Albuquerque, New
Mexico. Available online at http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/ApacheTrout.htm U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. 2009. Apache trout (Oncorhynchus apache) recovery plan,
second revision. Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Available online at http://www.fws. gov/southwest/es/arizona/ApacheTrout.htm

Williams, J.E., and J. Meka Carter. 2009. Managing native trout past peak water. Southwest
Hydrology 8(2): 26-27, 34.
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Flake Q4: Specifically, with the Southwest Region having initiated the revision of the 1982
Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan, will the recovery criteria, goals, and objectives of wolf species
recovery in Arizona be informed by an objective review of factors influences their habitat?

Answer: Yes, factors that influence wolf habitat will be incorporated as appropriate into the revised
Mexican wolf recovery plan. Habitat factors will be incorporated in the following ways:

The revised recovery plan will contain an analysis of habitat-related threats to the Mexican
wolf. Per recovery planning guidelines established by FWS and NOAA Fisheries based on
section 4 of the ESA, recovery plans should include a “five factor analysis” of threats to the
species. Factor A assesses “present or future destruction, modification, or curtailment” of a
species’ habitat or range. For the Mexican wolf, this will likely include assessment of habitat
modifications such as increasing human development, prey availability, and catastrophic
wildfire (e.g., the Wallow Fire in Arizona).

Any significant threats identified in the five factor analysis will be accompanied by the
development of recovery actions in the implementation portion of the plan aimed at lessening
or alleviating those threats. Therefore, the revised recovery plan may include recovery
actions to address identified habitat-related threats.

Recovery criteria must be “objective and measurable” (section 4 of the ESA). The recovery
team is currently developing draft recovery criteria based on demographic and genetic
information that will be considered within the context of the quantity and quality of habitat in
the southwestern United States and Mexico.

Specifically, the recovery team has collated previously unstandardized data on ungulate
distribution and abundance in the Southwest to ensure criteria are achievable.

Specific to the Wallow Fire, we did not document any wolf mortalities from the fire. Further,
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest summarizes the Wallow Fire impact to the Mexican
wolf as follows:

Fire impacts on Mexican gray wolves are expected to be most pronounced immediately
following the fire, and are directly related to fire impacts on wolf prey species abundance
and distribution. Prey species abundance, primarily elk and deer, will respond favorably as
forage and browse within the fire perimeter recover. It is further anticipated that deer
abundance will exceed pre-fire conditions within five years as browse, including aspen,
respond to reduced competition from fire killed conifers.

Although prey numbers are expected to recover quickly, prey distribution may be slower
to return to pre-fire conditions. An important factor will be wildlife water availability.
Through increased ash and sediment flow from high and moderate severity burn areas,
water catchments utilized by wildlife as well as livestock will experience reduced
capacity. Reduced water availability is likely to impact Mexican gray wolf pup
recruitment through decreased availability of prey in the vicinity of denning sites.

To address this need, prioritization of water caichment cleaning, rebuilding, and
refurbishment activities within the fire perimeter must incorporate Mexican gray wolf
prey base needs. As described in the range section of this document, a total of fourteen
water catchments are considered high priority for rebuilding and refurbishment within the
next five years (Wallow Fire 2011: Large Scale Event Recovery Rapid Assessment Team
Wildlife Report, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, July 29, 2011, p. 3).
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Twenty Percent Reduction in Administrative Spending

The written testimony submitted by the Service for the FY13 budget hearing noted that that “the
Department of the Interior’s goal is to reduce administrative spending by 20 percent or $207 million
from the 2010 levels by the end of 2013.”

Flake Q5: Is this a realistic and attainable goal?

Answer: The Service is aggressively working to achieve its administrative spending reductions by
the end of FY 2013. Our target reduction goals include realistic cuts to travel, transportation,
supplies, printing, advisory contracts, and equipment. By continuing efforts that ensure
administrative functions are performed more efficiently and effectively, FWS will meet its 20%
reduction target without programmatic impacts by the end of 2013.

Flake Q6: Given that we are working on the Fiscal Year 2013 budget proposal, what actions to date
have been taken by the Service to reduce administrative costs?

Answer: The Service has taken action to identify specific activities where administrative savings will
be realized in Fiscal Year 2013. In Fiscal Years 2011 and 2012, efforts were focused on reductions
being achieved in travel and transportation costs that included reduced expenses associated with
meetings, conferences, and employee relocations. Reductions also targeted cutbacks in supplies, and
advisory and assistance contracts associated with consultants, IT and other communication support
services. In FY 2013, the Service continues these reduction efforts with specific actions to reduce
equipment costs (computers, printers, etc.).

Revision of the 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan

1t is my understanding that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service is in the process of updating the
Mexican gray wolf recovery plan. Further, it is my understanding that in the process the Service has
created a Tribal Liaisons Subgroup, Stakeholder Liaisons Subgroup, Agency Liaisons Subgroup, and
a Science and Planning Subgroup. Given the persistent controversy surrounding wolf recovery and
the regulatory issues the program has engendered for Arizona residents, the recovery planning
process is important.

Flake Q7: Can you please detail for the opportunities for public involvement, both for the general
public as well as for stakeholders that may or may not be represented in the various groups you have
convened, in the recovery planning process?

Answer: Due to the overwhelming interest in recovery plans, it is not possible to include all
interested parties in our recovery planning efforts for any species. However, for the Mexican Wolf
Recovery Team, our stakeholder members (New Mexico Cattle Growers Association, Arizona Wool
Producers Association, Arizona Cattle Growers Association, Defenders of Wildlife, The Rewilding
Institute, Coalition of Arizona and New Mexico Counties, New Mexico Council of Outfitters and
Guides, Grand Canyon Wildlands Council, and Arizona Wildlife Federation) serve as conduits for
communication to the broader public. During the development of the plan, some information is
considered deliberative in nature and we request that sensitive information not be shared with the
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public by recovery team members until a draft document has been approved by the Service.
However, these stakeholder members can update their broader constituencies on the general findings
of the team, its progress, and issues under deliberation. Further, we have established a Recovery
Planning webpage on the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program website to keep the public apprised of the
Team’s activities. The draft recovery plan will be available for public comment in 2013. All
comments received from the public comment period will be considered during the finalization of the
plan by the Team and the Service. In addition, we are conducting a multi-faceted effort to engage
tribes in the Southwest through working group meetings and outreach activities.
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TUESDAY, MARCH 6, 2012.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 2013 BUDGET
REQUEST

WITNESSES

ROBERT ABBEY, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
KAREN MOURITSEN, BUDGET OFFICER, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGE-
MENT

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN SIMPSON

Mr. SiMPSON. The hearing will come to order. Director Abbey, I
would like to welcome you to today’s Subcommittee hearing ad-
dressing the fiscal year 2013 budget priorities for the Bureau of
Land Management. First, I would like to thank you and the BLM
for complying with the prohibition on funding for wild lands as in-
cluded in the fiscal years 2011 and 2012 bills. As you know, this
is a very big issue for many western elected officials.

My colleagues and I hope to cover a lot of ground with you today
on many different issues. While I do not agree with all of the
BLM'’s priorities in this budget, I appreciate the fact that we can
have productive conversations about these issues. I would like to
begin by making several points on a few specific issues before we
receive your testimony.

I am very disappointed with the proposed decrease in range man-
agement and the new fee of $1 per animal unit per month. Back
in 2009, we talked about the importance of permanently reducing
the backlog of grazing permits, which has been a problem for the
BLM for years. Now, the BLM has gone from completing 84 per-
cent of the grazing permits for renewal in 2009 to completing 36
percent in 2011 and only planning to complete 33 percent in fiscal
year 2013. This is simply unacceptable. While I understand the
workload of permit renewals fluctuates from year to year, this level
of compliance is inexcusable, particularly given this subcommittee’s
focus on the issue.

Further, the $1 per AMU is a 74 percent increase, which is to-
tally unreasonable. I am not opposed to discussing the AMU fees.
We all know it is very low. However, a 74 percent increase violates
the executive order mandating the fee cannot be raised by more
than 25 percent in 1 year. There is a reason for this. Livestock pro-
ducers just like other small businesses need certainty. They need
to know their grazing permits will be renewed in a timely fashion
and that fees will not dramatically increase from year to year.

Despite the fact that range management is a large part of BLM’s
responsibilities and that state and local offices in Idaho and other
areas have stepped up to address these challenges in spite of major
hurdles thrown their way, it does not seem to be a priority with
the Bureau. Director Abbey, I need your help to change this. The
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Congress provided an increase for range management in 2012 and
we expected results.

Secondly, it seems that this budget chooses increased funding for
land acquisition and America’s Great Outdoors at the expense of
other important programs that actually support private sector jobs
and grazing, forestry, mining, and oil and gas development. As you
know, I support the Land and Water Conservation Fund, but it
does not make sense to me that we would increase funding for land
acquisition by diverting monies from land management accounts.
Considering many of the challenges the BLM faces just managing
the land it already holds, the Bureau should focus on solving exist-
ing problems.

I am also disappointed with the budget gimmicks that now seem
to be a mainstay in the BLM budget. From grazing fees to numer-
ous oil and gas fees, this makes our jobs difficult as we have to find
the funds to offset these proposals, many of which are simply non-
starters in the House of Representatives. Each year, the long list
of legislative proposals seems to grow. I prefer to work in a con-
structive way with the Bureau to solve problems rather than en-
gage in these political games. I suggest these games come from
OMB and not from the BLM itself.

I commend the BLM for taking a proactive approach on the con-
servation of sage grouse and this priority is rightly reflected in the
proposed budget. That said, I want to make sure this investment
is actually improving sage grouse habitat and preventing the spe-
cies from being listed in 2015, which would be devastating across
the West. Now more than ever we need to see a return on this in-
vestment and not just waste this funding on planning exercises
that do not help us reach our goal.

Some of the greatest threats to sage grouse are invasive species
and wildfire. How will this investment be used to control cheat-
grass, for example, and prevent fires that destroy sage grouse habi-
tat? Director Abbey, preventing this listing is a top priority for me
and it will require close partnership with federal agencies, and
state and local land users. We have to get this one right.

Finally, I could not hold a BLM hearing without mentioning liti-
gation. I continue to be very concerned about the cost of litigation
to the Bureau and the taxpayers. The Department is finally start-
ing to track equal access to address those payments, but we still
need much more sunlight on this issue. We need to know the true
cost of litigation to the Bureau, and this should be part of the
budget justification submitted every year. Americans deserve to
know these costs and how their tax dollars are being spent.

In closing, I look forward to working with you on many of these
issues and thank you and your staff for their hard work and assist-
ance in drafting this proposal and for working with us on trying
to address the issues that we have differences of opinion on.

With that, I am happy to yield to the gentleman from Virginia,
Mr. Moran, for any opening statement he might have.

OPENING REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN MORAN

Mr. MORAN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.
And good morning, Director Abbey, and Budget Director
Mouritsen. Nice to see you both.



All public lands have a long and storied history. They have pro-
vided the land base for the settlement and economic development
of the United States. Our national parks and forests were carved
from the public land base but by 1946, when the Bureau of Land
Management was formed, our remaining public lands were almost
an afterthought. The BLM has come a long way from the days
when it was referred in some quarters—it may still be referred in
those quarters—as the Bureau of Livestock and Mining. But today,
the BLM is a modern agency with a multiuse mandate to serve
present and future generations. I am glad to see some representa-
tives of future generations standing in the back here.

In 1976, Congress laid out this mandate when it passed the Fed-
eral Land Policy and Management Act that was called FLPMA,
which I think we ought to figure out a better acronym than that.
But anyway, FLPMA was the result of years of discussion and de-
bate on what is the appropriate way to manage these remaining
public lands. The final legislative product advances responsible
stewardship of our public lands drawing guidance from this Na-
tion’s first conservation president, a good Republican, Theodore
Roosevelt. And it was Teddy Roosevelt who, in his 1907 message
to the Congress—and since we do have some young people, I am
going to quote it—“to waste, to destroy our natural resources, to
skin and exhaust the land instead of using it so as to increase its
usefulness will result in undermining in the days of our children
the very prosperity which we ought, by right, to hand down to
them amplified and developed.” Well said by President Roosevelt.

Mr. SIMPSON. You were there for that, were you not?

Mr. MoORAN. Well, no, but I trust you were, Mike.

It is very interesting to see that with a budget of 1.1 billion, the
BLM manages about 245 million acres. That works out to an ex-
penditure of $4.50 an acre per year. These same lands are esti-
mated to generate almost 6 billion in revenue in fiscal year 2012,
with about half of that going to the States.

Director Abbey, you and the employees of the BLM have your
work cut out to manage multiple and sometimes conflicting uses.
I appreciate the work that BLM does to protect resources and man-
age the use of public lands. And, of course, as you would recognize,
there is always room for improvement. I look forward to your testi-
mony this morning on how the BLM plans in fiscal year 2013 to
carry out its responsibilities.

And I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Abbey, I look forward to your testimony.

OPENING REMARKS OF DIRECTOR ABBEY

Mr. ABBEY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman and Congressman
Moran. It is always a pleasure to be in front of this committee and
talk about something that I care very deeply about, and that is our
public lands and the uses that take place on these public lands.

As you already noted, with me today is Karen Mouritsen, who is
BLM’s budget officer extraordinaire. She has done a lot of work
working with her staff to put together a very sound and defensible
budget proposal.

As you already also noted, the Bureau of Land Management is
responsible for managing 245 million acres of public lands, pri-



marily in the 12 Western States, as well as approximately 700 mil-
lion acres of onshore mineral estate nationwide. The BLM’s unique
multiuse management of public lands includes activities as varied
as energy production, mineral development, livestock grazing, out-
door recreation, and conservation of key natural, historical, cul-
tural, and other important resources.

The BLM is one of a handful of federal agencies that generates
more revenue than it spends. BLM’s management of public land,
resources, and protections of public land values result in extraor-
dinary economic benefits to local communities and to this Nation.
We estimate that in 2011, the BLM’s management of public lands
contributed more than $120 billion to the national economy and
supported more than 550,000 American jobs. BLM’s total fiscal
year 2013 budget request is $1.1 billion, which is $500,000 below
the 2012 enacted budget.

Congressman Moran, you also noted in your statement that the
Bureau of Land Management has brought in an estimated—well,
in fiscal year 2011—almost $5 billion for the $1 billion that was in-
vested by Congress. I think that is a pretty fair return to the
American taxpayer. In the 2012/2013 proposal, we also estimate
that revenue that will be generated for both states as well as our
National Treasury will be increased.

Our budget proposal reflects the Administration’s efforts to maxi-
mize public benefits while recognizing the reality of the current fis-
cal situation. The proposed BLM budget makes strategic invest-
ments in support of important Administration and Secretarial ini-
tiatives, which will reap benefits for years to come.

I would like to take a few moments to just highlight a few of
these investments that we are proposing. The America’s Great Out-
doors Initiative promotes the BLM’s multiple-use mission by ex-
panding opportunities for recreation including hunting, fishing, and
off-highway vehicle use while enhancing the conservation and pro-
tection of BLM-managed lands and resources. Our budget request
calls for $6.3 million in increases to support this initiative and in-
cludes funds for managing national monuments and national con-
servation areas, national scenic and historic trails and wild and
scenic rivers, as well as off-highway-vehicle-use designated areas.

The New Energy Frontier Initiative recognizes the value of envi-
ronmentally sound, scientifically grounded development of both
conventional and renewable energy resources on public lands. The
conventional energy resources continue to play a critical role in
meeting the Nation’s energy needs. During 2011, the BLM held 32
onshore oil and gas leases sales, which generated around $256 mil-
lion in revenue. Total onshore mineral revenues, including leasing,
bonus bids, and royalties are estimated to be $4.4 billion in 2013.

The 2013 budget strengthens the BLM’s oil and gas inspection
capability through a proposed fee on oil and gas producers. This
will generate an estimated $48 million in funds to improve safety
and production inspections for oil and gas operations.

President Obama, Secretary Salazar, and this Congress have
stressed the critical importance of renewable energy to the Nation’s
energy security and long-term economic development and to the
protection of the environment. To date, Secretary Salazar has ap-
proved 29 commercial-scale renewable energy projects on public



lands, including 16 solar, 5 wind, and 8 geothermal projects that
represent more than 6,500 megawatts and 12,500 jobs. The BLM
intends to reach its goal of permitting 11,000 megawatts in 2013.
The BLM’s 2013 budget proposes a $5 million increase for these ef-
forts.

The 2013 budget proposes an increase of $15 million to imple-
ment broad-scale Sage-Grouse conservation activities to ensure the
long-term sustainability of Sage-Grouse and to help prevent the fu-
ture listing of this species for protection under the Endangered
Species Act, thereby allowing multiple-use activities to continue on
BLM-managed lands.

While complicated and certainly controversial, reforming the
Wild Horse and Burro Program to make it fiscally sustainable is
also one of our top priorities. To that end, the proposed 2013 budg-
et includes $2 million for efforts to research and improve herd fer-
tility control. The National Academy of Sciences report assessing
the BLM’s management of wild horses and burros on our rangeland
is expected to be completed in 2013 and we look forward to their
recommendations on how we could possibly improve our program.

Funding of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Program also
remains a priority. The BLM’s 2013 budget request for the Land
and Water Conservation Fund is $29 million to fund 12 acquisition
projects in 9 States.

And finally, the budget proposes legislative initiatives to reform
hard rock mining, remediate abandoned mines, and encourage dili-
gent development of non-producing oil and gas leases. The budget
also proposes a 3-year pilot program to allow BLM to recover some
of the cost of issuing grazing permits and leases on public lands.
Our 2013 budget request provides funding for the Agency’s highest-
p}]iiority initiatives, maximizes public benefits, and reflects difficult
choices.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you again
for the opportunity to appear before you and to talk about our
budget proposal.

[The statement of Robert V. Abbey follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to testify on the
President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 budget request for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

The BLM, an agency of the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), is responsible for managing
our National System of Public Lands, which are located primarily in 11 western States. The
BLM administers over 245 million surface acres, more than any other Federal agency. The BLM
also manages approximately 700 million acres of onshore subsurface mineral estate throughout
the Nation. The BLM’s unique multiple-use management of public lands includes activities as
varied as energy production, mineral development, livestock grazing, outdoor recreation, and the
conservation of natural, historical, cultural, and other important resources. The BLM is one of a
handful of Federal agencies that generates more revenue than it spends.

Providing For Our Nation’s Needs
The BLM’s multiple-use management and protection of public land resources results in

extraordinary economic and other benefits to local communities and to the Nation. The
economic output associated with the public lands is considerable. Commodity, recreation, and
conservation uses on the public lands generated an estimated combined economic output of more
than $120 billion nationwide and supported more than 550,000 American full and part-time jobs,
according to the Department of the Interior Economic Contributions report of June 21, 2011.

One element of these economic benefits is the BLM’s contribution to America’s energy
portfolio. During calendar year 2011, the BLM held 32 onshore oil and gas lease sales —
covering nearly 4.4 million acres — which generated about $256 million in revenue for American
taxpayers. Onshore mineral leasing revenues are estimated to be $4.4 billion in 2013. The 2011
lease sale revenues are 20 percent higher than those in calendar year 2010. There are currently
over 38 million acres of oil and gas under lease, and since only about 32 percent of that acreage
is currently in production, the BLM is working to provide greater incentives for lessees to make
production a priority. In FY 2011, the Department of the Interior collected royalties on more
than 97 million barrels of oil produced from onshore Federal minerals. Moreover, the production
of nearly 3 trillion cubic feet of natural gas made it one of the most productive years on record.
BLM-managed Federal coal leases, meanwhile, power more than 20 percent of the electricity
generated in the United States.



The BLM also is leading the Nation on the new energy frontier, actively promoting solar, wind,
and geothermal energy development. Under Secretary Salazar, BLM has approved permits for
29 commercial-scale renewable energy projects on public lands or the transmission associated
with them since 2009. This includes 16 solar, five wind, and eight geothermal projects.
Together, these projects represent more than 6,500 megawatts and 12,500 jobs, and when built
will power about 1.3 million homes. In addition, the Department has identified more than 3,000
miles of transmission lines for expedited review. Enhanced development of wind power is a key
component of our Nation’s energy strategy for the future. There are currently 437 megawatts
(MW) of installed wind power capacity on BLM-managed public lands, but there are 20 million
acres of public Jands with wind potential. Additionally, nearly half of U.S. geothermal energy
production capacity is from Federal leases. The 2013 budget reflects a goal of permitting a total
of 11,000 MW of clean renewable energy by the end of 2013.

The BLM contributes to local communities and the national economy in many ways other than
energy production. The Department estimates that more than $3 billion in annual economic
benefits are estimated to result from timber- and grazing-related activities and non-energy
mineral production from BLM-managed forest, range, and mineral estate lands. Conservation
lands, meanwhile, are valued for their outstanding recreational opportunities as well as for their
important scientific, cultural, and historic contributions. Protecting these places preserves the
careful balance in management mandated by law, a balance that we need on our public lands.
Public land recreational activities also provide major economic benefits to economies in nearby
communities. Nearly 58 million recreational visits took place on BLM-managed lands in 2011
alone. In 2010, recreation on BLM lands supported an estimated 59,000 jobs and resulted in
about $7.4 billion in economic output. Recreational hunters, off-road vehicle enthusiasts,
mountain bikers, backpackers, anglers, and photographers discover endless opportunities on
BLM-managed lands. These and many other recreational opportunities are vital to the quality of
life enjoyed by residents of the increasingly urbanized western states, as well as national and
international visitors.

FY 2013 Budget Overview
The BLM’s budget makes significant investments in America’s economy, while making difficult

choices to offset priority funding increases. Investments in this budget will promote America’s
energy production at home and grow America’s outdoor economy. The budget request allows
the BLM to advance a number of important initiatives, including America’s Great Outdoors and
the New Energy Frontier, and to implement a number of BLM priorities such as restoring
landscapes and conserving habitat for sage grouse, expanding research into population controls
for wild horses, and reforming hardrock mining on public lands.

The total FY 2013 BLM budget request is $1.1 billion in current authority, which is essentially
level with the 2012 enacted level. The budget proposes $952.0 million for the Management of
Lands and Resources appropriation and $112.0 million for the Oregon and California Grant
Lands appropriation, the BLM’s two main operating accounts. The budget makes strategic
funding shifts to target high-priority initiatives, scales back on lower-priority programs, and
sustains and expands energy program activities. The budget also includes several important
legislative proposals linked to the uses of lands and resources, including proposals to fund the



remediation of abandoned hardrock mines; to provide a fair return to the taxpayer from the
production of several hardrock minerals on Federal lands; to encourage diligent development of
oil and gas leases; to repeal a prohibition on charging oil and gas permitting fees along with
associated mandatory funds; and to reauthorize the Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act.

A crucial factor in the BLM’s ability to fulfill its diverse mission and many responsibilities
continues to be strong engagement with partner organizations and vol s in the nt
of the public lands. Reciprocal partnerships and volunteer contributions are critical. Through
partnerships with organizations and local communities, and through the generosity of volunteers,
the BLM effectively leverages external resources, and expands its ability to meet public land
management goals. Partnerships also foster an enhanced sense of stewardship and community
for the people most closely connected to those lands.

Growing Our Outdoor Economy & Protecting Special Places — America’s Great Qutdoors
In the rapidly urbanizing west, over 40 million Americans living in more than 4,000 nearby cities

and communities can access BLM-managed public lands right in their own backyards. Within a
day’s drive of 16 major urban areas there are over 100 million acres of BLM-managed public
lands. Given the proximity of the public lands to these population centers, the BLM is in a
unique position to contribute significantly in advancing the President’s initiative to reconnect
Americans and our youth to the great outdoors. The America’s Great Outdoors (AGO) Initiative
promotes the BLM’s multiple-use mission by expanding opportunities for recreational activities
~ including hunting, fishing, and off-road vehicle use — while enhancing the conservation and
protection of BLM-managed lands and resources. All of these activities have a place at the
multiple-use table and strengthen the BLM’s connection to western communities and to visitors
to the public lands. The BLM’s FY 2013 budget request includes $6.3 million in program
increases for various AGO-related programs in BLM’s operating accounts. The 2013 budget
also includes increases for programs funded through the Land and Water Conservation Fund, a
vital component of the America's Great Outdoors initiative. The BLM’s total 2013 budget
request for the LWCF land acquisition program is $33.6 million, an increase of $11.2 million
over the 2012 enacted-funding level.

National Landscape Conservation System — Acts of Congress and/or Presidential proclamations
have designated more than 27 million acres of public land into the BLM’s National Landscape
Conservation System (NLCS). These areas are managed to conserve, protect, and restore the
conservation values for which they are designated, while allowing for appropriate multiple uses.
National Monuments and National Conservation Areas, Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study
Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and National Scenic and Historic Trails are all included as NLCS
units. These areas are amazingly diverse, ranging from broad Alaskan tundra to red-rock deserts
and from deep river canyons to rugged ocean coastlines. While some of these special places are
surprisingly accessible, many others remain remote and wild.

The NLCS units include over 2,700 recreation sites and 22 visitor centers that serve some 13
million visitors annually. Approximately one-fourth of recreation use of BLM lands occurs
within units of the NLCS. Thus, the NLCS contributes to the sustainability of economies in local
communities in a variety of ways. Near Las Vegas, Nevada, for example, the extremely popular



Red Rock Canyon National Conservation Area is visited by over 1 million people each year. In
FY 2011, visitors to this NCA generated nearly $2 million in recreation fees that were re-
invested in the area, directly contributing to the regional tourist economy and supporting 50
private-sector jobs. The BLM also emphasizes the creation of recreation facilities in nearby
communities outside of NLCS units. Finally, in addition to recreation, the NLCS supports
opportunities for scientific research, the protection of critical habitat for threatened and
endangered species, and the protection of nationally-significant cultural resources.

The BLM’s 2013 proposed budget includes a $3.0 million increase for National Monuments and
National Conservation Areas. The increase will allow the BLM to increase a variety of
activities, including enhancing law enforcement, enhancing visitor safety and experiences, and
expanding interpretation programs and products.

Recreation Management — Visitors to BLM-managed lands enjoy a broad range of recreation
opportunities such as hunting, camping, fishing, hiking, horseback riding and shooting sports;
many motorized activities such as boating and OHV riding; as well as extreme sports and special
events. These activities are essential components of western communities’ economies and
quality of life. The BLM manages more than 600 Special Recreation Management Areas, along
with 3,500 recreation sites, campgrounds, day-use areas and other facilities, and 40 major visitor
centers and visitor contact stations. In addition, the agency provides recreation opportunities and
protection of resource values on more than 10,000 miles of BLM-administered waterways,
including over 2,400 miles in 69 designated Wild and Scenic Rivers. The BLM also manages
15,000 miles of recreation-use trails and another 98,000 miles of Back Country-Scenic Byways
and public access roads and routes, and oversees 3,400 commercial and competitive use permits
and concessions, supporting thousands of businesses and communities across the West. Most
BLM-managed lands and recreational areas (over 95 percent) are free to the public.

In FY 2013, an increase of $2.2 million in the Recreation Resources Management program is
proposed to allow the BLM to continue to develop and implement more travel management plans
($1.1 million) and also strengthen management of the National Scenic and Historic Trails
($700,000) and the Wild and Scenic Rivers ($400,000).

Cultural Resource Management — The FY 2013 budget proposes an increase of $1.1 million for
the inventory, protection, and interpretation of places of special meaning to the diverse
communities of the American West, and will allow the BLM to conduct regional ethno-
geographic landscape assessments; engage underrepresented groups in heritage resource
stewardship; repatriate to Native Americans human remains and cultural items held in BLM
collections; and implement the Paleontological Resources Preservation subtitle of the Omnibus
Public Lands Act of 2009.

Land Acquisition — The 2013 Federal Land Acquisition program builds on efforts started in

2011 and 2012 to strategically invest in interagency landscape-scale conservation projects while
continuing to meet agency-specific programmatic needs. The Department of the Interior and the
U.S. Forest Service collaborated extensively to develop a process to more effectively coordinate



land acquisitions with government and local community partners to achieve the highest priority
shared conservation goals.

A portion of the funding allocated from the LWCEF to each of the burcaus targets a collaborative
effort to focus acquisition projects from each bureau in high-priority landscapes. This effort
leverages acquisition funding for larger-scale goals of collaborative landscape management. The
proposed budget funds two collaborative acquisition projects within the Department’s high-
priority landscape areas. The BLM’s core acquisition program is aligned with the larger
Departmental collaborative initiative; 97 percent of BLMs acquisitions in its core program in
2013 will occur in the Department-designated collaborative priority landscapes with two projects
located in two of the three high-priority ecosystems. The budget funds 10 high-priority core land
acquisition projects in seven states and includes $2.5 million for acquisition of lands or interest
in lands for hunting and fishing access on BLM lands. These projects will provide access to
public lands; improve river and riparian conservation and restoration; conserve or protect
wildlife habitat; preserve open spaces; provide for historic and cultural resources preservation;
and create opportunities for public recreation at landscape or ecosystem levels.

Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act Reauthorization — The President’s budget also
includes a legislative proposal to reauthorize the Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act
(FLTFA), which expired in July of 2011. Under the FLTFA, the BLM was able to sell public
lands identified for disposal through the land use planning process prior to July 2000, and retain
the proceeds from those sales in a special account in the Treasury. The BLM then used those
funds to acquire, from willing sellers, environmentally sensitive land inholdings with exceptional
resources. During FLTFA’s 11-year history, the BLM sold approximately 27,000 acres under
this authority and acquired approximately 18,000 acres of remarkable landscapes.

The 2013 budget includes a proposal to reinstate the FLTFA and allow lands identified as
suitable for disposal in recent land use plans to be sold using the FLTFA authority. FLTFA sales
revenues would continue to be used to fund the acquisition of environmentally sensitive lands
and the administrative costs associated with conducting sales. The Department strongly urges
the Congress to reauthorize this important tool which provides for a rational process of land
disposal that is anchored in public participation and sound land use planning, while providing for
land acquisition to strengthen our Nation’s most special places.

Promoting American Energy Production at Home
The Secretary’s New Energy Frontier Initiative emphasizes the value of scientifically-based,

environmentally-sound development of both renewable and conventional energy resources on the
Nation’s public lands. The BLM’s proposed FY 2013 budget advances the goals of the initiative
by including priority funding for both renewable and conventional energy development on public
lands.

Renewable Energy — President Obama, Secretary Salazar, and the Congress have stressed the
critical importance of renewable energy to the future of the United States. Success in attaining
the Nation’s goals to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, mitigate climate change, and protect the
global environment relies on sustained efforts to develop renewable energy resources.



Renewable energy production is vital to our Nation’s long-term economic development and
energy security. The development of renewable energy creates American jobs and promotes
innovation in the United States while reducing the country’s reliance on fossil fuels.

The BLM continues to make significant progress in promoting renewable energy development
on the public lands in 2012, including working to approve additional large-scale solar energy
projects and complete a draft Solar Prog ic Envirc tal Impact Stats t to provide
for landscape-scale siting of solar energy projects on public lands. The agency is working on
wind development mitigation strategies with wind energy applicants and other Federal agencies,
and is currently reviewing over 45 wind energy applications. Additionally, the transmission
infrastructure required to deliver renewable energy from production facilities to major markets
relies on corridors across BLM-managed lands.

The 2013 budget request includes a total program increase of $7.0 million in the Renewable
Energy Management program, including $5.0 million in new funding. This will support
additional environmental studies to accelerate the identification of prime areas for utility-scale
renewable energy project development. It will also enable the BLM to continue ongoing
program management responsibilities associated with geothermal energy development by
replacing mandatory funding previously provided by the Geothermal Steam Act Implementation
Fund, for which new deposits have ceased. The remaining $2.0 million increase is a transfer of
geothermal funds from the oil and gas management program to the BLM’s renewable energy
program.

Conventional Energy — Secretary Salazar has emphasized that conventional energy resources on
BLM-managed lands continue to play a critical role in meeting the Nation’s energy needs.
Conventional energy development from public lands produces 41 percent of the Nation’s coal,
13 percent of the natural gas, and 5 percent of the domestically-produced oil. The Department’s
balanced approach to responsible conventional energy development combines onshore oil and
gas policy reforms with effective budgeting to provide appropriate planning and support for
conventional energy development.

The President’s FY 2013 budget proposes $13.0 million in oil and gas program increases to
provide industry with timely access to Federal oil and gas resources, backed by the certainty of
defensible environmental analysis. Of that increase, a $5.0 million program increase will restore
the BLM’s leasing and oversight capacity to the 2011 enacted level. An additional $3.0 million
will be used for large, regional-scale studies and environmental impact statements for oil and gas
leasing and development issues. Finally, an additional $5.0 million programmatic increase will
allow the BLM to fully implement its leasing reform strategy without sacrificing other important
program goals.

An additional $10 million, to be offset by new industry fees, is requested to ensure that oil and
gas production is carried out in a responsible manner as a primary BLM commitment. The BLM
conducts inspections to confirm that lessees meet environmental, safety, and production
reporting requirements. The BLM recently initiated a program using a risk-based inspection
protocol for production inspections, based on production levels and histories. Success realized in



this program will support expansion of this risk-based strategy to the other types of inspections
the BLM performs. The risk-based strategy will maximize the use of inspection staff to better
meet BLM inspection goals and requirements in the future.

The 2013 budget proposes to expand and strengthen the BLM’s oil and gas inspection capability
through new fee collections from industry, similar to the fees now charged for offshore
inspections. The fee schedule included in the budget is estimated to generate $48.0 million in
collections, which would offset a proposed reduction of $38.0 million in BLM’s appropriated
funds, while providing for a net increase of $10.0 million in funds available for this critical BLM
management responsibility. The increased funding is aimed at correcting deficiencies identified
by the Government Accountability Office in its February 2011 report, which designated Federal
management of oil and gas resources including production and revenue collection as high risk.
The $10.0 million increase will help BLM achieve the high priority goal of increasing the
completion of inspections of Federal and Indian high risk oil and gas cases by nine percent over
2011 levels. The BLM will also complete more envirc tal inspections to ensure

envir tal requir ts are being followed in all phases of development. Fee levels will be
based on the number of oil and gas wells per lease so that costs are shared equitably across the
industry.

To encourage diligent development of new oil and gas leases, the Administration is proposing a
per-acre fee on each nonproducing lease issued after enactment of the proposal. The $4-per-acre
fee on non-producing Federal leases (onshore and offshore) would provide a financial incentive
for oil and gas companies to either put their leases into production or relinquish them so that
tracts can be re-leased and developed by new parties.

Sage-Grouse Conservation
The 2013 BLM budget proposal includes an increase of $15.0 million to implement broad-scale

sage-grouse conservation activities to ensure the long-term sustainability of sage-grouse and to
help prevent the future listing of this species for protection under the Endangered Species Act.
The BLM — which manages more habitat for the Greater sage-grouse than any other Federal
agency — has been working proactively on this issue on a number of fronts, including issuing
guidance to its field offices that calls for expanding the use of new science and mapping
technologies to improve land-use planning. With the increase, the BLM will strengthen its
regulatory mechanisms for managing the sage grouse habitat. The increase will also support
monitoring and restoration efforts. To better focus its sage-grouse habitat conservation efforts,
BLM has partnered with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Natural Resource
Conservation Service, the Agricultural Research Service, and State fish and wildlife agencies to
share information and develop better management strategies.

Two-thirds ($10.0 million) of the requested increase will support regulatory certainty for future
land-use planning. Through 2015, the BLM will put in place the necessary mechanisms, through
the agency’s land-use planning process, to address conservation of sage-grouse. This will
require the incorporation of conservation measures into as many as 98 land use plans in 68
planning areas within the range of sage-grouse to designate priority sage-grouse habitat. Within
these priority areas, the BLM will set disturbance thresholds for energy and mineral



development, develop and implement specific best management practices for livestock grazing,
establish restrictions for OHV use and other recreational activities, and implement aggressive
fire suppression and post-fire restoration tactics. Amending these land use plans will provide the
regulatory certainty requested by the FWS and will involve the following actions: land-use plan
amendments ($6.5 million); landscape-level project environmental assessments ($2.0 million);
travel management planning ($1.0 million); and candidate conservation agreement development
($500,000), for a total of $10.0 million. The remaining $5.0 million would be spent in the
following manner: $2.5 million for habitat restoration and improvement projects and $2.5
million for habitat mapping, assessment, and monitoring. The BLM will implement monitoring
activities to ascertain the effectiveness of habitat management and the effect of various land-use
authorizations. This new broad-scale monitoring effort will fill critical data and information
gaps necessary for sage-grouse habitat protection and restoration. Conservation efforts
implemented on BLM-managed land will be of limited benefit if conservation practices are not
monitored and applied uniformly across jurisdictional boundaries.

Managing Across Landscapes — Cooperative Landscape Conservation Initiative
Unprecedented, widespread environmental and human influences are shaping ecological

conditions across the public lands. Major large scale stressors include the effects of climate
change, catastrophic wildland fire, invasive species, population growth, and conventional and
renewable energy development. The Secretary recognizes the need to understand the changing
conditions of BLM-managed landscapes on a broad level and continues to promote the
Cooperative Landscape Conservation initiative. Working with State, Federal, and non-
governmental partners, the BLM is developing a landscape approach to better understand these
challenges and support balanced stewardship of the public lands. The BLM is coordinating its
efforts with other DOI bureaus and partners through its participation in the network of Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs).

The BLM’s FY 2013 budget request of $17.5 million, while unchanged from the 2012 enacted
level, continues to support the work of its resource managers through the LCCs. Funding will
enable managers to conduct additional eco-regional assessments to provide a better
understanding of adverse impacts to the health of BLM lands and the larger western landscapes
of which they are a part, and to implement various land health treatments to help combat the
effects of these impacts. A landscape approach fosters broader understanding of the environment
to inform, focus, and integrate the BLM’s national and local resource management efforts. This
offers a framework for integrating science with management; for coordinating management
efforts and directing resources where they are most needed; and for adapting management
strategies and actions to changing conditions and new information. It also provides an important
foundation for developing coordinated management strategies with partner agencies,
stakeholders, and American Indian Tribes.

Other Priority Increases
Wild Horse & Burro Program — Reforming BLM’s Wild Horse and Burro Management

program to make it fiscally sustainable is one of Secretary Salazar’s and the BLM’s top
priorities. To that end, the 2013 budget includes a program increase of $2.0 million over the
2012 enacted level for efforts to research and improve herd fertility control. The goal of the



research will be to develop additional methods to minimize wild horse population growth and
maintain herd health. The increase, a result of the tough choices made in the 2013 budget,
invests in R&D to protect the health and environment of the Nation.

In FY 2013, the BLM intends to remove 7,600 animals from the range, consistent with FY 2012,
and to continue to pursue public-private partnerships to hold excess horses gathered from
Western public rangelands. The current strategy also aims to significantly increase the number
of mares treated with fertility control, from 500 in 2009 to a target of 2,000 in 2012 and in 2013,
and to remove additional mares to adjust herd sex ratios in favor of males. The long-term goal is
to slow the annual population growth rate for wild horses, while at the same time maintaining
herd health, in order to decrease or eliminate the need to remove excess animals. The BLM is
awaiting the results of a study by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) to review previous
wild horse management studies and make recommendations on how the BLM should proceed in
light of the latest scientific research. The NAS expects to provide its report in early 2013.
Congress has asked the BLM to find ways to manage these much-loved symbols of the West in a
cost-effective, humane manner, and the Bureau is committed to accomplishing this goal.

Resource Management Planning — The BLM’s FY 2013 budget proposal includes an increase
of $4.4 million to support high-priority land-use planning efforts, including the initiation of
several new plan revisions in 2013. The planning process encourages collaboration and
partnerships which help the BLM determine how to manage public lands to balance the needs of
adjacent communities with the needs of the nation.

Secretary’s Western Oregon Strategy — The 2013 budget proposal also includes an increase of
$1.5 million in the O&C Forest Management program to increase the volume of timber offered
for sale through support of timber sale planning, layout and design, engineering, and sale
appraisal; support key resource management planning objectives; increase surveying for rare,
uncommon, or endangered species; provide for landscape-level timber sale project
environmental analysis; and facilitate joint development and implementation of a revised
recovery plan for the northern spotted owl.

Abandoned Mine Lands & Hardrock Mining Reform Proposals

The budget includes legislative proposals to address abandoned mine land (AML) hazards on
both public and private lands and to provide a fair return to the taxpayer from hardrock
production on Federal lands. The first component addresses abandoned hardrock mines across
the country through a new AML fee on hardrock production. Just as the coal industry is held
responsible for abandoned coal sites, the Administration proposes to hold the hardrock mining
industry responsible for abandoned hardrock mines. The proposal will levy an AML fee on all
uranium and metallic mines on both public and private lands that will be charged on the volume
of material displaced after January 1, 2013. The receipts will be distributed by BLM through a
competitive grant program to restore the Nation’s most hazardous hardrock AML sites on both
public and private lands using an advisory council comprising of representatives of Federal
agencies, States, Tribes, and non-government organizations. The advisory council will
recommend objective criteria to rank AML projects to allocate funds for remediation to the sites
with the most urgent environmental and safety hazards. The proposed hardrock AML fee and



reclamation program would operate in parallel to the coal AML reclamation program, as two
parts of a larger effort to ensure that the Nation’s most dangerous coal and hardrock AML sites
are addressed by the industries that created the problems.

The budget also includes a legislative proposal to institute a leasing process under the Mineral
Leasing Act of 1920 for certain minerals (gold, silver, lead, zinc, copper, uranium, and
molybdenum) currently covered by the General Mining Law of 1872, After enactment, mining
for these metals on Federal lands would be governed by a leasing process and subject to annual
rental payments and a royalty of not less than five percent of gross proceeds. Half of the royalty
receipts would be distributed to the states in which the leases are located and the remaining half
would be deposited in the Treasury. Pre-existing mining claims would be exempt from the
change to a leasing system, but would be subject to increases in the annual maintenance fees
under the General Mining Law of 1872. However, holders of pre-existing mining claims for
these minerals could voluntarily convert their claims to leases. The Office of Natural Resources
Revenue in the Department of the Interior will collect, account for, and disburse the hardrock
royalty receipts.

Grazing Administrative Processing Fee
The Budget includes proposed appropriations bill language authorizing a three-year pilot project

to allow BLM to recover some of the costs of issuing grazing permits/leases on BLM lands.
BLM would charge a fee of $1 per animal unit month, which would be collected along with
current grazing fees. The budget estimates the fee will generate $6.5 million in 2013, and that it
will assist the BLM in processing pending applications for grazing permit renewals. During the
period of the pilot, BLM would work through the process of promulgating regulations for the
continuation of the grazing administrative fee as a cost recovery fee after the pilot expires.

Reductions
The BLM’s FY 2013 budget proposal reflects many difficult choices in order to support priority
initiatives and needs. The following are among the program reductions in the proposed budget:

o Rangeland Management Program — A $15.8 million decrease in funding is proposed to
be partially offset by a 3-year pilot program to recover some of the costs of issuing
grazing permits/leases permit and lease renewals through a $1 per animal unit month
administrative processing fee levied upon grazing permittees.

o Alaska Land Conveyance Program — A reduction of $12.4 million is proposed in an
effort to reevaluate and streamline the Alaska land conveyance process. Interim or final
conveyance is complete for approximately 96 percent of the original 150 million acres,
and the BLM continues to explore opportunities to further streamline the program and to
focus applicable resources on completing the final transfers.

o Public Domain Forestry — A general program decrease of $3.3 million would reduce
lower-priority activities and an additional reduction of $150,000 is proposed for healthy
landscapes restoration projects in lower priority public domain forested areas.



e O&C Reforestation — A general program decrease of $1.2 million would reduce lower
priority forest vegetation inventories, reforestation treatments, stand maintenance and
improvement treatments, monitoring, and inventory for the presence of noxious or
invasive weed species. The reduction would not affect the Secretary’s Western Oregon
Strategy for forest management.

» Abandoned Mine Lands — In 2013, the BLM is requesting a decrease of $2.0 miltion for
its abandoned mine lands program. The BLM will continue to fund the highest priority
sites, as determined through its ongoing ranking process. Red Devil Mine reclamation
activities remain a high priority.

Conclusion

The BLM’s Fiscal Year 2013 budget request provides funding for the bureau’s highest priority
initiatives, and reflects the need to make tough choices at a time when Federal spending must be
restrained. Our public lands and resources play an important role in American lives, economies,
and communities and include some of our Nation’s greatest assets. Under this budget proposal,
the BLM is targeting investments to advance the bureau’s mission of protecting these lands for
multiple uses, including recreation, conservation, and safe and responsible energy development.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony on the proposed FY 2013 BLM budget.
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Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, Director. I appreciate that statement.
If you can find an answer to the Wild Horse and Burro Program,
you can retire a hero. In fact, we will name the program after you
if you find a solution to that.

Jim.

Mr. MORAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT

Director Abbey, there have been some claims that the Adminis-
tration is blocking production of oil and gas on public lands, yet I
understand that there are a large number of approved permits to
drill that are not being used by the oil and gas industry. Can you
tell us how many of these approved permits to drill are sitting un-
used by the oil and gas industry?

Mr. ABBEY. Yeah, I can, Congressman. You know, the last time
I looked at our statistics, it reflected a little over 7,000 applications
for germits to drill that we have approved that are yet to be devel-
oped.

Mr. MORAN. Over 7,000 approved but not developed?

Mr. ABBEY. Yes.

Mr. MORAN. I saw in your testimony that more than 38 million
acres of public land are under oil and gas leases, yet only about a
third—or 12 million—of those acres are currently in production.
Can you tell us what you are doing to encourage production on the
approximately 26 million acres of public land that are under lease
but not in production?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, certainly, there are a lot of factors that come
into play relative to when an oil company or a natural gas company
decides to move forward and develop on the leases that they have
acquired, but in order to encourage more timely development, in
our 2013 budget request we are proposing a $4 per acre fee on the
companies who are not putting into production the leases that they
have under their control.

WILD HORSES AND BURROS

Mr. MORAN. Very good. The chairman mentioned the issue with
regard to horses. The number of cattle grazing on public lands
numbers in the millions while the number of wild horses and bur-
ros grazing on these same lands numbers less than 40,000. Can
you tell us how the BLM goes about making forage and removal
decisions to reflect the disparity in the use of public lands?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, again, consistent with the law of the Wild
Horse and Burro Act that was passed by Congress, we are to man-
age wild horses where we found those horses at the time that that
legislation was passed. So we call those areas herd management
areas. And we had used our land use planning process to not only
allocate forage for the wild horses that existed at the time of the
enactment of that legislation but to also allocate forage resources
for the wildlife that uses the same areas, as well as livestock graz-
ing.
So through our land use planning process we make decisions
along with public input that we receive during that very public
process and allocate the limited forage in some cases to livestock,
to other wildlife species, as well as wild horses.
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Mr. MoORAN. Well, I know you do that. I guess it is an art as
much as a science.

Recently, BLM announced that you were doing an environmental
review of a private land site that was proposed. It was a location
for a wild horse ecosanctuary. I think that is Madeleine Pickens’
site. When do you expect to have that kind of review finished?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, the private land site is actually a ranch up in
Wyoming. It is not owned by Ms. Pickens. We have reached, at
least we have made a decision to move forward to work closely to
complete the analysis on that proposed private land ecosanctuary,
and again, working with the landowner to move forward and place
horses on that private land.

We continue to work with Ms. Pickens on a private-public land
proposed sanctuary in Elko County, Nevada. We have recently
completed our economic analysis to determine the cost effectiveness
of such a proposal. That information will be released shortly, prob-
ably within the next 2 weeks relative to our findings of that eco-
nomic analysis. We have worked closely with Ms. Pickens over the
last year and a half to 2 years on a proposal. She has been very
good about providing the information that we have requested from
her. And so we, at this point in time, have sufficient information
for us to move forward and make the final decision regarding her
proposal probably this year.

OIL SHALE

Mr. MORAN. Very good. And lastly—this will be my final ques-
tion—last month, you issued a programmatic environmental impact
statement for oil shale and tar sands. Your agency has been criti-
cized for proceeding too slowly on developing oil shale and tar
sands. Can you tell us some of the issues that you are looking at
with a resource that today is far from being economically and com-
mercially viable? That will conclude my questions.

Mr. ABBEY. I will be happy to. Again, our preferred alternative
that was recently released as part of our draft programmatic EIS
would make more than 461,000 acres available for future oil shale
leasing. This includes approximately 35,000 acres in Colorado,
252,000 acres in Utah, and 174,000 acres in Wyoming.

Congressman Moran, you indicated that we have received some
criticism relative to that acreage figure. We believe that that is ap-
propriate as far as making available appropriate public lands for
research and development of oil shale when there is no existing
technology that has been proven to date. And so the criticism that
has come to us or that has been directed to the Bureau of Land
Management for our preferred alternative has been that we have
not made enough public lands available for oil shale development.
And until we have a proven technology, we are going to focus our
attention on the research and development aspect of this program
working very closely with those companies who have secured
RD&D leases on these public lands to develop whatever tech-
nologies that either exist today or may exist in the future so that
if there is an opportunity to develop such a resource out there that
we will make sure that additional lands can be made available to
develop that resource. But until that technology exists, we believe
461,000 acres is sufficient for research and development.
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Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Director.
And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPSON. Mr. Flake.

Mr. FLAKE. Thank you.

RECREATIONAL SHOOTING

I appreciate the testimony with regard to some of the multiple-
use issues and recreational shooting in particular. Last November,
a directive was issued that made two things pretty clear. It said
the Department would support recreational shooting as a safe and
legitimate use of public land and that the BLM ought to ensure
that it facilitates opportunities for that activity in the management
of public lands. That is a pretty good statement, but it seems incon-
sistent with the action on the ground. BLM is moving to ban rec-
reational shooting across 600,000 acres in two national monuments
in the State of Arizona. How does that earlier statement jibe with
what is actually happening?

Mr. ABBEY. Congressman Flake, thank you for the question and
thank you for the opportunity that you have given me to respond.
You know, over 98 percent of the 245 million acres that are man-
aged by the Bureau of Land Management are available for rec-
reational shooting. Over 99 percent that we manage are available
for hunting and fishing. We believe that that is, again, an appro-
priate amount of acreage that we manage on behalf of 300 million
Americans for that type of recreational activity. And as we go for-
ward and work to identify issues that come before us as part of our
land use planning process, what we are finding in some areas—cer-
tainly not all areas—but in some areas there are some potential
conflicts between recreational shooting and protecting some of the
features that exist in some of the national monuments or national
conservation areas along with some of the conflicts that exist with
the safety of the users or in the recreation, et cetera, or pursuing
recreational activities on those same lands.

So through our land use planning process, we identify such
issues that are brought to our attention. We do an analysis and
make a determination as to how best manage the acreage within
national monuments and national conservation areas. To date,
most of those areas continue to be available for recreational shoot-
ing and I would say that in the future most of those national con-
servation areas and national monuments will continue to be avail-
able for recreational shooting.

Mr. FLAKE. That is all fine and good but 600,000 acres in two
national monuments? And it is fine to say, you know, 90-some per-
cent across the country of all the lands managed by the BLM are
available for shooting, but for individuals in Tucson who want rec-
reational shooting opportunities close to them to find that 600,000
acres are being put aside and no multiple use of that type just
seems incongruent with the statement and the purpose.

Mr. ABBEY. Well, again, as one of the factors that come into play
as far as our analysis is that we have looked very closely as to
where alternative areas exist near Tucson for such activities where
it would probably be more appropriate for that activity to take
place than in an area that is heavily visited by recreationists or in
areas where we know that there is an existing problem with rec-
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reational shooting and the destruction of some key vegetation spe-
cies out there.

GRAZING ADMINISTRATIVE FEE

Mr. FLAKE. Thank you. With regard to the imposition of the $1
per AUM fee on permits, that is about a 60 percent increase I
guess in grazing fees. Was that contemplated prior to the 2013
budget submission and realized there were cutbacks or is this a
way to backfill or was there some other purpose for this so-called
pilot project?

Mr. ABBEY. You know, I would have to say, Congressman Flake,
that routinely, the subject of increasing grazing fees comes up from
year to year, so this certainly was not anything new. But let me
just clarify that we are not proposing to increase the grazing fee.
What we are proposing to do is assess a $1 per AUM as a grazing
administration fee. The grazing fee is set by a formula that was
passed by Congress back in the late 1970s and is also consistent
with an Executive Order I think that came out in the mid-1980s.
So the $1 per AUM fee that we are proposing is an administration
fee that would help to capture the cost of processing documents and
authorizations for permittees who are economically benefitting
from the uses of these lands. The fee would offset some of the pro-
posed reductions that we have as part of our fiscal year 2013 budg-
et.

I would say, too, that we have over 18,000 permittees in grazing
leases on these public lands that we manage. Of the 18,000 permit-
tees that are using these lands for grazing purposes, 83 percent of
those permittees are grazing 1,000 AUMs or less. So the actual ef-
fect to 83 percent of the permittees would be an increase in their
grazing bill so to speak of $1,000 a year or less.

Mr. FLAKE. Why call it a pilot project here? Pilot project is typi-
cally by definition something that you try out and see if that works
or whatever, but already in the language it talks about BLM would
work through the process of promulgating regulations for the con-
tinuation of the grazing administrative fee as a cost-recovery fee
after the pilot expires. So that suggests that it is not a pilot project
at all; it is simply a new way to assess fees to backfill part of the
budget. Why are we going through the exercise of calling it a pilot
project?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, I think the primary purposes of calling it a
pilot project is because we will learn along the way. It will take us
a good 18 months to 2 years to actually write a draft regulation
that would then be submitted to the public for review and comment
before we would finalize a regulation that would place this admin-
istration fee on our grazing permittees. So it would take us a good
2 to 3 years to actually have a final regulation in place. In the
meantime, we would move forward, with the approval of this Con-
gress, to begin this pilot project to assess what processes and proce-
dures will work so that we can incorporate those lessons into the
proposed rule.

Mr. FLAKE. All right. It sounds like we have already decided to
me. But thank you.

Mr. ABBEY. Thank you.
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Mr. SiMPSON. If I can just follow up on that before Steve, we are
creating essentially a distinction without a difference, and the rea-
son we are doing it is because under the law you cannot increase
the AUM fee by more than 25 percent a year and you want to go
74 percent so we call it a permitting fee. Why is it assessed per
AUM rather than by permit? In other words, if it is a permitting
fee, why not assess this fee based on the cost recovery of doing the
permit rather than on how many cows you have on it?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, we do have some language that we are enter-
taining relative to looking at full cost recovery of processing per-
mits. But it is not necessarily what we are proposing to do this fis-
cal year. As we look to the grazing fee, if I remember correctly, 50
percent of those grazing fees go to local and state governments. The
other 50 percent goes into our Range Improvement Fund. So there
is really no money that we collect from our grazing permittees that
offsets the cost administering those permits and managing for
those permits, including the necessary monitoring in order to go
forward and issue new permits or renew existing permits. So what
we are trying to do, Mr. Chairman, is to actually implement a graz-
ing administration fee that would come back to the Bureau of Land
Management to pay for those costs of managing for those permits,
including the necessary monitoring and issuance of permits and the
NEPA associated with those permits and also in defending litiga-
tion that is fairly significant in this particular program.

As we look at the cost to the American taxpayers for managing
our grazing program, we have estimated—and based upon past ex-
perience—that it costs us about $38 million to manage our grazing
permit program and we get a return of around $12.5 million in
fees.

Mr. SiMPSON. Well, I noticed you said that for the $1.1 billion
that we are investing in BLM that we return I think it was $120
billion in value to the taxpayer nationally and stuff. It seems like
we do pretty well.

Mr. ABBEY. We do fair.

Mr. SiMPSON. I have one other thing about the grazing fee in-
crease—I will be really honest with you, I think most people be-
lieve that the grazing fee is too low and I do not think most people
have a problem with recovering what it costs to do a permit, but
in your budget you propose to reduce range management by $15
million and you only plan to complete 33 percent of the grazing
permits. Now, I will tell you that most cattle operations that I
talked to or sheep or whatever, their problem is not being able to
get a permit done and it drags out forever and ever and it has been
one of our priorities to make getting at the backlog a higher pri-
ority for BLM. And we are increasing the backlog in this budget
at the same time we are increasing the fee. I think that is a hard
sell.

Mr. ABBEY. Well, I think it is a legitimate concern that you ex-
press and it is certainly one that I am also concerned with. I will
say this: that it takes us entirely too long to issue permits. We
need to do a better job. We need to try to find efficiencies in the
way that we are managing for this particular permit program. You
know, issuing permits, it takes several years before we get suffi-
cient data through monitoring in order to move forward and make
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a decision whether or not there needs to be changes in a particular
allotment based upon the new information that is gathered from
the monitoring.

I would also like to use this opportunity to say that we firmly
believe that grazing is a legitimate use of these public lands. When
done correctly, grazing can benefit these public lands in many,
many ways, including improving some of the wildlife habitat that
we are managing for like the Sage-Grouse. So we want to work and
have worked for a number of years with our grazing permittees to
accomplish some mutual goals and we will continue to do so. What
we are trying to achieve is reduce the impacts to the American tax-
payer by assessing an administration fee to the people who are
benefitting economically from the use of these lands. And our pro-
posal in 2013 is to assess a $1 per AUM fee to these grazing per-
mittees.

Mr. SiMPSON. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

Mr. Director, Secretary Salazar was with us a couple weeks ago
and this afternoon I think we have USGS coming in and I just
want to talk to you for a minute about hydraulic fracturing.

Mr. ABBEY. Yes.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The Secretary intimated that you and your
agency are going to be tasked this year with doing a study of some
sort in terms of developing what technologies and so forth and so
on. USGS is for public lands. USGS is also I think going to tell us
this afternoon that they are embarking on a study for nonpublic
lands. Could you describe for us what it is that you think your
agency is going to do in this regard over the next year? I would in
particular be interested in the coordination that exists or does not
exist between your agency and USGS and in addition with the
Groundwater Protection Council and their FracFocus Program.

Mr. ABBEY. Be happy to, and again, an excellent question.

The Bureau of Land Management is not conducting any studies
as it relates to fracking. The Environmental Protection Agency as
well as USGS are working on such studies. I think what the Sec-
retary was referring to at the time of his testimony was the fact
that the Bureau of Land Management has a proposed rule that is
under review right now by the Office of Management and Budget
that would implement some new regulations that relate to fracking
on public lands. As you may already know, 90 percent of all drilling
that is taking place on public lands today use the fracturing tech-
nology that has been around for a number of years.

So as we go forward with our new rule, our new rule is designed
to focus on three areas. First is the disclosure of the chemicals that
are used in fracking. Several States already require that. The sec-
ond aspect of our rule would address wellbore integrity. And then
the third aspect of our rule would address wastewater manage-
ment. All three areas were identified as critical components of rec-
ommendations that were made by the Secretary of Energy’s
taskforce on hydraulic fracturing. So we took to heart their rec-
ommendations. We included many of their recommendations as
part of our rulemaking. We have consulted with state governments;
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we have consulted with the industry; we have consulted with the
environmental groups to come up with something that we believe
makes sense, that will augment what is already required by some
States and not duplicate what is required by some States, and we
are also very sensitive to the fact that FracFocus has worked well
for disclosure of chemicals and we hope to be able to adopt that as
part of our rules.

Mr. LATOURETTE. What about the portion where USGS and EPA
are going to be conducted—they apparently are going to conduct a
study and I think that their hope is to get it done this year. Is your
agency coordinating at all with USGS? And the reason I ask the
question is that, as you correctly point out, hydraulic fracturing
has been around for a long time. However, as a result of some bad
operators, some bad integrity of wells, improper wastewater dis-
posal, a number of urban legends have sprung up about hydraulic
fracturing, and some people are acting like it is something new.

I made the observation to the Secretary, there was an earth-
quake in Youngstown, Ohio, a little while ago and there are some
people who actually believe that it is hydraulic fracturing that
caused the earthquake in Youngstown, Ohio. So I very much wel-
come the fact that USGS is moving forward and you are moving
forward, but what I think would be a step backwards for the recov-
ery of this research, which in my part of Eastern Ohio and Western
Pennsylvania, really has the opportunity to move us towards en-
ergy independence as well as employ a lot of people. We have to
have one set of rules and they should be a set of rules that protects
the environment to the best science that is available. It would be
a shame if your regulations and the direction you were going some-
how was counter to what USGS is doing. I would hope that you
would all put your heads together, and my experience is once peo-
ple know what the rules are, most of them follow it. And for those
that do not, you go get them. So are you talking to USGS?

Mr. ABBEY. We are. We are talking to not only USGS but also
the EPA. Again, we are sharing with them the data that we have
relative to the monitoring of the wells that have been developed on
public lands. You know, certainly the primary interest is on the po-
tential impacts to groundwater, especially the water that is used
by communities as their primary source of drinking water. So the
key, as it relates to technology or the fracking technology, is to
make sure that there is integrity to the wellbore; and then, second,
is that that wastewater is appropriately managed and disposed of.

You know, one of the concerns and certainly one of the chal-
lenges that the industry faces is the amount of water that it takes
in order to do fracking. That is certainly a concern to members of
the public. It is certainly a concern that the industry recognizes
and they are taking action to actually reduce the amount of water
that is part of their operations, and we applaud them for that ef-
fort.

The fracking technology is a tremendous, tremendous tool for
this Nation and to the industry to allow us to continue to make
progress to reduce our dependency on foreign fuels. And again, we
are going to work very, very closely with the industry as well as
many, many others to ensure that the drilling that takes place—
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at least on public lands that are managed by the Bureau of Land
Management—is environmentally sound.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. Well, I thank you for that. My view is
there should be the same rules for nonpublic land as there is for
public land.

Mr. ABBEY. I would hope.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I appreciate it.

And Mr. Chairman, did I miss a quote from Mr. Moran?

Mr. SIMPSON. One in 1907 by——

Mr. MORAN. Do you remember Teddy Roosevelt?

Mr. LATOURETTE. I am familiar with Teddy Roosevelt.

Mr. SIMPSON. It was a very important one and——

Mr. LATOURETTE. Really?

Mr. SIMPSON. Yeah.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Was it relative to fracking or public lands or
the Panama Canal? Or what is—no? Okay. Well, I am sorry I
missed it.

Mr. SiMPsON. We will get you a copy.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I will be here this afternoon. Thank you.

Mr. SiMPSON. We will get you a copy of it if you would like.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you. I yield back.

Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Lummis.

Mrs. LuMmwMmis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning, Mr.
Abbey.

Mr. ABBEY. Good morning.

OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT: WYOMING

Mrs. LumMis. In 2010, 43 percent of all federal onshore oil and
gas royalties came from Wyoming. It was a total in excess of $1 bil-
lion. Your fiscal year 2013 budget request for the entire BLM is
$1.1 billion, roughly equivalent to the onshore oil and gas royalties
you get from my State alone. So really, my State’s oil and gas pro-
duction alone is paying for the entire BLM budget.

Mr. ABBEY. And we really appreciate that.

Mrs. LumMmis. You are welcome but that prompts a couple of
questions on my part.

Despite that, Wyoming only receives about 11 percent of the total
BLM national budget. And because we only get 11 percent of the
budget but product 100 percent of the revenue, there are inefficien-
cies in developing the resources in Wyoming in a timely manner
that is contributing to the fact that this Nation is down in terms
of its production on federal lands of oil and gas, even though it is
up in its production of oil and gas from private lands. Why do you
allocate only about 11 percent back to the State to move environ-
mental reviews and process APDs?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, most of the cost associated with processing ap-
plications for permits to drill are actually cost-recovery or based
upon fees that are assessed for each of the applications that we re-
ceive. I think our APD fee—and Karen, correct me if I am wrong—
is around $6,500. So much of the work that is being done in Wyo-
ming as far as it relates to coal or oil and gas is really addressed
through cost-recovery programs. And therefore, the amount of ap-
propriated dollars that they need for their minerals program is not
that great.
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OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT: ROYALTY RATE INCREASE

Mrs. LummMmis. My next question is about the proposed rule to
rate increase and I spent part of our last Congressional work pe-
riod in Norway studying their system for producing and taxing and
then distributing the revenues from their extraordinary oil and gas
resource offshore. And what Norway does—and I would encourage
you to go look at it. In fact, there were people from the successors
to the MMS there the same day I was there looking at their sys-
tem. But one of the things I learned when I was there is that Nor-
way actually up-fronts money to the companies to produce and
then recovers their greater share at the end of the process. So Nor-
way has skin in the game from the get-go.

If you look at the GAO report that the Department commis-
sioned, that THS CERA study—first of all, let me ask are you fa-
miliar with that study?

Mr. ABBEY. I am, yes.

Mrs. LummMmis. Okay, great. The report included this conclusion:
“any of the suggested alternative rates like 18%4 for Wyoming fed-
eral lands will deteriorate their competitive position in the market,
which is rather weak as it is.” And that is the quote from the re-
port. The average take for federal lands in Wyoming is 66 percent
but it ranges from 53 percent to 93 percent, much higher than
what I found even in Norway. In light of that study, why call for
an increased royalty rate?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, the reason behind looking at our royalty rates
is, first and foremost, it has not been adjusted in many, many
years—several decades. One of the things that we are trying to do
not only in the oil and gas program but across the board is to make
sure that there is a fair return for the use of these public assets.
Certainly, the extraction of mineral resources, whether it is mining
or oil and gas or even coal, we want to make sure that there is a
fair return to the American taxpayer. We are very familiar with
the study that you referenced and we have taken, again, a lot of
the information that has been generated through our analysis to
heart. We have yet to finalize any type of rule. We have not sub-
mitted any kind of royalty increase to the Office of Management
and Budget for their review as part of any rulemaking at this point
in time. So I think we are several months out before we actually
even have a draft that we can submit to OMB for their review and
concurrence and then for us to put it out for public review and com-
ment.

Mrs. LummMmis. Okay. Well, I will look forward to looking at it
since Wyoming provides all of BLM’s revenues.

And I have another question. Secretary Salazar told Senator Lisa
Murkowski last week that there is another big study underway on
royalties and the concept of fair share. So what is that study? This
is in addition to the CERA study. Do you know what he was talk-
ing about?

Mr. ABBEY. The only thing, again, that I can think that he was
referencing is the work that we are continuing to do to use the ex-
isting information that we have collected through the various ref-
erences that we have compiled to come up with our recommenda-
tion that we can then submit to Office of Management and Budget
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for concurrence and then to issue a proposed rulemaking for public
comment.

So there really are no additional studies that we are engaged in
at this point in time as far as the Bureau of Land Management.
We do have what I believe to be sufficient information before us to
make some good decisions and to move forward with the proposal.

Mrs. LumMMmis. And thank you very much.

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

Now, with regard to regulations on fracking, you have a
preapproval process that would require an operator to submit its
fracking plan 30 days in advance of drilling. How does the BLM
plan to administer a preapproval process for fracking? Like are you
going to have somebody on every rig so you can preapprove
changes or is an operator locked into whatever the preapproval for-
mula was? Or do you have enough technical expertise on staff to
make those decisions, especially since, you know, when I asked you
before about—the 11 percent of your budget that is allocated, do
you have that technical expertise? And when the oil and gas com-
missions around the country are already, you know, involved in
these issues and involved on federal lands I mind you, is this not
duplication, especially in States like Wyoming that we are way out
in front on these issues?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, the preapproval process would actually take ad-
vantage of the application for a permit to drill. There is a lot of in-
formation that we request from an oil and gas company prior to ap-
proving a drilling operation on these public lands. At that point in
time, under our proposed rule for chemical disclosures, as part of
their application they would also include the type of chemicals that
they intend to use as part of their fracking operation if fracking is
going to be part of that operation.

Mrs. LuMmMis. So that would be in a State like Wyoming duplica-
give q?f what the oil and gas conservation commission is already

oing?

Mr. ABBEY. Duplicative or consistent with what they are requir-
ing. In fact, we could possibly even use the same disclosure system
so that it is not redundant. But I would say this, too, that we also
recognize that what the companies may plan to use as far as their
formula for fracking does change based upon some of the things
that they encounter once drilling commences.

Mrs. Lummis. That is absolutely right. So are you going to have
someone on every rig so you can preapprove changes on the fly?
Like if they are already in the process of drilling and they decide
in order to complete a frack that they have to make an adjustment,
are you going to be there to do that?

Mr. ABBEY. We will not have an individual on every rig during
the time of the drilling. Last year, we completed—and Karen, it
was, what—30,000 inspections on operations on public lands as far
as oil and gas operations. But I will say this: no, we will not have
anyone on site to actually have to approve any changes to their for-
mula, but we would require them to come back to us and report
on the actual chemicals that were used

Mrs. Lummis. Okay.

Mr. ABBEY [continuing]. If changes were made.
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Mrs. Lummis. Okay. That is helpful.

Mr. Chairman, are you going to have a second round?

Mr. SiMPSON. If you want one.

Mrs. LumMmis. Okay. I do and I will hold my questions until then.

SAGE GROUSE CONSERVATION

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. Let me ask a couple of questions relative to
sage grouse. I mentioned in my opening statement ESA listing of
sage grouse would be devastating to States and land users across
the West and preventing that is one of my top priorities. I know
it is yours, too. The BLM has $15 million in its proposal for the
fiscal year 2013 budget for new Sage Grouse Conservation Initia-
tive. Can you outline your plans for this funding? Is this funding
adequate to ensure BLM has the resources necessary to do every-
thing it can to prevent the listing in 2015? Making this happen will
require buy-in from the States as well and they are also facing
budgetary challenges. What kind of incentives or assistance are you
able to provide to States like Idaho to implement their own plans?
And how is BLM coordinating with Fish and Wildlife Service and
the States to address this issue? And how confident are you that
this strategy will work?

Mr. ABBEY. Would you like to repeat that? Mr. Chairman, first
and foremost, whether we get the increase in funding—and I hope
you see the wisdom of providing us that increase—we are going to
do everything possible to provide the Fish and Wildlife Service with
some assurances that we are taking action that would lead them
hopefully by 2015—that the listing of the Sage-Grouse is not war-
ranted.

But if we are successful in getting the additional monies that we
are requesting as part of our fiscal year 2013 budget, we will con-
tinue down the path of the strategy that we have in place right
now, and that is working very closely with the state game and fish
agencies, with the Fish and Wildlife Service, and many, many
other stakeholders to identify best management practices that we
can incorporate not only in our approvals of actions that come be-
fore us on a routine basis but also to incorporate best management
practices into our land use planning processes that would give the
Fish and Wildlife Service that regulatory assurance that we have
something in place, a mechanism in place that would provide con-
sistency across the range of the Sage-Grouse. That was one of the
issues that they had with the management of public lands when
the issue of Sage-Grouse listing came up in the first place.

So we have developed a very close working relationship with the
western governors. We just had a phone call yesterday with Gov-
ernor Mead in Wyoming and Governor Hickenlooper from Colorado
who share a working group along with myself whose members in-
clude all the western States and game and fish agencies, as well
as the Fish and Wildlife Service and others who are working with
us very closely to identify core Sage-Grouse habitat areas that are
being mapped so that those maps can be shared with anyone who
has an interest relative to where those core sage grouse habitats
are and also that we will then incorporate into our land use plans.
We will be using the increase in funding to amend 68 land use
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plans, and I believe the U.S. Forest Service has 12 forest plans that
they would also be amending as part of our planning effort.

So again, what we are trying to do is to take action now on the
proposals that come before us based upon the best management
practices to protect those core habitat areas, at the same time con-
tinuing to make available other areas that the Bureau of Land
Management manages for multiple uses.

As far as Idaho, we have worked very closely to look within our
own existing budget to make available some monies to the State of
Idaho, not the $500,000 that they asked for, but we are working
to share with the State of Idaho some base monies or some monies
that would allow them, along with other funding sources that they
have been able to tap, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and I think the NRCS to come up with some federal monies to sup-
plement what they had been able to identify within their own state
budgets to move forward with statewide planning consistent with
what the State of Wyoming has already accomplished to identify
core Sage-Grouse habitat areas and then to identify measures that
need to be taken on the ground to protect such habitats.

Mﬁ".? SIMPSON. How confident are you that this strategy will
work?

Mr. ABBEY. It has got to work. And it is our highest priority, Mr.
Chairman, let me reassure you that. We do know that the greatest
threat to Sage-Grouse habitat is from wild land fire. For example,
we have taken actions over the last couple of years to actually
place fire personnel around these core habitat areas to protect
them in case wild land fire does break out. We can provide imme-
diate suppression activities on there to prevent the spread of that
fire into some of these core habitat areas. So we pre-position our
fire crews based upon the forecast and based upon the knowledge
of the resource. We also have identified as part of all of our fire
planning that protection of core habitat areas is one of the highest
priorities we have for our fire crews. We have also incorporated
that into our Fuels Management Program, to build protective
space, green space, around some of the core habitats so that, again,
if there is a fire that breaks out that we have a chance to catch
that fire before it destroys some of these key habitat areas.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. I hope it is successful also. It has to
be, as you said.

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

In the 2012 Interior and Environment Appropriations Act, we in-
cluded a provision requiring litigants to exhaust administrative re-
view before going to court. Have you had an opportunity to imple-
ment that yet and what are your thoughts on that?

Mr. ABBEY. We are implementing that part of the appropriation
and I want to personally thank you for your efforts and for your
support in providing us with an administrative remedy to the chal-
lenge that we face. And that is ever-increasing litigation as it re-
lates to our grazing programs on these public lands.

I have already mentioned the legitimacy of grazing on these pub-
lic lands. I will be the first to let you know that not everyone be-
lieves that public lands should be made available for grazing, and
therefore, many of our decisions that we make relative to range-
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land management are challenged either through protests, appeals,
or are litigated. It is a very costly part of our program. It could be
easily avoided by the Bureau of Land Management doing a better
job as part of our NEPA but also to make sure that we win some
of these court cases. And maybe by winning more court cases we
can provide a lack of incentive for people to challenge grazing as
a legitimate use of these public lands.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

Ms. McCollum.

WYOMING MINERAL REVENUE

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I am going to leave it to Ms. McCol-
lum now because I have got to get over to another hearing. But if
I could just take a moment to make a comment. . . It is an inter-
esting observation. . . Wyoming, a State that has been the focus
of much of our discussion here, seems to get $1.1 billion in federal
revenue just from mineral revenue payments alone, which is far
and away more than any other State. It appears to be about 80
percent of the entire state budget. So I only make that point be-
cause there does seem to be some reciprocity there. It does not
seem to be totally a one-way street.

But with that, I do not have any further questions, Mr. Chair-
man, and Ms. McCollum will represent our side of the aisle. Thank
you.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

Ms. McCollum.

Ms. McCoLruM. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

LAND ACQUISITION—ACCESS

My predecessor, Congressman Vento, back in the 1990s had a
GAO report that said that there was more than 45 million acres
of public land that was landlocked and it had no public access
available. And you have a request in for $2.5 million to require
easement. I have two other shorter questions but maybe if you do
not have that with you, could you share that with the Committee
later or tell us what your plans are?

Mr. ABBEY. I do. And again, thank you for the question.

Part of our fiscal year 2013 request for land and water conserva-
tion funds does include the $2.5 million for access. What we are
finding across the western United States, especially in areas like
Montana and even in Idaho where the public has historically had
public access to vast acres of BLM-managed lands are being closed
now when some of those key private lands are being sold to dif-
ferent families. And so where we have had close working relation-
ships with some of the people that have been on those private
lands for a number of years, when they start selling their lands to
other individuals, then we are seeing some of those individuals
coming in and closing access to large acreages that are managed
on behalf of the public. And so our desire is to work before this be-
comes kind of a crisis situation, to use the $2.5 million kind of as
seed money beginning in 2013 to give greater attention to acquiring
public access to make sure that these public lands that we manage
on behalf of the 300 million Americans remain accessible to those
people who would like to use and visit those lands.
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The $2.5 million will allow us to acquire some of the highest-pri-
ority needs that we have relative to access, again, where we have
willing sellers——

Mr. ABBEY [continuing]. And then once we acquire those public
easements, our conservation easements, our access to these public
lands that they will remain accessible forever.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Well, Mr. Chair, one of the other things in our
book is what you are working on with the National Landscape Con-
servation System. In fact, 11 percent of the bill amends acreage,
but it generates more than 25 percent of the recreational visits. So
you do have high-priority areas where people who live in the area,
in that neighborhood, in that State, that is where they like to
recreate, so you are working with willing sellers and that is part
of your priority list?

Mr. ABBEY. It is as far as acquisition of holdings within those
units of the National Landscape Conservation System.

Ms. McCoLLum. Well, I am glad to see that you are working on
it with the community at large in identifying those, because we
should have done a better job, Mr. Chairman, with some of our
lakes and river access. Because now we have people who used to
be able to go back, generation after generation, to access natural
waters and public areas now sometimes are very fearful that that
will not be able to happen again, as families change and land is
purchased by others. So creating a public access system, I think is
great.

CONSULTATION WITH TRIBES AND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION
OFFICERS

Last month, you signed a national programmatic agreement on
tribal and historic consultations in regard to the renewable energy.
And that got brought up a little bit, in one of our other hearings,
about some work being done on tribal lands. Could you maybe tell
us how you see, going forward with modern technology for gener-
ating power, but at the same time protecting historic, culturally
significant, resources?

Mr. ABBEY. Again, an excellent question. You know, we value our
relationships with tribal governments. We are required by law to
consult with tribal governments prior to making key decisions af-
fecting ancestral lands. And so, the agreement that we signed with
the State Historic Preservation Officers again—it formalizes the
process that we are using to consult with Native Americans. It in-
corporates our goals in making sure that we move forward with
smart-from-the-start type of activities to make sure that we have
the full information before us before we commit resources for par-
ticular uses, whether that is renewable energy or conventional en-
ergy or development of recreation science, that we have the full
range of information that is available to us to make those key deci-
sions and good decisions.

And then through consultation not only with Native Americans
but also with State Historic Preservation Officers and where people
have identified significant historic or cultural resources, that we
take that into account as part of our analysis and determine what
might be an appropriate mitigation if there is appropriate mitiga-
tion to protect such historical or cultural resources on these public
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lands prior to allowing certain uses to proceed. So again, the pur-
pose of that agreement was to formalize a process and to, again,
remind our own employees of what their obligations are by law and
also what our expectations are relative to consultations.

Ms. McCoLLuM. Well, thank you, Mr. Chair. It is a good mission,
when you remember that not only do we work for the public, but
we need to work with the public. So thank you for formalizing that.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you.

Ms. McCoLLuM. That is all I had, Mr. Chair.

Mr. SIMPSON. Ms. Lummis.

Mrs. Lummis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT: BUDGET PROPOSALS

I preface these next remarks by saying that the gentleman from
Virginia stated exactly why I am concerned about these oil and gas
issues and the costs of producing oil and gas on federal land and
the royalties that are received. Heck, we have got skin in the game.
Wyoming receives an important component of our revenue from
this. So these are not attack questions. These are questions from
somebody who shares an interest in having revenue appropriately
maximized from federal land in that Wyoming receives 48 percent
of that. So we want to keep the costs low, we want to keep the in-
tegrity of the process solid as to conserving the resource both on
the surface and the subsurface, as well as producing revenue.

So my question, sir, in that spirit, Mr. Abbey, so thanks so much,
you have proposed an increase in the royalty, a reduction of 26 mil-
lion for oil and gas operations, an increase on inspection fees, a fee
on nonproducing leases, new regulations on fracking. You know,
when I look at that, it looks like the goal may be to reduce energy
development on federal lands. Is that your goal?

Mr. ABBEY. Definitely not. You know, you make reference rel-
ative to the State of Wyoming having skin in the game. I would say
that all Americans have skin in the game because they all greatly
benefit from production that is occurring on these public lands. You
know, we understand the significance and the value of conventional
energy that can be developed domestically. The public lands do
play a role, not the only role, but they do play a role in providing
13 percent, I think, of the natural gas that is produced in this
country comes from public lands. I believe the amount of oil that
comes from public lands managed by BLM is something in the
neighborhood of 5 percent. But nonetheless, we do play a role and
it is a significant role to those States who do benefit. Their treas-
uries do benefit from the royalties that are collected.

The actions that we are taking pertaining to oil and gas develop-
ment on these public lands are designed for a couple of reasons.
One is to ensure a fair return to the American taxpayer for the use
of the assets that are being produced from their lands. The second
is to make sure that any leasing that takes place on these public
lands is done so after we have had good information developed to
analyze and formulate a good decision to make sure that whatever
lands that we might offer up for leasing are the lands that likely
have the highest chances of being developed and in a more timely
manner.
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You know, back in 2009 when I came into this role, almost 50
percent of all the parcels that we were offering up for leases that
were managed by BLM were being protested. I do not think anyone
was being well served by that type of percentage. Since the imple-
mentation of our leasing reforms which requires us to go out and
use an interdisciplinary-type team to assess parcels of lands that
are being considered for offering of leasing that it is the right par-
cels. And again, once we make that decision to lease it that we
have a high confidence that those parcels will be developed timely.

OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT: DILIGENCE FEE AND ROYALTY RATE
INCREASE

The other aspect of our oil and gas program that we have in-
cluded as part of our fiscal year 2013 budget is a diligence fee or
a fee to make sure that the leases that are being offered and that
are being acquired will be developed.

Mrs. LuMmwMis. You know what we do in the State of Wyoming on
our state lands? If they are not leased within the lease period, the
lease term, we would require the companies to come back before
the Board of Land Commissioners and explain why that land has
not been produced. And then the Board of Land Commissioners
would decide whether they were willing to extend the lease or
whether to let the lease expire. Have you considered a system like
that rather than this fee?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, our leases are good for 10 years. And so compa-
nies have what I believe to be appropriate amount of time in order
to do the necessary engineering, to do the necessary exploratory
drilling, to put together a drilling plan, to submit an application for
a permit to drill and then to drill. What we are seeing more and
more is that the lands are being leased and the companies will sit
on that lease until it becomes marketable or at least more, I guess,
valuable to them to develop their resource. Sometimes they will
never develop that 10-year lease after a significant amount of
work——

Mrs. Lummis. That happens on——

Mr. ABBEY [continuing]. Has gone into leasing and to approve ap-
plications for permits to drill to see that work be—

Mrs. LumMmMis. And that happens on private land as well, so I
hear you.

I think that that is why Norway does it the way they do. They
do not require the company. They have skin in the game at the be-
ginning and instead of having all of the burden on the companies
to produce what is a resource of the people—

Mr. ABBEY. Um-hum.

Mrs. LumMMIS [continuing]. Thereby making it more expeditious
for a company and more financially attractive for a company to de-
velop that resource and then the sharing part comes as soon as
production comes in. What I am wondering here is, is the goal to
increase revenue? Because the CERA study indicates you would be
better off encouraging development by not raising the royalty,
thereby having more jobs, having more production, and having
more revenue as a result of more production.

Mr. ABBEY. Um-hum.
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Mrs. LumMmis. Hence my question. What is the goal here? Is it
to boost production or increase jobs? Is it to decrease production
and jobs? Is it to raise revenue? What is the ultimate goal?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, I think one thing that we need to remember is
that there is an assumption in our fiscal year 2013 budget request
that there is going to be a royalty increase. It is an assumption
that was built into this request but we have not issued any kind
of decision relative to how we are going to proceed to increase any
royalty, whether it is going to be applied to oil and natural gas or
one or the other. I will say this—

Mrs. Lummis. But what is the goal? Is it to increase revenue?

Mr. ABBEY. The goal is to make sure that the lands that we offer
for leasing will be developed in a more timely manner——

Mrs. LuMmMIS. So by increasing the—

Mr. ABBEY. It will increase production and it will increase rev-
enue.

Mrs. Lummis. Even though the CERA study shows otherwise?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, you have not seen our rule, you know? You
have seen the study, you have seen what has been built into our
fiscal year 2013 budget request, but you have not seen our rule yet.

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. And I appreciate that.

Let me tell you something else we do in Wyoming. We raised our
royalty rates for the State on state lands, production on state
lands, and if they are not leased in a competitive process, if a par-
cel goes un-leased, then we allow companies to come in and lease
them over-the-counter at a lower royalty——

Mr. ABBEY. As we do.

Mrs. Lummis. You do that, too?

Mr. ABBEY. Yes. Yes.

Mrs. LumwMmis. Okay. What are those rates now and would that
process be retained in this—is it proposed to be retained in this
proposed federal rule?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, first, we do not have a final rule or even a draft
rule at this point in time that we have completed our work on.

Mrs. Lummis. Oh, well, then does that mean you are waiting to
see whether we approve authorization for a royalty

Mr. ABBEY. No.

Mrs. LuMMIS [continuing]. Rate increase?

Mr. ABBEY. No. We are going to move forward with the rule.

Mrs. LuMMiIS. So you built into your budget a proposed rate in-
crease without having drafted the rule?

Mr. ABBEY. We have used several assumptions building this
budget. That was an assumption that was used, again, to build our
estimate of oil and gas revenues.

Mrs. LummMmis. Did you assume a higher royalty would apply to
the same amount of production you have now? I mean because you
have got declining production. Oil and gas production on federal
lands is down, 11 percent for oil, 6 percent for gas. So are you try-
ing

Mr. ABBEY. We could debate that figure.

Mrs. LuMmmMis. But are you trying to make up the difference by
raising royalties?

Mr. ABBEY. No.
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Mrs. LuMMIS. So you have the same amount of revenue and you
are going to——

Mr. ABBEY. Now, let me——

Mrs. LuMMIS [continuing]. Increase revenue, increase jobs—what
is the goal? That is my question. What is the goal?

Mr. ABBEY. Well, I would be happy to tell you.

Mrs. Lummis. Okay.

Mr. ABBEY. Okay. The assumption that was built into our 2013
budget request was based upon the royalties that are being col-
lected from offshore drilling, 18%4 percent. Right now, onshore we
are collecting 12%% percent I believe in royalties.

Mrs. Lummis. And if that is what it is, if you are still at 12%%

Mr. ABBEY. Um-hum.

Mrs. LuMMis [continuing]. That is low, Mr. Chairman. I acknowl-
edge that is not what the market is now. So I am not here to—
as I said, these are just—I want to know what is driving your deci-
sions here.

Mr. ABBEY. Well, first and foremost, we do not want to do any-
thing that would slow down development of these public assets as
appropriate. The work that we are doing and the efforts that we
are expending is intended to improve our program, including again,
as you have cited the Norway example, the description of the Nor-
way program is very similar to what we have in place right now
under our leasing reforms, where the American taxpayers are actu-
ally investing in the leasing analysis prior to committing those re-
sources to the industry.

OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT: LEASING REFORMS

In the past, we have deferred to the industry to actually identify
areas that they would like to see lease, and in many cases the in-
dustry would actually pay for the environmental impact statement
prior to us leasing those parcels. Under our leasing reforms, what
we are doing is taking the initiative on behalf of the American tax-
payer to go out, to review these lands, to make sure that the lands
that we are going to be leasing are the ones that have a chance
of being developed and being developed timely. We are investing
taxpayers’ money to conduct that type of analysis rather than de-
ferring to the industry to do that analysis for us.

OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT: DILIGENCE FEE

Mrs. LuMmmMmis. Okay. So let me ask, then, about the goal of the
fee on nonproducing leases. What is the purpose of that? Is it to
get them to surrender those leases so you can release them?

Mr. ABBEY. The goal is for them to develop that resource if it is
under lease and if they are not going to develop that resource is
to relinquish the lease so that we can offer them up for others.

Mrs. Lummis. Okay. And is that fee an annual fee?

Mr. ABBEY. Yes.

Mrs. LumMis. And is that something that is also going to show
up in these draft rules or is that something you are moving for-
ward with?

Mr. ABBEY. That would be——

Ms. MOURITSEN. Legislative.

Mr. ABBEY. That would be a legislative action.
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Mrs. LumMmis. Okay. Mr. Chairman, you have been extremely in-
dulgent, as has Mr. Abbey——

Mr. ABBEY. Thank you.

Mrs. LuMMIS [continuing]. And I want to thank you both for your
indulgence. Thank you, Mr. Abbey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION COOPERATIVES

Mr. SiMPSON. I have one last question and it is just a frustration
for me with the Department—not the Bureau but the Department
in general. I am still trying to understand what we are doing with
LCCs. These involve the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau of
Land Management, the Park Service, all these different agencies.

Last fall, the director of Fish and Wildlife came out to Idaho and
we went out with the Fish and Game people from the State of
Idaho and landowners and stopped at various sites and looked at
some of the conservation things that had been done—conservation
easements, protecting land, and some really good work had been
done. And as the Director of Fish and Game said, these were all
done before LCCs ever came about, but they were showing them
to me as a demonstration of why LCCs were necessary. Well, ap-
parently they were not necessary in order to do the work that had
been done. And I am trying to figure out—and I will tell you that
most—I should not say most—many state officials see this as an-
other level of bureaucracy that is just going to eat up money that
would traditionally go on the ground to do work. And I am won-
dering if that is what it is and if it adds value to the overall system
and how it does that or if we are just adding another layer of bu-
reaucracy on everything.

Mr. ABBEY. Well, again, I think the jury is still out quite hon-
estly. You know, there have been partnerships that have existed
for a number of years among all agencies. In some cases we have
worked well together and in some cases we have not. One of the
general goals of the LCC is to bring everybody to the table, to pro-
vide that opportunity for all related agencies or agencies who have
something at stake or have something to contribute to be able to
have a forum where they can bring that information to the table
so that it can be used by all who are making some key decisions
that will have repercussions for years to come.

So the LCC is a good program, but as far as its effectiveness, I
think, you know, we are a couple of years out from making that
determination. But it is not just the Federal Government that is
at the table. You know, we have participation by state game and
fish agencies, as well as other natural resource agencies and other
conservation groups. We have universities that participate as part
of LCCs, other research-type agencies who all have something to
contribute and who all have something at stake. Again, one of the
goals is that we benefit from one another’s knowledge and that as
we go forward we can make better decisions based upon the science
that exists.

Mr. SiMPSON. I would hope that was the way agencies were
working together without an LCC.

Mr. ABBEY. Well——

Mr. SIMPSON. Not a formal process.
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Mr. ABBEY. I would have hoped, too, but that was not always the
case because everybody was doing their own thing in some re-
spects, collecting their own science based upon different types of
methodologies. So when you got into an issue where there are con-
flicting opinions, you have different people’s ideas, you had dif-
ferent people’s sciences, and it came into play and then we were
not resolving too much at that point in time.

Again, I think this is an opportunity to formalize in some re-
spects partnerships that have existed for a number of years and to
provide that type of forum so that it is not only transparent but
then we can also share skills, we can leverage resources relative to
monitoring requirements based upon decisions made and then come
back to the table and everybody is using the same set of data to
make an informed decision.

Mr. SIMPSON. Some people suggest that since 1990, or whenever
it was, when the science base was moved to USGS out of the agen-
cies that this is an effort to regain the science base, essentially re-
Vers$ the decision that was made in the 1990s. Do you see it that
way’

Mr. ABBEY. I certainly would not describe it that way, no.

Mr. SiMPSON. OK. Is there anything else?

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

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you for being here today and for your testi-
mony. We look forward to working with you as we have in the past.
I have to say that your agency has been very cooperative in work-
ing with us in trying to address what we both consider some of the
real problems facing the BLM. And I appreciate the work that you
have done and that your agency has done in working with us on
trying to address these things. Look forward to working with you
as we set the 13 budget.

Mr. ABBEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
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The Subcommittee notes that the QFR responses
from the Agency did not arrive in enough time to
inform the FY 13 Appropriations bill. The
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management received questions from the
Subcommittee on April 2™ and did not submit OMB-
cle}a}red responses to the Subcommittee until June
13",
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Hearing Questions for the Record (QFR) Prepared for the
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management

Hearing: Bureau of Land Management FY 13 Budget Oversight
Tuesday, March 6, 9:30am Rayburn B308

Questions for the Record from Chairman Simpson

Range Management

Simpson Q1: The proposed $1 fee per AUM is a 74% increase on grazing permittees. How did
the BLM come up with this number?

Answer: The BLM analyzed several options to recover some of the costs of processing grazing
permits/leases from the permittees who are economically benefitting by their use of the public
lands. The BLM evaluated the proposed Permit Administration Fee based on a standard fee
scenario, an actual permit-processing cost, and a fee based on amount of grazing use. The
“standard fee” puts a disproportionate burden on the small permittees; an “actual cost of
processing” fee would often be based on issues outside of the permittees’ control; so a fee based
on actual usage seems most appropriate. The fee, as proposed, would allow BLM to recover a
portion of the costs of issuing grazing permits/leases on BLM lands that are tied to resource use.

The fees are proposed to assist the BLM in processing its backlog of pending applications for
grazing permit renewals and to cover other costs related to administering grazing permit-related
activities, such as monitoring and land health evaluations. There is a wide variability in costs to
process a permit depending on location, intensity of public interest, and complexity of issues
rather than on the amount of resources used. Some permittees have multiple permits in high-cost
areas. Consequently, the average cost of processing permits in each State currently ranges from
$900 to $40,000. The proposed fee spreads out the costs over the life of the permit and charging
a fee based on AUMs ties the fee to the actual use of the resource and would be more equitable
for all permittees.

There is an average of 8.5 million AUMs permitted each year. A $1-per-AUM fee, which would
generate $8.5 million, would cover about one-third of what BLM expends each year for
processing grazing permits. A “standard” fee to cover one-third of the cost of processing permits
would be about $4,000 per permit. For a large permit, this would be less than the $1 per AUM
fee. For a small permit, it would be around $4 per AUM or more. On an “actual cost” basis, a
small permit (less than 100 AUMs) in a high cost area could cost as much as $40 per AUM per
year. To cover one-third of the actual cost would be as much as $13 per AUM per year for a
small permit. There are advantages and disadvantages to either a “one time” processing charge
or an “actual use” fee, but an “actual-use-based fee” appears most equitable for all permitees.
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The pilot period and development of regulations with participation by permittees and interested
public gives us an opportunity to assess that the proposed “per AUM” basis of the fee is the most
equitable.

Simpson Q2: The BLM states it would like the authority to collect an additional $1 per AUM
for three years until it can complete cost recovery regulations. Do you have a current estimate of
what the cost recovery fee might be?

Answer: No. During the period of the pilot, the BLM will develop regulations for cost recovery.

Simpson Q3: Why does the BLM’s proposed grazing fee charge per AUM rather than per
permit when the fee is supposed to offset the cost of permits (similar to oil and gas permits)?

Answer: The proposed Permit Administration Fee would allow BLM to recover a portion of the
costs of issuing grazing permits/leases on BLM lands. These fees will assist the BLM in
processing pending applications for grazing permit renewals and cover other costs related to
administering grazing permit-related activities, such as monitoring and land health evaluations.

The Federal grazing fee for 2012 is $1.35 per animal unit month (AUM) for public lands
administered by the BLM. The annually-determined grazing fee is computed by using a 1966
base value of $1.23 per AUM for livestock grazing on public lands in Western states. The figure
is then calculated according to three factors — current private grazing-land lease rates, beef cattle
prices, and the cost of livestock production. In effect, the fee is tied to market conditions;
livestock operators pay more when the market is up and less when it’s down.

To calculate the proposed permit administration fee, the BLM analyzed several fee proposals.
There are advantages and disadvantages to either a one-time processing charge or an “actual use”
fee, but a fee charged on the basis of AUMs (“actual use”) is the most equitable for permittees.
A one-time “standard fee” charges every permittee the same amount for each permit processed.
This puts a disproportionate burden on small-AUM permits. A one-time fee based on “actual
cost” to process a permit is based on issues outside of the permittees’ control. There is wide
variability in costs to process a permit, and charging a fee based on AUMs ties the fee to the
actual use of the resource. In addition, the proposed fee spreads out permitting costs over the life
of each permit. If fees were charged on an “actual cost” basis, the costs would range from $900
to $40,000, which is the range of costs for processing permits. The costs depend on location,
intensity of public interest, and complexity of issues, rather than on the amounts of resources
used.

On an “actual cost” basis, a small permit (less than 100 AUMs) in a high cost area could cost as
much as $40 per AUM per year. There is an average of 8.5 million AUMs used each year, and a
$1 per AUM fee would cover about one-third of what BLM expends each year for processing
grazing permits. To cover one-third of the actual cost would thus be as much as $13 per AUM
per year for a small permit. A “standard” fee to cover one-third of the cost of processing permits
would be about 34,000 per permit. For a large permit, this would be less than the $1 per AUM
fee. For a small permit, it would be about $4 per AUM.
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The pilot period and development of regulations with participation by permittees and the
interested public provides the BLM opportunities to assess whether the proposed “per AUM”
basis of the fee is the preferred alternative.

Simpson Q4: The BLM budget request recommends a reduction for range management and
only plans to complete 33% of grazing permit renewals. How is the funding increase for FY'12 is
being utilized?

Answer: The BLM is using the $15.8 million increase provided in FY 2012 to address
numerous challenges, including continuing to reduce the backlog of grazing permit renewals;
monitoring of grazing allotments; and strengthening the BLM’s environmental documents. In
FY 2012, BLM will focus on the most environmentally sensitive grazing permits, using the
authorities provided in the FY 2012 Appropriations Act concerning grazing permit renewals and
transfers. These authorities, and the $15.8 million increase, will allow the BLM to renew an
estimated 2,396 permits, compared to 1,945 in FY 2011.

Simpson Q5: How much funding would it take to catch up on the permit backlog?

Answer: The needs of the program are articulated in the President’s FY 2013 Budget Request.
The renewal of livestock grazing permits and leases (permits) is the highest priority for the
BLM’s Rangeland Management program, and the agency is working diligently to process
grazing permits as they expire and after a transfer of grazing preference. The BLM is continuing
to improve permit renewal procedures by prioritizing allotments in environmentally sensitive
areas. However, the BLM is facing several challenges that are impacting the agency’s ability to
reduce the number of unprocessed permits. The processing of permits for allotments with land
health concerns or resource conflicts is time intensive and often requires land health evaluations,
Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultations, and possible administrative appeals and
litigation. Additionally, court decisions affect the time BLM allocates to process permits and
complete other work.

Sage Grouse

Simpson Q6: The BLM has $15 million in its proposed FY'13 budget for the new sage-grouse
conservation initiative. Can you outline your plans for this funding?

Answer: The BLM will use $10 million for land use planning. The BLM will put in place the
necessary mechanisms, through the land use planning process, to address conservation of sage-
grouse before the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) 2015 deadline to make a final decision
on whether or not to list the greater sage-grouse. This will require the amendment or revision of
98 land use plans in 68 planning areas within the range of sage-grouse to designate priority sage-
grouse habitat.

Within these priority areas BLM will set disturbance thresholds for energy and minerals
development, develop and implement specific best management practices for livestock grazing,
establish restrictions for OHV use, and other recreational activities, and implement aggressive
fire suppression and post-fire restoration tactics. The $10.0 million for land use planning-related
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activities to provide the regulatory certainty requested by FWS includes $6.5 million to amend
98 land use plans, $2.0 million to conduct landscape-level project environmental assessments,
$1.0 million for travel management planning and $500,000 for developing Candidate
Conservation Agreements.

Of the remaining $5.0 million, BLM will use $2.5 million to conduct on-the-ground projects to
restore and improve key sage-grouse habitat.

An additional $2.5 million will be used for habitat mapping, assessment, and monitoring. In
2013, the BLM plans to continue the intensification of data collection across thirty populations
of greater sage-grouse in the West to begin to understand the impacts of use authorizations
across sage-grouse habitats.

Simpson Q7: Amending resource management plans will require buy-in from states—many of
which are also facing budgetary challenges. What kind of incentives or assistance are you able
to provide states to implement their own plans?

Answer: The BLM’s objective is to work together with State governments on our respective
State and Federal processes for the greatest degree of consistency possible while ensuring the
conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse in order to avoid listing under the Endangered Species Act.
The western States, through the Western Governors’ Association and the Western Association of
Fish and Wildlife Agencies, have worked for decades to collaboratively address challenges to
sage-grouse and their habitat. Partnerships established through local working groups, with BLM
representation, have been operating to accomplish conservation objectives throughout the sage-
grouse range. Governors Meade and Hickenlooper, at the Secretary’s request, are chairing a task
force that continues and expands this partnership. The BLM understands that States have
substantial budgetary constraints and has worked with the Western Association of Wildlife
Agencies to fund some State fish and wildlife agency travel to engage in the planning process.

Simpson Q8: How is BLM coordinating with the FWS and the states to address resource
management plan amendments?

Answer: The BLM is working with the FWS and the States in all levels of its Greater Sage-
Grouse planning strategy and realizes this coordination is critical for the success of this effort.
The States, Forest Service and FWS actively participate in sub-regional interdisciplinary teams,
two regional teams, and a national policy team. The purpose of these teams is to ensure
consistent interim policy on conservation measures to protect habitat across the range of Greater
Sage Grouse and the timely revision of land use plans on BLM and Forest Service lands that
contain conservation measures sufficient to protect sage-grouse habitat over the long term with
the goal of precluding the need for listing under ESA. The BLM also conducted a webinar with
the Forest Service, FWS, and the States aimed at fostering collaborative partnership throughout
this effort.
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Grazing and Administrative Review Process

Simpson Q9: The FY12 Omnibus Appropriations Act included a provision requiring would-be
litigants to first exhaust the administrative review process before litigating on grazing decisions.
Has BLM implemented this provision yet?

Answer: In the time since this provision took effect, the BLM is not aware of any instances
where a person has attempted to bring a civil action challenging a BLM grazing decision without
first exhausting the administrative hearings and appeals procedures.

Wild Horse & Burros

BLM's budget justification shows that the BLM continues to lose ground on keeping wild horse
and burro herds at the Appropriate Management Levels (AML). In 2008, 55% of the Herd
Management Areas were at the AML level. In 2011, only 39% were at the AML and the
projection for 2013 reduces that percentage to 31%.

Simpson Q10: BLM has stated this new strategy will contain costs--but what cost will it have to
the rangeland managed by BLM?

Answer: The overarching goal of the BLM’s Wild Horse and Burro Management program is to
manage wild horse and burros in a way that achieves and maintains a thriving natural ecological
balance and allows for multiple uses of the public lands. Achieving and maintaining AML is
essential to the BLM’s multiple-use mandate in the semi-arid lands where wild horses and burros
are found. In recent years the cost to remove and care for excess horses has become
unsustainable. The BLM acknowledges that it must make major changes in the management of
the program. To that end, the BLM has contracted with the National Academy of Sciences to
provide recommendations for improving management of the wild horses and burros and the need
for more research, and is finalizing the development of a new strategy to manage the program in
the interim. At the 2013 request level, BLM would continue a plan to temporarily reduce
removals which began in FY 2012, so as to have the resources to apply population growth
suppression methods to an increased number of animals.

The BLM will temporarily reduce the number of wild horses and burros removed from the range
from an average of 10,000 to 7,600 per year beginning in FY 2012, a level that will maintain the
current number of animals on the range and that is compatible with enacted funding and
available holding space. Removals will continue to be conducted in areas of highest ecological
priority and where safety concerns exist. The BLM believes that we must temporarily reduce
gathers while assessing new methods of population growth suppression, so that we can obtain
information to keep wild horse and burro numbers at an acceptable level in the future. The BLM
is confident that land and ecological health will benefit in the long run from this approach.

Simpson Q11: If wild horses are over-grazing the range, how can BLM say it’s achieving its
duty to keep rangelands healthy?
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Answer: If rangeland monitoring, assessments, and/or a land health evaluation indicate that
land-health standards are not met or over-grazing is occurring due to AML not being achieved on
a broad basis within an allotment, then the BLM will determine the appropriate action to take,
which could include planned gathers, an emergency gather if warranted, or making adjustments
in livestock grazing authorized use.

Simpson Q12: This strategy could also be adverse to the sage grouse. Wild horses can easily
overgraze the range and damage sage grouse habitat. Is the BLM favoring wild horses over
other wildlife?

Answer: The BLM’s goal is to achieve and maintain appropriate management levels (AML) in
all areas. Even though the BLM is temporarily reducing removals from 10,000 to 7,600 annually
in FY 2012 and 2013 for the reasons outlined in the answer to question number 10, in FY 2012
and 2013 the BLM will continue to conduct gathers in the highest-priority areas, those that are
driven by wild horse over-population, sage-grouse, water and forage availability, and public
safety issues. In addition, the BLM is increasing the use of population growth suppression
applications which will help reduce annual population growth. Levels of grazing that are within
AML are likely to have a neutral impact on sage-grouse habitat, meaning this land use can be
compatible with healthy sage-grouse habitat. Achieving horse populations within AML is
necessary to maintain a thriving ecological balance within which most species would thrive,
including sage-grouse.

Simpson Q13: The BLM is also proposing an increase of $2 million for birth control research
on wild horses. While the current vaccine may have some limited success, it certainly doesn't
seem to be a reasonable answer to the population explosion. How will the BLM address this
issue? Is the $2 million for research grants? Please explain.

Answer: The proposed increase of $2 million would be used for increased research
opportunities for all forms of population growth suppression. The BLM will initiate an open
request for Request for Proposals (REPs) to increase the scope and opportunity for research
entities to expand the use of existing fertility control agents, develop existing technology into
longer-lasting agents, and explore new approaches to population growth suppression through
research using established or as yet undeveloped technologies. New research will also be
responsive to recommendations that the National Academy of Sciences may provide to the BLM
in their June 2013 report.

Simpson Q14: What is the cost to administer the fertility vaccine?

Answer: The BLM has several Herd Management Areas that are being treated with ZonaStat-H,
a one-year liquid vaccine, and the cost to administer the vaccine is minimal because these HMAs
are being treated with the assistance of volunteer organizations. The cost to administer the PZP-
22, the longer-lasting 22-month vaccine, is higher because the animals need to be captured in
order to administer the drug. The cost is approximately $850 per horse to gather and $310 per
horse for the vaccine. Since mares of the appropriate age for fertility control treatment cannot
selectively be gathered, more wild horses (such as stallions and younger-age horses) must be
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gathered than are actually treated. The cost to treat one mare during a “Catch, Treat and
Release” gather is approximately $2,000 per mare.

Simpson Q15: How much does the vaccine cost per animal?

Answer: The cost of ZonaStat-H, the one-year liquid vaccine is $20 per dose. The cost of PZP-
22, the 22-month vaccine, is $310 per dose.

Simpson Q16: How many animals will be treated?

Answer: The goal in FY 2013 is to apply population growth suppression to 2,000 wild horses.
This includes fertility control vaccine application and other forms of population growth
suppression, including returning geldings and stallions to the range to increase the proportion of
males in the population and to reduce the proportion of females in the population.

Simpson Q17: How effective is fertility control in wild horses?

Answer: Research conducted on ZonaStat-H, the one-year liquid, has concluded that foaling
rates can often be reduced by approximately 90-95%, but this vaccine requires a yearly
application to continue the contraceptive effect. PZP-22, the 22-month vaccine, was initially
shown in published research to be 94% effective the first year, 84% effective the second year,
and 64% effective the third year. However, in other research, the results have not proven to be
as effective.

Simpson Q18: What studies exist to show the efficacy of fertility control?

Answer: The Humane Society of the United States, in cooperation with the BLM, is currently
conducting studies on the Cedar Mountain HMA in Utah and the Sand Wash Basin HMA in
Colorado. Results of those studies are not yet published. Preliminary results to-date for the same
PZP-22 agent have shown efficacy rates much lower than those reported by Turner et al. in 2007.
There are additional published papers addressing the effectiveness and potential side effects of
fertility control in feral horses. Citations for a few of the publications are as follows:

Gray, M.E., D.S. Thain, E.Z. Cameron, and L.A. Miller. 2010. Multi-year fertility reduction in
free-roaming feral horses with single-injection immunocontraceptive formulations. Wildlife
Research 37:475-481.

Gray, M.E., D.S. Thain, E.Z. Cameron, and L.A. Miller. 2011. Corrigendum: Multi-year fertility
reduction in free-roaming feral horses with single-injection immunocontraception formulations.
Wildlife Research 38:260.

Killian, G., D. Thain, N.K. Diehl, J. Rhyan, and L. Miller. 2008. Four-year contraception rates of
mares treated with single-injection porcine zona pellucida and GnRH vaccines and intrauterine
devices. Wildlife Research 35:531-539.

Kirkpatrick, 1.F., and A. Turner. 2008. Achieving population goals in a long-lived species
(Equus caballus) with contraception. Wildlife Research 35:513-519.
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Ransom, 1L, J.E. Roelle, B.S. Cade, L. Coates-Markle, and A.J. Kane. 201 1. Foaling rates in
feral horses treated with the immunocontraceptive porcine zona pellucida. Wildlife Society
Bulletin 35:343-352.

Turner, JW., Jr., LK.M. Liu, D.R. Flanagan, A.T. Rutberg, and J.F. Kirkpatrick. 2007.
Immunocontraception in wild horses: one inoculation provides two years of infertility. Journal of
Wildlife Management 71(2):662-667.

Simpson Q19: When will the National Academy of Sciences study be published? How does the
proposed $2 million increase coordinate with this study?

Answer: The National Academy of Sciences review is due to be delivered to the BLM in June
of 2013. BLM anticipates that the National Academy of Sciences will recommend that the BLM
increase its research into some existing population growth suppression techniques and also
expand research into other techniques and fertility control agents.

Simpson Q20: What is the BLM doing to control wild horse populations in the mean time?

Answer: The BLM plans to gather and remove 7,600 wild horses annually in FY 2012 and FY
2013 and administer population growth suppression application to 2,000 animals in FY 2013 to
maintain the existing population until the National Academy of Sciences evaluation of the
program is completed in 2013. To-date in FY2012, the BLM has been conducting population
growth suppression via fertility control in mares and adjusting sex ratios by retuming
proportionately more males to the range.

These population growth suppression techniques have been applied to 1,042 animals this fiscal
year. Population growth suppression techniques however, will not assist the BLM in attaining
AML in the short-term because this method does not remove excess animals from the
population. Population control techniques are a longer-term solution. Once AML is attained on
a particular HMA, population growth suppression techniques will assist in maintaining that AML
and reducing future gather, holding, and adoption costs.

The BLM is aggressively pursuing the research required to implement fertility control. In March
of 2011, the BLM, in collaboration with research scientists, initiated two separate pen trial
studies to evaluate the effectiveness of two potentially longer-acting fertility control agents. Two
field loeations are being identified for gelding and SpayVac research in conjunction with USGS
studies starting this summer. The National Academy of Sciences report to be delivered in 2013
is expected to assist the BLM in developing more effective long-term WHB management
strategies.

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs):
Simpson Q21: Please explain what the Department’s Landscape Conservation Cooperatives do.

Answer: Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) are self-directed partnerships focused
on conservation at a landscape scale.
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LCCs provide science support for management activities that address a variety of broad-scale
land use pressures and landscape-scale stressors — including but not limited to climate change —
that affect wildlife, water, land, and cultural resources. The LCCs seek to identify best practices,
connect efforts, identify gaps, and avoid duplication through improved conservation planning
and design. Partner agencies and organizations coordinate with each other through LCCs while
working within their existing authorities and jurisdictions.

The 22 LCCs collectively form a national network of land, water, wildlife, and cultural resource
managers, scientists, and interested public and private organizations — within the US and across
our international borders — that share a common need for scientific information and interest in
conservation.

Simpson Q22: How are they funded through BLM’s budget?

Answer: The BLM is currently participating in 11 western LCCs and is funding projects
through multiple subactivities that directly and indirectly support the work of the LCCs. For
example, the BLM is currently funding 10 Rapid Ecoregional Assessments (REAs) covering
over 600 million acres of public and non-public lands in 7 separate LCCs. These REAs will
synthesize existing information (including non-BLM data) about resource conditions and trends;
highlight and map areas of high ecological value; gauge potential risks from stressors such as
climate change; and establish landscape-scale baseline ecological data to gauge the effect and
effectiveness of future management actions. The BLM is also funding the development of a
monitoring framework for the 23-million-acre National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska (NPR-A)
that will assist the work of the Arctic LCC.

Simpson Q23: What are their performance measures?

Answer: There are two performance measures for LCCs: The number of LCCs formed within a
given quarter in Fiscal Years 2010, 2011, and 2012, and the number of LCCs that have
completed a management/operating plan within a given quarter in Fiscal Years 2010, 2011 and
2012.

Simpson Q24: What accomplishments and goals are they meeting?

Answer: The LCCs are helping the Department accomplish its overall climate change high-
priority goal: By September 30, 2013, for 50 percent of the Nation, the Department of the
Interior will have identified resources that are particularly vulnerable to climate change and will
implement coordinated adaptation response actions.

Western Oregon (O&C Lands)

Secretary Salazar recently announced plans to develop new Resource Management Plans for the
BLM-managed forests in western Oregon, including the O&C lands. The last resource
management plan, completed in 2008 and withdrawn by the Secretary in 2009, took
approximately five years and $18 million to develop. The only deficiency identified by the
Secretary was a lack of formal ESA Section 7 consultation by the BLM.
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Simpson Q25: Why doesn’t the BLM initiate consultation on those plans rather than spending
tens of millions to develop new plans?

Answer: The BLM Oregon is initiating revisions to its existing resource management plans
(RMP) which guide the uses of 2.6 million acres of land in western Oregon administered by the
BLM. The purpose of the revisions is to determine how the BLM should manage these lands to
accomplish broad policy objectives, which include furthering the recovery of threatened and
endangered species; providing clean water; restoring fire adapted ecosystems; producing a
sustained yield of timber products; and providing for recreation opportunities. The BLM’s
revised RMPs address three main issues: the recent U.S Fish and Wildlife Service recovery plan
(2011) and proposed critical habitat designation (March 2012) for the Northern Spotted Owl;
new science information related to forest health and resiliency; and the socioeconomic needs of
western Oregon communities. This new information is best analyzed and used to inform
decisions as part of a land use planning process where we can comprehensively examine the mix
of land use allocations and planning decisions.

Simpson Q26: Is the Department going to draft a new plan for the O&C lands? If so, does the
BLM have the budget to complete this? What is the timeline for a new plan?

Answer: The BLM intends to revise Resource Management Plans for six Western Oregon
districts. The Bureau has placed a high priority on working on these plans and is allocating
available funds from the appropriated budget. The President’s proposed budget for Fiscal Year
2013 includes funds for planning in Western Oregon. The BLM Oregon has initiated the
planning effort and anticipates a completion date in late 2015.

Simpson Q27: While the BLM’s FY 2013 budget request for the O&C lands includes an
increase of $1.5 million for a number of new initiatives, it does not request the funding necessary
to develop new resource management plans. How would the BLM develop resource
management plans without additional funding while maintaining the critical timber sale program
in western Oregon?

Answer: The President’s budget for FY2013 proposes an increase in the base of $1.5 million
with a corresponding increase in timber production of 4 million board feet (MMBF) in timber
sale volume offered, from 193 MMBF in 2012 to a total of 197 MMBEF in 2013. At this stage in

the planning process, the FY 2013 request accurately reflects the amount required for early plan
revision.

Oil & Gas

In the FY13 budget you propose higher inspection fees than proposed in FY12. If Congress
approved this, the BLM would have an additional $10 million for inspections.

Simpsen Q28: Why did the proposed fee go up and what is the logic behind this?
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Answer: The proposed inspection and enforcement fees totaling $48 million would largely
replace existing appropriated dollars (approx. $38 million) that currently fund the inspection and
enforcement activity while providing an additional funding increment (310 million) to improve
the BLM’s I&E capabilities without the need for an increase in appropriated funds.

This proposal mirrors similar fees Congress has enacted for the inspection activities of the
Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE - formerly part of MMS) for Outer
Continental Shelf facilities. The net increase of $10 million is aimed at correcting deficiencies
identified by the GAO in its February 2011 report, which designated Federal management of oil
and gas resources, including production and revenue collection, as high risk. The BLM will also
complete more environmental inspections to ensure requirements are being followed in all
phases of development.

Charging inspection fees is consistent with the principle that users of the public lands should pay
for the cost of both authorizing and oversight activities. In addition to being comparable to
current offshore inspection fees, this proposal is also consistent with cost-recovery fees charged
for other uses of Federal lands and resources.

Simpson Q29: Given the numerous proposals in the budget for new oil & gas fees combined
with the royalty rate increase, current taxes, bids and bonuses, has BLM analyzed the overall
comprehensive impact of an increased royalty on the industry?

Answer: There have been no specific studies of the impacts of an increase in the standard
onshore royalty rate (the specifics of which have not yet been determined) as it relates to other
oil and gas budget proposals, such as fees for inspecting oil and gas operations and the non-
producing oil and gas lease fee.

It is worth noting that the non-producing lease fee is intended to encourage development of oil
and gas leases. To the extent it is successful in doing so, the overall economic impacts would be
positive, resulting in higher domestic production and increased royalty revenues which are
shared with the States and which contribute significantly to Federal government revenue
collections. Likewise, the intent of any royalty rate increase would be to improve the return to
taxpayers from this activity, so the Administration will carefully consider the various potential
impacts from this change as it evaluates specific options.

Simpson Q30: Will this discourage domestic development on public lands?

Answer: The BLM’s recent lease sales suggest that there is significant interest in domestic
development on public lands. In fiscal year 2011, the BLM held 28 lease sales for onshore
parcels, selling 1,253 parcels comprising 880,895 acres and generating nearly $241 million in
total revenue for American taxpayers. This figure includes $66 million received in a record lease
sale for BLM Montana-Dakotas, the second most successful onshore lease sale in the history of
the BLM. The proposed I&E fees are very small compared to the value of oil and gas produced
on Federal lands, so the effect of the fees on the incentive for companies to produce these
resources is expected to be negligible. As noted in the previous response, the Administration
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will carefully consider the various potential impacts from a royalty rate change as it evaluates
specific options.

Simpson Q31: Could this lead to the US losing many of the small ‘mom and pop' businesses
that bid on and develop onshore leases?

Answer: On average, the fees are expected to represent a very small share of the overall cost of
producer operations, and will be very small relative to the value of the oil and gas produced from
those operations. However, it is also worth noting that the proposed inspection and enforcement
fees are tiered in such a way that producers with a smaller number of leases and wells per lease
will pay less than producers with a larger number of leases and wells per lease. For example, a
producer with one lease with five wells would pay a $1,450 inspection fee, while a producer with
one lease with over fifty wells would pay $6,800.

Collection of these fees is consistent with the principle that users of the public lands should pay
for the cost of both authorizing and oversight activities. These fees are similar to fees now
charged for offshore inspections, and to numerous cost-recovery fees charged for other uses of
Federal lands and resources.

Simpson Q32: When will the BLM release its draft fracking regulations?

Answer: The proposed rule was published in the Federal Register on Friday, May 11, 2012, and
is available for public comment until July 10, 2012,

Public Domain Forestry

The BLM has proposed to reduce the Public Domain Forest Management program by almost
40%, which will lead to reducing timber FTEs by 40%, reducing timber products offered by
60%, reducing biomass sales by 50%, reducing the number of stewardship contracts by 80%, and
reducing the acres treated by 75%.

Simpson Q33: How does the BLM justify those levels of reductions in light of management
needs, fire potential, susceptibility to bark beetle epidemics, and the importance to timber cutputs
to businesses and individuals?

Answer: In order to maintain funding for programs at the constrained request levels, difficult
choices were made during the formulation of the FY2013 budget. The BLM is continually
exploring ways to achieve efficiencies.

Simpson Q34: Has the BLM evaluated the effect of the proposed reduction on local businesses
and local residents in Wyoming or other Public Domain Forestry States?

Answer: Development of the President’s FY 2013 Budget Request required many difficult
choices and tradeoffs. The Department of the Interior budget continues the third year of
aggressive efficiencies to achieve $207 million in administrative savings from 2010 to 2013.
The Department’s budget also reduced funding for several programs in the BLM, including the
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Public Domain Forestry program. We are aware that some of these budget decisions may have
some impacts to local economies.

Mining

The Department’s proposed 2013 budget includes $86 million “to maintain capacity to review
and permit new renewable energy projects on federal lands and waters, with the goal of
permitting 11,000 megawatts of new solar, wind and geothermal electricity generation capacity
on DOI-managed lands by the end of 2013.” Yet, the budget does nothing to encourage the
domestic production of minerals that are critical to renewable energy technologies. For example,
a single 3MW wind turbine needs 335 tons of steel, 4.7 tons of copper, 3 tons of aluminum, 700+
pounds of rare earths as well as significant amounts of zinc and molybdenum.

Simpson Q35: How do you reconcile the BLMs significant investments in renewable energy on
public lands with the failure to address barriers to domestic development of minerals that are the
building blocks of wind, solar and other renewable technologies?

Answer: The BLM has a leading role in the Administration’s goals for a new energy frontier,
based on a rapid and responsible move to large-scale production of solar, wind and geothermal
energy. The BLM also manages Federal onshore oil and gas, minerals and coal, including
critical minerals needed for many industries. For all of these resources, the BLM has an
obligation to ensure that the potential impact to water, air, and other natural resources are
analyzed and properly addressed before the resources are developed. Not all lands with energy
or mineral potential are appropriate for development, but the BLM works with permittees and
applicants to ensure that proposed projects meet all applicable environmental laws and
regulations.

For minerals, the Federal agencies have established systems that ensure adequate reviews of
proposals to prospect, explore, discover, and develop valuable minerals on Federal mineral
rights. Coordination between Federal land management agencies and regulatory and permitting
agencies is encouraged to ensure efficient and timely review of any exploration or mining plans,
including the analysis of the environmental impacts required by the National Environmental
Policy Act and any similar laws.

Simpson Q36: The length of time it takes to get a permit to mine on BLM land in the United
States is generally twice as long as in other major mining countries with similar environmental
standards. What steps does the BLM intend to take to make permitting more efficient and the
US mining industry more competitive?

Answer: The BLM processes a plan of operations for exploration and mining as expeditiously as
possible. In 2011 the BLM exploration and mining plan processing time averaged 22 months. In
an ongoing effort to increase efficiency the BLM will continue working with State agencies to
streamline multiple agency processes and minimize the time necessary to authorize exploration
and development activities.

Simpson Q37: Why does the BLM continue to defend the multi-month 14 step Federal Register
process for review of notices related initiation and preparation of environmental analyses?
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Answer: While the BLM is taking steps to streamline the review and processing of Federal
Register notices, we remain committed to providing opportunities to involve the public in the
NEPA process. In some cases, notices announcing the BLM’s intent to prepare environmental
analyses or notices announcing the availability of environmental analyses have cleared the
Washington Office review process in as little as a few weeks. Recognizing the importance of
these notices, we will continue to seek efficiencies in the review process.

Simpson Q38: The budget contains a proposed tax, applicable to mining operations on private
and public lands, that goes beyond a tax on the amount of minerals removed from the ground to a
tax on dirt, rock and other materials moved during the extraction process. The new proposed tax
is estimated to cost the mining industry $180 million/year.

What steps should the Department/BLM take to reduce our reliance on foreign sources of
minerals that are critical to renewable energy and could be produced in the United States?

Answer: In general, the Federal government works to foster and encourage private enterprise’s
development of the Nation’s mineral resource endowment. In pursuit of this objective, Federal
agencies, including BLM, have established systems that ensure adequate reviews of proposals to
prospect, explore, discover, and develop valuable minerals on public lands.

With regard to the introductory statement, the 2013 Budget proposes to address abandoned
hardrock mines across the country through a new abandoned mine lands (AML) fee on hardrock
production. Hardrock AML sites pose a serious threat to human health and safety and the
environment, and as a matter of fairness, the Administration believes that industry, which has
benefitted financially from hardrock mining in the United States, should bear the cost of
remediating and reclaiming these sites for which it was ultimately responsible for creating. This
is the same basis for the existing AML fee that is levied on the coal industry to support the
reclamation of abandoned coal sites. The legislative proposal will levy an AML fee on all
uranium and metallic mines on both public and private lands. The proposed fee will be charged
per volume of material displaced after January 1, 2013. The receipts will be distributed by BLM
through a competitive grant program to restore the most hazardous hardrock AML sites on both
public and private lands using an advisory council comprised of representatives from Federal
agencies, States, Tribes, and nongovernment organizations. The advisory council will
recommend objective criteria to rank AML projects to allocate funds for remediation to the sites
with the most urgent environmental and safety hazards. The proposed hardrock AML fee and
reclamation program would operate in parallel to the coal AML reclamation program as part of a
larger effort to ensure the Nation’s most dangerous abandoned coal and hardrock AML sites are
addressed by the industries that created the problems.
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Questions for the Record from Mr. Flake

Increase in Grazing Fees

The BLM budget would enact a pilot program that would impose a 1 dollar per AUM fee on all
permittees starting in 2013.

Flake Q1: Was this nearly 75 percent increase in grazing fees carefully contemplated prior to
the Fiscal Year 2013 budget submission, or is it merely a spur-of-the-moment plan to backfill the
cuts made to BLM’s budget for this coming year?

Answer: The current grazing fee remains unchanged. The Budget proposes a Permit
Administration Fee by including appropriations language for a three-year pilot project to allow
the BLM to recover some of the costs of issuing grazing permits/leases on BLM lands. The
BLM would charge a fee of $1 per Animal Unit Month, which would be collected along with
current grazing fees. The goal of the Permit Administration Fee is to recover some of the cost of
processing grazing permits/leases from the parties (permittees) who are economically benefitting
from use of the public lands and resources. This is the same concept as used in the Oil and Gas
program and Rights-of-Way program, where the users of the public lands pay a fee for the
processing of their permits and related work. The BLM will use collections from the fee to assist
in processing pending applications for grazing permit renewals and cover other costs related to
administering grazing permit-related activities, such as monitoring and land health evaluations.
During the period of the pilot, the BLM would work through the process of promulgating
regulations for the continuation of the Permit Administration Fee as a cost recovery fee after the
pilot expires.

Flake Q2: During the Fiscal Year 2013 budget hearing, Director Abbey distinguished between
the grazing fee currently applied to permittees and the proposed grazing administrative fee.
Could you please detail the difference between these two fees (e.g., what are they collected for,
who receives them, what are they used for)?

Answer: Consistent with cost recovery fees in the Oil and Gas and Rights-of-Way programs,
the proposed Permit Administration Fee would allow the BLM to recover a portion of the cost of
issuing grazing permits/leases on BLM lands. This fee will assist the BLM in processing
pending applications for grazing permit renewals and capture other costs related to administering
grazing permit-related activities.

The current grazing fee, which charges permittees for the use of forage, is $1.35 per AUM. The
formula for calculating the fee was established by Congress in the 1978 Public Rangelands
Improvement Act, and continued under a presidential Executive Order issued in 1986. The
receipts from these fees are distributed according to legislative requirements. The funds are
returned in part to the U.S. Treasury, in part to State governments and counties where the grazing
takes place, and in part funds a separate BLM-managed program called the Range Improvement
Program. Range Improvement funds are used for on-the-ground projects intended to improve
land health and resource conditions. Range Improvement funds are not used for renewing or
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transferring grazing permits and leases or other administrative activities relating to the grazing
program.

Flake Q3: Please detail the authority by which the Department is raising grazing fees.

Answer: The BLM is not raising the current grazing fee. Rather, the BLM is requesting
appropriations language that will allow the BLM, beginning in 2013, to collect a Permit
Administration Fee, under a pilot program lasting for three years. During the three-year time
period, the BLM will develop regulations under its current authorities that will provide for the
continuation of this Permit Administration Fee as a cost recovery. The BLM will use collections
of the Permit Administration Fee to assist in processing pending applications for grazing permit
renewals and cover other costs related to administering grazing permit-related activities, such as
monitoring and land health evaluations.

Flake Q4: The testimony provided for the Fiscal Year 2013 budget hearing indicated that the
grazing fee will be initially a pilot program during which the “BLM would work through the
process of promulgating regulations for the continuation of the grazing administrative fee as a
cost recovery fee after the pilot expires.”

Please explain the use of the term “pilot project” in connection with the increased grazing fee.

Answer: This “pilot project” is a test or trial period. The BLM requested Congress provide
authority to collect this fee for a three year test period. During this time, the BLM will develop
regulations for recovery of costs to process grazing permits.

Flake Q5: During the Fiscal Year 2013 budget hearing, Director Abbey said “it takes us entirely
too long to issue a permit.”

Please detail steps that are being taken to reduce the amount of time grazing permit processing is
taking. Is the increased grazing fee associated with any of these steps and, if so, is there an
estimated amount of time that permittess can expect the process to be reduced by?

Answer: Processing permits is a multi-year process to collect monitoring data, conduct land
health evaluations, conduct NEPA, conduct Section 7 ESA consultation if needed, and issue the
permit. The 2012 general provision related to grazing permit renewals specifies that a permit
issued as a result of a grazing preference transfer can be issued for the remaining years of the
pre-transferred permit, if there is no change in the mandatory terms and conditions required.
This will significantly streamline the work process on approximately 10 to 15 percent of BLM’s
annual permit workload, and allow the BLM to process permits originally scheduled to expire.
This will reduce the permit renewal workload in 2013 by about 700 permits. It will also allow
the BLM to focus on the most environmentally sensitive allotments.

Focusing on the most environmentally sensitive allotments will increase attention on land health
assessments and quantitative data collection; improve the usefulness of both the RMP/EIS and
site-specific NEPA analyses; and result in grazing management decisions guiding land health
solutions for the future. This strategy will assist in ensuring that the backlog of unprocessed
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permits consists of the least environmentally-sensitive allotments that are more custodial in
nature and/or are already meeting land heaith standards.

The goal of the Permit Administration Fee is to recover some of the cost of completing grazing
permit renewals, monitoring of grazing allotments, and strengthening the BLM’s environmental
documents.

Shooting on Federal Lands

The issue of recreational shooting on federal lands, notably at national monuments managed by
BLM is one that impacts many Arizonans. Last November, the Secretary issued a directive that
made two things very clear: the Department will support recreational shooting as a safe and
legitimate use of public land and that the BLM ought to ensure that it facilitates opportunities for
that activity in management of public lands.

Flake Q6: The justification for the proposed bans 600,000 acre in two national monuments in
the state of Arizona according to land planning documents is that recreational shooting is a
danger to every living or inanimate object within the boundaries of these desert monuments.
How is one to come away from that with any other than the conclusion that, for some at least,
recreational shooting is simply inconsistent with public lands management?

Answer: Through the BLM’s land use planning process, management decisions on uses of the
public lands are informed by public input and extensive analysis. When lands are closed to
recreational shooting, those restrictions are often implemented to comply with State and local
public safety laws and ordinances, or are implemented at the request of local communities or
adjacent property owners. In extremely limited circumstances, the BLM must restrict
recreational shooting to ensure public safety or protect fragile resources. The preferred action in
the Ironwood National Monument is to close the area to recreational shooting.

However, in most cases, recreational shooting is consistent with multiple-use activities and
management efforts. The BLM recognizes that recreational target shooting is an important
recreational resource that, with a comprehensive suite of administrative actions and mitigation
measures, can be consistent with the protection of national monument objects as well. In the
case of the Sonoran Desert National Monument, a final decision has not been made. However,
BLM is looking at developing and implementing stipulations with the Arizona Department of
Fish & Game to assure the public’s safety without closing the area to recreational shooting,

Flake Q7: An oft cited rational for the proposed ban on recreational shooting on a considerable
number of acres in two national monuments in the state of Arizona is the potential for damage to
protected species. To what extent are protections afforded by existing laws and regulations taken
into account when the Bureau considers closing areas to recreational shooting?

Answer: The BLM considers all applicable laws, regulations, and policies when developing
resource management plans. In some instances, legal uses of public lands can inadvertently
cause resource damage, depending on the intensity of the use and other factors. One of the
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primary reasons the BLM develops allowable use restrictions and other management
prescriptions is to avert resource damage.

Solar Power

Your testimony indicated that you are “working to approve additional large-scale solar energy
projects and complete a draft Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement to provide
for landscape-scale siting of solar energy projects on public lands.” Started in December of
2010, nearly a year later the Department issues a supplemental EIS to address some additional
issues.

Flake Q8: What is the time from for the Department to finalize the solar programmatic EIS?
What will be the practical implications of this endeavor for western states?

Answer: DOI is scheduled to release the Final Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (Solar PEIS) by late July or early August, 2012 and sign the Record of Decision in
September.

The Solar PEIS would establish a solid foundation for long-term, landscape-level planning for
solar-energy development on public lands that involves States, local governments, and Tribes.
The Solar PEIS will help facilitate better, smarter siting of utility-scale solar projects that would
serve to generate clean energy that avoids or minimizes conflicts with important wildlife, cultural
and historic resources, while providing economic and employment opportunities to local
communities. The preferred alternative in the Solar PEIS identifies and prioritizes development
areas called solar energy zones (SEZs) in locations within the six-state study area that are best
suited for utility-scale solar energy development (i.e., high resource value and low [or limited]
resource and/or environmental conflicts). Under the preferred alternative, BLM would also
develop incentives for solar developers who site projects in solar energy zones — offering
reduced permitting times — but maintain a sufficiently flexible variance process to allow
development of well-sited projects outside of zones.

Hydraulic Fracturing Regulations and Tribal Involvement

The Bureau is moving forward with hydraulic fracturing regulations, which are under review by
the Office of Management and Budget.

Flake Q9: Please describe the process by which you have taken to consult with the Tribes on
these draft regulations.

Answer: As explained more fully in response to the following question, BLM has undertaken an
extensive outreach process with Tribes in the development of the hydraulic fracturing rule. The
BLM has engaged and continues to engage Tribes extensively in an ongoing effort designed to
provide Tribes with significant opportunities to provide input into the development of the rule.
In conducting this outreach process, BLM identified appropriate tribal governing bodies and
individuals from whom to seek input. This included all Tribes that are currently receiving oil and
gas royalties and also ail Tribes that may have had traditional surface use.
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Flake Q10: What sort of process did you go about informing the Tribes that you were holding a
consultation on a potential rule that could have implications on their ability to produce oil and
natural gas on their lands and what feedback have you received since the consultations took
place?

Answer:  As part of the hydraulic fracturing rulemaking outreach process, BLM identified
appropriate tribal governing bodies and individuals from whom to seek input. A broad and
inclusive interpretation of appropriate tribal interests was used in order to gain wide-ranging
input from many sources that could be affected by the proposed hydraulic fracturing rule. The
BLM identified all Tribes that are currently receiving oil and gas royalties and also included all
Tribes that may have had traditional surface use.

Earlier this year, BLM conducted regional meetings with Tribes on the hydraulic fracturing
proposal and offered to hold follow-up meetings with any Tribe that desires to have an individual
meeting. The BLM held four regional tribal meetings, to which over 175 tribal entities were
invited. These meetings were held in Tulsa, Oklahoma on January 10, 2012; in Billings,
Montana on January 12, 2012; in Salt Lake City, Utah on January 17, 2012; and in Farmington,
New Mexico on January 19, 2012. Eighty-four tribal members representing 24 Tribes attended
the meetings. BLM participation included both senior policy makers from the Washington
Office as well as the local line officers that have built the relationship with the Tribes in the field.
These four informational meetings were a starting point for obtaining tribal input. All meetings
ended with an emphasis to continue the dialogue, using the established local relations with the
BLM field office managers.

In these sessions, tribal representatives were given a discussion draft of the hydraulic fracturing
rule to serve as a basis for substantive dialogue about the hydraulic fracturing rulemaking
process. The BLM asked the tribal leaders for their views on how a hydraulic fracturing rule
proposal might affect Indian activities, practices, or beliefs if it were to be applied to particular
locations on Indian and public lands. A variety of issues were discussed, including applicability
of tribal laws, validating water sources, inspection and enforcement, wellbore integrity, and
water management, among others. One of the outcomes of these meetings is the proposed
requirement in this rule that operators certify that operations on tribal lands comply with tribal
laws.

Additional individual meetings with tribal representatives have taken place since January. The
BLM has met with the United South and Eastern Tribes (USET) to provide information to the 25
assembled member Tribes regarding hydraulic fracturing and the effect that the rule may pose to
the way oil and gas activities are authorized on their lands. In March and April the BLM met
with the Coalition of Large Tribes (COLT) and the Mandan, Hidatsa and Arikara Nation (MHA
Nation) to discuss hydraulic fracturing. In the near future the BLM will be meeting with
representatives from several Tribes in Montana including the Blackfeet, Chippewa Cree, Fort
Belknap, and Flathead regarding hydraulic fracturing. On May 11, 2012 the BLM sent an
invitation for continued outreach and dialogue to exchange information on the development of
the hydraulic fracturing rule. These regional meetings are planned for early June in Salt Lake
City, Utah; Farmington, New Mexico; Tulsa, Oklahoma; and Billings, Montana. The BLM will
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continue to keep multiple lines of communication open during the tribal outreach process.

The information already gathered and that we continue to gather from tribal interests is an
important factor in defining the scope of acceptable hydraulic fracturing rule options. The tribal
outreach sessions will continue to seek tribal views regarding the potential impacts of hydraulic
fracturing on trust assets and traditional tribal activities. Our efforts include outreach to these
Tribes through letters, hosting outreach meetings, and encouraging further dialogue as needed,
especially using the established local relationships with the resident BLM field office managers.
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Questions for the Record from Ms. Lummis

Public Domain Forest Management

According to the BLM Budget Justification (page VIII-45-50), the Public Domain Forest
Management program implements forest restoration projects to improve forest health, salvages
dead and dying timber, and provides personal use and commercial forest products. Those are all
important objectives when so many of our federal forest acres are overstocked and at risk from
catastrophic fires and the insect epidemics that are devastating our western forests. I realize the
Public Domain Forest Management program is not a large program, but nearly all of the volume
offered is sold, and is important to sustaining our forest products companies. So, I am
disappointed that the BLM has proposed to heavily cut the Public Domain Forest Management
program, by reducing funding by almost 40%, which will lead to reducing timber FTEs by 40%,
reducing timber products offered by 60%, reducing biomass sales by 50%, reducing the number
of stewardship contracts by 80%, and reducing the acres treated by 75%.

Lummis Q1: Have you evaluated the effect the proposed cuts would have on forest health
within your jurisdiction? If so, what are the results? if not, why not?

Answer: The Public Domain Forest Management program conserves, restores, and sustainably
manages over 58 million acres of forests and woodlands in 12 western states, including Alaska.

The Public Domain Forest Management program coordinates with other BLM programs and
partner organizations to achieve integrated vegetation management at the landscape scale.
Foresters prescribe treatments to create species-diverse, multi-aged forests, with proper stocking
densities to promote resilience in response to environmental stresses including changes in
climate, insect and disease attack, and wildfires.

In 2013 the Public Domain Forest Management program will reduce program capacity and
outputs. However, emphasis will remain on using sales contracts to achieve desired future
conditions on the 58 million acres of forests and woodlands in the Public Domain. The BLM
will offer 12 MMBF of timber and other forest products for sale, offer seven stewardship
contracts for sale, restore and treat through sales 5,500 acres, evaluate and treat 4,000 acres of
forest and woodlands, and issue 12,000 permits to individuals and small businesses for fuelwood
and non-timber forest products.

Lummis Q2: Have you evaluated the effect the proposed cuts would have on local businesses
and residents in Wyoming or other Public Domain Forestry States? If so, what are the results?
If not, why not?

Answer: Development of the President’s FY 2013 Budget Request required many difficult
choices and tradeoffs. The Department of the Interior budget continues the third year of
aggressive efficiencies to achieve $207 million in administrative savings from 2010 to 2013.
The Department’s budget also reduced several programs in the BLM, including the Public
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Domain Forestry program. We are aware that some of these budget decisions may have some
impacts to local economies.

Hydraulic Fracturing Regulations

The BLM’s Hydraulic Fracturing regulations, as proposed, would result in lengthy delays in
public lands energy development projects. While this is a challenge for public lands states, the
proposed regulations are an even bigger burden on Tribes. The proposed regulations would, by
some estimates, increase the length of time for approval to driil to as much as 4 years.

Lummis Q3: Did you undergo the statutorily required tribal consultations before
promulgating rules that would affect tribes? If so, which tribes did you consult and what were
the results? If not. Why not?

Answer: As part of the hydraulic fracturing rulemaking outreach process, BLM identified
appropriate tribal governing bodies and individuals from whom to seek input. A broad and
inclusive interpretation of appropriate tribal interests was used in order to gain wide-ranging
input from many sources that could be affected by the proposed hydraulic fracturing rule. The
BLM identified all Tribes that are currently receiving oil and gas royalties and also included all
Tribes that may have had traditional surface use.

Earlier this year, the BLM conducted regional meetings with Tribes on the hydraulic fracturing
proposal and offered to hold follow-up meetings with any Tribe that desires to have an individual
meeting. The BLM held four tribal meetings, to which over 175 tribal entities were invited.
These meetings were held in Tulsa, Oklahoma on January 10, 2012; in Billings, Montana on
January 12, 2012; in Salt Lake City, Utah on January 17, 2012; and in Farmington, New Mexico
on January 19, 2012. Eighty-one tribal members representing 27 Tribes attended the meetings.
BLM-participation included both senior policy makers from the Washington Office as well as
the local line officers that have built the relationship with the Tribes in the field. These four
informational meetings were a starting point for obtaining tribal input. All meetings ended with
an emphasis to continue the dialogue, using the established local relations with the BLM field
office managers.

In these sessions, tribal representatives were given a discussion draft of the hydraulic fracturing
rule to serve as a basis for substantive dialogue about the hydraulic fracturing rulemaking
process. The BLM asked the tribal leaders for their views on how a hydraulic fracturing rule
proposal might affect Indian activities, practices, or beliefs if it were to be applied to particular
locations on Indian and public lands. A variety of issues were discussed, including applicability
of tribal laws, validating water sources, inspection and enforcement, wellbore integrity, and
water management, among others. One of the outcomes of these meetings is the proposed
requirement in this rule that operators certify that operations on tribal lands comply with tribal
laws.

Additional individual meetings with tribal representatives have taken place since January. The
BLM has met with the United South and Eastern Tribes (USET) to provide information to the 25
assembled member Tribes regarding hydraulic fracturing and the effect that the rule may pose to
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the way oil and gas activities are authorized on their lands. In March and April the BLM met
with the Coalition of Large Tribes (COLT) and the Mandan, Hidatsa and Arikara Nation (MHA
Nation) to discuss hydraulic fracturing. In the near future the BLM will be meeting with
representatives from several Tribes in Montana including the Blackfeet, Chippewa Cree, Fort
Belknap, and Flathead regarding hydraulic fracturing. On May 11, 2012 the BLM sent an
invitation for continued outreach and dialogue to exchange information on the development of
the hydraulic fracturing rule. These regional meetings are planned for early June in Salt Lake
City, Utah; Farmington, New Mexico; Tulsa, Oklahoma; and Billings, Montana. The BLM will
continue to keep multiple lines of communication open during the tribal outreach process.

The information already gathered and that we continue to gather from tribal interests is an
important factor in defining the scope of acceptable hydraulic fracturing rule options. The tribal
outreach sessions will continue to seek tribal views regarding the potential impacts of hydraulic
fracturing on trust assets and traditional tribal activities. Our efforts include outreach to these
Tribes through letters, hosting outreach meetings, and encouraging further dialogue as needed,
especially using the established local relationships with the resident BLM field office managers.

Lummis Q4: Delays for energy development on tribal lands are legion because the BIA and the
BLM require duplicative approvals. Did you work with the BIA in development of these
regulations? What was the outcome of those discussions?

Answer: The BLM worked with the BIA to develop the proposed hydraulic fracturing rule. The
resultant effect is more cooperation with BIA in addressing issues that may be of concern to the
Tribes. For example, the Tribes wanted the rule to clearly distinguish between Federal and
Indian lands. The Tribes also asked that the rule preserve the tribal governing authority. The
proposed rule clearly addresses these issues.

On February 15, the BLM submitted draft regulations to OMB for interagency review. The draft
regulations were revised following the interagency review and initial tribal consultation. A
proposed rule incorporating the feedback received to date was published in the Federal Register
on May 11, 2012 and initiated a 60 day comment period, during which feedback from industry,
State, local and tribal governments, individual citizens and all other interested parties will be
solicited.
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Questions for the Record from Mr. Pastor

Bureau of Land Management consultations with Indian Tribes

We are aware that much of the potential for both renewable energy production and energy
transmission will include enhanced activities on lands of cultural or spiritual significance to
Indian Tribes. There is strong potential that, in the pursuit of such projects, sacred sites or
ancient artifacts could be discovered or uncovered.

Pastor Q1: What steps has BLM taken to develop a process by which consultation with Indian
Tribal governments occurs at the outset of any such initiative? What is BLM doing to ensure that
there is adequate timing necessary for Tribes and the Federal government to have full
consultation in this planning process?

Answer: Since conclusion of the first series of renewable energy priority projects in late 2010,
the BLM has been working intensively with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) in developing a new set of Best Practices for satisfying the project review requirements
of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and corresponding tribal consultation to
better tailor consultation and assessments to the unique nature of large infrastructure projects.
These Best Practices were informed by a series of meetings with tribal leaders in early 2011 and
were implemented immediately. These Best Practices were further reassessed for the 2012
projects in recent months. A cornerstone of the Best Practices is the initiation of tribal
consultation at the very early stages of an application for project right-of-way by the project
proponent.

Pastor Q2: When a project has begun on lands of historic or cultural significance to Tribes and
items of significance are discovered, what procedures, processes, or methodology has BLM
established to work with the developer and Tribal governments to resolve any findings? What is
BLM doing to ensure that there is adequate timing necessary to adjudicate any such issues that
arise?

Answer: Both the Section 106 compliance process, as spelled out in the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation’s regulations (36CFR800), and the tribal consultation process are designed
as deliberative processes. The deliberative approach is based upon iterative exchanges of
information allowing for discussion of issues surrounding proposed projects, as tribal concerns
become clearer and new discoveries are made through the project review process.

Pastor Q3: Does BLM have adequate funding to establish these procedures? Does BLM have
the personnel necessary to oversee the administration of the processes described above?

Answer: The BLM has been readjusting priorities and workforce allocations to better monitor
the processes and working with ACHP and others in making improvements.
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Mr. SiIMPSON. The hearing will come to order. Good afternoon,
Dr. McNutt and Director McNutt. I would like to welcome you,
along with Deputy Director Suzette Kimball and Associate Director
for the Budget, Carla Burzyk, and she has the real tough job, the
budgets. Thank you all for being here today.

What a difference a year makes.

Just a year ago, this Subcommittee was sent a USGS budget pro-
posal that would have cut $89 million and 230 FTEs from core
science programs, largely to pay for an ill-conceived plan for the fu-
ture of LandSat.

I think it is fair to say that Congress roundly rejected last year’s
proposal, and that the Administration has paid attention. I want
to thank you for sending us a fiscal year 2013 proposal that I think
we can work with.

The fiscal year 2013 proposed budget for the USGS is a net $34
million increase over the fiscal year 2012 enacted level, including
an increase of $11 million for fixed costs and $123 million in total
program increases and decreases. Major increases are proposed for
hydraulic fracturing research and the WaterSMART initiative, eco-
systems science, disaster response, and climate change.

Funding these increases once again creates holes that this Sub-
committee will likely have to fill, but I want to work with you to
see if we can do so in a way that is sensitive to both the strategic
direction of the agency and the program priorities of Congress.

For example, water programs are looking at a net decrease of
$4.8 million and 45 FTEs in this budget proposal. But contained
within that net decrease is over 45 million in total program
changes. Clearly you are trying to take water programs in a dif-
ferent direction. I hope that we can talk today and in the coming
months about where you are trying to go with this and whether
and how you are consistent with your strategic plan, and how you
are measuring success.

Another area I think we need to take a hard look at is the Min-
eral Resources Program, which is cut by 4.3 million in the proposal.
The USGS is mandated to collect, report, and analyze data on the
supply of minerals critical to the Nation’s economic and defense
needs. I question whether the cuts taken in fiscal year 2012 and
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the additional cuts proposed in fiscal year 2013 will compromise
the USGS’s ability to carry out this important mission.

Finally, I hope that we can talk about the direction of biological
research at the USGS in relation to the other Interior bureaus.
When Interior’s biological science capacity was moved to the Bio-
logical Resources Division of the USGS in the 1990s, the program
was charged with providing research support for Interior bureaus,
including the independent, peer-reviewed science needed for the
threatened and endangered species listings, permitting, and de-list-
ings.

Today the Biological Resources Division of the USGS has been
replaced by an Ecosystem Program. Interior bureaus either have
already re-built their biological science capacity, as is the case with
the Park Service, or are in the process of doing so, as is the case
with the Fish and Wildlife Service, and out of a $177 million eco-
system budget and a $68 million climate change budget, there is
but one line item of $9 million for the Science Support for DOI Bu-
reaus.

It may well be that this train has already left the station, and
if so, I might be well advised not to stand in front of it. However,
I do think it is fair, in light of where we seem to be headed, to
evaluate the direction of the USGS’s Ecosystem Program, where it
is headed and why, and how it will measure success.

These are just a few of the areas of the proposed budget where
I have questions and concerns, and so I look forward to our discus-
sion today, and I appreciate your help in providing the committee
with the information it needs to do its job.

Mr. SiMmPSON. With that I am happy to yield to the gentleman
irom Virginia, Mr. Moran, for any opening statement he might

ave.

OPENING REMARKS OF RANKING MEMBER MORAN

Mr. MORAN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman, and nice to see
you, Dr. McNutt, Director Burzyk, and Dr. Kimball.

Among the bureaus and agencies of the Department of Interior,
the mission of the Geological Survey is unique. The USGS manages
no lands, nor does it regulate any activities. What it has been since
1879, is to carry out scientific research to advance our knowledge
of the world we live in or as the USGS logo states; it, “provides
science for a changing world.”

The fiscal year 2013 budget request is a substantial improvement
over the fiscal year 2012 request. Last year saw numerous cuts. As
the Chairman mentioned, proposed important programs and the
budget proposal for the next generation of LandSat that by its
third year was projected to take up more than 40 percent of the
USGS budget.

So, fortunately in my opinion, the Subcommittee on a bipartisan
basis rejected the redirection of funds to the LandSat Program, as
well as the proposed cuts to many science activities. I am pleased
to see that the USGS is now working with other federal agencies
to examine alternatives for providing land remote sensing data in
a cost-effective manner. While there are concerns with some of the
proposed funding allocations this year, it is a budget that I think
we can work with.
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Mr. Chairman, normally as you know, I include a quote in my
remarks, but on page four of Dr. McNutt’s prepared statement she
quotes an important 19th century American geologist and a long-
time USGS employee, Mr. Gilbert, on the importance of the knowl-
edge of nature. So I am going to leave it to Dr. McNutt to supply
us with the quote this afternoon, and thank you, Mr. Chairman,
and look forward to your testimony, Dr. McNutt.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you. Jim, I feel at a loss. I do not know that
we can go on.

Dr. McNutt, welcome, and I look forward to your testimony.

OPENING REMARKS OF DIRECTOR McNUTT

Dr. McNUTT. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Ad-
ministration’s 2013 budget request, which is $1.1 billion or $34.5
million above the 2012 enacted level.

The proposed increase, and even more actually, is targeted to
new research and development because modest investment in new
science solutions and technologies holds the best hope for address-
ing the major resource challenges of today and tomorrow. Our new
R&D activities are focused first on hydraulic fracturing, second on
rapid disaster response to earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, and
floods, and third on water availability and use, and fourth, on the
restoration of targeted landscapes where specific problems threaten
the economic vitality of places where people live, work, and play.

In the 2% years that I have been USGS Director, I have learned
that there are two aspects of the USGS that are worth protecting
at all costs. One is our reputation for scientific integrity, and the
second is our ability to deliver scientific information free of any
real or perceived bias because as Mr. Moran has just explained, we
have no regulatory or management responsibilities.

Sometimes we deliver good news, sometimes not, but it is what
it is. About a year ago Senator Murkowski got some bad news
when the USGS undertook a reassessment of the National Petro-
leum Reserve Alaska, the NPRA, using new information from ex-
ploratory wells not in the public domain to test our original inter-
pretation based on geologic and geophysical data.

Unfortunately, the estimated amount of oil was down substan-
tially. Much of the resource that had been proposed to lie within
the oil maturation window had actually crossed over into the gas
window.

This was critical information for us to reveal, as there was no
point in wasting industry investment on gas holes absent a gas
pipeline.

Now, fast forward to last Friday. The USGS was able to deliver
good news to the Senator. We undertook the first ever assessment
of unconventional shale oil and shale gas on the Alaskan North
Slope. The shale oil alone is estimated to be as much as two billion
barrels, which makes it second only to the Bakken formation.

Of course, the Senator was pleased, but the USGS takes no cred-
it because the resource is what it is. Except, of course, we did have
the foresight to undertake the assessment before anyone was even
thinking of these formations as a resource. The first exploratory
hole spuds in later this month.
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But this is just one example of how USGS science has been at
the forefront of relevant and timely issues this past year. From dis-
covering the cause of the deadly White-Nose Syndrome in bats to
responding to natural hazards such as the 5.8 magnitude earth-
quake that struck the Nation’s capital to the historic flooding on
the Mississippi River, USGS was there swiftly, objectively, and
without error.

It is the ongoing support of Congress that enables these scientific
achievements. I want to highlight that in the proposed 2013 budget
we are moving some of our highest-priority budget items such as
critical streamgages from partner co-funded programs which are
vulnerable in tough fiscal times to more stable funding.

We are also requesting funding to improve rapid disaster re-
sponse capabilities. This funding will avoid diverting funds from
longer-term investments every time a disaster occurs, which lately
is several times every year.

With the focus on R&D to address some of the Nation’s most
pressing issues, our budget request includes funding for science to
safely and prudently develop unconventional natural gas resources
using hydraulic fracturing, a national groundwater monitoring net-
work, water availability and use efforts, science for understanding
priority landscapes including Chesapeake Bay, control for invasive
species such as Burmese python and Asian carp, research in White-
Nose Syndrome in bats, science and monitoring efforts for rapid re-
sponse to natural disasters such as earthquake and floods, and
support for coastal and ocean stewardship and the National Ocean
Policy. These requests build on investments you have provided and
uses the broad expertise of the USGS well to address complex ques-
tions.

Now I will finish with the quote that Mr. Moran wanted to hear,
which is in the written testimony, and G.K. Gilbert said, “Knowl-
edge of nature is an account at bank, where each dividend is added
to the principle and the interest is ever compounded; and hence, it
is that human progress founded on natural knowledge advances
with ever-increasing speed.”

So thank you very much, and I am happy to take questions.

[The statement of Marcia K. McNutt follows:]
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Statement of
Dr. Marcia K. McNutt, Director
U.8. Geological Survey
Department of the Interior
before the
Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and Related Agencies
U.S. House of Representatives

March 6, 2012

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to
appear before you today to discuss the Administration’s 2013 budget request for the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS).

In the year since we last sat together in this room to discuss funding for the important science the USGS
does for this great Nation, USGS science and its scientists have been at the forefront of a variety of issues.
As the Nation's largest water, Earth, and biological science and civilian mapping agency, the USGS
collects, monitors, analyzes, and provides scientific understanding about natural resource conditions,
issues, and challenges. For more than a century, its diversity of scientific expertise has enabled the USGS
to carry out large-scale, multi-disciplinary investigations and provide impartial scientific information to
resource managers, policymakers, and the public. The last year is filled with examples of the relevance
and timeliness of USGS science.

In the last year, USGS scientists and their partners discovered the cause of the deadly White-Nose
Syndrome (WNS) in bats. This discovery is important because it enables decisionmakers to develop
management strategies to preserve vulnerable bat populations. Bats play an important role in the
functioning of ecosystems, providing pest control services to the agricultural industry in the United States
that save the U.S. agricultural industry at least $3 billion a year.

USGS scientists and technicians responded to a number of natural hazard events over the last year,
including the magnitude 5.8 earthquake that struck the National Capital Area on August 23, 2011.

Timely information from the USGS helped other Federal, State and local government agencies
immediately assess the impact of the earthquake to both people and infrastructure. USGS hydrologists
responded to historic flooding on the Mississippi River as well as devastating floods in the Northeast
caused by Hurricane Irene. As new record levels were set on rivers and streams from Maine to Puerto
Rico, USGS information helped other Federal agencies manage dams, levees, and spillways to minimize
flood damage to communities across much of the United States. In the United States, losses due to
natural disasters are in the billions of dollars each year. USGS science supports efforts to minimize losses
to life and property associated with such hazards.

Another example of the relevance and timeliness of USGS science is the USGS assessment of gas
resources in the Marcellus Shale in the Appalachian Basin released in August 2011, which revealed the

1
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occurrence of about 84 trillion cubic feet of undiscovered, technically recoverable natural gas and 3.4
billion barrels of undiscovered, technically recoverable natural gas liquids. These estimates are
significantly greater than the estimates of the last assessment released in 2002 due to the availability of
new geologic information and engineering data. Technological improvements have led to growth in
commercial gas production, particularly in the rapid development of natural gas in the oldest producing
petroleum province in the United States, the Appalachian Basin. The USGS assessments are important
because they provide impartial, robust scientific information about energy resources and support the U.S.
Department of the Interior’s (Interior) mission of protecting and responsibly managing the Nation’s
natural resources.

From G K. Gilbert’s sentinel climate research to the development of on-demand water information served
through tools such as WaterAlert, the USGS has provided an invaluable scientific foundation that has
informed decisions for more than a century. This point is well-illustrated by USGS scientist Paul Hsieh’s
work in the aftermath of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. He used a 25-year-old groundwater flow
program as a tool to simulate the results of the well integrity test when the Macondo well was capped in
order to resolve the controversy of whether intermediate pressures indicated a leaking well or a depleted
reservoir. Based on his conclusion that the well was not leaking, the decision was made to leave the well
cap in place. Dr. Hsieh’s efforts helped put an end to the national catastrophe and he was honored as the
2011 Federal Employee of the Year.

Investments in research and development (R&D) promote economic growth and innovation to ensure
U.S. competitiveness in a global market. Research and development is at the core of the USGS mission
and fuels advancement in areas such as natural disasters and understanding the U.S. energy and mineral
resource endowment. This testimony provides but a few of the many examples of USGS science at work
to support the national economy, reduce risk from natural hazards, and provide a solid scientific
foundation for decisions. To address the President’s priority on fiscal responsibility, the USGS 2013
budget request balances investments in monitoring, research, and assessments with targeted program
reductions while maintaining the diverse expertise necessary to respond to evolving science needs. The
2013 budget request for the USGS represents the Administration’s commitment to supporting these
activities as a means to providing the very best science available to support decisionmaking,

The 2013 budget request for the USGS is $1.1 billion, an increase of $34.5 million from the 2012 enacted
level. The budget includes $73.2 million in targeted increases that are offset by $49.5 million in targeted
decreases. Fixed costs to address the 0.5 percent pay raise, GSA rent increases, and IT transformation are
funded collectively at $10.8 million. This request represents a 3.2 percent increase above the 2012
enacted level and supports a balanced science investment portfolio that is essential to a healthy science
agency.

Budget Highlights

The 2013 budget request for the USGS includes increases in a number of priority areas. The funding
request to address issues associated with hydraulic fracturing is $18.6 million, which is a $13.0 million
increase over the 2012 budget. The USGS, the Department of Energy, and the Environmental Protection
Agency are engaged in developing a collaborative interagency R&D effort to address the highest priority
challenges associated with safely and prudently developing unconventional natural gas resources. The
goal of this effort is to understand and minimize potential environmental, health, and safety impacts
associated with hydraulic fracturing. Through this effort, the three agencies will build on current work
and collaboratively identify and coordinate priority R&D activities to provide policy-relevant science to
support resource management and development decisions.
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Funding for WaterSMART totals $21.0 million and represents a $13.0 million increase from 2012.
WaterSMART is a multi-disciplinary effort designed to further understand the complex linkage among
water quantity, quality, and the environment, and improve management of this finite resource. Among
efforts identified for implementation in 2013 is establishment of a National Groundwater Monitoring
Network as called for by the SECURE Water Act (P.L. 111-11). Water quality enhancement is key to the
WaterSMART effort in 2013 and will result in a national synthesis of knowledge on the degree to which
water quantity and quality intersect to influence water resource availability for both human and ecosystem
uses.

The 2013 budget request includes an increase of $16.2 million that will expand science in priority
ecosystems including Chesapeake Bay, California Bay-Delta, Columbia River, Everglades, Klamath
River Basin, and Puget Sound. The increase also includes funding to address ecosystem science needs
related to Asian Carp control and prevention in the Great Lakes and the Upper Mississippi River Basin
and provides funding to apply land use science, build data and information access and decision tools,
engage Tribes in their ecosystem challenges related to climate change and advance efforts to sustain
environmental capital. Another $2.0 million is requested to expand research efforts on brown tree snakes,
White-Nose Syndrome in bats, and coral reef health.

In 2013, the USGS proposes to expand and enhance its science efforts for rapid response to natural
disasters, such as earthquakes and floods. An increase of $8.6 million over 2012 is requested to expand
science and monitoring efforts required by the Nation’s emergency managers and public officials for
understanding the risks hazards pose to human and natural systems and how to reduce losses and improve
response. The USGS is faced with rising expectations for rapid, robust information in response to hazard
events. This funding will allow the USGS to better meet those expectations.

The 2013 budget includes an increase of $6.8 million over 2012 that will allow the USGS to expand its
efforts in support of coastal and ocean stewardship and the National Ocean Policy. Accordingly, the
USGS will expand efforts in those regions where coastal and marine science and management objectives
intersect with Interior’s responsibilities for energy resource development, adaption to climate change,
ecosystem sustainability, and resilience of vulnerable native and indigenous communities.

Summary by Budget Activity

The 2013 budget includes a total of $177.9 million for the Ecosystems Mission Area. The request
includes increases across all mission area programs to support research and development efforts focused
on ecosystem priorities such as California Bay-Delta, Chesapeake Bay, Columbia River, Everglades,
Klamath River Basin, and Puget Sound.

The Climate and Land Use Change budget activity request totals $153.7 miltion and includes increases in
funding for Science Support for DOI Bureaus, research and development that enhances resource
management, and funding to support the Northwest and Northeast DOI Climate Science Centers, which
work closely with tribal partners to identify key resource management science needs in the Columbia
River and Great Lakes ecosystems, respectively. Funding is also provided that will allow the USGS to
better assess the causes and consequences of land cover change.

In 2013, the total request for Energy, Minerals, and Environmental Health is $97.1 million, to support
programs that conduct research and assessments on the location, quantity, and quality of the Nation and
world’s mineral and energy resources. Programs within this activity also conduct research on
environmental impacts of human activities that introduce chemical and pathogenic contaminants into the
environment and threaten human, animal (fish and wildlife), and ecological health.
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The total requested funding leve! for Natural Hazards in 2013 is $144.8 million, or $10.3 million above
the 2012 enacted level, which will allow the USGS to strengthen its natural hazards research and
assessment capabilities both before and after disasters strike.

The 2013 budget request includes $209.8 miltion for Water Resources which reflects a reduction of $4.8
million from the 2012 enacted level. The budget request for Water Resources reflects difficult choices
that had to be made in order to advance hydrologic science priorities. The request includes enhanced
funding for WaterSMART and the resources necessary to establish the National Groundwater Monitoring
Network, as well as a substantial investment ($5.5 million) in the National Streamflow Information
Program that will advance USGS streamgages and hydrologic modeling to reduce flood damages.

In 2013, the total budget request for Core Science Systems is $120.4 million. This includes increases in
each of the Core Science Systems programs to support Administration priorities such as science for
coastal and ocean stewardship, hydraulic fracturing, and ecosystem priorities. Increases are focused on
research, synthesis, and analysis of information and data, development of information access and decision
tools, the creation of geologic maps and a synthesis of available science on hydraulic fracturing through
the John Wesley Powell Center. This also reflects an internal transfer of funds from Administration and
Enterprise Information, which aligns programs and activities to best reflect the mission of the Science
Synthesis, Analysis, and Research program.

The funding requested for Administration and Enterprise Information in 2013 is $99.1 million and reflects
a net program reduction of $3.7 million in addition to the internal transfer mentioned previously.

The 2013 budget request for Facilities is $99.7 million to provide a safe, functional workspace for
accomplishing the bureau’s scientific mission. Resources support basic facility operations, security costs,
and facility maintenance in compliance with Federal, State, and local standards.

Conclusion

The 2013 USGS budget request addresses issues that are important to the Administration and Interior.
This budget reflects the Administration’s commitment to R&D and its support for USGS science as a
foundation for resources management decisions, while recognizing constrained fiscal resources. This
budget reflects careful and tough decisions while balancing USGS research, assessment, and monitoring
activities to ensure its continued ability to address a broad array of natural resource and natural science
issues facing the Nation.

The author of the first USGS monograph, G.K. Gilbert, is quoted, “Knowledge of Nature is an account at
bank, where each dividend is added to the principal and the interest is ever compounded; and hence it is
that human progress, founded on natural knowledge, advances with ever increasing speed.” The science
and information provided by USGS scientists and professionals, past and present, provides the foundation
for what we now know and what we will learn in the future. The 2013 budget request for the USGS
supports this continued legacy of world class science to support decisionmaking.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 1 will be happy to answer the questions you and other
Members have. [ appreciate this opportunity to testify before you and this Subcommittee and look
forward to our continued collaboration.
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science for a changing worid

Marcia K. McNutt, Director

Dr. Marcia K. McNutt is a distinguished geophysicist and experienced
administrator. She previously spent 15 years on the facuity of MIT and for 12
years served as president and chief executive officer of the Monterey Bay
Aquarium Research Institute (MBARI), in Moss Landing, CA. She also serves as
the Secretary of the Interior's science advisor.

As a scientist, Dr. McNutt's own research has involved field work on land and sea
across several continents and numerous ocean basins. She has published
nearly 100 peer-reviewed scientific articles. In 2010, she spent May through
August working directly with BP, DOE, and the U.S. Coast Guard in Houston
evaluating options to contain the oil and cap BP's Macondo well after the
Deepwater Horizon explosion. She also led the Flow Rate Technical Group
which estimated that the total spill was 4.9 million barrels of oil. For her work
during the crisis, the US Coast Guard awarded her their Meritorious Service
Medal, the second highest honor for public service.

McNutt's honors and awards include membership in the National Academy of
Sciences, the American Philosophical Society, and the American Academy of
Arts and Sciences. She served as President of the American Geophysical
Union from 2000-2002. She is a fellow of the American Geophysical Union, the
Geological Society of America, the American Association for the Advancement of
Science, and the International Association of Geodesy. She holds honorary
degrees from the University of Minnesota, Colorado College, Monmouth
University, and the Colorado School of Mines.

McNutt received a BA degree in Physics, summa cum laude, Phi Beta Kappa,
from Colorado Coliege in Colorado Springs. As a National Science Foundation
Graduate Fellow, she studied geophysics at Scripps Institution of Oceanography
in La Jolla, California, where she earned a PhD in Earth Sciences in 1878. She
then spent three years with the USGS in Menlo Park, CA, working on earthquake
prediction.

Dr. McNultt joined the faculty at MIT in 1982 where she became the Griswoid
Professor of Geophysics and served as Director of the Joint Program in
Oceanography & Applied Ocean Science & Engineering, offered by MIT & the
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution.

McNutt is a native of Minneapolis, MN, where she graduated class valedictorian
from Northrop Collegiate School (now the Blake Schools) in 1970.
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Suzefte Kimball, Deputy Director

Dr. Suzette Kimball is internationally known for work in coastal processes and has
served as Deputy Director for the past two years following a year serving as Acting
Director.

Dr. Kimball was named Associate Director for Geology in 2008, coming to that position
from being the Director of the Eastern Region since 2004

Dr. Kimball joined the USGS as Eastern Regional Executive for Biology. In that position,
she built many partnerships, helped shape programs, and led the establishment of the
USGS Florida integrated Science Center. She came to the USGS from the National
Park Service in Atlanta, where she was Associate Regional Director.

She entered the National Park Service as a research coordinator in the Global Climate
Change Program, became Southeast Regional Chief Scientist, then Associate Regional
Director. She was assistant professor of environmental sciences at the University of
Virginia, co-director of the Center for Coastal Management and Policy and marine
scientist at the Virginia Institute of Marine Science, and managed coastal morphology
and barrier island studies in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

She serves on executive boards and many State and national committees, including the
DOI Climate and Energy Task Force, the U.S. National Committee on GeoScience, the
National Academy of Science Roundtable on Environmental Health, The DOI Senior
Ocean Policy Team, and the International Steering Committee for “OneGeology.” She
was on the board of directors of the Coastal Society and has served as secretary of the
American Geophysical Union's Ocean Sciences Section.

She has authored numerous publications on barrier island dynamics, coastal ecosystem
science, coastal zone management and policy, and natural resource exploration,
evaluation and management. She has twice received the Presidential Rank Award and
twice received the Secretary of the Interior's Gold Level Award for Executive
Leadership, and the Secretary of the Interior's Meritorious Service Award.

Dr. Kimball has a doctorate in environmental sciences with a specialty in coastal
processes from the University of Virginia, a master's in geology and geophysics from
Ball State University, and a bachelor's in English and geology from the College of
William & Mary.
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Carla M. Burzyk

Associate Director, Budget, Planning and Integration

Carla Burzyk has responsibility for developing the USGS's annual budget
proposals, reviewing and synthesizing USGS budget execution activities and
overseeing USGS performance management and planning activities.

She serves as the chief adviser to the Director and Bureau leadership team on all
matters related to the budget, accountability, perfformance management and
planning. She leads a staff comprised of senior budget and finance analysts,
statisticians, economists and scientists. She serves as a member of the
Director's Executive Leadership Team.

She was the Budget Officer for USGS from May 1999 to September 2001,
responsible for development of the annual budget, serving as an advisor to the
Director on budget formulation issues for the Nation's largest water, earth, and
biological science and civilian mapping agency.

Ms. Burzyk has spent her professional career in the Department of the Interior.
Prior to joining the USGS, she served as Special Assistant to the Assistant
Secretary for Water and Science, advising on budget and program issues for the
Bureau of Reclamation and USGS.

From 1988 to 1998, Ms. Burzyk was a budget analyst in the Department of the
Interior, Office of the Secretary. In this capacity, she advised the Secretary of the
Interior on issues and programs related to Departmental science programs.

During her tenure in the Office of the Secretary, she was selected to serve on
assignment to the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on the Department of
the Interior and Related Agencies. Prior to 1988, Ms. Burzyk was a budget
analyst in the Office of Surface Mining, an architectural historian for the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission and an historian for the National Park Service.

Ms. Burzyk received a Bachelor of Arts degree with honors from Trinity College
where she was a Thomas J. Watson Fellow nominee. She has completed
graduate work at the George Washington and American Universities. She is a
native of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and resides in the
Commonwealth of Virginia.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, and I like her quotes better than yours,
Jim.

I do not know if I said during the hearing last year, but I think
on behalf of myself and this Subcommittee I do want to thank you
for all the work you put in during the Gulf oil spill, and I know
that USGS did some great work down there as well as other fed-
eral agencies, but particularly the USGS did some great work. So
thank you for that.

Dr. McNuTT. Thank you.

Mr. SIMPSON. Jim.

TOXICS SUBSTANCES HYDROLOGY

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am concerned about the proposed cut in the Toxic Substances
Hydrology Program of $2 million for methods development and as-
sessments. Quoting the budget justification, the reduction would
substantially decrease activities that characterize environmental
contamination by pharmaceuticals, endocrine-active chemicals, pes-
ticides, and other priority and emerging environmental contami-
nants. With environmental contaminants as serious and growing
an issue as I know you recognize, why would we be decreasing re-
search in that area?

Dr. McNUTT. Yes, Mr. Moran, we agree this is a very substantial
cut to this program. It is a 19 percent cut to the Toxics Program,
$2 million. What basically will happen as a result of this is we will
have to decrease field activities and focus on interpretations and
publishing of data that we already have in hand.

We have made substantial progress on research in this area, and
we do have some interesting results to publish on research on both
bass and on zebra fish, which we believe will advance under-
standing, but as I think you know well, the way this goes forward
is that across all of our mission areas we are required to put for-
ward percentage cuts across the board. Not all of them are taken
equally, and with this program, given how healthy our budgets are
in other areas, it is a shame that this program is being cut so se-
verely given how much people across the country are concerned
about this particular issue.

CONTAMINANT BIOLOGY

Mr. MORAN. Well, I agree with your response, a 19 percent cut
when we are increasing in other areas. I am afraid that the data
is going to be outdated when it is actually published, but along the
same lines, the budget for contaminant biology includes a proposed
$500,000 cut on the impact of environmental contaminants. Budget
justification says that the proposed cut would, “reduce research in
assessing impacts of environmental contaminants, including endo-
crine-disrupting chemicals on human, animal, and ecosystem
health.”

Again, why are you targeting research on endocrine-disrupting
chemicals and environmental contaminants when we are only now
beginning to realize what a major factor they are probably being
shown to be in terms of the fish that are clearly malformed or show
evidence of endocrine disruption, crustaceans, and the like? It just
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seems inconsistent with the kind of data that we are finally coming
up with.

Dr. McNuTT. I will say that in our WaterSMART Program we do
have additional funding for basic research in water quality that I
think will help give a national perspective on some of these chemi-
cals. It will not be directly related to the problem of targeting the
impact on the specific species of concern, but it will help us put
some of these chemicals in a more national context so that ideally
we will be in a better position to understand the distribution and
the frequency where these chemicals are coming from and their
prevalence in the environment.

One of the big targets of the WaterSMART Program is under-
standing water quality and the tradeoff between water quality and
water availability and how it affects water availability for eco-
system use, but it will not be exactly what you are looking for.

WATER RESOURCES

Mr. MORAN. Oh, not at all, and you propose significant decreases
in programs like the National Water Quality Assessment Program
and elimination of support for the Water Resources Research Insti-
tutes. So, you know, I do not know how you assess whether water
resources funding is being put to the highest and best use, and I
would hope you would have some advisory committees or working
groups to help assess your efforts on that.

Dr. McNutT. We do.

Mr. MORAN. Yes, but it is of concern in a budget that otherwise
makes a lot of sense.

Thank you, Dr. McNutt. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SiMPSON. Mr. Cole.

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

Mr. CoLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for being here.
Appreciate the testimony.

If you could, you mentioned in your opening statement your work
in hydraulic fracturing.

Dr. McNUTT. Yes.

Mr. CoLE. Could you give us a little more in terms of what the
scope of the study is, the cost, what the objectives are?

Dr. McNutT. Absolutely. The USGS will be working on the
science of hydraulic fracturing, and this is going to be coordinated
with the Department of Energy and EPA through a memorandum
of understanding such that we can be sure that there will no